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EDITORIAL FOREWORD

We have pleasure in placing before Sanskrit scholars and students
this second volume of Dr. B. N. K. Sharma’s work: “Brahmasiitras and
Their Principal Commentaries”, of which the first volume was pub-
lished in the Bharatiya Vidya Series, in September 1971

The importance of the Brahmastitras in the evolution of India’s phi-
losophical thought and its culmination in the Vedanta Darfana need
hardly be emphasized. Dr. Sharma, an eminent Professor of Sanskrit
brought up. in the best traditions of ancient and modern scholarship, criti-
cally the ies of Sarhkara, Ramanuja and Madhva,
the three great exy ts of Indian phil hy and sometimes the com-
mentary of Bhiskara also,—as in the course of his first volume. Follow-
ing the same plan of exposition and criticism, he has introduced the
niceties of thought and interpretation from the great commentaries on
these Bhasyas of these Aciryas by their eminent followers like Vacas-
pati Midra, Amalananda, Sudarana Siiri, Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha, to
mention only the more important ones. The present Volume covers the
second, third and fourth Padas of the Avirodha Adhyaya and the first
Pada of the third Adhyaya.

The second Adhyaya is called the Avirodha-Adhyaya. Its four Padas
are called by Madhva Yuktipada, Samayapada Srutivirodh iharapida
and Yuktisahitasrutivirodt ihirapada. It may be noticed that the
second Pada of Adhyaya II which is called Tarkapada by Sarhkara and
others is designated as Samayapdda where the word Samaya is used in
the sense of a school or DarSana. This Pada is naturally of absorbing

interest to all d of phil hy as it taine Bidars s Te-
view of all the other schools of philosophical thought in his
time.
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Almost all the other Acaryas have taken the first ten Sitras begin-
ning with Racand@nupapattel to refer to the refutation of Niri§vara-
Samkhya. According to Madhva, these ten Siitras are divided into five
adhikaranas and they refute four shades of Sarnkhya doctrine (a) Nirls-
vara (b) Seévara (c) Prakrtyupasarjana-Purusakartrtvavada (d) Puru-
sopasarjanaprakrtikartrtvavada and (e) the Carvaka school. Madhva
finds justification in refuting Carvaka at this stage in this Pada. If
Jainas and Bauddhas are refuted, why not the Carvaka also? Sarmkara
feels that Carvaka is refuted in Eka datmanas Sartre bhavat. (iii, 3, 53).
But Madhva feels that as Adhyaya HI is a Sadhana-Adhyaya the re-
futation of Carvika will be more appropriate to Samayapada than to
Gunopasarmharapada in Adhyéiya IIL

The most debated adhikarana here is the last one which most of
the Bhasyakaras have regarded as a review of the Bhigavata or the
Paficaratra school. Dr. Sharma calls for a fresh look at this adhikarana
as a possible review of the prestigious Sikta system. Sarhkara does not
give any place to refutation of Siktadarsana. According to Madhva,
the Paficaradtra school is not refuted here by the Siitrakara as there is
nothing objectionable according to the Siitrakira in that school. Objec-
tions against Paficaratra, according to Madhva, are frivolous. Paficara-
ira refers to “Jivotpatti” but as Jiva is “nitya” according to Vedinta,
the ‘utpatti’ of Jiva refers to the utpatti of Samkarsana and other mani-
festations of Brahman and not to the origination of the individual soul.
And Samkarsana and others, according to the Paficardtra, are mani-
{estations of Brahman and they are equal to Brahman and from Piirna-
Brahman we can have the manifestation of other Piirna forms like
Samkarsana, because of the Vicitradakti of Brahman. The issue is
worth pursuing.

The third Pida is philesaphically the most important and has a
living interest to students of philosophy and religion; for here we meet
with the intimate questions relating to the agency of the Atman, his
dimension, relation to Brahman as its amsa and so forth. Madhva
gives a fresh definition of amse as “Tadadhinatve sati tatsadriatvam.”
As explained in the first Adhyaya, Madhva states that Brahman is the
nimittakarana and Prakriti is the upddinakarana. Jiva is created in the
sense of ParddhinaviSesapti. In the Viyadadhikarana, Madhva explains
that Viyad or AkaSa has two senses of space and ether. Space or
avak3sa cannot be created except in the sense of Paradhinavifesapti.

We are confident Dr. Sharma’s close analytic study of these and

other interesting problems will prove an indi ble and enlighten-
ing tool to Tarkarasikas of both Indian and Westem philesophy.
J. H. Dave

v



FOREWORD

It is gratifying that so much research and writing exists about
Indian philosophy. For those who write in English it is perhaps dis-
appointing that Indian philosophy is not mare studied and taught in the
West. However, a number of prominent writers have laid the founda-
tions for a deeper appreciation of the patterns of Indian thought, One
of these distinguished writers is undoubtedly Dr. B. N. K. Sharma,
whose massive and pioneering History of the Duvaita School in two
volumes is one of the most important contributions to the history of
Indian philosophy. He is also of course known for his more popular
writings. But perhaps what in essence is his most vital contribution is
his ability to look at Vedanta in perspective.

For various reasons Advaita has had a dominant position in the
consciousness of the Indian tradition aroused by writers in the nationalist
period—for i by Vivel da and Radhakrishnan. Perhaps now
there has been some shift of emphasis, and Dr, Sharma is one of those
principally responsible.

All this is brought out well in his Brehmastitras and their Principal
Commnentaries, the first volume of which has already attracted favour-
able notice. 1t is a great pl for me to d the second vol
It is a systematic work and will be of considerable use for both teachers
and students of these seminal texts. It adds to the use of the work
that though essentially the commentary is in English it includes a full
notation in Sanskrit to assist the scholar. Dr. Sharma’s interest in
Dvaita is reflected in the fully balanced way in which he shows the
positions of kara, Rimanuja and Madhva (though he also of course
draws on other positions—Indian both ancient and modern and
‘Western)-

I have learned much from this book: may others do so also.

NINIAN SMART
University of Lancaster,
29th July, 1974. England,



PREFACE

In March 1969, I started work on a research project covering the
Brahmasiitras and their principal commentaries belonging to the Dvaita,
Advaita and Vidistidvaita traditions of their interpretation. The first
volume of their critical and comparative study was published in Sep-
tember 1971 This is the second volume of the project comprising
Padas 2, 3 and 4 of Adhyaya I and the first Pada of Adhyaya II. The

pletion of the remaining part of the project in one more volume
depends on the tinuation of the facilities I have received under the
U.G.C. scheme or the availability of similar facilities from other sources
in some other form. I express my grateful thanks to the University
Crants Commission, New Dethi for its assistance and facilities which
have enabled me to undertake this stupendous project and to carty for-
ward the work as far as the portion which has gone into print in these
two volumes.

Readers of the first volume will have seen for themselves how while
the Samanvaya of Sastra in B. thro’ Paramamukhyavrtti in B. and
Mukhyavrtti in ¢Aparatattvas’ enriches the meaning and content of
validity of Sruti both ways, the technique of Samanvaya in Pratyag-
abhinnanirvigesabrahman thro’ Akbandartha and the methodology of
Adhyaropapavada in respect of Aparatattvas which (the latter) are
shown to be ‘mithya’ thro’ such technique impoverishes the meaning and
content of validity of Srutis all round: 'The two techniques of Saman-
vaya are not thus in pari materia and cannot therefore be judged by the

1dhInta’

same standard as modes of ha ization of ‘Srutisi ,

The second Pada of the Avirodha-Adhyiya with which this volume
is best designated as “Samaya-Pida", as it controverts doe-
trines of leading schools of philosophical thought hostile to Vedantic

ix
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Theism. The purpose of this refutation is to enable Adhikarins or
earnest seekers of truth to have their faith and conviction in Vedantic
Theism reinforced.

M’s commentary on this Pida shows important divergences from
others in the constitution of many of the adhikaranas here. The very
first adhi., of S, R and others, of ten Siitras, has been split up by him
into five separate adhi-s. This shows an independent spirit of inquiry in
finding room for four distinctive shades of Samkhya thought and the
Carvaka school within the ten Sitras which they have dealt with as
a single adhi., devoted exclusively to a refutation of the NiriSvara Sam-
khya system. The reader will find the justification for taking a fresh
look at these Sitras in Vyasatirtha's TC. The inclusion of the Carvika
system for criticism in this Pada distinguishes M’s commentary from
those of S and Bhiskara. Its introduction in the third Pada of Adh-
yaya III, in S’s Bhagya will strike any detached observer as out of place.

The appropriation of the Sitra : Mahaddirghavad vd... (ii, 2, 11)
tc a defence of Brahmavada in S’s commentary has been similarly ob-
jected to by Vyasatirtha. While dealing with this topie, I have exa-
mined the views of Dr. Belvalkar. Modern scholars will find in the cri-
tique of the schools of Buddhism and Jainism given by M and his com-~
mentators very much more than a rechauffe of what has been said by
S Bhaskara and R.

The piece de resistance of this Pada is the socalled Paficaratra-
adhikarana. M. has been the first to show that it has in reality nothing
to do with that school and is, instead, a criticism of the $ikta doctrine.
Nimbarka, Kesava Kashmiri and Baladeva have accepted this finding.
In repelling S’s criticisms of the alleged defects of the Bhagavata school
as misplaced, M. and his commentators have brought to light some hither-
to unknown facts regarding Bhigavata theology. One of these is that
the ancient Bhagavata school stands committed to the acceptance of
Gunagunyabheda thro’ Viesas or Savidesabheda between B and its
attributes. The other is that there is no ‘Taratamya’ between B and its
manifestations, These receive indirect confirmation from the evidence
let in by S. himself in his eriticism of the Bhigavata doctrine and from
the statements attributed by him to the Bhigavatas on the authority of
a Paiicardtra Sruti.

The fact that R has conceded to S that the first two Siitras of this
adhi. are a criticism of the Bhagavata doctrine, maintaining at the same
time that the last two Siitras refute these criticisms, does not necessarily
confer on it any preferential title to acceptance as representing the in-
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PREFACE

tention of the Sitrakara, Chronological priority alone of an inter-
pretation cannot be a true test of its correctness or its fitness to reflect
the true intention of the Siitrakira. When several conflicting traditions
claim to reflect his position correctly, it is good to take the advice of
the great poet: grmifircm = arg wdwq |
and resist the temptation to succumb to the glamor of chronological
prmnty In the present case, the context of refutation of hostile
(P tanirakaranam) would disallow any attempt at bringing
in the defence of any school, even if it should be the Sitrakira’s own, in
one separate adhikarana, albeit to dismiss misplaced objections against
it. See also Appendix.

As the strictures on the Paficardtra in regard to Jivotpatti and the
Vyiiha doctrine and the alleged censure of Vedas in the Paficaratra turn
out, by all accounts and in the last analysis, to be a mere rhetorical
flourish without substance (See Pages 108-121) it is time to call a halt
to the association of the Utpattyasambbavadhikarana with the Pafi-
carétra school, be it in full or in part, for criticism or for rehabilitation.
It seems M. has adopted the right course in accommodating the Pafica-
ratras among the source-books of the Siitrakira’s system under i, 1, 3 and
upholding its validity as resting on the Srutis ($rutimile) in the Smr-
tyadhi. (ii, 1, 1-3) as against non-Vedantic Smrtis, which allows the
Stitrakdra the necessary opportunity to conclude his review of hostile
schools with a refutation of Saktivada.

M. holds the Tatparyalinigas to be the safest guides in settling the
meaning and import of the Siitras. Dr. P. M. Modi (A Critique of Breh-
masiitras Part I) dismisses them as “defective” because “the Acharyas
and even the modern schalars who have followed the same have come
to divergent conclusions™ (p. xviii). But then, the Sitrakara himself sets
great store by this method as can be seen from his resorting to it in
different adhikaranas and what applies to parts of the work must in-
deed be applicable to the whole. The divergence of conclusions among

the Acharyas or others is not a reflection on the i of the
technique but is due to mental reservations in applying it. This may be
seen by int ing the two ing Sttras with Jegadvydpiravarjam

and Andurtti$ Sabdat from the concluding part of the Siitras and let the
integration speak for itself. It is verily because “the doctrine of the
Sitrakara cannot be derived from an examination of some scattered re-
marks or from a few technical words in the Sitras” (op. eit. p. vii)
that M. insists on giving full weight to the itner dialectic of the Siitra-
kara’s work as reflected by the language and wording of the Sutras,
the natural syntactic arrangement of their parts, the smooth sequence
of thought among their topics, the contextual propriety of particular
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interpretations‘v:vith the theme of the Adhyaya and Pada where they
occur, their freedom from redundancy (agatarthatd), the nature and
extent of admissibility of adhydhdra, regard for anuvrtti, avrtti, lak-
send jidpakae and other technical devices, exegetical principles and aids
permitted in the interpretation of aphoristic texts, in arriving at a
correct pattern of interpretation of the Siitras. How these principles
can be seen to be fully implemented in his own line of interpretation
of the Siitras has been demonstrated in the commentaries of Trivikrama
' Pandita, Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha and in the glosses of Vadirgja,
Raghiittama, Raghavendra, Satyanitha and others from which the rele-
vant data have been collected and coordinated in my exposition.

The feasibility of settling the broad pattern of thought and inter-
pretation ingrained in the Sitras thro’ a consistent application of the
aforesaid exegetical principles cannot be allowed to be called into ques-
tion by a vain scepticism whether a philosophical work like the Brahma-
stitras is the work of a single author and even then, if it can be ad-
mitted to be constructed on a strictly scientific basis of organized thought
and whether its division of Adhyayas and Padas rests on a well-knit
scheme. It is an insult to the intelligence of a Panini or a Bidarayana
1o suggest that his work is not entitled to the distinction of being re-
cognized as a well-knit scientific treatise. It may be that different
commentators have explained the Siitras and their scheme of topics in
different ways. But they can all be judged on their merits, if one has
the patience and the equipment to carry out the task. The lack of
them gives no right to the sceptic to deny the title to systematic think-
ing to the Stutrakdra. Irrespective of their difference of approach, the
great Bhisyakdras have all been conscious of the well-knit character
of the Brahmamimams3gastra and have tried to make it clear whenever
required.

Even a bird’s eye view of the Siitras will bear out the fact that
their author is a Bhedavadin. The wording of the opening Siitra itself:
vestigate “Brahman”,—thereby giving a broad hint that the investiga-
tion is not to be of his own self as “Brahman” but of a Being other than
his own self and far greater than his own self: Adhikam tu bheds-
nirdesat (B.S.i, 1, 23), designated as “Brabman”. This is confirmed
by the definition of B. given in the next Siitra as the author of the origin,
sustenance and dissolution of the world of matter and Souls. For, it
will not do to forget that the ‘universe’, whose author B. has been stated
to be, comprises not only the world of matter but of the world of souls
as well (Cf. B.S- i, 2,9). The corollary of the Siitrakidra’s definition is
thus unmistakably against the thesis of identity of Jiva and B: Jivo
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PREFACE

brahmaive néparch as posited by S. The definition speaks for itself:
war Ardeanty @ s SagE (M. AV §, 1, 2).
It is in keeping with the acceptance of the distinction between Jiva
and B. for all time as the corner-stone of his philosophy that Badara-
yana denies any rights of participation or partnership in the cosmic
responsibilities of B. to the released Souls also, in Moksa: Jagadvyd-
piraverjam (iv, 4, 17)- Thus the first and almost the last Siitras of
Badardyana between themselves seal the fate of the doctrine of Jiva-
brahmaikya. Other relevant details pertaining to this question from Adh-
yiyas 1II and IV will have to be considered in their proper contexts.

While other commentators have more or less taken it for granted
that the term “asya” in B.8.j, 1, 2, has been used exclusively in the
sense of the world of matter, M. alone reflects the mund of the Siitra-
kara properly in bringing the world of Souls also under its purview,
right from this Sitra onwards. It needs no argument to show that as
a Moksasastra, Badarayana's work should naturally be more intensively
concerned with the life and destiny of the Souls than with the routine
of the creation, sustenance and dissolution of the world of matter by B.
This shows how well M’s interpretation of the Satra: Janmadyasya
yatah (i, 1, 2) reflects the full intention of the Sttrakira in explaining
the compound “Janmadi” in terms not only of the three acts of crea-
tion, sustenance and dissolution but of the still more important acts of
control, obscuration, bondage, enlightenment and release of Souls and
how again Srsti and Samhéara comprehend the creation and withdrawal
of dream objects, how obscuration includes mirechd and Moksa includes
the state of Susupti by upalaksana,—all of which are shown to be
brought under the dispensation of B. in the first four adhikaranas of
the second Pada of Adhyaya HI It is for this reason that M. assigns
a separate adhi. to Jagradavasthd (besides dream and Susupti) to bring
it also under the impulsion of B. by opting for the reading:  IgaTIg
araisfy (i, 2, 6) instead of Igammg ar grsfy of S. and others, whio.h:
by the way, is syntactically rather discordant with ‘tirohitam’ in the
preceding Shitra. This shows a keener perception of the Sitraikra’s
purpose in this part of the Siadhana-Adhyiya to bring out the supreme
power and majesty of B as the source of impulsion in respect of each
and every one of the states in the lives of Jivas:

(i) YA T
with a view to fostering the spirit of love and devotion to such a Being
in heart of the Jivas: wffaefend MK I=qF wFqd WearsigaTla:
(L BSB. iii, 2.1).
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The amplification of the definition of B. in i, 1.2 to include niya-
mana jidna, ajfigne, bandha and moksa has the full support of the in-
ternal evidence of the Sitras:

swrqateafudarfey aeiaama @, 2, 18)

gereaeTEag: (b 3, 20) &t 3 gwmaae (G 3, 11)

afyeeer Ao (b L, 7)) medegaeredmg (b 3, 2)
qufasgmrg fRifed q@r ger Fafagdat (i, 2, 5)

In one word, then, this amplification epitomizes the entire philo-
sophy of Theism of Badarayana. With the same cogency, M. has shown
how the first and the second Adhyayas of Badarayana’s work are in the
nature of systematic elucidation of the twin concepts of Sarvagunapir-
natvam and Nirdogatvam implicit in the content and meaning of the
term “Brahman” applied to the object of the pholosophical inquiry ini-
tiated by Badardyana in his opening Siitra.

The third Pada of Adhyaya I is of absorbing interest to philosophy.
For the largest number of adhi-s here is devoted to the Jivatman. His
genesis, dimension, and agency, his relation to B., the obscuration of
his Svarfipananda by ‘Bhavariipa-Ajfiana’ in the state of bondage and
its manifestation in release by the grace of B. and his intimate and in-~
dissoluble bond of relationship with B. as its Améa and Pratibimba are
some of the topics raised and discussed here. The conclusions are ar-
rived at after going thro’ a wealth of arguments advanced for and against
each position. The question of the Jiva's agency and its dependence
on B. taught in the Siitras (ii, 3, 33-42) raises the great problem of
freewill and determinism in moral philosophy. The dialogue which
Vyasatirtha enters into in the Kartrtvadhi (ii, 3, 33-42) with the Visist-
&dvaitic position (PP. 262-68) will be found to be a masterpicce of philo-
sophical argumentation, in presenting the pros and cons for arriving at
a just and equitable solution of the problem.

M's commentary finds it necessary to reconstitute many of the
adhikaranas here in a different way from S. and R., in order to fruit-
fully discuss many vital problems of Vedanta philosophy such as the
synthesis of the Bheda and Abheda Srutis on the basis of the principle
of “Tadgunasdrattvtit tad defah”, in the Prthagadhikaranam
(ii, 3, 28-29). The Siitra ‘Adrtamyanwt (ii, 3, 51) and the two others
following it are similarly reconstituted into a fresh adhikarana to dis-
cuss the equally important problem as to how and why the Jivas who
are all Pratibimbas of the same Brahman differ intrinsically from one
another. The question is the same as agitated St. Augustine (354-430
A.D.) into asking “Whence came I to will evil and nill good; who set
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this in me and ingrafted in me this plant of bitterness, seeing that I was
made of my most sweet God” (in His image)? M.s answer to this is
given in terms of his pt of Anadisvarlipayogyatibheda’ which is the
pivot of his doctrine of SvarGpabheda among souls,

The first half of this Pada deals with the genesis of material princi-
ples like Akisa, Ap, Tejas etc., and their Laya in B. M’s commentary
on this Pada develops the distinctive theory of the genesis of eternal
verities like space, time, Jiva and Prakrti thro’ “ParadhinaviSesipati®.
The existence of eternal (uncreated) tattvas like these is one of the
fundamental presuppositions of Vedantic thought (cf. Nityo nitydnim
Jadjreu dvdvejou (Svet. Up. vi.13; i, 9) and this has got to be har-
monized with another of its fundamental presuppositions admitted in
the Sruti and the Satra that everything in finite reality has its genesis
from B: 37 adwgwa (Teitt Up. 11.6) semrsrer aa: (B.S.1.1.2).

This baffling problem is solved by M. with the theory of ‘Eternal
Creation’ of all eternal substances and principles in the sense of “Para-
dhinavidesapati”. This is another of his remarkable contributions to
philosophic thought and Vedantic cosmogony. The readers’ attention is
invited to the concurrent details of this new theory and its exposition
(PP. 127-35).

The truth of the statement made on P.x of the Preface to Vol. I
that “tho’ each of the schools of tradmonal interpretation has endea-
voured to establish its own with the Siitras, the march
of thought in the history of the Vedanta has made it possible for the
tradition sponsored by M. and his commentators to enter more incisively
and in greater detail than the other traditions of interpretation upon
a critical and comparative examination of its own and other traditions
of interpretation of the Siitras, and that the most impressive work in
this direction has been done by Vyasatirtha in his T'C. can be seen here
by going thro’ his examination of S's interpretation of the Utkranyty-
adhi, (PP. 230-43) and of the Kartrividhi (PP. 252-68) and of the
Améadhi. according to S. and R. (PP. 281-92). It will be seen that
barring the Asambhavadhi (ii, 3, 9), the entire third Pada is taken up
with the history of the “Aparatattvas” comprising the world of matter
and souls, comprehended by the term “asya” in i, 1, 2.

In the last Pada of Adhydya II, M’s commentary draws pointed
attention to the special sxgmﬁcance attaching to the way in whxch the
Sutrakara has‘“ ht out the depend of the Adhyatmi

d with the mi; , on the Supreme B. It has
been shown (See Vol. I p. 56) that the root cause of the Jiva's bondage
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a process of manang. Such critical reflection as the process of their
manana would impose on us is sure to be rewarding in its results.
As Vyasatirtha has so aptly put it, it is not by licking the outer sur-
face of sugarcane that we can taste and enjoy its sweetness but by
squeezing it between the teeth and slowly imbibing every particle of
its juice. No disrespect to the sugarcane is intended thereby:

7 EIgugiag A SETET W4, |
q Heeed faofiga wedt AgRat waq (T.C- 1.1.4)

I am deeply thankful to Professor Ninian Smart for the honor he
has done me in commending this volume to readers in India and in
the West with his handsome Foreword.

My next and most pleasant duty now is to express grateful thanks
to our Prime Minister Shrimati Indira Gandhi for her generous grant
of Rs. 2500/- towards the cost of publication of this Volume. My
thanks are equally due to the Ranchoddas Lotvala Foundation for a
similar grant-in-aid. I am beholden to the management of the Ruparel
College, Bombay, for its appreciative gesture in coming forward with
a publication grant. My respectful thanks are due to Sri Vidyapayo-
nidhi Tirtha, Svamiji of the Sri Vyasardja Mutt, Sosale, Sri Visvottama
Tirtha, Svamiji of Sri Sode Vadiraja Mutt, Udipi and Sri Vidyadhiraja
Tirtha Svamiji of Sri Gokarna-Partagili Jivottama Mutt, Goa and to
my friends and well-wishers for their support.

My son Dr. Sudhindra K. Bhavani of the Somaiya College, Bom-
bay, has helped me with the preparation of the Index and has checked
the references. I thank him for his assistance.

Sri V. Varadarajan, General Manager and Sri K. A. Viswanathan,
Deputy General Manager of Messrs. Associated Advertisers and
Printers, have extended to me more than their usual professional cour-
tesy and cooperation in seeing the Volume thro’ the Press,—Sri Viswa-
nathan in the case of the first Volume also. I thank them both, warmly.

B. N. K. SHARMA
4/2 Shah Building,

Bhagat Gully,
Bombay-400 016.
8th Aug., 1974.
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTES ON THE COMMENTATORS

[Notes on Saml Va ti, Amalananda, Rimanuja, SudarSana
Siri, Madhva, Trivikrama Pandita, Jayatirtha, Vyasatirtha, Vadirajs,
Raghiittama, Raghavendra and Jagannitha Tirtha have been given in
Vol. I].

1. Traivikramirya Dasa  {c. 1380-1440) was the grandson of the
celebrated Trivikrama Pandita of Tattvapradipa-fame. He is the author
of Anandamild, the earliest known commentary on M.s Anubhdsya
which is a bare summary in outlines of the topics of adhikaranas of the
Brahmasitras as interpreted by him in his major commentaries on them.
The Anandamdld, in its turn, is a very brief but luminous commentary
drawing out the suggested thoughts behind the measured words of the
original, which has been described as teeming with ideas. It gives us
rare glimpses of the panoramic vistas of thought that flash forth from
the measured words of the original (Vide his tary on Akdsddi
samastam ca). His text has some variant‘read'mgs from the vulgate
text. His other works are glosses on the Katha and Manditkya Upanisads.

2. Satyanitha Tirtha (1648-74) was sixth in succession from
Raghiittama Tirtha (1557-96) on the Pitha of the Uttaridi Mutt. He
was a powerful and prolific writer and a noted controversialist in logic
and theology. Nine of his works have come down to us. The most im-
portant of these are (i) Abhi drikd and (ii) Abhi and
The former, utilized here, is a gloss on J.’s TP and covers all the four
Adhyayas of the B.S. The scope of the work is confined to the recapitu-
lation of the Pirvapaksa and Siddhinta of each adhikarana according to
Madhva's interpretation as elucidated by J. and their clarification and
solving of certain textual difficulties (introd. ver. 11). Except in the
first adhi. (i, 1, 1) Satyanitha does not enter into any criticism of the
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AVIRODHA-ADHYAYA

PADA II

INTRODUCTION

The second Pida r ition to the S ya of Srutis
in B. from schools of thought hostile o the Vedinta, Such “Smrtis”
on which these schools are based and the reasonings employed by them
have been discredited in general terms in the previous Pada and under
the Siitra: Ifaresdm ca anupalabdheh (i, 1, 2). Here, the Siitrakara
takes the trouble of examining the main tenets of each of these schools
and exposing their defects. The purpose of criticizing them is not
their extirpation. For different ways of thinking are bound to persist
among men tho’ they may not all of them be the correct ways of think-
ing. The object of refutation of hostile schools is simply to help the
true and sincere seekers of truth eligible for Divine grace and Moksa
to shake off any lingering doubts! about the correciness of the Stitra-
kara's position as already established. For, these hostile schools of
thought tho' associated with the names of individuals like Xapila and
Kanada hail back to immemorial antiquity thro’ successive inheritance
of thought from earlier thinkers. They have thus a continuity of tra-
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INTRODUCTION

dition and claim a measure of authority, logical strength and irrefuta.
bility equal to the Vedas themselves. Their rival influence has, there.
fore, to be curbed and guarded against. Their protagonists vie with
one another in pressing their claims to acceptance with great persevers
ance. Weak minds are likely to be swayed by their arguments
Students of Vedanta have, therefore, to be well-equipped to expose their
fallacies to themselves and stand firm in their convictions.

The hostile schools reviewed in this Pada fall into two groups:
(i) Haituka or rationalist and (ii) Pasanda or heretical. The Nydya,
Vaiesika, Sarmkhya, Yoga and Carvaka schools are Haituka. The
Ciarvaka, tho' it accepts only Pratyaksa and rejects inference as an in-
dependent source of knowledge in establishing its tenets, is counted as
a rationalist school as it has to make free use of reason in discrediting
the views of its opponents. To that extent it concedes the validity of
inference as an approximation to truth? The Nyaya-VaiSesika and
Samkhya-Yoga are fundamentally rationalistic tho’ accepting the autho-
rity of Sruti; for they give only a secondary importance to Sruti. Tho’
the Carvaka is the worst enemy of Theism, its non-acceptance of the
validity of inference as a means of proof precludes it from being
brought under the scope of the analogical extension of the principle
of refutation embodied in Itaresim oinupalabdheh (ii, 1, 2). Hence,
priority of attention is given to the Samlkhya, in the refutation of hos-
tile schools? There is also poetic justice in doing so; for the atheistic
Samkhya pits its metaphysically independent Matter as the cause of
the world against the Vedantin's metaphysically independent Supreme
Sentient principle—B.#$

There are, according to M, twelve adhis in this Pada, The first
six—with the exception of the third, form one group directed against
Haitukas proper. Of these again four adhis, excluding the sixth, re-
fute different shades of Simkhya thought. The third adhi. refutes the
Carvaka school between two shades of Samkhya thought. The pro-
priety of sandwiching the Carvdka in this way has been made clear,
earlier. (Vol. 1, p. 46). The sixth adhi, refutes the Vaifesika school.
The last six adhi.s are refutations of heretical schools. Of these again
adhis 7-10 refute the schools of Buddhism and Jainism. The last two
refute the Vaidika-Pisanda schools of Saiva and Sakta.

TEmTaad a
> tw Tt SRR ASIE Sl il
(TC. p. 902-b)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The sequence of thought in the arrangement of the first five adhis
is as follows. There are two broad divisions of Samkhya thought—
one committed to the causality of pure insentient matter (Prakrti) and
the other in which Prakrti associated with a sentient principle is re-
garded as the cause—the term ‘cause’ applied to insentient matter be-
ing understood in the sense of having the power of self-directed trans-
formation. Of these, the first one is diametrically opposed to the
Vedintic view that Universal causality belongs, by right, to the One
Supreme sentient principle called God or B. In the second, we have a
further sub-division according as this sentient principle associated with
the insentient is identified with the God of religion and philosophy or
with the individual Purusa of the Samkhya. In the former view, the
God of religion and philosophy is d to act merely as a favoring
factor in the causality of Prakrti. His status is thus subordinated to
Matter. However, as this particular view concedes some sort of a place
to God in causation, it is given precedence over the other view in which
Purusa is substituted for Tévara and discussed immediately after the
school which makes pure insentient matter the cause. The other view
in which Purusa is associated with Prakrti admits of two shades—Purusa
as the sentient principle being assigned a subordinate role or a promi-
nent one in the partnership, as the case may be,

The third adhi. is devoted to the frank atheism of the Carvika
school which takes up the extreme position that neither insentient Pra-
krti as such nor Prakrti associated with God need be accepted as the
cause of the world, as there is no proof of the existence of either of
them and God moreover can have no physical body with whose help He
could act as creator and that, therefore, we may as well recognize with
the Carvdka that our own physical bodies endowed with the capacity
to develop sentiency from within are the cause of the world. The sixth
adhi. examines the contention of the Tarkikas that their Siddhanta ig
entitled to acceptance as it is free from the defects which beset the
earlier views. It is pointed out that the Nydya-Vaifesika Siddhants is
open to a different set of objections. The remaining six adhikaranag
refute in order the (four) schools of Buddhism and Jainism, the Saiva
and the Sikta schools.



CHAPTER 1

INSENTIENT PRAKRTI INCAPABLE OF
SELF-INITIATED ACTIVITY

1. Racandnupapattyadhikeranam. (i, 2.1-4)

This adhi. refutes the atheistic Samkhya view that insentient Pra-
krti is the independent creative principle which has brought the world
into existence. The term racand in the opening Siitra is to be under-
stood in the sense of self-initiated actlwty1 The last word anumanam’
there may be read as & & & The former reading
would suggest the manner in wh.\ch msenﬁent Prakyti has been arrived
at in Samkhya philosophy as the final source of all evolution while re-
maining itself uncaused,—by a piece of reasoning that all the evolutes
of Prakrti go back upon their respective causes which are of homo-
geneous essence with their effects till we reach the Muala-Prakyti which,
for fear of a regress in reasoning, has to be admitted as being the un-
caused cause of all else.2

Thus, the opening Siitra embodies two ideas: (i) The principle of
Pralgti inferentially established by the Samkhya as the final source of
the world cannot be so accepted; for, an insentient principle like Pra-
kyti cannot in the nature and fitness of things have any self-initiated
activity (racand).? (ii) It would not be of any use for the Samkhya
philosopher to establish by reasoning that evolutes like Mahat have a

lma'ﬁﬁxﬁzmm(TD)
mm,mwl a1 waify fefaerrenzmatafy wRyar ggaar-
S ST, o ¥ AT G - (Vadirsj NSG)
Also ¥fraad: SFHIE  (Vacaspali on Samkhya Kankd 3)
3. % A ;AT (erRrafas)
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NO SELF-INITIATED ACTIVITY FOR PRAKRTI :

cause of similar nature; or have material causes of their own; or have
to be referred to an ind dent cause in the end. For all this is
accepted by the Vedantin too who posits God or B. as the independent
cause in question and Prakrti as the material cause of all the evo-
lutes# Thus, while the first way construing the Sitra rules out the
possibility of the world being produced by insentient Prakrti accepted
as an independent principle, the second shows the impossibility of do-
ing away with God or B. as the intelligent prime mover and make in-
sentient Prakrti itself the sole and independent cause of the world.
For, the inference in respect of unintelligent Prakrti being the sole in-
dependent cause of the world is completely barred by the absence of
self-initiated activity in Prakrti. This point is brought out in the
second Sitra: Pravrttes ca’

There, it is shown that self-initiated activity is the distinguishing
characteristic of a sentient principle and that no such power can be
attributed to an insentient principle like Prakrti. To put it briefly, Pra-
vriti or exertion is an activity (kriyd). An activity cannot be con-
ceived of without relation to a volition or a desire to act on the part
of the agent of the action and only an intelligent being can be said to
possess and exercise a volition.

LA T PR )

In thxs context, M. has shown in his AV. that it would be a con-
{radiction of thought to ascribe the power of self-initiated activily to
the insentinent® Tho’ independence (svitantrya) is not the same as

ti (cai; ), the fact ins that ind d is understood
in terms of one’s being able to act according to one’s own will or wish.7
There is no point in the objection that insentiency is not the absence
of wish or will but the absence of consciousness and that there is no
contradiction in holding the insentient to be capable of having the
power to wish or to will. It is consciousness that gives birth to a will
or a wish. That which has no consciousness cannot, therefore, enter-
tain 2 wish. In order to entertain a wish it must necessarily be a
Cetana or a sentinent principle? The Samkhya Prakrti being ex hypo-
thesi acetana cannot be credited with a will or a wish to create the
world, by self-transformation.

4a=;m-@=n FETe: gEEREd: | AR 9o, SNRAETeS; SeRTToE i

< fagAtETaTy 9 (Ragh. TDP)

5. 5qAE_(BS. i, zz)aﬂwaww“ﬁzvmﬂ (M. BSB.) TRy SRER (BD)
6. FEATHRTAT AT e T 7 AT WRART ST (AV. 1, 2. adhi, 1)
7. raraanT @ g R FE: (ibid)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

Samkhya psychology has no doubt tried to make out that the will
or the wish is an attribute of the mind and comes to be mistakenly
ascribed to the self thro® want of discrimination (vivekdgraha), due to
their intimate association. This is opposed by M. He takes his stand
on the judgment of the Saksi “I wish to....” which makes it clear that
the wish or the will to do something is a property of the thinking self.
It cannot be ascribed to two agencies—the mind and the soul, of which
the former is to be regarded as its real locus—the later being spoken
of as agent with reference to the act of willing due to superimposition
engendered by inability to discriminate between them (vivekdgraha)
on account of their intimate iation, ‘Aham icchami’® (I have a
wish) is a synthetic judgment of the Siksi. It must, therefore, be ac-
cepted as arising from a clear awareness of the two elements: the wish
and the entertainer of that wish—viz. the “I” Driving the Samkhya
contention to a reductio ad absurdam M., argues in his AV. that if such
judgments of the Saksi are to be dismissed as the outcome of want of
discrimination (between the mind and the soul) followed by a trans-
ference of what goes on in the mind to the soul, one may expect a pot
and a cloth to suffer from a similar transference of their natures as
they have no mutual discrimination.® If it is contended that it is only
where two things have a clear perception of their own respective
natures followed by a further want of discrimination of their mutual
distinction that there is a possibility of mixing them up and room for
transference of attributes and that as the first condition is not fulfilled
in the case of the pot and the cloth, the threatened contingency will
not arise, it would be easy enough to point out that as the mind is per
se unintelligent (Jada) it cannot lay claim to any self-awareness. Thus,
the first condition required for transference of natures or attributes re-
mains unfulfilled with reference to it. How then can there be any
scope for transfer of attributes from the mind to the self and descrip-
tien based on such t ference (| dh a hara)?

FgurY
It is further pointed out by M. that our judgments of Sikst such as
‘this is my mind’ shows that there is clear awareness of the distinction
(bhedagraha) between the mind and our own selves. Since such a clear
awareness of their distinction is present, there can be no talk of absence
of discrimination between them or consequent transference of attri-
butes—making the wish or the will pr d in the judgment “I wish”
an attribute of the mind instead of the soul’s!* There is thus no sub-
3. YeaTIgiRfY @9 Sl | AAwAETEr (ibid)
10. soos RIMPAITI FHTAREER » %%+ (AV. ii. 2. adhl. 1)
B e s o TR ofy WA | AAENHRT THTE ¢ 2 o ¢ (4V. i 2 AdRL 1)
& it wensfy SR i Ao S eng | S, Semghir et X
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(NS, p 38).
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NO SELF-INITIATED ACTIVITY FOR FRAKRTI

stance in the contention of Simkhya philosophy that an insentient
principle like the Prakrti can have a will or a wish to create the world
by transforming itself.

The third Sttra Payormbuvac cet tatnipi sets aside the objection
based on common experience that water flows of its own accord and
milk curdles by itself. It is pointed out that even in these cases, the
activity is caused by the Supreme Being, as we understand from the
Srutis. “All the rivers abide by the command of the Aksara—those
issuing from the snowy mountains, some flowing to the east and some
to the west”. “Because of Him, milk becomes curd”. Following S,
Radhakrishnan observes, in this connection, that ‘in o general way' the
flow of water etc. is dependent on the intelligent principle of B. which is
present everywhere” (The Brahmasutra, p. 368). This does not satisfy
M. to whom the “Sastradrsti” as S. acknowledges it (see his C. on BS.
ii, 2.3) is the only adequate explanation and right perspective to adopt
—not as a reluct: ion to philosophical opinion but in all
earnestness and truth.2

The agency of Iivara in respect of every kind of activity in the
world including the flow of water and the curdling of milk having been
conceded as coming within the scope of the Siitrartha in i, 2, 3 by S.
himself, the ‘non-existence apart from' (vyatirekanavasthiti) referred
to in the next Siitra can readily be seen to point to the same I$vara as
the countercorrelate of the wyatireke in question.3

The last Siitra Vyatirekd) hitest pek at thus Tud,
the discussion by pointing out that other instances such as the move-
ment of iron filings towards the magnet do not upset the position esta-
blished in Siitra 3. For as proclaimed in the Sruti, the fact remains
that not the slightest movement or activity can take place, far or near,
anywhere in the world except as willed and caused by the Supreme
Being. This holds true in respect of ient creatures th lves and
ipso facto of all insentient principles. This makes the Simkhya view
attributing self-initiated activity to insentient Prakrti unworthy of ac-
ceptance by every thoughtful person.

12, Belvalkar (Brahmasutras with C. of S. I1.2, Poona. 1938. pp. 70-71. Not
ﬁk_nds S. hardly convincing in the manner of his appea!ingp& the agenc;ei)[
vara,

13. Cf, TEATETICT ARTHEIRG * * * = (TC. p. 906)



CHAPTER II
SESVARA-SAMKHYA REFUTED
2. Anyatrdbhdvddhikaranam (i, 2, 5)

The SeSvara-Samkhya holds that as grass and other vegetation are
produced from the earth duly favored by the rains, so the world is pro-
duced by its own intrinsic potency (ksetrasakti) with reference to the
evolution of Mahat etc. with the favor of God. Unlike the atheistic
Samkhya, this type of Simkhya makes room for I$vara as a contribu-
tory factor, while assigning the more prominent and vital role in pro-
duction to the intrinsic KsetraSakti of insentient Prakrti itself. Tho'
ostensibly admitting Iévara, this type of Samkhya virtually reduces the
status of God to that of a mere auxiliary force or a contributing factor
in drawing out what is contained in the womb of Prakrti—the power
to germinate and evolve which is conceived to be intrinsic to it and in
no sense derived, sustained or ontologically dependent on the Deity.!

Such a position falls very much below the expectations of genuine
Theism in which God or B. has to be all in all—not merely as exter-
nally controlling things but by being immanent in everything . It is only
by His immanence that the nature and potentialities of Jiva, Prakrti,
Kaila, Svabhava, etc., are what they are. This fundamental doctrine of
Vedantic Theism is elucidated by M. in his interpretation of this Siitra

1. That such a view is not unk to Indian philosophical thinking may be
gathered from an almost identical position d by S. in his C. on

B.S. i, 1.34, where he maintains that the position of God is analogous to

that of rain. As rain is the common cause of the production of rice, barley

and other crops while the difference between the crops is due to the various
potentialities lying hidden in the respective seeds, These potentialities of the
seeds do not owe their being to the rain. They belong to them in their own
right, The extension of this princinle to Prakrti is implied in the term
Trnadivat in the Sitra Anyatrébhdvdcea na trrngdivat (ii, 2.5).

12




SESVARA-SAMKHYA REFUTED

whick kas, therefore, been regarded by him as constituting a fresh edhi.
coming to grips with an important phase of Samkhya thought which
later crystallized itself into the Sedvara-Samkhya of Patafijali?

Thus, by connecting the opening word “anyatra” (=elsewhere than)
of this Sitra with the concept of Iivara to which the whole argument
of Racandnupapatti naturally leads by its immanent dialectic, we are
able to arrive at the most natural interpretation of this adhikarana-
Siitra, as a refutation of the Sedvara-Samkhya view which withholds
{rom ISvara the supreme position which due to Him. The actual in-
terpretation of the wording of the Siitra would be: As no other prin-
ciple in the world has any power or potentiality in its own right—inde-
pendently of God or B.,? it cannot be held that insentient Prakrti evolves
the world by its own intrinsic capaaty with God acting as a contri-
butory factor like the rain which helps the field to produce grass and
other vegetation by its own fertility of the soil and the seeds* Insentient
Prakrti cannot, therefore, be accepted as being capable of any kind of
self-directed evolution by virtue of its own intrinsic potentfality. Nor
can God be assigned the role of a mere contributory factor (anugniha-
kamitram) in the process of Prakrtic evolution. We have, therefore,
to go definitely beyond these two positions. We have to accept that
the intrinsic capacity of Prakrti to evolve the other principles is itself
derived (eternally) from the Supreme Being and is not independent of
It—either for its existence or functioming. This would immediately

2. Cf, ‘Fad Fft wfRe woean o f7 | v Saee, aedme gdkr
FETE ORIl T S ST - Tl el freamesr a1
Frererray @AY

Tt
ﬁnwuﬁﬁaa"-ra—aaq'sﬁraﬂn
gt 7 afa sgwars

:ﬁzﬁamaﬁxmmﬁmlaﬂmﬁrﬁﬂkﬁwawu
(AV. 1, 2. adh. 2)

. Commenting on the Sruti: =% {Ffaswrred gy gl =1 wifigs o wd =@
aveae: fea 0 zedbmehlsConﬂnsSuh'atheTDexp]ams awd
m:mmnﬁmﬁaﬂwfaﬁ|maﬁiﬁmmﬁﬁuamma’ﬁmﬁ
¥ oy R wivabi g ) AT
FRA AW Fﬁrmmmfzmnmﬁnﬁammﬁ‘)fa (i, 2.5}

4. il ds and mi M’s position here, when
he says that M duects this adhi. against the Seivara Simkhya which admits
a God “but. regards Him only as the efficient or “ninutta-kirana’ of the world”
(Op. cit., p. 72 Notes). The pomt of dispute in this adhi., according to M. is
not whether God is to be accepted as the nimittakirana or not; for M, also
subscribes to the view that B. is only the nimittakdrana and mot also the
material cause. The disagreement with the Seivara Samkhya, however, arises
over the vital fssue that it does not give Livara the preemunent position as
Sattéprafitipravrittumittam  in Tespect of all finite reality including Prakrti
and Purusas.

s
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

place the Supreme Being on a far higher pedestal than that of being a
mere auxiliary or a contributory factor in the work of Prakrti. The
same principle applies to the bijaSakti of Purusas to the extent it may
be recognized by the Samkhya in its own way. These points have been
fully elucidated by J. in his NS. under the present adhis
5. 1 Fg; f f3 7, 7 g Rafem T amfy wlEEaEEn |
m&mwnﬁa T vt ﬁﬁ'@a"\ﬁfﬁﬁ, agma’ﬁ‘lﬁa‘m
¥ € AR | ** ARt TR SR e S wead: Gl AT s
A T (NS. pp. 329-30b)




CHAPTER III
CARVAKA REFUTED
3. Abhyupagamddhikaranam (ii, 2.6)

This edhi. is a refutation of the Materialistic Carvitka school. The
Cirvaka contends that the criticism against the Simkhya Prakrti, that
an insentient principle like Pradhana cannot be credited with self-ini-
tiated activity in evolving the world, would not apply to his position.
For,while denying the existence of a God as completely as the atheistic
Samkhya, the Carvaka siddhznta holds that our physical bodies are en-
dowed with the power of consciousness (vijfiana) which is formed
therein by the peculiar combination of the four elements which go to
constitute the body.! 'This consciousness perishes with the body. With
the elements given and the bodies endowed with developing conscious-
ness, the creatures may themselves be conceived to be the creators of
the world in the course of the history of the world, This is sufficient
to eliminate God2 As the bodies themselves are endowed with con-
sciousness, while they last, no objection can be taken to the Carvaka's
way of explaining how the world has come into existence, on the ground
that an insentient principle cannot have self-initiated activity, Nor is
there any possibility of conflict with the Sruti; for the Carvika does not
accept its authority?

1. Very little of the original literature of the Carvaka school has come down.
In the circumstances, credit must be given to J. for giving us ﬂ’le following
Irum what appears to have been a standard work on the system:
wﬁzaz%ﬂargﬁfa waT

) s ) fammr
" R (NSpsal)
3. CL AU ** STt gF TR, T ST ) gt
SRRy (TP. u. 2.6)
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(Rzghu. TPB ii.2.6)
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The Pirvapaksa of the Carvika is thus brought up by the Siitra-
kira by way of an adhikdsaritkd over the conclusion reached in the
opening adhi. against atheistic Samkhya and is refuted in this adhi
We have thus a reasonable ground for disposing of the Carvaka objec-
tion here, as has been done by M.

Without going into M.s reasons for giving a different interpreta-
tion of this, Sditra, Belvalkar observes that “M. is most peculiar (italics
mine) in making a new adhikarana of this Siitra, which he directs
against the Carvaka” (Op. cit, p. 72 Notes). He is evidently satis-
fied with Ss way of treating this Siitra as a continuation of the attack
on the Samkhya system. To S. this Sfitra raises the objection that
“even accepting the spontaneous activity of insentient Prakyti, such acti-
vity would be wanting in a purpose”# This is open to the following .
objections: The words “arth@bhavat” (on account of the absence of a
purpose on the part of Prakyti) in the Siitra, as interpreted by S. would
be sufficient to convey the intended refutation of the Samkhya, with-
out the superfluous preamble: Abhyupagame ’pi (even admitting the
spontanecus activity of Prakyti).’

The word ‘arthdbhivat embodies a reason. Siitra no. 6 being a
constituent part of the first adhi. itself comprising ten Sitras from 1-10,
(according to S.) the reason arthabhdwit in Sitra 6, should stand con-
nected with some conclusion (sidhys). We are thus entitled to ask
what precisely is the conclusion which, this hetu is intended to esta-
blish? Will it stand connected with the conclusion expressed in Sitra
10, by the words “asamafijasam—that for want of a purpose on the
part of the activity of Prakrti, the system is unsatisfactory? Or, will
it stand connected with the conclusion reached in Siitra 2, that for want
of purpose, the activity of Prakrti would become untenable? Neither
can hold. The former will recoil on the Sttrakira himself, as he has
been interpreted by S. under Siatra ii, 1.33,—where it has been con-
fessed that no purpose can be made out for B.’s creation of the world.é
If the reason in Siitra 6 is connected with what is made out in Siitra 2

(Pravrttyanupayatteh) it would conflict with the “acceptance” (abhyu-
pagama) given to the activity of Prakyti in the preamble? to Siitra 6. -

¢mﬁmmﬁﬁhwqﬁq@nﬁq‘ma@m; st
(S. BSB. ii, 2.6)

5. TG dwmiq | Gt e g (NS, p. 331h)
6. T A Fofay sl Tead (S, BSB, i, 1.33) I ¥, T Mo &
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. * (Bhamati. i, 1.33)
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CARVAKA REFUTED

In an abhyupagamavida we do not repudiate what has been conceded
but use it to draw out some other point. In the present case, however,
the very acceptance of self-directed activity of Prakrti will have to be
repudiated by the force of the reasoning arthabhawat, if from it we con-
clude that Prakrti cannot have such activity. This makes the abhyu-
pagama meaningless. The best thing for S. would have been to dis-
card the preamble and simply argue arthabhdvdd asamaiijesam or arthd-
bhadvit pravrttyenupepattih for what they are worth. But the Satra
contains the words abhyupagame °pi, which is not properly accounted
for, in his interpretation.

The Cirvaka prides himself on his ultra-rationalism in religion,
philosophy and ethics. It is natural to expect this brand of rationalism
also to be examined in the present Pada, which is devoted to a syste-
matic examination of anti-Vedantic schools. It is the absence of exami-
nation of this system in this Pada and not its presence or inclusion here
by a thoughtful commentator that should cause surprise to any one.
‘What should really have struck Dr. Belvalkar as “most peculiar”, in this
connection, is 8."s not discussing the Carvaka school here and doing so
under III, 3, 53-54, instead, where it is out of place.

The Siitra: Abhyupagame ’pyarthdbhivdt (ii, 2.6) shows the un-
tenability of the Carvika view in the light of its own fundamental pre-
suppositions. To put it bluntly, the system stands virtually without a
subject-matter for its Sastra and a goal® in consequence of some of its
own admissions.

The Carvaka does not accept any supersensuous realities or values
hke God and soul, merit and demerit, heaven and hell. He admits
only sense-perception (Pratyaksa) as Pramina and rejects the validity
of inference and Agama. He believes that the physical body itself is

endowed with the power of Cai which is duced in the body
by the peculiar nature of the bination of the el constituting
the body.

In the circumstances, this system cannot accept anything which lies
beyond the range of the senses as the subject-matter of its Sistra or
its goal. The subject-matter p d by this philosophy may be in-
tended either for the enligh t of the founder or for the benefit of
his disciples. As nothing beyond the range of sense-experience is ac-
cepted, whatever is taught by the founder in his Sastra must have been

8. The term artha in the Sutra has been mterpreted m the sense of both Visaya

(subj tter) and (goal or obj 154

AoiwedT w3 ,Fﬁsfm‘rﬁ lTC.nSOab)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

realized by him already thro’ his own sense-experience. That cannot,
therefore, be a source of information or enlightenment to him thro’ the
Sastra; for Sastra is that which gives information not known thro’
other sources. The system cannot claim to have any supersensuous ob-
jectives to be realized by its study by others; for nothing beyond the
senses is accepted. What is within the reach of the senses of every-
one needs no Sastra to expound it.

The Carvaka has, therefore, to adopt a negative approach and say
that his Sistra has for its subject matter the non-existence of dharma,
adharma and other supersensuous values. Tho' the non-existence of
these things is borne out by the evidence of perception itself, the brains
of most men are muddled by the false propaganda of religionists and
the age-old superstitious ideas fostered by them about the existence of
God, soul, pupya, pipe, svarya, naraka, etc. Humanity has to be res-
cued from this quagmire of religious beliefs, When disillusioned by
the Carvaka, people will be free from the incubus of religion and shake
off their inhibitions and engage freely in the pursuit of wealth and the
enjoyment of life.

Granting that this may be so, the attainment of these objectives
would depend on the establishment of these ideals as the subject matter
of the Sastra. But the Carvaka has to make it clear whether the Sistra
expounds these tenets in an authoritarian way, as the deliverances of
an Agama or by establishing them with reasonings. He does not reco-
gnize any Agama or the validity of reasoning. How then can his $astra
carry conviction? It will not do to put in that Sastra merely dis-
arms the objections of Religionists against the non-existence of
supersensuous values preached by the Carvaka. When these ob-
jections are disarmed by the Carvaka-Sastra, sense-experience will
be competent to reveal the subject matter in its own true light! But
the difficulty would be that the objections cannot be silenced without
making an authoritative statement to the contrary or adducing convine-
ing reasons to rule out the objections. For an objection is in the nature
of a doubt or is due to a misapprehension. It can only be set at rest
by creating a better understanding which comprehends facts in a dif-
ferent light, and not by repeatedly asserting the same thing. That can

only be done by giving cogent reasons to convince the doubter. But the
Carvika has no faith in reason?

9. J. argues that the denial of dharma eic. may lead to disastrous results:
- P ) ~ P’y Y o
ER R Ui Cicritern gt aueat ] TR TS ATEREET I (TP. i, 2.6)
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CARVAKA REFUTED

Thus, in consequence of its own presuppositions, the Carvaka sys-
tem is precluded from having a proper subject matter or a goal worth
recognizing. The Siitra makes it clear that not only according to its
critics but even by its own admissions, as shown above, the system
turns out to be devoid of a proper subject matter and a goal .What it
may have to say, in these circumstances, against the possibility of God
being the author of the Universe is not entitled to any consideration,®

10. @@t 7 afpde fawiETEToEE (BD)
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CHAPTER IV
PURUSOPASARJANA-PRAKRTIKARTRTVAVADA UNTENABLE
4. Purusismadhikerapam (i, 2, 7-8)

There are two other shades of Niriévara-Sarkhya which remain lo
be disposed of.! One of them invests Acetana-Prakrti itself with the
power of evolution by the presence (sinnidhya) of Purusa. The in-
fluence which the Purusa exercises by his mere presence is part of the
agency of Prakrti and does not fall outside it. It is in this way that
this view differs from position assigned to I$vara as a favoring factor
acting externally, in the Sedvara-Sarmkhya—already noticed. The illus-
tration of the man fetching a piece of stone elucidates how insentient
Prakrti itself in contact with Purusa starts evolving the world,

This theory too cannot get over the difficulty in attributing self-
initiated activity to a purely insentient principle like Prakrti—notwith-
standing the vicinity of Purusa. For, in point of actual fact, the theory
wants to make out that it is Acetana-Prakrti that performs the function
of evolution—the Purusa acting merely as an Upasarjana contributing
nothing but his merest vicinity (sinnidhya). But the fact remains that
agency in the real sense of the term is impossible without consciousness

1. Dr Belvalkar (Op. cit,, Notes p. 75) is wrong in saying that the two shades

f Samkhya thought refuted in adhi-s 4 and 5 by M. are part of the SeSvara-

Samkhya school. They are not. Only the one refuted in adhi. 2 is 55vara'
Samkhya. The rest refuted in adhi~s 1, 4 and 5 are all Niridvara. Re

SRR N T wmlﬁimmmmml
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(jidna) volition (icchd) and effort (prayatna). It should be obvious
that it is only the intelligent self which acts thro’ the body and makes
it perform such acts as fetching a stone. The example does not prove
the agency of the purely unintelligent body as against the intelligent
self. It has already been made clear that every activity—great or small,
is in reality inspired by the Supreme Being (Na rte toat kriyate kimcane
dre).

As the Samkhya is more a rationalist (Haituka), the next siitra
uses reason to rebut his position by pointing out that it offends the
logic of experience to make the Purusa a nominal or secondary factor
instead of the prime agent. This conclusion here in regard to the active
agency of the Jivitman does not conflict with the philosophical position
of Theism that God is the primary source of all agency. By showing
here that any attempt at belittling the the agency of the Purusa and

ferring it to the physical body (and to insentient Prakrti in the
end) would be opposed to experience and Sastra, the Siitrakara is mere-
ly seeking to emphasize the fact, all the more clearly, that any attempt
at tampering with the absclute agency of the Supreme Being in the
larger context of cosmic evolution and transferring it to insentient
Prakrti by the Samkhya is opposed to Yogipratyaksa, anumana and
Agama alike.
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CHAPTER IV
PURUSOPASARJANA-PRAKRTIKARTRTVAVADA UNTENABLE
4. Purugdsmadhikaranam (i, 2, 7-8)

There are two other shades of Niridvara-Samkhya which remain lo
be disposed of.! One of them invests Acetana-Prakrti itself with the
power of evolution by the presence (sannidhya) of Purusa. The in-
fluence which the Purusa exercises by his mere presence is part of the
agency of Praksti and does not fall outside it. It is in this way that
this view differs from position assigned to Idvara as a favoring factor
acting externally, in the Seivara-Sarmkhya—already noticed. The illus-
tration of the man fetching a piece of stone elucidates how insentient
Prakrti itself in contact with Purusa starts evolving the world,

This theory too cannot get over the difficulty in attributing self-
initiated activity to a purely insentient principle like Prakyti—notwith-
standing the vicinity of Puruga. For, in point of actual fact, the theory
wants to make out that it is Acetana-Prakrti that performs the function
of evolution—the Purusa acting merely as an Upasarjana contributing
nothing but his merest vicinity (sinnidhya). But the fact remains that
agency in the real sense of the term is impossible without 3t S3

1. Dr, Belvalkar (Op, cit., Notes p. 75) Is wrong in saying that the two shades
of Samkhya thought refuted in adhi-s 4 and 5 by M. are part of the Sesvara~
Samkhya school They are not. Only the one refuted in adhi. 2 is Scivara-
Simkhya. The rest refuted in adhl-s 1, 4 and 5 are all Nirlivara, Read:
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(jana) volition (icchd) and effort (prayatna). It should be obvious
that it is only the intelligent self which acts thro’ the body and makes
it perform such acts as fetching a stone. The example does not prove
the agency of the purely unintelligent body as against the intelligent
self. It has already been made clear that every activity—great or small,
is in reality inspired by the Supreme Being (Na rte tvat kriyate kimeana
are).

As the Samkhya is more a rationalist (Haituka), the next sitra
uses reason to rebut his position by pointing out that it offends the
logic of experience to make the Purusa a nominal or secondary factor
instead of the prime agent. This conclusion here in regard to the active
agency of the Jivatman does not conflict with the philosophical position
of Theism that God is the primary source of all agency. By showing
here that any attempt at belittling the the agency of the Purusa and
transferring it to the physical body (and to insentient Prakrti in the
end) would be opposed to experience and Sastra, the Siitrakira is mere-
ly seeking to emphasize the fact, all the more clearly, that any attempt
at tampering with the absolute agency of the Supreme Being in the
larger context of cosmic evolution and transferring it to insentient
Prakrti by the Samkhya is opposed to Yogipratyaksa, anumina and
Agama alike.
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CHAPTER V
PRAKRTYUPASARJANA-PURUSAKARTRTVAVADA UNTENABLE
5. Anyath@numityadhikaranam (ii, 2, 9-10)

+ This adhi. deals with the type of NiriSvara-Samkhya which rever-
ses the position of Prakrti and Purusa as conceived in the allied sys-
tem just examined. Here Prakrti occupies the subordinate position and
Purusa takes the chief role in the evolution of the world. This re-
versal of positions between Prakrti and Purusa has been referred to by
the words: anyathanumitaw (even if the reasoning is reversed).

The argument of the Samkhya here is that by making the Purusa
the chief actor, the difficulty of the other school is surmounted. At the
same time, as the Purusa has no activity in Susupti and other states,
the active assistance of Prakrti is proved to be indispensable for him.
Given these two, then, God can be eliminated from the field of cosmology.

This is refuted by the words: Jiafaktiviyogit—'because the sent-
ient principle here (viz. the Purusa) will be without the requisite power
to become connected with Prakyti without a physical body of his own
(and operate Prakrti). 'The Samkhya has to make it clear if, in assign-
ing the major role in creation to Purusa here, he confers unlimited
powers on him. If he does, it should be possible for Purusa to do with-
out Prakrti. If Purusa (Jfiah) has not got unlimited powers (Sakti),
there will be need for accepting an I$vara, at least for purposes of
activising Prakryti.

In any case, it can only be by his active impulsion that Purusa can
energize Prakyti and make it serve as his Upasarjana. But as the
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Puruga is admitted in this view to be powerless in himself, the impul-
sion will have to be provided by some other source. Moreover, it is
not by its mere presence or loose contact with Puruga that Prakrti comes
to serve the Purusa as his Upasarjana. In that case, it should do so
even in Susupti and Pralaya. It is, therefore, only in the sense of
serving as a means of knowledge, object of enjoyment and place of re-
sidence that Prakrti can serve the Purusa as Upasarjana. In this sense,
what is Upasarjana will have to be suitably adapted to his needs by an
agent. But as Purusa here is powerless to do this, the impulsion to
make him do so must come from elsewhere. It cannot come from Pra-
krit itself—as, being in the nature of an instrument, object of enjoyment
or place of residence for the Purusa, it cannot act as its own instru-
ment in making itself impelled to serve the Puruga as Upasarjana. That
would involve the defect of self-depedence. If it should be impelled
towards this end by some one else, that some one, if he is another
Purusa, would be as powerless as the first one and would need to be
impelled by another to impel Prakrti—and so on endlessly. To avoid
this difficulty, Purusa will have to be vested with the supreme power
of directing the evolution of Prakyti. That will make him the Supreme
‘Being or I§vara Himself. The Samkhya would thus be forced to accept
Isvara.

Interpretation of Serhkara and Raminuje

According to 8. R. and others, Siitras 1-10 constitute one adhi,,
refuting the atheistic Samkhya Siddhanta that insentient Prakrti by it.
self designs and evolves the world without being guided and supervised
by a sentient principle. However, as there are several distinetive types
of Samkhya thought, they deserve to be taken into account. It is not
fair to ignore any of them and lavish all the attention on only” one of
them at the risk of needless repefition of the same points of criticism,
for want of better ones. We have seen how each of the four Samkhya
adhikaranas dealing with its different shades of thought and claiming in
succession to be free from the defects pointed out of its predecessor call
for refutation. There is sufficient justification, therefore, to distyi~
bute the ten Siitras into distinctive adhikaranas.!

The purpose of refuting the Simkhya is to uphold the causality of
B, instead. But is that possible for 8. in any straight sense of the term?

1. Belvalkar (Op. cit, Notes p. 75) observes that as Sitra 10 seems to be the
final flourish of attack, we cannot distribute Sdtras 1-10 into more than one-
adht, The Jast Sitra can, however, be understood as a generel criticism of
all four shades of Samkhya thought which constitute a sub-division (apgnr
tarapepka) within the larger section (muhgge;-ka) of refutation of Haituky
schaols. By the same token of ‘final flourish’ (See the wording of Sitrag 4
and 17). Belvalkar should agree that Sitra 4 indicates the conclusion of g
adhikarana,” .
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His real B. is the Nirvifesa-Cinmatra, It cannot become the author of
the Universe. Neither can It be the deluded one seeing a world pro-
jected before it, in terms of creation. It cannot be the one who spreads
a delusion before others like a Magician—as has been shown in earlier
contexts, If “causality” of B., which the Sitrakdra is at pains to
establish, is merely being the substratum of the illusory appearance

of the world, even an insentient principle like Prakrti can pass the test.

If causality should mean transformation of nature or condition, an Ace-

tana principle like Prakrti can lay better claim to it. Except in the

sense of authorship of the world with conscious effort, the term racand
in the opening Siitra will offer a real difficulty in interpretation. Au.

thorship in the sense of putting forth conscious effort will be equally

unthinkable in the case of the Nirvifesa-B.

If S. could satisfy his conscience that B.’s authorship of the Uni-
verse means only that the world is superimposed on pure consciousness
or is the creation of B. qualified by Avidya and antahkarana, the Sam-
khya can also get away with the contention that Caitanya is superim-
posed on Prakrti by absence of realization of its difference from Prakrti
and that there is real activity in Prakrti when it becomes qualified by
Purusa and that in this way both sentiency and agency can be reconciled
wtih acetana-Prakrti.

Stitratha

According to S., the second Siitra means insentient Pradhana can-
not be the cause because of the impossiblity of its possessing activity,—
the word anupapatteh being understood here from the previous siitra.
This is merely a repetition of what has been established in the first
Sitra itself? We may naturally expect the Samkhya to hit back
against the criticism: Racananupapatteh that the Vedantin's pure con-
sciousness would also be incapable of activity and that, therefore, tho
criticism against the Samkhya Prakyti will not stand. It would be
incumbent on the Siddhintin to counter this objection in the body of
Sitras itself. There is no reason to miss this opportunity of
giving a suitable reply to this pertinent objection of the Samkhya and
silence it by taking one’s stand on valid enubhava which confirms the
agency of the intelligent self. Instead of answering this objection in
the words of the Sidtra: Pravrftesca, S. has recourse to a parenthetical
discusssion of the point raised by the Simkhya. This could have been

2. R. avoids this repetition by combining the two Satras into one and laying stress
on the guidance of an intelligent being as the basic condition of activity being

caused in_an insentient prinaiple, by the latter part (pravytted ca)
Tl y ARAETASIIT  ($ribhdgya)
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dispensed with by a forthright interpretation of the second Siitra itself,
as emphasizing the point that only an intelligent being is capable of
self.directed activity—thus knocking down the Samkhya Piirvapaksa.

The idea that only a Cetana is capable of seli-initiated activity to
guide the insentient is absolutely necessary for purposes of meeting the
further Pirvapaksa in the next sitra (Payo’mbuvac cet tatrdpi) as
admitted by S. himself, in his own interpretation? That being so, it
would be proper to enunciate the principle that all self-directed activity
has necessarily to originate in a sentient being and have it spelt out
in the second Sitra so that it can run on and clinch the issue of
Payo’mbuvac cet in the next Siitra instead of looking about for support
from Inference in one’s favors?

The redundancy of Siitra 2 (as explained by S.) cannot be got aver
by the explanation that racand stands for self-transformation of the
causal stuff of Prakrti in the form of effects, while pravrtti signifies the
passing out of the three gunas of Prakrti of their own accord from their
original state of equipoise and their entering into a state of mutual sub-
ordination and superordination.5 For, the same jnterpretation has been
given by S. under the Satra Angitvinupapatteh (i, 2.8) which makes
that Siitra redundant in the light of no. 2. For all these reasons, it
seems best to accept the position that the second Siitra should be inter-
preted so as to directly lay down that all self-directed activity has to
originate in a Cetana alone,—as M. has done.

In Siitra 3, S. and R. have not done adequate justice to the distine-
tive point underlying the two illustrations. Instead of explaining them
in more or less the same way that “the cow’s milk flows for the benefit
of the calf and water flows for the benefit of mankind”, it would have
been more pertinent and thoughtful to have distinguished the purposes
of the two illustrations from the Piirvapaksin’s point of view,f—to the
effect that the transformation of milk into curds or cream is intended to
illustrate that the transformation of Pradhina into Mahat etc. is inde-
pendent of the intervention of the agency of any sentient being, while the

3. q@IsEy: sqanfufeaEnd 53 (S. BSB. i, 2.3)
4 TR (6)
5. cf,mmﬁmlmmm; R SR (S)
qqR. G SR ¥ | arEfeaatiT @ (Kal,
& It is evidently for this reason that M, has given a new crie-ntatioxs t‘;pt;:ri‘!‘l)u-
strations of and water used in this Sutra. It deserves to be noted in

this connection that while the illustration of milk &

karika in a ddferent set-up (as e::glamed by S.) the. p:t;?r l::net'h % f.ﬁl’"iﬁ‘”ﬁé
met with there and S. himself has thought 1t fit to refer it to the Sruti, where
et Merpretation in the light of the Siddhinta position is fully supported.
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illustration of the water’s flowing is intended to illustrate the other point
of the possession of self-initiated activity by Pradhina for undergoing
such a transformation of its nature,

The fourth Sitra Vyatirekd hite$ cinapeksatvdt has been ren-
dered by S. as follows: “There being no other principle beyond (Pra-
dhiina as the cause of activity), it cannot need (any other accessory to
become active. This will lead to the contingency that it would always
be transforming itself in equal or unequal measure).”” This involves
a good deal of importation (adhy@hdra) of the large number of words
shown in brackets. R's interpretation also resorts to such excessive
importation:—(If the transformation of Pradhina takes place without
being guided by the Supreme Being’s will) there will be (the adverse
consequence of the state of Pralaya) which is different (from creation)
not existing? As Prakrti does not depend (on any other, there will be
creation for ever (Vedantadipa)-

S's assumption that there is no other factor which regulates the
transformation of Prakrti is not correct; for the Samkhya recognizes
that diversity of Karma and Vasanis persist in the primordial state of
Prakrti which must naturally have their own impact on the evolution,
when it takes place. The Bhdmati tries to explain this away by sug-
gesting that when confronted with adharma-vdsands Pradhina is re-
strained from bringing about a happy environment and similarly when
dharma-vdsands are confronted with adharma, corresponding condition
is created. This does not do away with the fact that reverse influences
shape the nature of Parinama.

Instead of such devious approaches, it wauld be much more to the
point to take ‘Brahman’ itsclf as the antecedent correlative (pratiyogi)
of the apartness (vyatireka) spoken of in the Sitra—especially after the
clear acceptance of the agency of the Supreme Being under the preced-
ing Satra Payombuvaccet tatrdpi, by all the commentators? In the cir-
cumstances, the meaning of Satra ii, 2, 4, as given by M. seems to be
quite to the point and it is not clear why Belvalkar wants to ignore it,
without discussing it on its merits.

7. oW 0 APFARiTETAT IUAR 4 1 g anirieT sues seiw Gads o (5)
armm“t‘wm T AT SR AT Gy A T o e sfomrs e

(Bhamati)
8. O wervEmafrema ey pifiten sfrrtaammaafabomrs
($ribhdsys)

8. siFfrs eafogreny anfufem (R Vedantadipa) wrer, g1 freed, omes e
SETH TSI AT Fe TIRAHINE, TAPTR ieimlong frmﬁxfwm wrvafe (3)
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The explanation of Payombuvat as we have it from S. and R. leads
to a conflict with the position taken by the Siitrakira according to these
commentators in explaining the same illustration adverted to earlier in
Siitra i, 1, 24. There, the transformation of milk has been cited as
taking place of itself without external impulsi S’s explanati
that this has been intended from the worldly point of view while here
in Siitra ii, 2, 3 the position has been defined from the Sastric point of
view, exposes the Sitrakara to the fallacy of having given an illustra-
tion under ii, 1, 24 which is in reality and from his own Siddhlanta point
of view, destitute of the major term.

Siitra 5, as interpreted by §. and R. has no new point to establish,
It merely cites a few more instances of grass eaten by the cow being
converted into milk and others of its kind. But once the principle
that behind all the apparently self-directed activities and changes
noticed in insentient things, there is invariably the indisputable pre-
sence of the agency of a sentient being has been categorically establish-
ed under ii, 2, 3, there is no need to discuss any more instances in all
seriousness. Otherwise, there can be no end to such a discussion.
Instead of making the Siitrakara flog the dead horse of NiriSvara-Sam-
khya, in this way, it would indeed be more purposeful to let him turn
to some other important school of Samkhya such as the Seévara-Sam-

khya, for criticism under ii, 2, 5.

We have already seen with reference to S's interpretation of i, 2,
6, that to accept the self-directed activity of Pradhina and reject it in
the same breath on grounds of the purposelessness of such activity in-
volves his interpretation in a self-contradiction of argument. If the in-
tention here is to make out that by acting in this purposeless way the
Samkhya-Prakrti would be laying bare its own indiscretion and want
of prudence, that would not in any way offend its amour propre; for

Pradhana is by hypothesis insentient.?

The other analogies of the lame and the blind man or the magnet
and the iron, cited in the interpretation of Stitra 7 can all be compre-
hended under Siitra 3 and do not call for any separate discussion as
the principle by which they are to be explained by the Siddhantin is

the same.

The interpretation of the next Siitra is redundant as it has already
been established by S. um%er Siitra 2, that the original disturbance of
the three gupas of Prakrti from the condition of equipoise, which is
the three BITF” ©

' ™ Framy 1 R

1 0. SEfaAAETTA *
(TC. p- 907)
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essenitial for the creative manifestation of the world cannot be due to
the unintelligent Pradhzna itself!! and the same argument is put up by
him again under this Siitra also that Pradh&na cannot be active as the
three gunas abide by themselves in the original state without standing
in the relation of principal and subordinate. Unless this balance is dis-
turbed there can be no change and without external impulsion the
gunas will not change their state of equilibrium.”2

Siitra 9 has been interpreted by S as refuting the plea that the
difficulty of bringing about the necessary disturbance in the equipoise
of the gunas and securing a relation of principal and subordinate among
the gunas can be overcome in a suitable way by taking advantage of the
unsteady and unpredictable nature of the gunas which may enter into
a relation of mutual inequality even while they are in a state of equili-
brium. The Siddhantin rejects this plea (of anyathdnumana) by reite-
rating his main criticism that as Pradhina is without intelligence
(JRasaktiviyogat), its qualities cannot afford to have any such power
of self-initiated activity or change.’

But this impossibility of the qualities of Pradhina assuming angan-
gibhdve relationship because of their intrinsic insentiency having been
well-established in at least three earlier Siitras (Nos. 2, 4 and 8) the
question cannot, be reopened by raising a feeble explanation in terms of
anyathanumiti in Sttra 9 in order to revive the same old Parvapaksa
of Niri§vara-Samkhya and refute it again. The impossibility of meeting
the Vedantic objection of Atgitvanupapatti against the Niri§vara-Sim-
khya satisfactorily has been frankly admitted by the Bhamati.}¢ That
being so, there is no point in reviving the dead Piirvapaksa and attack-
ing it again by repeating the criticism already urged twice before in
Siitras 1 and 2 that insentient principles have no power to do anything.'*
The interpretation of the term ‘Jiie’ as ‘intelligence’ (J7idna) is un-
usual.

1. gffammhm,quﬁmnqﬁ FELACTHET AfTTTedl-
fafwermifmr o,

1 I AN FUAE SOEE TN (S, BSB. i, 2, 2)
12 3% 7 A 1Y afe aw T TETT A
I °r 1 1ty ¢ T IT&/T
(S. BSB, u.2.8)
13. aEg dqm tza'xpn f: 7t qEufT gurAes wafwafadmr-
preTad: qAte T (S. BSB. ii, 2.9)
l;ﬁmwﬁ?mmwwﬁhmwfqafwﬁﬂmlmwwm
W (Op. cit. 1i, 2.9)
1s.i'mx‘mrt- sfgr srerE TG AT T
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Siitra 10 has been taken by S to dismiss the Samkhya on account
of certain alleged discrepancies in the writings of the Samkhyas re-
garding the number of the sense-organs, the manner of evolution of
certain principles and such other details. Such discrepancies are also
to be found in the Vedantic sources.!6 The Samkhya also could ex-
plain them in the same way as the Vedintin would explain such dis-
crepancies. They do not, therefore, call for a censure. It is evidently
for this reason that R. does not make an issue of this, in his interpreta-
tion of this Sitra, against the Samkhya but talks of other inconsis-
tencies of Samkhya metaphysics.

Belvalkar lays undue emphasis on the point that these ten Siitras
should be taken as constituting a single adhikarana as Sttra 10 seems
to be the final flourish of the attack which makes it clear that we can-
not distribute the Siitras 1-10 into more than one adhikarana. But he
fails to see that if the ten Sutras as read by S. are to be treated as
coming under a single adhikarana, the objection raised by S. under the
Sutra: Purusi$mavad iti cet tathdpi (i, 2, 7) would hardly be admis-
sible immediately after it has been established in i, 2, 6 that the acti-
vity of Pradhina is purposeless and therefore impossiblel” It is evi-
dently because R. was alive to the force of this objection that he has
shifted Sdtra 7 from its present position and read it earlier as No. 5.

There is thus sufficient reason to regroup the Siitras into different
adhikaranas and give them a better deal.
-
L6, T e AT: SRR, TR *afama @R (S. BSB. i, 4.5)
17, T @RS I 7 SRR @@ (TC. p. 908)




CHAPTER' VI
REFUTATION OF VAISESIKA DOCTRINES
6. VaiSesikadhikarapam (ii, 2.11-17)

The adhi. removes opposition to Vedinta philosophy from the
doctrines of the Nyaya-VaiSesika system. The Pirvapaksin claims that
as his school readily assigns to God a prominent position in the creation
of the world, it is free from the defects which mar the other systems
criticized earlier. Nevertheless, there are certain deficiencies in the
conception of God and of causation, in this school. This school believes
that God has only eight sovereign attributes which are necessary for a
Creator: eternal knowledge, will and activity, number, dimension, seve-
rality, conjunction and disjunction.! This goes against the conception of
B. as possessed of infinite perfections as established in the opening
Adhyiya. The Nyaya-Vaidesika conception of Ged is too narraw and
unphilosophical in some other respects also. It denies to God even the
most essential attribute of bliss not to speak of other equally impor-
tant ones which fall outside its Lst of tewnty-four qualities2 Its theory
of atomic genesis is also vitiated by certain gratuitous assumptions and
reservations which are open to question.

According to the Vaisesikas, eternal substances like the four kinds
of atoms, the Jivas, time and space continuc to exist in Mahapralaya
along with the non-eternal principles like merit and demerit, the poten-
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cies of Karma pertaining to the souls. We have also to concede the
existence of generality, particularity, inherence and negation. At the
end of this period, there arises in the mind of the Supreme Being a
desire to create the manifold world. As a result of this, the potencies
of merit and demerit imbedded in the selves become activised. Impel-
led by the Will of the Lord and coming into contact with the selves
which are the repositories of varying kinds of unseen merits and de-
merits of past lives, the atoms which have been existing apart from
one another, till then, start getting homogeneously attracted to one an-
other and form dyads. A similar combination of these dyads produces
triads (tryspuka) and four of these produce quaternaries (catura-
nukae). Beyond this stage, the compounds are formed by an indefinite
number of such atomic units according to the exigencies of combination.

The Vaidesikas believe in ‘Asatkiryavida’ that an effect being ab-
solutely different from its cause has no sort of pre-existence in the
cause, as the Satkaryavadins do. It is, therefore, conceived that quali-
ties and activity come to be generated in the substances only the next
moment after their production (and not simultaneously with the pro-
duction of the effect). Three types of causes are distinguished in this
system—the material or intimate (samavdyi), the non-intimate (asama-
vayi) and the efficient (nimitta) which 1s external to the suhstances.
Substances constitute the intimate causes of their products. Qualities
like color, taste, etc. ber, di ion and conjuncti constitute
non-intimate causes. The efficient causes comprise everything else that
is necessary for the production of the effects. Their sphere is very wide
—including the general ones like God, His Will, knowledge, and acti-
vity, time and space. The special ones vary according to the nature
of the effects concerned.

The Nyaya-Vaidesika holds that the four kinds of atoms which are
the basic material causes possess certain distinctive primary qualities
which are eternal, The earth-atoms possess the quality of number,
severality, magnitude and weight, the water-atoms have the qualities
of color, taste, touch, number, fluidity etc. and so on in respect of the
others.

The Vaifesika conceives of the simple atom as spherical and part-
less. It possesses the one di fon known as parimindalya or anutve
It is, therefore, incommensurable. The binary (dvyanuka) where twa.
atoms form a line is a d of two di ions—one of them in-
commensurable and the other very short (Rrasva). If two binaries are
placed in such a way as to form the four corners of a square plane,
there would be a compound of two parimnas only but both of ptheu;

31




THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

the binaries are present in their abodes only because they cannot help
being there (avarjaniyasannidhi) and not necessarily in a causal capa-
city. The same thing may be true of the parimanas of mahattve and
dirghatva present in the tryapukas—which need not, therefore, be ac-
cepted as Asamavayikaranas.

The Vaigesika holds there is good reason to make the exception.
The dimensions of the simple atoms and of the binaries are impercept-
ible—as both kinds of atoms are anudbhiitarapasparsevat—i.e. whose
color and touch are not fully manifested. If such dimensions are ac-
cepted as the non-intimate cause of the production of the parimdna of
the binaries and ternaries respectively, there will arise the adverse con-
sequence of the effects of the ternaries and quaternaries and the anty-
avayavis formed out of them all becoming imperceptible.

This objection of the Vaifesika has not been taken into account
and given a suitable reply in S's interprefation of the present Siitra.
The reason for this very probably is that S's chief interest here lies
in accepting the exception made by the Vaifesikas and turning it to
the advantage of his own theory of causation where the Cetana—B.
is regarded as the transforming cause of the material world, We shall
see later that S’s way of separating this Siitra from others following
it and constituting it into a separate adhi. in self-defence of Brahma-
kiranatvavida by making a clever use of a dogma of the Vaisesikas
is out of place in the context of refutation of other systems, which is
the theme of this Pada,

M. on the other hand sticks to the theme of this Pida in inter-
preting the present Siitra as a part of the entire adhi. comprising
Siitras ii, 2, 11-17. The opening Siitra is treated as a virtual repudia-
tion of the concept of Asamaviyikirana under guise of challenging one
of the cherished dogmas of the school, in regard to the theory of atomic
genesis. Sitra no. 13 lays the axe at the root of the category of Sama-
viya and thereby the ption of S dyi-kirapa as such. Sitra
12 falling between the two exposes the difficulties of pure Logical Real-
ism in sustaining the role of God as nimittakirana.

The contention of the VaiSesika that if the pariminas of the atoms
and binaries are taken to produce similar pariminas in their effects,
there will arise the contingency of all the grosser effects becoming im=
percepuble is casily met. If this objection simply means that even the
larger cffects of the atoms and the binaries may bave to be described
as atomic or small or minute it is not a serious objection. For our
standards of judging things as large or small, gross or minute arc not
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absolute but only relative.® The ordinary six-footer may be called
a giant as compared with a Lilliputian.! If the Vaifesika means by
‘the production of similar periménas’ from the anu, or the binary or the
ternary, absolute similarity, it is not there even between the bigness
of the ternary and the bigness of the quaternary.? How then does he
maintain the causal relation between these two pariminas?

The position of the VaiSesika that the parimana of the dvyapuka
and the tryanuka are alone produced by the number of the atoms and
the dvyanukas respectively is illogical. Since the pariminas of the
anus and the dvyanukas, satisfy the definition of ‘Asamavayikirana’, we
should expect both of them to produce their respective effects—viz.
the parimanas concerned, uniformly. If in spite of their satisfying
the definition of ‘Asamavayikirana’, we have to invest the number of
atoms in their cases with the power of producing the parimina in their
effects, the production of parimana in the quaternaries etc. may all be
similarly attmbuted to the number of atoms everywhere, uniformly.
There need not be a double standard or criterion—one for the stage
upto the ternaries and another beyond. These inconsistencies are suffi-
cient justification to reject the pt of A dyikaranatva of gunas
in any manner®? and opt for Parinmavada in which the material causes
themselves endowed with their own specific qualities transform them-
selves into different effects possessed of those qualities.* Thus, the
first Sitra is tantamount to a refutation of the concept of Asamavayi-
kirana in the Nyaya-VaiSesika system.
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The TPB of Raghiittama points out that even tho’ the Nyaya-
Vaidestka enumeration of the three kinds of causes begins with the
Samavayikirana, Badar3yana has sufficient reason to begin his refuta-
tion with the Asamavayikarana, There will be no need for a separate
refutation of Asamavayikirana, if Samavayikarana is first refuted. For
by definition the Asamavayikarana is the one present in the Samavayi-
karana by Samavaya relation, and would stand rejected by the rejec-
tion of Samavayikirana itself, But, then, that would take away the
opportunity of exposing the illogicality of the distinction drawn by the
Vaidesikas within the Asamavayikérapa itself where only one kind of
parimdna is allowed to function as asamavayikirana and another is ex-
cluded from doing so.t

After this refutation of asamavayikirana, the Siitrakdra turns to
the concept of Nimittakirana as applied to Ged, in the Vaidesika sys-
tem and refutes it. This is done by referring to the impossibility of
creation by God. We are led up to this by the reference to the origina-
tion of the effects like dvyanukas and tryanukas brought up by the re-
ference to their parimanas of mehat dirgha etc. The concepts of sama-
vaya and samavayikfrana are refuted in the third siitra. The refuta-
tion of the three kinds of causes thus puts the VaiSesika theory of crea-
tion and causation out of court.

Siitra 2 goes into the difficulties to which the VaiSesika theory of
the world’s creation by God is exposed. The Vaidesika admits the
states of creation and dissolution. It is God’s will that induces motion
in the static atoms at the time of creation. If this will to set the atoms
in motion is eternal, we have to concede that if Pralaya is to have any
place and meaning in VaiSesika metaphysics there is no movement of
the atoms then, notwithstanding the eternal will of God to set the
atoms in motion. Why then should there be motion in the atoms at
other times? To avoid this difficulty, if it is held that God's will is
not cternal, there must be something else which has given birth to it.
We know of no such other source. It cannot have been produced by
an carlier will and that by a still carlier one and so on. For, God is
known to be endowed with an eternal will thro’ the Srutis and this is
admitted by the Naiyiyika too. It will not do, therefore, to make His
will non-eternal.  Moreover, if what produces God’s will does not need
God's will to be bomn, other cffects also may not need it to be born.
Thus, irrespective of its being eternal or non-eternal, the Naiyayika will
1s. Tefr st i ’qawmniwi’{,mmvﬁmf'ﬂm-
faun, T .nuu«mynm.u <, qefeaf
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find it difficult to make God’s will the efficient cause in creation.® The
Vedantic position is not open to such difficulties, For the Vedintic
B. is conceived as endowed with the inscrutable power of accomplish-
ing the unaccomplish ble (acintyddbhutasakti), while the God of the
Nyaya-Vaigesika has but eight gunas of which acintyadbhutadakti is not
one. The Srutis speak of the supreme power and wonderful natural
attributes of Divinity.? The Vedanta recognizes natural distinguish-
ing aspects (Visesas) in Time pertaining to Creation and Dissolution.
Such ‘Videsas’ are ex hypothesi endowed with the intrinsic capacities
of being manifest (abhivyakta) or remaining in a potential condition
($akta) according to exigencies as determined by Geod’s will—thus eli-
minating the risks of overlapping. This covers the activisation of adr-
stas at the appropriate time to originate creation. It is these Vifesas
in Time along with God's will that are the efficient cause of creation
and Pralaya. To the Vaidesika, on the other hand, the differentiation
in Time as time of creation or period of dissolution has to be brought
about by the conditioning factor of those events’ taking place. This
would naturally bring about an irremediable mutual interdependence;
for without creation first taking place, the time-element cannot be dis-
tinguished by it and unless the specific time-element is already there
creation cannot be conceived as taking place in it

The next Sttra: S ayibhyup 3 dmyad hiteh
refutes the conception of intimate cause (samavdyikdranam) by expos-
ing the fallacies involved in the relation of Samavdya itself. The Vai-
Sesikas posit the relation of ink e (; aya) bet cause and
its effect, between a substance and its attributes, whole and parts,
Vigesa and Visesins to account for these differing elements being grasp-
ed in a Videsapaviesyabhiva relation. The dvyanaka for example, as
the product of the paraminus, inheres in its cause by the relation of Sama-
vaya. Sucha relation is deemed to be absolutely necessary to connect
them as in the opinion of the Vaidesika the cause and effect, substance
and its quality, whole and part ard absolutely different from each other.
1t may also be remembered that according to the Vaifesikas, the effect
iwo and has no pre-existence in any form and also that
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a substance when produced remains without qualities for the first mo-
ment of its production.

The Siitrakira lays his finger on the weak point in this theory of
Samaviya. It is called in to explain the correlation between Guna and
Guni ete., in terms of their Vifsapavidesyabhiva. Now, Samaviya re-
lation also is admitted to be absolutely different from the cause and
the effect, substance and quality etc. which it connects and is itself con-
ceived in terms of ViSesanaviSesyabhiva to them: Mrdghatayos sama-
vayah. By the same logic then, samavdya also should have to be re-
lated to the relata (the substance and quality, etc.) from which it is
absolutely different, by another samavdya and that again by a still ano-
ther and so on ad infinitum.®

There is, however, no justification to go in for a series of Sama-
vayas like this when the first link of Samaviya is itself not satisfactor-
ily established. The regress of samavayas can be avoided by investing
the substance, or the cause or the whole, as the case may be, with
the capacity of linking itself with the effect, the quality or the part
without standing in need of the luxury of a Samavaya. It cannot be
said that Samaviya itself may be given the self-linking power as it is
in the nature of a relation whose function it is to relate others. The
argument is inconsistent, Conjunction is also a relation. But the
VaiSesika insists upon holding that it is related to the things it conjoins
by Samavaya relation. He would not give it the right of self-linking.
There is, however, no need to fear that if substances, themselves are
invested with self-linking capacity towards their qualities etc. the latter
could not be perceived as distinguished from them. Tho’ not ontolo-
gically different from their substances, the qualities (parts, etc.) are
capable of being apprehended and described as distinct from the sub-
stances by the power of ViSesas. It is thus best to abandon the
concept of Samavaya which leads to an gnavasthd and regard the sub-
stance, cause or whole to be able to lmk 1tse1£ with its quality effect,
or part, without indenting upon

aya’.

The next Siitra makes out that it would be impossible for the Vai-
Sesika to avert the contingency of production for ever, without a break
for Pralaya. For the material cause of production of the world viz
the atoms are eternal.  God's will which is the efficient cause is also
clcmally present.  Production is conceived in the system as the ac-

ion of S dya-relation with exist by things which are non-
existent before (asctas sattisamavdyo janih). As Samaviya is by hy-

xmﬁmmw,mwfmqmm
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pothesis one and is eternally present and as the other causes are also
equally eternal, there is pothing to prevent production from going on
for ever by asat securing sattdsamavayae thro’ the atoms and other ex-
istents?® The Vaidesika cannot plead that tho' the other causes are
there in Pralaya too, the dyikdranae (viz. conj tion) is not there
and that explains non-production in Pralaya. But there is no reason
why conjunction should not take place when the other causes are all
ready2! It cannot be that activity in the atoms which is to be made
possible by the awakening of unseen merit (adrsta) is not there and
hence no production takes place in Pralaya. The function of adrsta is
merely to bring about the fulness of causal complements. When this
is already there, as in this case, adrsta cannot, by its absence, hold up
the production of things2

The Sutrakdra argued till now conceding the eternality of atoms.
The present Siitra: Rupidimattvdces viparyayo darandt challenges
the uncreatedness of atoms on the ground of their having physical cha-
racteristies? like color, taste, smell and touch. These characteristics
are incompatible with eternality and are generally found in things non-
eternal.

The next Siitra goes to show that the VaiSesika cannot argue that
tho' possessing physical characteristics like color and smell the atoms
are to be accepted as uncreated as they are partless. The presump-
tion that they are partless can itself be disproved on the basis of their
having physical characteristics? . if the Vaifesika woul d
accept that atoms are created, he will have to indicate the material cause
from which they are produced. Since no material cause ean be found
for the production of atoms, the genesis of the dvyanukas and others
would also be unaccounted for™ On the other hand, if atoms are taken
to be eternal and uncreated, then, the other causes like God’s will and
Samavaya being always there, nothing that exists can be looked upon
as impermanent. Such a position cannot be accepted by the VaiSesika
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himself. The last Siitra concludes by pointing out that the dogmas of
the Vaidesikas are opposed to the Srutis and Smrtis?®

Samkara’s Interpretation.

S. (and following him Bhiskara) treats this Siitra as a defence (pra-
tisamidhana) by the Siitrakira of his own view that disparity in nature
between cause and effect is no bar to the acceptance of a material-cause-
and-effect relation between B. and the world. Such an interpretation
of this Siitra is inconsistent with the theme of the present Pada, which
is one of refutation of doctrines of hostile systems. According to S.’s
own showing, the objection against a sentient like B. being accepted as
the material cause of an insentient world resting on the ground of want
of Sarlipya or Silaksapya (affinity of nature) between them has been
set at rest after having been examined threadbare in at least two earlier
adhikaranas—the Adrsyatvidhi, (1.2. 21-23) and Na Vilaksanatvadhi.
(ii.1.4-11)7

Dr. Belvalkar makes a vain bid to dislodge the Siitra: ‘Mahaddir-
ghavad....” as “a later addition”®8 He also suggests that “had this
Siitra been placed after ii, 1.6 nobody need have raised any objection”
(Op. cit. p. 84). But he fails to see that while the illustrations cited
(according to S.) under ii, 1.6 are accepted from the worldly point of
view, the details of atomic genesis of the world including the exceptions
thereunder claimed by the Vaifesikas cannot lay claim to any such
general acceptance and for this reason they cannot be used as com-
petent illustrations to support one’s position?® Moreover, having re-
jected the theory of atomic genesis, according to S. himself under
i, 4.28, with repeated emphasis, the Siitrakira would be cutting a sorry
figure by trying to save his skin by calling to aid the very same theory
in ii, 2.11. The interpolation theory is the last resort of logical bank-
ruptcy and it need not detain us.

Referring to R.'s criticism of S.’s way interpreting this Sitra (ii,
2,11) Belvalkar has observed that “R forgets that there are certain
weak points in his own interpretation” (p. 85). But then, R.'s failure to
mnmﬁw(a‘tzmm Wmﬁﬁﬁa%'_ T f I -

faft IR, ATt
mémlmquzﬁm: Wmmlm
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Belvalkar, Poona, 1333 p, 84
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interpret the Sitra correctly does mot render S’s interpretation of it
necessarily correct. There may very well be a third possibility, We
fail to see why Belvalkar should not have turned to explore M’s inter-
prepration of the Stitra w ich is entirely free from the weak points of R’s
interpretation, and is not open to the other charge of “‘such repetition
in other places” (Op. cit. p. 83).

In any case, if removal of objections against the soundness of one'’s
own view (svupa.ksudosapaﬁhﬁra) has to be accomplished en the basis
of analogies, they should at Jeast be logically sound ones. The analogy
chosen breaks down in its application within the framework of the
very system from which it is drawn. How can such an analogy give
staying power to the Siddhanta? It does not follow that “S’s inter-
pretation being the earliest now extant is likely to have hit the real
purpose of the Satra” (Op. cit. p. $6). Interpretations old or new have
to be judged only on their merits and not on considerations of anti-
quity® There is everything to commend M’s interpretation of the
Sitra in question as a straight and simple refutation of one of the doc-
trines of the Vaisesika system—the doctrine of Asamaviyikirana and
its application to the theory of atomic combi tion and genesis. This
involves no problem of interpolation or of relevancy of the Siitra in
its present position.

There is no basis for Belvall ar's ion that “Bhask who
follows S. in the interpretation of the Sitra thus, as it were, answers
Ramanuja” (Op. cit. p- 85). It is true enough that Bhaskara follows
this interpretation of S:

gafusaframaTiae FRATCRAEAREIT TTRTEae a9

(Bhaskara BSB, i, 2, 11). But Belvalkar is utterly mistaken in
his assumption that Bhaskara, as it were, answers Ramanuja”. The
fact is that Belvalkar has misquoted Bhiskara and has visited his own
misunderstanding of the real meaning of his original on the innocent
Bhaskara. He would not have fallen into this error if he had paid
attention to the details of the other interpretation of the Siitra which
Bhaskara has taken the trouble to quote from an unidentified source
in his Bhasya: “Some others explain this Sitra as follows—Just as,
a longer rope is produced by two shorter ones strung together or just
as by rolling into one two small balls of clay a larger ball of clay is
produced, even so the world may originate from B3 And this he
(Bhiskara) proceeds to eriticize in the following words—

e | Freaoentae addEE e Tt )
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himself. The last Siitra concludes by pointing out that the dogmas of
the VaiSesikas are opposed to the Srutis and Smytis®

Samkara’s Interpretation.

S. (and following him Bhiskara) treats this Siitra as a defence (pra-
tisaumidhdna) by the Siitrakira of his own view that disparity in nature
between cause and effect is no bar to the acceptance of a material-cause-
and-effect relation between B. and the world. Such an interpretation
of this Siitra is inconsistent with the theme of the present Pada, which
is one of refutation of doctrines of hostile systems. According to S.’s
own showing, the objection against a sentient like B. being accepted as
the material cause of an insentient world resting on the ground of want
of Sarlipya or Salaksapya (affinity of nature) between them has been
set at rest after having been examined threadbare in at least two earlier
adhikaranas—-the Adr$yatvadhi. (1.2. 21-23) and Na Vilaksanatvadhi,
(i.1.4-11)%

Dr. Belvalkar makes a vain bid to dislodge the Sttra: ‘Mahaddir-
ghavad....' as “a later addition”?® He also suggests that “had this
Siitra been placed after ii, 1.6 nobody need have raised any objection”
(Op. cit. p. 84). But he fails to see that while the illustrations cited
(according to S.) under ii, 1.6 are accepted from the worldly point of
view, the details of atomic genesis of the world including the exceptions
thereunder claimed by the VaiSesikas cannot lay claim to any such
general acceptance and for this reason they cannot be used as com-
petent illustrations to support one’s position? Moreover, having re-
jected the theory of atomic genesis, according to . himself under
i, 4.28, with repeated emphasis, the Siitrakidra would be cutting a sorry
figare by irying to save his skin by calling 10 aid the very same theory
in ii, 2.11. The interpolation theory is the last resort of logical bank-
ruptcy and it need not detain us.

Referring to R.’s criticism of S.’s way interpreting this Satra (ii,
2.11) Belvalkar has observed that “R forgets that there are certain
weak points in his own interpretation” (p. 85). But then, R.’s failure to

nmﬁﬁ’@mm 3 i sPrmTER TE-
-..leﬁaz am?m'mmz arqafu’mﬁaﬁwrﬁwﬁ

wﬁa’ia;’rml mm@??ﬁ'(‘ﬁﬁfl waify gie: mwrﬁﬁmwama“mwzwml T

(NS p. 351b)
27. AT AEY DSETAT T I | (S. BSB, i, 2.11)
28. Brahmasutras of Badarayana (ii, 2) with C. of 5. ed. with E.T. Notes: Dr. 5.K.
Belvalkar, Poona, 1938 p, 84 )
29, Cf. SifewrduFrn afemd 3feme ¥ gerw (Ny, S. 4, 1.25)

40




VAISESIKA REFUTED

interpret the Satra correctly does not render S.s interpretation of it
necessarily correct. There may very well be a third possibility. We
fail to see why Belvalkar should not have turned to explore M.’s inter-
prepration of the Sitra which is entirely free from the weak points of R.’s
interpretation, and is not open to the other charge of “such repetition
in other places” (Op. cit. p. 85).

In any case, if removal of objections against the soundness of one’s
own view (svapaksadosaparihira) has to be accomplished on the basis
of analogies, they should at least be logically sound ones, The analogy
chosen breaks down in its application within the framework of the
very system from which it is drawn. How can such an analogy give
staying power to the Siddhdnta? It does not follow that “S.s inter-
pretation being the earliest now extant is likely to have hit the real
purpose of the Sttra” (Op. cit. p. 86). Interpretations old or new have
to be judged only on their merits and not on considerations of anti-
quity® There is everything to commend M.'s interpretation of the
Stitra in question as a straight and simple refutation of one of the doc-
trines of the VaiSestka system—the doctrine of Asamavayikirana and
its application to the theory of atomic combination and genesis. This
involves no problem of interpolation or of relevancy of the Sitra in
its present position,

There is no basis for Belvalkar’s ption that “Bhask who
follows S. in the interpretation of the Sitra thus, as it were, answers
Ramanuja” (Op. cit. p. 85). It is true enough that Bhaskara follows
this interpretation of S:

Adfarafrmtae FEEroTETEEReT i gy )

(Bhaskara BSB, i, 2, 11). But Belvalkar is utterly mistaken in
his assumption that Bhaskara, as it were, answers Raminuja”. The
fact is that Belvalkar has misquoted Bhaskara and has visited his own
misunderstanding of the real ing of his original on the i
Bhaskara. He would not have fallen into this error if he had paid
attention to the details of the other interpretation of the Siitra which
Bhiaskara has taken the trouble to quote from an unidentified source,
in his Bhisya: “Some others explain this Siitra as follows—Just as
a longer rope is produced by two shorter ones strung together or just
as by rolling inte one two small balls of clay a larger ball of clay is
produced, even so the world may originate from B And this he

(Bhaskara) ds to icize in the following words—
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“This is not tenable, For this will be a repetition of what has been
established already in Na vilaksapatvad *** (i, 1, 4-11)”. Bhaskara
then has a fling at the commentator or commentators who have ad-~
vanced this interpretation that by assigning such a futile interpreta-
tion to this Siitra, these worthies are pulling down the Sitrakéra from
his high pedestal as a consummate logician to the level of a pious Sro-~
iriya (reciter of Vedas) who cannot rise above repetitions:

ad bz gasne sl g qErtaa:

By some alchemy of his own,’Belvalkar has transformed this pas-
sage of Bhaskara into:

7 faaaoraifele oadiRE  EERind TEREE At qEmE
ANfaaeEmaifem (p. 85)

“Those who contend that this is rendered superfluous by what has been
stated under Na Vilaksanatvit are depriving the Siitrakdra of his right
as a “Srotriya”. In doing so, Belvalkar has added an “zfy ” to “greitf
and changed the expression “ yrfaay” used by Bhaskara into “stfas”
on his own responsibility. This is unforgivable. No wonder the whole
point of Bhiskara’s subtle humor has been lost upon Belvalkar!

Not content with misquoting Bhiskara and getting into a tragi-
comedy of errors, Belvalkar commits another fallacy in dealing with a
passage from Amalananda’s Kalpatary in connection with the same
point. He writes—"Among the Advaitic commentaries, the Kalpatary
alone goes into the question raised by this Note and the solution offer-
ed is that introducing in this manner Svapaksavyavasthipana in the
midst of Parapaksaniriikarana merely shows that the latter is not to
be regarded as an end in itself for a text designed to convey instruc-
tion and secure salvation” (Notes p. 86).

The passage from the Kalpataru is a clarification of the opening
words in S's c. on the Satra—

TAAFTERY  fUFa: | ToEeEiE 51 e
The Kalpataru raises the issue here as to how far it lies within the
objective of this Sastra whose aim is the pursuit of true knowledge to
indulge in a refutation of other systems like Samkhya or Vaisesika.
It answers it by saying that it is necessary to refute hostile systems
in order to establish the true nature of B. as taught in the Srutis:

FAATATAE ey qoataaIcarra, “fragar, frosde” sfa o
spafTTaE rrTEER-TAat | Kaagieey afeaa w3d: (Kalpateru i, 2, 1)
Neither the question raised by the Kalpatary in the above passage nor
the answer it gives to it has anything to do with “the question raised
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by this Note” (of Belvalkar), Nor does this passage of the Kalpataru
contain the solution offered by it to “the question raised by this Note”.
The passage merely answers the point that it is necessary to refute
other systems in order to stablize the truth as established by the Srutis.

The Kalpataru does offer its own solution of the question raised in
the Note and as it were answer the criticism of R. But that solution
is different from the one imagined by Belvalkar. He has needlessly
confused himself by ignoring the punctuation mark at the end of the
word *likhitah in the opening sentence of the Kalpataru (as given in
the Nirnayasagar edn. of the text and reading the words “Tattvajidna
-....." concurrently with it and further separating the words “Nird-
krto mirdkartavyt R .“from what precedes it.

The real defence of S's position in interpreting the Sfitra Mahaddir-
ghavad as a vindication of Brahmavida in the context of Parapaksani-
rasana is thus presented by the Kalpataru (which is entirely different
from the one fancied by Belvalkar): Amalananda says that tho’ the
rightful place for removal of objections brought against Brahmavida
on grounds of disparity of nature (vailoksanye) between B and the
world is in the first Pada itself, still the Stitrakdra is tempted by the
possibility of finding an intermediate comnection suggested by the re-
jutation of the Samkhya® in i, 2, 1 where one of the arguments urged
by the Siddhantin was that in as much as the created objects in the
world do not in their own nature and constitution share the characteri~
stics of pleasure, pain and dulness which are the manifestations of the
three gunas of Prakrti, they cannot be put down as products of Pra-
krtid® In keeping with such a criticism of the Samkhya by the Sid-
dhantin, a similar objection may be raised by the Vaiesika here against
Brahimavada itself that the material world cannot be the product of
sentient B. as it does not show any of the specific characteristics of B.
such as its sentiency.

The objection that the material world cannot be a product of B,
because of the disparity of their natures has been fully discussed and
set at rest according to S. in the Na Vilaksanatvadhi, (ii.1.4-11) and
earlier still, in no uncertain terms. The matter has been settled once
for all. There is no point in reopening the issue, however temptin,
the pleasure of thrashing a dead horse may be. s
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A little reflection would show that as all the seven siitras (ii, 2.11-
17) are directed against the doctrinal details of the Nyaya-Vaidesika
system, they should be grouped under a single adhi—unlike the critique
of the different schools of Buddhism which call for two distinctive adhi.
s in S.s interpretation. Here, in Siitra ii, 2.11 no such doctrinal dif.
ference within the Nyiya-Vaiesika system is involved. S. should there-
fore have treated all the seven Siitras here as one adhi.,, even as he
has done in respect of the ten Siitras dealing with Niridvara-Simkhya*

He has clearly stated in his Bhisya that the theme of the first Pada
is removal of logical defects in the Sitrakira’s own Siddhanta and that
of the second Pada is refutation of hostile schools3’ But in introdu-
cing the Sitra ii, 2.11 and treating it as a separate adhi. he says, at
the outset the logical defect which has been urged by the Atomist
against the Brahmavadin is met3¢ This violates the theme of the Pada
as given by himself.

Apart from this contextual inconsistency, the logical objection to
Bs causality of the material world on the ground of disparity of their
natures (Vailakganya) has already been set at rest in ii.1-11. There,
according to S. himself, it has been established that a direct material-
cause-and-effect relation is perfectly valid and maintainable between
an out and out sentient Being like B. and an utterly insentient effect
like the world,—notwithstanding this violent opposition in their na-
tures. And this was backed by analogies such as the production of
scorpions from cowdung and of hairs and nails from the living being—
analogies which are ‘universally accepted’ by critics and laymen alike.
It scems then to be nothing more than an exercise in superfluity tfo
start one more adhi. in this Pida to revive and dispose of the same ob.
jection, albeit in self-defence, resting it now on what is obviously a less
Jundamental kind of difference (in parimina between cause and effect)
which further has no acceptance except in a dogma of the Vaisesikas7

Coming to the actual details of the interpretation of this Siitra as
given by S., there seems to be no justification for including a reference
to parimangala at all after “hrasva.” For parimandala-parimdina is not
admitted to produce any parimina in its tumm by the Vaisesikas, As

3 T afesfafronay fmrrachfe [EEroraiteETer and
fevemfry gfrstasy TR (TC. p. 900b)
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mahat and dirgha are different in kind from hrasvaparismdne from which
they are produced, the requisite illustration is complete in itself between
them. If parimandala is to be brought into the picture, it should be
provided in the Stitra with a counterpart in the causal chain. As the
Siitra stands worded, there is nothing to which ‘parimangdale’ can be
similarly connected by way of emphasizing a similar vaisddréya in res-
pect of its supposed effect. To get over this difficulty the Bhamati has
suggested that the expression v in the Siitra is to be understood as ex-
pressive of a comparison, referring to the production of non-pari dal
parimana) from pari ndala which is to be used to justify the similar
possibility of acetana-world being produced from Cetana B3 This will
give us two distinct illustrations of heterogeneous production: (i) of
mahat-dirgha from hrasva and (i) ap imandala (or dvyanpuka-dimen-
sion) from parimapdale. But then, in keeping with this re-distribution
of the terms, we should expect the Siitra to be commensurately worded

as:

Mahaddirgh ; dalavat hr
g

Tol3hhydm, 39
{3 (4 P d

It somehow the same idea is to be read ioto the present wording, it
would lead to an awkward break up in the syntactic connection of the
two terms in the cpd. hrasvaparimapdaldbhydm. The first member of
this cpd will have to go with mahaddirgha (vat) to embody a proposi-
tion while the second member aparimagnala not given as a constituent
part of the cpd mahaddirghavat and which has, therefore, to be put up
from outside to give us the second proposition: Parimandalad aparimag-
dalavat® Even this cumbersome interpretation will not be able to
give material support to the ‘Vedantic’ view of Cetana B. being the
material-cause-of the world—which is what S. seeks to gain; for there
is mo ial d-effect relation ted by the Vaidesikas in
respect of the different parimpas in question operating as esamavdyi-
karapas

In any case, there is real causation in the theory of atomic hetero-
genesis of the <Vaidesikas while there is no true causetion at all in S's
Vivartavide. The trouble taken to force the Siitra to serve as a de-
fence of Vedanta’ doctrine is thus in vain® Lastly, in S’s interpre-
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tation the entire proposition which the Siddhantin is driving at—(the
darstantika), viz.: “(similarly) there is the production of the insentient
world from the sentient B.” has to be supplied by adhydhara to com-
plete the sense of the Siitra. An interpretation which can do without
such a wholesale adhyahara, is certainly preferable, apart from the
other reasons already given??

Saimkara’s Paramanujagadakdranatvddhi. (i, 2.12-17)

According to S. the next Satra: Ubhayathdpi na karma atas tada-
bhavah (ii, 2.12) controverts the possibility of the conjunction and dis-
junction of atoms so as to originate creation or dissolution of the world.#
The Vaisesika is asked to say if (i) the action required to bring about
the conjunction of atoms resides in them or not; (ii} whether unseen
merit (adrsta) which impels the atoms to combine inheres in the atoms
themselves or in the AtmansAS After pointing out the difficulties which
prevent the VaiSesikas from accepting any of the alternatives, it is argu-
ed that in view of these difficulties (iii) there cannot be any action of
the atoms either for purposes of bringing about their conjunction in
order to create the world or for purposes of disjoining them to bring into
existence the state of Pralayasé

Some at least of the alternatives raised in the above criticism of the
Vaidesika views seem to be not in order. The question of not accepting
action as residing in the atoms ought not to have been raised as it is
accepted by the Vaiesikas that action resides in the atoms. The ques-
tion whether adrsta inheres in the atoms is equally unwarranted as it
is admitted by the Vaifesikas that it inheres in the Atman#’ S.’s point
that adrsta cannot operate unless guided by a sentient being by which
he means the Atman of the Vaigesikas, is not also to the point; for it is
admitted by them that adrste is guided by Parames$vara®® and not by
the Jivas., The alternative interpretation of the Siitra that without an
original cause of movement or disjunction there cannot be any conjunc-
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tion of atoms for purposes of creation or their disjunction for purposes
of dissolution (pralaye) cannot be given to the Siitra as it stands
worded. Such an interpretation would require the Siitra to be differ-
ently worded, in some such form as: Ubhayarthakarmabhavak-

The Sitra Nityam eva ca bhdvat (ii.2.14) has been explained by
S. as follows: The atoms may be conceived as essentially active or non~
active or both or neither. If essentially active, there will be perpe-
tual creation and no dissolution. If non-active, there will be perpe-
tual quietus and no creation. Their being both is impossible and self-
contradictory. If they are neither, their activity and non-activity will
have to depend on an operative cause. Such causes as unseen merit
being in permanent proximity to the atoms, permanent activity would
ensue. 1f they are not operative causes, the result would be perman-
ent non-activity. For these reasons, the Atomist position is untenable.

The interpretation is wide of the mark, There is no clear evidence
of reference to alternatives in the wording of this Siitra as there is in
Ubhayathd ca...ii, 2.12 or 23. A similar refutation of the causality of
B. or of Avidya spread over the four alternatives is equally possible.
The interpretation is also obliged to import (adhydhara) the words pra-
vrtteh and nivrtteh after “nityameva” and read into the simple term
“bhavat” in the Sutra, the idea of “undesirable consequence”; bhiva-
(prasangah)® These defects are avoided in M.’s interpretation where
the words nityam eva bhdvat stand d with the of the
nityatva of Samavdya and the possibility of effects continuing to be pro-
duced for ever on that account>*

Under the Sitra: Ubhayathd ca dogit (ii.2.16) S. criticizes the Vai-
Sesika doctrine as follows: Among the four elements of earth, water,
fire and air, there is a decreasing number of qualities of smell, taste,
color and touch. There is consequently an increasing degree of fine-
ness in them in the descending order. If this is true of their specific
atoms also, some atoms will possess more numerous qualities than others.
This will increase or decrease the dimension as the case may be and
they will thus cease to be ‘atoms.’

The criticism assumes that increase or decrease in the number of
qualities po: d is il i with a corr ding in-
crease or decrease in dimension. This is not always so. The Nyaya-
Vaidesika God and Atman are both ‘Vibky’ in dimension but the Atman
Valses o
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CHAPTER VI

'VAIBHASIKA AND SAUTRANTIKA SCHOOLS OF BUDDHISM
REFUTED.

7. Samuddyadhikaranam (i, 2.18-25).

The adhi. is directed against the Sarvastivada school of Buddhism
represented by the Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas. They are ‘rea-
listic’ schools of Buddhism with this difference that while the former
iccepts the independent exi of mind and matter, the latter holds
that the existence of external objects is inferred thro’ their mental pre-
sentation. Both are agreed in holding the world of mind and matter
to be essentially tary (ksanika). XKsanabhangavida (the theory
of r iness, Santinaviida (doctrine of ceaseless flow) and San-
ghita- (or Samudiya) vada or doctrine of aggregates are the different
names by which this school is known.

According to this school, the world of experience is constituted by
five Skandhas: Ripa, Vijiana, Vedans, Samjia and Samskira.! Riipa-~
skandha is the world of objects, sense organs etc. formed by the atoms
of the four clements of earth, water, fire and air. The internal world
is constituted by nirvikalpajidna (bare sensation) Vedana (feclings of
pleasure and pain) Savikalpakaejidna (conceptual knowledge) and
Samskara (imprcssinns)’ The so-called Self is nothing but a series of

1. ¥faTd T W] T AL (TP. il, 2.18)
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flecting ideas and does not fall outside the momentary* The system
reduces all external reality to a mere aggregation of momentary atoms
in constant flux. There is no such thing as a stable entity or a per-
manent whole, anywhere, as distinct from the fleeting series of atoms.’
M. accordingly describes this school as Paramfnupufijavada,

There is thus in this school no such thing as the production of a
whole (aveyavi) thro’ internal development of constituent elements
(parindma) or thro’ ‘atomic combination’ in the VaiSesika’ sense. The
aggregation of atoms by itself gives rise, thro’ false imagination, to
the notion of a ‘whole’ (avayar?) its unity and stability. There is no
need to suppose that momentariness would negate ‘reality’; for to be
real is to be necessarily momentary in order to be causally efficient.
For the real is what is causally efficient—the unreal is what is causally
inefficient. This efficiency is the efficient thing itself (svaluksana)$

The continuous flux gives rise to the appearance of aggregates?
which go on thro’ the sheer force of Kala and Karma without needing
an intelligent moulder. 'The objection that if the atoms are momentary
the production of others in the succeeding series cannot take place is
not a serious one; for this school accepts production without a material
cause (nirupdddnasrsti)® even as Siinyavida accepts the possibility of
illusions without a real substratum (niradhisthanabhrama).

The opening Sttra: Samuddye ubhaychetuk dapraptik
the weak points in this theory—viz. theu]loglcahty of the very concep-
tion of an aggregation of atoms if such aggregation does not give us a
new whole. It would be impossible to think of an aggregate being
formed out of a single atom. It must necessarily be an aggregation of
two or more atoms getting close together. But then, we cannot con-
ceive of them as aggregate unless they have come together and they

4. avont seRtad, 7 qarsafoa R = (7RG
5. AUETRTT CF M, 1 g aRfTRisITEr ATl (NS, i, 2.18)
6. aforeY e T wiiked E-gELad | 7% i fgwean; a7 aw e
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cannot be said to have come together without forming an aggregate.
There is interdependence here?

On the other hand, if the aggregation is conceived as subsisting in
several atoms even as they lie isclated in space, such aggregation being
conceivable at all times, it should be open to us to speak of created
things existing for ever with no prospect of their dissolution (pralaya)
—which is recognized by the Buddhist. This difficulty can only be
overcome by admitting that the objects which we come to know thro’
our concepts of reality are not merely the random aggregation of atoms
but real organized wholes over and above the fleeting atoms of which
they are supposed to be constituted. This will deal a deathblow to
the doctrine of Ksanabhanga.

The second Sitra: Itaretarapratyayatvdd iti cenng utpattimitrani-
mittatvdt points out that it is not possible for the Xsanabhangavadin
to escape the fallacy of interdependence or the contingency of there
being a never-ending series of aggregates!® in the event of the aggre-
gates being formed every moment, either from coordinated atoms or
from uncoordinated (i.e. isolated) ones.

Opting for the second alternative of momentary aggregates being
formed out of disconnected atoms sprawled in space, the Ksanabhanga-
vadin may put in that tho’ the atoms may be there lying isolated from
one another, they come to be grasped as aggregates of different kinds,
only when there arises an interrelated perception of them as constitut-
ing a group." Such a coordinated perception depends on what is
—t s

o. fafamiwa:  wrmfefs:, ayew  wf  fafw fafafy T
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aggregate presupposcs two or more consmuenu The idea of ekahetuka is im-
plied by the force of api after ubk an based on it has

been introduced only formally by way of Vikalpa. The AC, however, suggests
a reason for its being raised TCIHETAWITRA, TFHAE TR MIaTNEI 7
(p. 328)

The TDP says the ubhaya has been advisedly used in the Sitra o cmphasim
the point that no aggregate can be conceived of without the juxtaposition of
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1est th till we reach larger aggregations:
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known as Itaretarapratyaya™ or Apeksibuddhi. There is no compul-
sion that such apeksibuddhi should be arising constantly. It arises only
when the percipient takes it into his head to visualize the scattered
atoms and comprehends them in a group. The aggregates last as long
as the apeksibuddhi lasts and vanish when it ceases. Thus creation
and dissolution are accounted for in Ksanabhatgavada, without hitch.
In the state of Pralaya, heré is no nearness of atoms which is also a
necessary condition for the operation of apeksdbuddhi.3

The latter half of the Siitra shows how the difficulties raised cannot
be so easily got over by appealing to Itaretarapratyaya. The very idea
of the percipient having an itaretarapratyays (mutually coordinated
knowledge) of the atoms by bringing them together in a group or ag-
gregate is impossible in Ksanabhangavada.!¢ For, as soon as the atoms
are grouped into an aggregate they will go out of existence according
to Ksanpabbanga.!s The percipient too is equally momentary (ksanika).
How then will it be possible for such a percipient to see the different
atoms, form them into an aggregate by putting them into a group as
a ‘cow’ or a ‘pot’ by exercising apeksibuddhi and make use of such
knowledge to carry on purposeful activities based on such data? More-
over, the exercise of the apeksibuddhi by a percipient requires the
prior perception of the atoms in their separatness, the rise of the apeksi-
buddhi embracing them as this is ‘one,” this is ‘one’ and so on, and the
conversion of such knowledge into a judgment referring to the aggre-
gate as ‘a cow’ or ‘a pot’. All these should be referred to the same
atoms and should have the same percipient as locus of such a know-
ledge. These are impossibilities in Ksanabhangavida—where the atoms
which constituted the aggregate are no longer there when the apeksi-
buddhi steps in and tries to embrace them in a Samudiya, The perci-
pient who might have witnessed the atoms, separately, is not and cannot
be the same one as will be ising the ksibuddhi about them,
in Kssanabhaigavada. There can thus be no coordination between the

12. This term has been explained as follows:—
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expression Itaretarapratyaya has been used in the Sitra to bring out clearly
the precise nature of this Apeksabuddhi. This is done in order to show how
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old and the new percipients.!6 Thus, apeksibuddhi can neither arise
nor be transmitted to the new self. The attempted explanation is thus
doomed to failure.l?

If, to avoid these pitfalls, the Buddhist should concede for argu-
ment's sake, that the atoms which come to be embraced into an aggre-
gate are not destroyed but continue to exist, then there will be the other
awkward contingency of an endless series of fresh aggregates arising.
For, the Buddhist holds that when the cause is there, the effect must
needs be there. As the causes viz. the atoms are present they will
go on producing fresh aggregates ad libitum with the result that one
may expect the whole potter’s shed to be filled in a trice with myriads
of pots without any effort on his part.!s

Granting for argument’s sake that aggregated atoms can be produc-
ed from unaggregated ones, the previous Siitra had drawn attention to
the main difficulties which stand in the way of such Samudiyas being
recognized as such and intelligent responsive activity (vyavahdra) being
based on such recognition.

Siitra 3 turns to demolish the very possibility of such a production
of unlike effects (visadysakdryotpatti). The dogma of the Ksanikavada
is: Uttarotpade ca piirvanirodhah. This is committed to the position
that the cause is capable of producing only a like effect: Karapasya sady-
Sakdryajanana eva simarthyit. Having produced such an effect, the
cause ceases to be. This leaves no room for the production of an un-
like effect (visadrsakdryotpatti). For the production of an aggrega-
tion of atoms (samuddya) from unaggreagted ones would be a case of
production of an unlike effect: VisardrSakdryotpatti or visesakaryot-
patti, which is barred by the Buddhist dogma.??

1sﬁwfamvw‘xﬁrﬁﬁwmmmfalaa | ¥ T TRYETT TR, d-
ST 1 3T, ¥4 1Y Wmﬁ%’ T WAH AR FEITRUT
mmﬁm (TP. i, 2.19)
ufFnE EITGROEANTA T, @) o, miafa=ragra-
mﬁamﬁmﬁmﬁm’ﬁamﬁm (TP u 219)
17 T ¥ W gl
f“;‘“z;mm - waamwg;ag:;rﬁ?m
18 3% et E Eoid AU T A~ (TP,
wred ufs vl waEw o iy o fw (AL BSB. 313119) )
mmmmﬂmxﬁw: (TP)
m!ziﬂnmmmﬁam Rmhﬁr:mmﬂm-
tnm(lw f U Sqarn fEE L a4 S
mwrm‘-{lwwf‘:mw‘mh WGT 1 A ST W AR
wsta oy oy TV (Trivil TD. i, 2.19)
54




VAIBHASIKA-SAUTRANTIKA BUDDHISM REFUTED f

The terms piirve and uttara in the Siitra: Uttarotpide ca piirvani-
rodhit refer to the cause and the effect. The ‘effect’ is further understood
in the sense of a ‘like effect’ (sadrsokdrye) consistent with the law
of the cause being capable of producing only a like effect. The loca-
tive in uttarotpdde is understood in the first instance as a Vigayasap-
tami meaning that the cause being capable of producing only a like
effect, the production of an unlike effect (i.e. the: Samudiya) from
loose atoms cannot be sustained® To establish this point the-text
of M.’s bhasya: Karyotpattdveva kdrapasya vingddcca na' viSesakdryote
pattih (1i.2.20) is suitably split into halves (i) (Sadrsa)—Karyotpat-
ttdveva karanasya (simarthyat) na viseskaryotpattih and (i) Kara-
pasya (sadrsamekam biryam utpidya) vindsgeca na visesakdryotpattih,
The latter half is i ded to ter another def of the Ksanikava-

He may plead for instance that notwithstanding the general rule
that a cause produces only a like effect, it may, after doing se, again
produce an unlike effect. The Sttra and the latter part of the Bhisya
point out how this is impossible, as the cause in producing its (like) effect,
in the first instant, ceases to be effective thereafter: Pirvanirodhit. In
this interpretation, the locative form uttarotpide (in the Sitra) is to
be understood in the sense of a locative absolute, as pointed ‘out by
the BD2

<, o S

In his AV, M. has shown how it is not easy for the Ksanikaviadifr
to explain the production of an unlike effect, such as a samudaya, from
unaggregated atoms. The Buddhist argtes, however, that the point is
that a cause is merely competent to produce an.effect. Whether the
effect would be a like one or an unlike one would depend on unseen
merit (adrsta) and other auxiliaries?? . -

M. says that this affords no real solution. The question ,can
still be repeated with reference to the adrstas and the suxiliaries them-
selves® as to how they acquire this capacity of (i) producing an unlike
effect; (i) obstructing the production of a like effect; or (iii) in some
cases, hoth. The question is bound. to arise in this case whether the
preceding moments of adrstus were capable of conferring sumlar power
20. FEAT q%: ) 2 31 ifefr dwo 7 ﬁugwm?mm
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on subsequent adrstaksanas or not? If they were not capable, the pre-
sent one also cannot legitimately possess such a power. If it is con-
tended that tho’ itself produced from an adrstaksana incapable of posses-
sing such a special capacity, this particular adrstaksana is endowed with
such a capacity because of auxiliary factors, the question will have to
be repeated with reference to these auxiliaries themselves. If the auxi-
liaries are taken to derive such a capacity from other (earlier) auxiliaries,
the same question can be raised about the earlier ones and of still
earlier ones24

The partiality of the unseen merit in conferring the power of pro-
ducing an unlike effect on a particular cause in the series of atomic
flow cannot be satisfactorily accounted for. If the receding series of
unseen-merit-moments have also the power of conferring the capacity
of producing unlike effects on the atoms, we should expect the aggre-
gation (samuddya) to have emerged much earlier than it does?s

If the unseen merit confers such a capacity on every cause and not
only on a chosen particular, then unlike effects would be emerging from
all causes. The result would be vagarious. When atoms of the pot
are aggregating, all the atoms in the world would be undergoing aggre-
gation and give rise to the appearance of aggregations everywhere?

1t is only Ksanabhangavada that is open to such antinomies. The
Vedantic position which believes in the stability of the cause and the
effect has no such difficulty to face, For, unlike Ksanabhangavada,
the doctrine of Sthiratva recognizes that causal relation is governed by
the laws of inherence and modification of the effect. But it is a vain
bid for Ksanabhangavada which envisages a complete destruction of the
cause or the causal to establish such a relationship b
two moments or momentary atoms??
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The Ksanabhangavidin holds further that new and newer atoms
go on producing an endless procession of effects every moment. For,
existence is efficiency and efficiency is change. Reality is motion or
change. It is instantaneous and kinetic, Only ceaseless change exists
and goes on for ever. There is nothing enduring (sthire) for more than
a second. The fourth Siitra: Asafi pratijiioparodho  yaugapadyam
anyathd refutes this contention. .

\
The view that production goes on every moment is to be examined
on the following lines; Does it signify that an effect is produced even
after the cessation of the cause? It would seem improper to regard
that which is produced even after the cessation of what was said to have
caused it, as its ‘effect’ in any straight sense of the term, On the other
hand, if it is held that the effect is produced when the cause is also
present, it would be equivalent to saying that the cause which comes
into being in the first moment—according to the Ksanikatvavadin—
endures till the point of time when the effect emerges into being. This
will confer a life of at least two moments on the cause, which is not
table to the Ksanabhangavadin. If a * tary’ cause can keep
alive for two moments, there is no reason why it should be destroyed
in the subsequent moments. It would thus be competent to produce a
further effect in the subsequent moment and that another and in the
next subsequent moment that again another and so on,—with the resulf
that the effects of all those ‘causes’ and the effects galore of those
teffects’ would come to have a simultaneous existence?® In such a pre-
dicament, one may expect to find the potter’s shed filled to capacity
with hundreds of pots within a short space of time. The Ksanabhai-
gavadin cannot avoid this by suggesting that the cause comes into exist-
ence in the first half of the second and becomes efficient in the second
half and dies. The theory of Ksapabhanga does not admit of self-divi-
sibility of Ksanas®
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The next Sttra: Pratisaikhyapratisankhyanivodhayor apraptir avi-
Sesdt (ii, ‘2.22) refutes the concept of destruction in Ksanabhanga-
vida which speaks of two types of destruction—the transcendental
(apratisankhyd) and the empirical (pratisankhyd). The first is the
natural process of decay which.goes on in nature, unnoticed and imper-
ceptibly without affecting the continuity of the flow of things. This has
been designated by M. as nissantdnand§a which has been explained by
J. as santdnam antarena yah pratiksanavindsah. The other is the con-
scious destruction of things where the continuity is broken (sasantina-
ndsaft)—as when a pot is shattered to pieces by hitting it with a stick.
According to the Ksanikavadin, causation and destruction go on every
moment without break. ‘As the cause must needs be at the moment
of the coming into being of the effect and as the same moment will
be the moment of the cessation of the effect, in Ksanabhanga, the cause
as existing at the moment of cessation of the effect will have to be effi-
cient still and produce another effect and that another for the same
reason and so on with the result that the so-called momentary destruc-
tion could never take place.®

It is also held by the Ksanikavadin that the atoms get dissociated
évery moment and get together again. This dissociation (viralibhava)
is their destruction and their coming together (pufjibhdva) is pro-
duction of the effect (samudaya). As it is the same atoms that form
and break up the Samudiya every moment, their existence at the
time of the disruption of the samudiya must be conceded. Otherwise,
it will be impossible to bring about their aggregation (punjibhdva) at
the next moment. In this predicment,’ there will be a constant re-
grouping (pufijibhdva) alone going on. There will be no room for an
interval of loosening (viralibhdva). In this way, the concept of sasan-
tananirodha also will not bedr scrutiny3!

The concept of Pratisamkhyanirodha is untenable, from another
point of view also. To speak of its destruction, the existence of an ob-
ject like a pot must be granted at the time of destruction. If it exists,
it (i.e. the atoms of which it is an aggregate) will necessarily have to
produce another cffect (of aggregated atoms). In the circumstances, it
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will not be possible for the Ksanikavadin to speak of the destruction of
the series at any time. If the series is unreal, the units composing the
series would also be unreal. We cannot speak of the units as part of
a series if the series itself is to be regarded as unreal. Moreaver, the
Ksanikavadin will have to state clearly if, in his opinion, the aggregate
is the same as its constifuents or something other than or different
from them. Tt cannot be the same. For the atoms are invisible while
the aggregation is visible. If it is different, it will be an admission of
the .existence of a ‘whole’ as distinguished from the constituents which
will be damaging to the interests of Ksanikavada. If the aggregate is
false, the idea of distinct objects arising out of such aggregation would
be without a factual basis. If the atoms themselves are the factual
basis of the aggregation, the object would have to remain imperceptible
as the atoms are supersensuous. Being many, it would be difficult to
account for their perception as a single entity.? .o

The next Siitra: Ubhayathd ce dosit (ii.2.23) examines the argu-
ment based on Arthipatti in support of the doctrine of momentariness
of unique praticulars (dharmas). The Ksanabhangavadin believes that
to be real is to be causally efficient. Such causal efficiency can but
last for one second. If in the first second itself the cause does not
cease to exist after producing a like effect, there will be the undesir-
able contingency of an endless production of effects. To prevent this
contingency, it has to be admitted that a thing exists only for’ one
moment. The Siitra refutes this argument of Arthapatti in support of
Ksanikatva of things. -

The Kspabhangavadin will have to answer the question whether
the law of causation propounded by him: Asmin sati idam bhavati or
Karane sati biryam bhavatyeve is true or not. If it is true, the effect
will have to be there in that second when the cause is also present.
Like the right and the left horns of an animal emerging at the same
time, it may not be possible to affirm, in such a case, that the one is
the cause of the other. If the principle of Kdrane sati Laryam bha-
vatyeva is not true, as the cause does not possess causal efficiency at
the given point of time, it would cease to be “real” within the mean-
ing of being arthakriyakdri. Once it forfeits arthakriyakgritva, it will
cease to be ksanika too.
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The next Sttra: Pratisaikhydpratisaikhydnirodhayor apriptir avi-
desc (ii, ‘2.22) refutes the concept of destruction in Ksanabhanga-
vada which speaks of two types of destruction—the transcendental
(apratisankhy3) and the empirical (pratisankhyd), The first is the
natural process of decay which.goes on in nature, unnoticed and imper-
ceptibly without affecting the continuity of the flow of things, “This has
been designated by M. as nissantinandse which has been explained .by
J. as sant@nam antarena yah pratiksanavindseh. The other is the con-
scious destruction of things where the continuity is broken (sasantina-
ndfali)—as when a pot is shattered to pieces by hitting it with a stick.
According to the Ksanikavadin, causation and destruction go on every
moment without break. As the cause must needs be at the moment
of the coming into being of the effect and as the same moment will
be the moment of the cessation of the effect, in Ksanabhanga, the cause
as existing at the moment of cessation of the effect will have to be effi-
cient still and produce another effect and that another for the same
reason and so on with the result that the so-called momentary destruc-
tion could never take place®

It is also held by the Ksanikavadin that the atoms get dissociated
every moment and get together again. This dissociation (viralibhdva)
is their destruction and their coming together (puijibhdva) is pro-
duction of the effect (samudaye). As it is the same atoms that form
and break wup the Samudiya every moment, their existence at the
time of the disruption of the samudiya must be conceded. Otherwise,
it will be impossible to bring about their aggregation (punjibhdva) at
the next moment. In this predicment,’ there will be a constant re-
grouping (pufifibhdva) alone going om. There will be no room for an
interval of loosening (viralibhdve). In this way, the concept of sasan-
tananirodha also will not bedr scrutiny.¥
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point of view also. To speak oi its destruchnn the emstence of an ob-
ject like a pot must be granted at the time of destruction. If it exists,
it (i.e. the atoms of which it is an aggregate) will necessarily have to
produce another effect (of aggregated atoms). In the circumstances, it
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will not be possible for the Ksanikavadin to speak of the destruction of
the series at any time. If the series is unreal, the units composing the
series would also be unreal. We cannot speak of the units as part of
a series if the series itself is to be regarded as unreal. Moreover, the
Ksanikavadin will have to state clearly if, in his opinion, the aggrégét'e
is the same as its constituents or something other than or different
from them, It cannot be the same. For the atoms are invisible while
the aggregation is visible. If it is different, it will be an admission of
the existence of a *whole’ as distinguished from the constituents which
will be damaging to the interests of Ksanikavada. If the aggregate ig
false, the idea of distinct objects arising out of such aggregation would
be without a factual basis. If the atoms themselves are the factual
basis of the aggregation, the object would have to remain imperceptible
us the atoms are supersensuous. Being many, it would be difficult to
account for their perception as a single entity.’? ..

The next Sitra: Ubhayathd ca dogdt (ii.2.23) examines the argu-
ment based on Arthipatti in support of the doctrine of momentariness
of unique praticulars (dharmas). The Ksanabhangavadin believes that
to be real is to be causally efficient. Such causal efficiency, can but
last for one second. If in the first second itself the cause does not
cease to exist after producing a like effect, there will be the undesir-
able contingency of an endless production of effects. To prevent this
contingency, it has to be admitted that a thing exists only for’ one
moment, The Siitra refutes this argument of ArthIpatti in support of
Ksanikatva of things. B

The Ksnabhangavadin will have to answer the question whether
the law of causation propounded by him: Asmin sati idam bha’uatf or
Rérane sati kdryam bhavatyeva is true or not. If it is true, the effect
will have to be there in that second when the cause is also present.
Like the right and the left horns of an animal emerging at the same
time, it may not be possible to affirm, in such a case, that the one is
the cause of the other. If the principle of Kdrape sati.kdryom bha-
vatyeva is not true, as the cause does not possess causal efficiency at
the given point of time, it would cease to be “real” within the mean-
ing of being arthakriyikiri. Once it forfeits arthakriyakgritva, it will
cease to be ksanika too.
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Being thus checkmated by the futility of the arthapattipramana in
establishing ksapikatva, the Ksanabhangavadin turns to an inferential
argument to estabhsh }us thesis. The argument is—whatever is is mo-
mentary like the flame of a burning fire’3* The Siitra Akase cdvifesit
(ii, 2.24) counters this inference by pointing out that it is open to us
to infer that things are not momentary but stable, like Akaga: Yat sat
tad aksanikam; yethd akdsah. The Pirvapaksin thinks that as the
flame shows the presence of contrary attributes (viruddhedharmidhi-
karapam) like increase and decrease in the range and intensity of heat
and light, it can be inferred to be a series of different flames and not
one. The Siddantin shows that the increase and decrease in the range
and intensity of heat and light in a burning lamp does not necessarily
militate against its oneness, The relation between the flame and its
different stages of burning is one of bheddbheda* The unity of the
flame is established by recognition (pratyabhijid). In any case, unlike
the flame, Ak3sa shows no evidence of any internal change or modi-
fications (parindmabheda).’® That 5kisa is not subject to any internal
modifications is granted by the Buddhist theory itself which holds thai
the two forms of destruction Pratisafkhya and Apratisankhya and
Akasa are eternal and not colored by Vasanas (asariskrtam).’é It is
not possible for the Buddhist to infer Akada to be ‘Ksanika’, as it is
other than the Paficaskandhas, The inf of unreal momentari-
ness from the predicate of existence will thus be open to the fallacy of
Prakarapasama. The Buddhist cannot contend that Akasa does not
possess any reality. If reality is causal efficiency, the atoms which the
Ksanikavadin holds to be real cannot afford to have true causal effi-
ciency as has been shown, in various ways, in the foregoing discussions,

The Buddhist theory reduces Akifa to mere absence of occupying
bodies (mirtadravyas)3’ But M. points out in his AV. that this can-
not be. The conception or perception of an abhdva is always with re«
ference to its locus or dharmi and countercorrelative (pratiyogi). But
Akasa is presented to our knowledge without reference to these cor-
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relatives. It cannot, therefore, be treated as an abhava’® Our experi-
ence reveals Akafa to be an entity (bhdvarﬁpa).

The last Sitra: Anusmytes co (i, 2.23) brings the evidence of
recognition (pratyabhijnd) to refute the theory of the momentariness
of things and of the experiencing self. Acceptance of the stability and
meaningfulness of life, its values and objectives is founded on consoli~
dated human experience. Recognition plays a large part in the organi-
zation and consolidation of our experiences. 1t cannot be dismissed
outright as illusory. Only such of them or part of them as are definite-
1y disproved and set aside by more powerful evidences can be discard-
ed as misplaced. If recognition—judgments, inspite of their being not
sublated by more powerful evidences, are to be branded as illusory,
even the perception of differences in the intensity and range of the
flames (viSeszdarfana) in a burning lamp, on which the Ksanikatva«
vadin himself takes his stand, in discrediting the judgment of its one-
ness in and thro’ the different stages of burning may be open to doubt:
Pratyabhijindyd bhranti i$esadars gpi bhrati (M. BSB,
i.2.25) The perception of variations of refulgence of light in a lamp
is capable of being reconciled with the unity and oneness of the flame
as pertaining to its different stages® The relation of the flame to the
variations of its glow is one of difference and identity (bhedabheda).
Hence the recognitive judgment is not falsified by the perception of
different stages.*! Clarifying the Siddhanta position J. writes in his NS
that where the content of the recognitive judgment, is the identity of
a given thing or person as he or it was, and as he or it is, at the time
of recognition, only the emphatic element in the judgment: ‘I am in-
deed He (that was)™—sa eva gham, “This is verily that (Tad eva idam)’
does not bold true. The identity of the given person or thing which
has gone thro' different states is true enough. And that is enough to
establish the stability (shtiratva) of the thing in question which is the
purpose of the recognitive judgment. Where the content of the re-
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cognitive judgment is the relation of a given person or a thing with two
distinct periods of time or conditions etc, thére the affirmation of
ldennty and the emphasis laid on it (by the particle eva) are both true.®

Another ingenious argument of the Ksanikavadin is disposed of by
J. in his NS. - The Ksanikavadin argues that in cognizing that a given
thing exists at a given time, perception may be taken to establish the
reality - of that thing only with reference to that (present) moment
and not its relation to an earlier or a future moment. Is not this suffi-
clent evidence of the momentariness of things?#! Reviewing this argu-
ment, J. asks—what is it that the Ksanikavadin means to convey by
describing things as ‘momentary’? Is it simply that the given thing
exists at a given moment? If that be so, there is nothing detrimental
to the Sthiratva (stability) of the thing in thats$ If the meaning is
that the thing comes into existence and is also destroyed at the same
moment, we have to point out that it is jumping to an unauthorized
conclusion.

For to go by evidence, perception reveals that the thing perceived
is existing at the time. It does not comprehend the thing as originating
or getting destroyed at the given moment itself or that the given thing
does not survive at the next moment or moments. The point is this.
Even tho' perception cognizes a thing as existing at the given point of
(present) time, its existence at an earlier point of time and a future one
are not comprehended by perception. Such exi is beyond the
scope of perception#’ The prior and the future existence of the thing
can be established by inference or other valid evidences. Apart from
inference, it is within the competence of the Saksf to cognize the uncon-~
tradictable existence of things in the three periods of time by knowing

their present existence.
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Moreover, tho’ perceptions are limited to the present, a recogni-
tion judgment like ‘this is that’ is able to comprehend the existence of
a given thing at the present moment.and. in the past. The Ksanika-
vadin would fain dismiss the identity of a thing thro’ recognitive judgs
ment as a case of similarity mistaken for identity of being. But even
to perceive the similarity between two momentary things, the perceiver
of the previous and the present moments must be the same.. But as the
perceiver 100 is as tary as the ts th lves, to the Ksa-
nikavadin, how can he form a judg that 7 itive jud, s of
identity are false and that there is only similarity between the flush
of moments? The formation of such a judgment would require the trans-
ference of the impression (sarhskira) left by the first perception to the
next one. But as the cause and the effect belong to two different mo-
ments here, the former cannot transfer-its potencies to the latter and
without such transfer the similarity too cannot be established.#? Ksani-
kavida is, therefore, an exercise in futility.

Thus, as interpreted by M. the first Sttra of this adhi. refutes the
doctrine of Buddhist Kganikavada that the basis of our normal Vyava-
hara ( ce of life) ing on our p ption of objects is anly
a passing aggregation of atoms and not the presence of stable entities,
The second Siitra reviews the attempted defence of the theory of aggre-
gation and shows how the objections brought up against it in the open-
ing Sitra cannot be got over even if we concede the possibility of the
cause producing unlike effects. The next one points out the impossibility
of maintaining the view that the cause produces such unlike effects
in Ksanikavida, The fourth Sitra criticizes the theory that things are
produced and destroyed every moment. The next one shows the un-
tenability of the theory of two-fold destruction held by the Ksanika-
vadin. The sixth Siitra knocks down the presumptive reasoning (arthi-
patti) in support of the iness of things ad d by the Ksani-
kavadin. The last one shows how the famous inference put forward by
him Yat sat tat ksapikam yotha pradipeh in invalidated by our recogni~
tion-judgments about the stability of things,
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES
Interpretations of Sarikara and Raméanuja.

S. and' R. treat the ten Siitras (ii.2, 18-27) as one adhi. directed
against the Sarvistividins and agree largely in their interpretation of
the Sttras, R., however, reads a greater part of the second Siitra dif-
ferently®® from S. and M. He also devotes the ninth Sitra (Ndsato
adrstatvat) specially to the refutation of the Sautrantika view that an
object of cognition—which being momentary is no longer in existence
when the cognition arises, transfers its form to the cognition and only
on that basis is the object to be inferred.

Thus in S.'s interpretation only two schools of Buddhism the Sar-
vastivada (ii.2.18-27) and Vijfianavada (ii, 2.28-32) get refuted in the
Siitras. The Siinyavdda is left out. R. devotes only the last Siitra:
Saervath@nupapatesca to a summary disposal of Siinyavada.

Looking, however, to the brilliant exposition given by the Bhameti
of the ascending order of merit in which the Sarvistivada, Vijhana-
vada and Siinyavada stand in relation to one another,® it is incredible
that so important a school of Buddhism should have been passed over,
by the Sitrakira as S. would have us believe. His reluctance to
admit a separate adhi. for the refutation of Siinyavada consistent with
its preeminence is, to say the least, intriguing. His interpretation of
Stitras ii, 2.26-27 as criticizing what in the Vaibhisika and the Sau-
trantika schools virtually comes to the same thing as the acceptance of
the position that the world springs from a non-entity,* misses the fact
that the Siinyavida which explicitly maintains the causality of Asat
has a better claim to be dealt with in the Sitra: Ndsato adrstatvat
than what can only be read into Ksansbhangavade by implication!
It is thus difficult to agree with S. that the Stinyavada has not been
considered worthy of direct confrontation in the Sitras.
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The opening Siitra has been interpreted by S. as follows: There
is no possible explanation of the aggregates which make up the empiri-

cal self. The material aggregates are unintelligent. They cannot unite’
themselves with the psychic phases. The lighting up.of intelligence is,
dependent on the prior existence of a hody. There is no intelligent -

principle such as an enduring self in the capacity of a ruler or en-
joyer who could be said to have brought about their aggregation.®
According to R. the very iness (ksanik ) of the atoms

and of the elements makes it impossible to have an aggregation.s

‘1t will be seen that in both these intrepretations, the reason for
the impossibility of the formation of the aggregates (samuddydprapti)
is not shown to be embodied in the wording of the Satra. It has to be
thought of extraneously. This contrasts unfavorably with M.’s inter-
pretation in which the meamng given to the terms: Ubhayahetuke ‘pi
tadapraptih carries within itself the reason why the Samudiya cannot
be*—without having to import the reason externally,—such as the
Ksapikatva of the atoms and the Skandhas or the absence of an in-
telligent self acting as Samhanta (as with S. and R.)

There seems also to be no special reasen or propriety in using the
expression api in the Sttra and for giving samuddya and ubhayahetuka
if the point to be made is simply this that the said aggregation can-
not be accomphshed without the t: of a inciple
like the self or conceding the stability of the atoms and the elements
—as S. and R. have held® A less circuitous pronouncement such as

Ubhayahetuk diyapraptth would have met their requirements—
as in the case of the other Sitra: Pratisankhydpratisankhyanirodha-
priptih...." (ii, 2.22). The fact that the Siitrakira has chosen a dif-

ferent mode of expression, here, shows that he is pursuing a different
Line of eriticism altogether.
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The reasons given by S5 and RS for the nen-formation of the
aggregates in their interpretation of the first Stitra are sufficient to
stifle the objection raised by them, in the next Sitra. Turning to S.
first, the plea of the formation of aggregates thro’ nescience, Sarhskara,
Vijfiana, name, form, etc. acting in an incessant chain of causes and
effects revolving like a water-wheel cannot stand any chance (as a
Piirvapaksa to introduce the second Siitra) when it has been made
clear in the first Siitra itself that without a permanent intelligent be-
ing which could unite the material aggregates and the psychic elements
no aggregate can be thought of® As the emergence and functioning
of ignorance, samskdras ete. would themselves be dependent on the
presence of such a psycho-physical being, it would be premature to
think of their interplay in an endless chain of successive cause and
effect relationship in the absence of such a being.$®

As for R., having made it clear in the first Siitra itself that no
aggregation of atoms or Skandhas is possible on account of universal
momentariness of things, no further plea of successive interaction to
keep a Samudaya going can be raised with any show of reason.®

S. and R. have further to take the expression ‘pratyasya’ used in
the second Siitra in the sense of coming in touch with the complement
of causes®! instead of in its more widely accepted sense of cognition
(jidnam). If the phrase itaretarapr is pr d to be a refer-
ence to the famous doctrine of Pratityasamutpida in Buddhist philo-
sophy, there is no reason why the Buddhist term itself, which by the
way has one syllable less than the term used in the Stitra viz. z‘tar?tam-
pratyaya, should have been passed over. There is no need to intro-
duce that concept in Siitra 18 as the argument based on Pratityasamut-
pada is specially met in the third Sitra of the adhi® The argument
of Siitra 20 that at the time of the production of the subsequent thing
the antecedent has already ceased to be also renders the last part of
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the next Siitra, which according to S., threatens the Ksanikavadin with
the consequence of simultaneous existence of cause and effect (in case
the effect is to be produced when the cause is present) redundant.
For, the consequence of not accepting the cessation of the cause when
the effect is produced would be the simultaneous existence of cause
and effect.s?

S. and R. interpret Siitra 22 as refuting the nature of the two
kinds of cessation as utter annihilation. From the wording of the Siitra
it does not appear that it is concerned with anything more than the
possibility of any destruction as such. The character of the cessation
—whether utter or residual does not seem to be the point at issue. In
his criticism of the Buddhist view, S. argues that there can be no des-
truction without a residual element. This obliges us to import the idea
of the destruction being non-residual for purposes of criticism.%# This
may recoil on Advaita philosophy wherein the destruction of Mala-
vidya is conceived as an utter destruction without leaving a residue
(niranvayae).

Under Sitra 23 S. raises the question: Does the destruction of
ete,, d by Buddhism take place in consequence of right
knowledge or of its own accord (without the need of knowledge)? The
first alternative would lead to the aband of the Buddhist doc-
trine that all destruction takes place without an ascertainable cause.
In the second case, instruction in the noble eightfold path would be yn-
necessary.s

The criticism seems to be wide of the mark. S.'s own Bhiasya shows
that the destruction of ignorance etc. is brought under Pratisankhya-
nirodha by the Buddhist. It is only Apratisankhyanirodha which is
looked upon as a natural process of destruction which goes on every

moment with no assignable cause except that it is in the nature of things
to be momentary,

R. has a different interpretation of this Sitra. If utter destruction
of whatever is Sat is accepted (Yat sat tat ksanikam), the whole world
would be plunged into the void at the end of the first moment of exist-
ence. The world of objects originating the next moment from such
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nothingness would share the same fate$6 As there is no alternative or
antithesis considered in this interpretation, the Siitra should more pro-
perly have been worded as Tathd ca dosat instead of ubhayathé ca dosdt.
Two clear alternatives or antithetical positions would be required to
justify the use of ubhayathd in this Siitra, as elsewhere (See ii, 2.1;

15).

The seventh and the eighth Siitras have been treated as establish-
ing different propositions by S. and R. The first one according to both
refutes the Buddhist position that Akafa is non-definable in the same
way as the two kinds of cessation” The next Sitra is taken by S.
to establish the stability (sthiratva) of ego—conscwusness by appealing
to the evidence of v. If ego 1sness were only momentary
and different at each moment, memory cannot be explained. The sub-
ject cognizing a thing and the subject remembering it must be the
same® R, takes anusmrti in the sense of recognition (pratyabhijiii)
and utilizes this Siitra to establish the stability of external objects® on

its evidence,

After the refutation of Ksanikatva of everything in the realm of
matter and spirit, from different angles, it seems far more probable
that both these Stitras were intended—as may be seen from the con-
junctive ca (in Siitra 25) to round off and conclude the discussion with
two powerful arguments establishing the stability (and non-momentari-
ness) of the world of objects and of the experiencing selves alike.
Such an interpretation would have the advantage of dispensing with
the need to import separate predicates for each of the propositions in
the Siitras 24 and 25 viz.: AkSSa is not definable; the i
self is not momentary.™® S. has unnecessarily restricted the scope of
the Sitra: AnusmrteSca to the establishment of the permanence of
the experiencing subject alone, in view of the need to coordinate per-
ception and memory as belonging to the same person. Instead of nar-
rowing down the scope of this Siitra, in this way, it would help to esta-
blish at one stroke the stability and permanence (sthiratva) of the
world of objects as well as of the experiencing selves to understand
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anusmyti! in the broad sense of recognition (pratyabhijid) in terms
of (i) Sa eva aham (I am the same self indeed) and (ii) Ted eva idam
(This is indeed that) according to the given data. This advantage
ought not to have been thrown away,? in any sound criticism of Bud-
dhist Ksanikavada, which is as hostile to the permanence {sthiratva)
of the world of matter as of the souls™

It is doubtful if S., whose philosophy merges ego-consciousness in
Susupti and recognizes its loss therein, can afford to make the same
ego the locus of the memory and the direct experience of Susupti. In
Drstststivada’ of Advaita, at any rate, recognitive judgments will have
to forfeit their validity. In such a predicament, there can be no effec-
tive refutation of Ksanabhangavada. If Drstisrstivada should stand by
Pratyabhijid and concede that objects do exist even when they are
not perceived by us, they cannot be treated as ‘mithyd’.

Sitras 26 and 27 are also treated by S. and R. as part of the
Samudayadhikaranam. We have already seen how there is a better
case for constituting Siitras 26-29 beginning with Ndsato edrstatvat in-
to a fresh adhi., directed against so important a school of Buddhism as
the Madhyamika, instead of as a refutation of an echo of Sinyavida
breathed into the Ksanikavdda of the Veibhdsika-Sautrintika schools.

Although S. speaks in his introductory remarks under this Sitra
of the Ksapikavadin's being forced to admit Abhdvad bhavotpatti by
elimination of other alternatives,™ it is clear from the instance of
hare’s horn not being able to produce anything, cited by the Bhdmati
in this context,” that S. and Vacaspati are using the term ‘Abhava’ in
their interpretation of this Sfitra in the sense of ‘Asat’ or ‘nothing'—
the equivalent of Sinya. If it is, however, contended ‘that they are
only discussing the question of production of the positive (bhava) from
the megative (abhdva), the reason put forward by the Sitrakdra to
repudiate such causation viz. that “such a genesis is not observed”

7L. If only memory had been intended to be referred to there is no need to use
the preposition ant.

72. But see Dr, Radhakrishnan's halting remark in this connection: “Whatever
may be said with regerd to objects, there can be na doubt with reference to
the comscious subject” (The Brahmasutra, p. 382).
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will be out of place. For we do find that not carrying out prescrib-
ed or obligatory religious acts produces sin (Pratyavdya) and failure
to detect special features in a given thing gives rise to erroneous know-
ledge® Siitra 26 and 27 are therefore best understood as part of re-
futation of Siinyavada proper rather than of its distorted echo from
Ksanabhangavada. S.s interpretation of Satra 27 that if existence
should spring from non-existence, even lazy and inactive people would
reap benefits without putting forth effort—that a husbandman would
grow crops without cultivating the field; that a weaver would have a
finished piece of cloth without taking the trouble of weaving” is sure
to recoil on the Drstisrstivadins among his own schoolmen. In any case,
to say that effortless ones may stand to reap benefits is to say that they
do not deserve them. But vagaries do occur sometimes and we do find
in the world sometimes that persons who have not toiled for a thing
reap the benefits instead of those who have actually toiled. It would,
therefore, be more pertinent to interpret the Siitra as making an dpidana
that if Stinya were accepted as the cause (of the world) one may expect
such fictitious things like a skyflower or the ‘seventh rase’ which are
incapable of being thought of as fit to be pursued or abandoned, to pro-
duce fragrance or to give delectation to the tongue.® Thus construed,
the Sitra will be in a position to directly knock down Siinyavada and
establish that only the Sat (real) which is stable and enduring can be
the cause of anything.®
The Ksanabhangavadin holds that the effect is produced only when

the cause, given as real (sat) but momentary (ksapika), is disinte-
grated. There seems to be no justification in this view for the reductio
ad absurdum with which S. seeks to confront him by arguing that if
existence should spring from non-existence persons would be able to
realize their goals and objectives without putting forth any effort in the
direction, It is not proper therefore to connect the Sitra Uddsina-
n@m...with the refutation of the Sarvastivida school of Buddhism.
This itself is sufficient evidence that Satras 26-27 are directed against
an uncompromising Siinyavada.
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CHAPTER VI
REFUTATION OF SUNYAVADA
8. Asadadhikarapam (ii.2.26-29)

This adhi. is directed against the Madhyamikas or the Sinyavadins
who hold that the world is an appearance of Siinya conceived as non-~
dual, without aspects (nirviSesa), self-luminous, free from limitations
and beyond thought and speech. The world of pluralities is a play of
Stinya projected by Samvrti, or the principle of illusion. Qur experiences
of the world are in the nature of an error (vikalps) lasting so long as
Samvrti clouds the vision. When Siinyati is realized, all these ap-
pearances cease like dream-phenomena.!

Sinyavada is opposed to the reality of the world of Paficaskandhas.
The Piirvapaksa thus arises by contending that the earlier discussion
whether things are stable or momentary is futile. The Sinyavadin
also flatters himself that his theory is free from the defects of Para-
manupuiijavada?

The Sinyavadin no doubt looks upon Sfinya as a reality (tattvam)
or Tathatd. It may, therefore, be felt to be unfair on the part of the
Vedantin to equate it with Asat or the void. It deserves to be xmted

however, that the definition of Stinya as bhavibhd: isedhs
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

given in the standard works of Siinyavada? is the same as the definition
of Asat viz. bhavabhdvavilaksanam.s

The opening Siitra: Nasato adrstatvdt points out according to M.
that Stinya cannot be accepted as the cause of the world as it is pure
non-being (asat) devoid of all attributes (sarvadharmavikalaripdsattvo-
petam) including activity (kriyd). For nowhere in our experience is
causation seen to take place from pure non-being. It is only the Sat
(being) that is capable of producing something as an effect.5 The term
adrstatvat in the Siitra stands not only for want of evidence of percep-
tion but of other Praminas like inference which derive their sanction
from Pratyaksa$

The $iinyavadin, hawever, may press forward with another argu-
ment. Tho’ the direct method of inference may not be able to esta-
blish the casuality of Asat for want of an illustratiin in support, it may
be possible to establish Sinya as the cause by a process of indirect
reasoning (sdmdnyotodrstinumgna). For by applying the dialectic of

sraHifETd SRSl qaEa ¢ |
AraifaTeaE FETw aawad: 17

(Sriharsa: Khandanakhapdekhddya, 1. p. 55. Chouk-Skt Ser (1914)
the concept of cause will be reduced to non-being3

This ingenious argument of the Siinyavadin is overthrown by the
Siitra: Uddsindnam api caivam siddhih (i.2.27) by means of a re-
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ductio ad absurdum that if Siinya or non-being were to be accepted as
causally efficient, one may expect other fictitious things like a sky-
flower which are incapable of being made the object of pursuit or avoid-
ance, to be able to fulfil certain ends.

The Siinyavadin may, however, put in that his position that Siinya
is the cause of the world holds good only with reference to primordial
creation and not with the subsequent developments in the world of
Sarnvrti where there is of course a recognizable dependence on time,
place material, agent, ete.)® With admirable resourcefulness M, uses the
same Siitra Na sato drstatvit to refute this attempted defence. The last
word in the Sitra is accordingly read as ‘drstatvdt’ without the nega-
tive—the whole Sttra meaning that the agent, material cause, time,
place and other factors must be inferred to be the causes with refer-
ence to primordial creation also, in the same way as in regard to the
subsequent stagesit

The Stnyavidin still makes a d te att to discomfit the
Sadvadin by arguing that the cause cannot be accepted as Sat; for Sat
must necessarily be above all change, but causation without change is
impossible. There is, however, no difficulty in conceiving of Asat as
cause when it comes to be mi hended on of Saravrti as
the world of ph For $inyavada is not interested in making
Stinya the transforming cause (paripdmikdrapa) of the world. The
world ding to the Siinyavadin is only a ‘Vivarta—an appearance
of Sinya. Do we not find it appearing as ‘silver’ in our illusions?
The larger world of experience is also, in the same way, an appearance
of Stinya. Where then is the point of the reductio ad absurdumi
brought up in Stitra 277

This is refuted by the next Siitra: Nabhava upalabdheh (ii.2.28)
by pointing out that our perceptions of the reality of the world can-
not be treated as illusory experiences lke the perception of silver in
shell. For, in that case we have a right to ask how it is that such per-
ceptions (of the reality of the world) are not sublated within our own

peri It is an pted principle that the ascertainment of the
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illusoriness of a particular cognition rests upon the fact of its being
sublated. If such ascertainment is to be made merely on the ground
of its being a piece of cognition (pratyayatvit) without reference to
having a sublating cognition, it should be possible for every one of us
to recognize the perception of silver in shell to be an illusion at the
very outset of our falling into such an error, and even without having
a sublating cognition,

Like the drowning man catching at a straw, the Sinyavadin now
turns to illusory experiences like the perception of snake in the rope
and dreams which are generally supposed to be unreal. The next
Siitra Vaidharmydcca na svapnadivat (ii.2.29) answers these points.

Our experience shows that there has been no cognition sublating
our perception of the reality of the world. Even in regard to our
dreams, it is the aspect of the dream-objects being of the waling
state itself (jagrattvapratiti) at the time of dreaming, that comes to be
sublated when we wake up from the dream and not the other features
of the dream as a distinct experience of ohjects created by Vasanis under

certain psychosomatic conditions.”?

The Sinyavadin’s objection that there is no certainty that our perr
ceptions of the reality of the world will not be invalidated by a sub-
lating cognition of Siinya at some distant future is easily met. The
evidence of continuons human experience of ages has a right to be ac-
cepted in this respect. To indulge in a frivolous piece of reasoning that
this universal awareness of the reality of our life and the world in

¢ which we live may be disproved by another perception in future would
only recoil on the Stinyavadin. For the sublating cognition also would
be open to sublation by the same token which would rehabilitate the
original perception of the reality of the world. This is not merely an
argument for argument’s sake. Our faith in and convictions about the
reality of our life and of the world we live in, are based on non-con-
tradiction, continuity and coherence of data. It is only such of our ex-
periences as are found to be discrepant in some detail that can be re-

jected as misconceived.

The Siinyavadin is sure to play his last card: Siinya is indeed the
sublation of the world’s reality. It is the ultimate and absolute truth.
It cannot be placed in the category of the imaginary as it does not come
within the range of empirical perception. It is thus impossible to con-
ceive of its sublation, It will therefore remain the only unsublated and
13. For M.'s views on the nature and constifution of objects scen in dreams sce

his C. on the Sandhyddhikaranam (B. S. 1IL 2.1-4).
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unsublatable truth., The world being open to perception and, there-
fore, possibly imaginary, its awareness can be held to be sublatable.

This is all a perversion of logic and the established connotation of
the terms real and imaginary., The real is that which is established by
Praminas and the imaginary is that which is nat so established. But
the Siinyavadin is a law unto himself in that he seeks to get away
with characterizing the world whose existence is borne out by the Pra-
minas as something imaginary and concluding that the perception of its
reality is sublated and sublatable and maintaining that the Stinya which
is outside the pale of anybody's experience is not imaginary and that
it remains blated and unsublatabl

M. and his commentators have made it clear elsewhere that the
contradiction of dreams is only in regard to a specific aspect of theirs,
of being felt to be the waking state and not to the dream-experience
or the phenomenon as a whole.* Hence, the illustration of the dream
is not competent to establish the unreality of the world. Nor does the
experience of the world’s reality admit of partial sublation as in the
case of dreams or of total sublation as in the case of the perception
of snake in the ropel!’
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CHAPTER IX
REFUTATION OF VIJNANAVADA

' 9. Anupalabdhyadhikerapam (i, 2, 30-32)

This adhi. is a refutation of Buddhistic Idealism or Vijiidnavida
which holds that consciousness is the only reality and truth and that
external objects have no existence outside our consciousness.! This is
supposed to be an improvement on $iinyavada, where the cause as such
is pure non-being (asat). The term bhdvae in the opening Sitra (Na
bhivo anupalabdheh) is thus intended to draw attention to the pcsnive
nature of the cause, in support of the Piirvapaksa of the present adhi?
According to M. and his commentators, this term has been advisedly
used in the Sitra to denote the acceptance of consciousness as the only
reality in Vijfidnavada. J. points out that bhdvae is to be taken as
standing for anu-bhava < anubhava i.e. ‘awareness'—the function of the
upasarga being the manifestation of the sense already immanent in the
root.?

Briefly, the Vijianavada position is this. Consciousness manifests
itself in the form of the individual subject or ego and of the various
mental states and the so-called external sense data (visayaviffiapti).
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The nature of consciousness is to shine forth. Since the forms of sense
data such as blueness shine forth in consciousness, they are to be ex-
plained in terms of consciousness itself# This principle of our be-
coming aware of the act of knowledge and of the content of our know-
ledge simultaneously is known as Sahopal f“ i 5 If i
ness and its objective content are essentially distinct, it should be open
to us to be aware of the one apart from the other.

These arguments are fallacious. If the Vijiinavadin means that
objects of consciousness are superimposed on thought, it stands refuted
by the argument already advanced against Stnya-vivartavada, that
things are experienced as having an existence of their own. Notwith-
standing the Vijﬁénav.’ad.in’s contention, our experience shows that we
perceive objects as different from consciousness. This cannot be treated
as a misapprehension, as there is no sublating cognition to the contrary.
1 the non-difference between consciousness and, its object is to be esta-
blished by inference based on Sahopalambhaniyama, it would lead to a
fallacy of interdependenceS For the inference would be valid only
when it is estabished that the perception of difference between con-
sciousness and its object is an error-ridden pne. And only when the
non-difference between consciousness and its object is established by
the said inference can the perception of the difference between con-
sciousness and the object be discredited. Moreover, there is a patent
conrtadiction between the pr ition of identity of i and
its object and the reason viz. their simultaneous perception; for the
notion of simultaneity or togetherness has meaning only in respect of
two or more different things

The other argumenti—
Whatever shines forth must be consciousness;
As for example ‘knowledge’.

The content of such as ‘bl ? shines forth.
“Therefore, blueness and such others must be of the essence of con-
sciousness,

is also without substance? If ‘shining forth’ means to become the ob-
ject of consciousness, the reason (viz. becoming the object of conscious-
ness) would be absent in the instance cited in support of the infer-
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ence. 'The instance cited is ‘knowledge’ and it cannot be conceded by
the Buddhist or the Logician that knowledge becomes or can become an
object of its own awareness? The proposition that whatever shines forth
in this sense must be consciousness is clearly defective for the antece-
dent non-existence of knowledge (jfidnaprigabhiva) and the Sarhvrti
which is accepted as a “covering” of pure consciousness in Buddhism
tho’ accepted as objects of knowledge, cannot be regarded as “‘conscious-
ness” as they are opposed to the very nature of knowledge or conscious-
ness.’’® If ‘shining forth’ means being of the nature of consciousness,
it is yet to be proved that objects of knowledge are of the nature of
‘knowledge’.lt

The next Sitra Ksanikatvdcca (ii.2.31) adduces another reason
to refute the position of the Vijiidnavadin that the ohjects of our con-
sciousness are of the very nature and essence of consciousness and non-
different from consciousness. It has been established already that ob-
jects of consciousness are stable (sthira) and not momentary, The acts
of consciousness on the other hand are momentary. Consciousness is
internal. Objects are external.® 'There cannot be any identity between
the two. The last Siitra:” Sarvathanupapattesca (ii.2.32) rounds off
the critique of the various schools of Buddhism emphasizing that they
bristle with numerous other defects of doctrine and are opposed to the
conclusions established in the Srutis and Smrtis.’

hkara’s and Ramdnuja’s Interor

S. treats the five Siitras beginning with Nibhava upalabdheh (ii.
2.28) as one adhi. directed against Vijfianavada. According to R. the
first three Sitras beginning with ‘N@bkiva....' are one adhi. directed
against Vijiiinavada. The Satra: Ksanikatvicea (ii.2.31) is not read
by R. after ‘Na bhivo....’ and Sarvathdnupapattesca forms a new adhi.

We have seen how the Siitras Fraqisgecarq and  SEETAAENR
are better understood as a refutation of full ﬂedged Stinyaparinimavda
instead of being tagged on to the Samuddyidhikarana as a refutation
of the echoes of Sautrantika doctrine, After Siinyaparinamavada, it is

9. ‘mrre’ sht FramPregaragry wqfafatie, 3RS FEEE: (TP, 3, 2.30)

10. R =TT (TP. u, 2.30)
1 FEmrarade avg b fedmfsfa s (TC, p. 919)

11 Wimﬁﬁ’mﬁﬁﬁf (TP. ii, 2.30)

12, 77 Al 433 330 AATEETAH frrgwient gyataar

dwr (NS. p. 411b)
13 (1 sdafrfag = {3 a1 4 (M. BSB. i, 2.32)

{Wﬁﬂﬁ LA T Feeery | qEvatused sfa (7P, &, 2.32)
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natural to expect a refutation of Sunyavivartavada in the three Sitras
beginning with Nabhivae upalabdheh.

Satras 1I, 2, 28-29 as interpreted by S. establish the reality of the
external world. This would affect S.s own position about the reality of
the external world. It may be put in, however, that to the Vijianavadin
the process whose constituting elements are the act of knowledge, the
object of such knowledge and the result of knowledge—is an altogether |
snternal one—whereas to the Advaitin the object perceived and its attri-
butes, tho' mithyd, have an existence and reality outside the mind and
that, therefore, there is nothnig against the Advaitic position here.
Looking, however, to the wording of the Stitra, we have to conclude that
it is intended to refute nothing less than the mithydtva of external ob-
jects. If the intention of the Siitra was to deny the position of the
Vijianavadin, the appropriate wording for it would be: No jranam
anupalabdheh and not as we have it. If the Sttrakara held the world
to be mithyd (or anirvacaniya) he could not have contrasted its ex-
perience with that of the dream state; for the dreams too are amirva-
caniya (to the Advaitin). If the difference in status (vaidharmye) of
the waking state from dreams upon which the Sitrakara has taken his
stand here, is only with reference to the waking state and its experi-
ences not being liable to sublation during the ‘Vyavahdradasd (pheno-
menal state) the position of the Vijianavadn too cannot be refuted;
for according to him, also, neither the world nor the perception of ob-
jects and their properties 45 existing outside the mind is sublated dur-
ing the Samvrtidada.l

Moreover, in Vijﬁénavivartavéda, it is consciousness as the sub-
stratum of all phenomena that appears as external objects, which have
no real exstence, This is SJs position too.’S It may be that to the
Vijsanavadin the objects as such are ‘asat’ while to the Advaitin they
are ‘sadasadvilaksana’. But how does this justify their being contrasted
with dreams which are also Sodasadvilaksane, in their status? It has
to be conceded by both the schools that irrespective of external objects
‘being asat or sadasadvilksana, they come to be perceived as ‘Sat’, and
there is no non-existence (asattve) other than absence of e:n'st,em:e
(sattva) 6 The kind of differentiation from total non-existence which
W being eligible to become an object of immediate per-

“w i 1 A i
. ¢t ;n will netrs:mc;r?f‘:tth'g argue *vh;‘.fw'{z'il Satrakara is here establishing

do mot deny it (5. R ishnan, The Brah B 380,
15. frmafed <t ¥ t& T LIRS 5 @it:

gn @@ (TC. p. 920)

mﬂmmnwgwwﬁmmsﬁ‘wl Fift Eordwr iR | gErEfada-
s ST | RCAMRIERARERA. (bid. p. 920) T
9




THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

ception and having causal efficiency (arthakriyikdritve) known as Sam-
vrtikasatyatva is admitted in both the schools.)? Both agree in denying.
any higher truth (piramdrthikasattva) to the external world® For
these reasons, the refutation of Bahyartha-asattvavada in S.s interpre-
tation of these Siitras i5 not convincing.

The next Siitra: Na bhivo *nupalabdheh (ii.2.30) is interpreted by
.S. as refuting an attempted explanation by the Vijfiinavadin that even
without external objects the variety of our ideas given in experience
can be accounted for, with the help of Vasands or mental impressions.
The weak point in this argurnent is laid bare by the Sitra by showing
that the existence of these Visands has been made impossible by the non-
perception of external objects—whose very existence has been denied
by the Vijfianavadin,

The argument is no doubt correct. But, there is nothing in the
wording of the Siitra to suggest that such a line of interpretation is real-
ly intended by the Sutrakira, For, it involves the importation (adhyi-
hara) of the very subject of the proposition intended to be moved—viz,
the Visands, The other point is that the reason (viz. anupalabdhiel) in
the Sautra syllogism is not directly connected with the subject of the
proposition, It has to be obliquely connected with another subject
(viz. the arthas or external objects) which has to be supplied.’?

If objects do not exist externally, they cannot be perceived. Un-
less they have been perceived Visanis cannot be born and be lodged in
the mind. This is S.’s criticism against the VijBanavadin's attempt to
explain the variety of our ideas without accepting the existence of ex-
ternal reality?® It follows from this that ‘existence’ (sattvam) of ob-
jects determines their perception. This would make the perception of
things as impossible in (Bahyirtha)—~Anirvacaniyevide as in (Bahy-
The criticism against Vijfianavada in respect of

artha)—asattvavada.
Vasanas would recoil on St
17. &R AR RIE T 3 sty W (ibid.)

18. TATIETIRETE I WY @HY SHAART L (ibid. p. 920)
19. % WA (ARAWi) FaeRd: (q@EweEE) (S, BSB. i, 2.30)
This contrasts unfavorably with M.'s line of interpretation: () W,
FATAE. in which the subject of the Sautra proposition is “the world” (#7F)
given in the preceding Satra T q) and is, therefore, secured
without adhyahire. The fact that R. also does not take up the question of
ssanas for discussion shows that its intreduction into the body of the Shtra
is not obligatory. N
20. wafrafafafieT g Ford AFTeRT AR RaiN 1 aEeRmTEeay el ffvar arrw
g ? (S, BSB. i, 2.30) . . .
21, sIAATRAT 9, AT AeAAq Iee) dafify , sfrat=rT 1
(TC. p. 921b)
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The Sitra Ksanikatvicea (i.2.31) is used by S. to repudiate the
position of the Vijfidnavadin that ego-consciousness (dlayavijidna) can
be the abode of Vasanas as the former is itself momentary.2 It would
appear to be more satisfactory to utilize this Siitra for the refutation of
an exclusive tenet of Vijnanavada that objects of knowledge have no
existence except as forms of knowledge by showing that while objects
of knowledge are permanent (enduring or sthira’)—as established in
i1.2.25—their awareness is shortlived (ksanika) and that for this reason
the two cannot be the same—than to use it for showing that Vasanis
cannot be enduring 1n an abode which is itself momentary. That is
an objection which is applicable with equal force and propriety to some
other schools of Buddhism also such as the Vaibhasika and the Sautran-
tka and not exclusively to Vijndnavido. As the objection is raised in
the context of Vijninavdda, the interpretation given to the Siitra should
be such as would be applicable only to Vijninavada and not to other
schools also. S.s interpretation fails to satisfy this requirement

22 seat M AR SR, R AfEETEEI 7 A O i
(S. BSB. ii, 2.31)

25 FTRTGMETCTEITE AT SO FIE,
TFFRAE  (TC. p. 921b)
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CHAPTER X
REFUTATION OF JAINISM
10. Jaingdhikarapam (ii.2.33-36)

Jain philosophy is a realistic relative pluralism. Its ontological hy-
pothesis tries to combine contradictory elements into a general theory.
There are seven modes of predication applicable to all reality viz. (i} is
(ii) is not; (iii) is and is not; (iv) is indescribable in terms of iii; (v) is
and is other than what is; (vi) is not and is other than what is not;
(vii) is and is other than is and is not.

The reason given for putting together these contradictory positions
into an omnibus theory is said to be the desire to avoid the defects to
which the exclusive association of reality with any one of the different
predications may lead.! But there seems to be no justification for re-
sorting to seven different modes of predication in dealing with reality.
It would be adequate to have only two modes of predication—is and is
not. For, everything exists in its own milieu and does not exist in the
milieu of another. A thing is positive in its own essence and negative
from the point of view of another’s essence. A thing is permanent as
substance and impermanent in terms of its diff t states of b ing.
In its essence, it is one but both different and identical with reference to
its properties. The exigencies of predication with reference to different
conditions or standpoints in which a thing may be placed or from which
it may be looked at or described can thus be adequately met in terms
of is and is mot. It does not appear, therefore, to be necessary to go

1. Cf. FRFEIHIARINATTAT 93 FefCor: AT 0
wmmﬁvmﬁmﬂmmau

dadvdtnmiki Ver. 30).
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JAINISM EXAMINED

beyond the first two modes of predication in dealing with our experi-
ence of reality.

The Jain theory tries to justify the acceptance of a system of seven-
fold predication on the ground that it is in a position to include all
possible approaches to reality and at the same time rise above the de-
fects to which any exclusive adherence to any one point of view is
prone. In other words, Saptabhafgi combines the advantage of each
point of view while being free from the defects of any exclusive leaning
or preference to any one of them. For different theorists like the real-
ists and the nihilists have laid bare the defects of one another’s ontolo-
gical theories.

The argument is unsatisfactory. For, if at the time of accepting
the first position, the other positions are also admitted, it would expose
the Syadvadin to all the Jefects inherent in every one of the other posi-
tions, which have been laid bare by the Asadvadin, the Sadvadin and
others. There is no escaping these defects by claiming that the differ-
ent positions are not taken up at one and the same time but only one
after the other and that, therefore, there is no mutual conflict in accept-
ing and rejecting the various positions alternatively.

The protagonists of the different positions which the Syadvadin
seels to combine m his theory do not concede that the proofs on which
each of them has been arrived at as the final view admits of being
accommodated in other ways also. By accepting the corretness of each
position as made out by its protagonist, the Syadvadin would be obliged
at the same time to reject them on account of the defects which each
of the theorists has been quick to point out in the others’ views. For
the advocate of each position besides marshalling evidence in favor of
his view has also laid bare the defects in the other views. The accept-
ance of each of them in turn would necessitate the acceptance of the
defects pointed out therein by the others. The Anekantavadin would
thus find himself in the unenviable position of being attracted and re-
pelled at the same time by the merits and defects of the different posi-
tions which he seeks to combine in his theory. Anekantaviada will thus
be unsustainable irrespective of the predications being made afternative-
lv or all together. Apart from this, if all the seven predications are
taken conjointly, the third one will not be distinguishable from the first
and the second one. . N

No sensible philosopher would care to deny that things undergo
change by efflux of time or due to other factors, It is hardly necessary
then to formulate an Anekdntavada of this type, if the intention is mere-
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ly to emphasize that things are subject to change of state or conditioa.
As a believer in Jivas and Pudgala, the Jain philosopher should only
have confined himself to refuting Ksanabhangavida, Satkaryavada in its
absolute sense and absolute difference between the thing and its vary-
ing states—instead of putting forward a theory of multiple-nature of
reality conceived in a scheme of seven-point relativity of predications?
If it comes to that there is no reason to limit these modes of predication
to seven. One can very well think of quite a few other possibilities’
Mallisena in his Syddvddamafijart maintains that only these seven modes
of predication are possible and rules out others:
fafafrdaieamrudear skl aegammndy swbfiade daag o
(Op. cit. p. 145, BSPS., LXXXIIL.)

It is however interesting to note that the commentary of Kesavicirya
called Sesavdkydrthacandrikd on Jayatirtha's Nydyasudhd, while com-
menting on his remark referred to above gives six further modes of pre-
dication of relativity:

1. g §fa aafeaereny
acy wfa wsafzmiocy
sacs aftr afeeerora
ey afo g3alammery
gawer afy afpeeoeay
ey afe smizwaasy

z':tra—fmm TFTAO @warfifa A
(Sesavakydrthacandrika ii, 2. p. 110).

T

The second Sitra: Evam cdtmakdrtsnyam refutes the Jain theory
regarding the size of the soul. The Jainas believe that the soul has no
intrinsic size of its own other than the dimension of the body. it tcnafﬂs
at any time. And it pervades the entire body it lives in. This explains
its ability to set different parts of the body in motion and experience
the pleasure and pain derived thro’ different parts of the body.

This leads to various difficulties. If, in order to account for the
various activities of the body and the experience of pleasure and pain,
the soul is credited with the size of the body it tenants, it would be

2 gft AW I, TP AEAERITE, B mm nmm: v :;nf_zﬁnfrfﬂmm’n

At ¥TEY hil T ilﬂuM, pcra
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JAINISM EXAMINED

equivalent to saying that a soul now lving in the body of an ant would
be having only that dimension. When such a soul passes into the body
of an elephant in the course of its transmigration, it will not be able to
occupy the whole body of the elephant. It could not thus bring about
the activities in all parts of the elephant’s body. Conversely, the soul
in an elephant’s body when obliged by the law of Karma to pass into
the body of an ant would find that its size would be far in excess of
the ant’s body# In either case, the soul cannot be tied down to the size
of the body it tenants. It must be conceived as having an independent
dimension intrinsic to its being, as in the Vedanta.

The Jain philosopher may come forward with a plausible defence
that what he means by saying that the soul has the same dimension as
the body it tenants is that the size of the soul is not an unalterable
one but that it will vary in relation to the body it is called upon to
occupy. ‘This view is refuted in the next Siitra Na ca parydyadapy-
avirodho vikaridibhyah (ii.2.35).

The consequence of such an explanation would be that the soul
whose dimensions are thus subject to fluctuation would be reduced to
impermanence and thus forfeit all ck of ing the rel d
state3

If, then, the soul has a dimension in Moksa, it can only be as possess-
ing a body therein, for without a body there is no possibility of its
possessing a dimension according to the Jain theory$ The question
would then arise if this body of the soul in the state of Moksa is eternal
or non-eternal. If it is to be regarded as non-eternal, it would be sub-
ject to destruction and that would jeopardize the permanence of the
Jiva. On the other band, if this body in Moksa is to be taken as per-
manent, the earlier bodies also in the state of Samsara would also as
bodies be entitled to be regarded as permanent.” That in turn would
annul the prospect of Moksa for ever. For, Moksa is impossible with-

1w afy Fratfrmmdes: quim o e | AT TER FTAV TR dTEt T
it @ R | A o Wi, 1 TR T TGt Afaw:

v waAreToRTT Taft 7edw (TP).

Note that according to M’s Bhdsya, the term IFWEIH in the Sitra admits of

two meamngs: apirnate and atreka to swt the different
clephant and the ant. rent examples of the

5 T “TW‘{G (L BSB. i, 2.35)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

out the destruction of physical embodiment which has heen the source
of so much misery.®

The permanence of the Jiva is also similarly to be used as a hypo-
thetical argument leading to the same adverse consequence (prasaniga)
of the permanence of the bodies in the state of Samsira and the annul-
ment of Moksa for ever. This is shown by the use of the expression
Ubhayanityatvit in the Siitra.? (ii, 2, 36)

8 W FadArCrigeAaTRa W T 4 ng S e G (TPG. p. 86)

9. The Bhisya text does not explicitly state that the expression ubbayrz,\ in the
Sutra is to be taken in the sense of the soul and the body (in the prasaigs
posed). This leav.s room for commentators Like Vadirija to interpret it in
terms of the physical body of the released soul and its parimdna as dpadakas
and their further consequence of making the physical bodies in the embodied
state and their pariminas also egually permanent with the result that Moksa

b
wouldr be absolutely ruled out:
3 AT y of < et o3 7 &R (op. cit. p. 86).
The TP of J. is however clear that we are to und d by ubh i
the permanence of the Jivas and the permanence of their physical bodies in
the released state. This is intended to be used as an dpddaka, This will con-
the Jaina phil her with the consequence of his having to accept
vise, the of the physical bodies of the souls in their trangmigra-
tory career, That would cut at the root of the doctrine of Sari iman
of the Jivas. J. has explained in his TP only one aspect of the argument
as to how the permanence of the body in the released state would lead to such
an adverse consequence. He has not explained how the other aspect of the
permanence of the soul would likewise Jead 1o the same t};‘arv:dic:uzmnk,
Satyanitha Tirtha, author of the Abhinavacandrikd is the only commentator
who has taken the trouble to elucidate the second aspect of the argument in
terms of Prasanga, which has been passed over by mantg other glossators, as
to how precisely the of the of the self has also been
used by the Siatrakira (as an daks) to f; the Jaina position with
the undesirable contingency of having to accept the permanence of the bodies of
souls in the state of Samsira, which would naturally deprive thcrq of Moksa for
ever. His clucidation of this point is original and arresting and is worth quet-

IR

ing in the 1:
;;‘fwl;ﬁvi mgmi REmd q7 gl § R T,
At I f2ft pet¥- o aenfoerdet frae i

aTEd- Ay WVerwd frd weq @iy wheeftor wefy @8t e
m,mrﬁiz:m.aﬁmwﬁfémnm,mmmmm,

[ECE R T ;AT LS St
* w Abhingvacandrilsd, i, 2, p. 339).
In his AV, M. has given us another interprctation of the entire Sitra. This
i h her with (wo desitable contin-

interpretation confronts the Jaina p C i
gencics of having to accept (1) the sclf itsell as impermanent in so far as 1t
undergoes change in jls voyage from Lol to Alokikaia in attaining re-
lease and (2) the world itself as permanent Lke the sclf, if changes not in-
volving complete extinction of such properties of the thing as last as long as
the thing itsclf endures arc_considered to be In keeping with the permanence
of the thing in question. The TDP of Righavendra Tirtha introduces the out-
hines of this Interpretation of the Sitra from the AV as an additlonal interpres
tation, after giving the Interpretation as found in M's BS.B.

sraert g, sRfeafy: syindnfren et e fomuy s fomrmari ey
efefr T L ¥ sforraeaiaifely @1 qasft o feo?, yesfermm-an.
TR T (g | ffoem TR a1 SR, ferde O anes.
eriy mRREreTOfsPr wre ) WY wyernft frernfif W, 9ws wfer snmsrened
(TDP. §, 2 36) This interpretation in the AV applica to the text of the Sutra
excluding the last word RITRTIT  which has been Interpreted as refuting s

other doctrines of the Jainas.
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The latter argument is presented as follows: If the soul is to be
accepted as permanent (nitya), its body in the state of Samsira should
also have to be accepted as permanent. Otherwise, with the loss of
Parimana of the Samsaric body, when it perishes, the soul too (which
cannot exist without a bodily Parimana) will have to perish. There
would then be no soul to survive in Moksa. In this way, the perman-
ence in Moksa, of both the body and the soul conceived from the Jaina
angle could be used as implicants necessitating the permanence of their
Samsaric bodies as the implicates. This will naturally upset the Jain
theroy that the Pariména of souls goes on changing with the change of
their bodies.

Sasmkara’s and Ramanuja’s Interpretation

S. and R. state in their interpretation of the opening Sitra that it
is absurd to think of the same thing as po: d of such contradictory
attributes as being real, unreal, both real and unreal, etc. This does
not prevent S. from holding that the world is indescribable in terms of
Sat and Asat. If we drop the last three stages in Syadvada which are
superfluous, we have the familiar concept of S.'s Anirvacaniyata,

His rendering of the second Sitra Evam ca Gtmiakdrtsnyam is: Just
as the seven modes of predication with reference to the same thing are
untenable,—likewise there arises the (contingency of) non-pervasive-
ness of the soul. This way of connecting evam is not proper. The un-~
tenability of the Jain doctrine about the size of the soul would not
follow analogically from the bility of Saptabhaigl. It has to be
shown that the doctrine of the soul’s size contains within itself its own
seed of defect which is brought out by the words dtmékartsnyem. It is
thus the details of the doctrine that represent the implicant (@padaka)
in the hypothetical proposition while @tmikirtsnya represents the im-
plicate (dpadya). What «epam?” does is just to call up the implicant
to our minds.® S. says that in view of the Jain doctrine that the soul
is of the size of the body it would follow that it is not of infinite ex-
tension but limited and hence noneternal like jars and other things.
If, as it appears from this, the main intention of the Sttrakira is to show
that the soul in Jainism would become non-eternal, it could have been
done in a less circuitous way by showing that to invest the soul with
the same dimension as that of the body would make it non-eternal,
without referring to the intermediary step of akirtsnyam.!  This shows
that the defect which the Sttrakara wants to point out here is not the

10, SerE 7 o =@ (IC. p. 922)
11 3 e} & (TC. p. 923b)
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non-eternality of the soul lying outside the meaning of akartsnyam but
what is contained in it——viz. the non-entireness or insufficiency or incom-
pleteness of the soul.

The last Siitra here: Antydvasthitescobhayanityatvdd avisesah'?
(ii.2.36) has been explained by S. as follows: If the final size of the
Jiva as found in the released state is considered to be permanent, his
two other sizes—viz. the initial one at the commencement of transmigra-
tion and the middle one would also have to be accepted as permanent.
This misses the point that as Samsara is beginningless, it would not be
permissible to speak of the initial and intervening stages or conditions
of it. The expression ubhaya in ubhayanityatvdd in the Sitra has,
therefore, to be connected with the soul and the body and the Prasanga-
argument worked out accordingly.!3

Ramanuja’s Interpretation

According to R. the term “ubhayanityatv@d’ in the Sitra refers to
the permanence of both the Jiva and his parimdna in the released state,
which if accepted would upset the position of the Jainas that the Jiva
is of the size of the body he animates, in Samsdra. While the soul’s
permanence of dimension in Moksa has been used by R. to upset the
Jaina theory of its being of the size of its changing bodies in Samsira,
he has not shown how the permanence of the soul as such is to be used
for showing that it leads to a similar predicament.® This deficiency
in R’s interpretation has been made good by M's interpretation of Ubha-
yanityatvdd as referring to the permanence of the soul and the per-
manence of its body in the released state as the Jaina would have it
We have already shown how each of these positions upsets the Jaina
doctrine that the soul is of the size of the body it animates in Samsira.

ise.
1‘2:;. :\émr:;:sﬁ'lhc last word ’hcm as avifesdt s e, e e
wirfad Wiy (ML BSB. ii, 2.36) .
14. ‘E\Lli‘dcnl.ly. it i's'!o_r l'his reason that Righavendra finds n's_‘_lnlcrprr_:;uu:;’:.l
B e I AR e e s S
dIrfmwErRfentfdT Wl (TCP. p. 923b)
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CHAPTER XI
THE PASUPATA SCHOOL EXAMINED
11. Pasupatadhikarapam. (ii.2.3741)

‘The next adhi. is directed against the Pasupata—the most important
of the Vaidika-Pasanda schools. There are four different shades of this
school—the Saiva, Pasupata, Kalamukha and Mahavrata (or Kapalika).
The differences between the first two are philosophical.! Those between
the last two are only in respect of the details of the practical code of
Sadhanas—their rigidity or mildness? The Saiva school looks upon
{ivara as only the efficient cause of the world while the Pasupata makes
Him the material cause as well? The Mahavrata code is more rigorous
than that of the Kalamukhas. The term Padupata is applied to all the
four schools in its generic sense of owing allegiance to Pasupati® The
adhi. examines their main philosophical position—Péasupati’s authorship
of the world.

The opening Siitra Patyur asdmaijasydt points out that it is not
possible to accept Patupati’s authorship of the world as it is opposed to
the evidence of the Vedic sources which show that he has only a subor-
dinate position in the pantheon and is subject to various limitations
such as dependence, birth, death, non-survival in Pralaya, and owing

1. o0 T b | SUTEEA TR (Kesava, NSSV. 1, 2 37)
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his position to other’s favorS M. has brought together 2 number of
these texts frme the Rgveda, the Taittiriye Samhitd and other sources in
his BSB and AVS$

The second Siitra: Sambandhidnupapatte$ca makes out that Siva
cannot be the author of the world as he is said to be without a body by
the Pisupatas.” He t, thesefore, be ted with the world as
its Maker. It may be ob]ected by the Pisupata that creatorship con-
sists in one's being able to actuate the causal complements at one's dis-
posal and not in the possession of a body? But it will not be possible
for a creator to actuate the causal complements at his disposal without
putting forth necessary effort for the purpose. Effort cannot be put
forth without willing and will has to proceed from knowledge. Know-
ledge is seen to arise when one has a body and is conscious of it as in
his waking state. This is confirmed by the absence of knowledge of
external objects when one is not conscious of his body when in suspend-
ed animation, deep sleep or in death.? It cannot be said that the body
merely helps the birth of knowledge which is, however, produced by
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the senses and the senses are no doubt connected with the body. But
all this will be true only of knowledge at the empirical level. Pasupaii
has eternal knowledge. He can, therefore, afford to dispense with a
body.1®

This argument is fallacious. It may be argued in turn that
as willing is needed only to put forth effort, one may as well do away
with willing in the case of Pasupati as creator and conceive of him as
having only eternal effort and eternal knowledge. Further, as know-
ledge itself is useful only to the extent of evoking the desire to put
forth the necessary effort, one may as well do away with Paupati’s
knowledge by doing away with his willing? We have, therefore, to
admit that doership needs all the three: willing, knowing and making
the effort. These are invariably concomitant with possessing a body.
We have, therefore, to come to the conclusion that without having a
body of his own Pasupati cannot be conceived as creating the world.
The objection that if it be true that actuation of the causal complements
at one's disposal would be impossible for anyone without having a body
of his own, we will have to admit another body to actuate our present
body is without substance. For the same body would be sufficient to
generate the impelling force necessary to actuate itself without requir-
ing ancther body to do so.2 It would thus be clear that doership is
possible only when there is will, knowledge and effort exercised thro’
a body of ene's own. None of these factors can be dispensed with in
formulating a proper concept of God’s creatorship. Apart from this,
the Padupata cannot claim Tévara to be endowed with eternal knowledge
except on the authority of the Paupata Agamas. But the difficulty is
that Pafupati cannot be established as endowed with eternal knowledge,
without first establishing the validity of the Pasupata Agamas aud un-
less he himself is first established as having eternal knowledge, the
Agamas spoken by Him cannot have any validity as the work of an

omniscient being of eternal wisdom.!3

The next Siitra: Karapavac cen na bhogddibhyah (ii.2.40) meets a
further objection to the position taken in the second (and the third)
o
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Sttra' that a creator cannot be conceived as creating anything without
having a body of his own. If a potter or a weaver in common experience
is seen to need a body of his own (and a standing ground, ete.) in order
to be able to make a pot or weave a piece of cloth, it is because he
is unable to directly actuate the causal complements with which he
has to work except thro' his body and his Jimbs. But there is no need
to look for a separate body of his own in the case of Pafupatils For
the entire causal complement of the world stands in the position of a
body to Him in that it is directly actuated by him just as a potter or
a weaver directly actuates his body. 1t is in this sense that the Agamas
describe the Lord Siva as “Vidvamirti”"—having the whole world for
His body. Even in the pre-creation stage of the world, there exist
Prakrti, Kila and other eternal principles which Padupati can actuate
directly's as the potter actuates his causal complements thro’ his body.

The Siitra refutes this contention, If Paupati should be taken to
directly actuate the causal complements at his disposal, without a body,
it would make him liable to undergo the experiences of pleasure and
pain in consequence of such an actuation—-as in the case of the potter
or the weaver who directly makes use of his body for purposes of
actuation of the causal complements of the pot or the cloth. If it is
argued that it is only things that have accrued to oneself thro’ one’s
own past Karma (like one’s own body) which when directly actuated

14. Sutra No. 40 has been read and commented upon by M. in his AV. between
Sitras 38 and 38 in order to show that it embodies a refutation of such argu-
ments in his defence as the PaSupata may put up against the points made by
:ihc Sﬁlmka'{}a‘ in the tw‘: Siitras Ssdand gzﬂ;by sugx&g'ng‘cdu;; Ris'ugaﬁ cogid

ispense with a separa and a sl in, und ete. so far as the
eternal causal complements th};msclves could ger%? in their stead). This has
been pointed out by J. in his NS.» . N
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In the Sitrablhdsya, however, AL has followed the serial arder of these Sitras
in commenting on them. He however, given a subtle hint there and in
the AV., that schematically Sitra 40 fits in betwcen 38 and 39: See:
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by oneself would cause the experience of pleasure and pain thro’ such
actuation, it may be answered back that there is clear evidence of logical
concomitance that whatever is directly actuated by one is the outcome
of his own Karma. Hence, if Pasupati is considered as directly actuat-
ing the causal complements (without a body of his own) he would neces-
sarily have to be exposed to the pleasure and pain attendant on such
participation and such a person cannot be given the high place of a
Deity.17

The other Sitra: Adhisthananupapatteh (u.2.39) shows that
Pasupati cannot be the author of the world as, at the time of creating
it, he could not have had any standing ground.® The plea that the
causal complements themselves can be treated as standing ground, body
etc., has already been rejected as jnvolving liability to experience of
pleasure and pain.? The Pasupata may, however, put in that only a
person with a ‘body would need a standing ground to support his weight
but not Pasupati who is bodiless® This can be countered with the
objection that a person without a body would find himself divested of
intelligence and doership as well and be reduced to the position of a
piece of stone or a block of wood2! If the Pasupata should say that
tho’ bodiless, at other tunes, Pasupati chooses to assume a body sportive-
ly for the time being to carry on his creative activity, the reply would
be that it would expose fum to the natural consequences of such an act
—i.e. courting birth and death with the assumption of a body and aban-
doning it afterwards and liability to undergo pleasure and pain?2 It
would not be proper to maintain that a body does not cause pleasure or
pain to its owner. 1t would follow from the very fact of one’s having
a body that he or she will have to go thro’ the pleasures and pains®
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which the possession of a body and doing things with its help will bring
in its wake.

The Jast Sitra: Antavattvam asarvejiietd vd (ii.2.41) demolishes
the contention put forward by the Patupata in Siitras 38 and 40 that
Pasupati can be conceived both as having a body and as not having a
body—by driving him between the horns of a dilemma? If Pasupati
has a body of his own, He. will be a limited being (antavin) like any
ordinary person. Such a person cannot be regarded as the author of
the world. On the other hand, if He has no hody He cannot also have
knowledge. It would be out of the question for such a person to be
all-knowing. As only an omniscient being can be the author of the
world, Padupati cannot be accepted as the author of the world® Thus,
in either case, Pasupati cannot be accepted as the author of the world,

Concluding the review of the Pasupata position M. points out in
his AV that these and other objections and criticisms are bound to be
brought up against any school of thought which stakes its opinions on
the authority of particular Smrtis or Agamas, independently of Vedic
authority. The difficulty lies in this that the authority of these Agamas
is made to rest (in these schools) on their being the utterances of some
trustworthy person. However eminent such a person may be (as hu-
man or divine), he cannot be taken o be absolutely free from those im-~
perfections which may affect the validity of his opinions and utterances.

The claims of Pauruseya Agamas and Smrtis to absolute validity
as utterances of omniscient authors are, thus, retarded by the fallacy
of interdependence These points have already been fully established
in the Smytyadhikarape and the Na vilaksanatvadhikarapa (See Vol. L

pp. 328-37).

The Sttrakira’s own position that B. is the author of the cightfold

dispensations of the Universe (Janmddyasya yatah) is not open to any
of the objections which have been brought up by him against (the au-
thorship of) Pasupati or other gods. For B.'s authorship of the world
rests on the authority of the $rutis which are apaurugeyapramdna®? The
difficulties and the anti ies of r ing brought up against Pajupati's
2 T zeTet & o1, AU T €, Srnen frefesmrafetmadon
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authorship of the world would not operate against BJs authorship of
the world; for B. is free from any of the defects and shortcomings to
which every other being is exposed. B. exists for ever in all its glory.
1t has inscrutable powers in its own right. It knows no birth and
death. It has a body of supreme intelligence, bliss, and power with its
own organs of sense and activity which are all of spiritual essence. M.
has cited evidence of the Srutis in support of these ideas?® The Sitra-
kira himself has elsewhere in his work emphasized some of these
points?® That should suffice to prevent objections of the same kind as
have been put forward against the Padupata and other positions from
being brought up aganst B.'s causality of the Universe.®

Interpretations of Samkara and Ramdnuja.

While S. directs this adhi. against the Pasupata and several other
schools like the Tarkika, the Sedvara-Samkhyu and the Yoga which look
upon God as only the intelligent and efficient cause or Author of the
world and refuse to make Him its material cause also,*! R. restricts it
to the Pasupatas® According to 8. the inadequacy (asdmafijasya) re-
ferred to in the first Sitra, lies in the very conception of a creator-God
within the fr % of Kevalanimittakirapavada, as it exposes God
to the charges of partiality and cruelty in being responsible for the in-
equalities mn His creations® According to R. the inadequacy of the
Pasupata referred to in the first Siitra lies (i) in its making an absolute
distinction between the efficient and the material causes of the world
instead of accepting their complete oneness in B3¢ and (ii) in its dis-
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torting the purity of the Vedic teachings about Sidhanas by the intro-
duction of spurious and questionable elements’

Looking, however, to the words: Patyur asimaijasyit of the open-
ing Sttra, it seems the Sitrakira is thinking of some inadequacy (asa-
mafjasya) pertaining to Pafupati himself per se i.e. his metaphysical
status and position which stands in the way of his being accepted as the
supreme Jagatkdrapa, as the Jijiisya-Brahman of the Siitrakira has
been defined in Siitra i, 1.2, rather than to any inherent defect in the
conception of a creator-God or in not making Him the material cause
also. This impression is confirmed by the smooth and natural way in
which the subject of the proposition “Patyuh” in the wording of the
opening Siitra becomes connected in this interpretation without the im-
portation of words like ‘system’ or ‘doctrine’ (matam) with the predi-
cates of the following Satras also: [aeq] st 10 (%3)
JERIETIAar av

S.’s'view that the adhi. is meant to refute the position taken by
the Tarkika, Se§vara-Samkhya, the Yoga and the MiaheSvara schools
that I$vara is only the efficient cause of the world and not the material
cause does not seem to be well-founded. For there is no express denial
of the distinction between the nimitta and upddanakdrapas in the word-
ing of any of the Siitras of this adhi. or in the drift of their arguments.
Nor is there any clear and categorical establishment of the identity of
the nimitta and upddanakdranas in one and the same creator, in the
wording of the Siitras of this adhi.

S. and Vicaspati have tried to overcome this dufficulty by suggest-
ing that the criticisms here are not aimed at the Vediintic B. established
in the Srutis as nimittakdrana (also) of the world but against those
who have pledged themselves to be guided exclusively by reasoning in
determining the nature of God's causality of the world3 But the
futility of the approach to God thro’ pure reason alone to the exclusion
of Sruti has already been established by the Sitrakira in i, 1.3 and
ii.1.11-12 and there can be no justification to reopen the issue here.
Morcover, there is hardly any evidence to show that the PaSupata is
such an exclusive votary and admirer of Kevalatarka (pure rcasoning)
as to be made the Pradhinamalla among the advocates of Kevalatarka.
From what we know of the Saiva or Pasupata schoolmen, they are pri-
:smfwmuw:ﬁwﬁvw{tmﬁw (R.BSB. i, 2, 35)
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marily interested in their own &aiva—'*Agamas” on whose supreme au-
thority they seek to establish Siva or Pasupati as the efficient cause alone
of the world? The Saivas are in fact so jealous of the status of their
Agamas that they have not hesitated to claim for them an equality of
status with the “Srutis” or the apauruseya—Vedas of the Vedantins3®
This should suffice to make us hesitate to accept 8.’s explanation that the
Pasupatas are being checkmated here with their own trump card of
Kevalatarka in xespect of their position that God is only the efficient
cause of the world and not its material cause.

Apart from this, the thesis that B. is the undivided nimitta-cum
upadana cause (abhinmnimittopadémk&raya) of the world has already
been established according to S.'s and R.’s own interpretation of the
Siitras, in the Prakrtyedhi. (i.4.23-27) and in the Arambhanadhi (11134~
20). It would thus be superfluous to revert to the same topic again in
this adhi. also. However, if the Siitrakara felt that the stand taken by
the Pafupata (and some other schools) that God is not and cannot be
the material cause also of the world was important enough to call for a
special refutation here, he should have shown us in his criticism of that
position what precisely will be the defects in their not making God the
material cause also. But what we actually find in the Sitras here is
something entirely different and unexpected—a ruthless criticism of
Pasupati’s role as a responsible and intelligent Creator (efficent cause)
of the world. 'This is clear from the gist of S’s attack on the role of
Pafupati as a creator-God arraigning Him for his partiality and cruelty
in creating a world of inequalities and misery:—"Hf the Lord assigns to
different people different positions, He will be like any one of us, sub-
ject to hatred, passion and so on. If we say that these positions high,
intermediate and low are determined by the merit and demerit of living
beings, this leads to i d d To that mutual depen-
dence is beginningless does not solve the problem. If imperfections lead
1o activity, as the Nyaya Siitra states, then even God who is active is
imperfect”® and so on.

These inadequacies lay the axe at the root of a Creator-God or God
conceived as nimittakaragd. The.y will apply with as much force to
S’s and the Siitrakara’s own B. in its capacity as nimittakdrana as to

oS
37. It will be seen that M. shows a better appreciation of the Saiva position when
he says:
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the God of the Pasupatas. The additional role of being the material
cause supposed to be given to B. in the Sttrakira’s system will not in
any way make it immune from these defects. The Sitrakira would be
putting himself in a false and awkward position and catching a Tartar
in the Padupata by waxing eloquent on the inadequacies of a creator-
God. The defe of anadikarma, karmasipeksatva, ete. available to
the Sitrakara in vindicating the personzl equity of God in his own
system would be equally available to the Pasupata, In the circumstan-
ces, the Stirtakéra should have left the role of God as nimittakirana un-
touched and directed his attention to making out an equally good case
for accepting God’s material causality by refuting the Pasupata’s objec-
tions to such a conception. It serves no useful purpose to harp upon
the same old objections which have been laid to rest in the Na prayo-
janavattvddhi. and the Vaisamyanairghrpyddhi. in I11.1.32-37. To re-
pudiate God's nimittakiranatva is not the same as establishing His Upi-
dinakgraptva in addition® It is not that easily or automatically
achieved! S.’s approach to this adhi, is thus not satisfactory. If we cut
out R.s bringing up of the issue of nimitta and upddanakaranas here,
we will be in a better position to appreciate the stand taken by M. that
what disqualifies Padupati and other gods from being recognized as
Jagatkirana is their metaphysical position of Paratantrya. The text:
Eko ha vai Naniyana dsin na Brahma nesgnak cited by R. here, eluci-
dating the as@maiijasya of Pasupati points in the same direction.

The defects made out by S. in the Pasupata doctrine with special
reference to the asdmaiijasya in accepting Pasupati as the creator of
the world are in the nature of adverse q which if pted
would tarnish the image of God as such. These defects are such as
would also naturally recoil on S.’s own (and the Sutrakira’s own) posi-
tion in accepting God or B. as the efficient cause of the world#t It is
evidently for this reason that R. has wisely refrained from raising them,
in his turn. The Pasupata cannot be dislodged by arguments which
boomerang on the Sitrakira. If neither the inequalities in creation nor
the accep of the distinction between the nimitte and the upddina
causes of the world can thus be the gravamen of asimafijasya of the

Padupata, it has naturally to be sought and found eclsewhere, in the
fini hysical depend (pdratantrya) of Pasupati. That

and metay
is what M. has done.

S. cannot say that as the P3supata cannot hope to rescue his God
from the charges of partiality and cruelty in creating a world of gaplng
inequalities and crueltics, except by appealing, like himself, to the andd-
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itva of Samsira, and by making God confer rewards and punishments
according to the merits and demerits of creatures on the authority of
the Sruti, he would be bound to accept the identity of the efficient and
the material causes of the world in B. out of respect for the authority
of the same Srutis.®

For, in the light of the evidence on this question, discussed in the
earlier contexts of the Sitras (See Vol. L pp. 186-87; 307-13; 347-51;
361-63; 372-79; 393-398), it cannot be taken for granted that the Srutis
and the Satras recognize B. as the material cause of the world. Apart
from that, there is another difficulty. The Creator-God in S.’s system
is neither the Nirvidesa-B. nor the Jivitman but the Saguna-B. This
Saguna-B. is, however, the projection of the Jivatman's Avidya, It
would, therefore, be illogical to make the same Saguna-B. take into ac-
count the Karma of those very individual souls by whose Avidya It has
itself been projected and brought into being, in ordering their lives ag
we find them.®

Commenting on the second Siitra here, S. writes that the Pasupata
and the other schools cannot establish a proper relation between God,
souls and matter in order to sustain their view of God’s creatorship of
the world. This relation can be neither Samyoga (contact) nor Sama-
viye (inherence). Samyogs (being avydpyavriti), can only relate
things which have parts and are not ubiquitous. But according to the
Tarkika, Pasupata and the Yoga schools, God, Souls and Matter are all
of them infinite in extent and devoid of parts. The relation of inherence
is based on adharadheyabhgva as between entities proved to be incapa-
ble of existing separately from each other, as substance and quality. Such
a relation cannot be asserted bestween God and the Souls and matter.%

S. is satisfied that his own ‘Vedantic’ position is free from such diffi-
culties, as it accepts the relation between God and the world and Souls
to be one of identity (tdddtmya)** But then as there can be no relation
of identity between Cetana and Jada in any straight sense of the term,
W__/"“ﬁi_sﬁfced to qualify S.’s statement by saying that the rela:

,wﬁwmmummqw: qeenfa .
s il I3 (IC. p. 920) ' A

. st e A
4 @ : faf gl e T, 1 (ILC.- pl I924)
(TCP. p. 824)
14 7 fg ARG I T | T T t T
eI FATAERT, L g Tt T
{S.BSB. ii,2.38)

45, wEEEA qafafs ¥ T T DICTRIRANTI: (S.BSB. 11,2.38)
99



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

tion of identity referred to by him is something indescribable—which
can only be described as neither real nor unreal#

. This is not satisfactory. Anything anirvacaniya will have to be
placed within the sphere of the erroneous. An all-knowing Creator-
God can hardly be said to be entertaining erroneous notions in regard to
its own relation to the world of matter and souls.s7

If God is to actuate Matter and the Souls, He cannot do so through
a relation of identity with them; for, nowhere is actuation of one thing
by another seen to proceed from a relation of identity.## From S.’s point
of view, the Siitra Sambandhdnupapatteh could have been dispensed
with as the next one Adhisthananuppatteh can as well accommodate
within itself the criticism based on Sambandhinupapatti.®

Under the third Siitra, 8. argues that as the Pradhina of the Pasu-
patas and the Yogas and the atoms of the Tarkikas are not open to
perception, God in these systems cannot be regarded as their activiser
(adhisthitr) from without® This criticism is unsustainable. For nei-
ther the atoms nor the Pradhina has been or can be deemed to be
imperceptible to God Himself in any of these systems. They are im-
perceptible only to the human eye. That is not relevant to the question
before us3! This disposes of S.’s elucidation of the preamble: Karapa-
vat® in Satra 40.

In his C. on Siitra 39, S. makes it clear that according to the Pasu-
patas, Pradhana is the principle to be actuated and Geod is its actuator.
The Siitra seeks to refute God’s authorship of the world. This is done
by showing that in as much as Pradhina and other principles are im-
perceptible (to God?) they cannot be actuated by Him. This is the
same as saying He cannot actuate them. The proposition would thus
be that God cannot be the creator of the world with the help of Pra-
dhana etc. as He cannot be their actuator. This way of arguing would
expose one to the defect of Sadhydvifistata.s

46 T T FITAIHTARTIIHTGINTTR: | (Bhamati)

47 mﬁmmmmu (TC. p. 924)
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_In the last Sttra, S. has tried to confound the Pasupata and other
Theists with a dilemma. Does the omniscient Lord of Creation know
the measure of Pradhana, the souls and of Himself or not? If He does,
they all become Limited. So when all the souls become released from
Samsara and Jadasrsti also ceases in consequence, God too will have
to become functus officio™* and cease to be God. We will then be land-
od in Siinyavada in the end. If God does not know the measure and
the number of souls etc., He will cease to be all-knowings? s

'The dilemma is casily rebutted. Assuming that all the souls get
released some day, there will be no prospect of Siinyavada as threa
tened by S.; for the Cetanas will be surviving in release according to
the Theists and the Jadas too will be there in essence though they may
not bind the souls and God can surely continue to rule over them as
before The prospect of Stnyavada is more likely to arise in S.'s
own philosophy, where everything other than pure consciousness—i.e.
to say Jivas, ISvara, the world of space, and time, the Vedas, the flow
of anadikarma, creation and dissolution etc. have all to face sublation
some day as they are 2]l of them no more than “superimposed”.>T

Theism can certainly maintain that the number of souls is infinite
snd that God knows that it is so- Not knowing the exact numerical
limit in respect of things which do not have a numerical limit cannot
take away God's omniscience.® The Bhamati itself concedes the point’®

Nevertheless, Vacaspati has argued in support of S.’s interpreta®
tion that it is possible from the premise of the substantiality (dravyatvae)
of the Jivas etc., to establish that there must be a limit to them, their
number and so on. But the premise that whatever has substantiality

s4.§wiﬂmpwmﬂ?mwﬁfﬂﬁ.ﬂm?mzﬁm_@‘m
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is numerically limited is not a conclusive one; for atoms by all accounts,
are numerically infinite8! If in spite of this, we are to conclude that
there must be a limit to the number of souls because they are sub-
stances and use that conclusion itself as a further premise to establish
that such substances as have a limit set to their number and such other
attributes must have an end (antavat), the argument can be turned
with equal force against S.'s own Brahman which is numerically
‘“one”.2

Vacaspati would fain brush aside this criticism saying that unlike
the Pasupata and other schoolmen who depend on reasoning, the Vedin-
tin holds that the nature of his B. and its “oneness” etc., are known
only thro’ Srutis and that this makes a vital difference$ In the light,
however, of the Advaita Brahman’s Svaprakasatva (self-luminosity) de-
fined in terms of ¥3eRY FATQTFAGIETTAT it is doubtful how far it
would be maintainable that the nature of B. is directly made known
by the Sruti.®

In S.s interpretation of the concluding Siitra: Anfavattvam asar-
vajfiatd v (ii.2.41) one of the predicates “antavattvam’ is connected
with “Pradhina, Jivas and I$vara” imported as the subject of the pro-
position. The other predicate ‘asarvajiiatd’ is then obliquely connected
only with ISvara (as suggesting that He would be losing His omni-
science, in the event of the Pasupata’s accepting the other alternative
of the dilemma with which he is confronted). This compares very un-
favorably with the straight and simple way in which both the predi-
cates (antavattva and asarvajiiatd) are directly connected with the same
subject ‘Patyuh’ given in the opening Siitra, in M.'s interpretation

R.’s interpretation of tihs Siitra is still more devious. His inter-
pretation isi—

“If the Lord is admitted to be under the influence of merit and’
demerit, He would, like the Jivitman, have a beginning and an end
and be deprived of His omniscience. This makes it necessary for
us to understand the expression “Va” (or) here, in the conjunctive
sense which is unusual. (i) Nothing of vital significance is added to the
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substance of the Siitrakara’s criticism of the Pasupata’s stand by the
addition of the second predicate asarvajiiotd ca in Rs interpretation
of the Siitra. It can, therefore, be dispensed with. (iif) A whole hypo-
thetical clause embodying the implicant (apadaka)—"If the Lord is under
the influence of merit and demerit” has to be imported (through adhya-
hira) by R. to pave the way for the implicate (2p2dya) that “He (Pasu-
pati) will come to have a beginning and an end like the Jivatmans. .. Rl
This also compares very unfavorably with M’s interpretation of the
Siitra where the implicant is “given”in the wording of the first part of
the preceding Sitra : [wa:] saraea® and need not be imported by
adhyahara, and which is sufficient to pave the way for the conclusion:

b qaf cy qaAv | &
'Fﬁ (Ragh, TCP. p. 925)
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is numerically limited is not a conclusive one; for atoms by all accounts,
are numerically infinite$! If in spite of this, we are to conclude that
there must be a limit to the number of souls because they are sub-
stances and use that conclusion itself as a further premise to establish
that such substances as have a limit set to their number and such other
attributes must have an end (antavat), the argument can be turned
with equal force against S.’s own Brahman which is numerically
“ane”.®

Vacaspati would fain brush aside this eriticism saying that unlike
the Pasupata and other schoolmen who depend on reasoning, the Vedin-
tin holds that the nature of his B. and its “oneness” etc., are known
only thro’ Srutis and that this makes a vital difference.® In the light,
however, of the Advaita Brahman’s Svaprakadatva (self-luminosity) de-
fined in terms of yiurd WATAWHITAIET it is doubtful how far it
would be maintainable that the nature of B. is directly made known
by the Sruti$

In S’s interpretation of the concluding Sfitra: Anfavativam asar-
vajratd vd (ii.2.41) one of the predicates “antavattvam” is connected
with “Pradhana, Jivas and I§vara” imported as the subject of the pro-
position, The other predicate ‘asarvajfiatd’ is then obliquely connected
only with I$vara (as suggesting that He would be losing His omni-
science, in the event of the Pasupata’s accepting the other alternative
of the dilemma with which he is confronted). This compares very un-
favorably with the straight and simple way in which both the predi-
cates (antavattva and asarvajfiatd) are directly connected with th'e same
subject ‘Patyul’ given in the opening Siitra, in Ms interpretation.

R.’s interpretation of tihs Sitra is still more devious. His inter-
pretation is:—

“1f the Lord is admitted to be under the influence of merit and’
demerit, He would, like the Jivitman, have a beginning and an end
and be deprived of His omniscience”. This makes it necessary x"ot
us to understand the expression “V@” (or) here, in the conjunctive
sense which is unusual. (ii) Nothing of vital significance is added to the
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substance of the Siitrakdra’s criticism of the Pajupata’s stand by the
addition of the second predicate asarvajiatd ca in R.s interpretation
of the Siitra. It can, therefore, be dispensed with. (iii) A whole hypo-
thetical clause embodying the implicant (apidaka)—*If the Lord is under
the influence of merit and demerit” has to be imported (through adhyd-
hira) by R. to pave the way for the implicate (Zp@dya) that “He (Pafu-
pati) will come to have a beginning and an end like the Jivatmans...."6
This also compares very unfavorably with M.s interpretation of the
Siitra where the implicant is “given”in the wording of the first part of
the preceding Siitra : [va: ] #aca®? and need not be imported by
adhyahira, and which is sufficient to pave the way for the conclusion:
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CHAPTER Xn
THE $AKTA SCHOOL EXAMINED
12. Saktadhikarapam (.2, 42-45),

This adhi. is directed against the $ikta system which has intimate
connection with the Saiva. The $3ktas recognize Sakti, conceived as
a female principle, as the sole ‘creator’ of the Universe. The school
is also known as Vamamirga after its warship of the female principle!
with Tantric rites. The Sikta Agamas are more commonly known as
“Tantras”? Three shades of Sikta thought have been raferred to M.
in his AV., the Mahavima, Madbyavima and Anuvima. J. informs us
that these also go by the names of $akta, Sambhava and Anava schools.?

Sakti is all-in-all in the Mahavama school. She needs no parinership
with Siva to be the creator of the Universe The other two schools
make room for her alliance with Siva to a greater or a less extent in
the act of creation. There is thus propriety in considering this school
after the Pasupata.

The examination of the Sikta view of creatlon in this concluding
adhi. of the S@ dda assumes special signifis: from the point of
view of the Theism of Badarayana in which the Cit-Prakrti holds an im-
portant position as the Abhimini-Devatd or presiding deity of Jada-
Prakrti—This has been well-brought out by M. in his C. on the Aksa-

1. Cf 3% @A (Trivikrama 7D. i, 2.14).
2. J. in Wus NS refers to the Bhuvane.wan~1'antm. Tripura-Tantra, Bhairavi-Tan-
tra and Kubjikitantra of the
3. MR FafaHT: —ETATA, REAAET, STV, QF Q¥ WY SRR
(NS. ii, 2.42 p. 424)
See: Jadunath Sinha: A History of I. Phil. Vol OIL p. 93.
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radlu the Prakrtyadhi. and other contexts® While the Theism of

adariyana can thus date Sakti as Cit-Prakrti, it cannot agree
to Sakti taking the place of B. as the Supremé Cause of all (Kdrana-
Jdrapa). The Satrakara has, therefore, drawn attention to the obvious
limitation of Sakti as a creative principle gs conceived by the Sdktas that
by its very nature as a female principle it would require to be impreg-
nated by a superior principle; for no origination of life is possible from
a female principle without imp ion by a male principle$ Inst-
ances of production of progeny by the male without the participation
of the female are exceptions of the rule? But there is no example of
the origination of life by the female without the dominant role of the
male! M. has evidently adhered to the biological terminology here as
the Sikta cult had crystallized into the worship and glorification of the
female pnnciple in evolut.ion, having lost sight of the subordinate role of
Sakh as ‘creative energy’. His point is that by hypothesis Sakti pre-

pp One who is petent to direct it. If Sakti itself is conceived
as an intelligent principle, it can hardly be the material cause, as has
been shown on earlier occasions. The Theism of Bidarayana needs to
refute Saktxpannamavada as much as Brahmapannamavada

The second Satra: Na ca kartub karapam refutes the position of
the Madhyavama school which admits Sadadiva as an adjunct (upasar-
janam) to Sakti in such creation, But the position given to Siva is
moit inadequate as He is conceived to be without a body and sense or-
gans. And without a body, Siva could not have the necessary know-
ledge to help Sakti.” Sakti by herself cannot have the power to create
the body of Siva in order that He may be able to help her. If she has
such power, she may as well create the whole world by herself with-
out waiting to take Siva’s help. It cannot be that she takes Siva's help
to be ableto create His body. For Siva himself, without a body of
his own, cannot be of any assistance to her?

The Anuvima school offers to rescue Sakti from this predicament
by providing Siva with a body, sense organs, supreme knowledge and

4. See Vol I, pp. 227-81; 305-7.
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powers. The Siitra Vijadnidibhave vg tadapratisedhah (ii.2.44) points
out that if the $3kta can confer so much on Siva to make him an effec-
tive helpmate of Sakti, he could as well make him the Supreme Crea-
tor and join hands with the Pasupata and dispense with $akii altoge-
ther instead of claiming an independent status for Sakti and probably
also for Siva.” It would be unphilosophical to claim the same status
for Sakti and Siva. And Siva himself has already been shown in the
Pasupata-adhi. to fall in the category of asvatantrg or Enite reality.l!
If all that Sakti ultimately stands for is the concept of a presiding deity
over Jada-Prakrti, she can safely be equated with Cit-Prakrti of the
Vedanta. But her jurisdiction over Jada Prakrti and the Jivas would
still be subject to the Supreme B.%s With this Vedantic orientation,
Saktivada can be acceptable.2®

The next Sutra: Vipratisedhicca is a general criticism of the defi-
ciencies of all the three shades of §akta thought that they are all of
them in conflict with the teaching of Srutis and Smrtis.

M. is the first known commentator on the Siitras of Bidardyana
to regard this adhi. as a refutation of the Sakia system. This has been
accepted by Nimbarka also; tho’ his interpretation of the Siitras here
differs in respect of several details and the plexion of the objecti
raised. This is how Nimbarka renders the Siitras: It is impossible that
the world can be produced from Sakti without Purusa. If you say that
Purusa is there in touch with Sakti, there is still no instrument—as all
instruments are produced only after creation. If Sakii is endowed yvith
10 afx T =, i A, T &7 Spetad 7, wd TR 9O

T @R (TP, i, 2.44) (F9: wEERErE:)
. FUTAT SFATWNAEITTE: $q: @; ATRAT @) a9 Pt e
1 b e (TP. ii, 2.49)
12a. This is how Vadirdia in his TPG. has understood the meaning of the Bhdsya:
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4t sAonteT: A FAREEEEETAR N S qee e
i of Tadapratigedhah-in the

We have thus two different inte
orieal trvaediﬁon of BL’s Siitrabhisya.
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inherent knowledge etc., there is no objection, because thereby the Sakta
will be coming over to the doctrine of B.”. It will be seen that in
Nimbarka's interpretation of the adhi. there is no awareness of a ten-
dency in Sakta phil hy to seek rapproct t with Saivism or forge
an alliance of Sakti with Siva to tide over the difficulties. M.’s inter-
pretation brings to light these aspects of Sakitvada in its historical de-
velopment and highlights the Piirvapaksas by taking us thro’ these rami-
fications within the $ikta theory of creation: such as Kevaladaktikara-
navada, Sivopasarjana-Saktivada, and Sivafaktisam3nakiranavada, and
comes to grips straightway with the erux of the problem posed by the
Sakta theory. Nimbarka himself touches the same point as M. but not
so explicitly—when he says “It is not possible the world can be pro-
duced from Sakti without Purusa”. Why? What is wrong with or
wanting in Sakti? The answer can only be:

afy gEEpETErE gata: g@a (M)

Sarkara’s Interpretation

S. sees in this adhi. a refutation of the Bhagavata or the Pafica-
ratra doctrine of (i) Vyithas®® and (ii) the origination of the Jivatman
from Vasudeva. He has also stated that the Paficaratra is hostile to
the Vedic tradition as may be seen from the way in which it is reported
in one of the Samhit3s that “not having found the highest bliss in the
four Vedas, Sandilya studied this $astra”15

However, as S. himself does not find anything to object in the Pafi-
cardtra teaching about the supremacy of Niriyana and the ways of
worshipping Him as set out in them!6 and as there is sufficient evidence

13. 7y Ay S AmforieiRa; 6 off fma oy o wi et
SfaiaaRi=ar

AR ¥4* TR FRTATTT ?«mﬁﬁw STARY- Ay

qanfy arafat: ** S G G : (SBSB. ii, 2.44)
14. Wﬂa@mmm& mﬂnﬂm mlﬂ'rﬁrsz:ﬁnaaw TR
awafy, T mﬁwﬁaa’n

mﬁwa'rzu‘rfm TEA | aawa’ﬂw T ' e whieg-
sy whaafs e T 5 e T TEwERT

FTAT (S BSB. ii, 2.42) R

15. YenfdaeT Fafi— = 3 & mitee 53 T R 1

mmwﬁfm(ssss i, 2.45) '
16. T, TG, ANSHY AT Q=T S m«afw«mnmwgﬁﬁxa
iﬁﬁmlwmmﬁm“ﬁwﬁamvmzﬁm?mﬁ’:ﬁwm
. ST | IR ae GO iy 7 e | ’iﬁﬂwﬁ'ﬂ'wﬁmmz-
@1 ( S.BSB. i, 2.42) .
107



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THHIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

in the Purapas? and in the Moksadharma section of the Mahabhirata's
of the Paficaritra being held in highesteem, it would be reasonable to
apply the principle of Asati hyanuminam® for accommodating those
aspects of its teachings, which like the doctrine of Vyithas and the ge-
nesis of the Jiva from Vasudeva, belong to the domain of Paficaritra
theology and dogmatics. It is evidently for these reasons that the Kal-
pataru (C. on the Bhamati) prefers to adopt o more deferential and
conciliatory attitude than S. and Vécaspati towards these teachings of
the Paficardtras which are the works of Nardyana himself, This is clear
from the reasons given by the Kalpataru justifying the opening of a
fresh adhikarana for discussing the doctrines of the Paficardtra;—They
are the works of Nardyana himself. (i) His omniscience is established
by the Vedas themselves (ii) He is not like Kapila or Patajijali—a mere
individual self (but God Himself) (iii) His teachings have not been
treated in the Purinas as having been intended to delude the undeserv-
ing, like those of the Buddha-Avatar®

In view of these reasons, special deference is due to the teachings
of the Paficariitra. However, there is this difference in status between
them. The $rutis are the breath of the Supreme and, therefore, in-
trinsically valid. ‘The Paficaritras are compositions of Nariyana to
which He has applied his mind, But in order to be vested with sup-
reme authority, His intellectual equipment has to be viewed either in
the light of remembrance in reproducing the truths taught in the Vedas
as in the case of works like Vispu-Smyti or as partaking of the nature
of direct perception of the truths because of His omniscience. In cither
case, the Sruti will have to be recognized as the basis of his remem-
brance or as the guarantor of His having direct knowledge of the truths
thro’ omniscience. In the cir t any stat t occurring in
the Paficardtras to the effect that the Jiva is “produced” or “created”,
in conflict with the statements of the Sruti that the Jivas have no be-
ginning in time and are “‘uncreated” has ily to be subjected to

, A% g s 9 Sy

N gtz At=rar 3wy m‘mf:xf'ztﬁ n (Vardha Purdns, Lxvl, 19)

18 SRUFET FEA TF AT QA | t[zvfﬁ'{vc: avfsfaey
Maﬁﬁqwmwlmmwfmﬁr&m{u, xil. 337, & 67)
& st sgiemfag g _mfml
¥ 5T T O X PTRTARY | WA AN Ao | (Mbh. xul. 336, 100)
wfeaft @ami ¥ UARATE (Mbh. xil 32, 37) WR Trir 0o T
e e o (PMS. L 3, 3)

2 f““mmfmw‘ w\‘_m 5 e an’-xnmﬂﬂ' “yfrrrTARTIAt ¢ dAreers, eena € qUmiey
o MRS AP J SRrefremEIT (Kelpatarw, i, z.;‘:s)‘
The reading of the last phrase F3RWYTY In the printed test of the

Press Edn. (p. 573), Is incorvect.
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’
a depreciation of sense in order to be attuned with its Upajivyapra-
mipa. In other cases of such discrepancy or conflict of views invelv-
ing Upajivyapramanavirodha, whatever conflicts with the Sruti in Pau-
ruseya-works has to be peremptorily dismissed as vaporings of delusion
(bhrdntam). Such a treatment cannot, however, be meted out to the

t ts in the Paficaritras referring to the creation of Jiva. This
special consideration to be shown to them is due to the prestigious posi-
tion which has got to be given to them out of regard for their author
(FRa) for reasons already set forth?! Accordingly, the Kalpatary
sums up the conclusion as follows:i—

frgrmeg—
qfagashn: G freafad afi
3 Sia=tea fagr Al frmay 1
ofe: TATONYEATTd Aol AgeAR; 9 g W ; YRR (Op. cit. ii.2.42)
The above Sangrahasloka of the Kalpataru has been cited by Vya-

satirtha in his TC (p. 928b). The prose passage cited above from the
Kalpatary has been quoted by Raghavendra Tirtha® in his TCP (p. 928b).

Vyasatirtha’s point in referring to the opinion of the Kalpataru
in this context is to emphasize the fact at least one leading commenta-
tor uf the S. school has not seen eye to eye with S. and Vdcaspati in

lidity to the Paficaritras® on the ground that they regard
the Jivas as created de novo by Vasudeva and are, therefore, opposed to
the Srutisiddhanta in this respect. If the Paficaratras do really teach
such a thing, they will richly deserve to be summarily rejected as a
deluded teaching (bhrantam). 'I‘herewﬂlbenoneedforanAdva.\hc
like Amalananda, in the ci , to put up any de-
21, In the words of the Abhoga (C. on Kalpataru) the reason already stated fsi—
TG (Kalpatsru-Abhoga. p. 534).
22. Thxs is the emendation suggested by the Blitor of the Abhogs with which I
concur. The printed fext of the Kalpafaru reads: TATR: which does not
fit in. The Ms. used for the edition seems ta have had the reading
which js also not to the point or in keeping with the spirit of the mgumana
(conclusion) TF W= 1 The emendation suggested by the Editor makes proper
sense,

23. The printed text of Raghavendra’s TCP reads @ Wnwiagd fmd i azory;
T g W 1
This goes against the in of the ar ent as
and abpeare o be Gue tooa serbal srior The Zbhe 1&%&@?;‘:&
that the original reading in the Kalpataru was ¥¥TIZaf44%) This is clear from
its further comment on the Pratika: ‘& WAmfa’)1 7 «w ST 7%
fawamgre T ST *** (Op, cit. p. 534) °
24. .'Raghavendm Tirtha brings out implication of the position taken by the
Kalpatary: WA HGREESHITIAT: ‘fograsy’ sanfan s dyargy o v
-ifzg«hw (TCP .p. 928b)
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fence of the Paficaritra or protest agamst their dismissal as deluded
teaching, and suggest instead that the statement of such a thesis should
be interpreted in a liberal (figurative) sense; a aEed, T g Wy
Why this soft corner for the Paficaritras?

Vyasatirtha also points out that to say as does the Kalpateru that
statements in the Pancaritra referring to the creation of the Jiva are
to be understood in a figurative sense (gaunartha) will not make the
Paficardtra invalid on that account. We see from Siitras such as Gaup-
yasambhavéat (ii.3.3) that when there is a prima facie conflict between
two Sruti texts one of them is explained in a figurative sense to avoid
an irreconcilaole opposition, without at the same time belittling the
validity of any one of them. Similarly, in the present case, the validity
of the Paficaratra and the validity of the text therein which is taken
in a gauna-sense will remain unaffected2®

From the standpoint of the Srutis, the objection taken by S. against
the origination of the Jivas from Visudeva would seem to be onesided.
For, there are not wanting texts in the Srutis referring to the ‘creation’
of the Jivas from B. S. himself has cited one such text:gg§ T ARHATAT
g=axfea “as referring to the genesis of the souls? in this C. on BS.
ii.3:17. He has, however, sought to explain such texts as pertaining
to the souls’ acquisition of upidhis in the form of bodies, sense organs
ete28 as the Srutis do not recognize any other kind of ‘birth’ viz. abhit-
vdbhavanam) for the Jivas. There is no reason why the origination
of the Jiva from Vasudeva in the Paficaritra, mentioned by S. could
not be taken in the same sense of acquiring fresh upadhis of body and
organs. For, we have equally clear and unambiguous evidence in the
Sarmhitas of the Padcaratra declaring the Jivas to be beginningless
(anadi)® and having no end (ananta). One such text has been cited
by R. in his Sribhdsya:

ST qodr o fqar swatafarn

25. With_this deferential note contrast S.'s d9t ¥ (BSB. li, 2.42)
26, 4 THAWTETAR | TR ST qatﬁqmtﬁnmu}wmnw} .

This foils the attempt to retrieve S.'s position from the Kalpataru's foux
e TR A A i 11
; ther in: T1. ST AT, T AT AR A =] (TA. %, 1
?a:t‘yf: :m‘.:e e u.‘ , AT QA ) FOREEE eIy € AT
<ft (SBS. i, 3.17) . .
beginningless, infinite and as pure coasclousncss
e ﬂebgﬂ’(gfsguf&fibﬁ?u.”o} 1. Phal. idl, p. 51 in the Chapter on the Paics-

ritras).
3o mfwem V. L as in NS. p. 428).
110




$AKTA SCHOOL EXAMINED+

(Paramasamhitd; ii, 18-19)
and another by M. in his AV:
satfendom @i fta: Ao |
g fred wafe * ¢ *

These are sufficient to show that the presumption that the Paica-
ratra is committed to the theory of the creation of the Jivas de novo
by or from Vasudeva is incorrect. The criticism of that doctrine made
on the basis of such an assumption is therefore inadmissible. ‘

The same holds true of the ‘production-of the mind from the Jiva
(Sarikarasana). $. says in his commentary on the Sitra: Na ca kartuh
karapam (ii.2.43) that an instrument is not seen to be produced from
an agent. Here he seems to be thinking of their causal relation in
terms of upaddnopideyabhdva or transformation. It is not necessary
to understand it in such a way. An agent (kartr) can very well make
an axe for himself and cut a piece of wood with it. If the point of
the criticism is that a thing which is an instrument in a given act is
not seen to be produced by (from) that same agent while he is func-
ticning in the capacity of performing or originating the act in question,?!
the objection will not be applicable to the Paficaritra view of the gene-
sis of the mind. For in the Paficaritra view also, the mind which is
the instrument in the act of knowing or producing knowledge is not
produced by the Jiva when he is actually acting in the capacity of a
knower.?

S. has further argued that the Srutis and Smrtis refer to the origina--
tion of the mind only from the Supreme B. and not from the Jivitman'
and that, therefore, the Paficaratra view which derives the mind from the
Jiva (Samkarsana) is-unscriptural’® It may be pointed out that the'
Chan. Up. (vi.5.1) refers to the subtlest elements of the-food eaten
by the self every day being formed into the mind-stuff** This dispo-
ses of S.’s objection that the Srutis do not support the view that the
mind is fashioned by the self. The NSSVC makes it clear that the
Paficaritra view regarding the mind being fashioned by the Jiva has
31. The Bhimati concedes both these points: TTTIFETTHIIM: o

faafe, aaft % sg37 7 cL T 'mﬁmmﬁml

32 g=TOR Y A SR
(NSSVC. ii, 2, p. 143)

The same can be extended to cover the objecti
g il jection against the genesis of
o T f 7 fatmed

(Bhamati ii, 2.43)

2a: (NSSVC. i, 2. p. 143)
33 7 SO o (S.BSB, ii, 2.43)
34, arwatar Ay fREV, O - BT 61F: SO WA, S A, Qises: aoRet
l”: (Chan, Up. VI, 5.1)
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reference only to this kind of its quotidian build-up. It also answers
an objection raised by the Bhdmati in this connection.3

While the Paficardtra doctrine of Jivotpatti can be explained in
terms of Paradhinavidesapti in becoming clothed with physical body
and senses etc,, it is S.'s concept of Jiva that is really inconsistent with
the permanence of the Jiva, For in S’s philosophy, the Jivatman impli-
cated in Samséra is the composite being (vifista) and is as such imper-
manent. It is the ‘pure self’ (Suddham) obliquely indicated by the
term Jiva that can really be treated as ‘permanent’ from the Advaita
point of view. But then this pure being that is so indicated by the ex-
pression “Jiva” is not the same as the empirical self as such. It is ir-
relevant and immaterial to the permanence of the empirical self that
pure consciousness is permanent.3?

S. has argued that by admitting that the Jiva is created from Vasu-
deva,, the Pancaratra would be making it impossible for the Jiva to
survive in Moksa; for the effect is swallowed up in its cause when it
gets back into it. The same difficulty will be there in his case also. For
transmigration affects in S.’s philosophy, like the dirt on the mirror, the
reflected self which is an impermanent and compeosite entity while the
consciousness surviving in Moksa would be the pure one which is not,
however, the one that is really undergoing transmigration. Thus the
two states of transmigration and release will not stand correlated to the
same individual3® Tho’ the Jiva qua pure consciousness, delimited by
Avidya or as reflected therein, may be beginningless, the empirical ego
circumseribed by antahkaraga has to be admitted in S.s philosophy as
being ‘created’ durnig each period of ‘creation’ and has further been
treated as being ‘born’ every time the ego (ahamartha) emerges into

waking life from deep sleep?
. G, TR T SO # ST T 7] ? aereiy $ 3% Pt
** S;r;,g:awrﬁwﬁﬁl FFWRT GeasRigef AR o, a3 froeed wafey 3
T FE SR ARFRATAII; i g, g 576 NI 35 ) 5T -

gfes @fa W (NSSVC. i, p. 143)
36. 90T qF Fafaeei SR i sy freafafs Sq1 FROTREEERRE @
frgaraem®  (TC. p. 928)
37. CF. =y =iy ey wfawftgar
<y senad wen: wenfy 7 wlawfau (R.BSB. 4, 1.1)

TR TR T ARATAA, et THIC ¢
38 ¥ (IC. p. 933)
sfaarafspRiaIerd 1, % a freasfy, s vt £
3% Gk I QX gAIERNER (TC, p. 935)

iq T
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The other criticism regarding the production of the mind from Jiva

will also recoil on the Advaita position. For according to S. the Sruti
ST SEACAATIAAE ey ST

attributes the fashioning of names and shapes after tripartition of the
three el ts of Tejob to the Sup self which has establish-
ed a rapprochement with the individual self by professing identity
with it. This would entail the consequence that the mind and the
other things are created from the Jiva-self. This would expose it to
the same criticism of Na ca kartuh karamam as S. has levelled against
the Pancaratra—that an instrument is not seen to be produced from or
by the (same) agent#®

R. and M#! have both maintained that according to the esoteries
of Paficaratra theology, the words Jiva, manas and aharmkdra denote
the Vytha-forms of the Supreme Being and are not to be understood
(exclusively) in the sense of the self, the mind and antehkarana. Thus
understood, the origination of Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha
will mean the “apparition” (pradurbhdva) of those Divine Forms from
one another as referred to and not the ‘genesis’ of that which did not
exist before (abhiitvd bhavaridpotpatith). These words Jiva, Manas
and Ahamkara denote the forms of the Supreme Being; for the Sup-
reme Being is the highest principle which governs the whole basis of
application of names to things of finite reality.®

Referring to the other aspects of the Paficar3tra teaching criti-
cized by S., Otto Schrader observes. “This doctrine seems to be gra-~
dually disappearing from the Samhitd literature—owing, we believe, to
the difficulty of ting ahamkdre with such an absolutely pure be-
ing as a Vyiha®* We have come across only a single passage which
openly endeavours to explain the teaching in its entirety viz. the Lak-
smitantra (vi.9-14). The idea here expressed is that Samkarsana etec.
are as it were the soul (Jiva), mind and organ of self-assertion of the
playing (creating) Vasud But the original ing of the dectrine
must have been rather that the Vyihas are something like tutelar dei-
10 % AT ITTEHALIAT T T W &: ‘T3 AT T e’
wefenAT 7 Aetis AR TEEY (TC, p. 928)
41. ST T T ofa o 2

SR ageishEre | (R.BSB. i, 2.41)
axren g | AT A f 3

71 Tar

1R

T F ?
dh . i, 2.

42 This point has been fully brought out in the course I e ot )

43. The dlﬂiculltylwogd biem:hlm in the case of the material principle of mind

This cannof e hosy
of adhisthatr—Forms of Brahman there will be no difficulty at a‘l? x'.nbe
the cases.

any of

1n3
B.R.C—8
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ties of the said principles. This is indeed the teachi‘ng of the Visvak-
sena Samhitd which declares (loc. cit., pp. 125f) about Samkarsana;
“He is acting as the superintendant of all the souls and about Prad-
yumna: He is the superintendent of the mind. About Aniruddha no
similar statement is made; still, being declared to be the creator of the
Midravarga, that is the souls dominated by rajas and tamas shows that
He was actually looked at by the author of the Samhiti as the adhis-
thatr of ahamkdra. In the same Samhiti, the superintendence of Sam-
karsana is described as follows: Then Samkarsana the Divine Lord
wishing to create the world made Himself superintendent of the prin-
ciple of Life and severed it from nature and after having done so, ob-
tuined the state of Pradyumna”* (Introd. to Paficardtra, pp. 39-40).

The very fact that S. has himself referred to this special inter-
pretation of the Paficaritra doctrine of the genesis of Sarmkargana
(Jiva) Pradyumna (Manas) and Aniruddha (Abarnkara) in terms of
manifestation of the Divine forms of those names shows that the doc-
trine was an integral part of Paficaratra theology which had come
down from very early times. There is reasor to believe that the lite-
rature of the Paficaritra included its own complement of Sruti texts
of the Ekdyana Sakhi. The Prakatdrtha Vivarana C. on S.s BSB has
actually identified one such text cited by $. in his C. on II.2.44:

e wiY @9 aMvwRaaeaae ARt | g gid ad
fratar facfucerar facgares as a Paficardtra Sruti.

This aspect of Paficaritra teaching cannot therefore be treated as
hostile to the spirit of the teaching of the Srutis. Among w.ell-kn?wn
Sruti texts also there are references to the numerous manifestations

s a § i g T a@ganer agft awfy T
of the Supreme: 3ef & g ® (Brh. Up. ii.5.19)

sreraary agar fawmad (T.4. iii.13.1b)
A " geEy
AT W §T: VT W (RV. VI.47.18)

As may be expected, S. has set forth his objections to the mani-
festations of Vasudeva being conceived as emerging from onc.anot.hcr
in the manner described. He writes: If these four manifestations are
viewed as having the same attributes but not as constituting ane and
the same being, it will lead to the fault of useclessly assuming more
than One Supreme Being, as any one of these four could do the work
44. CL the phrasing in AL’s Mbh. TN: STHArima: ghaat « & (L 7)
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of the rest. The assumption of four different Lords would conflict with
the acceptance of Vasudeva as the only one Supreme Being. It would
be illogical to hold that all the four Forms have the same attributes
and yet they spring from one another in a particular way, Unless
there is some supereminence in that form which acts as the source of
the other manifestations it will not be possible for the latter to have
them as their source. The relation of cause and effect. presupposes
some superiority or a speciality on the part of the cause over the
effect’. The clay is for instance more extensive than its product the
jar. Without a similar superiority or speciality we cannot speak of
the Vyithamirtis emerging from their respective ‘sources’. But.the
difficulty is that the Pancaratra dogma refuses to admit any difference
founded on supereminence of the attributes of knowledge, power, etc.
either between any of the Vyihamirtis or of all of them from the
Para-Vasudeva. They look upon every one of the Vyiiha-forms as alter
egos of the Supreme Vasudeva without any distinction of attributes or
power. S. also comes down upon the Pancaratra with one more critic-
ism that there is no reason why these Vyfiha-forms or manifestations
should be limited to four only* Under the concluding Siitra he has
also charged the Pancaratra with gross self-contradiction in treating
the eminence of knowledge, ruling power, capacity, strength, valor and
glory of the Lord as “qualities” (gnf:) in some places and elsewhere
as ‘selves’ or “Vasudevas ¥

It is surprising to find that R. who treats the last two Siitras of
this adhikarana as a vindication of the P fitra doctrine should have
not replied to any of these objections of S, in his C.—except the one
of hostility to the Vedas. With his own belief that B. is different from
its attributes (gwiafaiEme), R. probably found it difficult to meet S.'s
objection against the Paficaritra position: afirsz: Wﬁq’nﬁ RIS
o, AARAY, FAR GA-AAT QI WAy arRar i

(Bhamats ii.2.45)

His tator Sudars; has h attempted to answer
these critici of S. r ding Gun ni '=1M“'~= etc from R.s point
of view.

15, afs AT 7 AT T & , aasY

F WA < a | wq qEEdE W

ST TR anfy agae 1 afgv%%«m‘mmﬂwﬁ mwrw

ST X ' q =

T mfm[ % | ﬂw&
@ﬁmwn(sassuzm M
16, Faefirtavarfor] WeY agfg e AR -~ “srrirea

T Wmmmmmu (sssB. i, 2.45)
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As for M., we have already seen that he does not concede the
point that the present adhi. has anything to do with the Paficaritra
system or any of its doctrines in any manner. All the same, he has
taken the opportunity in his AV of showing the irrelevance and unten-
ability of S.’s objections against its doctrines of Vyiiha and Jivatpatti &

J. has given suitable answer to many of the foregoing objections of

S. The Lord’s manifestations are not different from one another in sub-
stance or in their attributes. There is no gradation (tdratamya) in
their status, They are ail equal to one another in every respect,
They partake of the same unitary essence® Thro' His inscrutable
powers the Supreme Being (Vasudeva) chooses to manifest Itself at Its
own pleasure thro’ various forms. Theirs is a distinction of reference
and not of essence. Such a thing is rendered possible by the ontologi-
cal category of ViSesa which is a sine qua non for bridging the gulf
between substance and attributes and hold them in an integrated mould.
Visesa is implicit in the concept of B, as Saccidinanditmaka, where
the trinity of Sat cit and dnanda cannot possibly be other than the
essence of B, Visesa has thus been very aptly defined by ML as:

WA EATTTRTaaiTE: |

faday amr e dnfe agEd

1t is borne out by the Sruti:—
TR Ag Avife [F97

This doctrine of unity in diversity has its locus classicus in the Ahikup-

daladhikarana of the BS. (iii.2.28) and in the Sruti cited above,

S’s accusation of self-contradiction against Pafcardtra philosophy in
respect of the Gunagupibbiva relationship between Visudeva and His
lordly attributes provides striking evidence that the doctrine of Videgas
and Savifesibheda was integral to the Paficaritra conception of the
Supreme B, in relation to its manifestations and attributes and that it
has been preserved in its original form as handed down from its Upani-
sadic nuclei (Cf. Neha nandsti kimcane; Evam dharmdn prthak
pasyan ***; Ekadhaivanudragtavyam; Satyam jidnam anantam brahma)
in M’s philosophy of Brahman as a Saviscsa-personality with Visesa
acting as its self-linking pivot.

47, 99 i3 ¥ ofe) yarfafang auT g @ W
TR G % Sefmia i TR, 3 IR vRd
faatn TQ1 W WA b AT g sy ff o

x?

T FRUNETETe: | Y SRS 8 §IeEsd
fraaif<fs xat fu: miveEER ] §ET GROAR ST A aagn
(8. Cf. § WRAT AEATEEIAST [AmSqly swiwdy n(fs’;uudwdbyll-m&“”
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Given the inscrutable powers of the Lord there is no question of
how He could be having only four Vyihas. He could be four or more
and yet manage to keep intact His oneness of essence and fulness of
attributes® S.’s objection that unless there is some supereminence in
one form as distinguished from the other, there cannot be a causal re-
lation between them may be true enough of empirical facts but it can-
not be applied to facts connected with B. as we see from the Sruti:

e i g e
qefe qerATeT quEmafiea | (Brh. Up. v, 1, 1)
His criticism that the manifestations of the Divine cannot be limited
to four betrays ignorance of the teleclogy of the Vyitha-doctrine. The
Paficaratras, as pointed out by M, speak of four kinds of creation—
Suddha, Paradhina-Videsapti, Kevala and Migra, Suddha-Srsti is the
emanation (pradurbhdva) of requisite forms of the Divine from the
Milaripa (original) without the least modification or change of quali-
ties, body or organs. Its purpose is to resume the cosmological pro-
cess after the prolonged period of Mahipralaya. Accordingly, at the
end of the period of Mahapralaya the Supreme Being assumes out of
His own free Will, His first manifestation as “Vasudeva” thro’ which
He bestows the bliss of Moksa on the souls eligible to receive it then.
At His Will, the goddess Laksmi who is ever-free, takes the form of
‘Maya® and places her services at His disposal. The Lord then assumes
His second form of Sarmkarsana to direct the work of Samhira in
which He is followed by His consort manifesting herself as Jaya. The
third form of the Lord as Pradyumna directs the process of the crea-
tion and evolution of the world with the ‘Krt’ form of Laksmi at His
side. The fourth Vyiha form is Aniruddha whose sportive activity
sustains (sthit) the created world with $anti as His consort® Thus.
the first four Vyithas have a definite teleological purpose in view.S!

49. S, himself asserts the possibility of numerous forms for B.: ¥ TFdl siafar famy
LR d ! (S BSB.i 2 42)

How then can be deny this power to Vasudeva who he is prepared to con~
cede with the Paficaratra is the atm3 & gE-arsEt  Araa
° :zﬁ;’-::rd = (Egﬂﬂfﬂ'fﬂ‘*’ﬁ; h' o (S.BSB. 11.2.42)
0. F.O. ader motes (Op. cit,. p. 38) how the statements in the Samhitas

garding the cosmic actwvities of the Vyiihas are of a somewhat conh'.ldxﬂ;:
nature, He notes that ding to V K Samhi k takes
Sway all this, Pradyumna creates the totality of moveable and immovable be-
ings and Aniruddha with his Sakti supports and protects the whole world
the infinite egg. This agrees with M.'s version in Mbh. TN.
51. See M. Mbh. TN. i.2-8.
According to F. O. Schrader the Mahdsanatkumé ;

cantt T St (eonsort) of Samkarsana. In  the ke
theology, “Sakt” is personified as consort: TR} Waay amf: (M.
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Besides this primary Vyitha, the Paficaratra Samhitds speak of nume-
rous other manifestations (the term Vyiiha itself meaning a self-ex-
pression) assumed for the benefit of different Adhikiris at different
. times: T
£ i
[ Ly < .ﬁ i o - l
STEHTIRANST ar (VA Goadgic:

!
i

(MGT. ix.11)

There is thus no question of the Vyiihas of the Supreme being limited
to four only.

Leaving aside the arguments for or against the Vyiiha doctrine and
Jivotpatti, we may consider how far S.'s and R.’s interpretation of the
Siitras of this adhi. are commensurate with the wording of its Siitras.
If this adhi. had been intended to expose the logical and the philosophi-
cal untenability of the above-mentioned doctrines of Paficaritra, as
contended by S. (or to defend them against unfair criticism as R.
would have it) the second Sitra here Na ca kartuk karanam becomes
unnecessary as the objections to the creation of the Jiva from Visu-
deva and of the mind from the Jiva could both be comprehended by
the first Siitra itself: Utpattyasambhavdt. If a separate Siitra was
deemed to be absolutely necessary to deal with the second point viz
the origination of the mind from the Jiva, it should have been word-
ed more properly and pointedly as KortuSca karapasya. That would
achieve not only brevity and trenchancy by caving an ostentatious
negative at the begmmng but also the luxury of importing a (fresh)
predicate utpad; or i dréyate (as in S.) when the
predicate of the first Siitra xtself utpattyasambhavdt could be connected
with Kartusca karanasye with perfect ease and felicity. As a prin-
ciple of Siitra-interpretation, it is proper to avoid adhydhdra where
thro' association with a word from a previous Siitra (gnugasiga) connec-

tion is possible. The fact, therefore, that this Sitra is worded as Na
ca kartuh karapam, instead, must show that it is intended to suggest a
different topic for discussion.®

52 B TOEYWITY 5T ATRTE PRI WiaT Y AT £y faxfurf wemT]
Wn&h'@mmmlmm)

%
53.q G wEaT © T RN WEA (TC. p B9 b) o
Toav.mdknpomumofapmdlcztekmuwnadlhenmk;mh
the SQtra as a gemitive: WL ¥R _A9: I5fmd Anafy (S ep

Sl gad) —Veddntadipa. il 2.40
This is olso o hberty taken with the wording of the Sutra
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Coming to S’s and R's interpretation of the third Sitra, they
strike us as cumbersome, on the face of it. For in order to sustain
it, they have to import the expression gFqomdry  (of Samkarsana
and others) by adhyahira. This contrasts unfavorably with M.s in-
terpretation of the adhi. and the present Siitra therein as a refutation
of the &akta doctrine—wherein the phrase Vijadnadibhgve v@ stands
automatically connected with the word Kartuh understood from the pro-
ceding Sitra (7% FgFOH) *

From S.'s point of view, the longwinded Tadapratisedhah in the
third Sitra can safely be replaced by a simple word Sah signifying
utpattyasambhaveh., In M.'s interpretation, on the other hand, this
pharse is significantly used for more than one reason. Having conced-
ed the plea of the Paficaratrika that the terms Samkarsana, and others
are not to be understood in the sense of Jiva etc. but as Brahman, it
would naturally follow that the Paficaratrika would view them as dif-
ferent manifestations of the same B. In the circumstances S. is not
justified in repeating the cbjection of the impossibility of origination

(mqﬁr&q) The ar ts based on superemi of cause
and Taratamya between cause and effect cannot be applied to the ‘mani-
festations’ (m—ssﬁa') of the Lord. Otherwise, S. himself could not, with
propriety, speak of the Self becoming threefold, fivefold, sevenfold, a
hundred and elevenfold and so on. The Upanisads themselves speak
of B. as “bliss” itself and of “Brahman’s bliss,” as if the two are differ-
ent. Why should it appear unaccountable to S. if the Paficaratras some-
times similarly refer to strength, valor and glory of the Divine Forms
and at other times speak of these qualities as the selfsame Vasudevas?

When, after having gone thro' S.'s criticism of the Paficardtra doc-
trines of Vytiha and Jivotpatti, one weighs the evidence let in by R
and M. in respect of these impugned doctrines, one is constrained to
admit that they were right in telling 8.  saf9ysy wom  wREAERfFTE:
(You are not correctly inf d of the niceties of Bt '; theol )..
The way in which S. has loited S3ndilya’s i arthavida in
favor of the Paficaritra-S3stra, to their utter detriment and the vulner-
able nature of most of his other criticisms® make us feel that he has
beenless than fair to the great Bhig diti Among d

AR
54, sty 7w, ‘Frrnfone’ T Rl wrow e s oA
ST (TC. p. 999 b) N r e e =
s5. wgutvarg fanfavdisfi: | areT oasly ‘T aui g vy genfeafata:
S ‘AT TG T v AT RS (1C, p, §9) T
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scholars R. D, Karmarkar has been the first t nly critici: ¥
o remmmet of e e 0 openly criticize S.'s stand

Réménuja’s Interpretation,

R. has gone halfway with S. in interpreting the first two Siitras as
embodying the objections to these two doctrines and the last two as
ans?wering them and vindicating the validity of the Paficaritra system.
This has been accepted by Thibaut as satisfactory; for “it would be
natural to defend a doctrine which in spite of objections has to be view-
ed as the true one” (Introd. SBE. Vol. xxxiv. p. lii). If pressed to its
logical conclusion, this finding of Thibaut would lead to the acceptance
of the position that the Siitrakara was a Vaisnava Theist who believed
Visnu-Vasudeva to be the Supreme B. of the Vedanta. While this will
add considerable weight to the manner in which the Supreme position
of Visnu-Vasudeva has been shown by M. to be upheld in the Sitras
and woven into their texture right from the opening Sttra Athito

the next important principle—the Sritattva or Cit-Prakrti also therein
(iii.3.41; iv.2.7) it would still leave us wondering why R. should at
all have agreed to implead the Paficaritra, coming up with a solitary
defence of the Vyiiha doctrine without much relevance to Pida-sangati.
The validity of the Paficaratra as part of the source— materials of
Badardyana’s system ought to have been affirmed in the third Siitra
itself of the Samanvayddhyidya devoted to the establishment of Sva-
paksa or “the true view” of the Sitrakira—where it would be in
place. We have seen how M. has done this®® under BS. i.1.3.

Coming to the merits of R.’s interpretation of the present adhi., it
may be pointed out that he himself has shown by citing clear evidence
from the Paramasamhité and other Pajicardtra texts that the system
56. “We think that this section is directed against the Siktavida and Kesava in

his second interpretation has explained the Sitras accordingly. It secms that

darmkara who wanted to discredit the Paficaritra syciem first explained the
section as refuting the system. The hurried manner in which he lains this
section, the very weak arguments such as that abuse of the Vedas is found
in the Paficaritra system that are brought by him against the Bhigavatas and
the many doctrines held by the Bhigavatas which Samkara iz forced to admit
as not being taken up for discussion—all d’us d‘cgr]y shg’w: that Samkara was
not quite at ease in his 1 jon of this T A . D kar,
Comparison of the gihf.gy_u of siQ% Km&'.a Kashmirs ond Vallsbha on Some
i T3 o nd, 20,

Cmcf;lrl. %e:]:aslk:{- whc‘;m:;/\?nksv that BS,’: explanation of the Sitras falling

under this adhi, is not, after all, so very objectionable", (On, ait, p. 206) has

neither elaborated his point nor has he taken any notice of Karmarkar’s views

cited above. . s R . K
57, Cf. ead wrdar Repisgag i) 'R freqoy §1° o Smeae s i
Sec also: ML C. on BS. i,1.1; 20, 2, 23, 24, 20: 2, 11, 30;

2%
58. 3S.eg'Vcl. I, pp. 50-81 and fn. 2 and 3.
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fully recognizes the eternal and uncreated existence of the Jivas and
(Acit) Prakrti and cannot, therefore, be found fault with as represent-
ing that the Jivas are created by Vasudeva and have, therefore, a be-
ginning in time® R. has also shown in his $ribhdsya that the genesis
of Jiva-Samk na from Vasudeva, of Manas-Pradyumna from Sam.
karsana and of Ahamkara-Aniruddha from Pradyumna pertains to the
esoterics of the Paficerdtra doctrine of Vyihes and has nothing to do
with the genesis of the Jiva, the mind and aharhkira, as such® The
charge of hostility of the Paficaratras to Vedic lore has also been laid
to rest by R. as an unjustifiable distortion of a simple arthavida of
which parallels are not ting in the Upanisads tk lves.s!

It would thus be clear that such irresponsible allegations against the
Pancardtra doctrines, arising from i or misunderstanding of the
esoteric aspects of its theology and dogmatics can hardly justify the
luxury of a separate adhikarana to repudiate or to defend them in a
Pada which is devoted exclusively to the refutation of a hostile system.®

The way in which S. himself has appropriated one Sitra from the
VaiSesikadhikarana (it.2.11) as a separate adhi, for defending his Brah-
mavada against a possible criticism of a particular position of the
Vedantin by the Vaidesika®® will not justify a similar attempt by R.
here; for both are equally out of place from the point of view of strict
Pidasaigati. As J. points out in his review of R.'s interpretation, the
Siitrakéra has already provided for the validity of the Vedantic Smrtis
like the Pancaratra in the Na Vilaksanatvadhikarana (ii.1.4-5) in the
preceding Pada of this Adhyaya.®* If the real significance and purpose
of that adhi. had been grasped, there would be no need at all for R.
to open a second line of defence of Paficardtra here.

so. fowfafirer fg vt afemfs o= adg-TRefimg-

‘For Quotation See P. 110 ante, W wEEl ey he fomn
et R ARG (R, BSB. i 2.42) - e

60 I AT R & Eciesicd i d SO
oy EeerfurEgsRrAsar | ot mﬁmrrmnﬁwﬁm Ay m
AquISE : FE a1 % Jamiw 5 71 7t

ARG (R, BSB, 1i,2.41)
(38 ;—T FOfNEEIY.- R Ry Frmear. mise., TR, 1 aag ek

3 SEILS Y Pl *

T T S ¥ awf gt N * - i )
T AR AT AR * * (Chan, Up. wil

ft TEAEERTEET F (R, BSB. ii.2.42) (Ghan. Up. v, 1, 2

62 mwmmﬂlmw@ a‘ﬁa‘cm‘rn’\ ST AW w4 3 sfesonft guwy
T i T st i

63. See Pages 40-45 ante, (NS .2, p. 428)

4. See Vol. I, pp. 335-37.
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R’s way of construing the expression Vijidnadi in the phrase
Vijiinadibhive...... (ii.2.44) as that which is of the nature of intelli-
gence (Vijiidnam) and is also the first cause of the world (peramakire-
nam ca) is roundabout.® The addition of ddi to vijfidna does not seem
to reinforce the argument in any way. This word vijfiina, so far as
we know, is not found used for B. anywhere else in the Sruti and the
Siitras. It is surprising that Thibaut should have failed to notice this
point while observing that it appears to him that “the explanations of
Va and tat implied in R’s comment are more natural than those re-
sulting from S.'s interpretation” (Op. cit., p. lii). Without the least
circumlocution, the Sitrakdra could have scored his point, as R. con-
ceives of it, with a crisp answer: 7; yrm@rg delivered with devastating
effect in place of agfady: |
65. According to R. fAA denotes B. in the sense that B. is of the nature

of intelligence (fmrmy) and is also the first cause (%) of the world:

ferarred ST wadita fEE
* v Iy e W

‘g A g IERTE QORI ST 8.
; S Taarg < faad =ifz_3fs sarearay

FEHFTEAT T

{$rutaprakdia).
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PADA 1II
INTRODUCTION

The subject matter of this Pada is removal of internal conflicts and
contradictions in scriptural statements in respect of the Aparatattvas
or inferior reals comprising the world of matter and souls viz. the
adhibhiita, adhidaiva and adhydtmic pri iples and the Jivas, which
have their accredited places in Badardyana’s system under his tech-
nique of Samanvaya of Sastra in B. on the basis of Paramamulkhyavrtti
in B. (with Mukhyavriti elsewhere).! If such conflicts within the realm
of the Aparatattvas are left unresolved, they are sure to impugn the said
Samanvaya and weaken the Sitrakira's concept of B. as the sole
author of the eightfold dispensations of the Universe and as the abode
of infinite perfections. The various adhi’s in this Pada (and in the
next) as interpreted by M. may be seen to converge smoothly on this
main point and rei \ the j of B. p lated by the Sitrakira
in the first four adki’s. It is only by making clear the true nature and
extent of the direct and the indirect dependence of every Aparatattva
on B. and the order and the manner of these processes that the Jijiidsu
can be made to realize the full force and significance of Divine Majesty,
as it is implicit in the Siitrakara’s insistence on authorship of the Cosmos
being admitted as an intrinsic attribute (svardpalaksaga) of B2

18 LRI ES S T
Eits S € 1y g TT Gt qar,
k N N - T (Ragh. TPB. ii.3.1)

2. @ , T T Gt aTrar
;;r ofeqarn arEwTn frt s Yy wafay ! i

&3

qnd fadt FOUSTETE: (NS, p. 430-31 b)
123



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAI, COMMENTARIES

There are nineteen adhis in this Pada. These can be brought
under four units (petikds). The first unit of 3 adhis removes the
conflict of Srutis regarding the genesis (utpatti) of the chief adhibhita-
tattva viz. Akasa, and Mukhya-Prana (and of Prakyti, Kala, etc. by upa-
laksana). The inquiry is incidentally extended to the Supreme Sat or
B. even tho' it is not an Aparatattva. This is because there is a similar
conflict of texts in respect of its ‘origination’ (from ‘Asat’} which has
to be resolved at some stage and the present context is quite propitious
for such inquiry? The fourth, fifth and sixth adhi.s constitute a unit
showing by resolving certain contradictions that while being the primary
source of all origination in the world of adhibhiitas etc., B. acts thro’
the medium of the latter in the origination of their evolutes. The
seventh, eighth, ninth and tenth are connected with the similar contra-
dictions in respect of dissolution and merger (laya). From the eleventh
to the nineteenth gdhi. the discussion centres on resolution of conflict of
statements pertaining to the Jivatman—his ‘genesis’, status, size, proper-
ties, agency and relationship to B4 As the number of topics connected
with the Jivatman are very many and important, M.’s Bhasya mentions
him first, in indicating the Padartha:—

StreARTU ey, gt TR TEFiaas TR
(M. BSB. ii.3.1)
The scheme of adhi-s and the nature of their topics according to

S and R will be clear from the discussion of their respective adhi-s.

3. FAAA AT AT gafa: wafla wwiat,
T Ty s ‘(Vadiraja TPG. p. 93)
. sy o R T GfewT | AU OTEE qaTA N war
. TR 7 1Y a7 . .
T . 4

ITitese
R, (TC. p. 986 b)
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CHAPTER XIII
GENESIS OF AVYAKRTA-AKASA
7 i -
1. Viyadadhikeranam (i, 3, 1-7)

The Siitrakira opens the Pada with the resolution of the conflict
of texts regarding the ‘origination’ (utpatti) of Akida, the principal
adhibhite-tattva. As ‘origination’ marks the first stage of life, it
takes precedence over other determinations. The discussion on Akasa
is extended (by upalaksapa) with true philosophical insight, to others
like Jiva Prakrti and Kala and it is established that they too have
their genesis from B. The justification for such extension is clear.
It would be unphilosophical to hold that Prakrti, Kala, etc. have
Do genesis whatsoever. The grounds of breakdown of promissory state-
ment (pratijfighdni), non-exclusion from the ‘all’ (avyatireka), being
limited in power on account of liability to dification (alpasaktitpa:
manidd utpattimattvam) ete. upon which the Sitrakira rests his argu-
ment for holding Akasa to be a created product are applicable {o Pra-
krti, Kala and others, with the same force. As there is no separate
adhi. establishing their genesis from B. in the Sitrakira’s work, they
have a right to be brought within the scope of the present adhi. The
case is different with Matariévan, Jiva and others where a fresh adhi.
is called for by reason of adhikisamka, in their cases, as will be seen
later2

[ A f o, ‘e g I P qow wpfroen e et
ZWWWMIRWWWWEFHW“W_
s, e g frl SRRy s shmgerementy s
AT | TR PR e 3R fay gk 1
AT (NS, p. 4 )




THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

According to M. the predicate anutpattimat (is without genesis)
is to be supplied after the subject (na) viyat. The complete siitra
would thus read: Na viyad anutpattimat (tathd) asruteh: Akiia
(space or ether) is not without genesis; for there is no Sruti text pre-
dicating of it such non-g is as is opposed to the g is whick the
Sutrakdra hes in mind for it} The predicate anutpattimat is adapted
by anuvriti from the overall sense of “utpattyasambhava’ referred to in
it.2.42. To suit the exigencies of the present context, this adapted term
is given the necessary touches of gramamar to put it in predicative re-
lationship with ‘Viyat’4

It deserves to be pointed out in this connection that in this context
“Akasa” according to M. is to be understood in both the senses of that
word—viz. ‘Avyakrtikise’ or Space and ‘Bhiitikisa’ or elemental ether.
This in itself must be deemed to be a remarkable advancement in
Vedantic thought, if we consider Thibaut’s comment in the footnote to
his translation of S.’s bhisya on the Siitras: that “the Vedantins do not
clearly distinguish between empty space and an exceedingly fine matter
filling all space which, however attenuated, is yet one of the material
elements and as such belongs to the same category as air, fire, water
and earth”3 M. has shown himself well aware of this distinction and

its scientific significance

The ‘abhimani-devatas’ of space (i-e. Cit-Prakyti) and of ether (ic.
the deity Ganesa) are also taken to be denoted by the term Akifa”

3. This has been well brought out by Vidirija: W afzx T
FEFeEAR L (TPG. p. 90)
5. Cf. Ceng dgu f s LA o e

-
(Vaditaja TPG. p. 90). The BD gives an easier explunation; FATGENTY
2 i ot 7 fakfa sfom =92 (8D, U 3.1)
int,

C
The AC. (p. 343) is far from helpful in its comments on this poin!
5. Tr. of S.BSB, G Thibaut, SBR Scries, Vol. XXXVII (Vol 2} p. 3. fa.- 1.
6 Cf. FFATAACAMTIN: FOERITTA ! (AV. 4.3.1) . .
Cf. Also: & &uit mifer, YRt FTST AT SgEArY,  TrerERn qfespfrenEIT
aftefeanfafy 1 wewd: @) fd i, afraue Fdnrrase e
WAIRTAT (Vydsatirtha Nym. L 5).
TR fdRRET. T { (7C. p B2
7. %@, g3 < fasost P axfonf W SISy (TOP. U3
Ct. also: the position taken earlier in the Anandamdyadhi:
‘FemTeTTie ¥ AT S
el € agAtEmEe
oo geTt e & (AV. 1.1.6 adhl}
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This distinction enables M, to fix the meaning of utpatti and anut-
paiti Srutis bearing in mind the supreme truth of B.’s authorship of all
finite reality as taught in the Srutis themselves® and which cannot be
whittled down in any circumstances. For this purpose, he clarifies the
concept of creation by propounding, for the first time in Indian philoso-
phy, the distinction between creation in the conventional sense of abhit-
vabhavanam (creation de movo) and creation in the true philosophical
sense of ‘ParddhinaviSesipti’.

J. expounds the pt of Parddhinavifesapti as follows:—

R ATHIT: A, @ adwgaa’ gafefa frasaenfraf i afe
aiftret fret srfrereafid, colAfearariaeet Sfqoeead ) agdfde-
s f faforermressaw Y ) fafosersnes argeaenfam sk aedeayeem)
w4t | Jmrw: o0 9, e s s, 2 dgwn oy faee o sy =
spafaaerey ©F Twgf fadurarfamn ST gua g@ (VS p. 43110

According to this exposition Paradhinavifesapti signifies, in the con-
text of creation, the acquisition by the thing or being that is said to be
created or born of a new characteristic or its entering into a fresh phase
of becoming or a new kind of relationship as a result of such genesis.
Such aequisition is dependent on the will or power of a superior power
—in this case of God. This is the only kind of genesis that can be con-
ceived for space, Time, Prakrti, Jivas, the Vedas and other (eternal)
verities according to M.

The production of a pot from clay is of a different order. Tho'
there is no room for production de novo in the sense of production of
what did not at all exist before in any form in the theory of Parinima-
vida which is M’s (and the Sitrakira’s) theory of causation,—M. has

8. Srutis which refer to Akasa as having been created by B.—such as Atmana
dakasas sambhiateh (Tartt. Up, ii, 1) and Srutis which refer to Akasa as be-

ginningless, all-pervasive and etermal like
mrﬁagmmm ( )

JrETEy w s { )
The first is an unidentified Sruti quoted by M. in lus BSB. The second also
unide;nﬁ.ﬂed hag first been quoted by S. 3n his BSB. (i, 3.4).
9. W WP (Taitt. Up. ii6) Also AT TIW ¥/ (Gits x.8)

10. The genesis of AkaSa established in_ this adhi. on the basis of Srutis like
“From the Atman Akasa 13 produced, He creates all this” is to be under-
stood in the sense that a thing acquires dependently on another a new cha-
racteristic. When this new characteristic is_acquired, the birth of the quali-
fied entity is necessarily brought about. The configuration of the quahfied
thing is not different from the essence of the thing, Hence the birth of the
quabfied entity is the birth of the thing itself. We say for example “Deva-
datta has become embodied. He has become a learned man, the pot has

come conjoined, separated and so on. In these instances, there is the usage

referring to the person or thing a7 being “born” or becoming something, tho’
there is only the isition of a new cf i by the person or thing
which otherwise keeps its essence intact”
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brought out clearly in his AV. in his interpretation of the present adhi.,
where exactly lies the point of departure between genesis in the sense
of Paradhinavidesipti and genesis in the other sense of Abhatvabhava-
natn, within the framework of Paringmavada itself,'"" and where he dif-
fers from and disagrees with S. and others in his interpretation of the
adhi. What distinguishes the latter from the former is:i—
s ¥ GEHARGEaING:
. gl o2 f x (41

FARIAATH FRRIeAA Hed TR | o6 o qReeRfrEieT | qhvefiw
werawgfarad : (NS, p. 434b)

To explain: When milk turns into curd, we have transformation of
the given substance into another. The former name is dropped and a
new one is given to it. The position is different when we speak of the
genesis of Avyakrta-Akasa or space at the time of world-creation when
it has necessarily to come into contact with ‘Mirtadravyas’ But in do-
ing so, space undergoes no extension or increase in dimension nor
forfeits its name or acquires a new one. The same holds true of the
‘birth’ of Jivas when they get embodied by God’s will. A sound theory
of creation has to take note of these facts. The Siitrakira’s conception
of B. as the author of the eight dispensations of finite reality emphasized
in 1.1.2 and again in iv.4.17 has got to be accepted as the sheet-anchor
of his philosophy by every student of Vedanta philosophy. It would
follow from this that in the philosophy of Bidardyana all finite reality
has to be accepted as being subject to B.'s creation? (and other dis-
pensations) in a sense consistent with Its Majesty. At the same time,
the beginninglessness of Space, Time, Prakrti, Jivas and such other
verities has also got to be accepted on a prieri grounds and on the evi-
dence of Srutis. 'These two facts have to be reconciled. AL has amply
shown in his AV. in his interpretation of the Viyadadhikaraga the log:
ical impossibility of regarding Space as having been ‘created” by B. in
any sense of ‘creation’ other than ‘PanddhinaviSesipti’, as set out before:

SETTIEETT: FagEaasaar ! (AVL. 3.1
His commentator J. explains this:—
Space is that which provides room for bedies to exist. It cannot
be conceived as having been produced in time. The difficulties in the
11, 37 of wnGRiaae d1 T | st sfermat
i ATORArS: | war (AR SRS a6t 3 W et o fosrsfed
wafrats) (N5, p. 41 wAr At fanfave Tis eAIge (NS, p. 434 B)

" Y

qf R i
At lcast in regard to the Jiva, most Vedantins have to coacede this polnt In

tance.
55‘;?5. IYnqEEREy, e 9 999 W (BSB. 11.3.47) )
and R Weer dfexwt SoedT ¥ { {Veddntedipa. i.3.18)
12 vorag ot 3f3ng (NS p. 84 b)
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way are obvious. We cannot conceive of the antecedent non-existence
of space anywhere, prior to the production of space. The locus of such:
an antecedent negation of space will have to be ‘space’ itself: Space,
is presented to our und ding as existing in its own locus (svdsraya).
The prior non-existence of space, if admitted, will also have to be re-
ferred to the same locus—which will be contradictory. - -

Production of Akasa will necessarily require a causal stuff out of
which it can be produced- If Prakrti were to be that stuff, the ques-
tion will have to be repeated in respect of Prakrti itself. If Prakrti
exists without being produced it will disrupt the grounds of Pratijna-
hani, avyetireka and others on which the Sitrakdra claims (ii.3.6),
that all finite reality is to be treated as having its genesis from B, If
Prakrty, then, is to be treated as having a genesis in the sense of Para-
dhinavidesapti, space too can be credited with the same kind of genesis,
We cannot make B. the causal stuff of which Prakrti is produced; for
B. is not subject to change or modification of any kind and all trans-
formation and change in the causal stuff are, in the last analysis, brought
about by some superior force or agency external to the transforming
substance and exercised over it. Such a thing is impossible in respect
of B. the One Independent principle. So no transformation of B. ds
Akasa is possible!* Space then can neither be treated as having heen
created de movo nor as being absolutely uncreated. The former is log-
jcally impossible and the latter is repugnant to the supreme purport
(mahatitparya) and hing of the $rutis. The right solution is to
accept that Space, Time, Prakrti, Jivas and other verities are created
in the special (i.e. Pickwickian) sense of having Parddhinavisesipti.

The “creation” of Akasa would be equally impossible to explain
if it is conceived as a mere abstraction—an absence of occupying
bodies, as in Buddhist philosophy. Such a view would lead to the ad-
verse consequence that when such “Akasa” had not yet come into being
(i.e. produced) the entire cosmos was teeming with bodies That
would be a reversal of our received notions of what constitutes Srsti
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and Pralaya, respectively.¥ The theory is also open to other difficulties.
The negation cannot be subsumed under any of the classifications of
abhdva—antecedent, posterior, absolute or reciprocal’ It could not be
brought under the first two heads as there will be no Akaéa left in the
world, after creation has been completed—when there cannot be any
antecedent or posterior negation of occupying bodies once such bodies
have come to stay after they have been created. Antecedent and sub-
sequent negations subsist in their ground. If then Akisa is to be equat-
ed with the absence of moveable bodies, the ground of the antecedent
or the subsequent negation will have to be viewed as Akasa". As long
as there happens to be some moveable body somewhere in the world,
Akisa cannot be equated with the absolute negation of moveable bodies
lest so long as the world lasts there should be no room for Akasa there-
in, The possibility of equating Akasa with reciprocal negation of bodies
is equally ruled out. Reciprocal negation between a cloth and a pot
will partake of the essence of the cloth or the pot as the case may be
in Dharmisvariipabhedavada; while it will be considered to be subsist.
ing in either of them, as the case may be, in Dharmabhedavada. In
either case, the consequence of accepting such a view of Akisa would
be that the perceiver of the pot or the cloth will be getting the impres-
sion of Akasa in perceiving the pot or the cloth. Unless the existence
of Space (Akasa) is admitted in its own right, one cannot even give an
intelligible answer to the question where one bird should be flying when
another is also on flight. To say that one of them will be flying where
the other is not is to admit Akasa as the space which is the abode which
serves to mark off the presence or absence of one of the birds.'¢ We
are, thus forced to admit space in its own right as the abode of both
oveable bodies and their absence and, therefore, as something other
than mere absence of occupying bodiess And in this capacity, it can-
nof, for reasons already given, admit of creation in the sease of abhat
vibhavanam and can do so only in the sense of ParidhinaviSesapti.

Advaijtic commentators like S. have taken it for granted that the
creation of Akisda etc, taught in the Sitras is only in the sense of Abhit-
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vabhavanam, Theirs is obviously a superficial view which fails to take
note of the many crucial points connected with this question!? The

t of Paradhinavidegapti, which M. has brought to bear on the eva-
luation of the Doctrine of Creation in the Theism of the Vedinta, is of
great scientific value. It gives us a new insight into the whole problem
of creation and solves many of its difficulties which have been left un-
touched by S., R. and others. The possibility of the doctrines of Pard-
dhinavisesipti and ‘Eternal Creation’ in Theism being the two sides of
the same coin cannot be ruled out.

The genesis of Abhimanidevatas of space is likewise a case of Pari-
dhinaviSesapti. The abhimanidevatd of space is Cii-Prakrti or Rama
(Sritattva)'®  She receives her impulsion from B. to evolve Mahat and
other Tattvas from Prakyti- This is her genesis.!?

Bhitikaéa or the element of ether is in a different category. As
applied to Bhiitikasa, the statement of the Sruti that Akasa is born
from B. is to be taken in the other sense of utpatti viz. abhiitvabha-~
vanam2® M. holds that Bhiitakasa possesses the property of dark
color and is perceptible to supermundane vision2! There is also the
evidence of the Smrti that it is one of the component elements of our
physical body and is as such susceptible to transformationZ It is a
prod of Ta ikira? We have also another text which
speaks of Prana and the five elements departing from the soul in part
and merging in the adhidevas and in part following the soul in its on-
ward journey after death. This is possible only in the case of Bhata.
kafa. Space or avyakrtakasa is unlimited and its parts cannot go from

17. i A qE T Fanfermn 1 afrosfer @ amaR-
oy fir (NS, p. 431 b)
18 3 TOTEI W R WA % % . T @ T
" A (TC. p. 931)
Teqegefai TEaTg SRtz | . s
s qEEf . ... (av)
20. G e (V) @ o e eitanRg | e
(TP ii.3.3)
21. smazfaa fzmzﬁzw
.. (AV i3 1)
mﬂh (NV) & g3 : (TPB)
22, YW g-8d Sfrafrey’ 'vwa'r-ﬁf é% ik wdgew Wik (7C, p. 932)
;23 OH FATHA A TR, mfzwwnﬂé’raqﬁﬁ '
AT fagH A
TERARTAATS, TeRrAd: A §vrmn {Bhag. ii.27.34)
wafe FRfnT SRR (10, p. 933 b)

131



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

?ne Rlace jco another? There are thus sufficient reasons to aceept
‘Alasadvaitavada’ and distinguish space or avydertakifa from ether
or bhitakisa s

That would resolve the conflict of utpatti and anutpatti~Srutis in
respect of “Akaga”2" Accepting the concept of genesis in its more com-
prehensive and penetrating sense of Paradhinavidesapti, it can be ap-
pled to Avyakrtakasa and its abhimanidevata as well as to Bhiitikasa
and its presiding deity Viniyaka, who acquires a physical body2

In the light of these findings, the third Sitra Gaunyasambhavdt
(ii.3.3) has been interpreted as follows: The texts which refer to
Akasa as unoriginated (anddi, anutpatfimat) contradict many others
which speak of the origination of Akiéa from B. Moreover, genesis in
the sense of obhdtvibhavanam is perfectly true of Bhatakifa. The
presiding deity of Bhitakdsa viz. Vindyaka (who is also denoted by the
term Akaga) can justifiably be referred to as having a genesis thro’
his becoming embodied. As regards the other two: Avyikrtakisa and
its presiding deity, which are also denoted by the term Akasa, both of
them can be pted as having a is from B. thro' Paradhinavies-
apti. Thus the “utpatti-Srutis” score over the anutpatti-Srutis in that
they cover a wider ground and are applicable to all the four denoted

by the term AlkiSa.

The Sruti which says that Akdsa is without genesis and is begin-
ningless is first of all absolutely inapplicable to Bhiitakasa. If it is still
o be called uncreated it can only be in a figurative sense of its going
back to ir trable in ial antiquity., Without such diminution
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of meaning, it is applicable only to three other “Aldfas"—Avyakrta-
kaga, its Abhimanidevati and the abhiminidevata of Bhiitikasa, in the
sense of Paradhinavifegapti. Thus the utpatti-Sruti covers all the mem-
bers contemplated while the anutpatti-Sruti covers one Tess. For this
reason, the anutpatti-Sruti has to be treated as Gauni (partial)—ekade-
$anityatvam gunayogak (I'D).

The fifth Siitra shows that the expression “having no origination”
tho’ primarily true of B, is applied to Akafa in a figurative sense, just
as the term B. tho’ primarily denoting the Supreme Being is also figura-
tively applied to the fourfaced Brahm3?

The sixth Sttra: Pratijighdnir avyatirekit Sabdebhyah draws at-
tention to the adverse consequences which would follow if the texts
saying that Akasa is not originated is not understood in a figurative
sense, as insisted upon in Siitra ii.3.3. The Sruti confronts us with a
categorical statement that B. is the author and creator of everything
in finite reality. ‘““Akisa”, in either or in all its accepted senses (as
given before), does certainly fall within “the all” (sgrvam) that is
other than B. (avyatirekdt) and is created by It. As J. explains: B.
and AkAsa cannot both be regarded as * igh d” in the absol
sense of the term. Such a stand will compromise the position of the
Sruti that B. has created “all this” finite reality. The expression “anut-
pattimat” (being iginated) must, theref be held to be applica-
ble primarily only to B. and only secondarily to Akada and others. There
is no substance in the objection that there is no specific mention of
Akiasa in the Sruti text which says B. created oll this and that by rea-
son of such non-mention of Akisa here it may as well be deemed to
be an uncreated sut without prejudice to the Sruti in question.
The fact remains that Ak#sa is included in the “all” and there is no
justification to restrict the connotation of “all” so as to exclude Akasa
from the purview of the promissory statement “He has created all this”.
If it is still contended that there is only a vague reference to “all this”
as created and that it is not clearly seen that B. alone is without origin
and that AkaSa has an origin, we have only to refer the objector to
the existence of many clear texts such as “B. alone existed in the be-
ginning; nothing else existed in the beginning”® By using the expres-
2
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sion Sabdebhyah (and because of the presence of “texts”) in the Sitra
(ii.3.8) the Sutrakiira himself wishes it to be understood that in view
of the opposition to several texts, the stray references to Akasa as un-
originated deserves to be taken in a secondary sense?! The present
Sitra is only a clarification of the reason viz. the incompatibility of the
aniditva Sruti (asambhavit) adduced earlier in Siitra 3 and should not.
therefore, be deemed to be redundant®

"The concluding Sitra: Yavadvildrem tu vibhigo lokavat shows
that inference also helps us to determine that everything in finite reality
is, in the last analysis, amenable to creation which will enable us to
understand without any difficulty that the Sruti text which speaks of
Alkasa as being unoriginated has ily to be und d in a se-
condary sense as pointed out in Siitra ii,3.3. The fext of Siitra 7, em-
bodies the necessary Vyapti in support of the inference. The predicate
and the reason are implicit in the Vyapti: Yo vibhaktas sa vikriye-
mdnah. The subject (Viyat) comes from the opening Siitra and the
illustration is given thro' Lokavat (as in the world®) ie. as in the case
of a pot or the like. The phrase Ydvadvikdram is an adverbial com-
pound. ‘Yédvat’ signifies delimitation by emphasis. ‘Vikdra' signifies
whatever is subject to modification (Karmani ghasi). ‘Vibhakta’ denotes
whatever is subject to limitation of capacity. The Vyapti is that what.
ever is subject to limitation of capacity (alpafoktimat)® is subject to
modification and, therefore, to origination. It should be noted that ac-
cording to M.’s interpretation ‘Vibhaktatva’ here does not mean being
divisible, ‘This should be clear from J.'s comment in introducing the

quotation in M's bhisya— FeqeTalaai Tefatier 17— (ipixaa )
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subject to modification (avikidri) and therefore absolutely unoriginated
(anutpattimat). J. puts the inference succinetly:— .

Ecuid il cnes s .
Tt fr, SR ‘
Far AT AR, ARR@ Tt skt (TP)

The inference can readily be extended to other verities like Prakrti,
Purusa, Kala, ete. which are all of them of limited power and, there-
fore, subject to modification in terms of Paradhinavis’s,ﬁpﬁ.

Samkara’s I nterpretatmn .

According to S. the genesis of Akasa established in this a.dht. is in
terms of abhiitvibhavanam. The same is the view of R. and others.
These commentators have not probed into the need for accepting crea-
tion in the sense of Paradhinavidesapti, as defined"in the foregoing
section. But a probe seems to be really called for in the light of a
more scientific examination of the question of the impossibility, not to
say the inconceivability, of the creation of Space’” and other relevant
grounds as well as facts revealed by the traditions of Vedic and Upani-
sadie thought about the acceptance of eternal verities like Praketi,
Puruga, Kala etc. Even if Vedantism is faced with one other principle
like Avdiy3 or the ‘Prakaras’ of B,, it cannot resolve them into Brahma®
caitanya, by any stretch of the imagination. The problem would
remain very much alive and nothing can be gained by refusing to re-
cognize facts and coming to grps with them, in a spirit of constructive
thinking. .

S. starts his Parvapaksa with the second Sditra®® and interprets the
first, third, fourth and fifth Siitras as embodying the position of quasi.
Siddhantins and concludes by refuting the Ekadedins’ view by pre.
senting the considered Siddhanta in Siitras 6 and 7.

The Pirvapaksa is—In Taitt- Up. (ii. 1) we are told that Akada
is the first principle to be created while Chdn. Up. (vi.2.3) refers to
Tejas as the first to be created. There is thus mutual contradiction on
this point between them3? The quasi-Siddhanta then puts forward a
solution of the alleged contradicfion in Sitras 3, 4 and 5. The solution
37. “If space is created, it must have been previously non-existent. The non-

existence of space cavmot, Imu:zver. be imagined by any mental eﬂorl If the
non-existence of space then its crea-
tion 15 absolutely lncnncenable (Herbert Spencer, ant Principles, p. 21}."
38. Wt A ‘afer g’ (Bhamati i.3.2)
Dr. Radhakrishnan's comments on Satras 1 and 2 here, that the prma facle
view is presented in Sttra 1 and the answer to !-hc objection in 2, do not
reflect the correct position (The Brahmasutrs, p. 397),
39. % Al wawxe  ®Waf® (S, BSB. ii.3.2)
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is:'no genesis need be admitted in reality for Akifa (Sttra. 1). The
Taitt. Up. passage ascribing genesis to Akifa can be explained away as
a figurative statement {gauni)—even as in common parlance we speak
of space being made or created here or there for X or ¥ (Siitra 3).%9
As Ak3da is all-pervasive and has no parts, its creation is impossible,
Whatever originates springs from intimate, non-intimate and efficlent
causes- Such causes are inconceivable for Aka%a sl There are also
other texts which attribute omnipresence and eternity to Ak3$a, liken-
ing B. to it: Akafavat sarvagatafn nityek ( <), The
reference to origination has, therefore, to be freated as figuratively in-
tended in respect of Akafa and literally meant in respect of the other
tattvas. This is not uncommon. In the Anandamaya section of the
Taitt. Up., we find the expression Brahman used in a figurative semse
with reference to food, vital air, mind and vijnina and in its primary
sense with regard to Inanda#® In this way, the alleged contradiction
between the two Srutis can be resolved. 'Thus concludes the Ekadedin. 4
The genuine Siddianta is given in Siitras 6 and 7. Siitra 6 points
out that if as suggested by the quasi-Siddhantin Akisa is not to be
regarded as an effect of B. the famous promissory statement (pratijii)
in the Chan, Up. (vi.1.1) and elsewhere that by knowing the One
everything else is known will be violated4® The import of this pro-
missory statement is that everything is non-different from B. as its effect.
When the cause is known, the effect is known. The next Sitra shows
that Ak3fa is an effect in so far as it has a separateness about it. We
see in the world that all created things are distinct and separate from
each other. Whatever is thus divided and has difference from others
is an effect. Whatever is not divided from another is not an effect.
Ak3ta is seen to be different from other elements like the carth. There-
fore, it must also be an effect like the earth, fire, etc.#

Tho® the conclusion that Akasa is no less subject to creation ?}y B.
is correct, in principle, the manner in which the apparent contradiction
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in the Srutis relating to the creation of Ak3sa has been made out by
S., to sustain his Plrvapaksa is not satisfactory. For, while the Taitt.
text speaks of AkaSa as produced first—the other principles emerging
thence in a serial order from one another, the Chin, Up. text simply
wmakes no mention of Aldfs. This is not the same as conferring begin-
ninglessness on it and without such a clear statement there can be mo
direct contradiction between the two texts. The absence of reference to
Akaga in Chéan. Up. is not antagonistic to the other statement in the
Taitt, Up. about Akdsa’s having been created first. It simply means
that the Chan. text is not concerned with the order in which the Tat-
tvas have been created. That order can be gathered from other speci-
fic statements elsewhere. This principle of taking over details omitted
in one source from ancther and combining them is recognized in the
Sarvavedantadhikarana (iii.3.1) and this should be sufficient to meet
the present situation too, without unduve apprehensions# As S. be-
lieves in the Mithyatva of the Universe, which means its absolute
negation with reference to all the three periods of time, there is no
question of any real genesis of AkiSa or of anything else and it will
be an exercise in futility to set about fixing priorities among non.
existent things, ’

It is true as S. points out in the last sentence of his C. on ii.3.2
‘rEf gf X e that a contradiction arises
between the statements: ‘It created Tejas’ (Chdn. Up. vi.2.3) and
‘From air fire was produced’ (Taitt, Up, ii.1 ) But this is discussed
and set at rest in the Tejodhikaranam (ii.3.10). It does not, there-
fore, call for a discussion in the present edhi. It may be recalled that
S. has raised this question of the conflict of Srutis in the order of crea-
tion—some making Akasa the first to be produced and others giving
the first place to Prina, Fire, etc. under Satra i, 4.14. Having thus
raised the point there, we expect it to be settled there itself and not
brought up here. That apart, having raised the issue of priority of
creation as between Akida and Tejas from B. as his Pirvapaksa in
1.3.2, he has concentrated all his efforts in this adhi. on establishing
the point that Akasa is not without a genesis. This makes it clear that
the conflict of texts about Akasa with which this adki. is concerned is
simply over the question whether AkZa is produced at all or whett
it is an absolutely unoriginated tattva (anddi) and that it has nothing
to do with the other question wheher Aki$a or Tejas was the first in
creation. 8. should, therefore, have based his Pirvapaksa directly and
pointedly on Srutis which refer to the genesis of Akada on the one
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is: no genesis need be admitted in reality for AkE%a (Sttra. 1). The
Taitt. Up. p ascribing is to AkE%a can be explained away as
a figurative statement (gauni)—even as in common parlance we speak
of space being made or created here or there for X or Y (Sitra 3).2
As Ak&fa is all-pervasive and has no parts, its creation is impossible.
Whatever originates springs from intimate, non-intimate and efficient
causes- Such causes are inconceivable for Aki$a#! There are also
other texts which attribute omnipresence and eternity to Akisa, liken-
ing B. to it: Akdfarat sarvagatasa nityah ( <). The
reference to origination has, therefore, to be treated as figuratively in-
tended in respect of AkZSa and literally meant in respect of the other
tattvas. This is not uncommon. In the Anandamaya section of the
Taitt. Up., we find the expression Brahman used in a figurative sensa
with reference to food, vital air, mind and vijnina and in its primary
sense with regard to Znanda® In this way, the alleged contradiction
between the two Srutis can be resolved. Thus concludes the Ekadesin ¥
The genuine Siddianta is given in Siitras 6 and 7. Siitra 6 points
out that if as suggested by the quasi-Siddhintin AkSSa is not to ba
regarded as an effect of B. the famous promissory statement (pratijfi3)
in the Chdn. Up. (vi.1.1) and elsewhere that by knowing the One
everything else is known will be violated* The import of this pro-
missory statement is that everything is non-different from B. as its effect.
When the cause is known, the effect is known. The next Siitra shows
that AkS3a is an effect in so far as it has a separateness about it. We
see in the world that all created things are distinct and separate from
each other. Whatever is thus divided and has difference from others
is an effect. Whatever is not divided from another is not an effect.
Ak33a is seen to be different from other elements like the earth. There-
fore, it must also be an effect like the earth, fire, etc.%

Crisici

Tho' the conclusion that AkEda is no less subject to creation by B.
is correct, in principle, the manner in which the apparent contradiction
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in the Srutis relating to the creation of Akisa has been made out by
S, to sustain his Pirvapaksa is not salisfactory. For, while the Taitt,
text speaks of AkéSa as produced first~the other principles emerging
thence in z serial order from one another, the Chan, Up, text simply
makes no mention of Akase. This is not the same as conferring begin-
ninglessness on it and without such a clear statement there can be no
direct contradiction between the two texts. The absence of reference to
Akisa in Chan. Up. is not antagonistic to the other statement in the
Taitt, Up. about Akidsa’s having been created first. It simply means
that the Chan. text js not concerned with the order in which the Taf-
tvas have been created. That order can he gathered from other speci-
fic stat ts elsewl This principle of taking over details omitted
in one source from another and bining them is ized in the
Sarvavedintadhikarana (iii.3.1) and this should be sufficient fo meet
the present situation too, without undue apprehensions#? As S. be-
lieves in the Mithyatva of the Universe, which means its absolute
negation with reference to all the three periods of time, there is no
question of any real genesis of AkA3a or of anything else and it will
be an exercise in futility to set about fixing priorities among non-
existent things.

It is true as S. points out in the last sentence of his C. on 1.3.2
‘auRfers’ ifr 7 qameEEAR that a contradiction arises
between the statements: ‘It created Tejas' (Chdn. Up. vi.2.3) and
‘From air fire was produced’ (Taitt. Up. ii.1 ) But this is discussed
and set at rest in the Tejodhikaranam (ii.3.10). If does not, there-
fore, call for a discussion in the present adhi. It may be recalled that
S. has raised this question of the conflict of Srutis in the order of crea~
tion——some making Akasa the first to be produced and others giving
the first place to Prina, Fire, ete. under Sitra i, 4.14. Having thus
raised the point there, we expect it to be settled there itself and not
brought up here. That apart, having raised the issue of priority of
creation as between AkdSa and Tejas from B. as his Piirvapaksa in
ii.3.2, he has concentrated all his efforts in this aedhi. on establishing
the point that Akdsa is not without a genesis. This makes it clear that
the conflict of texts about Akiasa with which this adhi, is concerned is
simply over the question whether Akisa is produced at all or whether
jt is an absolutely unoriginated tattva (anddi) and that it has nothing
to do with the other question wheher Akasa or Tejas was the first in
creation. S. should, therefore, have based his Piirvapaksa directly and
pointedly on Srutis which refer to the genesis of AkfSa on the one

B O A, | ORI @ wfray; T [Eriiad
”'Mfam s mv:ra'ﬁ é@&w'w}:‘ wwva’mr’rﬁsqu
g3 (TC. p. 934 b)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

hand and others which put it down as beginningless (anddi) and un-
created. That is what M. has done®s

S. has adopted the curious procedure of giving preference in the
opening Sitra to a pseudo-Siddhanta, intercepting it with the regular
Piirvapaksa for the adhi. in the second Siitra and going back again to
the pseudo-Siddhdnta and expatiating on it in three more Siitras and
finally establishing the genuine Siddhanta in the last two Sitras. It is
difficult to accept the suggestion that some quasi-Siddhanta is being set
forth in four out of the seven Siitras of this adhi. and refuted in the
end# There are no decisive marks or indications of any such inten-
tion in the wording of these Siitras such as the use of the expression
“Eke” pointing to a partial view of some others (Ekadelins). In the
wording of Siitra 2 there is no indicatory “Cet” to warrant our putting
it down as embodying only a Piarvapaksa. The requisite Pirvapaksa
can always be accommodated outside the Siitra in the absence of clear
indicatory marks such as g or =fg 3 pointing to the presence of
a separate Piirvapaksa Sitra entirely or in part® We have seen how
it is quite possible to treat all the Sitras here (and elsewhere’l) as
presenting the Sitrakira’s Siddhinta view that Akasa is subject to
genesisS2

The way in which S. brings up the thesis of Ekavijidnena sarva-
vijidnam (by knowing the One all else is known) in order to show
that AkZsa must be regarded as an effect of B. is not sustainable. We
have already seen in connection with the interpretation of the Prakrt-
yadhi. and the Arambhanidhi, that the thesis of Ekavijfidnena sarva-
vijidnam is out of tune with S.’s Vivartavada and that the wording of
the original Upanisadic text Ekena mytpindena vijfidtena sarvam mme
mayam vijiatem (Chan. Up. vi.1.4.6) accords neither with Vivarta-
vada nor with Parinamavida of B-

Even conceding to AkZSa a beginningless status such as is given to
Bhavaripajiina, the thesis of Ekavijidnena Sarvavijiidnam can be
maintained from the Advaitic point of view by looking upon Akasa as
48, 713, ‘SARiEEEE, @A TS fa, 9 A , ATRTH T T

Aifzerdr, SefaiaT §F £ sfafsais 4 7 g (TC. p. 93¢ b).

It will be seen that R. has adopted a different ground of Parvapaksa from

S's. . N . .

49. fox, ardA fagresfaan v, fdET fdy =, T T e fafa-
Bt 7 FTAE 1 (TC. p. 934 b-534) 5 .

50. fo, 3 e, A e, % 7 f % ganfr
fe 3 A IEY (TC. p. 934)

et qaTrfT
51. See Vol I, p. 350. -
52 AE-gRifaweTTEpTTTE A fwrpyfong (F faafy aar ffoge, wpfeat oy
A A b 3 8t s

7 BalFEELL Lo it ULE T ..
(TC. p. B34)
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something superimposed on B, like Bhavariipdjnina so that it need not
be shown that Akasa is an effect of B. (agﬁnzi fazr(r) To reduce
karyatvam (being an effect) to a superimposition will be going against
the spirit of the Visayavikya: smewa e §wa:  and the Sitras.
Surely, the Sruti and Sitra are not canceivingaof the evolution of
Akzsa, Vayu, Agni, etc. as mere superimpositions. If that be so, there
being no proof of any creation or genesis of Akdsa and others they would

all be mere itions like Avidyi—wh order and priorities
would cease to be anybody’s concern. By the same token, the denial of
utpatti to B. in the Siitra: Asambha sato patteh (ii.3, 9)

would not be denying any real genesis to B., but only superimposition
which is not the purport thereof as we see from S.’s own C.: No khalu
Brahmanas saddtmak k Scid bh utpattir asamki
Gvya. kasmad? wnupapatteh (S. BSB. ii.3.9). In the same way, the
denial of origination to the Jiva in the Sitra: Nitma aSruteh......
(1i-3.17) would make no sense unless it refers to denial of real genesis
in the d sense of producti Otherwise, as in S.’s philosophy
the “Jiva” is a vifista or qualified being and in that sense superimposed,
it would be denying his character as a superimposition.

Moreover, in S.s interpretation the fact that everything in the uni-
verse is to be acccepted as ‘created’ has to be deduced by implication
from the terms of Ekavijidnena sarvevijidnam being otherwise in-

ot R i). This is not only a circuitous proceed-
ing but the interpretation of the Pratijfi is itself open to question. On
the other bhand, the Sruti text (Sa) idam servam asrjata (Taitt. Up.
{i.6) goes directly to the root of the matter and establishes at one stroke
without beating about the bush, that everything in finite reality (yad
idam kimca) has its genesis from B. It is this visayavakya that should
have been cited as Pratijiii in ii.3.6 as it does not admit of any other

interpretation.

S.’s argues in the last Siitra that everything which has a separate-
ness about it from another is a created thing. Whatever is divided is
an effect. There is difference and separateness among all objects of the
world, Akasa 15 different from the earth and others. Hence it must
be an effect. The Atman is immune from the purview of this argu-
ment as be is self-established while Akasa is not.

Be that as it may, the Sitrakéra’s B, is Sdstrayoni, ThfreAiS real
danger of S.s interp ion of Yavadwkdram vibhdgah r the
- ‘ i
53 (®) W @4gIA  (Taitt, Up. ii.6) £t gfowr g wEEiEE) | qefARtEE-

| {(TC. p. 935 b)
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Supreme Brahman liable to genesis, as B. too is distinguished from the
world of unrealities (net neti®).

Ramanuja's Interpretation

R. bases his Piirvapaksa on the opening Siitra and rebuts it in
the second. The three subsequent Sitras are taken to raise a further
contention that the text declaring Akaisa to be a created product may
be understood in a figurative sense. The last two Siitras refute this
further contention’5 However, R. reads Siitras 3 and 4 as a single one
and splits no. 6 into two Sitras, treating Sabdebhyah as a fresh one.
Apart from this, he extends the adhi. upto and inclusive of Asambha-
vasty sato ‘nupapatteh (ii.3.9) unlike S. and M., who recognize sepa-
rate adhi.s for Matari§van and Sat.

R. also relies on Ekavijfiinena sarvavijidnam under the Sitra
PratijiiGhanir (ii.3.6) to establish the genesis of AkAfa. But he grants
that in his system Jivas and Prakrti are eternal verities without a be-
ginning. ¥ for reasons already showmn, Ak3sa as space is also recog-
nized as a beginningless reality besides them, the principle of Ekawij-
fdnena sarvavijiidnam is not likely to suffer in any way.

R. renders vibhdgah in Siitra 6 as “having a genesis” (utpattih)
and not in S’s sense’® The Srutaprakdsa has criticized S.’s interpre-
tation of vibhdga. R. is inclined to treat vibhiga as the predicate in the
vydpti—Whatever is liable to modification (vildira) has a genesis (vib-
bhiga). He distinguishes two kinds of modification—one which is
partial as in the case of the self and the other complete as in the case
of Akasa:

TR AT SfaergardE: | G EEIEaarAIE R

(Sribhdsya, ii.3.18)
The first one is equivalent to genesis in terms of Paradhinaviesipti.
When the rationable of the inconceivability of the creation of space
comes to be realized, M.s plea for making a fresh appraxsal of th
doctrine of creation in the light of the pt of Paradhi iin
respect of eternal verities is sure to rouse wide philosophical mterest
54, Fan-fr Freage. | ardftew o D

S| mﬁmn’éﬁmmﬁa@mnﬁmﬁzn AR

T FTRETENET | (TC, p. 935 b)
55 ﬁmﬁa%ﬁmﬁvm 7 faageea 1fa 1 7 o A gdaeeasta:
frefad wyad 1 0d a-afer freafer: ¢ * & grrseaf 4

c o afe I * % ($ribhdgye)

56 TIVIET wgv fawm wfaTrT (R, $ribhdsya)
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CHAPTER XIV
THE GENESIS OF MUKHYA-PRANA.
2. Materifvddhikaranam (ii.3.8)

This edhi. resolves the conflict of texts regarding the genesis of the
deity Mukhya-Vayu or Mukhya-Prina—the chief Abhimanidevatd of
the element of air. It cannot be taken to discuss the genesis of the
element itself as, in the first place, there is no divergence of views
about its origination and secondly the previous adki. has shown that
even a much higher tattva viz. Avyikrtikisa which is beginmngless and
eternal is also subject to creation in the special sense of Paradhinavise-
sapti. In the circumstances, there is no possibility whatsoever of any
reasonable doubt arising about the genesis of the element of air which
is much lower down in the grade. We shall revert to this later.

Mukhya-Prana holds the supreme position among Jivas! The
parables in several Upanisads about the incontestable suzerainty of
Prina over the other Indriyibhimani-devatas are well-known? As the
origination of air can be easily established thro’ upalaksana from the

tablist of the origination of Bhiitakifa (also) in the Viyadadhi,
M. feels that the present luihl should be confined ta the deity. As the
inquiry into the adhibk includes the inquiry into their pre-
siding deities also,? there xs no bar to the present inquiry bemg con-
ducted with reference to the deity. h
—

1. safT %rz‘r wrTe AT Tad R 4
f U \77‘111-15 AA.')LI 4; 11.1.6; Brh.Up. i.3, 23; rmuz”pi
2 & Cran. U, 1.1-3 Vg is said to be the Ventire deity” that

1 #f; . In Jainuniya Br, il
Here is and that the rest are all half-deities.

W (Hagh. TPB. ii. 3. 1)
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The doubt about Mukhya-Vayu’s origination arises from the con-
flict of texts in this way. We read:

(a) From Akasa Vayu is produced (Teitt. Up. ii, 11) He (Vayu)
is their calf (child) (Chan. Up. iii. 15, 2).

(b) Vayu is indeed eternal ( ) This is that deity—the
beginningless one which is reputed to be the purifying one.
( ).

These conflicting testimonies cannot, however, be resolved on the basis
of the solution of the conflict of texts given in respect of (Avyalkyta)-
Akada in the previous adhi. thus dispensing with the need for a fresh
adhi. to discuss them,—as R. has done, making this Siitra form part of
the Viyadadhikarana itself. R. would be right if it were merely a ques-
tion of the genesis of the element of air. But as M. has shown, the
present inquiry is concerned with the chief deity of Vayu which stands
on a different footing. There are four adhikdsaikas (supervening
doubts) about this case which distinguish it from the position of Avya-
krta-Akaga. M. has cited some Sruti texts in this connection which
leave no room for doubt that Mukhya-Prana has a special status in the
world of Jivas, in respect of eternality and intelligence calibre. The
Srutis referred to are:—

(1) “There are the eternals and the non-eternals (among the finite
reals). Tejas, waters and earth and Akidda, these are the non-eternals.
Vayu is indeed the eternal; for by Vayu are all the other elements
guided.=a ,

(2) “There are the unintelligent ones and the intelligent ones in
the world. Tejas, waters and the earth and Akisa are the unintelligent
ones. Vayu indeed is the intelligent one. By Viyu are all the five
elements known.’# 1t is to be noted here that tho’ the eternals and the
non-eternals, the intelligents and the unintelligents have all been first
referred to in the plural, Vdyu has been mentioned selectively as the
one outstanding eternal and outstanding Cetana among thems

(3) “Dear One, the gods who along with the Sun-god had formerly
gained wisdom and had become purified by their devotion to Vayu have

4a 99 g fA :‘)‘ ™ Tfa 1 uqafa fredt angan fg waifor spnfr
EEAR T

M m{W%mmlmlmw}mrg waifer qafr

5. Ct. zufy fr wfa {ATOFAEAT 933 KTAT et agat ek gerndrtraiya-
ﬁmﬁﬁwﬁwﬁwvﬁmlwwﬁwmwfmﬁwm (BD)
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now somewhere in a secret place fixed their minds on the same Vayu
~—the wise one sought for shelter by those afflicted by the ills of life.”s
(RV. vii,91.1),

(4) “He who has no origin no middle (age) and end—who knows
no rising no setting” ( )7

These $ruti texts contamn data that give rise to a supervening doubt
(adhikdsamka) over the conclusion established in the previous adhi.
that the beginninglessness of Vayu herein referred to: S vd esa devatd
anddir yo “yam pavata iti cannot be disposed of as a figurative descrip-
tion as in the case of Akaja—irrespective of its being taken in the sense
of bhiitdkasa or of Avyikrtaki$a, In the case of Bhiitikasa, its presid-
ing deity (Vindyaka) is also mitya in essence (svariipena mitye) like
Vayu and has likewise genesis thro’ embhodiment. That being so, the
exaltation of Vayu over the deity of Bhitakasa cannot be satisfactorily
accounted for. This may very well lead to a supervening doubt that it
must be due to the fact that his beginninglessness (andditva) referred
to in the Srutis cited must be taken in the primary sense and not in a
figurative sense as in the case of the Abhiminidevata of ether. Such
an adhild$amkd would give rise to a fresh Pirvapaksa on behalf of Vayu
which will have to be tackled thro’ a fresh adhikaranad

Turning to Avyakrtikisa, Vayudevata would be on a par with it

so far as the aspect of its et of is d and both
will be subject to genesis thro’ ParddhinaviSesipti. Such Paradhy
desipti is to the presiding deity of space also—notwithstand-

ing  the fact that there is no question of embodiment in their cases.
Taking then only the aspect of Paridhinavidesdpti into L it will
hold true for all the three—Avyakrtakasa, its abhimani and Vayu. The
Sruti declaring Vayu to be anadi would still oEex- a dxﬂiculty which
would call for a further di jon and a di i Hence
the need for a fresh adhikarana.?

8 = d 9T @ TN A
iﬁﬂ mﬁﬁnﬁmm w1 (RV. VIL 8L 1)
mﬁi e e K sl
* uw‘ this w::hcular &ruti cited by M. is untraceable, we have a striking

T ler taet in?
waf

méﬂmﬁmlmmﬁmmmm __(Brh. Up. §, 5, 22)
£ et frae aTaEaT-

s ;w:r& LR Al gEfE e fazifaay (NS. p. 433)
§ srgatasg aore | ‘m b ol £ q-:ﬁa~ aﬁ(;‘;)m. -
qmﬁ.&ﬁ#ﬁmﬁmmﬁ. e ifureifagmTmdwsT-
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Thirdly, the Rgvedic verse: “Kuvid afige namasd ye vrdhasah....”
endows Vayu with the special merit of being worshipped by all the
other gods. This clearly presupposes that he is unborn and uncreat-
ed® This is confirmed by the other text which denies rising and
setting to him-—which is tantamount to saying that he is unborn.l!

As M. rightly points out in his NV, in elucidating the adhikdsamka
here, if one should persist in recognizing a genesis in the primary sense
even for such a being as Vayu who has no rising and setting it would
go against all experience'? and logic:

adisfuriamamaikiieed amgafale (VV)
This point has been well explained by Raghiittama in his NVB.1?

Thus the genesis of Viyu cannot be accepted as it is entirely op-
posed to experience, logic and the evidence of many Srutis. There-
fore, the Pirvapaksa concludes that such Sruti texts as ascribe a genesis
to Mukhya Vayu in the primary sense stand automatically invalidated.
The Samanvaya of the entire body of Srutis and Sastras in B. as the
author of all finite reality established by the Sitrakira has thus to fall
to the ground.®

Siddhanta

M. refutes this Parvapaksa with what is undoubtedly the most
penetrating philosophical argument:

TRTEAETIAT: | TOd AR gacaard 2q@d: | qaWTd S99 @

faggua (NV. ii.3. adh. 2)
The point is this: M. asks ‘Does the Piirvapaksin hold that only Mu-
khye-Vayu is without origination or that God or B. is also unoriginat-
ed? 'The first view is impossible to take for anyone who is a follower
of the Sruti; for the Srutis with one voice proclaim that God is eternal
and uncreated.
7 Sreq Fiassfar 7 wrfug:  (Svet. Up., vi.9)

The second would lead to the unenviable and impossible position of
having to accept fwo independent reals. For the Pirvapaksa stands
already committed to the position that Mukhy-Prana is uncreated. As
creation in the last analysis means Paridhinavifesipti, the denial of

10. &, MR AMAT FEErTIEERRG @ fricgraaaTad win
. N R s (BD. ii.3.8)
1. T a1 w7 T3 AT A A e (BD}

12. mafaoe qmmtamﬂ wry  (TP. ii.3.8)
lnm—aﬁﬂﬂﬁrﬂim TR YEITem: (NVB)
J ‘!llw!l!x" TS ity I mmﬁ'{fz
mm:ﬁ (¥ =) (TP, 1.3.8)
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creation or genesis of Mukhya-Vayu would be the same as the affirma-
tion that he is not dependent on any other being—in other words, that
he is an independent reality. As the Piirvapaksin here is not a Nirii-
vardvddi he must also accept God or B. as an independent Being, This
would at once lead to an impasse created by the acceptance of two In-
dependent Beings which is repugnant to logic, empirical and transcen-
dental alike.”®

As M. points out, with his inexorable logic, owing to the very na-
ture of the situation two independent beings will both be reduced
to a position of mutual dependence if they are to submit to each other’s
will. If they will not or do not submit to each other’s behests, there
will be no supremacy for either of them,—in which case, in so far as
neither of them can compel the other to submit to his behests, the inde-
pendence of both of them will be void of meaning.16

The conflict of Srutis in respect of Mukhya-Prana is t.hen resolved
by M. by showing in what distinctive sense the andditva or b
less existence predicated of Vayu-devatd in the Srutis is to be under-
stood, in a secondary sense (gau7drtha), in consistency and conformity
with genesis in 1ts prunary sense of Parddhinavisesapti with special re-
£ to his k died. The special aspect of ViSesanityatva
and ‘atifayacetanatva affirmed of Viayu in the anadifvasrutis is to be
ynderstood, says M., in the sense that in addition fo his eternality of
being (svariipdnaditye) which he shares in common with other Nitya-
padarthas like Avyakrtikasa, the other Jivas and the abhimanidevata
of Bhitikasa, Mukhya-Prina has the unique distinction of retaining
undiminished and intact, even in the state of Mahapralaya, the special
power of his genius called Pratibhajiiina’? which is competent to visu-
alize, even in the absence of a physical body (in Mahipralaya), the
past and the future like the present.® The principles of resolution of
the canflict of utpatti and anutpatti Srutis applied to Ak3$a are extend-
ed (by atidess) to Matariévan in this adhi. by the words: Etena vyd-
5. aa g e fregi qery arireTtT: SdRRRTRET fakr &

mmmw sl Wmlwaa‘eﬁaﬁmﬁmﬁﬁz

16. qEaiRad Ag-geifely 1 amfy 08 Sy SO il g, -

AR g

R 355)“1n e e of & Vrinjnana endowed with the excel-
lence accruing from Yogasiddhi.

18. G4 SRTVEIRIET | "

A SR WK (AV. i6.3.8)
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khyatah!® with special reference to this distinctive merit and character-
istic of Mukhya-Prana® Vydsatirtha sums up the position in his cha-
racteristically trenchant manner: m rm[fwrﬁﬁmwﬁaa e
Trifscaslt  EEnla AT EeiAaey; | Swast ARATETIIRE |

AT [
Feglrenlaratals se=y (TC p 936)“

In the concluding part of his Bhasya here, M. clarifies the respec-
tive grades of Nityatva enjoyed by the different tattvas under the aegiz
of the Supreme Being, so that the place and position of Mukhya-Prina
may be clearly understood: “The world consists of four orders of exist-
ence, the indestructible, the highly indestructible, the destructible and
the highly destructible. The last are the porducts of earth and other
elements. The destructibles are the elements themselves. The indes-
tructible is Vayu. The absolutely indestryctibles are Purugsa, (Jiva-
caitanya) Prakyti and Kila2?2 The Supreme Being is absolutely eternal,
the highest of the high, supporting these four orders of existence in
the world. It reveals Itself in different ways and sustains the four
orders of existence. It redeems the souls from the cycle of births and
arranges the reals in these groups, enters into them, dividing its own
self as Bimba among the souls which are its Pratibimbas and trans-
cends them by Its own intrinsic Majesty.2? Hence the Supreme is ths

19. This means that all the reasons given in the previous adhi. are shown to be
apphcable to Matarisvan in
AT QA T qEitae oL gt iy Fﬁfﬂﬁﬂr’(rc p. 936 b) QT Safenfs
STEEERR  (TDP).

The manner of their application has been shown by Raghu. TPB. pp. 197-98.

20. grf¥EE Al et (V) T et wenfiiaaentieen Aty
AErElt TSI SaRd giod

am:zrwaa”ﬁ'asai ‘g’ Tafedut 3 wad (Raghu. NVB. i1.3.8)

21. With this xdea of Vayu's Pratibhajiiina one may usefully compare a simular
distinction ascribed to Brahma in the well-known Purdnic passage:

T A AU 9 WS
Tt 47 g wefed sgewn
as also: ‘90 & wg, W W 37 @I (BD. i.3.8)

22 Only Vadirija and the AC explain tho’ somewhat differently what the terms
Prakyti and Kala are intended to signify here. Vadirija's explanations are
more elaborate and go into complex details. Both however agree in taking
Pralgti in the sense of Mahilaksmi and Kila in the sense of Her three forms
of §r1, Bha and Durgd. For more details according to Vadirdja see has TPG,
p- 39. The BD mfcxs to an explanation of the TD but the corresponding pas-
sage is not to be found in the printed edn. of TD (ii, 3, 8).

2. fro: TR i 9t | 9T wreEd qaf g @ wfeas
afrmfy 7 w@fr ft ageargao
ey e g e, T Q3 T ) @rgwd faw] & o e

WHATRAT F A
mwainy @t famizaen o xfr O (a1 BSB. 1.3.8)
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highest of the high (ParGtparanitya). It is of the essence of bliss in-
finite.

Samkara’s Interpretation

S. considers that the adhi. resolves the conflict of texts regarding
the origination of air- In the context which treats of origination of
tattvas air is not mentioned in the Chdn. Up, (vi.2) while in the Taitt.
Up- (ii. 1.) it is mentioned as having been produced from Akasa. In
view of this contradiction, the Piirvapaksa argues that the Tuitt. text
should be understood figuratively, also because another text Brh. Up.
i.5.22 refers to air as the deity which never sets. The Siitra shows
that air is as much a created product of B. as Ak3Sa is, for identical
reasons? The reference to Viayu as “not setting” is only for purposes
of Apara Vidya (lower knowledge) where lesser principles are glori-
fied for purposes of meditation as B. The nityatva (eternality) of air
referred to is, therefore, to be taken as purely relative (@peksika).

Criticism

There is no mecessary contradiction between the mention of the
genesis of air in Taitt. Up. (i.1 ) and its non-mention in Chan. Up.
(vi.2). This point has already been made clear with reference to a
similar contradiction in respect of the genesis of Akasa fancied by 526

As both Akasa and Vayu are purely elements (bhiltas) according
10 S, a separate adhi. is not called for by way of atidesg (extension of
reasoning) to establish that, like AkfSa, Vayu also has to be accepted
as a created product of B. for the same reasons as have been gone into.
This can be left to be understood by the simple device of upalaksana.

Anticipating such an objection S. has tried to justify the need for
a separate adhi. to discuss the case of Vayu on the basis of an‘adhi-
kasarka (further doubt) which camnot be covered by the previous
ruling. But then as Vayi admittedly abides in Akada, it cannot be
put on a par with Akasa. That should suffice to rule out the possi-
bility of any adhikdéankd?? S. has no doubt pointed out that there is
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

scope for adhikdsankd as there is a passage in the Brh. Up. which after
mentioning in one place that both Vayu and Ak3sa are “immortal”
(Vayusca antariksam caitad amgrtam Brh. Up. ii.3.3) has thought it
fit to make a special mention in ancther place of Viayu as “not given to
setting” Saisd anastamitdé devatd yad Vayuh” (Brh. Up. 1.5.22). He has
also stated that in the Samvarga-Vidya (Chan. Up. iv.3.1-8) and in
other places Vayu has been glorified which may lead io a presumption
in the minds of the dull-witted that Viyu may be without genesis?

Here S. has completely overlooked the fact that in this case it is
the deity Vayu, the abhimanidevatd of air that has been referred to in
the Upanisadic passage and not the material element of air. This im-
portant fact should make a very real difference to the position. It ought
not to have been forgotten in trying to make out an adhikisankd. But
if it is properly taken into account, the theme of the adhi. will have
to be the genesis of Mukhya Vayu the deity and not air as such®

Without any inconsistency, the present adhi. can, therefore, be
taken as exclusively concerned with Vayu the deity and its genesis and
the preceding Viyadadhi and the two succeeding ones about Tejas and
Apah can be referred to both the material elements and their presiding
deities, There are clear indications in the Srutis discussed in the Tejo-
adhi and Abadhi., that the deities are also referred to by the attribute
of “seeing” (tksana) ¥

Ramanuje’s Interpr

R. is also of opmion that the Siatra Efena Mdatarisvg vygkhyatah
deals only with the genesis of the element of air. But he sees no need
to devote a fresh adhi. for the purpose as there is no supervening doubt
justifying it. But he has not stated his reasons for thinking so. His
commentator Sudaréana Siiri has, however, put in against the point
made by S. that too much store cannot be set on the description of Vayu
as “not setting” as it carries much the same meaning as the other des-
cription of Vayu and Akada as “immortal” in another passage which S.
has himself cited in support of the Ekadedi view under i.3.4.
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GENESIS OF MUKHYA—PRANA

But this reply does not seem to be adequate ta dispose of the special
point made by the Bhamati in further support of S.’s contention in his
Pirvapaksa. Vicaspati has pointed out that after jointly referring to
Vayu and Ak3fa as “immortal” (amrtam) in Brh. Up, ii.3.3 the Upani-
sad again singles out Vayu in Brh, Up. i.5.22 and praises it as,the deity
which “does not set”3! This, in Vicaspati’s view, amounts {o a repeti-
tion (abhyisa) of the special distinction of Vayu and is entitled to be
treated as a mark of import (mtparyalmga) It cannot be brushed
aside as a figurative statement meant to be understood in a relative sense

of “long-enduring” (cirakdldvasthiyitvabhi

prayam).

The point raised by Vacaspati is certainly a crucial one tho’ he
himself guietly ignores it in deferring to the Siddhanta view. But we
cannot help feeling that S. Vacaspati and R. have all ignored the most
important point that in the passage of the Brh. Up. (i.5.22) the epithet
“deity” (Devati) has been used with special intent to show that it is
the deity Viayudevatd that is meant and not the element.

If due weight is given to this point, it will be seen where precisely
the pivot of the adhikdfankd justifying the present adhikarapa lies.
Credit goes to M. for having located it and brought aut the adhikd-
Sankis vividly before our eyes.

R.’s admission that there is no adhikd$aitkd here, would make the

present Siitra Etene Matarisva vydkhygtal itself v y as the
origination of air can be left to be gathered by upalaksana from the

origination of Akasa’?

The only purpose of retaining this Siitra as part of the Viyadadhi,
according to R. is to enable Siitra 10—viz. Tejo atas tathahyiha to refer
back to Matarifvan by the expression “atah’” used therein (no. 10).3

This, if true, would be a poor to the Siitrakara’s resource-
fulness
i
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S SR Gk S SRS ARAAIL) @’ o | ge-
3 m(simmaauss)mwﬁvmﬁ

zpamﬁuﬁwﬁ': (K Ipotar)
32, fFREME AT uﬁzzw * % ey gaer @de  (TC. p. 937b-937)
33, fawmrafeein gq-rﬁnm v M @R (i6.3.0) =R L4

_(Sribhasys ii.3 8)

T KX S

TE

34. Ty
fwam (TCP. 11.3.8)



CHAPTER XV
BRAHMAN IS ABSOLUTELY WITHOUT ORIGINATION
3. Asambhavadhikarapam (ii.3.9)

The two preceding adhi’s having established the origination of
eternal verities other than B. such as Space, Time, Prakrti, Prana, ete.
howscever impossible their origination may seem to be, a similar possi-
bility is likely to suggest itself in the case of the Supreme B. also.!
Philosophy cannot refuse to discuss it. 'The present adhi. therefore
comes to grips with this question on the basis of similar conflict of testi-
mony- The Srutis which refer to the origination of Sat the Supreme:
Asatas Sad ajdyate (R.V. x.72.2) Tato vai Sad ajdyata (Taitt. Up. ii.T)
. have thus the backing of the logic of precedents? Since in the face of
such texts it is not possible to take the extreme position that Sat or B.
is absolutely unoriginated, the only course left open is to allow that it
has a genesis within the ing of ParadhinaviSesapti like Space, Time
and other verities.?

The Siddhinta denies not merely that Sat or B. has any origina-
tion of its essence {Svaripotpatti) which is conceded by the Piirvapaksa
also; but genesis in the sense of PariddhinaviSesapti® as well.

;T Al 0 T, af, ady agosT
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BRAHMAN HAS NO GENESIS

The genesis of Sat in the sense of Paradhinavisegapti is in the nature
of things impossible; for B, is by definition the One and only Indepen-
dent Real. Such a Being cannot have any origination either of its
essence or of its properties or acquire new ones. For acquisition im-
plies want and want implies imperfection and its fulfilment dependence
on another.

ith igination has

The existence of One Independent Being
got to be accepted on a priori grounds. Otherwise, there will be an end-
less regression, if we go in for a series of controlling principles one be-
yond the ather without coming to rest on One Supreme Being who is
not subject to any extraneous contral. Im the absence of any such final
controller of all, every one in the series will share the same disability
of being subject to another in which case it will be impossible to see
how they could control one another. If the Pirvapaksa is not denying
that there is a Svatantra prineiple as such but only that it is not the God
or B. of the Siddhantin, the reply to it will be very simple that it is not
a dispute over names and that it 1s not possible to think of a Being who
is greater than God—meaning by that term the One Supreme Inde-
pendent Reality. If there should be any such Being that One will
readily be recognized as the One Independent Real by the Siddhantin,

10 which he will apply the name of BS

There is no overlapping between the theme of this adhi. and the
Asadadhi. (ii, 1.8-13). In the latter, there is removal of opposition to
B.s causality of the universe from reasoning which lends support to the
causality of the world's antecedent negation—which is taken to be con-
veyed by the Sruti Asates sad ejdyata. But in the present adhi, the *
conflict resolved is between the Srutis which teach B. to be the Author
of the world and other Srutis like Asatas sad «jdyata from whick it also
appears that B. itself is a product of Asat—which, if true, will come
in the way of B.'s being recognized as the source and author of the Uni-
verse and make Asat the source and author of the world instead of Bo—
thereby invahdating the entire ya of Sastra in B. as Jagat-

kiranam.®
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

In his BSB. M. has explained the present Siitra in a slightly differ-
ent way:—The Supreme B. cannot be regarded as having any origina-
tion from non-being for origination of being from the non-being is un-
tenable as it is outside the range of our observation” For this reason
the conflict of Srutis regarding the genesis of Sat from Asat and the
denial of any such origination to Sat in the different Srutis cannot be
resolved by resorting to the apportionment (Vyastha) followed in other
cases like Akdsa and Vayu in the preceding adhi’s on the basis of
non-origination of essence (svardpdnutpatti) and origination in the sense
of Paradhinavidesaptit

In this interpretation, the expression tu in the Siitra carrying the
sense of eva (only) refutes both origination in one aspect and Paradhi-
navifesipti? for B. The meaning is that B. is out and out unoriginated
in essence as well as in respect of its Vifesas. It is absolutely unorigi-
nated in all respects. In this proposition the expression Satah in the
Siitra is to be understood as suggestive of a reason which has enly a
negative concomitance that B. being ‘Sat’ i.e. absolutely independent is
without origination, unlike Ak&sa, MatariSvan and others.!® This spe-
cial meaning of Sat has been adopted by M. in interpreting this Sitra
in his NV:

T T ga: AfGgETay; edead, (NV. ii.3. adhi. 3)
This meaning of Sat is attested by a quotation from the Mahdbhdrata:

This way of interpreting the expression Sat and connecting it with the
predicate asambhavah (no origination) serves to dispose of the conten-
- tion of the Piirvapaksa that B. also may be presumed to have origina-
tion in the sense of Paridhinavifesipti, like Ak3Sa and others, however
difficult it may be to think of such origination in its case by drawing
pointed attention to a fund 4o diffe that disti ishes B, from
all else in the Universe viz. its Sattvam which means not only its rea-
lity but its independent character!’—a reality which is complete in it-
self and is capable of being explained entirely by itself—which is not
the case with the finite realities of the world.
7.7 QAT §IOGY, ST (ML BSB. ii39)
8. T TR (AL BSB, ii.3.9)
F TATR TR TSt g4 afa, 3 fagmat afrn & ey, aafemrpatacts wme
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BRAHMAN HAS NO GENESIS

In the closing part of his Bhasya, M. explains the true meaning
of the Sruti Asatas Sad ajdyate from the Siddhanta point of view—citing
relevant authorities for his interpretation. B.is called Asat ‘non-being’
as no one can undo it. Another Sruti text says—In the beginning of
creation of the gods Sat sprang from Asat, The Paingl $ruti explains
this: B, is ‘Asat’ and Prapa is the ‘Sat'—the enduring, the powerful and
strong.? This s supported by a wellknown verse in Bhdgavata (iii, 6,
28): “O Shining One, unborn Lord, you put in your seed in Sakti
(Sritattva) the unborn, the source of all qualities and activities. From
her we—the Sat (Prina) and others have emerged. Tell us how we
should fulfil the purpose for which you have made us”.

M. further explains in this context that the Supreme Lord tho'
without genesis, reveals himself to human perception in his Avatirs.
This is termed his “birth” in such Sruti texts as “Unborn, He is born
1 different ways.”* His “birth” is not a modification, Others Iike the
Jiva, Prakrti, Kala, Mahattattva ete. undergo changes of various kinds.
In the case of the soul to be born is to be embodied which is to be
in a particular state of d, d This is equival to a change
which the Jiva undergoes.!s

The Supreme Lord tho' immutable in essence creates the world
which is the effect of change. The question how the Supreme can re-
main unchanging if it is the creator of the world is answered.” As
the Almighty Lord, God effects changes keeping Himself above change.
This He does by His powers. These powers too are immutable. The
will, intelligence and effort needed for His creative activity are all part®
of God’s nature6 There is no difference between the power and the
possessor of the power. His powers are all identical with His nature
and being. Yet they are spoken of as different from Him thro’ the
kelp of ViSesas to bring them within the scope of our understanding!?
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

Samkara’s Interpretation.

S. agrees that this adhi. establishes that B. is unoriginated. Apart
from the obvious contention that like Akasa and other tattvas, B. too
may be presumed to be originated, he introduces another line of Par-
vapaksa. Ether and other things which are themselves effects by modi-
fication have produced other effects, Even so, B. must also be an effect
in itself—as it has originated ether.

Explaining the position of the Piirvapaksa further, the Bhamati
puts in that other Srutis which represent B. as uncaused have to be
understood enly figuratively to avoid conflict with $rutis which explain
the origination of B. with the illustration of sparks emerging from fire.’®
In the light of these observations Amalananda gives final form to the
Piirvapaksa-$anka as follows:

g § garmiai faegle Yorad O JRIRE 937 3f wees
(Kalpataru. ii.3.9)

(Here the doubt is raised that just as from fire sparks which are only
fire are produced, B. is produced from another B.)

Put in syllogistic form the proposition would be:
TR FAY; FIORAT
Brahman is an effect (or is originated). Because it is a cause.

This, the Bhamati says, will not lead to a fallacy of regressus ad
infinitum as the causal chain in this case would be beginningless and
therefore inevitable.

Criticism.

1t is farfetched to argue that because B. is a cause it must also
be an effect. The reason is not conclusivee When a clearly worded
Sruti like Asatas Sad ajdyata is available to give weight to the con-
tention of the Plirvapaksa that B. must be deemed to have had an
origin and when such a Sruti would give rise to a conflict with others
like Sad eva somya idam agre dsit which make out that B. is without
a beginning and when such a conflict of Srutis would naturally call
for a discussion in this Pida, it is not proper to formulate a doubt on
the basis of conflict with reason which is not relevant to this Padat®

S. interprets the argument of the Siitra as follows: B. is mere
being. It cannot spring from mere being. Without a certain measure
18. AT 1 i1 X
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of superiority in the cause over the effect, there can be no cause-
and-effect relation between them. Nor can B. have sprung from a
‘particular form of being’. A general form of being or being in gene-
ral cannot spring from a particular form of it- Nor can B. have origi-
nated from non-being; for non-being is without a character {svaripa)

The claim that B. is being in gemeral is not sustainable. This
cannot be taken in the sense that B.s generality of being is what is
present in particular forms of being known as vydvahdrika and prati-
bhdsika. It cannot also be taken in the sense that B. possesses the
general element of true being which is copresent in all those parti-
cular forms of true being; for there does not exist in the true being
of B. the distinctive aspects of general and particular being?!

There is no impediment to causal relationship between two parti-
cular forms of being tho® both are equal in paint of being. They ecan
enter into such a relationship by virtue of the intrinsic nature of the
one being able to act upon the other and the other one being amenable
to be acted upon—as in the case of two particulars (dreuyas) threads

and cloth®

The Kalpataru has tried to clarify what the Sitra has in mind
when it says there cannot be any origination of what is mere being.
The point at issue is not whether B. is actually produced or not pro-
duced as an effect. It is the illusory appearance of something which
constitutes an effect: Vivartatd hi kdryatd. The superimposition is
i ible without ding a real substratum. The existence of B.

f an ial isi By reason of

as such a substratum is, th
such existence B. cannot be treated as ever becoming an appearance.

This is the of Asambh tu Sato ‘ h. It is in this
sense that a genesis has heen ruled out for B®
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BRAHMAN HAS NO GENESIS

This way of interpreting the Siitra would not be in tune with the
general trend of the subject matter of the Pida, as it has been dealt
with so far by the Siitrakira. It cannot be said that in the preceding
adhikaranas the genesis of Akisa and Vayu from B. referred to in
the Srutis Atmana dkdsas sambhiitah etc. has been represented as in
the nature of a superimposition of Akasa on B. or Viyu on Akada.
As there is nothing of the kind in the earlier adhi.s it would be highly
improper to maintain that it is superimposition and not actual origina-
tion of B. that has been considered and refuted? Such an interpretation
of the Sitra would be repugnant to the use of the expression a-sam-
bhava (no origination) instead of an-dropa (no superimposition) in the
Siitra#a

If sambhava in the Sitra should signify saméaropa (superimposi-
tion), the denial of genesis (utpatti) to the Jivdtman in the Atmadhi-
karanam (ii- 3. 17) would also be of the same nature and entail a re-
dundancy with the present one—apart from rendering the Jivitman
liable to sublation (if he were only a superimposition).® That would
clash with the plea for the eternal existence of the Jiva so fervently
made by S. while criticizing the alleged Paficaratra doctrine of Jivot-
patti, that it reduces the Jiva to impermanence.

Bhdskara’s Interpretation.

Bhaskara seems to have been intrigued by this Siitra and finds
himself unable to see it in the light of resolving a conflict of Srutis
respecting the origination and non-origination of the Supreme B. His
chief difficulty is that no reascnable doubt can be entertained about the
non-origination of B. as the $ruti is emphatic that B. has no progenitor:
Na tasya kascit janitd (Svet. Up. vi. 9)%2 He has, therefore, thought
it fit to give a different interpretation of the Siitra to the effect that
there is no possibility of existents like qualities of color ete. space
and time being accepted as eternal and unoriginated because of the in-
compatibility of the Sruti which teaches that there is only one single
reality—B 26
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BRAHMAN HAS NO GENESIS

The Bhdmati refers to Bhaskara’s way of interpreting this Sitra
and criticizes it by pointing out that according to Bhaskara this adhi-
karana sets aside the doubt of the non-origination of qualities space
and time about whose origination nothing is said in the Srutis. Now,
this admitted absence of reference in the Srutis to their origination
will preclude the possibility of any conflict of testimony about their
origination arising in the Srufis. Without such a conflict being shown
to exist, the matter cannot be brought within the scope of this Pada
and discussed. Apart from this, the expression Sat in the Siitra
has to be construed as denoting qualities, space and time—not without
straining?’ Finally, the predicate “because of violation of the Sruti
which says there is only one reality” has to be imported by edhyd-
hara

The Kalpataru also notes Kesava Kashmiri’s attempted defence
of Bhaskara. According to him, if the qualities, space and time stand
excluded by the mention of only Akasa and Vayu in the Sruti, then
there will be breakdown of the ground of Pratijidhdni, etc., in Sitra
6. If they are included, there is no point in referring only to Vayu
and Akaga by nmame in the Sttras. The Kalpataru refutes this con-
tention by pointing out that the establishment of the genesis of Akasa
and Vayu—which by a faulty Pirvapaksa have been imagined to be
without origination covers the genesis of all other tattvas in the world
of effects, and that, therefore, no separate adhi. is required to discuss
the case of gunts, dik and kala?

Bhaskara's interpretation has also been cited and refuted by J.
bringing to light some fresh points. J. points out that the genesis of
gunas, space and time will stand covered by the principle of extension
of the same nydyas as have been applied to Viyad*—unless a fresh adhi.

e
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is rendered necessary to deal with their claims by the presence of a
further doubt (adhikdsarkd)3' The point here is that Bhaskara has
put himself in an awkward position by admitting that this Sitra con-
stitutes a fresh adhi.

It may be argued on Bhaskara’s behalf that the term “Viyad” in
the Siiira is not competent to comprehennd the gunas, space and time
by upalaksape, as they fall into a different category from Bhiitas; and
that therefore after finishing the topic of Bhiitas, the Gupas and the
others are taken up for consideration in a fresh adhi® Against this
plea J. points out that this would only explain the contextual sequence
between the two adhis in this Pada. It will not provide the adhiki-
$ankd required for opening a fresh adhi’® An adhikdSenka always
operates by concealing or overpowering for the nonce the reasons by
which a conclusion was reached in a previous or earlier adhi. Such
is not the case here as the same reasons hold true for the genesis of
gunas, etc. Nor can the Pratijia of Ekavijidnena..... be restricted
in its scope to Bhiitas only, without reason.*

Thus, Bhaskara’s attempt to dissociate this gdhi. from the all-im-
portant topic of the impossibility of genesis of Sat or B. is haseless and
short-sighted.

Ramanuja’s Interpretation.

Not less surprising is R.'s stand that this Sitra is not a separate
adhi. but is only a part of the Viyadadhi. and its concluding Siitra-
According to him, it does not enter into any actual discussion of the
conflict of utpatti and anutpatti Srutis in relation to B—in which case
it will have to be constituted into a separate adhi, Its purpose is only
to make it clear that the genesis of Akasa and air established in Siitras
i1.3.2; 5-8 is to be understood in the light of a general principle to be
applied to all other tattvas like Avyskta, mahat, ghankdra, tanmadtras,
and indriyas, lest it should be thought, in the absence of this Siitra,
that only Akisa and Vayu are subject to genesis and that the others
are not.3%

31, wfrerieaETe (NS, p. 435b)

22. faeTe AR Y& SRR fiagmg geafaft Tw
X . N (NS. p. tbid)
33, wnfaar, fi \ ATt 391 ATy (NS, p. 435b)

34 ANIWT TWIT W IR [WETAET (NS, p. 435b)

3sﬁrwmftmrmfmfm'ﬂmm[l FEATTHIAT] 1. Wmm 1 azfr.
foms 1 TEwOrATAf T qefeary Tainie
framradvmeErRfailey o (R, BSB. 11 3.9)
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BRAHMAN HAS NO GENESIS

This is not a satisfactory interpretation of the aim of this Sitra.
For it gives prominence to what’is superfluous and fails to discuss what
ought to have been fully discussed—viz. that Sat or B. has no origina-
tion whatever, in order to substantiate that the Sruti Sed cjdyata en-
tails no contradiction.¢

For, even without the presence of this Siitra, the nydyas given in
Siitras 5-7 will be suffici and t to lish R’s desired
objective. It is an accepted .principle of scientific thinking to explain
simialr facts by reference to a common principle wherever possible. If
it were not so, there will be no obligation to make out an adhikasanks,
.where extension of application is desired by atidesa’?

R.’s commentator has held that there i1s no need to establish the
ton-origination of Sat or B. in a separate adhi. here as B.s eternality
and non-origination have been established m the Adr$yatvadhi. (i.2,
22-24)3™ This is not a convincing answer. For, it is only in this Pada
of the Avirodhddhydya that we have a detailed discussion of the con-
flict of Srutis pertaining to the origination and non-ongwnation of diffe-
rent tattvas and such a conflict is clearly to be seen in respect of the
Sat or B. mn such categorical statements as Sad ajdyate and Sadeva ida-
magra dsit. Such sharp conflict of testtmony regarding the status of B.
has not been presented or pressed to a decision earlier in the Adrsyat-
vadhi. or elsewhere. It falls entirely within the scope of this Adhyaya
and Pada and we have every nght to expect the Siitrakdra fo meet this

hall to B's for all time and not run away

from it or miss the opportunity afforded by the natural and appropriate
context of removal of conflict of Srutis respecting origination and deal
with it n the manner it deserves to be®

for this purpose 15, therefore, an absolute and in-

A separate adhi.
the Siitras and not a luxury or a superfluity.

exorable necessity in

36 %ﬁﬂmﬁ:ﬁﬁr FA AP | TG T wa % = 0
TR . (TC.

AW T . p. 939)

, qareE w1 7 fafa =1
e & 49 aerAtad. | g e mwﬁazmqlww

aﬁ-}g‘mwrw’mﬂﬁﬁwqﬁw t (NS. p. 435b)

it qFcdig er? AT FHEEVE] ¥ * * afz g, afg TaawaT:,
7b aﬁﬁ'mﬁquﬁﬂmw{'emaﬂw s fae-
’ “f‘:;‘al“mﬁ ($rutaprakisa u39) )
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

As the world’s greatest Theistic philosopner, Bédaréy‘ax‘xa has shown
sound judgment in devoting a separate adhi. for establishing that the
First Cause of all causes is and must necessarily be uncaused:

¥ WS qaq |
g PG FRTEIIET: (Svet. Up. vi. 9)

It is in M’s interpretation of this Siitra, showing the depth of sug-
gestiveness contained in the Satrakdra’s use of the term Satah there-
in, that we get the insight into Bidarayana’s philosophical reason’ Why
the Supreme Being must ex hypothesi be without genesis.



CHAPTER XVI
FIRE AND WATER SPRING FROM BRAHMAN
4. Tejo'dhikarapam (ii.3.10)

the first two adhi.’s that everything in finite
B. and having shown in adhi. 3, that as the
primary and independent source of all B. itself has no origination, the
Siitrakara now turns to the removal of app t conflicts of i

regarding the jdentity of the specific causes! of particular forms of
existence of effects like fire, water, etc: The conclusion is established
that in each case it is B. that is and acls as the (primary) source of
all genesis thro’ the vehicle of ‘the mediate causes’'? This is not accept-
ance of ‘plurality of causes’3 M. explains this by pointing out that this
adhi. helps to correct the impression that the primary and the mediate
causes referred to in the Kdrapatuﬁdhikﬂmzbam (i.4.15) are indepen-

dent causes as both have been recognized as causes there, bearing the
names of Akasa, Vayu, Tejas, etc. as causes;* tho' in different degrees

Having established in
reality has its genesis from

‘,,@Wmm.mmmww wafest et
" p. 9
erifadsefeey arprressoed e (Tcp) ». 540b)
z.aa’a-mrﬁwﬁmﬁ%ﬁfzﬂmnﬁmmmsﬁﬁ: (TP)
s.qqmwfgwmwﬁm; S5Ry aRfRETORRE wE e R

e it (TP, £.3.10)
4. It should be noted that in the Tadananyatodhi. (1i.1.15-21) the independent
existence and.power of the accessories in creation, as deduced from reason-
H . The present adhi. repudiates them as they pur-
th texts. ?‘here is therefore no red: hero
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

of the primary sense of the terms applied’ Plurality of causes is not
to be determined on the basis of number but of status. The Supreme
B. alone is the one and only independent cause in the full sense of the
term everywhere. Akasa, Vayu, Tejas and other causes—each with its
own place and function in the evolutionary chain, are not at all inde-
pendent causes. When the Sruti says Viyu is the cause of Tejas’s
coming into being, it does not mean to say that Vayu the element pro-
duces Tejas independently of B. by its own creative power. The
potential capacity of Vayu to evolve Tejas from out of itself thro’ a
process of change is implanted in it by the Supreme B.

SRATRT qawaeEr  (TP. i.3.10)

It is the power of B, that does everything and in this sense B, is the
true cause of the evolution of Vayu, Tejas, Waters, etc. The latter
act merely as vehicles (dvara) or intermediary causes. This does not
mean that B. makes use of these vehicles because it is otherwise
powerless to create Tejas or Waters without making use of Vayu,
Tejas or the like. It does not limit B.'s capacity to do otherwise. It
is the Will of B. to do as it does,5a—its sport (See Vol. I, p. 370).

The present adhi. takes up the conflict of testimony observed in
the case of the genesis of Tejas—the deity and the element of that
rame$ We read:

From Viyu Agni was produced ('i'aitt. Up. ii. 1).
It (B) produced Tejas (Chan. Up. vi.2.3).

There is no need for a similar inquiry in the case of Alkasa as
there is no counter-testimony of its genesis from any other source
than B. Tho’ in respect of Vayu there is some such conflict in the
Srutis tracing it to Akasa (Taitt. Up. ii.1) and to B. (Kham, Vayur—
Mund, Up. ii.1.3) still the Sitrakira has passed on to consider
the case of Tejas. The reason is that in the light of what he is
going to establish about the genesis of Tejas which is lower down in
the evolutionary scale than Vayu, it will be easy enough to see that

5. 'ETeEt TR A Garafy wesl g Eh TTdY
. . (M. _BSB. ii.3.10)
T I a7 e wafy g ag EECE
frqmifzfs wrr: (TP, il.3.10)
‘IR, g3 Tga aEd ety afaan d

. p., 940,

5a.The words Tatha hpdha in the Siitra convey this meaning mﬂvmps:uul

state that B. creates Tejas thro' the medium of Vayu and that it is its
pleasure to do 1o,

&Wﬂ'mwmmm FREfafeed 7 aft fi=r (TC. p. 940b) .
I LA | g R sfonmssiEegfafies 7 aaf g ) fe o ffy
ALAAST AR ww-i (TCP. i 3. 10) .
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FIRE AND WATER SPRING FROM BRAHMAN

for similar reasons Vayu also must be having its genesis from B.
thro’ the medium of Akasa? Doubtless, the same result of establish-
ing the genesis of Tejas and others primarily from B. and refuting
their direct origination independently of B. could have been obtained
by wording the Siitra as: Véyuratas tathd hydha instead of Tejo atas
tathd hydha as we now have it. But the Siitrakara has chosen to word
it as it is for good reasons. He has already conducted the inquiry in-
to Vayu from the standpoint of the chief deity thereof. There are
also plenty of other instances to start the inquiry with. The inquiry
into Tejas will, however, have to intersect Vayu at some point as its
mediate source. So when it is commenced with Tejas which is lower
down in the evolutionary series and concluded with the finding that
Tejas has its genesis primarily from B. thro’ Vayu, it will establish
without any further expenditure of effort in that direction that Vayu,
which is nearer to B. in the series, must, also, for the same reasons,
have had its genesis primarily from the same B. The Siitrakira has
thus brought down two mangoes with one stone:
oFT fr gEdEd e
It may be felt that as the Gruti: Tat tejo’srjata (Chdn. Up. vi.2.3)

obviously refers to B’s role as efficient cause and Véyor agnih to the
role of the element of air as the materal cause in the production of
Tejas, there is no conffict between them as each deals with a different
matter; and that, therefore, viewed in this light, there is no need for
this adhi. J. says itis a ‘misconception to think that the Sitrakira’s
inquiry is confined only o the evolution of the material element of
air, fire, water, ete. The fact, however, is that it also embraces the
genesis of the respective deities of the elements” These are Cetanas
and cannot be brought under material cause and effect relation (upd-~
danopideyabhdva) to onme anothef or with B0 It -also appears from
the Srutis Vayor agnih, Agner dpaly that as't?ﬂicxexi_t causes in the
development of the respective effects, 'h‘e deities Vayu, Agoi afxd
others have complete independence. Th.xs. would .nat.ux‘ally. conflict
with the Srutis which make it clear that it is B. which is the indepen-
dent efficient cause in the evolution of these elements from one an-
R

- R T el gTrifa , e ged 3w
7 zraf, AL A R 3fd W1 (Ragh. TPB. ii.3.10)
30 s 3 A I A,

kY
L5y
o, o7 ATV WTE ST T T '
3 rfaqrrr'a:ﬂ‘:ﬁﬁ?af{& Srfit T At FgefagATT A AT
Fred BT (Rzgh.TPBuéagz) . . N .
> @p. 1.3.10)
10. Tt GEmEEnTaTREy ww (TC. p. 940)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

other. In this way, a conflict of testimony is sure to be there. The
attempt to solve it caunot, therefore, be regarded as uncalled for.!

What is perhaps of greater philosophical significance in this con-
text is that even the development of the material element of Tejas
from air or of water from tejas is not to be glibly assumed to take
place without energization from the Supreme. The potency of Matter
in any form to evolve other forms of matter is not independent of B.
It is derived from B. and is implanted there by B. It is not as if the
Upadanskaranas have any metaphysical carte blanche.? The nimitta
as well as the Upddanakdranas are equally activised by B.—which thus
remains the One and only Independent Cause of whatever happens in
the realm of finite reality—in any form or shape or to any extent, at
any time. This is the philosophical truth that this adhikarpe and the .
following highlight according to M.’s thoughtful interpretation of what
looks like a casual and a routine line of inquiry in the Sitras He
has in the next adhi. quoted some very important texts which bring
out most vividly the unfathomable majesty of B. as the All-Cause.?

Other commentators on Badardyana have doubtless talked of B.
as the source of ap, tejas, vdyu, ete. But none of them has given us
such a deep insight into the full force and meaning of Badarayana's
mighty conception of B. as Cetandcetenajagatkdranam. And therein
lies M.’s chief merit as the interpreter of Badariyana.

5. Abadhikaranam (ii.3.11)

This adhi. rests on the conflict of texts like:—
‘From Agni waters were produced’ (Taitt, Up. ii, 1).
‘From that B. all this is born—Akasa,
Vayu, Tejas, Waters and the Earth’ (Mund. Up. ii, 1, 3)

11. WA, IREAAET AfY fag Qe 49 9fy il srafafy qeifadn: o
afavets: @wA $fs Wi (Ragh, TPB. 1.3.10)
12 TTATEE TOTANEAR (TP, §1.3.10) ‘TOW7 sfr grigeit suanagai
gt TATFIINT FIFT, (Raghu. TPB. il. 3. 10)
13 i gd & fRop® @ T dnd 1
amt g AUl 49 QT SeAST|
Td aT Fregemegd: i 1
% o sgafe IOy @ES (AL BSB. 1.3.11)
The explanation of the sccond verse here given by BD. is very illuminating:
T P R QIR Sgaien: qReTeEter: aurf A i ax aafey
f"i;’m“"! frezr, awsenl: senfommedtt I B3IT TAiTER S TIE T A1
. 2 1
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FIRE AND WATER SPRING FROM BRAHMAN

‘B. alone existed in the beginning of this.

It created the waters’ ( ).
It is finally resolved in the same way as the genesis of Tejas—that
the waters are primarily generated by B. thro’ the vehicle of Tejas.

The necessity for a separate adhi. for Apah has been explained
by M. on the basis of an adhikasanka:

waty wrafepe: o afd (M. BSB. ii.3.11)
It is an observed fact that high bodily temperature is followed by
sweat. The mediate role of Tejas in the generation of water does
not, therefore, hold good. It will have to be given up and the fact
recognized that Tejas directly and independently produces water.
This receives support from the Sruti-

Thus the plea for not looking upon Tejas merely as a vehicle
(dvara) in the genesis of waters and recognizing it as the primary and
independent cause of the origination of waters has the support of an
observed concomutance backed by the Sruti't Thus entrenched, the
Piirvapaksa contends that not B. but Tejas is the direct and indepen-

dent source of waters.

The Siddhinta refutes this by p i out that dispensing with
the mediacy-role of Tejas in the genesis of waters and making it in-
stead the independent source of the genesis of waters depreciates the
full sense of the authomtative pronouncement of the Sruti that B.
alone is the independent source of all finite reality. This will not
brook the slightest restriction, relaxation or reservation of meaning in
any instance.’®
Apah the words tathahyihe follow by enuvrtti
from the previous one- These words refer to the statement of the
Sruti: Se idam sarvem asrjote in the full and unexpurgated sense ex-
plained above!® This is ficient to establish that no ion is to
be made in regard to BJs being the primary and independent source
of everything, acting thro’ appropriate vehicles as set forth in the Srutis.
M. indicates the application of the same nydyas in establishing the
14 AT L AT yfadarfeedafs a9 (Reghu. TPB. ii.3.11)
15. Vadiraja makes a.ﬁnF e ;p%irnt TEE*;: it T S —

q’g\u},mmﬂ 4 (TPG. v. 94)
16, o T am we g gafufs W (Vadiraja. TPG)
165

In the Satra:
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other. In this way, a conflict of testimony is sure to be there. The
attempt to solve it capnot, therefore, be regarded as uncalled for.!t

What is perhaps of greater philosophical significance in this con-
text is that even the development of the material element of Tejas
from air or of water from tejas is not to be glibly assumed to take
place without energization from the Supreme. The potency of Matter
in any form to evolve other forms of matter is not independent of B.
1t is derived from B. and is implanted there by B. It is not as if the
Upadanakaranas have any metaphysical carfe blanche.® The nimitta
as well as the Upddanakirapas are equally activised by B.—which thus
remains the One and only Independent Cause of whatever happens in
the realm of finite reality—in any form or shape or to any extent, at
any time. This is the philosophical truth that this adhikarnz and the -
following highlight according to AL’s thoughtful interpretation of what
looks like a casual and o routine line of inquiry in the Sitras He
has in the next adhi. quoted some very important texts which bring
out most vividly the unfathomable majesty of B. as the All-Cause.3

Other commentators on Badarayana have doubtless talked of B.
as the source of ap, tejas, vdyu, etc. But none of them has given us
such a deep insight into the full force and meaning of Bidariyana’s
mighty conception of B. as Cetandcetanajagatkdranam. And therein
lies M.’s chief merit as the interpreter of Badardyana.

5. Abadhikaranam (ii.3.11)

This adhi, rests on the conflict of texts like:—
‘From Agni waters were produced’ (Tasitt. Up. ii, 1).
‘From that B. all this is born—Akasa,
Vayu, Tejas, Waters and the Earth’ (Mugpd. Up- ij, 1, 3)

11 3T, ALRAET FH Ay wEA i 27 Ffsror sraffy ool o o
afwoerog: W (8 WT: (Ragh, TPB. i1.3.10)

2 FIERER TEIEHEAAT] (TP, 1.3 10) ‘T <fs giiger HAMATEITT
TEATTTTHTEIRE TCTHTNIATTTT, (Raghu, TPE. 1. 3. 10)
13 =i odw & Ko @ F gEen

O 7 TAW I QX AXRA@TL
TX = freerasy e 799w 1
o% oF sgEien oy gasar (AL BsB. i1.3.11)
The explanation of the sccond verse here given by 8D, is very illuminating-
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‘B. alone existed in the beginning of this.

It created the waters’ ( ).
It is finally resolved in the same way as the genesis of Tejas—that
the waters are primarily generated by B. thro’ the vehicle of Tejas.

The necessity for a separate adhi. for Apah has been explained
by M. on the basis of an adhikdsuika:

gl afre : o afdy (M. BSB. ii.3.11)
It is an observed fact that high bodily teraperature is followed by
sweat. The mediate role of Tejas in the generation of water does
not, therefore, hold good. It will have to be given up and the fact
recognized that Tejas directly and independently produces water.
This receives support from the Sruti.

Thus the plea for not Iooking upon Tejas merely as a vehicle
(dvdra) in the genesis of waters and recognizing it as the primary and
independent cause of the origination of waters has the support of an
observed concomitance backed by the Sruti?* Thus entrenched, the
Piirvapaksa contends that not B. but Tejas is the direct and indepen-

dent source of waters.

The Siddhanta refutes this by pointing out that dispensing with
the mediacy-role of Tejas in the genesis of waters and making it in-
stead the independent source of the genesis of waters depreciates the
full sense of the authoritative pronouncement of the Sruti that B.
alone is the independent source of all finite reality. This will not
brook the slightest restriction, relaxation or reservation of meaning in

any instance.’®

In the Siitra: Apah the words tathdhydha follow by anuvrtti
from the previous one. These words refer to the statement of the
Sruti: Se idam sarvam asrjate in the full and unexpurgated sense ex-
plained above.'® This is sufficient to blish that no ion is to
be made in regard to B.'s being the primary and independent source
of everything, acting thro’ appropriate vehicles as set forth in the Srutis.
M. indicates the application of the same nydyas in establishing the

14. 5 i R 2t ST T (Raghu, TPB. ii.3.11)
kes a_fin t h

15. Vadu'ala makes %‘ﬁ e point here: — I y

mw,azsr (TPG. p., 80)

16. ara‘qa qu W W a9 sngm gafafy snw: (vadirsja. TPG)
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genesis of air, Prthvi, osadhi, anna etc. by the expression @di in bis
opening statement Brahmana eva abddisrstih.'? The term Apah in the
Siitra applies to them by upalaksana.!® .

Samkara’s Interpretation.

According to S. the Piirvapaksa of the two adhis is: The Srutis
say that from B. Vayu came into being after Akasa, Agni after Vayu
and Waters after Agni. They also say that Prana, Vayu Akasa, Tejas,
Waters, ete. have all sprung from B. This shows that as everything
has sprung from B. it must be held that Tejas and Waters also are
directly produced from B.

The Siddhanta is that due weight must be given to the ‘Kdrakavi-
bhakti’ attached to ‘Vayy' ‘Tejas’ etc. It would thus be proper to hold
that Tejas originates directly from Vayu and waters directly from
Tejas and not from B. This will not be an ‘Apasiddhidnta’ (negation of
the true Vedanta view). For what is meant is that these subsequent
effects are the effects of B. which has assumed the form of Akasa, Viyu,
Tejas, ete- and not of the Suddha-Brahman—i.e. B. which has not trans-
formed itself into Vayu, Agni and other forms.??

Criticism.
The effect of this Siddhinta will be to reduce the primacy of B.s
role in causation—except at the first stage of the production of Akiga,
This will contrast unfavorably with the position of complete and ab-

solute primacy of B.’s role in causation at all stages of evolution upheld
by M. (See also Gita VII.6. S BSB. ii.2.3).

However that may be, in conformity with the Siddhanta as em-
bellished by S. we should expect his Parvapaksa to be raised by chal-
lenging the position taken in B.S. i.1.2 that B, is the couse of all and
his point of order of Pratijnahdni in Stutra ii.3.6 on the ground that
fire and water are products only of Vayu and Tejas and not of B

It is only by adopting such a line of Pirvapaksa and refuting it
with the Siddhinta that in all such cases it is the same B. which has
assumed the form of Vayu, Tejas, etc. that is the uniform cause of the

17. ¥3 SNATOTIOTY Je il s % W (TP. i.3.11)

18 Y SSTREEANE (TP, ,x:;u)

19. %2 7 SWHEHOEIR 1 WS Ay R rgiesd: we-
ﬁmmnm*mm SR (s 1y gafsfs oeen

{Bhamati)
20 TRy, wrEnaltedad o faxfersmat sfamf st @, .

srmRrgeEniit mrEs fIrng 1 AR, ainisr weassenn

(TC. p. 1b)
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origination of Tejas, water, etc. that the expression ata}h used in Shtra
1i.3.10 which follows by anuvrtti in ii.3.11 can be shown to refer to
one and the same antecedent—viz. Sat or B. “given” in ii.3.9, which
immediately precedes Tejo’ atak2! But in the way in which 8. has posed
the Parvapaksa and met it, the term atah where it actually oceurs in
11.3.10 has to refer to Matari$van as its antecedent while under Sitra
il.3.11 where ‘atalt’ follows by anuvrtti it has to refer to Tejah® The
B. which has assumed the form of Vayu and Tejas being qualified and,
therefore, different in each case, atah cannot be made to refer to the
pure B. underlying the essence of both, except thro’ the roundabout
process of Bhagatyagalaksana. But then such a pure B. is not the cause
of anything.

Further, the position that Tejah and Apah are the products of B.
which has assumed the form of Vayu or Tejas would make them the
effects of different qualified Brahmans., This would preclude the possi-
bility of Ekavijidnena sarvevijndnam® By bringing the adhi, within
the confines of Vivartavida?* the Bhidmati and Kalpataru have brought
8.s interpretation to the verge of liquidating the existence of Tejas,
Apah, etc. as effects by knowing their cause: Vayu or Tejas2s

Ramanuja’s Interpretation
According to R. the Tejo ‘dhikaranam consists of eight Sitras
ii.3.10-17. The Parvapaksa is that Tejas Apah and Prthvi spring sole-
ly from Vayu, Tejas and Apah. The Siddhinta is given in Siitra 1§
that they spring from B. which has for its ‘body’ the substances which
are the immediate antecedent causes of Tejas, Apah and Prthvi. Sitras
16 and 17 uphold the Siddhinta by taking note of incidental objections.

R. could more easily have shown that B. is the source of all by
constituting Tejas, and Apah into sepaarte adhi’s with atah “given” after
Tejah and following by anuvrtti after Apah and Prthivi, referring uni~
formly to Sat or B. as its natural anteced instead of permitting him-
self of the awkwardness of giving atah different antecedents in different
places. He need not have delayed his siddhanta till Tadabhidhydnad
eve tu (Sutra 15) because of the particle tu therein. The tu in Asam-
bhavastu (ii.3.9) does not make Etena Mdtarisva. ... (i.3.8) a Pirva-

paksa, even for R.

21. 7 39 fz, a9w ofy dlarn wen wend A yogsfoed aeafiarraasied-
agetmdTa Wl (7C. p. H1b) )

22. &4 £, @R W FTE  (IC. p. 941b)

23, f5q, I IR AT gdf 7 @
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= fieg ag QAR Swaeng et (Kolpataru if 3.18) .
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167



CHAPTER XVI
NO CONTRADICTION AMONG LINK-TEXTS
6. Prthivyadhikarapam (ii.3.12)

After establishing that everything in finite reality originates from
B. directly and indirectly (thro’ links), the Sutrakara now turns to re-
move conflict of testimony among the ‘Dvara-Srutis-—or texts which
refer to the role of intermediary links thro’ which causation proceeds
from one stage to another.

We read in one such link-text: “They (the waters) created ‘food’ ”
(Chian. Up. vi.2). Another says: “From Water the earth was creat-
ed"” (Taitt. Up. 1i.1). Here the doubt arises whether the waters are
the link-cause in the production of food or of the earth. The Pirva-
paksa is: Owing to the conflict in the testimony, it would appear that
waters are not the link-cause cither of the production of food or of the
earth. As both the texts are of equal strength neither can be accom-
modated in any other sense. If the Sruti referring to the creation
of annam (food) from water is taken in its expressed sense, there will
be consistency with many others such as “Therefore whenever it rains
anywhere then there is abundant food” (Chdn. Up. vi.2.4). At the
same time, we cannot take it that the term Prthivi denotes annam. If
we presume that food was created directly from water, it will go against
the testimony of texts like—'¥rom water Prthivi, from Prthivi vege-
tation and from vegetation, food (Taitt. Up. ii.1). Nor can it be held
that both Prthvi and agnnam are produced from water bhecause of the
opposition from the abovementioned text. Nor can we hold for a moment
that the same annam js produced from water, as it is from vegetation.
That will involve many unproved assumptions. Nor can it be supposed
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NO CONTRADICTION AMONG LINK-TEXTS

that food is produced from water thro’ intermediary stages; for we cannot
depart from the primary sense of the passage: ‘They (the ‘Waters) creat-
ed food”. Thus as both the Srutis turn out to be self-contradictory nei-
ther can be preferred to the other. Both are, therefore, to be rejected as
invalid. This will affect the Samanvaya of $3stra in B. built on such

foundations-

conflict by showing that what has been
referred to in the &ruti as ‘annam’, is not to be taken in the sense of
ood’ in its commonly accepted sense, but in the sense of ‘earth’ which
produces the food. The reasons for this preference are:

FTFRETETRI i
(i) The context (adhikdra) in which the disputed passage (Ta
gnnam asrjanta) is found is one of the emergent evolution of
the elements. This is clear from the texts: It created tejas,

it created the waters and the subsequent reference to the
process of tripartition (trivnkarazzam) to which the three sub-
tle elements (tejo’abanm) are subjected (Chan. Up. vi.3.2-3)
which is inapplicuble to food as such.

The Siddhanta resolves the

(ii.3.12)

vt
of the context, we have also the
mark (lingam) furnished by the reference to the natural color
of the earth which is black,—attributed to ‘annam’: 'The red
color of a flame is the color of fire, the white one of water
and the black one that of food (Chan. Up- vi.1.1).

(i) In addition to the evidence

that ‘enna’ has the power to denote
Prthivi v@ annam (Taitt. Up. iii.9)
ii.3.1) Té dpo annamasTionta

(iii) Thirdly, there is evidence
4he earth’ in the texts:
Apasca prehivi cannam (4-A.
prthivi vd annam (

jon &di in the Sitra (ii.3.12) is intended to convey

r to reject the validity of both the texts on

d by the Piirvapaksa as the Srutis are apau-
erefore, a proper attempt

the above lines to resolve the apparent con-
¢ of the Dvira-Srutis.

(iv) The express
that it is not prope
this point as propose!
rugeya and free
must be made on
tradictions in respec
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CHAPTER XVIII
NO CONTRADICTION RESPECTING AUTHORSHIP OF LAYA
7. Tadabhidhyanadhikaranam (ii.3.13)

After having resolved the contradiction in respect of the origina-
tion of adhibhiita and adhidaiva tattvas, the next adhi. removes similar
contradiction in respect of the identity of the author of Laya. The con-
flict turns on the following texts: The Taitt, Up. (iii.1) refers to B.
as the author of Laya: Yat prayanti. The Mah. N. Up- (xvi.2) calls
upon Rudra the supporter of the vital airs and the destroyer of all not
to visit the suppliant with destruction. The Piirvapaksa argues that as
we seldom find a father destroying his own offspring, the source of
Laya must be other than the author of the world viz. B.

The Siddhanta holds: Tadabhidhyanid eva tu talliiggt sah (ii-3.13):
B. is the author of cosmic Laya or destruction and not Rudra or any
other deity. A Being like B. which is moved by true knowledge, ac-
quired by correct meditation and other sidhanas practised by earnest
souls and which redeems them, when their Prarabdhakarmas have been
worked out, from their beginni bondage of S a by Its gra-
ctous desire to do so, can a fortwn be assumed to be capable of bring-
ing about the Laya or destruction of the created world-order with its
beginning in time!

1t is not parenthood as such that accounts for a creator’s not choos-
ing to destroy his own offspring but his being influenced by feelings of

L g frafit: (Svet. Up. 1.10)
xfx Wmﬁmaﬁa wdray; (o ek 3
faeqffa st (ML BSB. #.3.13)
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NO CONTRADICTION RESPECTING AUTHORSHIP OF LAYA

I and mine towards the offspring. The Supreme B. is above such ai-
tachments and weaknesses. There is, therefore, no bar to its being the
cause of dissolution during Pralaya of everything it has brought into

being at the time of creation?

Saritkara’s Interpretation
S. introduces the Piirvapaksa as holding that the elements them-
selves bring forth their effects independently. The objection that non-
intelligent tattvas lke the elements cannot initiate independent activity

is overcome by the explanation that these elements are spoken of in the
Srutis th 1 as heing d d with intelligence. (Chin. Up.

vi.2.3-4).

The Siddhinta is that it is the Supreme B. abiding in the form of
these elements that reflects and produces the effects’? In other words,
the Pirvapaksa is put up from two different points of view (i) that in
texts like Akasid Viyuh Vgyor Agnih the intelligent principles are the
agents while (ii) the elements as such are to be regarded as the material
causes. The Siddhinta will be that B. in the form of these intelligent
principles will be the superintending principle (adhistdty) in the trans-
formation, and their material cause (upddanam) in the form of the ele-

ments.#
Revised Interpretation,
But then, the investing of the elements themselves with the power
to bring about their own modifications without their being “indwelt”

by B. has been set aside earlier in the Iksatyadhi. (1.1.5-11) and else-
where (1.1.14; i.4.1). 1t cannot, therefore, be brought up again for

decision.

The other position that B. as expressing itself in the form of dif-
ferent elements is the material cause of their further transformation
has also been well-established in the Tejo *dhikarapam (ii.3.10). There
is thus no need for this adhi. from any of these points of view.

The Bhamati and Kalpatarn frankly admit this® and have, there-
fore, tried to give a better foothold to S.s interpretation by improving
2 e e, A 1) (TP. 11.3.13)
s AT 3T STRUTAiI R REARE & fr qditT (S, BSB. i.3.13)
ER 804 5 2 %

.ﬁqﬁ (Bhamati ii.313) N N
5. % amafeg ST X ) 5 T A7 @ oqw
{1 AR’ T afisiog | sEbsfreTor -

werAR WA ) (Kalpaters 1.3.13)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

on the Pilirvapaksa. According to_them, the Piirvapaksa is raised with
reference to the Abhimanidevatis of the elements. In texts like
Akasad Vayuh; Vayor Agnih, the abhiminidevatis themselves (with-
out being indwelt by B.) are said to produce different effects. Being
themselves sentient beings they do not require to look up to another
sentient being like B. to bring about such changes®

This Piirvapaksa is set aside by the Siitra® Tadabhidhyinad eve tu
tallingdt sah. The Sttra says that only the Supreme B. causes all these
transformations of the elements hecause the Sruti has it that B. assumes
the forms of the different substances by its own desire and reflection
to do so, because there is the mark of its indwelling in all.

Criticism

This revised interpretation of the Bhamati and the Kalpataru is not
in conformity with the position taken by S. at the outset of the Viyad-
adhikarana that the terms Akafa, Vayu, etc mentioned in the Sruti
texts cited there are all of them to be undertsood in the sense of the
purely material elements of those names and that the ablative cases
affixed to those words are to be interpreted only in the sense of their
being viewed as material causes. This precludes Ak3$a and others be-
ing understood in the sense of the corresponding Abhimanidevatis and
the ablatives as signifying the idea of their being efficient causes.”

One cannot be allowed to shift the ground by switching on to the
abhimanidevatds here and putting forward a Siddbinta by way of
Abhyupagamavida or granting for the sake of argument—without com-
mitting oneself to it in all sincerity and seriousness# This unenviable
predicament in which §. and his co ators find th lves in
negotiating this adhi. is enough to bear out the correctness of M's
approach to the whole question of the genesis of Adhibiitas, which from
the very beginning of his C. on this Pada he has kept closely and inti-
mately linked with their adhidaivavicdra as the two go hand in hand
—being organically interconnected issues® One may talk irrespon-
sively of “M.’s inability to keep out theology from his metaphysics’'—
not realising how unavoidably theology has to be invited to save a
difficult situation, as here, even for others.

6:mmqumfuzmimfcmmmaﬂm-mﬁzﬁznm
i TR :ﬁmfmqw,mmmmmm
WA € TIATEAT AT Al sttty oy arag
(Bhama.h i1.3.13)
fafwodeet

7 O AT Tt g ST A, wfTaTay

, T L ac 44b)
frgTeT fﬂv:rmx v (TC. p. SHb)
n cr, mmrrﬁmmﬁ:—q FERUTATZAERTAT 37 1 (3L BSB. ii.3.1)
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NO CONTRADICTION RESPECTING AUTHORSHIP OF LAYA

In 8's interpretation, the phrase Tadabhidhyandt is altogether
superfluous. For, the mark of B. being the indwelling author and re.
gulator of the modifications of Akasa, Viayu, Tejas, etc., from one an-
other, which is required to establish the lusion that all the modi-
fications take place only because of B. and not by the initiative of the
Devatds which are dependent beings, has been fully expressed by the
words Tallisigit which immediately calls up the authority of the Sruti:
Yah Prthivydm tisthan,yo vdysu tisthan, In the circumstances, there
will be no further need to refer to the fact of tadabhidhying (mean-
ing reflection or desire on the part of B. to assume the forms of the
different elements)—as the fact of B.’s indwelling in the elements is
sufficient to explain their transformation without asking further as to
how this indwelling of B, has come about. Conforming to this, the
Siitra could, therefore, be cut short to Talliigdt Sah.10

There is, however, necessity for both the reasons—the one help-
ing to establish the other (hetusidhakahetu), in M.’s interpretation:
B. is the author of the dissolution of the cosmic order that has had a
beginning in time, b It dissolves by its grace (abhidhydna) the
beginningless bondage of individuals in Samsaral!

g g

By way of internal evidence m support of this meaning of abhi-
dhyana here, the TD of Trinkrama Pandita draws attention to the
Sttra: Parabhidhydndt tu tirohitam fato hyasya bandhaviparyayau
(iii.2.5) where the termination of the beginningless bondage of souls
has been ascribed to the abhidhydna (gracious will) of the Lord.

Rimanuja’s Interpretation.

According to R. this adhi. covers eight Siitras from Tejo’tas tathd
hydha to Cardcara...... (ii.3.17). It establishes that among the re-
mote effects of B, it is B. in the form of that substance which is the
immediately antecedent cause that produces that substance and not the
bare antecedent substance as such.

We have already seen the awkwardness which results from treat-
ing Sittras 10, 11 and 12 as Plirvapaksa Stitras as R. has been obliged
to do. Apart from that, his interpretation of Tadabhidhyina in ii.3, 14,
is unable to call to mind a §ruti in which that expression cbhidhyina
js embodied. There is such a Sruti—Tasyabhidhyénat...... vidva~

10 .h;mqw ‘Iﬁlq AT ] y ef spig o
(TC. p. 934b)

‘afer @ TR gifds W (TCP) .
11 g, T i qaeRtdati THa AT AT (TDP)
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maydnivrttih (Svet. Up. i.10). But R. has no use for it. But that is
not the criterion. If the Siitrakara had really intended to refer fo the
Sruti ‘Tad aiksata bahu syam’ (Chan. Up. vi.2.3) as R. would have it,
in this context, the former would have used the appropriate expres-
sion Tadiksandt as the more compact and precise one. Otherwise, it
may be difficult to rule out the other Sruti: Tasyabhidhyanat. .....
(Svet. Up.) from being thought of in this connection. Taking his clue
from Tadabhidhydndt, M. has cited Svet- Up. 1.10 as the intended Sruti.
The overall interpretation of the Sitra too has to change with the
change in the Sruti,
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CHAPTER XIX
RETRACTION OF TATTVAS IN REVERSE ORDER
8. Viparyayadhikarapam (ii.3.14)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony in regard to the order
of retraction of 'tattvas and their abhiminidevatds in Laya. This topic
naturally comes up after it has been established in the previous adhi.
that the Supreme B is the author of their Laya.

The Bhalleveya Sruti quoted by M. refers to the tattvas being pro-
duced in order and merging in order:

Kramid utpadyate kramid viliyate.

The Caturveda-§ikha quoted speaks of the merger as taking place
in the reverse order of creation: Vyutkramid vilayascaive. Merger in
the order of origination can claim the support of our own experience.
We find as a general rule that seniors in age predecease their juniors.

The conflict is resolved by the Siddhanta Satra: Viparyeyenad tu
kramo’ta upapattel, pointing out that the order referred to in the
Bhallaveya Sruti is the reverse of the order of evolution because in
another verse of the same Bhallaveya Sruti it is clarified that involu-
tion is in the reverse order o

Karta Pragadikesydsye hantg bhiamyddikasyae ce /
Yah kramad vyutkmm&ccuiva sa Harih para ucyate /!
that seniors in age generally pre-

Tho' we find in our experience
he juniors, this may not be applicable to the Tattvas' and

ﬁmﬁaﬁ:wﬂﬁﬂ,ﬁwmdﬁﬁm:fa (famm)
(TC. 'p. 945b)

f evolution:

decease 1
T R T A
175



THE BRAEMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAYL. COMMENTARIES

The existence of a Mila-Sruti answering to what has been taught in
the Smrti can easily have been assumed on the basis of the Mimams3
dictum Asati hyanuminem and the discussion carried out? The fact
that the Satrakira has thought it fit to raise a discussion over this
question, in this Pada, cannot be properly explained without evidence
of actual conflict of testimony on the point, from the Srutis. It is not
necessary that the materials available to the Suitrakara should, all of
them, be extant to this day.

Ramdnuja’s Interpretation.

According to R. this Siitra has nothing to do with the question
of the order of retraction of the elements. It is a continuation of the
topic of the order of origination itself from the previous Siitras. It
establishes that the order of succession of Prana, Indriyas, Akafa, Vayu,
Tejas, Waters and Prthivi mentioned in Mund. Up. (ii.1.3) in reverse
of (i.e. in conflict with) the true order of their origination as Akasa,
Viyu, Agni, etc. as set out in Taitt. Up. (ii, 1) is justifiable only on
the acceptance of the position that each of these effects is really from
B. itself in the form of a special causal substance producing the next.
For, the acceptance of mediate causality for B. would annul its imme-
diate causality taught in the Srutis®

Criticism.* ~

We have, however, to point out that after the consideration given
to the question of the creation of the elements upto Siitra 13, it would
be more natural to expect attention to be given to the topic of their re-
traction also. There is no reason for R. to fight shy of the topic. S
is Tight in discussing it tho’ not in the way n which he has done it.

12 saifaears weER @i ey f ayaeaE i 7 93 e g e

O @RISR (TC. p. 945b)

lz.mmnmrfvmi fREAW 3. AT TR IR B QISR S
Y T, 7T AR AT T kamalwmf’mm
IS W ERETARY ¢ ¢ ¢ xenfyealt 93w @ aam dAEATTET

($ribhigya ii.3, 15)
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CHAPTER XX

NO EXCEPTION TO THE LAW OF RETRACTION
IN THE REVERSE ORDER.

9. Antarddhikaranam (ii, 3, 15-16)

This adhi. removes the doubt of exception to the rule of retrac-
tion of all created elements and their presiding deities in the reverse
order, as established in the previous edhi. The doubt arises with re-
ference to the retraction of tattva and viifidnatatt

The Piirvapaksa takes its stand on certain texts like: “From
Prana Manas is produced and from Manas Vijfidna is produced”

). “Let the enligh d one contemplate that speech

(
merges into mind and mind into vijidna” (Kathe. Up. i.3.13).

The Piirvapaksa contends that it is clear from the first text that
Vijfigna is produced from the mind. The Laya-Sruti, cited above, has
it that it is the cause viz.,, the mind that is retracted into the effect viz.,
Vijadna and not the effect vijnana into the cause viz- the mind, as
we should expect from the principle of refraction in the reverse order.
This means that the law laid down in the previous adhi. is broken
in this case and is applicable only to cases other than that of vijnina
apd manas. The opening words of the Siitra thus sum up the Pirva-

paksa neatly:
fagramady gwra (faar) w9
(e yEhrqegerraTy: )!
The second part of the first Satza replies to this objection and
answers that there is no special proof that there is any such excep-

1. frwet s Ry xR 39 (M4 BSB. i.3.15)
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tion in the case of Vijnina and Manas: Avifesdt (i.e. viSesapramang-
bhavit).

The second siitra clears up matter by pointing out where the mis-

conception of the Plrvapaksa lies. The Sruti: Manasasce vijiidinam
( ) quoted for the Piirvapaksa does not refer to the
origination of vijndntaattve from manastattve as misunderstood by the
Piirvapaksa. Its real meaning is that the mind as a sense organ (antah-
karapa) produces the vrtti of cognition (vijndnam) thro’ reflective
thinking (@locana)? The words manas and vijndnam in the Sruti
quoted for the Piirvapaksa as representing the genesis of wvijfidnatattva
from manastattva convey the partial senses of the terms® vijfiina and
manas in terms of cognition in the form of a vrtti thro’ the action of
the mind, (TadvyapadeSo bhiktah). The other senses of the terms
Vijnana and Manas are of course wijfidnatattva and manastattva.
Those senses are not intended here in the text: Mangsadeca vijidnam.s2
In respect of the Laya Sruti: Tad yacchecl ifiline dtmani, however, it
is the merger of the tattva in  vij tattva that is intended.
Such a merger is in conformity with the reverse order of their origi-
nation® The order of origination is: From the Supreme B emerges
Avyakta, from Avyakta mahattattva, from Mahat emerges Vijidnatattva;
from Vijiiapatattva emerges manastattva and from manastattva Akasa,
etc. The phrase ‘CardcarvyapdSrayeh tadbhguabhdvitvgt in the Sitra
has been explained as conveying that awareness in the form of
a manovrtti in respect of the moving and non-moving world of objects
is produced by the mind as a cognitive sense organ:
7w, ‘gran foamq st gfofan: | aar suedamrsafaemmer a4-
Fifzramagiaaradeay  aastaenizad ¢ (Ragbu NVY)

2. 'y fawrr <Pt s Suwg aEiEe aed@fe (M BSB. i.3.16)

3. ROTRAT W (M. BSB. ii 3 16). The term bhikta in the Satra is
rendered as ‘a part’ of the meaning of the terms in gquestion. The derivation
of tho word in this sense is given by the TC. ‘oAt wrriEEy’ ofd q=eg
wmvrm‘ Rrcrid FITIAA] vmm'mq at, fF AN iR

aesfafa  awdATNAR TE TR WOTRRETEdRd e
((8p cit) Ragh. TCP. (p 9471':) idenuﬁcs the Koda cited as Kavikalpadruma.

fa. W mf,vmzrmiml a3t faarasisy asEes It sy v @i AT
wfmrnRd Tt o1, T EiEereitm o 3f -

AW (TP, 1 3.16)
b, Tufz TR AEFA, T AATI , @7 WA (NVL 3.3 adhi. 9)
s. T TFEARL L
famres w33 wpas ST e
fc:mm-r;:mnm—nq ozt ' (AL BSB. 1.3 16)
6. YOTYTIY SORTATAMINRITCRAY (TP, i.3.16)
“In so far as knowlcd:c (awarcncss) is being producnd (bhacitvat) by the
dutinetive attnbute {tzdb of (&locana) b
('r.c;ld\) in respect of (vigaye) the moving and non-moving objects of the
worid,
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NO EXCEPTION TO RETRACTION IN REVERSE ORDER

The term carcacara has also been explained as alluding to the two
senses which the terms manas and vijidne carry—one of them being
what is ‘constant’ (acara’>acala) and the other ‘transient’ (cara>cala)
The vijiiana and manastattvas are constant principles. Used in the sense:
of ‘the sense organ (mind or antahkarana) producing thro’ the process
of reflective thinking (alocana) knowledge of some distinctive kind, it
js the cara—aspect of the meaning of the word that is to be taken i;mto
account. It is to show that it is the transient aspect of the dual sense
of the words that has been kept in view here in interpreting the text
Manasastu vijidnam that the Siitrakara has read the term cardcaravya-
pasraya by itself tho’ syntactically it is an integral part of the compound:
Ca:ﬁcaravyap&s’myabadbh@vabh&vitv:jt standing in adjectival relation to
«gadbhiava”, Vadiraja in his TPG has, however, explained the term
car@caravyap@s'myamdbh&vabh&vitv&t as referring to the production of
knowledge (vrttiriipam) by the sense organ (mind) in the two classes
beings—the trees, plants and such other acela—Jivas and in other
ho are cala (moving)} such as men and animals:—

classes of beings W
AT, AR fr 3, A T, S Qe ¥
ST T gaemagwarn | garsfy” & gaworrarasty qrEasaITTRAr
firggrvrar TR 7 T
(TPG. p. 96-97)

Sarmkard’s Interpretation
o S. the Sttra: Antard uijﬁﬁnunwmsi“" (ii.3.15) con-
stitutes an adhi. by itself. It deals with an objection against the order
of origination referred to in the Taitt. Up. (ii.1) that from B. Alkasa
d from Akasa Vayu, from Vayu Tejas and so on. This
seems to be contradicted by Mund Up. (ii.1.3) which places the gene-
sis of the sense organs, and the mind between B. and the elements head-

ed by Akafal
The Siddhanta refutes this objection. It says that the order of
genesis referred to in the Taitt. Up. holds true everywhere (aviSesat)-
The apparent intrusion of manas and the indriyas in between B. an
Akaga in the Mund. Up- text has got to be explained without clashing
with the order established in the Taitt. Up. The mind and the sense
organs are instruments of knowledge and they are composed of the
essence of the elements (bhauﬁka) and therefore they must necessarily
e g s Fudiureats FOATTTIEE g g, S R
fraEANEEg g A & sfaaa ety gcz?u;c st5b)
. P-
8 Wﬂ:mﬁmam|mamgéﬁmimuﬁqﬁ:mmﬁ
Fienf AW Sefen RS | I S ST
SR | A sl St 3 - (5. BSB- 1.3.15)

According t
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have been created after the elements, The mention of created things
in the Mund. Up. is only a specification of all that had been created
and not an enumeration in the precise order of their creation. But
the logical order (required by the law of cause and effect) shows that
the sense organs and the mind could not have been created before the
elements which are part of their causal complement. Thus under-
stood, there is no real viclation of the order of genesis’®

Criticism

This way of interpreting the Siitra involves a break in thg con-
tinuity of theme. The subject of creation of elements had been con-
cluded with Sitra 13 and the topic of their retraction had been taken
up, according to S, himself, in Siitra 14. Siitra 15 would most natural-
ly be expected to go into alleged cases of exception to the order of re-
traction, if any. This is how M. has explained Siitra 15. If any case
of alleged exception to or contradiction of the order of genesis is to be

specially discussed, its proper place would be before opening the topic
of Laya.l®

S. has tried to justify the opening of this topic at this stage with the
explanation that in the foregoing Siitras it had been shown that the
creation and the retraction of the elements take place (from and into
B), in the direct and in the reverse order. However, apart from the
elements referred to in the earlier Siitras, the Srutis and the Smrtis
speak of the existence of the mind, the senses and the intellect. Tt
stands to reason that these things also originate in B. and are refunded
into It in some order. They must accordingly have a place of their own
amang the things created and refunded. It is in this context that the
Mund. Up. text which mentions the organs and the mind between B.
and Akifa creates a break in the order of creation and retraction so far

made known to us. Hence, it becomes necessary to thrash out this
question.

This explanation tho' plausible is not very satisfactory. In the
first place, the Mund. Up. text cited deals only with the origination
of manas and indriyas, along with other things. It does not say any-
thing about their retraction. The actual contradiction is thus only with
reference to their place in the scheme of origination. The settlement of
their place and order of origination will aut lly decide the ques-

ownaﬁmlzﬁmw\ﬁmmmmﬁm}mrﬁam
v g 1 Wit g ey o worn-aweg fg e ww sz s
M, MATIIRET ¥TAEt WAt 9, T gAnSfadw I (S, BSB. i.3.15)

10. Cf, YO THEITPATEIGTEA, Jesaitd auifre ey R e T
(tfrarmer) (T p. 984)
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tion of the order of their retraction; for S. bas not raised cases of any
exception to the accepted order of retraction (in the reverse order)
as M. has done. Hence, there will be (greater) coherence in raising
this question of the indriyas and senses before beginning the topic of
Laya as such and not after it. Unless there is contradiction in both
the directions in the case of manas and the senses or contradiction in
respect of their retraction only, it would not be proper to raise their
question after the topic of Laya has been concluded. But no such con-
tradiction has been reported by S. The difficulty is only with regard
to where their origination is to be placed and in what order. The order
of their Laya would be governed by the reverse order of their creation
without any difference of opinion. Thus, even accepting S.'s special
reasons for going into this question of the indriyas and manas, we fail
te see why the topic should have been prought up after Laya and could

not have been discussed before Laya.
other misfits in . ‘s interpretation of the wording of the

which raise grave doubts about the
sely at issue in this adhi.

There are
Sitra to sustait his interpretation,
diagnosis of what is preci:

ext cited by him refers to Prdna,

correctness of his

To begin with the Mund. Up. U
manas and indriyes in between B. and Akaga. S. has not offered any
explanation as to why the Siitrakara has ijgnored the case of Prata
and shown SO much solicitude only for determining the place of manas
and the senses, in the evolution scheme.!! As a matter of fact, accept-
ing the semantic derivation of the term ‘pifiiing’ proposed by Vﬁcas.-
the cognitive organs of mind, indriyas and buddhi,
internal sense organ can be brought under the con-

notation of vij&na, thus eliminating the use of manas in the Siitra.
(and giving place to Prana which has been left out).2 It cannot be
that the term manas has been specially retained in order to g_ive a clue
to the origination of the indriyas as bhautikas, from ﬁ}e bhiitas. The
Sruti quoted bY s. for this ;fmrp:)se;h Annzz:;lyu:; ]hdt som;;::hnwnzxalg
a i.3. cly refers to e quotidian bl -up of the
(Chan. Up. vi.5 4) merely T do the it

by the finest essence of the food eaten- It has no
§ the mind from the elements in primor-

uestion of the origination © ;
gial creation. This should be clear from the opening statement there
threefold; its middle part flesh and its subt-

“Food when eaten becomes ]

lest portion the mind” (Chan. Up. vi.5.1)8

11 mﬁﬁmﬂ@mmmﬁmﬁ mﬁgﬁmﬁﬂfmﬁﬂqmﬁq (atiﬂq('ﬂ'rﬂ'c))

12. wat, AT AT ki & WW(W:) (TC. p- 948}

13. et 'mﬁﬁﬁmﬁvﬁm’sﬁmwﬁ%ﬂmﬁ o STEAg L ¥ g
fREETETRETIL (TC. p- 9482)
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S. mentions the existence of the Buddhi and other Srauta tattvas.
By the same token, we have to take into account Mahat, Avyakta and
the Tanmatras referred to in the Subdlopanisad. The Taitt, Up.
makes no mention of Avyakta and Mahat which are mentioned in the
Katha, Up. Surely, S. would not be justified in treating these as pro-

ductions of the bhiitas. It is in this connection that the Sruti cited by
M:

SETEEd. @At SERY WA | ety e dad
and the Smrti:

TRERFRETARRANTY Fieady |
famraaed wew: W@ TgHEE
famrereaTy qﬂWaﬁ—ﬂn

deserve attention.

Strikingly enough, it is this order of the genesis of dkdsz etc. only
after Prana, Manas and indriyas that is reflected in the Mund. Up. text
QAEHAGT IO Tl GALEGIT =)
& gEwitaae: qfa (5, 1, 3).
The famous text of the Subdlopanisad quoted by R. under B.S. i.4.27:—

g, syegwie, et Sy, mmr,mmfwfewsf‘-—"mﬁr

a’m T sl bt r;*marﬁr,mwa% aa‘(aﬂf‘aa’w
aar@'rwaﬁn

also affords evidence of the order of evolution of the elements from and
after the indriyass

There is nothing wrong in adjusting this information by way of
anuktopasathhira in the scheme of the Taitt. Up. so that the difficulty
vanishes without resorting to desperate remedies like ignoring Prana
and making separate mention of Manas and Indriyas when both can
be combined under one term ‘Vijiiina’. If this is done, there will be
no need for this adhi. at all

The way in which S. construes the words ‘antard’ and ‘vijidna-

manast’ in the Sautra piirvapaksa necessitates importation (adhyahdra)
of additional words in brackets:—

(e it 9) sraw feaamadr (wReEEd
Between [Atman and the elements] the senses and the mind [have
been mentioned].!¢
14 70T meany  WEITAER
xsct.nﬂmwmfrq'rfd il AETNFE auTEIfe wARt SR

TR,
byutit i mxﬁ (2) f73  awmid g uﬂq‘fwmquw,vm
:rwmmtﬁ X TARTEARET

swaErd: 3 (TC, p. 948b)
16 “smend Tnft 97 gt fdnst £ e %
m—w« TRARTIR (aqw) (TC. p. 548)
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(ii) Similarly, in trying to establish a suij
: itable connection £
word ‘kramend’ in the Siitra S. has to import a full sente;::e: or the
(7dift) amrad ww (safowwnawina)
“In between (genesis and retraction of them
due order,*+*”

. Such devious importations are avoided in M.’s one straight and
simple construction of the Plirvapaksa:

Faarrrly sray = meaning fawr (s3q) #w W (swar)

The meaning of ‘krama’ (order) can be conveyed by the expres-

sion antard equivalent to antar@la (in between the two ends), as S.
understands the position. 'This renders the term kramepa in the Sitra

must be provided for) in

superfluous.!8
Ramdnuja’s Interpretation

We have already noticed that according to R. the two Siitras:
Antard vifidngmanasi and Car3cara****are part of the Tejo'dhikara-
nant. Accordingly, R. treats the Sttra: Antard vijiidnamanast*** as
connected with the topic of genesis of the tattvas (and not with their
Laya). We have seen that even the Siitra Viparyoyena tu krama***
has not been interpreted by him in ferms of Laya. His interpretation
of Antard vijid **#is not, theref open to the criticism of
break of continuity of the topic of Laya and reverting to the topic of
origination, as is S.'s interpretation.

R. holds that the Siitra Antond vijiidna®* takes note of the ob~
jection that the sense organs and the mind are accepted as being created
in between the elements and the Tanmitras because there is a paralle]
agreement between the order of the Taitt. Up. and the order of crea-
tion given in the Mupd. Up including the senses and the mind and
that for this reason the entire text is evidence only of the orderly
genesis of the various Tattvas directly from one another and not direct.
Iy from B. as contended by the Siddhantin in Sitra 15 (viparyayena
tu***).19 This objection is refuted by the argument (avifesat) that the

17. &7 e el a-fa, % BRI SRgaNd

{TC. p. 948)
In M.s interpretation on the other hand, ‘Kremera’ referring to the previous-
ly established ‘krama’ viz. the reverse order (vyutkramena) is quite justified
and is not rendered superfluous by the tetm entard, which means ‘ezcept in
the case of _ (f1)

18 FRETAGRERERQERARTRC 51 4F e, (Fp.) (TC. p. 948)

19, srerfd FET T 1 qifay @Ay @: I wftad 1 & agnahim A
Frequi s sfy fra@ay ofF Sa ) S 999 Sy sEY U3 eEE
i aem ¥ Wi {$ribhasya ii.3.16)
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inclusion of Prana, the senses and the mind in between does not in any
way alter the fundamental position of the Siddhanta that every one of
them is created by B. directly in so far as the fact remains that each of
the Tattvas producing the next in the series constitutes the body of B.
For this reason, they are all produced directly by and from B.

Needless to say, such an interpretation also involves a good deal
of importation (adhydhdra) to establish the desired point of view.?!
An interpretation of the Siitra which is able to explain without adhya-
haras or with the minimum of adhyahiras is certainly to be preferred.

20. T | AU | AT QAT T v ae Tfiaed a3a1 ¥
fafrear, @ @@ faia:; wwnaa’tmmf’nﬁt«mmqumﬁmfax
§: D WRT: azrma;mﬁmfal (Sribhasya ii.3.16)

21. FAMEARIAREET  (Ragh. TCP. p. 948)

186



CHAPTER XXI

BRAHMAN IS NOT SUBJECT TO LAYA

10. Atmadhikarana

Having established that everything other than B. is subject to re-
w turns to dispose of a doubt that may-arise
ct to Laya. The doubt itself

traction, the Shtrakara no
whether B. also may similarly be subje
account of a conflict of testimony: One

is not an idle one. It arises on
al of the eternals’ (Katha. Up. ii,

text proclaims that B. is ‘the etern
2.13). Another reads: “Having involved all this in darkness (tamas)

He remains hidden in that darkness”- “Having dissolved the darkness,
He jssues forth. Unaided, He creates all this world, withdraws  it,
ordains it in various ways, impels it to activity, envelops it in ignor-
ance and brings the jence to the souls and redeems

light of self-exper
them from bondage” { )
The Parvapaksa thinks that

mt (6.3, 1)

the statement that at the time of

Cosmic Laya, B. lies hidden in darkness is only a euphemism for say-
ing that it gets bodily dis'ntegrated. The text which alludes to B's
merger (antos tamast npilinak) can also be supported by the reasoning
that as a sentient being yke the Jivas B. also must be subject to
merger, in the great dissolution The Pirvapaksa overrules the ob-
(:4.8.17). This word Atman is to

It is the primary

1. et SRR ETTWLh ¢ e S )
i nse O e upreme o sense
13 dﬂd:f::sftshﬂz bue‘en :sts:bhshed by the Sitrakara in i, 3.1 and as followed
by him in iv.1.3- .
2 gaa aﬁwﬁw:aﬁaftqhmﬁqu«&qwﬁ,fmwﬁ.fmuﬁ
e, , STty fara® @

faenirdfs Essd (NV. .3 adhi, 10)

3. (7 w) ¥ AR
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inclusion of Prina, the senses and the mind in between does not in any
way alter the fundamental position of the Siddhinta that every one of
them is created by B. directly in so far as the fact remains that each of
the ‘Tattvas producing the next in the series constitutes the body of B.
For this reason, they are all produced directly by and from B.

Needless to say, such an interpretation also involves a good deal
of importation (adhydhdra) to establish the desired point of view2!
An interpretation of the Siitra which is able to explain without adhya-
haras or with the minimum of adhyahidras is certainly to be preferred.
20. @7 t afasar | faamraET: @Rt S A ¥ i T T AR

L @ qF fad; T P | FRISIMRAE ] g T o S |

I T VAT INHd IQRIRANA 1 (Sribhasya i0.3.16) ’

21. SHTEPUEATE  (Ragh. TCP. p. 948)
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CHAPTER XXI

BRAHMAN IS NOT SUBJECT TO LAYA

10. Atm&dhikamnum‘ (1.3, 17)

Having established that everythmg other than B. is subject to Te-
traction, the Sttrakara now turns to dispose of a doubt that may-arise
whether B. also may similarly be subject to Laya. The doubt itself
is not an idle one. It arises on account of a conflict of testimony- One
text proclaims that B. is ‘the eternal of the eternals’ (Kathe. Up. ii,
2.13). Another reads: “Having involved all this in darkness (tamas)
He remains hidden in «Having dissolved the darkness,

that darkness”-
He jssues forth. Unaided, all this world, withdraws it,

He creates
ordains it in various Ways, impels it to activity, envelops it in ignor-
ance and brings the light o

£ self-experience to the souls and redeems
them from bondage” ( )

The Piirvapaksa thinks that the statement that at the time of
Cosmic Laya, B. lies hidden in darkness is only a euphemism for say-
ing that it gets bodily disintegrated- The text which alludes to B's
antas tamasi nilingh) can also be supported by the reasoning
e the Jivas B. also must be subject to
The Ppirvapaksa overrules the ob-

b:rfm' ; (d iy e (ii.B.lg. This mord Atman is to

understood here in the supreme B. It is the primary sense

e A ward, a5 has been o sense of 1 Suwrakira in | 33 5d as fallowed

by him in iv.1.3.

2. 'qﬂ{zﬂimmfwﬁ?ﬁw:mqﬁrdlﬂﬂﬂﬁqiﬁ.fmwﬁ,ﬁww:ﬁ
seauyla, wrerEatd, semate s

v, k.3 adbl. 10)

merger (!
that as a sentient being, lik

merger, in the great dissolution?

1

3. (7 %) o W froeivdy 3
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

jection that as an Independent Being not even subject to Parddhina-
vifegdpti, it will not be possible to conceive of B.s merger? It is
within the competence of B. to assume a body sportively (for purposes
of creation?) and there is every likelthood of its losing such a bedy in
universal LayaJ’

The Siddanta therefore rules out the possibility of B.’s Laya thro’
loss of Iis body, in cosmic dissolution.6 Earlier, in the Asambhavadhi-
karanam (ii.3.9) B.s freedom from origination was established. Here
its immunity from loss of being thro’ loss of its body” is established.
There is thus no overlapping between the two adhikaranas.

The Sitrakiira proceeds to refute the Piirvapaksa by pointing out
that there is really no evidence in the Sruti (aéruteh) of the alleged
merger of B. The commentator explains this by pointing out that the
text referring to B.'s being “hidden in darkness” does not mean to say
that B. is lost or that its body is dissolved in cosmic dissolution but
only that B. remains concealed and enwrapped in primeval darkness
which is an aspect of Prakrti and is invisible to others. 'This is corro-
borated by the famous Rgvedic verse from the Nasadiya Sukta:

TeotAehe s (X.129.30)
‘The all-pervading One (abhu) lay concealed by the dependent and in-
ferior (tucchya) principle of Prakrti’. In this Sruti we see that after
referring to the fact that while the entire world of effects was merged
in Prakrti, in Mahapralaya, the Supreme One (tad ekam) lying all the
while concealed in this Prakyti came out of its concealment at the end
of this period, by its own will and power of thought:
eaeafgaeEass,  (RV. x.129.3d)
M. quotes the Paiigs Sruti also in this connection: ‘Hidden from view,
in this primeval darkness, He distinctly sees Prakrti, Purusa and Kala.
None other sees Him’. The Katha. Up. (ii.2.13) says: “He is the

47 T I FRATH TSR EaET 79 97 3w

(TP. ii.3.17). See Ragh. TPB. on this.
5. FEm St . (TP, i 3.17).

‘The AC of Satyanatha is the only C. which throws welcome light on
this point:

afegitg wmfsd g swsaemferoralafy, = g ST sy afy e -
FTTRTA QT T AT 5, ST SEeITATO T e Iq; T gat a9 SeEr faamwr
wﬁ%mm:ﬁmwmmmwmmﬂw -, g S fagg
T fadsfy st fammr g wﬁqﬁmw.zxfwmqawmtwﬁrﬁrm@w
@ (AC. §i.3.17)

¥ A WA ARAT Zgdr dad gfa sarsmar a3t (Raghu NV ii.3.17)

No physical body of any i ‘essencels' ded by

is any “body” alluded to as bewng “sportively assumed" (amrﬂ Rricy ﬁ’v’)
in the Parvapaksa intended here. The “body” oi a synonyom for its
unique personality, For further comments see M.s BSB ii.2.41. p. 95 ante.
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BRAHMAN NOT SUBJECT TO LAYA

eternal of the eternals”. This very distinction conferred on B. as the
“eternal of the eternals”—implying ‘degress’ (7) of eternality should
make it clear, says M, that while the Jivas are eternal only in their
essence of being (svm‘upena nitya) while their bodies are not, the
Supreme has a superior order of eternahty in that even its body of
transcendental essence is for ever immune from loss or disruption or

diminution of any kind.#
Sarhkara’s Interpretation.

S. treates Siitras 16 and 17 as two different adhekaranas—both, how-
ever, dealing with the topic of JivAatman, which according to him begins
with Sitra 16 and extends to the end of the Piada.

S’s Cardcavidhikaragam (ii.3.16)

Siitra 16 raises the Pirvapaksa as follows: In common parlance,
we speak of Devadatta as ‘born’. The name Devadatta must, there-
fore, appertain to the Jivatman and not to his body. The rites of Jata-
karma at birth and of Vai§vanaresti on account of such birth of a child,
the offering of §raddhas to the dead cannot be on account of the body
answering to the name Devadatfa. It must, therefore, be conceded that
the usages: Devadatia is born, Devadatta is dead are with reference to
the birth and the death of the JivAtman himself who is born with the
body and dies with the death of the body?

The Siddhanta is that the fruits of heavenly rewards held out in

the $astras will be incompatible with the ion that the Jivat
is born with each body that he acquires and dies at the death of that
body.® The usage of birth and death in regard to the Jivatman should,
therefore, be understood primarily with reference to the moving or
the non-moving bodies which the Jivitman may come to occupy and
leave after a time. Such a usage should be deemed to be a figurative
one (bhikta) based on considerations of contact and cessation of con-
tact with the bodies and d ding on the and di
of such bodies.! It is not to be taken in a literal sense but only as
a courtesy-reference (upacaryate).’*

8 ‘&7 a1 @ feaTe R sgiempn fone} afrwfR’ ofy awet edmgmtegd frra-

T TREE NV 15.3.17)
9. TATENATHEY AETHATAL, 7 AT | TAH WA AN | Fearpet 2wl
ma‘téaﬁgﬁrm%mwmmwgaw (Bhamac. ii.3.16) .
1owaﬁavﬁwfmw1 )%ﬂﬁ. &y
iffEga wﬁ«wﬂmt(s BSB:.IJH
11. WATERT TR FATORTI; | fanaa: $ et aeeat W S I | SaeE
W«'\Tﬁw’t

Tma# (S. BSB. 1.3.16)
Y W AEEE (bid)

12 AR
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S§'s Atmadhikaranaam (ii.3.17).

In this adhi. the Pirvapaksa is that as there is the Sruti (Brh. Up.
it.2.20) which after stating that “like sparks from fire all the Pranas
emerge from B makes separate mention of the emergence of the
Jivatmans also: “All these Atmans emerge from It”,” it must be ad-
mitted that like AkfiSa and other elements which have had their genesis
from B., the Jivitman also has his genesis in essence (svariipenaiva)
from B. at the time of the primordial creation!* For this reason, then,
he will continue to survive, like the elements themselves, till the next
period of universal dissolution. This will amply provide for the reap-
ing of the fruits of Karma in subsequent births and the enjoyment of
heavenly rewards attaching to the sacrifices performed, without hitch.}s

The Siddhinta is that JivAatman is not subject to genesis at all; for
in the context of the origination of elements like Ak3$a, there is no men-
tion of the genesis of the Jivitman.!* It is also clear from Srutis like
‘Indestructible indeed is this self’ (Brh. Up. iv.5, 14) that the Jivitman
is eternal and uncreated. He is also known from the Srutis to be be-
ginningless, immutable and identical in essence with B.17

This identity of Jivatman with B. is clear from the Taitt. Up. (ii.6)
which says: “after creating all this, B. entered into them”. This entry
we learn from the Chdn. Up. vi.3.2 was “in the form of the Jivatman
to bring about development of name and form". This shows that the
Jivatman is of the essence of B. itself which has entered into what It
had created. Thus the Jivitman becomes identical with the eternal B.
and he cannot, therefore, be differentiated in essence from B. Without
being essentially different from B. he cannot be subject to creation like
the elements.)® Therefore, the Jivitman must be accepted as being
without genesis and destruction.

13. ‘AT aytﬁvgﬁmmm mmf’ﬁmmﬁmw«ﬁzﬁrwm
X FEE mﬁa’zﬁfm‘“ wifed (S, BSB. u317)

14. ST T s 3G AW Il (S, BSB. .3.16)
15, Tifaed 71 afg iR 9
Wﬁw’ (Kalpataru, ii.3.17)

wrwﬂmwwrih‘mam wmfwfa'mm AT g R o et
ﬁwzvﬁwa:famgﬁzm (Bhamati. ii.3.17)
16. TN FT T Wq,mnxzrsuﬁaﬁmm AT Ay %I

(S. BSB. 1i.3.17)
7 frr g gfaeia-
i ™ FEe 3fT (S, BSB. i1.3.17)
18. ITRITWT] ATMHA Foqa=1 TAITT TSIA-7I% af2 v agre fgdor wedasfiar |
TE[RIT AATAN (Taitt. Up. ii.6) m ST (Chén. Up. vi.3.2)
W‘m (Bhamati. i.3.17)

17 mfa-‘«awzmﬁv T Al T
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Criticism

It is surprising that S. and his commentators should have failed to
see that the conclusion established by them in the Atmadhikaranam
renders nugatory their own Piirvapaksa in the immediately preceding
Caracaradhikarana also dealing with the Jivdtman.” For, when it is
to be proved in the very next adhi, that there is no genesis in essence
of the Jivatman as a separate entity, from B. as the two are not differ-
ent beings, it is hardly possible to have a doubt that the Jivitman may
be born in essence at the time the body is born2® When it is to be
ruled out in the Atmadhi. that the JivAtman is without genesis in essence,
even at the time of the Mahisarga (universal creation), a fortiori it
would follow that he cannot be having any genesis in essence at fre-
quent intervals between one Mahisarga and one Mahipralaya?t

The expression ‘Tadvyapadesa’ in Siitra 16 refers in all probability
to the order betwixt vijiina and manas raised in the preceding Siitra.
There is no justification whatsoever for 8.s arbitrarily referring it to
the subject of genesis of the Jivitman—a subject which has not figured
in the preceding adhikaranas of this Pida, so far2

S. is eager to establish in the Cardcarddhi- that usages like ‘Deva-
datta is born or is dead’ are to be taken as made from the point of view
the birth or the death of the body alone, and not of the soul and are
accordingly to be viewed as figurative (bhdkta or gauna)® But that
can be done only when it is blished that the Jivat is absolutel
different from the body. Conversely, when it is established that the
Jiva and his body are different entities, no doubt can possibly be enter-
tained that the birth or the death of the body refer primarily to the
birth or the death of the Jivitman2¢ Now, S. takes a special adki. to
establish the thesis of Dekatmabheda (dufference between body and soul)
in Adky. 1I1.3, 53-54. That adhi. would knock down the Piirvapaksa

19. f&f Sy T IR (TC. p. 949)

20 fraag gar e, ad SICLIGHE . FARET T
{TCP. p. 950b)

21. SRETAREIRT T S T mrtrﬁta wWE  (TCP)

22 YEUNAW &fH gEeaw = T :

arnsT  (TC. p. 950b)
The true Samkante position is that usages like ‘Devadatta is born® or is dead.—

= I am fair or stout’ are all cases of pure adhyr}.m (supenxnposnum)

‘I am bl
auna. It would be a
ﬁ:fe“::uid" them bhakta in dxsregaxd of 8.’s position: The Bhimati notices Lhe
slip and hastens to the rescue with an excuse,
N safat & et

24. TG ¢ ap
Frarert 3T -1, WA WY qwﬁvmimq (TCP. p. 850b)
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raised in ii.3.16. There will thus be no necessity for this adhi.? or else
for that one, in the Siitras.

In the Atmidhikarana, S. will have to clarify if the word Jiva-
atman presupposed in the Sruti Tat srstvd tad evanuprdvisat, refers to
the being which stands qualified by the fact of having entered into what
has been created (srst@nupravesavidista) or to ‘pure consciousness’
(cinmatram). The vifista or the qualified being will naturally have to
have a beginning and cannot for that reason be eternal?®® The begin-
ningless existence of ‘pure consciousness’ or pure being (sanmdtram)
has already been established in the Asambhavédhikeranam (ii.3.9).
This adhi. will not serve the purpose or else will be superfluous?” The
question of the andditva of the Jiivitman has also been argumentatively
established in the Sitra i, 1.35 which also renders S.’s Atmddhikarana
superfluous?® It would be much more satisfactory, therefore, to devote
the present Sitra (ii.3.17) to the question of the possibility of Laya
of the Supreme B.—a topic which has immediate contextual nexus. In
the light of the finding given in the Dyubhvddyadhikaragam (i.3.1)
about the primary connotation of the word “Atman” being the Supreme
B. and not the Jivatman, there should be no objection to preferring such
an interpretation of the Atmadhikaranam to the one sponsored for it
by S. which bristles with so many difficulties as have been pointed out.

Ramdanuje’s Interpretation

According to R. the Siitra: Cardcara **** is introduced to answer
the objection in the course of the Tejo’dhikaranam, that if all the words
such as Akaga, Vayu in the Karanavakyas—(Akasad Vayuh, ete.) are
to be understood in the sense of B. itself having those elements as its
bedy, it would invalidate the recognised use of such words in their
widely accepted denotations of dkdsa, viyu, ete. in worldly usage®

The Sitrakdra answers this objection with the explanation that
the ordinary denotations of these words are limited to a part of the
denoted, because the higher denotation of these words in terms of B.
has not yet dawned on men’s minds3¢

X T Ao WO AN (G, 3, 53) TARECHAT TGRS
26. friri-egm ' wfs e 3 N (TC p. 95017)

¢ i1 £l =Y T X &

TC. 950
27. femarTtet g, ‘e (1.3.9) quz-q @c. p. 950) (xC. p. 950)
28. 9 4 (i, 1.33) @9 fidiaer 3w (TC, p. 950)
29. TG NSl T e F[?ﬁﬂ"@aﬂz‘:h ITEZAT | TR

- (Sn’bha.ryu 1i.3.17)
30. HET TAIAT: AT it ¥ (Vedantadipa, ii.3.17)
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AP AR mf: PIGVT 1% RETENEI: | SRHeEta-
s e

B
TEAIAAE  ($ribhasya u.3.17)
192



BRAHMAN NOT SURJECT TO LAYA

The chief difficulty in this interpretation of this Sitra is that the
antecedent of ‘tad’ in TedvyapsdeSa has to be sought in particular
“words” like Akasa, Vayu ete,, which is unsustainable3! It also suffers
from the necessity to import the additional words “in Brahman” to
correlate them with the antecedent ‘Sabdak.”2

The blish t of the andditva of Samsira (in B.S. ii.1.35) of
which the andditve of Jivitmans is a necessary corrollary would also ren-

der R.s interp ion of the Atmadhikaranam redundant, like 8.'s.
31 9% wURT wfF SRS 1 (TCP. p. 950)
32, SRIREIER:  (ibid) L
33 ‘7 wnifomnfdfy 37w @ (TCP)
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CHAPTER XXU
JIVATMAN ALSO HAS GENESIS FROM BRAHMAN
11. J#adhikarapam (ii.3.18-19)
Having completed the inquiry into the genesis and Laya of adhi-
bhiita and adhidaiva realities, the Siitrakira now commences another

into various probl ted with the Jivat and his relationship
to B. and carries it thro’ the remaining adhi.s of this Pada.!

The first topic is naturally the Jiva's genesis itself. There are
$rutis in which the Jiva is said to be without a beginning or origination.
It has to be clarified, therefore, if this will or will not in any way con-
flict with the governing idea of B.’s being the author and source of one
and all of the cightfold dispensations of finite reality which has been
demonstrated thro’ Samanvaya of the entire S3stra in B2 If anything
in finite reality should fall outside the scope of B.s dispensation of
which origination of finite reality is a generic feature, the definition of
B. given in i.1.2 will be negatived in part. Hence the inquiry is
necessary.

The doubt itself ariscs in view of conflict of testimony on this point.
In the $ruti, the Jiva has been recognized as eternal (along with B.
which is described as the eternal of the eternals):

fredt farwrny, (Kotha, Up. i.2.13)

1. Q¢ ghreTrmRAEE R T, et apdtafeare fagy v eafrg
(TC. p. 951)
2wy T Aty dapifrflog aft e (el p. gst)
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JIVATMAN ALSO HAS GENESIS FROM BRAHMAN

Tn ancther we read: All these conscious selves emerge (are produced)
from If.

g gy AT sg=ala

The Purvapaksa is that Jiva is without origination because he is
beginmngless like B.—

T s selaar, s, $EET
By andditve here, it is meant that the Jiva is without prior non-existence
(prigabhd $it . This distinguishes it from the predicate so that
there is no fear of the defect of identsty of the reason and the predicate
(sadhydvisistatd) * Tt must be admitted, says the Piirvapaksa, that the
Jiva 1s without prior non-existence. Otherwise, it would mean that
there was prior non-existence of the Jiva in Pralaya (during the period
of universal dissolution). In that case, adrste or unseen merit and de-
merit (dharma and edharma) Karma, Vasanis, etc. which are the ope-
rative factors (nimitwkﬁrazu:) in the origination of new life or being
will be without a suitable abode (@$raya) for them, which woutd make
the creation of such new life for the Jivas impossible.’

Abhyedhikaseikd

It has no doubt been established in the Viyadadhi. that everything
in fimite reality has genesis within the ing of Paradhinavisesapti
And Svariipotpatti or genesis of essential nature of being is not accept-
able to the Siddhantin in the case of eternal verities like Avyakrtakasa,
and Cetanas. In the circumstances, it may be felt that there is no need
at all for the present adhi. for the purpose of establishing the genesis
of the Jivitman in terms of Parédhinavis’%éptiﬁ The TC, therefore,
takes up this point and shows that there is room for a supervening ob-

jection (adhikasaikd) here, which justifies the opening of this adhi.

is. I “genesis” is to be understood in the sense of
ot of Viyad and others—as has been shown,
its opposite: anutpatti or T must necessarily be understood uni-

formly as absence of Paradhinaviesapti everywhere—be it in respect
of B. or others. take enutpatti Sruti in respect of

. =
3 This Sruti has been cits

The point is thi
Paréd]ﬁnavir’ﬁeépﬁ in respe!
o-genesis

1t is not proper to
ed by S. alse under ii.3.17.
:ﬁafmlmw_\?ﬁnamfﬁaiu_w:m:aa-rﬁ

4 < arenfafar &L gt ;1
faaia t SRq) este (TP 1318
5. memﬁﬁdmummﬁa‘l T, A SR A€ O T gwfast-
. fr T @) e Tl 3 T

Pritce o g ]

Tt AT ) agﬁwwrwﬁ
B A S0 1 ¥fy (Vadiraa TPG. p. 97) .
q far | SRR 3 srafasfafa

6. 7, SFe T
g (1C. p. 951
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL, COMMENTARIES

B. alone in terms of absence of Paradhinavifesapti and take it when it
comes to the Jivas, Viyad, ete. in the sense of Svariipinutpatti compound-
ed with Paradhinavige$apti. Thus, the Parvapaksa of this adhi. is.raised
by way of a supervening objection, challenging the ratjonale of the atti-
tude to anutpattiSruti based on the adoption of dxﬁerent criteria in regard
to B, and the others.? e

Adhikisaika overruled

This objection is met by pointing out that there is sufficient reason
to accept different criteria in explaining anutpattidruti in respect of B,
and the others. The reason is that there is no evidence in the Sruti of
B’s being subject to Paradhinavidesipti, while there is ample evidence
of Paradhinavifesapti in respect of the Jivas and others, This point is
established in the second Stitra® of this adhi.; Yuktesca. This expres-
sion Yukteh as used in the Sitra is not intended to refer to any rea-
soning in this behalf. It simply means that in respect of Jivas anutpatti-
$ruti should be interpreted in terms of Svarfipanutpatti or Svariipani~
tyatva coupled with ParadhinaviSesapti in respect of body, etc., because
it is compatible with the nature of the Jiva and the facts known about
him and it is also the intended sense of the Srutis®

Siddhanta

The Siddhanta is given in the Siitra: J7io ata eve which means
Jivopi ata eva Paramesvardd utpadyate Sabddd eve: (M. BSB. ii.3.18).
“The Jivitman!® too has genesis from B. only (ate eva)—because (ata
eva)!'—(there is Sruti to that effect—sabdat)."2 M. quotes the follow-
ing:

Te vd ete ciddtmano avinastih param jyotir nivifanti
avinagtig evotpadyante na vinasyanti kaddcana ( )

“All these intelligent beings as indestructible selves enter into the
Supreme Light of B- and as indestructible beings are born from It. They

7. s aT a roa 3, AT i WafmeRnEt aomara;
Seac 1 TR gdafad "‘(TCp591) N
@ et waf i aefatmmAsdd Fmafrdg

8. wgifr mxhwﬁvwmﬁa's\ﬂﬂﬁvaﬁnﬁ
TR ofy g1 @ (TC. p. 951)
9. “Iad” &1 ST MG g famd: feeg drmie frardsefe gfva (8D, i.3.19)
10. The term ‘Jiah’ in the Sitra denotes the Jivitman or the knowledge self as
- WiE: ) yEEmifEe ®

an active principle of consciousness: (Pen. m 1.135)
(Ragh. TDP.) ¥ Fift Tvaaraamfacaq (TCP. p. 952b).
11. 5@ qn fa a@@dwa (TDP)
wFarRf

lzmmhmm‘amnmﬁﬂmlmm
WIE: | ST T | T SRR IR qR, SEAAI TN W 3R

afed wafes  (BD)
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JIVATMAN ALSO HAS GENESIS FROM BRAHMAN

never have dissolution”, This is not contradictory. For we can ex-
plain origination of Jivas without coming into conflict with the earlier
half of the Sruti which asserts their beginningless existence. The ex-
planation is given in the next Satra™® (Yuktedca)™ that these two state-
ments can be harmonized with the explanation that origination is thro'
Paradhinavidesipti or acquisition of new adjuncts of body ete!S Such
origination is 7ot a mere mode of speech, a way of speaking. (upacari-
ta). The acquisition of body ete. is a real and an actual birth or genesis
in terms of Parddhinavigeapti. which ists in the Jivas’ having to
go thro a new phase of becoming, in subjection to God’s will and power
and undergo its consequences.té

Utpadyante ciddtmano nityd nitydt Pardamanah/
Upadhyapeksayd tesim utpattir api giyate//
iti Vyomasamhiteydm (M. BSB. ii.3.19)
“From the eternal B. the eternal beings of intelligence are born. It is
with reference to the condition of their bodily existence that birth or
genesis is predicated of them".

Gatarthatdsanikd Rebutted

This adhi. is not rendered superflucus by the Matarisvddhikaranam.
For, this adhi. establishes the general principle that all Jivas are sub-
ject to genesis in terms of ParddhinaviSesipti. Interest in the NMatari-
$vadhi, on the other hand, is exclusively b d on Mukhya-Priina as
a privileged Jiva and his genesis in terms of ParadhinaviSesapti has been
shown to be deserving of special treatment in view of an adhikdsanki
with reference to him. There is, therefore, no overlapping between

these two adhikarapas.'”

t of a te section deal-

As this adhi. marks the
ing with the Jivitmans, the present inquiry into the conflict of testi-

mony pertaining to their “genesis” is begun after concluding the inquiry
in respect of Laya Srutis. It is not therefore open to the objection
raised against S.” interpretation of the Antarddhi. that as discussing the

13 Wﬁﬁwﬂﬁz@wﬁ:&aﬁﬁwwﬂlzmmmﬁqﬁﬁfgﬂ)
14, This $utra is not read by S. and R.

15. Freremfy Wioed SwmeRRusisfagssd 1 (M. BSB. ii.3.19)

16. TR IARIAT , GTIEEAA 1 7 W s
SvElaRE At s fE0l (Raghu. TPA. i 3.19)
(TP, i8.3.19)

‘QF /@  faday amfAfy 7 ¥

17, ¥g SaNra. g%t
@ty (TC. p. 951)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

question of genesis of Vijfiina and Manas its proper place should have
been before the topic of Laya.’8

Sarnkara’s Interpretation

According to S. this adhi. is intended to consider whether the in-
dividual self is to be regarded as intrinsically non-intelligent (jada),
having intelligence as a purely adventitious property thro’ the exercise
of the sense organs, as the Vaifesikas have it; or whether we should
hold with the Sarnkhyas that the soul is characterized by eternal intel-
ligence which constitutes its very essence.!®

The Pirvapaksa maintains that the self’s intelligence is purely ad-
ventitious to is as it is brought into being by the conjunction of the
self with the mind and the sense organs, just as the redness of a pot is
due to baking in fire®® Moreover, in deep sleep and some other states
there is no consciousness or intelligence but only in the waking state
when there is the operation of the sense organs? Otherwise, the
latter can be dispensed with. The Srutis which attribute eternal intelli-
gence to the Jiva are to be explained in the sense that the Jivas have in
them the potential capacity of possessing knowledge, unlike Akasa or
other substances which notwithstanding such sensory contact are not
able to have it2

The Siddhanta is that Atman is of the nature of eternal intelli-
gence2? Anything whose nature is non-intelligent, and knowledge of
which is adventitious remains sometimes indirectly perceived, and some-
times misconceived. But the self is the opposite of this. Tho’ engaged
in the act of inferring, it remains intuited; tho’ remembering others, it
is of the nature of experience; tho’ falling into error about external
things, it remains self-revealed to itself and must, therefore, be of the
essence of intelligence and cannot be otherwise®* For that very rea-
son, it must be essentially identical with the unmodified highest B.

18. fATd  TEE ol Iafegaleind aegEidemseE

(TC. p. 951)
19, ¥ {5 Fon[AfRmEFITT:, ST [k siamfas foriaseer afy oo
(S. BSB. uala)
dami ARANAE gttty g (ibid)

21. fwm*a‘ fz grfsoargframiy i Fm[l (ibid)

22. FrasaaaT WRAlTAET SEAar 1 afe fg sereEniaiee fmarga 3 g, S
« hzarafesf M 7 WWIT (Bhamati 11.3.18)

23, W1 faedTamwET 91 91

"4W sreafaray, T3 aftd, TaifiTied, s anf g SwEwa
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JIVATMAN ALSO HAS GENESIS FROM BRAHMAN

which owing to contact with limiting adjuncts appears as the indi-

vidual self. Intelligence i its , being unoriginated on

account of its identity with the Supreme B. whose nature is self-lumi.

nous® The contact with sense organs in the case of the individual

i}ellf is;.showever, limited to the purpose of producing concurrent psy-
osis:

Criticism

The consideration of different conceptions of the self's relation to
its intelligence, analogous to those held in different schools, from the
point of view of their logical consistency or acceptability does not fail
within the scope of this Pada. 'This is a Pada devoted exclusively to
reconciling conflicts of testimony (Srutis) within 'Vedinta’, in respect
of given topics. No case has been made out by S. or Vacaspati on be-
half of the self’s conscious nature on the basis of conflict of terts on
the paint¥

Sensing this difficulty, the Kalpataru has tried to situate the con-
flict of testimony between the texts ‘Atmaivdsya jyotih’ (Brh. Up. iv.36)
and Pasyan caksus Srpvan Srotram manvano manah® (Brh Up. i.4.7).
But the latter $ruti occurs in the context of primordial evolution of
name and form which is a pren of B~as ded by S. himself
under ii.4.20 and it cannot, therefore, be aligned with the individual
self. In order to be able to sustain a conflict of testimony on the point
at issue here, we should have a clearer text in its place®

Ranade has put in that S.'s interpretation of Jfiah as of the nature
of intelligence is “correct tho’ unphilological”® The correct position
should be that the self is both of the nature of caitanya and knower at
all levels—and not merely knower at the phenomenal level and intelli-
gence at the noumenal level as Rapade has been trying to make out,
in defence of S. There is no inconsistency in the self being both toge-
ther. Belvalkar (Basu Mallik Lectures on Vedanta. p. 163) has argued
in this connection that since the Sttrakdra has rejected the Vaifesika
doctrine of Samaviya, “he could not be a party to any theory in which
the dharma and dharmi—the subject and its qualities, are regarded as
23, FETEE Y TOT AP R IAAERReY ¢ ove fg v SraeremTy
(S. BSA. ii.3.18)

~ s (BLE

26, T {
27, g Qi I (1C. p B
28, ‘FrcAw variy: xeRtiogd ‘ve i WY 7
afdfgad | (Kalpataru 1.3, 18)
3 i) (TCP, p. 952b)

20. ‘T 3 .
30, Vedanta the Culmination of Indian Thought, 1971, p. 124
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two entities to be brought into relation permanently or temporarily by
a third something. The only way out would be to regard the knower
and knowledge as ultimately identical and it seems the Stutrakira must
be held to be subscribing to some such view, when he characterizes the
soul as Jiah and not as Jiatd as he could very well have done on the
analogy of Karta in Stra ii.3.33" (Op. cit. p. 163-164).

Belvalkar is right that the rejection of Samavdya by the Siitra-
kara is enough to establish that he could not be a party to any position
which makes the self (and by the same token B.) absolutely different
from its intrinsic characteristics of consciousness etc. We have seen
how the two could be integrated thro’ Visesas and SaviSesabheda’! But
that does not give us the right to construe the word Jfah actually used
by the Siitrakara, in the sense of Jiiana also. The Vyutpatti or deriva-
tion of the word is fixed by the rules of grammar? and it cannot be al-
tered. We have, therefore, to come to the conclusion that the question
before the Siitrakira in ii.3.18 was not that of the nature of the rela-
tionship between the self and its consciousness or intelligencé but some-
thing else—and that something else could only have been the question
whether the Jivitman too has his genesis from B. like the others or
not. It is quite within the realm of possibilities that the question of
the genesis of the Jivitman should be raised at the commencement of
a series of questions connected with him. This possibility is confirmed
into a certainty when we find that the expression ata eva in the Siitra
is indubitably reminiscent of the identical expression that has been used
by the Siitrakira to underline the genesis of Tejah and Apah ultimate-
ly from B.—even according to S.’s own showing. There is a natural-
ness about accepting this even tenor of the use of the words ata eva in

this context. The post-position of the two words ata eva after Jiah
as in Tejo’atah further corroborates the naturalness of such a construe-
tion being intended in Jfio ata eva also. If atz eva is to be construed
with S. as embodying the reason why the self has got to be accepted
as both knower and of the essence of knowledge (as Belvalkar and
Ranade would like it) or as establishing that the self is “of the nature
of eternal intelligence because of the fact that it is not a product but
nothing other than the unmodified highest B.” (as S. has explained),
one may take the liberty of pointing out that (in that case) the Siitrakira
would very naturally have placed the words ata eva before Jiah, as he
has done in: Ata eva copemd stiryakadivat (iii, 2.18) Ata eva na devatg
bhiitam ca (i, 2.27) Ata eva cananyddhipatih (iv, 4.9) to show the
trend of his thinking. That he has not done so but has stuck to the
same order as in Tejo atah; Apah, is an unmistakable indication that

a1, SceVoLLpp.lEl 20.
32. See p. 196. In. I



JIVATMAN ALSO HAS GENESIS FROM BRAHMAN

S.’s interpretation is off the track. In the light of this material evidence
the rhetorical query of Belvalkar repeated by Ranade:®3 “Otherwise,,
why did the Sitrakira not use the word Jhata like Karta as in the
Siitra Kartd $@strirthavatvat (i1.3.33)" loses its point. Apart from
being the shorter form and having unquestionable grammatical sanction
and authority, “Jiah” is also met with in the Upanisad (J#8jiiau: Svet.
Up. i.9) and the Sittra (jRasaktiviyogdt ii, 2.9) and in NyS. iii.2.35.

To revert to S., his interpretation of the Stitra Jiio ata eva is open
to question on some other grounds also. It will be noticed that accord-
ing to 5. the reason why the self must be accepted to be of the essential
nature of Jidgna is that it is not born because it is identical with B35
But the dent in this reasoning is that what is designated as “knower”
(jfieh) in S’s metaphysics is consciousness limited by antahkarana and
this one is ipso facto “originated”3 Thus, the ground of inference viz.
of not being originated will be absent in the ‘knowing subject'—the
Jiah or Jidty. It will not be possible then to conclude that what has
been designated as Jiiah is of the essence of knowledge because it is
unoriginated3?” The mere fact of being unoriginated will not also be
competent to establish that it is of the nature of intelligence3® The
identity of Jiwdtman with B., which is of the nature of intelligence, has
not been “given” as a datum in the earlier Sttras of this Pada. Hence
the words ata eva cannot justifiably be so construed®

Ramdnuja’s Interpretation

According to R. Jfio ata eva is only the first of fourteen Sitras of
one adhi. It establishes that it is the intrinsic nature of Jivitman to
be a “knower”%® Knowership is not, as in the Vaifesika school, an
adventitious property of the self; nor is the self of the nature of intelli-
gence itself as in Buddhism or the Samkhya#! The other Satras (of
this adhi.) establish the atomicity of the self so as to subserve the in-
terests of the Jiva's intrinsic nature of being 2 knower.

124. His reference to 'krak’ in this connection is mystifying as no

B O B I e e onght' 3 traceable In Vedic or Post-Vedic Lierature.
34. Basu Mallk Lectures on Vedantd, 1gm. p. 164, . N |

% ZEART Al
93 fresTn (S. BSB. if 3.18)
36, s FOTAREAE AR G I9ST (TC. p. 952b)
a7, aefareatmfseafid - (76 p. ?Szb)
a8, srpafanmn safeds (7C. p, 952b)
30. e AVEAET WA WA (TC, p. 952b)
40 HTENT AGEART T, T AAEH  (Sribhdsya ii.3.19)
11 f BECR Fy 3
F:rg T 3 wqefifat  (ibid)
R, daes not include the Advaita Vedanta here expressly, Contra: Radha-
krishnan: Brakmasutra, p. 405.
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Criticism
The way in which the topic of Jiva's knowership is sought to be
discussed against the background of divergence of philosophical views
of the Vaifesikas, Buddhists and Samkhyas on the subject deprives it

of proper nexus with the present Pada, without a reference to conflict
of testimony of Srutis.

R. seems {0 be unaccountably chary of admitting intelligence as con-
stituting the very essence of Jivahood, tho’ the Srutis are clearly of
that view without prejudice to the Jiva's retaining his knowership also
as his intrinsie property. This comes out clearly in his comments on
the subsequent Sttra Tadgpasiratvdttu tedvyopadesoh (ii.3.29) where
he observes that the self is designated as knowledge or intelligence it-
self only because it is its essential “quality™, just as bliss is the essen-
tial “quality” of B2 'Thus, throughout, intelligence and bliss remain
for R. only dharmas coexistent with their dharmis. He is not prepared
to envisage the possibility of intelligence and bliss being also the essence
in addition to being the intrinsic properties of J‘iva and B. That is
something his ‘system’ does not permit.

42, [& 19 are q TafaEn el IR ARATT
(I7aq) ETHERT S (Vedantedipa ii.3.19) ;
RIS MO Ao TN AR SOW T ($ribhasye i.3.29)
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being broken between the teeth and feel its faste on his tongue—all
at the same time. These are possible only if the self is aware of the
touch, throughout the body, at the same moment and be in contact with
the different sense organs at the same time.# This means the self must
be pervasive and not confined to one point of the body. But at the
same time, we cannot accept the other hypothesis that the self is of
the same dimension as the body it tenants, as this has already been
shown to be untenable. (See B.S. ii.2.34-36).

Moreover, if the soul is limited to the size of the body, it will be
necessary fo recognize that as a living organism, it is constituted of
many parts (assas) Yike the physical body itselfs (with the additional
distinction that each of these parts is also sentient). For, anything
whose size is other than atomic or what is technically known as madhya-
maparim3na must be composed of numerous constituent paris (ardes)
which are different from one another but are partly dfferent and partly
identical with the whole—while the whole is equivalent {o all the con-
stituent parts put fogether. Thus, in admitting the self to be of the
size of the body and made of numerous intelligent parts, in order to
account for the distribution of awareness of different sensations aris-
ing in different parts of the body by the respective parts of the self
lodged in those parts of the body, there will be the most awkward pre-
dicamentf When the numerous parts of the body start registering
conflicting sensations at the same time, the self would be driven to act
in conflicting ways in response to them. It will find itself pulled simul-
taneously in numerous directions, not knowing what to do. As the
parts of the self in the different zones will be mutually different, it will
be futile to expect any unanimity of decision among them?

The difficulty cannot be avoided by looking upon the Self as a
unity evolved out of its numerous arifas (parts). That would deprive
the self of its eternality® We are thus forced to accept the position that
the self must be pervasive and neither atomic nor of the size of the
body.?

4 F AT, ST FiAr ¥ aatstEd s 8 s dwafr
(TP. ii.3.20)
5 mmfm"w T WA Aeed S Wﬁwrrw afammry  (ibid) B
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SIZE OF THE JIVATMAN
Siddhanta
The .Sidd.hénta is that the self is of atomic size and not all-pervasive;
beC_au_se it is subject to the vicissitudes of passing out of the body (ut-
kranti) peregrinations (gati) thro’ other worlds and regions to enjoy
or suffer the rewards and retribution of its deeds and returning to the

body for rebirth in the course of its transmigrations, It is not possible to

think of an all-pervasive substance Jike Alkagal® to be subject to motion.
of any sort.l! As the hypothesis of the self’s being of madhyamapari-
mana has been shown to be defective and as the self cannot also be in-
vested with mahatpariména or all-pervasiveness in the sense of being
spatially unlimited like Alkata, in view of the difficulty of Utkranti ete.
the only alternative 1eft is to accept its atomicity of size.

mand cottarayoh raises an incidental issue whe-

ther this exit and other movements of the self are self-directed ones,
as it appears prime facie from the wording of certain texts or if all such
movements are at the direction of the Supreme Being. ‘This Siitra is
thus to be treated as an antarbhedadhikarana within the body of the
main adhi? The doubt here arises from the texts: “The Jivatman

passing out from his body goes to yonder worlds and thence comes back
to this one, gets into the Wi is born and he works”.

omb of the mother,
Another text says “All by himse! born. By himself he

1f, the creature is

enjoys the good and the bad.” TThis doubt is set at rest by the Siitra
which says the passing out ete. of the Jiva is along with, at the behest
of and with the help of the Supre:

me ‘Atman’ (Ruler) who enjoys his
innate bliss and not on his own initiative. This is borne out by the
succeeding statements (uttarayolt).

The next Sttra Svat

These statements are:

(i) The Soul enters the womb with Him who is the Supreme Lord
He is born with Him, is guid-

seated in himself (ie. Jiva) as his guide.
is actions with His help- He is taken to other
afen

ed by Him and does all hi
o
-+ WWW,W! afz =T AR TR
(TP. ibid)
Tirtha's

1. ' tion is invited in this connection to Raghavendra
* 'ixl'lhuemlir::qergs e:::‘fs‘;laz;n of how in spite of its all-pervasiveness, the Supreme
the Siddhanta to be capable of movements of vanous

ing thro’

tin
B, has been admitted i +the different states of the Jiva's going

i anti and moving -
k”‘! 3.’ .S_“d;’?ss‘:f:mm; pti and other experiences: R .
- A SrqerafegmERed: | Y, e 1t
Ha " wd=ranfy AT FAWATT

e TR P cciiaty] g

afe L waa’\ﬁwz‘rt:}”ﬂ (gﬁzm;‘ 1.3.20)

In this tion see also Vol I, PP .
wme:azwvla" fer2 ffaT W—W~ T,

12 AT 4
i 31 (TP 8.8,2)
See Abhinavacandrika, 3i.3.21. (p. 382).
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

worlds and lifted up to Moksa by Him. Him they call the Lord of the
self”.

(ii) He—the Supreme Being, imbibes the blissful essence of the
good works of the selves. He makes the souls live, go up and come
down.

It will be seen that these two passages make it clear that the word
“Atman” used in the first passage (referred to by the Piirvapaksa)
should be understood in the sense of the Supreme B. The Smyti cited
by the Pirvapaksa refers to the travails of birth and transmigration of
the self by way of reaping the consequences of his past deeds.’

The topic of the Jiva's size is resumed from Sitra 22. Sitra 22
raises (and answers) the objection that the Jiva cannot be atomic as the
Sruti quoted earlier is found to describe the Atmans as pervasive.t
The second part of the Siitra itarddhikdrgt shows that the reference to
pervasiveness is to that of the B. as may be seen from the further
description of the creative and other activities of B. in the continuing
part of the text. This shows the plural form must be taken to refer to
various forms of B. entering into Its creations' to sustain them.

The fact that the One Supreme B. may be referred to by different
numbers dual or plural is shown by the commentator’® with the help
of a typical illustration from the A.A."7 (ii.3, 8) where the human body
is referred to as the chariot of the gods (devarathah) presided over by
‘Prana’ j.e. Brahman. In the mantra cited in praise of this chariot, the
Supreme B. is hailed and invoked in the dual under the name of Avina.

The next Stitra (23) adduces two more reasons why this should be
so.~—viz. the presence of the term “Atman”—the word for B.s own self

nmﬁmmmmaﬁmrﬂm-wﬁﬁmlfm,mlm
R ATPALT WArCTRATIf axdEmartT ww e vy ﬂﬁwﬁwfa’
ES9Y1 (TP, 1.3.21)
14. 7 N ‘= W AT | IeRaRT g s Ty
A . TP, ii.3.22)
' s g, Rt R AR gt K TR, s :
16 mrwEinniT apnhe
o AT ¥ o s feeme (AL BSB. 0.3.22)
17. wew grinfofraf ) agemfen —
‘¥ &7 0T wAEL WA L (RV, x.39.12)
. vafc (M. BSB. it.3.22)
w7 qrRmRA VIR wiroferrygvw, o frvergena P wft: (TR).
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SIZE OF JIVATMAN

(svasabda’®) and the p of the mark (lifige} of transcending all
measure’ (unming):

T QT HEREIEY WA
The next Sitra Avirodhes candanavat (ii.3.24) answers the ob-
jection raised in Sttra 20 by the Piirvapaksa that if the self were
atomic in size, it will not be possible for it to be in touch with all the
parts of its body, as by position it will be confined to some particular
spot therein,

The objection is met by an illustration. A drop of sandal paste of
the highest quality placed in a particular spot of the body gives a re-
freshing sensation all over the body. The soul may similarly be occupy-
ing one particular spot in the body and yet be able to experience the
pleasure or pain extending over the whole body thro’ its @iéas (parts).
For, it is admitted that the Jivas are Sdmsa—with aspects, with which
they extend all over the bady®® 'These amsas are colorfully identical
(saviSesibhinna) with one another and with the améin i.e. the self.
This would not elash with impariibility of the self’s nature (niravaya-
vatva?!). This point has been clarified in the Itaravyapadesidhikarana

(i, 1.22-27). See Vol I, pp. 382-85,

The TDZ and BD clarify another point. The acceptance of amisas
does not render the Jivas liable to impermanence. It is not the fact
of having armsas or integral parts that by itself makes for impermanence.
1t is the fact of an organism being formed by the successive agglutina-
tion of parts which are different from the whole that makes for imper-

of the 1ti -gani But such is not the case with the

Jivas?

Trivikrama Pandita makes it clear in this connection that ontolo-
Towed

gically every substance will have to be d as being
with amsas or integral parts, even if they are ex Rypothesi indivisible

18. See under BS. i.3.L Also Vol I, pp. 204; 300.
19, Cr 7 & ool S @ ey

g7 wfgen qEATS (RV. vi. 9 92)
20. mwsﬁaﬁzwaaaaqﬁﬂmmnw Tt SNy | rNiaAAfnEat. ik

W) (TP axau)m -

2 a oy
21 AR T g T 1.0.25)
22. ﬁwmsﬁmﬁhaanﬁm%wﬁ mrﬁwfﬁ'mwwmwm
7 TR

mf - | T AR m,wﬁm&(wﬁawmrﬁmwwmﬁﬁ
W) (BD. ii.3.25)
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or impartible substances. The atoms of the Logician, for example, as
having spatial existence, will have to be in contact- with space on all’
sides. When two atoms combine to form a dyad, if there is no side of
the atom except the one where the combination takes place, there will
be no increase in magnitude from the poramdpu to the dvyapuka. I
imaginary sides are to be assumed for the purpose, the product of such
imaginary combinations will be equally imaginary. Similarly, if Atman
is without grhdas, it will not be possible to conceive of differences as be-
ing caused by up3dhis, in the system of the Monist

The next Siitra meets a further objection that analogies do not solve
the problem as counter examples can always be thought of. More-
over, the drop of hericendona is present as a whole at one spot while
it is not present in its intensive form in other places. But no such de-
finite place of abode can be ascribed to the Jiva, in the body.

The Siitra replies to this objection by pinpointing the place where
the Jiva is taken to be present in the body—viz. the heart: Hrdi hyesa
atma (Prasna Up. iij, 6) 2

The next Sitra: Gundd vd alokavat (ii.3.26) gives another illus.
tration as to how the Jivas tho’ not spatially pervasive, may yet be per-
vasive thro’ their intrinsic property of intelligence (cidguna)—which.
will adequately explain thé fact of simultaneous awareness of sensations
all over the body?* The example cited is that of a flame. A flame qua

flame is limited to a particular spot but by means of its property of
light*? it pervades the area beyond:

24. mvmvfwunmﬁmfz ) frg: 78T} @ AgeTREeT st nfwriwﬁ ]
mﬁmmmmﬂrnﬁmtm VSRR fromd gafvrera

e fiTey, T[T A 1 AR (T, §.3.25).
CL also 5t Rgmfgaed oekdng wém0
TYLHATCAT FIAETIIR WIE: I (M, BSB. ii.3,25)

5. ETETEEEAtSET ey IRt 4w ‘gt v arsr ofr deeift auvgmnm
(M. BSB. ii. 3 26)

?’

J. explains it as another way of ‘explaining the point:
Y RTINS OS] SR e, Sty agwee g3 sfea
SINL(TP, §.3.26). The TDP adds that the analogy of sandal is particularly

spplicable to the Devas, The illustration of the flame is applicabl
of Jivas including the Devas:— applicable to all classes

samEeTRcit wWTt wonary g e ey -rnife . (1pP). Raghu
TPPB has the same explanation:
g srpafmrgdmie foymes speeTaiTrefafft g
Thh point §s recognh::d in the quotation given by M. (mm the Siénda:
XTI, wwminfT ¥ wWATEReT

TR (T NS (M. BSD. 0.3 2.6)
Which is introduced by J. with a significant observation:
witFy u enfafedvs fofomy wy-rest 36 TP
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Yetha dlokasya prakasagupena®® vyiptir jyotiriipena avyaptir
evam cidguneno vydptir Jivaripeps avydptir itt vd
,(M. BSB. ii. 3. 26)

It will be seen that M’s ption of Vifesas bles him with-
out the least difficulty to draw a pragmatic distinction of reference
(instead of essence) between Jiva-(svariipa) and its cidgupa, for pur-
pases of elucidating such subtle problems.

27. J. has shown after an interesting discussion in his TP (ii.2.26) that light is
indeed a property (guna) and not a substance (dravya) in its own right
Contr. S. (i, 3, 26; 29)

28. “Or just as a flame pervades by its property of light but is Jimited to a parti-
cular spot, as a flame, the Soul pervades thro' its property of intelligence and
remains non-pervasive in its capacity as Jiva”.
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CHAPTER XXVI

YOGIJIVAS HAVE POWER TO EXTEND THEMSELVES
THRO' THEIR AMSAS

13. Vwyatirekadhikarapam (ii.3, 27)

This adhi. removes conflict of testimony in respect of Jivas who in
some Srutis are stated to be capable of ‘becoming many’—fivefold, seven-
fold, tenfold, hundredfold and so onl, while in others the Jiva is said
10 be without parts—an indivisible whole2 However, in the Srutis and
Purinas we hear about the transcendental powers of great Yogins like
Saubhari, Agastya and Kardama which include the assumption of many
forms at will, at the same time. The evidence shows that they keep in-
tact a full sense of personal identity of their alter-egoes in the
numerous forms, as one single experiencing self.? The question, there-
{fore, arises as to how this outgoing of the self without diminution of
personal identity is possible, if the selves are indivisible and partless
and, therefore, void of amsdas. This question is different from the other
one dealt with in the previous adhi. where it was established that tho'
present intensively in one particular spot of the body, the Jiva is cap-

able of being in touch with all parts of the body thro’ his numerous
ardas (within the body) which are all sevisesibhinna form his own self.

' ywm @ war ®@ oy wafa ® waw 9 wrem @ weef @ geai ot erowatargay
mmﬁ- (M. BSB, ii.3.27)
2. ufn‘tfm TROTLE, T RN S« 7 fos w qew, Ao, 7 wwmoa
mm’ tfr frrpmTEEgE wdwt e (ML BSB. il3.27)
3. ‘wfoy wEEnlt qaeremefa
fremmraw fawm wfreRea g 0
arix oH mﬁmﬂwﬁw ]
sl T I TZEE WO (Agneys Pundna)
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CHAPTER XXVI

YOGIJIVAS HAVE POWER TO EXTEND THEMSELVES
THRO' THEIR AMSAS

13. Vyatirekadhikaranam (ii.3, 27)

This adhi. removes conflict of testimony in respect of Jivas who in
some Srutis are stated to be capable of ‘becoming many’—fivefold, seven-
fold, tenfold, hundredfold and so on!, while in others the Jiva is said
to be without parts—an indivisible whole2 However, in the Srutis and
Purinas we hear about the transcendental powers of great Yogins like
Saubhari, Agastya and Kardama which include the assumption of many
forms at will, at the same time. The evidence shows that they keep in-
tact a full sense of personal identity of their alter-egoes in the
numerous forms, as one single experiencing self.? The question, there-
fore, arises as to how this outgoing of the self without diminution of
personal identity is possible, if the selves are indivisible and partless
and, therefore, void of ardas. This question is different from the other
one dealt with in the previous adhi. where it was established that tho'
present intensively in one particular spot of the body, the Jiva is cap-
able of being in touch with all parts of the body thro’ his numerous

aihfes (within the body) which are all saviSesAbhinng form his own self.
1. '«mv_rm AT WA R 9 wpay o & nvufy 7 g’ vbt qrowmiaeerst
WFRE TEWIL (M. BSB, 1.3.27) N

2. ‘nfadt froame. qRTvT @ O AT et w frsed w o, & s, @ gmra
wrm' <t MrepnieEReT SATXy (M. BSB, 1.3 27)
3 ! g

(Agneys Purdna)



XOGLIVAS' POWER TO EXTEND THRO' AMSAS

But the problem raised by the phenomenon of certain Yogijivas' pro-
jecting their orhdas beyond one body and living in several bodies at the
same time maintaining the unity of being and identity of conscious ex-
perience in all of them as correlated to the same ego is something dif-
ferent—as it presupposes the going out of one’s own self without dimi-
nution of being4 This would seem to involve self-partition of a myste-
rious nature without diminution of essence or identity of being, It is
this problem that this adhi. tackles, according to M.

In the Siitra: Vyatireko gandhavat tathd co darsayati (ii.2.27) the
words ‘Anu and ‘Jiiah’ are taken over by anuvrtti and connected in the
genitive case with the opening word ‘Vyatireka’. The idea of Svarii
pamsas implicit in the previous discourse is also appropriately connected
with the differentiation or splitting of the self without disruption of

oneness of being:
Anor (api} JRasye (Svarapdméair) Vyatireko ( =vibhégah)
gandhavad (asti) Tatha darsiyati ca {(Srutis Smytisen)

The full meaning of the Siitra is thus:

The Srutis (and Smrtis) show that it is possible for the Yogijivas
to divide themselves (vyatireke) into many alteregos tho’ remaining un-
divided in essence of identity and to exhibit or enjoy their Yaogic
powers in that way just as the fragrance of a flower while remaining in
the flower manages to go out of its abode in minute forms’

The illustration of odor has been chosen to highlight the possibility
of self-extension of Svartipamsas of Yogi-Jivas. When even a quality
like odor is capable of such extension from its locus, it is all the more
possible for Svaripamias of an individual to be end: d with such
powersS The latter part of the Siitra (tathd ca dar$ayati) is intended
to show that the reconciliation of the conflict of Srutis about the one-
ness and multiforms of the same self is to be found on the basis of
Svariipaikya (identity of being) based on ‘anusandhina’™ without pre-
judice to the assumption of many forms thro’ Yogic powers. The ob-
jection that the ascription of such mysterious powers to some selves
would be tantamount to elevating them to a position of equality with
the Supreme B. to whom alone the S3stras ascribe such power of accom-

e e o afw i | framrhme e

i wew fa=r 7C. p. 954b
5. srmfmq g(za ?TWW 'ng‘a: (stﬁtﬁwﬂ) '(* la*"p “‘5?)'."“ ey st | e, wficts
-, AEETEAEIS : | A1 qeRTHE EHIEE L (ThP)
sﬁzxm;?{w,m.ﬂwﬁqvﬂsﬁmmﬁﬁwﬂ.fﬂm aFvtafy s
it gerEARd H) (AC, i.3.2)
7a. FTHEA APTAT &N YERAaINA. (3. VINE 1)
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plishing the unaccomplishable is met by the éxplanation that even thxf
power of the Yogi-Jivas is derived by them from the Supreme B. thrf)
the practice of intensive Sadhanas, as has been made clear in the Srutis
and Puranas.™

It will thus be seen that the resolution of the conflict of Srutis re.
garding the assumpton of many forms by the Yogi Jivas in this adhi,
helps in a significant manner to illumine the supreme and unfathom-
able majesty of B. as the source of all such powers of aghatitaghatand
enjoyed by some highly evolved souls. This point implicit in the words
darayati ca of the Sitra is brought out by M. in the closing words of
his Bhasya on ii.3.27:

sl vl Gt : (

SICAT EHT FaT e Frreivar 1)
wfr 9 (M. BSB. i.3.27)
In his AV he has explained how this adhi. stands connected with
one aspect of Divine majesty of all-embracing Svatdntrya implicit in
the use of the word Sat to denote B, in the Asambhavidhikarana (il
3.9) by expounding how the Supreme Being confers on highly specia-
lized souls like the Yogi Jivas the bower of expressing themselves thro’

many alteregos by extension of Svarpithsas:—

Bty ey ot agar i 1
Wmm&?wmﬁ&q il

T LA '%ﬁ%ﬁaﬁfa'#rmql

frrred e q3fy wfadag | (AV. ii.3.27)8

—_—
b, See BD, il.3.27:— fmrdst e T . .
T D) ‘ SR
8. Read: fﬁu wﬁv}qﬁ;ﬁmlmq‘ i} e .




CHAPTER XXVIT
JIVA IS DIFFERENT FROM BRAHMAN
14. Prthagadhikarapam (ii.3, 28-29)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regardng the Jiva's
relation to B. Some texts like Tat tvam asi (Chin. Up. vi.8.7): ‘That
thou art' and Aham Brahma asmi (Brh. Up. i.4.10) ‘I am Brahman’
identity the Jiva with B. while others: Nityo nitydnam (Katha Up.
ii.2.12): ‘It is the eternal of the eternals’ Dvd suparpa (Mund. Up.
i§.1,1): ‘The two birds living together, friends” distinguish them,
There are also a2 number of other texts of both the descriptions in the
Srutis and Puranas. As this question has been agitating the minds of
philosophers of all climes and ages, it is to be expected that Badarayana
should press it to a decision in his Nundyaka $@stra. This adhikarana,
therefore, and the Siitras figuring therein should naturally have the
greatest philosophical interest to commentators on the Brahma-Siitras.
Unfor ly, no tator other than M. has been able {o see the
two Sutras:- desdt and Tad Tratvdtiu ** * * in this true

philosophical perspechve and realize their possxbxlmes in formulating a
of how to h ize the Bheda and

final solution of the vexed questi

the Abheda Srutis in Vedanta, The others have been content to keep
them grappling with the question of the Soul’s size or its relation to its
own intelligence. It would be very surprising if the Siitrakira should
have not made any special attempt in this part of the Avirodha Adhydya
to solve the conflict of Bheda and Abheda Srutis and show how they are
to be reconciled. The problem discussed in the Asmsadhikerapam
(i.3.43-50) is not the same as the harmonization of Bheda and Abheda
Srutis, A discerning student of the Siitras will concede the point that
a separate discussion of this topic is important enough to call for a sepa-
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CHAPTER XXVII
JIVA IS DIFFERENT FROM BRAHMAN
14. Prthagadhikarapam (ii.3, 28-29)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regardng the Jiva's
relation to B. Some texts like Tat tvam asi (Chdn, Up. vi.8.7): “That
thou art’ and Aham Brehma asmi (Brh. Up. i.4.10) ‘I am Brahman'
identity the Jiva with B. while others: Nityo nitydndm (Hatha Up,
ii.2.312): ‘It is the eternal of the eternals’ Dvd suparnd (Mum;l Up.
1i.1.1): ‘The two birds lving i friends” di them.
There are also a number of other texts of both the descriptions in the
Srutis and Purdy As this question has been agitating the minds of
philosophers of all climes and ages, it is to be expected that Badardyana
should press it to a decision in his Nirpdyaka Sdstra. 'This adhikarana,
therefore, and the Stitras figuring therein should naturally have the
greatest philosophical interest to on the Brahma-Siitras.
Unfortunately, no commentator other than M. has been able to see the
two Sitras Preh desat and Tad, aratudttu * * * * in this true
philosophical perspective and realize their pessnbxhues in formulating a
final solution of the vexed question of how to h ize the Bheda and
the Abheda Srutis in Vedénta. The others have been content to keep
them grappling with the question of the Soul’s size or its relation to its
own intelligence. It would be very surprising if the Sitrakara should
have not made any speeial attempt i this part of the Avirodha Adhydya
to solve the conflict of Bheda and Abheda Srutis and show how they are
to be reconciled. The problem discussed in the Amsadhikarenam

(ii.3.43-50) is not the same as the harmonization of Bheda and Abheda
Srutis, A discerning student of the Siitras will concede the point that
a separate discussion of this topic is important enough to call for a sepa-
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rate adhi. It is here that M’s judgment commands respect and compels
agreement.

M. accordingly develops the Piirvapaksa of this adhi. on the basis
of an objection (@ksepasaiigati) against the conclusion established in
the preceding adhi. that the powers of the Yogi Jivas to disport them-
selves thro’ many alteregos are all derived from the Supreme B. The
chijection to this is taken on the ground that the Jivas are not different
from B. but are identical with its being.!

Piarvapaksa.

The Pirvapaksa argues that the Jiva is one with B. because of the
presence of a large number of identity texts. The presence of dualistic
texts need not deter us from accepting the truth of identity. For the
latter is reinforced by the six marks of purport (tatparyaliigas) such
as nent 1 , repetition, novelty, fruit, commendation
or censure and reasoning. ‘The text ‘One only without a second’ gives the
commencement of the identity-thesis, where it is asserted that all
things existed in the begining as B. In “That thou art’ we have the
conclusion of identity affirmed. This is repeaied nine times in the
course of the discourse. The criterion of novelty is fulfilled by the fact
that the identity of Jiva and B. is not known thro’ any other source
of knowledge except the Sruti. The fruitfulness of this knowledge of
identity is commended in “Fon the knower, there is only that much de-
lay” in attaining complete identity, There is praise of the identity-
teaching in the stat t: By knowing which the unknown becomes
known. The illustrations of the clod of clay ete. support the thesis,

All this shows that the doctrine of identity of Jiva and B. is the
purport of the Srutis. The texts which speak of them as different are,
therefore, to be treated as not teaching the true doctrine (atattvdve-
daka). There can thus be no meaningful Samanvaya of Sruti in B. on
the basis of B.’s essential difference from the world of matter and souls,
as has been contended by the Siddbantin?

Siddhanta-
The above Parvapaksa is refuted by the Sitra: Prthagupadesit.

The words Jiiah and Svdtmand are taken over by anuvrtfi from Sitras

V & drmerlraTey, mirdfif it [ReEr - (70, p, 954)

2 qmw skl fienfegr 1 7 g Rardazate Ay ) AT qxfaw
Ry SR O GUYNI, SEEHRETEEIR, el avait
IR afR TN T, AR @I Oy ¥ s s e
MY WOlfT sy, glenfgRreneeT ) 09 wda qF Al At
vyt 3 commfy qomiy afrnedr ger gir gy e e 6
(TP. 4.2.28)
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18 and 21. The Sautra proposition would thus read: Jiah svitmand
prethak (eva;?) upadesit. “The Jivatman is indeed different from the
Independent Ruling Self because of the seriptural teaching (upadesa)
establishing their difference on incontestable grounds#

The expression upadese in the Sitra is explained by M. with a
citation from the Kausika Sruti which mentions the incontestable
grounds on which rests the difference between Jiva and B. This Sruti
says: The Supreme is different from the whole class of Jivas and is in-
finite in time, space and qualities. The Jivas are limited by time and
space and in qualities. The Supreme is ever free while the Jiva has to
work for and attain his deliverance from bondage thro’ B. and by its

grace.

From this Sruti and from other evidences like Saksi-Pratyaksa and
sound reasoning we find that the Jivas and B. have intrinsically different
and opposite attributes. (viruddhadharmidhikerapa)—the one ever-
free and the other bound and depending for his release on the other:
which is infinite® The Bheda Srutis which are thus corroborated by
other Praminas are stronger than the texts which speak of the identity
of Jivas and B, But the question will remain—what are we to do with

the Abheda Srutis? How are they to be r iled with the
of Bheda as the correct positions?
dratodt tu tad fesaf, Prafigvat

The next Siitra: Tadgup
(ii.2.29) answers the objection that if the Bheda-Srutis are to be ac-

cepted as the last word on the question, the other group of identity-
texts will be void of content worth accepting and that will affect their
inherent status of validity as $ruti. The Siitra gives the ruling that
there is no fear of the identity texts losing their status as Sruti in the
event of the difference between Jiva and B. being accepted as the cor-
rect teaching and the true purport of all the texts including the so-
called identity-texts. For, the fact is that the identity-texts refer to
the Jiva as identical with B. mot in the literal sense of oneness of

with B. (svaripaikya) but only (fu)7 in the sense of likeness
of some essential properties, because the Jiva has for his essence of be-

3. % <fr eaerfy T 91§ - e v e, 1 @b (rop)
4. o7 WF: (M. BSB. 1.3.28) ot
75 ; i T wiZ:
5 7 Wifie faedasfr giafds w=eg; I h .52
afgey T arae-atefa
T (TP, 51.3.29)

6 TV TAEET
identity of essence (svariipaikys) and not the other senses
7. Tu_(only) e"d‘f"f xdez_mm e e O near svatasirys

of identity thro' laksand,
cte. See fn. 13 (in this Chapter).
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ing such properties as intelligence and bliss which resemble those
of BS

ARG QaTed 4 @ e, JAsATeaIaa:
(M. BSB. ii.3.29)

The expression “Brahmagundh” in the ahove has been explained by
M. himself, in his AV as “properties such as intelligence and bliss, re-
sembling those of B.”:—

qarfy g faarragatecagan ot
gr: wegqam  (AV)

Accordingly, Vadir3ja points out in his TPG that “Tadguypa” in the
Sttra and its equivalent “Brehmaguna” in M.s bhdsya are to be
understood as compounds suggestive of comparison (upamégerbha-
samdsa) as in “Purusavydghrah™ (‘man-tiger’).

The Siitrakira clarifies bis interpretational ruling ‘Tadgupesira-
toatty tadvyapadesah’ of how to reconcile the Abheda Srutis with the
Bheda Srutis, with an illustration: Prijfiavat. The “Tadvyapadesa’ or
the reference to Jiva as B. is to be understood in the same way as “the
reference to the omniscient one (Prajfia)” M. recognizes in this an allu-
sion to the famous text of the Chan. Up, (iii, 14).

Saervam Khalvidam Brahma.

“All this is verily B.”-—where the Supreme B. is identified with
the world of matter.!®

This must raise a ticklish question; for the nature of B. is pure in-
telligence, while that of the world of matter is absence of intelligence.
How then can the world be identified with B. in the face of this glar-
ing disparity of nature? The answer is implicit in the ruling Tad-
gunasdratvdt tadvyapadesah—to be applied mutatis mutandis. The pro-
perties of the material world such as its reality, causal efficiency (artha-
kriydkdritvam) are similar to the like ones in B. In view of the simi-
larity of some of its properties to those of the world of matter B. is
identified with the (Jada)—world, in Sarvam khalvidam Brahma, not-
withstanding the yawning difference between them in other respects.
In the Mahabhdrata ( ) we have such a reference:

8 qNEvey V SEmTRTTY TRETRA TR i qeardeeaaa:

; } . (TP. i.3.29)

(R mg;ngwmxw_ v aw qonoET T XTI TETIL. ¢ TR A KX

e Wy gramsr Rt ORI ) (TPG, ii.:i.z;)
10. Cf. i fo{nnit fS1  (Vigny Purdna 3, 12.38) wHx fronbred) foaey’
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FETidE 3 o mgwele
The earth’s characteristic of supporting the creatures has its counter-
part in B/s supporting all! Bharts san bhriyamdno bibharti (T.A. ii.
14). The oddity of the comparison between the all-intelligent B. and
the unintelligent world is intended to focus attention on the fact that no
Svartipaikya or identity of essence is contemplated between Prajfia and
Jada, but only identity in the sense of similarity in some respects.”?
This resolves itself into what may be called G naikya or SadrSyabhed

—as M. calls it. J. renders “Sadrdyabheda” as Sddrsyam eva abhedah
(NS. p. 451)—identity in the sense of similarity in certain vital respectsl

) ‘Tat tvam asi’ and all such texts in which Jivitman is identified
with B—~as in Nényo atosti drastd (Brh. Up. iii.7.23). Yatra tvasya
sarvam dtmaiva ebhit (Brh. Up. iv.5.15). Pare *vyaye sarva ekibha-

vanti (Mund. Up. iii.2.7) are to be understood only in the sense of
i as the latter is barred by PraminasX3

Gaunaikya and not Svarip
M. has indicated a ber of 1 ntary standpoints from which
such Gaupaikya may be r ized in scriptural statements concerning

the relation in which the Jiva stands to the Supreme—

sdlsHRaRAq: s waaha fgt

oty T Rl wgEriEEEAE |

REwATST SMAER], w@rdemdy afen )

Figdda Naww 7 wenfaer sy

eqrimATad ¥ qww g fafreay

arged g Frddw ST wadT g

WA TEed JMF  TTACHAT 1 (AV. i.3.28-29)

J, explains in his NS the precise nature of Gaunaikyas and their
determinants as applied to different kinds of identity texts met with in

the Srutis. For example:

u. ¢, mafww T qmft  ar@rEgdw o (Gid vk 13) where the
atiribute of supporting the creatures similar to _the one possessed by the earth
mfava’ <fr 1 TR Y ST

1s ascribed to B. ‘W

v atemg | (TDP)
12 smafafa Wﬁwwﬁﬁwmmw'wrm@VMWmm
mamm-,m@rmmm'mimﬁw.m
v 3 ¢ ey ety aawm frigfrdEgor-

] )
i AT (Vadirdja TPG)

13. Trivikrama Pandita refers to six different senses, (mdudmg svaripaikys, which
is however out of the question here) in which identity or tadatmya can be
understood:— . X .

Faddied, RORTAT, AT, AT, e, deeaTEAE AT ff ST ¢
(TD._ii.1.14)
<. 2 A
' (NS. p. 4518)

14 CL gy §11 &)
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(i) In Tat tvam asi (Chan. Up. vi.8.7) we have goupaikya based
on the principle of similarity of attributes, as explained in the Siitra
i1.3.29.

(i) In Ndnyo atosti drastd * * * * (Brh. Up, ii.7.23) we have’
identity thro’ Laksapd in terms of pradhinya and Svatantrya of BB

(iit) In Pare *wyaye sarva ekibhavanti (Mund. iii.2.7) we have
sthanaikys (identity of location) based on Laksana.'$

(iv) In Yatra tvasya sarvam dtmaivebhiit (Brh. Up. iv.5.15) we
have matyaikya (agreement of will) thro' ‘Laksitalaksana’ (double
Taksana) 17

(v) In respect of Jadas, the determinants of identity usage are

having B. as their supreme principle and being dependent on it and
similarity in respect of existence.)®

In this connection J. has also discussed at some length the logic
behind the Siitrakara’s (and M's) insistence that the identity texts must
be interpreted in a figurative sense (gaunartha)—as in Tadgunasaratvdt
tadvyapadedah.

To the objection that the adoption of Gaunivrtti in interpreting the
identity text would be a departure from the primary sense of the words,
J. replies that this cannot be helped.” We have to accept the non-
primary sense for the very good reason that the primary sense would
be inapplicable as in Sitiho Devadattah’ (Devadatta is a lion). For
there cannot be any identity in the real sense of the term for a creature
like the Jivitman who is of limited understanding and bliss with the
Supreme B, which is evdavied writh i and other augest adixi-
butes. It is not possible to dismiss the omniscience and other character-
istics of B. as not absolutely true; for they are characteristics predicated
of B. by the $rutis themselves. To set aside what has been solemnly
recognized in the Srutis is to join hands with the Buddhists and others
who do not recognize the Sruti. With such scant regard for the Sruti
one may ask what reason the Monist will have for swearing by the
identity iexts alone, except a bias in their favor1?

15, ot TaT TR

ot 1 =0 avafae: § TN vy fivey W
mnxm w.mﬁﬁrz-}zaaﬂm TERIE: FCA 1 (NS, p. 451b)

10 ;.n«rww-n:sh -mffw‘:.n wnwm.mﬁq. WA (NS. p. 451)

17 e 1 i o wfnenisfao (ibid)

18 Tt R | Ay f ELE ag-TEEiE
qugm&«\ﬁﬂvmfmoﬁxmmmm:wm

19 s aferesdfs Sy, 1) Afg me TR

Wt TY A ErdniT qronefaf d % ‘:}‘ - T -
o M ) 7. 7w weiffng ) gffremids
fare, a0 oo 3 for T 1! ?

s intagT

(TP. ii.3.29)
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JIVA IS DIFFERENT FROM BRAHMAN

As a matter of fact, the identity texts are opposed to Upajivapramana
or their own standing ground in evidence, For, all means of proof k;y
which Jiva and B. are first established—sither on o priori grounds or
thro’ inference, for purposes of moving the propositions of their identity
—presuppose the clear distinction hetween them as postulates in the said
proposition. A proposition of identity moved in the face of this basic
fact—in whatever direction the identity may be moved will have to
founder on the very foundations of its Upajivy ina. The Upaivya-
praméana by which Jiva and B. are given as the subject of the identity
proposition moved either way (as—Jiva is B. or B. is Jiva) is the
Dharmigrahakapramina. It establishes them in their true nature as
possessed of mutually incompatible attributes. It is for fear of offending
the Upajivyapramana that even the Monist has taken recourse to
Laksana in interpreting identity texts like Tat tvam asi in terms of
Jahadajaha!lak.sm_;&. It is for the very same reason that the Realist
also pleads for the adoption of Gaunfurtti in interpreting such texts

Since both the Monist and the Realist have to resort to Laksana, the
only pertinent point to consider will be which of the two modes of
Laksani proposed by them would be less arbitrary and involving less
violence to or depreciation of the primary sense of the terms.

In the interpretaton proposed by him, the Monist deprives both
the terms ‘Tat’ and ‘Tvam® (of the identity-proposition) of their primary
senses as blished by their D} 5hak: ana and retains only
the primary meaning of the copulative asi in terms of their apposition
(s@manddkikarapyam). This is a repudiation of the very context of
the given data tat and tvam and cannot be permitied in the name of
interpretati An interpretation which is able to fully accommodate
given data without diminution of their content of meaning and assign
a figurative sense only to the copulative asi in terms of any one of the

ihanatve, Tatsahacarya,

many compatible ideas of Tadadk¥ , Taty: :
Tatsdmipya or Tatsidrsya is certainly entitled to preference as it would
involve less interference with the terms of the proposition as they

stand 2

Some ingeni;:us apologist of the Monist has ventured to put in here
that it is not because of any conflict with Praminas that he is going in
for the non-primary meaning of the terms (tat and tvam) here—in
20, wrafaTd Wi 1 dferia vEmy | Sty fg sAfada-
T e arRrerisRTARGAER: | AT, §ATt oYl Wl | (TP, ii.3.29)
Cf. oo Y SRR 4 ae (Sambkarar Vivekacddomapl, Ver. 244)

21, qENEEY g AEIRATSATe i pARIRAALS T
woiar ¥ g 7 % T (TP, ii.3 29)
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(i) In Tat tvom asi (Chan. Up. vi.8.7) we have gaunaikya b:ised
on the principle of similarity of attributes, as explained in the Sttra
ii.3.29.

() In Nanyo atosti drastda * * * * (Brh. Up. iil.7.23) we have’
identity thro® Loksand in terms of pradhanya and Svitantryae of B.S

(iii) In Pare *vyaye sarva ekibhavanti (Mund. iii.2.7) we have
sthinaikye (identity of location) based on Laksand.'s

(iv) In Yatra tvasya sarvem dtmoivabhit (Brh. Up. iv.5.15) we
have matyaikya (agreement of will) thro’ ‘Laksitalaksand’ (double
laksana). 17

(v) In respect of Jadas, the determinants of identity usage are

having B. as their supreme principle and being dependent on it and
similarity in respect of existence.!

In this connection J. has also discussed at some length the logic
behind the Siitrakira’s (and M.s) insistence that the identity texts must
be interpreted in a figurative sense (gaupartha)—as in Taedgunasaratvdt
tndvyapadesak.

To the objection that the adoption of Gaugivrtti in interpreting the
identity text would be a departure from'the primary sense of the words,
J. replies that this cannct be helped.” We have to accept the non-
primary sense for the very good reason that the primary semse would
be inapplicable as in Simho Devadattah (Devadatta is a lion). For
there cannot be any identity in the real sense of the term for a creature
like the Jivitman who is of limited understanding and bliss with the
Supreme B. which is endowed with omniscience and other august attri-
butes. It is not possible to dismiss the omniscience and other character-
istics of B. as not absolutely true; for they are characteristics predicated
of B. by the Srutis themselves. To set aside what has been solemnly
recognized in the Srutis is to join hands with the Buddhists and others
who do not recognize the Sruti. With such scant regard for the Sruti
one may ask what reason the Monist will have for swearing by the
identity texts alone, except a bias in their favor.!?

15, ‘Sl 2Rt < feniat RTafTe: 1 2T qurfd dfe @il
ﬁv_aw%l mv.mﬁﬁ?vz:aamwra\a'&:évﬁ| (NS. p. 451b)

mfwﬁww@mfwtnwmﬁwmﬁq% (NS. p. 451)

17 Gwwwfafads s sfwaweon | frodrrad aavy st

18 £ e i

; (ibid)
- } o % 733 arg-Tanfa
mfﬁaﬁmlﬁﬁﬂmﬁmlmmmmaﬁﬁﬁa:ﬁbw)
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JIVA IS DIFFERENT FROM BRAHMAN

As a matter of fact, the identity texts are apposed to Upafivapramang
or their own standing ground in evidence. For, all means of proof l;y
which Jiva and B. are first established—either on g priori grounds or
thro’ inference, for purposes of moving the propositions of their identity
—presuppose the clear distinction between them as postulates in the said
proposition. A proposition of identity moved in the face of this basic
fact—in whatever direction the identity may be moved will have to
founder on the very foundations of its Upajivyapramana. The Upaivya-
praminpa by which Jiva and B. are given ds the subject of the identity
moved either way (as—Jiva is B. or B. is Jiva) is the
harmigrahakapramana. It blishes them in their true nature as
possessed of mutually incompatible attributes. It is for fear of offending
the Upajivyapramana that even the Monist has taken recourse ta
Laksana in interpreting identity texts like Tat tvam asi in terms of
Jahadajahallaksand. It is for the very same reason that the Realist
also pleads for the adoption of Gaunivrtti in interpreting such texts20°

proposition

Since both the Monist and the Realist have to resort to Laksana, the
only pertinent point to consider will be which of the two modes of
Laksani proposed by them would be less arbitrary and involving less
violence to or depreciation of the primary sense of the terms.

In the interpretaton proposed by him, the Monist deprives both
the terms ‘Tat’ and ‘Tvam’ (of the identity-proposition) of their primary
senses as established by their Dharmigrihakapramina and retains only
the primary meaning of the copulative asi in terms of their apposition
(s@manddhikaranyam). This is a repudiation of the very context of
the given data tat and tvam and cannot be permitied in the name of
interpretation. An interpretation which is able to fully accommodate
given data without diminution of their of and assign
a figurative sense only to the copulative asi in terms of any one of the
many cc tible ideas of Tadadh? Tatpradhanatvs, Tatsdhacarya,
Tatsdmipya or Tatsadrsya is certainly entitled to preference as it would
involve less interference with the terms of the proposition as they

stand 2

Some ingen.i‘aus apologist of the Monist has ventured to put 1n here
that it is not because of any conflict with Pramanas that he is going in
for the non-primary meaning of the terms (tat and tvam) here—in
20, } wtd i fa GieEig wET 1 gty fg Seafeaa-
sTgagaa: | aur, Gat o AmEeEe | (TP, u.3.29)

g AsforeTal i
Cf. v @y Sy F arsmr (Samkara: Vivekaciddmani, Ver. 24)

= s E Flg,:'«: e FEnd e Gwiaw (TP 1.3 29)
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which case alone he could be asked to state why he should set aside the
Gaunartha suggested by the Realist and opt for the roundabout proce-
dure of Padadvayalaksand—but only because Svariipsikya of Jiva and
B. happens to be the sense intended by the Sruti in question. But we
are entitled to ask him how he has discovered this intention of the
Sruti. If his answer is that he has discovered it with the help of the
marks of import (titparyalingas) like upakrame, upasamhara, ete., we
have to tell him that marks of purport establish the purport of a given
passage or proposition in the primary sense of the terms, provided
there is no opposition to it from other means of proof. But in the pre-
sent case, there is such an opposition to admitting the purport of the
terms in their primary senses, from other Pramanas. That is why the

Monist himself seeks the aid of Laksapd and Padadvayalaksana at
that2

Thus, when the doors of Mukhyartha are closed once for all and
one is forced by the very exigencies of the situation to look for some
other suitable sense to be given to the proposition, that other sense
may be a Gaunpirtha or a Laksanikartha. It is not surely within the
competence of the Tatparyalingas to lay down that a Gaundrtha ought
not to be adopted and only a Ldksanikartha should be. And even in
adopting the Laksanikdrtha, the Realist is in a position of vantage; for
he manages with ¢ single Laksand at a time either on Tat or Tvam un-
like the Monist who has no other way than to go in for Laksani on
botk the terms Tat and Tvam at the same time.

The further contention of the Monist that the marks establish the
purport of the proposition to be one of absolute identity of essence be-
tween Jiva and B. and that for this reason Gaunpartha is not to be
favored as it would only help to preserve and keep intact the distinc-
tion of Jiva and B. as separate entities and, therefore, a resort to Pada-
dvaya-Laksana is inevitable, is mere wishful thinking, The Realst has
shown elsewhere that all the six Tatparyalingas are fully, uniformly
and unequivocally in favor of the thesis of difference between Jiva
and B. in respect of the Tat tvam asi and other texts® Vide my
Lectures on Vedanta, Karnatak University, Dharwar, 1973, pp. 41-90.

2zmmqﬁﬁﬁw'?m§wmrqmi?uhmvﬁmi @y g grte aafadantzia

FE 1 7 T | T gy A T 56 ) et aor SamiE-
wﬁmlaﬁ@n@mﬁnﬁmﬁﬁmﬁﬂmﬁﬁml (7‘}. ii.3.29)

3 famaaTai qF awed a2, T Amdwie 77 < I 1 39 g
AP qQT A ACFHTAT (TP §i.3 29)

Sce Madhva VTN Par, i
Vyasatritha Nym. i, 28.
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CHAPTER XXVII1
JIVA’S SVAROPOPADHI IS EVERLASTING
15. Ydvadadhikarapam (ii.3.30)

In the previous section, genesis of the Jiva was established with
ref to his upadhis and with ref to his essence
of being. But the doubt arises as to how the Jiva can be without
genesis when his upadhis originate.! Also, if the Jivas have such gene-
sis thro’ upadhis, the Srutis which speak of their being bound by
beginningless Karma and attainng everlasting freedom with the help of

B. become unintelligible.2

These difficulties are solved here by pointing out: Ydvadditma-
bhavitvdcen ne dosas taddarSandt that the ‘upadhis’ of the Jiva are of
two different kinds — one by which he remains constituted as a Pra-
tibimba (reflection) of B. for ever and another by which ke goes thro’
embodiment, works out his karma and attains release’ The former
is his Svaripopidhi what configures him as he is in himself. It is
intrinsic to him, internal and indistinguishable from his essence. The
other is purely extrinsic and is dissolved at the time of his attaining

1 A =W T _A‘—“wﬁjt 1 ) gl e
eI | 58 QI geafergriiely fadm: o i T
apmfafer whew ¢ ** %+ (TC. p. 956 b)
2. ‘G 9T 3 sfr qdf T [ wt
(TC. p. 955)
3. Natwfufear sitwa: ey g @ T
(TP. ii.3.30)

arEiwfada sifr geeEe g fefioe ) <fr
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Moksa. In other words, the Upadhis which determine the Jiva’s essen-
tial character as Pratibimba of B. are without origin and dissolution;
while the Upadhis which bring about his transmigration have a genesis
and an end?

The present Siitra is concerned with the Svariipopadhi. Its func-
tion and purpose are to enable the Jiva as a Pratibimba of Paramatman
to fully realize his essential nature of being a Pratibimba of B.* which
consists in having an intrinsic affinity with B. (as explained in ii.3.29)
by virtue of having a resemblance with It in respect of his own essen-
tial properties of intelligence, bliss, etc. and being dependent on B. for
them and for his reality, activity and power of consciousnessS

This figure of Pratibimba as applied to illustrate this intimate
relation of Jiva to B. should be carefully dissociated from certain
ideas commonly associated with ordinary reflections as of the face in
the mirror —such as their inanimate character and dependence on an
external medium. The Jiva's relation to B. is intrinsic to him in all
respects. It is an indissoluble bond —one to be cherished. In the
ordinary Bimbapratibimbabhiva between the face and its reflection in
the mirror, the reflection is terminable with the movement of the face
outside the range of the medium or the destruction of the medium itself.
In the case of the Jiva his Svariipopadhi lasts as long as Paramitman
(Bimba) lasts—which is for ever. There is no question also of Para-
mitman moving out of the range of the Jiva's Svaripopadhi —as He
is omnipresent. Hence the Jiva's character and status as the Pratibimba
of B. in the philosophical sense of the term — is assured for ever.?

There is also another aspect of this symbolism which is of special
significance. In the ordinary instance of reflection, the Bimba remains
cxternal to the medium and the reflected image. The Supreme B. as
Bimba is, however, present inside the Jivdtman and his Svartipopadhi
and is not altogether external to them, Another interesting point to be

noted is that we see our refleced image in he mirror. The medium is
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JIVA'S SVAROPOPADHI EVERLASTING

meant for that, But in the present case, it is the image —the Prati-
bimba i.e. the Jiva who has to perceive his original viz. B, thro’ the
Svariipopidhi by cleansing it of all dross and visualizing B. in all its
splendor and realizing at the same time his own close agreeable and
intimate relationship with It, for all time. This necessitates the
nityatva of the Jiva’s Svarlipopadhi? and its survival in Moksa too, for
obvious reasons.

8. The reader knows by this time that the Jiva and his SvarGpopadhi tho' not

distinet or different entites are distinguished thro’ the help of Visesas:
foasiad (I, GBt. i, 18)



CHAPTER XXIX

OBSCURATION OF JIVA’S BLISSFUL NATURE IN SAMSARA
AND ITS MANIFESTATION IN MOKSA THRO' DIVINE GRACE

16. Pumstvadhikarapam (ii.3.31-32)

Resolving conflict of testimony on the question,! the present adhi.
establishes how the essential characteristics of the Jiva such as his in-
telligence (svariipajiana) and bliss (svariipasukha) lie obscured in
Samsira by positive ignorance from time immemorial and are made
manifest by God's grace.

Some texts describe the Jiva as Vijianitman or one whose essence
is intelligence. (Prasna Up. iv. 11). “He is bliss, he is taken up to
that world by B. and is released.”™ The Paitigi Sruti on the other
hand observes: “He becomes blissful when freed from misery, He
becomes intelligent when rid of ignorancels**s*”

Pirvapaksa
The Pirvapaksa argues that these expressions énandi, Jidni, Bali,
cte. tend to show that bliss and intelligence are not the intrinsic nature

of the souls but that they are only adventitious attributes which make

their appearance in the released state This supposition is fully con-
firmed by r i If intellig

g e and bliss are the essential nature
tax dwERfeoehr oy T ey aifias 3fy femm
e . . ) (TC. p. 956)
2w aAT @ steg A AT A fersr (L BSB. @ 3.3n
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GOD'S GRACE MANIFESTS JIVA'S OBSCURED SVAROPA

of the soul, they should be clearly experienced by us here and now,
But they are not. It is no use to explain that they are not experi-
enced now b of ting §nfl When the self con.
tinues to be experienced as “I am”, there is no reason why its other
characteristic of bliss, which is as much the essence of selfhood as self-
consciousness, should alone remain unapprehended or obscured by
counteracting influences’ Further, if bliss were the very essence of
selfhood, no soul need exert itself to attain release from Samsira; for
what is ingrained in the essence of the self is sure to come up to the
surface sooner or later, of its own accord$ The usual defence against
such an objection that it les obscured in the state of bondage will
have to identify the nature of this obscuring element or cause. Is it
mere absence of awareness that keeps it back or the presence of the
physical body? It can be neither. It has already been said that when
the awareness of the self is there unimpeded, there is no valid reason
why the bliss of selfhood alone should remain unapprehended as both
are integral aspects of selfhood. To say that the physical body pre-
vents the experience of innate bliss is ridiculous; for the body is spe-
cially adapted to the enjoyment of bliss and not to retard it It is
thus untenable to hold that bliss is of the nature of the self and that

it comes to be manifested in Moksa.”
Siddhdnta

The Siddhanta is that bliss and intelligence are all the essence of
selthood. Nevertheless, they remain latent in the state of Sams3ra and
become fully manifested only in the state of Moksa. The Sitrakira
here gives an apt illustration of this. Virility in man and power of
bearing children in a woman tho’ existing potentially in childhood be-
come manifest at the time of puberty. They do not originate from pre-
vious non-exristence because in that case they may originate in the im-
potent also. In the same way, tho’ ituting the very of self-
hood, the characteristics of intelligence and bliss of Jivas come to be
fully manifested only by the grace of B, in Moksa. It is in this sense that
the Sruti describes the Jivatman as “becoming blissful” (@nandy bha-
vati), becoming intelligent (f#dni bhavati) and so on. They are mot
fully experienced in the state of bondage. Spiritual efforts (sidha-
nas) are calculated to help such manifestation thro’ earning the grace
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

of B% The objection that as this bliss is the essence. of selfhood it can:
not remain unapprehended when self-awareness is already there is not
a formidable one. What is asserted by the.Siddhantin is not that there
is merely ‘a non-awareness of innate bliss in the state of Samsira but
that: such. bliss-lies obscured by a positive force, other than mere ab-
sehice of awareness? which goes by the name of Bhdvariipa-gjiidna_in
Vedantalo . - . . P
. . The next Sitra: Nityopalebdhyanupalabdhiprasaiigo ‘nyatarini:
yamo vd anyathd (ii.3.32) shows the rationale of (i) accepting obscu-
ration. of Svardpananda of souls in the state of bondage by Bhavari-
pdjAina and (i) the manifestation of this innate bliss etc. later.by the
removal of this obscuration by pointing to the adverse consequences
(prasaiga) of not recognizing the fact of manifestation of Svartipananda
m Moksa. For this reason; this Sitra and the other one: Pardbhi-
dhydndtty * * = * % * (iii.2, 5) have a special bearing on the Sitrakara’s
theory of bondage and release. It will also be seen that M. finds tacit
acceptance of a triple classification of souls in this Satra, as elsewhere,
See his. C. on BS. iii.l, 19-23; 4, 34-40. For a detailed examination of
AM’s doctrine of _“Jivatraividhya” see my Philosophy of Madhvdcdrya

Chapters XXXIV and XXXV. .

The words Jiia and asya are taken over by anuvrtti from Siitras
18 and 31. The former is suitably connected in the genitive plural
(Iindndm) with the words of Siitra 32. Asya (by anuvrtti) denotes the
respective intrinsic natures of dnanda etc. of the three different classes
of souls" implicit in the terms nityopalabdhi (nitya)-anupalabdhi and
(nitya)-anyataropalabdhi of the Sitra.

The overall meaning of the Sittra is thus, as follows:—

. “I(. the fact of (mamfestation of Svardpinanda, etc. by the removal
of their) i{mncnwrial obscuration of Bhivariipijiina is not admitted
(nnyg.xid),‘« there will be the adverse contingency {prasaiga) of

s wriTEnied @ 3 wweniRieie | oo peEsiein srsm e .
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GOD'S GRACE MANIFESTS JIVA'S OBSCURED SVARUPA

(i) perpetual experience (nityopalabdhi) of their Svaripinanda
Svariipajiiana, etc. in the case of Muktiyogas;’? (ii) perpetual experi-’
ence (nityopalabdhi) of misery (without scope for enjoyment of bliss
even from worldly sources) in the case of Asura-Jivas;" and (iii) per-
petual experience of both their Svartipinanda and misery—which are
their deserts and are in keeping with their intrinsic nature, in the case of
human souls of the middle category (madhyemamanusya’), with no
prospect whatever of enjoying the bliss or misery derived from wordly
sources.! For, in the absence of obscuration of Svarlipinanda, etc.
there is nothing to prevent the full, complete and perpetual experience
of whatever is the constitutive essence of each distinct class of Souls
by those belonging to it, for all time (including the state of bondage).!"?

Sarnkara’s Interpretation,
Utkrantyadhikaragam, (ii.3, 19-32)

According to S. the Utkrantyadhikarana covers all the fourteen
Siitras from 19 to 32, of which the first ten are reserved for the Pirva-
paksa and the remaining four beginning with Tadgunasiratedt * * *
embody the Siddhanta. The topic dealt with is the size of the soul—
whether it is atomie, medium-sized or infinite (vibhu). The Pirva-
paksa is expounded in the first fen Siitras in favor of the self’s

atomicity.
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

6F'B8L-The objection. that as this bliss is the essence, of selfhood it can;
not remain unapprehended when self-awareness is already there is not
a formidable one, What is asserted by the.Siddhantin is not that there
is -merely ‘a’ non-awareness of innate bliss in the state of Samsara but
that such bliss-lies obscured by a positive force, other than mere ab-
sence-of awareness? which goes by the name of Bhavaripa-ajiana in
Vedanta !> . » L. ) oy

v.. The mnext Siitra: Nityopalobdhyanupalabdhiprasango ‘nyataranis
yamo vi-enyathd (ii.3.32) shows the rationale of (i) accepting obscu-
ration. of Svariipinanda of souls in the state of bondage by Bhavarii~
pajfiina and (i) the manifestation of this innate bliss ete. later by the
removal of this obscuration by pointing to the adverse consequences
{prasaga) of not 7 izing the fact of manifestation of Svariipinanda
in Moksa. For this reason, this Siitra and the other one: Parabhi-
dhyandttu ** %% * * (iii,2, 5) have a special bearing on the Sttrakara’s
theory_of bondage and release. It will also be seen that M. finds tacit
acceptance of a triple classification of souls in this SGtra, as elsewhere,
See his. C. on BS. iii.l, 19-23; 4, 34-40. For a detailed examination of
M5 doctrine of .“Jivatraividhya” see my Philosophy of Madhvacirya
Chapters XXXIV and XXXV. .

The words Jiia and asya are taken over by anuvrtti from Sitras
18 and 31. The former is suitably connected in the genitive plural
(JAandm) with the words of Sitra 32. Asya (by anuvrtti) denotes the
respective intrinsic natures of dnanda ete. of the three different classes
of souls" implicit in the terms nityopalabdhi (nitya)-anupalabdhi and
(nisx_;n.)-angqmmpdnbdhi of the Sttra.

.The overall meaning of the Sitra is thus, as follows:—

" “lf the fact of (manifestation of Svaripinanda, ete. by the Iremoval',
of:‘hcu'z immemorial obscuration of Bhivarfipijfiina is not admitted
(Eﬁ%atha),‘z there will be the adverse contingency (prasaiiga) of
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(i) perpetual experience (nityopalabdhi) of their Svariipinanda
Svarﬁpa.jﬁéna, ete. in the case of Muktiyogas;" (il) perpetual expeti-’
ence (nityopalabdhi) of misery (without scope for enjoyment of bliss
even from worldly sources) in the case of Asura-Jivas;¥ and (iii) per-
petual experience of both their Svariipinanda and misery—which are
their deserts and are in keeping with, their intrinsic nature, in the case of
human souls of the middle category (madhyamamanusya's), with no
prospect whatever of enjoying the bliss or misery derived from wordly
sources.!6 For, in the absence of obscuration of Svarfipananda, etc.
there is nothing to prevent the full, complete and perpetual experience
of whatever is the constitutive essence of each distinct class of Souls
by those belonging te it, for all time (including the state of bondage).l?

Swnkara's Interpretation,
Utkrintyadhikaranam. (ii.3, 19-32)
According to S. the Utknintyadhikarana covers all the fourteen
Siitras from 19 to 32, of which the first ten are reserved for the Pirva-

paksa and the r ining four beginning with Tadgunasdratvdt * * *
embody the Siddhanta. The topic dealt with is the size of the soul—
whether it is atomic, medium-sized or infinite (vibhu). The Piirva-
paksa is expounded in the first fen Sitras in favor of the self’s

atomicity.
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Piirvepakse

The Srutis say—“This self is atomic.” This must indeed be so on
account of the reference in Srutis to the Soul’s passing out of the body.
going to heaven, ete., and returning from there. Thisis compatible only
with aputva. For, a being of infinite size cannot be going or coming.
The second Siitra argues that granting that “going out” can somehow
be explained with reference to a pervasive being, in the sense of its
ceasing to he the owner of the body it has left behind, the other two
movements of going to other worlds and returning from there cannot
be adequately explained without assuming the soul to be atomic in
size. The third Siitra disarms the objection that in the Sruti, the selt
is referred to as “the great unborn one who consists of knowledge and
is surrounded by the Pranas (Brhk. Up. iv.4.22); “Like ether he is
omnipresent and eternal” ( ); “Truth, knowledge and in-
finite is B.” (Taitt. Up. ii, 1) by pointing out that the subject matter
there is B, and not the individual self.!®8 The fourth SGtra mentions
the different statements in the Sruti “this Atman is atomic” (Mund.
Up. iii.1.9) and the reference to his dimension as part of the hundredth
part of the tip of a hair subdivided into a hundred parts (Svet. Up.
v, 9) and the conclusion that “he makes for infinitude” (Gnantya).
From this the measure of Jiva can be understood to be atomic by a
process of fractional abstraction.’ The same Sruti also tells us “the
lower one (Jiva) is seen to be small like the point of a goad” (Svet.
v. 9). Siitra 23 shows that there is no difficulty in an atomic self be-
ing able to experience sensations all over the body thro’ the skin

(sense of touch) which is in connection with the whole body, like a
drop of sandal ointment which causes the perception of a pleasant
sensation all over the body tho’ itself abiding in one particular place
in the body. The next Sitra disarms the objection that there is no
parallelism between the two cases of sandal ointment and the self
which has no special abode in the body. The Sitra cites the autho-
rity of the Sruti (Prasna Up. iii.6; Chan, Up. viii.3.3) which fix the
soul’s abode in the heart. Siitra 25 gives another argument to show
h‘ow an atomic self can have experience throughout the body like a
light placed in one place in a room lighting up the whole place. The
soul can also similarly pervade the body with its quality of intellig-
cnce. Siitra 26 refutes the contention that a quality cannot stretch it-
self beyond the substance, by citing the example of odor. Sitra 28
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GOD'S GRACE MANIFESTS JIVA’S OBSCURED SVARQOPA

puts forward the further argument in favor of atomicity of the self
that the Sruti—“Having by knowledge taken possession of the body
(Kaus, Up. iii.6) represents the soul and its intelligence as separate i.e.
as agent and instrument of action® From this we understood that
the soul pervades the bady only with its quality of intelligence, All
this confirms the position that the Soul is atomic.

Siddhéanta,

The Siddhinta is introduced by the Sitra: Tadgunasiratvdtiu
tadvyapadesal *** (ii.3.29) that the declaration that the soul's size
is atomic is on account of the soul's having for its essence the quality
of that (i.e. Buddhi)® as in the case of the Prajfia (Intelligent Lord)”
—i.e. to say just as the Highest self is spoken of as possessing relative
minuteness and so on because of the limiting adjuncts of its essence—
as in the description: “Smaller than a grain of rice or barley” (Chan.
Up. jii.14.2).2 To the objection that if this be so, then as the con-
junction of the Soul and Buddhi, which are different entities, must
come to an end sometime, the Soul then disjoined from Buddhi will
either cease to be or at least cease to be a transmigrating self answer
is given in Siitra 30, that there is no fear of such a contingency arising,
as the Buddhi exists as long as the Soul exists in Samsira. 2

‘To another objection that it cannot be maintained that the con-
nection of Atman with Buddhi lasts as long as the self because in the
state of Susupti and Pralaya no ion can be acknowledged be-
tween Buddhi and the self answer is given? in Siitra 31, that just as
virile power which exists in a potential state in childhood becomes
manifest in adol the tion with Buddhi exists in Susupti
and Pralaya in its potential form and it becomes manifest when the

waking state or the period of creation begins.®
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES
Parvapakse

The Srutis say—“This self is atomie.” This must indeed be so on
account of the reference in Srutis to the Soul's passing out of the body.
going to heaven, etc., and returning from there. This is compatible only
with aputva. For, a being of infinite size cannot be going or coming.
The second Sitra argues that granting that “going out” can somehow
be explained with reference to a pervasive being, in the sense of its
ceasing to be the owner of the body it has left behind, the other two
movements of going to other worlds and returning from there cannot
be adequately explained without assuming the soul to be atemic in
size. 'The third Sitra disarms the objection that in the Sruti, the seli
is referred to as “the great unborn one who consists of knowledge and
is surrounded by the Pranas (Brh. Up. iv.4.22); “Like ether he is
omnipresent and eternal” ( ); “Truth, knowledge and in-
finite is B.” (Taitt. Up. ii, 1) by pointing out that the subject matter
there is B. and not the individual self.!® The fourth Siitra mentions
the different statements in the Sruti “this Atman is atomic” (Mund.
Up. iii.1.9) and the reference to his dimension as part of the hundredth
part of the tip of a hair subdivided into a hundred parts (Svet. Up.
v. 9) and the conclusion that “he makes for infinitude” (Gnantye).
From this the measure of Jiva can be understood to be atomic by a
process of fractional abstraction!® The same Sruti also tells us “the
lower one (Jiva) is seen to be small like the point of a goad” (Swvet.
v. 9). Siitra 23 shows that there is no difficulty in an atomic self be-
ing able to experience sensations all over the body thro’ the skin

(sense of touch) which is in connection with the whole body, like a
drop of sandal ointment which causes the perception of a pleasant
sensation all over the body tho' itself abiding in one particular place
in the body. The next Siitra disarms the objection that there is no
parallelism between the two cases of sandal ointment and the self
which has no special abode in the body. The Siitra cites the autho-
rity of the Sruti (Praéna Up. iii.6; Chén. Up. viii.3.3) which fix the
soul’s abode in the heart. Siitra 25 gives another argument to show
l'fow an atomic self can have experience throughout the body like a
light placed in one place in a room lighting up the whole place. The
soul can also similarly pervade the body with its quality of intellig-
ence. Sitra 26 refutes the contention that a quality cannot stretch it-
self beyond the substance, by citing the example of odor. Satra 28
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puts forward the further argument in favor of atomicity of the self
that the Sruti—“Having by knowledge taken possession. of the bady
(Kaus. Up. iii.6) represents the soul and its intelligence as separate ie.
as agent and instrument of action® From this we understood that
the soul pervades the body only with its quality of intelligence. All
this confirms the position that the Soul is atomic,

Siddhdnta,

The Siddhanta is introduced by the Sitra: Tadgupasiratyitty
tadvyapadesah * *+ (ii.3.29) that the declaration that the soul’s size
is atomic is on account of the soul's having for its essence the quality
of that (i.e. Buddhi)® as in the case of the Prajia (Intelligent Lord)”
—i.e. to say just as the Highest self is spoken of as possessing relative
minuteness and so on because of the limiting adjuncts of its essence—
as in the description: “Smaller than a grain of rice or barley” (Chan.
Up. iii.14.2).2 To the objection that if this be so, then as the con-
junction of the Soul and Buddhi, which are different entities, must
come to an end sometime. the Soul then disjoined from Buddhi will
either cease to be or at least cease to be a transmigrating self answer
is given in Siitra 30, that there is no fear of such a contingency arising,
as the Buddhi exists as long as the Soul exists in Samsara2

To another objection that it cannot be maintained that the con-
nection of Atman with Buddhi lasts as long as the self because in the
state of Susupti and Pralaya no tion can be acknowledged be-
tween Buddhi and the self answer is given® in Siitra 31, that just as
wirile power which exists in a potential state in childhood becomes
manifest in adol the tion with Buddhi exists in Susupti
and Pralaya in its potential form and it becomes manifest when the
waking state or the period of creation begins s
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The last Siitra points out that if the contact with the Buddhi or the
mind of such a description is not admitted, there will result (either)
the perpetual perception because there is the conjunction of the Soul
and the senses and the objects of sense — the three together constitut-
ing the instruments of perception. If on the conjunction of these re-
quisites, perception does not follow, there will be perpetual non-percep-
tiom;® or else one will have to assume that there is something that is
limiting or restraining the power of either the senses or of the self —for
neither of which there is any warranty.??

Criticism

The way in which S. has so generously allotted ten Sitras to the
Parvapaksa takes one’s breath away?® The ulkrdnti, gati and
agati of the Jivitman are built-in features of the Sitrakdra’s own
doctrine of transmigration and eschatology. They are part of his
Siddhinta positions and cannot, therefore, be treated as relevant only
for purposes of the Piirvapaksa. This can be seen from (i) the adhi-
karanas in Adhy. III Pada i, where the Siitrakira speaks of the Jiva's
migration from this body to others in order to reap the fruits of past
Karmas (Tadantarapratipattay ramhati #%* iii.1.1) of (ii) his descent
inte the mortal world after the exhaustion of his good works and the
enjoyment of their rewards in the celestial world, with the residual
karma, along the path he had gone by or by a different one (Yathetam
averam ca iii.1.8); (iii) how he goes to the abode of Yama to suffer
the consequences of his bad deeds (iii.1.13) and (iv) how he proceeds
by the path of light to Brahmoloka (iv.3.1).

It is to the Jivitman that these adhis must refer as the trans-
migrating self, as it cannot be maintained that transmigration and release
are for Buddhi. The ten Satras which have been quietly turned into
Parvapaksa-siitras, by S. to suit his own purpose. have no distinguish-
ing marks of Pirvapaksa-siitras upon them. Nor has any attempt been
made to refute the points raised in any of them in any of the Siddhanta

:&:xﬁqm.mmﬁ;mwml s, PrdvemmtagaT ) anafza.
frrmmery Tt nfaard afy, fraiat: w e @1, et b -
T Py ot 4 W e (S, BSB. 3 3n

27 U, T tfrRw A1 atesfeediceReTal (S, BSB. 1.3.32)
23 Thibaut (Op. cit. Introdn. p. v} is struck  “at the outset b sual length
. P v th 2, 1
10 which the mere defence of a Parvapsksa is carried” in Se's“i'x:!cmrcl:lion.
But the other circumstance of this unutually lengthy Pirvapaksa remaining
unanscered in the body of the Sutras does not scem to have struck him at

all nm'!,-i‘ A il weis pEniremsire frde e 3 T <
mey; wfrrafaeTa e gy frosveam, T vy Trr T b
iﬁiwxﬁwmmivrﬁq N e

(Trivikrama TD. ii.3 29).
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Siitras as S. would have them2 This should strike -any detached,
observer as very strange® What S has done is to refute them suo,
moto. Sfitra 21 which, however, carries the clear mark of a Piirva-,
paksa on itself, in the earlier part, immediately silences the Piirvas
paksa with a suitable reply and conﬁrms that the Jivatman shau]d be
deemed to be atomic in size.

Belvalkar has entered a feeble plea that “as the Sitrakira has
refuted the doctrine of Atomism as put forth by the Vaidesikas; the
anutva cannot connote nityatve or what is the same thing, the individual
soul’s atomic size need not be associated with him for all time but-that
it can be destroyed or replaced by vibhutva"” (Basu Mallile Lectures on

Vedanta, 1925, p. 159).

This is frivolous. The Nyaya-Vaidesikas are not interested in the
anutve of Jivas. Their Atman is Vibhu, The Sitrakira’s objection is
to the Vaisesika's theory of atomic genesis (Paraméipvdrambhaoda) of
the world, which he has refuted in 11.2.11-12 But it would not neces-
sarily follow as a corollary from that refutation that he is equally against
recognising the size of the Jiva to be atomic. The one has nothing to
do with the other. The question of the atomicity of the self is being

discussed by the Sititrakara entirely on the basis of Seriptural evidence,
i flict of testimony. The problem is not the acceptance

by 7 g
6f-atomic genesis or its application to the Soul, which is-not, a product
(Kiryadravya). This should suffice to dispose of Belvalkﬂ,r’s mgenwu:
but irrelevant plea. s
It is customary for S. and his commentators fo shift the-;
from Vyavahira to Parmirtha, as often as it is convenient for thend
to do so. Belvalkar has come out with the same plea that “from the
point of view of ordinary Vyahavéra, there is nothing wrong in declars
ing the soul to be of atomie size but we cannot follow R.'and others in
thinking that even in the liberated condition, the soul shuuld retain- that
sxze” (Basu Mallik Lectures on Veddnta, pp. 159-60): .

- We may remind ourselves that the discussion is being carried
on here by the Siitrakard to determine the intrinsic size of the Jwa-in
its Paramartha aspect, against the confliet of the Srutls, such as it.is;
1f we go strictly by the evidence of the Sitras, we find no pmof in them

ground

. the normal practice in Siitra works ta do so.
30. It is P tice, & -

12-16, 1.2.31-38; i.2,
1, 47, 58-60,

NyS.
- Peyini 1, 2. 51; 53,
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for holding the view that while the soul may be conceded to be atomic
in the Vyavahira state which will accommodate the Plrvapaksa view,
its intrinsic size is established to be vibhu, in the Siddhanta Siitras,
which represent the Paramartha position.

There are many hurdles in the way of accepting the interpretation
which S. has put on Siitra 29 itself (the opening of the Siddhanta,
according to him). The acceptance of the conclusion that the Jiva
has a different size from anutve, in reality, depends entirely on the ac-
ceptability of his interpretation of Siitra 29 as a Siddhinta Stitra of the
Utkrantyadhikarana, quite apart from the other point whether the ex-
pression ‘Tat’ in TadgunasGratvdt in Stitra 29 can be taken to denote
Buddhi, which has not been referred to earlier. Bhiskara has, no
doubt, put in that it is passible to see a reference to Buddhi or antah-
karana in the word ‘Tat’ — as Buddhi and the mind have been mention-
ed in Sitra ii, 3, 15, under the names VijisnamanasP! MHowever, the
difficulty created by the Sitrakira’s expression “Yavadatmabhavitvat”
in the next Siitra would be insurmountable for both S. and Bhiskara,
tho’ the latter may somehow concede that the Jivatman is really of the
essence of Buddhi in Samsira. But it is more than doubtful as
Belvalkar himself points out “whether in S.s own system, the qualities
of Buddhi can, with any propriety be said to constitute the essence of
the soul, even in the Samsdra state. The essence of the soul, in what-
ever state, according to S.’s system is knowledge or intelligence and
whatever is due to its association with Buddhi is non-essential, or more
strictly, unreal, false”. (Op. cit. p. lvi).

The commentators like S. and Bhaskara who have held that the
Sira: Tadpunasaratvattu...” represents the Siddhanta that the Jivat-
man is not atomic in essence but is only adventitiously so will find it
almost impossible to give a convincing and satisfactory answer to the
points raised by Vyasatirtha as to why (i) the ten Sitras supposed by
them to constitute the Parvapaksa do not carry any distinetive marks
of Plrvapaksa on them; (ii) why no attempt has been made to refute
their points in any of the Siddhinta Siitras here and (iii) why there is
no categorical assertion in Sitra ii, 3, 29 to the effect that the Jiva is
vibhy; instead of its being left to be gathered by implication from the
analogy in “Prijiiavat” which is open to other inferpretations also.

S. faces another discomfiture in the expression “Sira” in “Tadguna-
ira” applied to the Jiva, in S i is primari y
sira” appliet e Jiva, in Sitra 29. This worQ is primarily used and

31, efefy Ffgcw: wm-"ama fawwrd (i 3.5 ) < i qOqead : TEY
o s, BR: YU dEed m:’mwl« a{'gtmﬂi;wﬂﬁﬁ lq:wwwg"th
wafwd: gaaferr § Mg ofdfea: sewarRaR daad: )

(Bhiskara BSB. ii. 3. 29).
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understood in the sense of intrinsic X thing belonging to the
core of things and not an external attribute or adventitious h;n:mg ad-
junct (aupddhikedharma), such as the suffusion of the self by Buddhi.
To S. then, the limitation by or association with Buddhi and its quali-.
ties or phases must, in fact, remain the non-essence (a-sira) of Atman
and not his Sara or ! is di ting expressi of the
Sitrakira puts him in a very awkward position from which he tries
to come out by suggesting that the qualities of Buddhi are spoken of as
the essence or principal characteristics of Atman, within the Somsira

stage.

But the term ‘samsdritve’ (during the transmigration state) is S.’s
own addition to the Siitra and is not found there. To make matters
worse, the Sutrakira all indful of S.'s difficulties, goes on in the
next Siitra too, to affirm that this ‘Taedgunasiratva’ (whatever it may
be) is “coterminous with the Atman”—and as such bound to last as
long as the Atman himself will last: Ydvaddtmabhavitvgt (ii.3.30).

Here, again, S. is ready with his prevarication and emendation—
“as long as the Atman remains in transmigration (Ydvad dtma sam-
sdri bhavati) — " suggesting that once transmigration is over, the Jiva
will regain his vibhutva. But the point is all this is reading his own
ideas into the Siitra and not giving a natural and faithful interpretation
of its wording without straining it to suit a preconceived idea,

The difficulty is that the interpretation put on what S. regards as
the Siddhinta Satra viz. TadgupasiratvGttu**** is neither convineing
nor sustainable, It takes too much for granted and Ieaves much un-
explained. The conclusion that the size of the Jiva is not atomic but
all.pervasive in reality is not articulated in the wording of Sifra 29
A SATIATIEAR (TD, ii.3.29) as one would expect, after the im-
pressive array of Piirvapaksas presented and cogently argued over as
many as ten Sitras! Even according to S.'s own showing, there is no
categorical pronouncement on the question in Siitra 29 — which merely
explains how and why the Jivétman is said to be atomic in size. It
does not say in so many words that its real size is different. It is left
to be gathered by implication and from the analogy indicated by the
words Prdjiavat whose import may be different from what S. thinks
it to be.

It will not do to play hide and seek with the conditioned and un-
conditioned states of Jivatman or B. in coming to grips with the inter-
pretation of these Sitras. The universe of discourse must be clearly
defined to permit a definite conclusion to emerge. We have to ask S.
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what precisely is the term Jiva intended to convey in this context of
the utkranti and others which follow, Is it the unconditioned B. that
is suggestefl by Laksanavftti by the term ‘Jiva’, in this context; or does
the term Jiva, about whose size the inquiry is being pursued, stand
for the unconditioned B. delimited by antahkarana or by Avidya; or
the reflection of that B. thro’ Upidhis—ie. to say, the qualified one
(vifista)?

1t is out of the question to make the unconditioned B. the subject
of the adhi. because it has been affirmed by the Kalpataru that in this
Pada, the inquiry regarding the Suddha-Brahman is concluded before
the Cardecaradhikarana (i3.3.16) and that from Carcaradhi, till the. end
of this Pada, the inquiry is about the Jiva3? This precludes any per-
son from ushering in B. into the. present field of inquiry about the
size of the Jiva by way of shifting the point of view from the Jiva-level
to Brahman-level. Moreover, the adhi. evidently seeks to resolve
the conflict of testimony regarding the size of the Jiva3? This conflict
regarding aputva is only with reference to the Jivitman and not with
reference to the unconditioned B.—as there is no Sruti text attributing
utkranti, gati and dgati to B. Any difficulty caused by the réference
to B as confined to a minute space has already been set at rest in Siitra
i.2.7. There is thus no possibility of any Piirvapaksa arising with re-
ference to or implicating B. in this context.’®

Thus, as B. does not and cannot come into the present picture of
this adhi. as the subject of inquiry (jijfidsd@dharmi) and only the Jivat
man could be the proper subject of the adhi, the conclusion established

- by S. that the utkrinti etc. are to be viewed only from the point of
view of the adjunct of Buddhi etc. and the illustration of B. in terms
of imagining the all-pervasive B. to be atomic for the sake of meditation
are all irrelevant to the theme. ! . )

:On the other hand—if, by the term Jiva, here, is meant pure con-
sciousness conditioned by Avidya or the reflection (pratibimba) of B.
thro’ upadhis, such a being would ¢ priori be limited by Avidya and,
therefore, non-pervasive and cannot be invested with pervasiveness (ma-
hatparimdna) in reality, as required by S.’s Siddhanta.3s
32 T A TRAIAROAFONT s fegfafadt SR | s ;. i

S aRfER | (Op. Cit. i3 16) )
33. ‘v siifafenfoqitat TRy sra A Frafrafafn: SaamrgrEmte-

s afdfzma (0p. Cit. ii.318) |
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His expl_ana!iun that the texts referring to the Soul's passing out
of the bedy, its going and coming are all to be viewed as being imputed
to lt.l:}eca.use of its being imagined to be connected with Buddhi and its
qualities is not sustainable. For, we see from such texts as Tam uthrd-
mantam Prano aniitkrdmati (Brh. Up. iv, 4.2), asinterpreted ‘by S.
himself, that Sarira-Atm3 makes his exit from the body even before
Prapa, Buddhi and other principles make their exit For this rea-
son, it will not be correct to maintain that Jiva is conditioned by
Buddhi at the time of exit. It should be clarified further if the pass-
ing out of the body, moving to other worlds, etc. of Buddhi entails
any corresponding passing out or going info other worlds in Atman
or simply whether such passing out etc. pertaining to Buddhi is super-
imposed on Jiva, or just attributed fo him as a mere mode of speech
(upacdra).3?

‘The first alternative cannot be accepted. We do not find, for exam-
ple, any movement in Akasa delimited by a pot when the pot itself is
moved to another place. Otherwise, one should find a vacuum in the
place wherefrom the pot or Buddhi has moved and an augmentation of
the presence of Akasa or Atman at the place it has gone to* Nor
can it be said that the movement of Buddhi is superimposed on Atman.
For in Adhy. I1.1. the Sttrakara r the fact of Jivatman’s des-
cent into this world from the smoke to the clouds, from the clouds to
Akaga, thence to the moon’s world and from the light ta the day, from
day to the bright half of the month etc,—either by the same way he
went up or by a different way, in order fo enjoy the fruits of his resi-

dual Karma.

This disposes of the superimposition theory or treating such move-
ments of the Jivitman as “a mere mode of speech”.?? We' cannot satisfy
our conscience with the usual explanation that there is some sort of a
Vyavaharika-passing out of the body and peregrinations in the other
worlds, even tho’ in actual fact, the movement of Buddhi is superim-
posed on Atman. The Atman being amirta (formless) there is no Vya-

36. “TaeRm STAsTERETY Ty ot e ST AT TRAGTAT T T

T | {TC. p. 961) ,
ta3, fear e, AT at ?
37. Fr 1, Ifga wrteRn LA
38, TETAT ARAFTATIE TR I, T Y I3 T FRIFTAEN 91 Afera,
g wfrera foriea g @1 (TC. p. 961)
30 dqmaR adeTE T AR @R SRR 3 73 S fvilarr
s L e Tt T
@ (TC. p. 962 b . .
ct. zianad(e:T “BpédaréyaxZa views self as-non-sp§hal and regards iransmigra-

tion as a mere mode of speech” Op. at. (p. 121).
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vaharika movement seen when an Amiirtadravya comes to be delimited
by a miirta-dravya® Even the Advaitin will not be prepared to con-
cede, for example, that the limitation of Ak3sa brought about by condi-
tioning by a pot can be described as a Vyavahirika—limitation, on a par
with the Vyavaharikatva signified by its possession of mahatparimana.4!
Nor can it be said that the Srutis referring to the Soul’s passing out of
the body is really true of Buddhi and that, therefore, there is no ques-
tion of its being a mere mode of speech.@

The evidence of Srutis, Smrtis and Siitra bear out the fact that all
such movements are movements directly of the Soul itself.#

We find enough evidence in the Sruti, Smrti and Sitras that the
upward movement of the purified Jiva continues even after the liquida-
tion of Avidyd and the bonds of the Vyavahirika world. Srutis like:—

Tena pradyofenaisa atmd miskrdmati caksugo vd@ mirdhno va anye-
bhyo vg fariradesebhyahk (Brh. Up. iv, 4.2): “By that light the self de-
parts either thro’' the eye or thro’ the head or thro’ other apertures of
the body"”; Tayordhvam @yan amrtatvam eti (Katha, Up. ii, 3.16): Go-
ing upward thro’ that artery one becomes immortal” Muktopasypyavya-
padesit (B.S. i.3.2) “In view of the statement in Sruti that It is to be
approached by the released souls”

FEoT &g ¥ w3 g giEEo
TeeaTy wavon: whwfa 9t aa

“At the end of the age of a hundred years of Brahm3, when dissolution

of all effects take place, they all go to the highest B. together with
Brahma"”.

S.’s supposition that there is no passing out or movement of Atman
other than the movements of the mind or Buddhi is not true to facts
recorded in the Srutis, In:

Mana udakrdman milita iv@s$nan piben dstaiva (AA. ii.1.4) “The
mind went out of the body but he remained inattentive eating and
40.7 9 FAIR =

{1 597 akfeaft awgfrrage:

4156 e awe sfifens wewivs Segfeg ! (on. dt.()Tc. P %20
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i, Trieha eeg awed oyl A aghewe (8BS, 6. 1. 14)
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FIERATHR  (Kotha up i, 2. 7) TR awarsmmenae

]
{TC. p. 982 b)
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drinking as before” we see there is movement of the Atman when
the mind has left the body. In “He who knows this, on departing from
this world, reachi the A , reaching Pranamay hing
Manomaya goes up and down these worlds, according to his wishes,
assuming desired forms, remains singing the Siman” (Taitt, Up. iii.
10.5) we find there is movement of the Atman on its own initiative
long after the passing of mind, Prina, ete” The Chan. Up. (viii.3.4)
clearly recognizes the movement of the released soul and its sport.
Mund, Up. (iii13) recognizes the movement of the soul even “after
becoming free from name and form”. Brh. Up, iv.3.35 compares the
utkrdnti of the Sarira Atman to the natural movement of a cart, An-
other passage there (iv.4.3) refers to the Atman moving forward from
one foothold to another after having thrown away his body and dis-
pelled Avidyd 4 It is meaningless to contend in the face of such clear
evidences from the Upanisads, as does Dr. K. Narain, that “it is im-
possible to establish the presence of movement, action etc, in the
Jiva which is t dental and is one with the absolute reality
because according to S movement ete. really pertain to the intellect
and M.’s argument therefore suffers from the fallacy of the unreal pro-
bans” (A Critique of Madhva Refutation of the Samkara School of
Vedanta, Udayana Pub, Allahabad, 1964, p. 308).

In the light of the Sruti:
qITGT: NG ART: QIANET RO THW ARG gaat
sty ( ) the correct interpretation of the Svet. Up. (v-8) would
be that the Jivatman is pervasive in terms of the quality of Buddhi viz.
intelligence but of the measure of the tip of a goad i.e. anu by the char-
). This is b the rder
present
itrah

acteristic of selthood (& 7 This a
overrides the text-order where there is incongruity. In tl_1e
case, the reading Buddher gupena dimaguy eaiva hynig %
app(-.:ars to say that both by ‘property of self’ and by property of Buddhi
the self is minute hke the point of a goad. This cannot be so because
the attribute of Jn3na is to be pervasive. There is here no doubt an
adhyhdrm of the word Vydptah after Buddher gupena as against the
adhyahdra of “Vibhuh” after dtmagupens. But the point is that the
Atman being “nirguna” to’S. it will not be possible for him to have the
meaning Gtmagunena vibhul, in any case.™

S. has held that as Svet. Up. v.9 refers to the Jivatman “making

infini & a: ference to his atomicity in
for infinitude” (adnantyiya kalpate) the rel ity |
t;):a ;arlier part of the same verse must be deemed to be due to Upadhis.

4. TC. p, 962. i

4s.§éﬁa§rq€mmzm:mqﬁwammm«WM|
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Bug this reference to @nantya as being something “to be achieved” (cf.
‘kalpate’) by the Atman would be inappropriate from S.’s point of view
as it is ever present (siddha) in the self, Consistency is restored be-
tween the upakrama and the upasamhéra if we take gnantye in the sim-
ple sense of freedom from (birth and) death.

We cannot agree with S. that: Kasmin nvaham utkrante utkrdnto
bhavisyami (Prana vi.3) endorses the position that the passing out is
conditioned by upadhis. For this text pertains to the Srstiprakarana
(See ibid. vi4) and the “Aham” there is correlated to B. It is quite in
order to construe that B. in one of its forms in the body passaes out
with Prana—even as the mother cow may be seen running when she
finds her calf running, We have clear reference to the Supreme Brah-
man in his “Prajfia-Form” passing out riding over the Sarira-Atman
(Brh. Up, iv.3.35)47

Swikara's Sttrartha Examined

SJ’s interpretation of individual Siitras of this adhi. both of the
Pirvapaksa and the Siddhinta is weak and unsatisfactory in many res-
pects. The opening Siitra is perhaps the only exception. Under the
second Siitra: Svatmand cottarayoh (ii.3.20), he writes “tho’ utkrdnti or
passing out of the body may be explained in the sense of the Soul’s
ceasing to be the ruler of the body without actually moving out of the
body, the other two activities (uttare) of going to and coming back from
the other worlds cannot be otherwise explained and must be held to be
connected with the self as the agent., in his own person# This over-
looks the fact that going out and coming back are all activities and it
seems pointless to concede any exception in respect of the first alone,
Having made the exception, the need for the use of the genitive dual
where the nominative dual (uttare) would have sufficed is not made
clear. The reflexive Sva in Svdtmani would also seem to be super-
fluous as Atmand cottare would have been quite sufficient to establish
the contention of the Piirvapaksa.®®

Under Sitra 21, S. makes his Plirvapaksin quote the Srutis:
Satyam jianam erantam (Taitt, Up. ii.1.1) and Sa vd@ esa mahdn aja

16 i Tt I, 24 T |
. N - (TC. p. 963 b)
47 TR~ e, wgmeT sawa sfrenty’ R it STiRATaT it
wR\ T AT Tl | IR anaft il st i sai s
SERACETE T ety g ﬂ’V‘ T : ’
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atm@ (Brh. Up, iv.4.22) as supporting the contrary view about the
Jivatman'’s size and refute it by the words: itarddhikargt. We have to
say that the Pirvapaksa should have made a better choice of the
text even to refute a fottering case! For Satyam jianam anantam
is so obviously the text associated with B. It offers not the shghtest
basis for any doubt to be raised in favor of its being appropriated to
the Jivitman® As for Esz mahdn aja atmg (Brh. Up. iv.4.22) S. him-
self has accepted that it is the Jivatman that is the actual subject of the
discourse,’! at the commencement, whose identity with B, is, however,
asserted at the Upasamhara: Aniidye sgmsirisvaripam parena brah-
mapd asyaikatam vivaksati (S. BSB. i.3.42).

Siitra 22, according to S. reinforces the Piirvapaksa position by ap-
pealing to the evidence of Svasubda (word for one’s self—or Jivatman)
and the ground of unmdna (Svet. Up. v.8). If the purpose of this Sitra
is to establish the atomicity of the Jiva (for the Pirvapaksa), it should
have been placed immediately after Siitra 19 as furnishing another clin~
ching material evidence in favor of Jiva's aputve, so as to have an

orderly presentation,

Sitra 26, according to S., plies ouly her illustration that a
property can extend beyond the substance.? In that case, we should
expect the presence of a “va@” after the words Gendhavat here, as after
Gundad in Siitra 25. The absence of va shows that the purpose of the
S\'xt.ra as envisaged by the Siitrakira is different from what S. thinks it

to be (See M. in this connection).

S.’s harnessing of Sttras 28-29 for purposes of going into the ques-
tion of the true relation between the Jivatman and his intelligence, de-
prives the Sutrakara of the only opportunity of discussing one of t?ze
most important topics of perennial interest to all Veddntius—t?xe conflict
of -Bheda and Abkeda Srutis as such—which, by any criterion, ought
to have a place and a prominent place too, in this Pida. The inade-
quacy of S.’s interpretation of Tadgunasarateat** (ii.3.29) has already

been gone into.

According to S. Sitras 30 and 31 establish that Buddhi remain_s

with the self as its adjunct (Upadhi) as long as it goes. on transmi.
grating and that Buddhi is in a potential form 1n Susupti and Pralaya
and that it is awakened to activity during waking state or when Crea-
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tion is started again—lke virility dormant in the child manifesting it-
self in adolescence.?

This overlooks the fact that in S.s own metaphysics, the liquida-
tion of Buddhi in the state of Pralaya has been accepted as a dogma,
in order to make Avidyd the sole conditioning factor or determinant
of Jivahood and to establish the non-survival of the ego-principle (aha-
marthe) or the empirical “I” in the state of Susuptis*

The interpretation of Siitra 32 establishes the continued existence

of the mind (Buddhi) in order to account for the fact of perception
and show the adverse consequences which are sure to follow if such
a necessary factor is not admitted. This too is not satisfactory. The
mind is an organ whose existence is pre-eminently established by the
evidence of Saksipratyaksa, It does not, therefore, lend itself easily
to any doubt as to its existence. It would have been more proper,
therefore, to have raised the doubt about the existence of other senses
which are supersensuous but are at the same time necessary to ac-
count for perception or knowledge. In any case, in terms of S.s in-
terpretation of Sftra 32, the expression “nitya” in the Sttra which
carries the sense of “eternal” or what is without a future temporal
limit, would be overshooting the mark. Even conceding the necessity
to recognize the existence of the mind to account for perception, it is
difficult to see how S. could avoid the contingency of nityopalabdhi
thereby. For, the mind itself is not atomic to S. as it is to the Naiy3-
yika. It can therefore be pervasive and be in connection with several
sense organs at the same time and it would be equally difficult to pre-
clude constant perception of different kinds on that account. If some
special property of concentration or some such trait is to be assumed

to preclude such a contingency, a similar characteristic can also be

assumed in the Jiva himself qua anu or in the external senses, which

would meet the situation equally well. There is thus nothing to spe-

cially commend the acceptance of the interpretation which S. has put
upon this Sitra’s
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Ramanuja’s Interpretation
(Jiddhikaranam ii.3,19-32)

R.s interpretation of the opening Siitra of this adhi.: Jiio ata eva
has already been noticed. The other Sitras of this adhi. have been
interpreted by him as directly contributing to the establishment of
Jadtrtva or knowership being his essential nature, by establishing his
atomicity of size’® It is absolutely. necessary that as a knower the
Jiva should be assumed to be of atomic size. Otherwise, being all-
pervasive, there will he the adverse contingency of his having consci-
ousness of objects always and everywhere.

Criticism

Despite R.’s contention, the self's atomicity does not seem to have
any vital bearing on his being essentially a knower. For tho' itself
atomic, the soul is in contact with other pervasive substances like Akiga
and B. all the time, without being aware of them always. In the same
way, there could be some other way of circumventing perpetual per-
ception even tho' the self may also be pervasive.s’ The Self’s atomicity
does not therefore seem to have any necessary bearing on its having to
be recognized as a knower, in essence.

R.’s interpretation of Siitra 21 is the same as S.’s and is open to
the same objection. If the purpose of Siitra 23 is to establish the Jiva's
atomicity with an additional reason, its proper place should have been
immediately after Siitra 20 (utkninti ***)}. Sitra 27 (Vyatireko **) de-
serves to be used for a better purpose than to adduce just another illu~
stration, of the difference between substance and attribute. Even
then, there is no special propriety in the preference given to odor when
any other example, say color (after light) would have served equally
well. This is an indication in itself that the purpose of the illustration
of odor may really be quite a different one, as in M, Siitra 29 accord-
ing to R. establishes that the self is referred to in some Sruti texts as
being of the nature of intelligence for this reason that intelligence hap-
pens to be its essential property.

(Sribhdsya. i.3.29)

faarorareard, st far e W : ]
But this principle is nat applicable to the odor of musk tho’ it is its
essential property and lasts as long as the substance endures,—while
“intelligence” tho' an essential property of the Self is used synonymous-
ly with Atman. Ths dissonance between the two cases weakens the
force of R.'s interpretation.’
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Under Siitra 31, R. takes the position that in Susupti the esseatial
quality of the self viz. intelligence remains unmanifested and comes to
be manifested on regaining the waking state. This overlooks the fact
that even in Susupti there is pot only awareness of the ego as R him-
self concedes;® but awareness of time and bliss. The absence of aware-
ness of external objects for want of sensory contact during the state
of Susupti does 7ot mean or justify R.'s view that intelligence of the self
as such remains unmanifested in Susupti®

The unsatisfactory alignment of the fourteen Siitras from Jiio ata
eva or utkranti * * comes out from the remarks expressed half-hear-
tedly by many modern scholars like Thibaut and Ghate. They have
commented on the unusualness of as many as ten Sttras being devoted
to the Parvapaksa as S. wonld have it, consoling themselves at the
same time that such a course is not impossible or improbable espe-
cially as the word tu in Sttra 29 leads us at first sight to beileve that
a new point of the Siddhanta as opposed of the prima facie view
begins in 29.

But then the tu has other meanings and functions too in the
Sitras, besides being indicative of repelling a Pirvapaksa. Whether it
should be interpreted as introducing a Siddhinta view as opposed to a
Piirvapaksa would depend entirely on the Piirvapaksa arguments set
forth earlier being found to be expressly refuted, point by point, in
Sttra 29 and others following it. But no modern scholar has paused to
consider this crucicl point which alone can decide whether the Sitra
Tadgunesiratedt should be taken to pronounce a Siddhinta on the ques-
tion of the Jiva’s atomicity or not. There is clearly no point by point
refutation of the elaborate arguments for anutva set forth in the ten
preceding Sitras, in Tadgunasiratrat or the other Siitras following
it. Why then should we conpect its interpretation with the theme of
refutation of anutra? Where are the refutations of the ten argu-
ments for anutva in the body of the Siutras?

The peosition is not improved by R’s interpretation of Tadgunasi-
ratvdt where, instezd of being straightway connected with the refuétion
of aputra (which R. cannot afford to have)—it is made to take a leap
right back to Jiio cta evc and support the position that the Self is essen-
tially a ‘Krower’. The establish t of Jiva's tra in 20-28 as part
of the Siddhanta has thus, in R. only a subsdxary value as reinforcing
59. Cf. 537 T MAmS AR 5T T T IRy
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the main position that the Jiva is a knowing subject. There is thus
break of continuity of theme in R.’s interpretation which justifies our
looking for a fresh alignment of the Sitras at a point nearest to
Tadgunasiratvdt viz. Prthagupadesdt (Satra 28) and constitute 28-29
into an independent adhi. having nothing to do with aputve at all.
The Utkrantyadhi. can stand by itself without being tagged on to
Jiio ata eve as in R. and it can very well close with Gupdd va alokavat
(Sttra 26)--all the seven Sitras (20-26) being Siddhanta Sitras with
the Piirvapaksas standing outside except in 22 where it has been in-
corporated.

This seems to be the most sensible way of restoring the alignment
of the Siitras in question, because of the abruptness of R.’s backward
leap and because S.s interpretation of Tadgupasdratvat suffers from
other serious objections mentioned before,—leaving aside the possibi-
lity of finding an antecedent for Tad in ‘Buddhi, in Siitra ii, 3.15, after
a desperate search. V. S. Ghate (Op. cit., p. 83) is therefore very much
mistaken in supposing that it is the only material objection against
accepting S.’s way of interpreting the adhi.

With the artificial alignment of the Sitra Tadgunasdratvdt with
the topic of anutve of the Jiva being thus struck down by the insuffi-
ciency of the internal evidence, the way is at once cleared of all cob-
webs of mal-alignment, for a reconstitution of Siitras 28 and 29 into a
distinet adhi. to discuss one of the Jong-deferred and burning ques-
tions of the Srutis,—the reconciliation of the Bheda and Abeda Srutis.
“Tad’—in Tadgune” without any difficulty can find its antecedent in
“Brahman” referred to earlier in Sitra 21 by the term “Svdtman” as
already pointed out. (See page 205).

In adjudging the alignment of the Siitras into different adhikaranas,
the only criteria should be the merits of the case. W(? fail to see f.h.e
propriety of Ghate’s comment that tho’ “M.’s interpretation of this ;?a:tn-
cular Sitra (29) is quite good, his splitting up of what forms a single
adhi. according to others, into so many different adhi.s is anything but
satisfactory” (Op. cit., p. 90). He has made a sumlar coxfun'ent on. M.’s
interpretation of the Jaadhi. (ii.3.18) that “tho’ plausible in itself _xt has
to be rejected asitis necessarily dependent on a refere.nce to Par.:unatm.an
1n the preceding Satra” (Op. cit. p. 85). Ifitis anything, the evidence of
preeding Sttra is a safe guide to follow and its help should.,be gratefully
acknowledged. (See P. 200). The TC has‘ I?resented. M.’s case for a
realignment of the Sutras 18-32 into six dxstmct. adhx}(arax,:as ax{d has
thrown it open for discussion by ell those genumel_y interested in \‘.b.e
correct interpretation and understanding of the Sitras, The ball is

now in the others’ court.
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CHAPTER XXX
JIVATMAN IS A REAL AGENT

17. Kartrtvadhikaragam (ii.3, 33-42)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the self’s
agency. The conflict is seen between texts like Brh. Up. iv.4.5. which
refers to the self reaping the fruits of its actions and others which
make the Supreme B. the sole agent that there is in the world:
Nanyah Kartd ( ).

It starts with the objection that unlike intelligence and bliss which
may be recognized as intrinsic properties of the self (lying dormant in
Samsara and becoming fully manifested in Moksa) as established in the
previous adhi., agency (kartrtva) cannot at all be recognized as an in-
trinsic property of the self! as it has already been established in the
Haravyapadesddhi. (ii.1.22-27) that God is the only independent agent
in the world. It would be pointless and cumbersome to recogpize the
agency of both God and the Soul. Nor can it be reserved for the self
and denied to God, as God’s agency has the support of Srutis2 Apart
from that, the hypothesis of the Self’s agency bristles with difficulties.
We will have to clarify if such agency vests in the Jiva independently
or as bestowed upon him by another (God). It cannot be taken to
vest in him, independently, as that would be against the position of the
Srutis. The objections based on ‘hitikarana’ etc. (not being able always
to do what is beneficial to oneself and refraining from doing what is not
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beneficial to oneself) will also be relentlessly dogging the steps of the
Self’s independent agency. On the other hand, if the Jiva’s agency is
taken to be vested in him by God, we will have to clarify further if this
means that the Jiva's agency is something like that of a wage-earning
carpenter who makes chairs and tables to his master’s order but whose
skill in workmanship, energy etc. are his own and are not derived from
the master; or whether the very capacity of the Jiva to do anything is
derived from God just as all the acts of a puppet are controlled by the
showman who pulls the strings? The first view would militate against
the statement of the Srutis that God controls everything pertaining to
the Jivas from within them. The second would at once place the self
outside the jurisdiction of religious, moral and ethical injunctions
and prohibitions of the Sastras.*

The Siddhanta Siitra: Kartd Sdstrarthavattvgt (ii.3, 33) gives the
ruling that the Jiva is indeed an agent in his own right within certain
Jimits and must be deemed to be so in the interests of the meaningful-
ness of the injunctions and prohibitions of the Sastras. For these can
have no meanng except as applicable to such agents in the person of
the Jivas, They cannot apply to God who will otherwise become liable
to merit and demerit and thereby lose His higher status or to the in-
sentients which cannot respond. Thus agency of the Jiva has to be
accepted in order to preserve and guarantee the meaningfulness of the
injunctions and prohibitions of the Sastras.’

The next Siitra: Viharopadedat (ii.3.34) estab'lis!}es th:j\t this
agency of the Jiva cannot be treated as nof being intrinsic to him but
something mistakenly assumed by him thro' u.ransference of the' agency
of Buddhi to himself. This is done by ls’lhuw‘mg thw ge Snlms reff;;

i iviti ivas such as amusin, emselves wit
fo the sportive activiies o e in the released sﬁatg where all errors

their fellow Jivas in various ways, ;
iti a have been trans-

of judg t, superimp . .
is i i to the activities

cended once for all. This is the szgmﬁcgnce ?f referring

of souls in the released stateS by the Sitrakara. (Chan. Up. viii, 2, 3).
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The third Satra answers another objection that even conceding real
and intrintic agency to the Jiva later, in the released state, the case may
be different here and now in Samsira, where the meaningfulness of
Sastric injunctions and prohibitions can somehow be maintained w.ith
an agency asswmed by the self thro’ transference by misapprehension
from Buddhi? The Siitra rejects this plea by showing how the Jivas
practise various acts of progressive spiritual Sadhanas or disciplines for
the attainment of Moksa and how these bear fruit in due course, If
the Jivas' agency in the practice of such disciplines is not their own
but something erroneously transferred to themselves from Buddhi, re-
sults cannot accrue to them, in reality, as they do. For one does
not get results for one’s own self by merely assuming agency for the
acts really done by others! This is the point in referring to the practice
of Sadhanas, in this Siitra8

Having established agency as an intrinsic property of Jivitman on
the basis of experience and the logic of facts, the Sitrakara next esta-
blishes it on the evidence of Sruti. The Jiva is referred to as an agent
in texts such as: He shall meditate on the Supreme B. as the resplen-
dent one—the abode of all (Brk. Up., 1.4.15). This text referring to
an act of meditation, presupposes an agent for the act, without which
no act can be conceived. This must be the Jiva. Were B. intended
to be the agent, it would not have been mentioned as the object of
meditation.?

The next Sutra Upalabdhivad aniyamab (ii.3.37) explains how the
conflict with the other $ruti, which makes B. the sole agent that there
is in the world, is to be resolved without prejudice to what has already
been established — viz. that the agency of Jivitman is intrinsic.® Tt is
pointed out that the reconciliation is to be found on the analogy of the
variability of knowledge. There is variability in carrying agency to
fulfilment as there is in our attainment of knowledge to the extent or of
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the kind desired in all cases.!! To explain the point a little more clear-
ly, even when we wish to see only the beautiful, smell only the fragrant
or hear only the pleasant sounds and not the ugly, the foul-smelling
or the unpleasant ones, our expectations are not always fulfilled,
So too in the case of agency.? Tho' intrinsically possessing the power
of agency, the Jiva is not invariably in a position to successfully accom-
plish what he seeks to do and is at times thwarted. The case is other with
God with whom His Will is effort, effort is action and action accomplish-
ment—without fatigue. There is no point in the objection that the ana-
logy of knowledge is incompetent as its point is as much in need of
proof as Jiva’s agency not being invariably competent to successfully
accomplish what has been undertaken. For, we do see in the world
that any one who seeks to know something directs his efforts toward
the means of such knowledge and not to the act of knowledge straight-
way. These means of knowledge are open to perception and we know
from experience their limitations.” The Jiva and ISvara are not, there-
fore, on the same footing so far as the unfettered nature of their inirin-
sic agency is concerned. This makes all the difference between them.
As the next Sitra Saktiviparyaydt (ii.3.38) puts it, — the difference
lies in the wide divergence in their competency. The invariable compe-
tency of God as an agent flows from His perfection of personality as
He has realized all His wishes, lacks nothng and yearns for nothing.t
The Jivatman is not so constituted. He has, therefore, to be content
with playing a restricted role in the matter of exercising his ntrinsic
agency. i
The next Siitra Yathd ca Taksa ubhayatha (ii.3.30) illustrates this
point. A skilled carpenter working for an employer is, of course, an
agent within the means at his disposal. At the same time, he is bound
to act as directed by the employer in respect of any alteration or modi-
fication of what he has been asked to do. In the same way, the Jiva is
(i) an agent in one sense but (ii) a dependent one, in another.
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Yatha takspeh kirayitrniyatatvam, karirtvam ca vidyate
evam Jiwasydpi (M. BSB. ii.3.40).
His role is circumseribed.

The next Sitra answers the question raised in the Parvapaksa
whether the Jiva's ‘power to do anything’ is absoluely his own—having
its origin in and flowing entirely from himself—wherein God has no hand
just as the carpenter owes nothing of his skill and efficiency to his em-
ployer; or whether God has a hand in it too. The answer is given in
Pardttu tacchruteh (ii.3.41) in the words of the Sruti that God has im-
planted this power to act, in the Jivitman and it is in that sense that
such power is intrinsic to the Jivatman.

The next Siitra: Krtaprayatnipeksastu vihitapratisedhdvaiyarthyidi-
bhyah (ii.3.42) answers the obvious ob]echon that is bound to be taken
against such a contention, that it will lead to utter futility of injunctions
and prohibitions of $astra as the Jivas would be reduced to the posi-
tion of mere puppets at the hands of God. Allaying such wild fears,
the Siitra says that the Lord impels the Jivas to action only in accordance
with the nature and tendency of their previous acts and efforts so
that the injunctions and prohibitions of Sastras are not reduced to futility
in any manner. At the same time, He is not open to any charge of

cruelty or partiality as He does not deal arbitrarily by them.'s

To explain:~—The Lord impels Jivas to particular courses of action,
taking full account of their beginningless Karma, efforts and intrinsic
fitness. ‘This leaves full scope for injunctions and prohibitions of $astras
and at the same time leaves the Lord absolved of all possible charges of
Vaisamya and nairghrnya as already explained in the Vaisamyanair-
ghrpyadhi. (i, 1, 35-37). Here, the Sitrakara is only reminding his
readers of what he has said on the question so that their knowledge
of the correct position may get strengthened. In this connection, M. has
quoted two significant passages, one from the Bhavisyat Purdna and

another from the Mahdbharata which put the matter in the clearest
terms.!s
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Vyasatirtha discusses the entire problem from all the relevant
points of view and sums up the results in his clear and forcible

manner:—

The Jiva is certainly a true and a real agent in his actions as esta-
blished by reason, perception and texts. This is not contradicted in
any way by the other pronouncement in the $ruti that there is no
agent other than God in the world, and the stand taken in the ltara-

vyapadesadhi, (ii.1.22-27), These p are intended to
deny that the Jivitman has any intrinsic agency independently of God.

What has been esablished in the previous adhi, is that his intrinsic
agency is itself dependent on God.

This special position of the dependence of the Jiva's intrinsic
agency requires to be elucidated further to clear lingering misconcep-~
tions such as (i) that a dependent agent would automatically be thrown
outside the jurisdiction of injunctions and prohibitions of $astras and
the moral laws,—like a lifeless puppet which is made to dance to the
strings pulled by the showman;¥ or (ii) that such a dependent agent
will be reduced to the helpless state of a person who tho’ intelligent is
sure to be carried away against his will-power by God to do what He
wants, — like a man who tho’ intelligent is rende.red insensz.b]e by fhe
averpawering influence of liquor; or like a drt?wmn.g man being cax:neyd
away by a strong current, For, God first brings m.to play the Jiva's
own volition and actuates him in his course oftactmn.“. N(:x;' Eo the
injunctions and prohibitions hecome m 1 in addi to
the Jivas' being agents of their own actions, God also is admxtted. to
be the causal agent. For, we find that, even where t\_avo men are pullmg
a cart, each is bound by the rules of the road.” Nor can tiie injunc~
tions and prohibitions become void as m the case_of a box:xd.-slaye whose
acts are not governed by s will. For tho’ the Jiva's activity is depen-

dent on God’s will, it is also experienced to be the outcome of Jiva's
own will? Nor can the injunctions of Sistra lose their meaningfulness
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because the Jtiva’s action is not governed by his own will. For,
the fact is that, in all cases, our actions are determined by unseen merit
and other causes as well. But this does not necessarily place the indi-
vidual outside the jurisdiction of injunctions. Why then should the
other fact alone of its being determined by God’s will be considered to
place the Jiva outside the jurisdiction of injunctions and prohibitions?
Jor do injunctions become futile because the Jiva’s will to do is implanted
by God. A son in whom the will to perform a particular religious act
ic implanted by the parent, does not, for that reason, cease to be within
the jurisdiction of injunctions of Sastra, so far as that act is concerned.®
Nor does the Jiva cease to be within the jurisdiction of injunctions
because his power to do anything is derived from God. For, it is esta-
blished by the method of agreement and difference that the Jiva is
made responsible to injunctions and prohibitions only in so far as his
capacity to do anything is dependent on God and derived from Him.
One may as well ask the objector here, where he has observed it that
the Jiva's activity comes under the jurisdiction of Sastric injunctions and
prohibitions only when it is not dependen on God's Will and is dependent
solely on his own will? Nor can the injunctions become inapplicable
to Jiva because their content cannot be realized by the Jiva's activity:
for the facts are otherwise?* The Jiva has a measure of independence
conferred on him by God over inanimate creation? Besides God’s will,
Jiva's activity is brought into play by unseen merit also. We cannot’
also say that Jivas fall outside the jurisdiction of vidhis because their
acts are sometimes impeded or arrested by God2¢ Impediments cannot
altogether be ruled out so long as life is what it is. They are bound
to be there as much on the theory that Ged is totally indifferent to man’s
merits and demerits while still impelling him to activity as on the other
theory that God remains indifferent to merit etc. only in the first in-
stance of the individual’s activity, while He becomes interested enough to
permit him to do good or bad in accordance with the results of the first
act, in his subsequent activities. The same will be the case where one
does not recognize any God and the Jiva is guided only by unseen merit
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JIVATMAN IS A REAL AGENT
or where not even unseen merit is r ized, and the impedi are
caused by recognizable causes, Thus, on any one of these theories,
there is equal probability of injunctions and prohibitions being render-
ed meaningless?” The right view to take would, therefore, be that in
so far as it is within the experience of the transmigrating Jiva as an in-
dividual,—who stands sharply distinguished from inanimate things,
the released souls and God, who are outside the jurisdiction of injunc-
tions and prohibitions, — that he himself has a knowledge of his being
connected with injunctions and prohibitions of the moral law, that he
is also conscious of entertaining a desire born of such knowledge to
secure the fruits accruing from acting in a particular way, pursuing
the means leading to their realization and putting forth the activity suited

10 it,*8 he is a real agent.

However, even tho' such knowledge, the fruits of activity and the
nieans and efforts connected with their realization are all known to bs
dependent on the Supreme Being, the Jivatman can still .remain wit.h}'n
the jurisdiction of injunctions and prohibitions and be heir to the fruits
of his activity without any difficulty. It has accordingly been m‘?de
clear in the Vaisamyanairghrpyddhi. that even tho' the Supreme Being
is the causal agent in respect of the willing and the putting f?rf.h of eﬂ?ri
by the Jiva in regard to the activities which generate their re_sp.ecuve
merits and demerits, there is no question of the charge o.f partxalxt;t or
cruelty being laid at the door of God as the act o'f rewax:dmg or _'gumsb-
ing of Jivas by God is always in accordance w’xth. their begxnm.ngles
patural fitness and deserts. On this view, God’s ‘mdependence. is not
compromised in any way as it is by His fre? and mex.orab‘vle Will that
tho' competent to reward or punish souls x.vuhom takmg into account
their deserts, He still chooses to take them into account, in his dealings

with them®
i st qEsT .
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THHIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

Satmkara’s Interpretation

According to S. Sttras 33-42 fall into three distinct adhi-s. In
the first adhi. (ii.3.33-39) the Pirvapaksa is based on the Samkhya view
that Buddhi is the real agent while Atman is only the enjoyer, in the
empirical state.® The Kalpataru explains that the adhi. removes the
conflict between texts representing Atman as unattached (asanga)
(Brh. Up. iv.3.15) and others which contain injunctions to the self to
perform sacrifices, give gifts and so on. The conflict is removed by
showing that the Asaiga texts are true of the released state while the
others apply to the state of bondage.’!

The Siitra Yahd ca Taksobhayathd (ii.3.40) is taken to constitute
a fresh adhi. Here, the Piirvapaksa is that the Jivatman’s agency may
be regarded as intrinsic to him as heat is the intrinsic property of fire.
The Siddhinta is that just as a carpenter is conditioned in his agency
by his tools, so also the activity of the self is conditioned by the mind or
Buddhi and other adjuncts and cannot, therefore, be regarded as intrin-
sic to the self. The agency of the self should, therefore, be treated as
being ascribed to him only adventitiously by reason of his association
with Buddhi ete,

The next Sitra Pardttu tacchruteh and the one following it, con-
stitute the third adhi. where the objection is raised that this empirical
agency of the self referred to in the earlier Siitras must be taken to be
independent of the Supreme B. The Siddhanta is that it is dependent
on Paramatman and that this circumstance does not make the Supreme
liable to partiality or cruelty.

Criticism

The conclusion about the empirical agency of Jivatman could have
been established without peni a fresh adhi., on the basis of the
answer to the question of Jivitman's bhoktrtva (being the enjoyer of
the fruits of his Karma) which S. is likely to provide. Under the
Stitra Tadgupasdratvdt (ii.3.29) he has already established that the
Atman is spoken of as anu (atomic in size) not because he is so,
in reality, but because of his intimate association with Buddhi as long

as Samsdra lasts. Just as no separate adhi. is needed in S.’s view to
resolve the conflict between the references in the Srutis to the Jiva's
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31 FAEN WA T GEOfoGAT favfogdi et AT =
frit sffgad 1 (Kalpataru) )
o g, PN

) (Appayya: Parimala)
252



JIVATMAN IS A REAL AGENT

bhoktrtva (enjoyership) and non-blioktrtva, as the conflict could be set
at rest by applying the guiding principle of Tadgupasirgtve already set
forth in ii.3.29, there is no need to raise a di ion over the tion
of Kartrtva and non-kartrtva of the Jivitman. The adhikarana, there-

fore, becomes superfluous.

The Bhamati and Kalpataru have, however, suggested that this
adhi. is intended to refute the position of the Simkhyas that all agency
belongs to Prakrti and that the Atman is purely an enjoyer.”® This ex-
planation is not adequate or convincing, For there is not much to
ckoose between the final position of S. that the Kartrtva of the Jwat-
man, which really belongs to the Buddhi or antahkarana, is superim-
posed on the Atman in the empiricul state and the Sankhya view that
the Kartrtva which belongs to Prakrti comes to be attributed to Purusa

jor want of discrimination. In both the philosophies of S. and the
Sankhyas the pure self is inactive. The difference is the difference
between tweedled and tweedledee.* The opposition to Vedanta
doctrines from the side of the Sankhyas has already been set at rest in
the first Pada of this Adhy. This question of refuting the Sankhya
contention cannot, therefore, arise here. Nor do we find any special
indication in the wording of the Sttras here that it is directed against

the Sankhyas.

wkara’s Sitrartha E. d.

According to S., the Jivitman should be recogni_sed as agent be-
cause the Srutis refer to him as Drastd, srotd, manta., boddhg, karta
vijndnatma Purusah (Prasna Up. iv.8) and because it is only wl?ex} the

i ized to be an agent that the Sastras embodymg injunc-
self is xecogn aningful. His wandering about

i hibitions can be made me:
tions and prow Bt .1.18) and his taking the senses (Brh. Up.

i e body (Brh. Up. 1

::‘ ]ﬁlﬂ)b ar’; (l'e{erredpto in the Srutis (Sitras 34 and 35). 'Sﬁtra 36
shows that in the Sruti “Vijhina’ (intelligence) performs sacrifice and
it performs all acts (Taitt. Up. ii5) 1t is the se.lf that' must be accepted
as having been referred to by the term ‘mtelhg'enCE; for he has been
described as agent with regard to actions. If XF. s not the self but
Buddhi that had been referred to by the term Vijiiana here, we should
- —

(Ragh. TCP. p. 967)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

expect the instrumental case to bave been used with reference to Vijfiana,

‘as in the case of another Sruti text “Having by his intelligence taken to
himself the intelligence of these sense-organs” (Brh. Up. ii.1.17), instead
of the nominative case: Vijianam tanute3s

Now. as Sitras 34-36 give only instances of different types of
&astric references pertaining to the agency of the Jiva and they could
all be subsumed under the first Siitra, just as the ideas put forth in
some other Sruti texts like: Whatever deed he does that he attains
(Brh. Up. iv.4.5); the doer of good becomes good (ibid) are also com-
prehended by the sense of the first Siitra, without requiring any addi-
tional Sttra to convey them?s

In Siitra 36, the Parvapaksa that Buddhi should be accepted as
the agent could have been silenced by citing a counter-evidence where-
in Buddhi itself has been referred to in the role of an instrument in-
stead of by the devious plea that if Buddhi had been meant by the ex-
pression Vijiidna in the Sruti Vijidnam yaejiam tanute, it would have
been put in the instrumental case3?

Sttra 37 according to S. replies to an objection that if the Jiva were
an agent apart from Buddhi, he would, being free, be doing only what
is agreeable to him and thus be always happy and never unhappy.
The answer is given that just as altho’ free with regard to his percep-
tions, the Jiva perceives both the agreeable and the disagreeable sights
5o also he does both good and bad—what is agreeable and disagreeable
to him, depending on exigencies of time, place and circumstances.

The objection itself is not well taken. It is not agency in the
minimum or formal sense of being the locus of an activity or having
the limited freedom of command over the means at one’s disposal to
initiate an act or make efficient use of such means that can be the
guarantor of unfailing happiness to the agent in all circumstances.
It is the fact of his having complete and absolute independence of
action unfettered by every other factor such as time, place, means and
circumstance and having the power to realize his objective thro’ his acts,
in every case, in a manner that is always agreeable to him. It has been
shown (Sec Vol I, pp. 171-172, fn. 2; p. 414; fn. 3-4) that such absolute
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JIVATMAN IS A REAL AGENT

freedom is the prerogative of God and is not given to any human be-
ing. For this reason, the objection raised by S. or put by him into
the mouth of the Sarmkhya-Pirvapaksin (who by the way regards the
Purusa as essentially indifferent and inactive) is, on the face of it, far
too implausible to call for a refutation in this Siitra.’

Siitra 38 is taken by S. to convey that if Buddhi which is endowed
only with the power of being an instrument of knowledge were to be
accepted as the agent, there would be the reversal of power—the power
of the instrument possessed by Buddhi will have to be replaced by the
power of the agent. In substance, this eriticism will be a repetition of
the one made in Siitra 36 about reversal of case forms’® Apart from
this, the criticism in Sitra 38 will have no adverse effect on the Sarh-
khya stand. For Buddhi can be assigned the role of agent—with the
mind, which is a different ‘tattva’ from Buddhi, acting as the instru-
ment of knowledge. It will not be correct to say, as does the Bha-
mati, that the assumption of an instrument other than Buddhi will
not alter or save the situation except mn name.” Buddhi being diffe-
rent from the self would help the Sinkhya to keep the agency of the
self at bay, by making itself the agent and the mind the instrument.
The view that Buddhi is only a functional aspect of the mind and that
entities is against the position of the Sruti which

th t different
ey are no atho, Up.

reckons snanas, buddhi and Purusas as separate tattvas.4!
i.3.10).

Sdtra 39 is understood by S. to say that if the Jiva is not accepted
t it will not be possible to achieve the state of meditative
. without which there is no hope of deliver-
this Siitra is superfluous for this pur-
ding hearing, reflection and ditative

as an agen
concentration (Semddhi)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

concentration are all capable of being comprehended by the term
“&astrs” in Sitra 33 which is broad enough to include them along with
injunctions regarding giving gifts, performing sacrifices, etc.#® If a sepa-
rate Siitra is necessary in order to bring out the idea that in the stage
of Samadhi the sense of agency arising from the non-discrimination of
the self from Buddhi, which is the true agent, is no longer there—
having been transcended and left behind in the Samadhi state, it would
shatter the superimposed agency of the Atman which S. has been at so
much pains to establish, by this adhi., in order to safeguard the mean-
ingfulness of Sastra® Another defect in S.s interpretation of Sttra
38-39 is that there is no hint in the wording of those Siitras to show that
any ‘Prasaiga” or undesirable contingency is suggested.® The inter-
pretation put upon them does not, therefore, seem to be correct.

Teksddhikaranam (ii.3.40)

S’s way of interpreting Yathd ca taksobhayathd as beginning a
fresh adhi. is not proper. The wording of that Siitra with “just as”
(vathd) and the use of the conjunctive particle (ca) clearly show that
the Siitra is intended to give nothing more than an illustration with
regard to the point already established and is, therefore, organically
connected with the previous Satras and does not start a new topic.
Had it been in the mind of the Sitrakira to modify what had been
established in the preceding Siitra, he would more naturally have used
the particle tu (but) instead of (ca) “and”.% Painfully conscious of
this difficulty, S. tries to explain it away that this ce is used in the
sense of “tu” (but) here: Tvarthe ciyam cah pathitah. If the agency of
Jivitman were, according to the Siitrakira, really an imagined one due
to mere superimposition, we should expect him to have given us a more
pertinent illustration based on the transference of ideas such as ‘the
crystal is red’ (lohitas sphatikah)—on account of the proximity of the
crystal to the red flower placed by its side. The illustration of the
car?enler is not only unhappy but inappropriate to S.’s point of view.4?
_S. is conscious of the difficulty and thinks it necessary to add—“The
lllustrinﬁon of the carpenter is to be understood only so far, that in the
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case of particular acts like chopping he is an agent only thro’ the parti-
cular tools but is quite inactive so far as his own body is concerned
(Svasarirena tu akartaiva).”® This is not so, The carpenetr is active
thro’ his body too. The body acts as much as the tools. The tools can-
not act without the body acting. The 1llustration of the carpenter mere-
ly shows dependence on some other factors or persons without neces-
sarily implying that the carpenter is not actually and in himself an agent.
An agent or an instrument does not cease to be an agent or an instru-
ment simply because they depend for the production of the effect on
certain other auxiliaries also. We may as well remind S, of what he
himself has said under i1.3.37 that an agent does not cease to be so be-
cause he requires assistance: 7 T WFTAWNET we: TA A |

If all that is meant by the interpretation is that tho’ the capacity of
the Jivitman to carry out an act is inherent, the actual accomplishment
of the act is dependent on auxiliaries and is, therefore, adventitious,
that can be admitted without prejudice to the acceptance of Jivatman's
agency to be intrinsic and expressed with the help of such aFcessoﬁes.
The carpenter no doubt needs hus tools. The fact that there is depend-

n the tools or accessonies in the production of an effect does not

ence o lity of the

make the agency of the agent or the instr
unreal or superimposed.

S. is anxious to shift agency completely to the mind or Bm.id.hi in
reality and keep the self clear of all toucl? of true agency. This can-
rot be made consistent with scriptural evidence also. In. the pax‘al?le
of the senses (A.A. ii 1.4) we see that even when the xmnd. madeA its
exit “the person remamed as one with eyes closed but ot_herwxse active,
eating and drinking”,® which shows the self to be active even when
the mind has made its exit from the bod.)h Hence, agency cannot be
denied to the self per se. We also read in the}'a.ztt. Up. (1i.8) even

interpreted by S. that when the self of the Jfiani passes beyond the
is e nd the M: ya he travels over the regions beyond, free
;om desix-:.sa This confirms activity even when the mind has been ?eft
brehiﬂd Mo'reover, the Srutis and Smrtis state clearly that. the mind
is onl ; an instrument of knowledge (karapa) and not a direct agent
1sk o,-; That 15 why we call it the inner organ (antakkarapa).
l(\{(;lrem)r:ar, the state of deep sleep (Susupti) where, according to Ad-
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

vaita philosophy, the Buddhi is not functioning, there is the act of res-
piration going on. The Sruti says—‘the man in deep sleep breat.lles the
words Bhih, bhihS! We also see from the Chan. Up. (vm23)
that reaching the Supreme Light, the released soul ‘comes into his
own being” (Svena ripena abhinispadyate) and there he goes about
eating, sporting, enjoying, This means that even in the highest state
of release, the Atman retains his agency. It is not, therefore, right to
place the mind instead of Atman in the position of the agent. It would
not stand to reason that agency belongs to the self only as qualified by
or associated with the mind and not to the pure self. In that case,
injunctions prescribing the means of Moksa will lose their force; for,
the qualified Atman is not the one who is to reap the benefit of follow-
ing those disciplines.

The agency of Atman as such is clearly established by such evid-
ences as (i) the perceptive judgment (Aham karomi) ‘I am the doer’
(ii) the inference that such activity relating to the means of Moksa
must inhere in the same individual as actually attains Moksa and con-
tinues to be there,—which is based on the principle that the benefit
of Sastra accrues to the one who actually carries out its preseriptions
(Sastraphalam prayoktari) and (iii) Srutis such as ‘the Self who is the
doer, the knower’ (Kartg vijandtmg Purusah Prasna Up. iv.9). Unless
the Atman is accepted as a real doer, there will be the futility of the
Sastra which lays down certain injunctions and prohibitions with refer-
ence to the Jivitman who, as a sentient being is open to discipline
($dsenayogya) and who is liable to undergo the consequences of trans-
gressing injunctions and prohibitions relating to those means of release.
There is, therefore, no justification to dismiss the agency of the Jivatman
as arising out of a misconception® The text of the Katha Up.

(i.3.4) which says: the wise speak of the Atman in conjunction with
the senses and the mind as the ‘enjoyer’ states only this much that in
the matter of the Souls' experiencing of worldly pleasures, etc. the
mind, like the body, acts as an auxiliary (sahakidri). It does not sure-
ly place the mind in the category of the enjoyer (bhoktr). The Gita
text: Deluded by egoism, man thinks he is the doer (iii, 27) is in-
tended to negative independence of agency to the individual and not
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JIVATMAN IS A REAL AGENT

agency as such. This is clear from the subsequent passage ‘Such be-
ing the case, one who takes the self to be the sole agent (kevalam)
independently—i.e. without the aid of the other four causes mention-
ed in the preceding verses (XVIII, 13-15), is misguided,

&d &l FaTERar F9d g a1

smaradfeed g gafy geke
(XVIIL 16)

The Brhadiranyaka Upani dic p ‘He ditates as it were’
(dhydyative iv.3.7) does not deny agency to the self. It only under-
lines the fact of his dependent activitys There is no force in the
argument that if the Atman were accepted as the substratum of acti-
vity (krtydsraya), he will be liable to modification. (dravydntara-
patti), Otherwise, for the same reason, one will have to say that
Atman is not also a substratum of knowledge (jnandsSraya). If Atman
can be a substratum of knowledge without fear of being exposed to
modification of his essence, by the same token, he can also be accepted
as the substratum of actwvity (krtyasraya). Nor is there any force in
the argument that since the agency of the Jivitman is established. by
Pratyaksa, it cannot be regarded as a worth}f object of human-aspm;-
tion (purugirtha) or as representing the ‘lmport of the Sastras’
There are two ways in which the Srutis which refer to th-e agency of
Jivitman can be shown to have a proper import. One is that fhe'y
cstablish the otherwise unknown truth that the agency of the Jiva is
exercised subject to the control of God. The .other 15 to interpret the
Sruti so as to establish a proper import b:l?at lt.teacl.'les that the ptlizr:

i nt—such agency not being given in our percepluv
xgg::gtsw\:}?icﬁgiefer to theg self taken together with its body and
organs. The argument may easily be turfxed against S. also. One may
contend for example that the Sruti “ihmh speaks of B. as Sﬂtyﬁz
jndnam has no reference to the pure Atman but .merely tepteats wi
is otherwise established in ou” ordinary ‘?erceg,twr;sha and Jl}dgm;:?:
such as that the pot is real (ghates san) “T a'mh (aham asmz)dw ;
all refer to qualified entities It is not also right ‘0. argue a:h t:f; 3
that the acceptance of activity to the self will expose it to much suffer-

e e———— | (TC. p. 970 b)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

ing (klesa)." Not all activity involves suffering. On the contra_ry,
ope may say with good reason that there is no suffering in sporuv?
activity. There is suffering in not fulfilling one's duties’® The Sr\.m
also says ‘He acts for joy’. This shows that activity is not necessax:xl'y
accompanied by suffering. The statement of the Gita: Na hi kascit
ksanam apt jatu tisthatyakarmakrt shows that activity is healthy and
not fraught with suffering® If this is not accepted, one will have to
reject the position that Atman is of the essence of knowledge and
happiness; for even happiness and knowledge are not attained without
effort and suffering—it may be argued.® Is there not pure knowledge
and happiness in Susupti (deep sleep) to the exclusion of suffering?
Activity also may similarly exist without entailing suffering.6!

In the first adhi. S. has refuted the Piirvapaksa from the Sin-
khyan standpoint that agency belongs only to Buddhi and the belief
in the agency of Atman is merely due to want of discrimination be-
tween the two and arises consequently from a superimposition of the
agency of Buddhi on Atman. He has then esatblished the agency of
Atman as the Siddhanta view.

In the very next adhi., he establishes the view that the agency
(kartrtva) which legitimately belongs to Buddhi is wrongly superim-
posed on Atman on the analogy of the carpenter not being an agent
in himself but only as and when he is working with the help of his
tools (upddhi). In plain language, this means that the Piirvapaksa of
the previous adhi. has been enthroned by S. as the Siddhanta of the

subsequent adhi. This is hardly a sign of cogency of thought or inter-
pretation®

Moreover, in the Utkrdntyadhi, (ii.3.19-32) S. has himself treated
atomicity of the self (aputva) and exit of Atman from the body
(utkrdnti) at death as falsely superimposed on the self on account of
the connection with Buddhi. Agency or Kartrtva also falls under the
same category. What logic is there, then, in maintaining, as S, has
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done, that in the Utkréntyedhi. such attributes (of the Atman) as
atomicity are to be relegated to the sphere of Pirvapaksa while in the
Kartradhi, the agency of Atman should be regarded as representing the
Siddhinta view?® As a matter of fact S. has maintained that in spite
of clear indications to the contrary, in the Utknintyadhi, all the (ten)
Siitras beginning with Utkrdnti dgatindm represent the prima facie
view (Pirvapaksa) and that the Siddhanta is pronounced in the eleventh
Siitra Tadgunasdraipdt tu * * *. Following the same logic and pro-
cedure consistently with his own position, he should have held that all
the seven Siitras beginning with Kartd $@strarthvatvgt develop the
Pirvapaksa and that the Siddhinta is pronounced by the Siitra Yatha
ca taksobhayathd. Where is the wisdom in setting up two or three
adhikaranas for what after all constitutes a single topic®*? The ex-
planation that Yathd ca taksobhayathd 1s intended to establish the truth
about the superimposition of the agency of Buddhi on the Atman, in
order to refute the contention of the Samkhya philosophers that there
is no erroneous knowledge in our experience 1s not in order. For, the
Sankhya view regarding error (bhirama) pertains to the field of theory
of knowledge and error. It has reference to experiences like the mis-
apprehension of nacre m shell (idam rajatem). But the topic under
discussion in Kartd {dstrérthavatvgt has reference to the question of
the Atman’s agency. It is not a question ted with epistemology
but with the nature of the self (adhydtma). It would be a misuse of
the adhikarana to seek to utilize 1t for any such purpose as disproving

the Sankhya theory of Bhrama.
Parayattidhikaranam (u.3.41-42)

S.'s interpretation of the next adhi. beginning with Paendttd tac-
chruteh in which he emphasizes that the agency of Jivatman, es-ta-
blished’ n the earher adhi, is dependent on Paramatman does-not nn‘g
true to his own metaphysical position that the agency of J.ivatman is

d by Avidya and is, therefore, due to a superimposition on ac-
cause f};he proxumity of the self to antahkarapa. In such a theory,
count i: very little for Paramitman to do and hardly any need for Him

there .
to be dragged into the picture.$
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Ramanuja’s Interpretation
According to R. the Kartradhikaranam (ii.3, 33-39) imiludes the
Siitra Yathd co taksobhayathd. The Pardyattgdhikarana consist of two

Stitras (ii.3-40-41). In the former, the Soul’s intrinsic agency is esta-
blished. The Piirvapaksa is made from the Sankhya standpoint.

R. reads Siitras 34 and 35 as one and in the reverse order: Upd-
dindd vihgropadesat. As his visayavakya is Brh. Up. ii.1.18, it would
have been more in conformity with it, if the reading of the Siitra had
been Updddnena viharopadesgt. Sitra 37 according to R. brings out
the defect in not accepting Atman as agent. Siitra 38 according to him
exposes the defect in accepting Buddhi as the agent instead. Since
Siitra 36 according to him deals with the difficulty which will arise on
the view of the Self’s not being an agent, we should expect Siitra 38
to be read immediately after 36 and before 37.

Parayattddhikaranam (ii, 3, 40-41)

This adhi. establishes that the activity of the Jiva proceeds from
the Supreme B. as its cause. In this connection, R. has developed a
distinctive theory of the manner in which the Supreme B. exercises
ils prerogative in shaping the career of the Souls. The colorful de-
tails and niceties of this theory have been further elucidated by Vatsya
Varadirya and his pupil commentator Sudar$ana Sari. As their
exposition raises some very interesting points for discussion, it de-
serves special attention here. It is also worth considering how far
R.s theory which introduces the twin ideas of ‘neutality’ of the Lord
at the point of the initial volitional effort of the individual and ‘per-
missiveness in the subsequent stages’ can be accepted as a satisfactory
solutipn of the question of how far the Lord’s involvement in the
Jivas' activity exposes Him to partiality or cruelty in dealing with the

souls. The question is of vital interest only to Theists like R, and M.
and not to S,

Briefly, R's position as eclucidated by his commentators is as
follows:—

Having bestowed on the Jiva the power of intelligence, the power
to act and the full compl nt of ies in the form of body, sense-
organs ete, the Lord remains neutral in respect of the Jiva's initial
volitional effort in launching on a particular course of action, good or
bad. Here, the Jiva himself takes the first plunge as it were, without
l.x-ing_ prompted by the Lord. The reason for adopting such a position
is this. The Lord has 1o prompt the Jiva to a particular course of
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action only by inducing in him a desire to do so. Such a desire is to
be generated in the Jiva by the presence of suitable objects of enjoy-
ment and attraction. But the presence of these objects is governed
and brought about by the power of unseen merit of the Jiva, The ob-
jects being thus brought into contact with the Jiva by his own adrsta,
the desire to possess and enjoy them is engendered in him by the re-
siduary (potential impr ) lodged in him from past lives.
The awakening of these Vasanas is already accomplished at the time of
the birth of each individual Jiva thro’ his unseen merits which are at
work from the time of the formation of the particular physical body
which he is to tenant. There is thus no scope for the Lord to come
into the picture at all, at this stage. This leaves the independence of
the Jiva unencroached upon by the Lord, in respect of his initial voli-
{ional activity. It is in this way that the Jiva makes himself liable to
the jurisdiction of injunctons and prohibitions and becomes a doer of
good and bad and reaps their fruits.% It is only at the second stage of
volition and effort that the Lord helps the Jiva by extending his favor
and permission (anumati). The role of Anumantr consists in prompt-
ing one who has already taken the first step. At this stage, the Lord
brings before the Jiva’s mind such other objects of attraction and en-
joyment as may not have been interposed by adrsta or other causes.
This is what distinguishes the Lord’s ‘p iveness® (i tréve
from His role of ‘neutrality’ (auddsinya) in the first instance.” As this
method of the Lord’s prompting and permitting the Jiva in his subse-
quent actions is in the nature of bestowing on the Jiva fruits in accord-
ance with his initial effort, there is no question of the Lord’s becom-
ing exposed to partiality or cruelty in pro_mpﬁng the Jiva to do good
or bad in accordance with the results which have already accrued to

him.®®
Thus, in respect of the subsequent volitional effort and activities
of the Ji,va, the Lord Himself becomes active as the prompter (pra-
yojake) in addition to being the giver of permission (anumant3). The
text of the Kausitaki Up. (iii. 8):
aq @a A sreatr daAe e sfaat
g garerged wrafa dawdr e
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is not to be understood in an unrestricted way so as to apply to cases
of initial volitional effort also, of the Jivas. It refers only to the
Lord's role as the giver of permission in the subsequent stagels after
the initial volitional effort has had its way and outlet and has brought
about its results. Otherwise, the injunctions and prohibitions of
$astras will cease to be meaningful, if God were to take the leading role
from the very beginning.® The whole theme has been put in a nut-
shell in the following verse by Vatsya Varadicarya in his Taftvasara:

TREERERY O SR wd
AT IAATIEEa T )
Lt i ciE U SRE s RiE R el

aaeaes waeeft aa: adw dar efen
(Ver. 46)

The verse has been quoted by Vyasatirtha in the TC.

R. too has given expression to this idea in his Sribhasya (ii.3.41)
but not so clearly or exhaustively. He insists, however, that the Kau-
sitaki text is not to be understood in general terms. He says: “The
Lord wishing to favor those who are resolved on activity such as would
please Him, generates in their minds a tendency to virtuous acts which
lead to Him while in order to punish those who are resolved to do
things repugnant to Him, he creates in them a fascination for acts which
have a downward tendency and are obstacles to attaining him”. R.
supports his interpretation with two citations from the Gita, X.8-10;
and XVI, 8-19.

Criticism
But these Gita verses do not say anything about the Lord’s adopt-
ing an attitude of neutrality in the initial stage of volitional effort of the

Jiva. They merely signify that the Lord dispenses rewards in accord-
ance with the varying Sadhanas of individuals.®

It is not necessary to accept a position such as has been envisaged
by R. in order to keep the Lord’s part free from involvement in par.
tiality and cruelty. It has already been shown in the exposition of the
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Vaisamyanairghryyddhikerana (ii.-1.35-37) that by making the begin-
ningless intrinsic fitness of Jivas the ultimate basis of the Lord’s deal-
ings with them at all times and stages, including the socalled ‘initial
stage of volitional effort’ of Ramanuja, it is possible to keep the Lord's
part in shaping human destiny untouched by partiality or cruelty.”
Unless the beginningless natural fitness (anddisvaripayogyatd) of Jiva
is made the basis of the Lord’s participation in the fulfilment of human
destiny, it will not be passible to prevent His becoming liable to par-
tiality or cruelty, to the extent that He remains neufral in the initial
stage of volitional effort and becomes permissive, in respect of subse-
quent activities.?

Since the Lord’s permissiveness, after the initial volitional effort
has had its outlet, is not arbitrary but is in conformity with the results
of the initial efforts, His part in endowing the Jivas at the initial stage
itself with a measure of capacity and with their physical bodies and
sense organs of different orders of excellence and capacity may, in the
same way, be taken to be in conformity with the results of earlier and
still earlier achievements of the Jivas, as far back as the mind could
reach, which is the grass-root level of Svariipayogyata.”

It is not necessary to assume any neutrality on the Lord's part in
respect of the initial effort of Jivas to avoid involving Him in partia-
lity or cruelty. That can always be secured thro’ His strict adherence
to the criterion of anddisvardpayogyatd of Jivas, in His dealings with
their career. Otherwise, it will be difficult to see how tho’ compefent
ta do so, the Lord who refrains from holding back the Jwa from plung-
ing into a course of action detnmental to his interests or permits him
to proceed with such activity, can be regarded as not being cruel, or

callous.™

If the Lord’s permissiveness at the second stage is only by way of
bestowing the rewards of the initial effort, His enabling the Jivas to
act in the first instance by providing them with suitable powers and
bodies etc. can likewise be construed as being done in conformity with
the achievements of still earlier karmas stretehmg back to a beginning-
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less past, as set forth in the concept of Aniditva of Samsara in BS.
ii.1.36.

Nor is it necessary to keep the Lord aloof at the initial stage so
that He may not be a sharer in the effects of Jiva’s karma. The Lord’s
status as transcending the jurisdiction of injunctions and prohibitions
should keep Him out of having to share the fruits of Jiva-karma, tho’
He prompts them to activity. Otherwise, it would be difficult to see
how, as a person competent to intervene and prevent the commission
of a wrong, the Lord who keeps Himself aloof or allows its being done,
can be said to be entirely free from blame.

R. and his commentator have offered an explanation. The Lord is
like a father, who has put his sons in possession of their share of pro-
perty. It is capable of being put to a good or a bad use. Where one
of the sons misuses the property given to him and the other puts it to
good use, it is they who will have to take the consequences of their
acts and not the father. Similar is the case with God.™

There is, howwever, considerable difference between the Lord’s
position and the position of the parent vis a vis his sons which R. and
his commentator have failed to take into account. Whereas the human
father cannot foresee how his sons will be using the property given to
them, the Lord as an omniscient being, must be competent to have fore-
knowledge of how each Jiva will act. Where the father does not “per-
mit” the misuse of the property, the Lord “permits” wrong-doing as
“Anumanty” wecording o R Unlike the parerns, the Lord heos coniri-
buted vitally to the initial volitional effort of the Jiva by bestowing on
him the power of sentiency, of ability to do things ete.®

It is not necessary, therefore, to let the Lord keep Himself aloof
at the initial stage in order that injunctions and prohibitions may be
applicable to the Jiva? That can be explained by accepting that his
initial effort also flows as much due to the prompting of the Lord as
his subscquent activities.?s
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Nor can the Lord be kept in the background so far as the initial
volitional effort is concerned, because it can be explained on the basis
of other factors without bringing Him in. If that be so, He can be
kept in the background by the same token, in respect of the subsequent
activities too, which can also be explained on the basis of other fac-
tors. The Sruti text which refers to the Lord’s part in what the Jiva
does is so worded that it can be applied to both the cases—the initial
cffort and the subsequent ones.™ Moreover, as the initial effort of the
Jiva, in this Iife, is the outcome of the Karma and Vasanas of a pre-
vious life or lives, and as the Lord is admittedly the giver of the fruits
of all karmas, it will not be possible to maintain the position that the
Lord holds Himself aloof in respect of the initial volitional effort.

The Srutaprakise has argued that there is a significant difference
in motivation between the Lord’s keeping Himself aloof in respect of
the Jiva's initial volitional effort and His subsequent permissiveness,
which justifies their being treated on defferent footing. In the former
case, the Lord's non-intervention is motivated only by the desire to let
the Jiva take the consequences of his past deeds and not with the ob-
ject of getting any Sadhanas productive of fresh results performed by
the Jiva. In the second and subsequent efforts of the Jiva—where the
Lord intervenes, the intervention is motivated by the desire to get fresh
Karmas yielding fresh results performed by the Jiva®

This also is not convincing. A King who inflicts capital punish-
ment on an offender for his offences and who knows that such punish-
ment must result in his death is not found to be indifferent to the trial
and punishment of such an offender. In the same way, the Lord who
makes the Jiva take to a particular course of action in consequence of
his past deeds and who knows that it must be painful to the Jiva or
unpalatable to him, can hardly be taken to be indifferent in his deal-
ings with that Jiva® A person who strikes a maich to spot out a book
in a dark room may be indifferent to an album lying there when ht? sees
it but which he did not expect to see there. But he would not be indif-
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ferent to it if he had known that the light will reveal to him the exist-
ence of the album too.®

Thus, nothing short of grounding God’s treatment of souls on their
own distinctive and beginingless Svariipayogyatd can help us in vindi-
cating the Lord’s impartiality of treatment of Jivas. The solution pro-
posed by R. and his commentators on the basis of non-intervention

(auddsinya) and permissi s (a trtva) at the first and the sub-
sequent stages falls short of the requirements3d
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CHAPTER XXXI
JiVA IS AN AMSA OF BRAHMAN

18. Anéddhikaranam (ii.3, 43-50)

In this penultimate adh: of this Pada, the Siitrakara gives final

form to the Jiva's ontological relation to B., as its amse. “Armsa” fuses
into a single concept the ideas of the soul’s close resemblance to B. in
respect of its essential properties of knowledge and bliss and its onio-

logical dependence on B. for 1its very existence, its capacity to know
and to act—as established in the Sitras: Tadgunpasdrateat (ii.3.29)
and Paritty tacchruteh (ii.3.41). As it is not a physical relationship
that is meant, it would be a mistake to translate “améa’ as a ‘part’ or
a ‘fraction’. The relation of the ectype to its archetype is the nearest
approximation to the concept of “améa-amétbhive” as applied to Jiva
and B. We shall, however, not atiempt to translate the Sanskrit word
amda as used by Badariyana into Enghsh but retain it as untranslat.

able.
The conflict of testimony in this case arises this way. The Gaupa-
vang Sruti declares: “Amsas indeed are these souls. The Lord is

their Améi. The unchanging Lord causes all this to be done thro® His
'I:he Bhallaveya Srutt declares: “The Jiva is no améa what-
He is in no way connected with

arnfas”.
he Lord).
it is the Lord who bestows the

ever of the Other (ie. 1]

8 Him. All the same
Him or helpful (0 cording to his deserts. For, the Supreme is not

fruits on the Jiva ac ;
ruled by any other. He is the all-ruler.

-
1. Quoted in M. BSB. ii 343
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Parvapakse

The Piirvapaksa is: It cannot be decided one way or the other if
the Jiva is an améa of the Lord or is not. We cannot decide that he
is an amda as this is directly contradicted by the other statement quoted.
We cannot say that the statement ‘he is not an amfa of the other re-
fers to the other Jivas. For, the succeeding words “All the same, it is
the Lord...... » are against such a construction. Nor can it be esta-
blished decisively that the Jiva is not an améa of the Lord as the
Gaupavana Sruti emphatically states that he is an amsa. There is no
possibility here of both being true and acceptable as in the case of the
injunction to offer the oblations with rice or barley. For this is a ques-
tion concerning the nature of a thing—not of the manner of perform-
ance of an act and there is further the emphatic statement about the
Jiva being an ams$a of the Lord. It cannot be said that as the identity
of the Jiva with B. has been refuted earlier, the Srutis which state
that the Jiva is not an amsa of B. are entitled to greater weight. The
Souls can still be amdas of B. without being identical with B. just as
a single thread tho’ it is different from the cloth as a whole, is yet an
am$a of the whole. Thus, as the Srutis seem to be pulling in oppo-
site directions, on this question, it is not possible to come to a definite
conclusion on the point2

Siddhdanta,

The Siddhinta is embodied in the Sitra: Amso nandvyapadesid
anyathd odpi dasakitavdditvam adhiyata eke (ii.3.43). Properly ex-
panded this means: (The Jiva) is an amse (of B.) (i) because his re-
lationship to B. s found described {in the Srutis) in various terms {(as
son, father, brother, friend, companion and so forth) and otherwise too
(i)} as not standing in any relationship (of upajivyatva or being the
source of sustenance) to B. [but only as one drawing sustenance from B.
(upajivaka)]; and (i) because some Sikhins speak of B. as (being
identical with) the fisherfolk, the gamblers and the slaves as well as
otherwise viz. that the Lord is other than the Jiva and that the Jiva is
other than the Lord (in terms of their difference?’).

2 W3 F A gow aeaw oy A e s @ oo 103 ans T q
ELE ] v{g Tify imﬂﬁwmmﬁ?nﬁﬁxqﬁam d:m“ ;f:'
g 7§ ferdmiae WfareEme 9 o e s maererarg ) A < AR
%o agfoe Ao avefraait asg simn T it cie
werfuaenft oo A wwETE 0 3 ffageaf s wafa Jer aeaat
Qacfesmr ¢ ¢ ¢ (TP ji34y)

3 3 grEme el S nTinTE I ARt S @
ATUNINT W SR o8 mis AW G o oo ag feasT aian o o
CETRTNIITL 1 LRE 9 HT FURT G0 o w2 a1 o @y iy g

(TDP. 113.43)
270



JIVA IS AN AMSA OF BRAHMAN

In the foregoing interpretation, it will be seen that the predica-
tion that Jiva is an améa of B. is supported by two sets of reasons in
keeping with the two complementary senses in which the concept of
am$atva is understood! The first sense of am$atva is drawing susten-
ance from ‘it’ (the Amsi) and therefore acting as its satellite (tadupa-

jivakatvardpam tacch ). The second sense of Amsatvam is
‘having a likeness to it (B) and yet being considerably inferior to it in
tve sati tatsadyse ). Jiva's ams to B.

its properties (tato
in the former sense is supported in the Siitra by the reason: nindvya-
padesa or his being described as standing in various relations of son,
father, brother, friend, companion, ete. to B. along with being one who
always draws his sustenance from B. but never as sustaining B.JIn its
second sense of Tato nyi sati tatsadrSatvam the predication is
supported by the terms of identity in which B. is spoken of with re-
ference to fisherfolk, gamblers and slaves along with the emphasis on
its difference from the Jivatman.’ Such an amplification of the Sitra
is made possible by the use of the conjunctive particle ca there, which
connects the two evenly balanced sets of reasons (i) nanivyapadeda
and its counterpart conveyed by the expression ‘anyathd’ and (ii) abhe-
davyapadesa (in terms of Brahma dasi * *) and its counterpart (of
difference) conveyed by ‘anyathd’—in the wording of the Siitra.

This will show that (i) nanavyapadesa brackted with what is contrary
to it and (ii) Dasakitavadi {vyapade$a) ‘bracketed with what is cox.ltraxy
to it have severally been intended by the Siitrakara to be }xsed as (’hstinc.
tive sets of reasons to establish the conclusio{l that the'Jiva is an amsa of B.
We cannot agree with 5. and R. that nandvyapadesa understood in t.he

connected only with

sense of ‘declaration of difference’ and ‘anyathd’
‘Dagakitavadi (vy deta)’ as its amplifi d equivalent are to be taken
P

in unison as the reason to support the thesis of Jiva being an amsz

of BS

For then, one of the two terms: Anyathd or the entire sentence
, - 3 .

Dasakitavaditvam adhiyate eke can be dispensed .wuh, as_bemg super-

fluous—as the intended contrast with the declaration of difference wall
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semblance to B. But as this resemblance to B. is only partial, the
Jiva's identification with B. resting on such partial resemblance has to
be treated as figurative (gaupa) and not as a complete identity of
essence,

1t is this incompatibility of both the relation of identity of essence
and difference, in their primary senses that gives the Satrakara’s con-
cept of amsa its raison d’etre. M.s Bhasya sums up the matter in the
clearest terms:

Fa WER aErEETRT 9 NEd i
TEIREElEE WA T FEE:
The words Bhedibhedau ne mukhyateh do not mean that “separate-
ness and non-separateness ought not to be understood literally” as mis-
construed by J. E. Carpenter (Theism in Medizeval India, 1921, p. 411).
The same misconstruction is to be met with in H. N. Raghavendrachar’s
Kannada work: Dvaita Vedanta, 1958, p. 279. We need not, there-
fore, deplore with Carpenter that “unhappily M. did not adhere to
this suggestion” (ibid). What the words really mean is that both
difference and identity cannot hold true in their primary senses. Only
one of them can be accepted in its primary sense and the other must
be understood in a non-primary (gauna) sense. It goes without saying
that according to M. difference between Jiva and B. holds true in its
primary sense and ‘identity’ is to be taken in the gauna sense of améu.
The commentary of J. makes this crystal-clear:
aedafraane awetafy qeums: | ARimraamaTan Rediem, SREET
HWed aaweatAta AT 0 (TP. 1i.3.43).

The advantage of the concept of améa is that while rejecting once
for all the irrationality of Bhedibheda relationship between Jiva and
B. it preserves the fundamental distinction of essence between them
grounded on all the Praminas and accepts identity in the senses of
() Tadupafivakatvaripam tacchesatvam and (it) Tato nyinatve sati
tatsadrsatvam. Recognizing the logical inconsistency between bheda and
abheda in their primary senses as difference of nature and identity of
essence,'®® the Shitrakira fuses bhinnatva (difference of nature) and
siidrsya (similarity of attributes) into a unitary concept and presents
it as summing up the essence of the relationship between Jiva and B.

femd NF sfremeidiicd fagua dgfag:  (TC. p. 977 b)

The Sttrakira next turns his attention to remove the misconcep-
tion that the use of his term amse to describe the Jivas' relation to B.
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may give rise to, in as much as the personal manifestations of B. as
Avatars are also found to be accepted and designated as Its “amsas”,
in the Khila Srutis, the Epics and the Purinas. The question, would,
therefore, arise if the Jivas are to be accepted as “amfas” on a par
with the Avatars or if they differ from the Avatars as amdas, in what
sense or particulars they differ. As a Samanvaydcirya of the authen-
tic traditions and recewed literature of the Vedinta, the Sitrakara
owes it to himself to go into this question. This he does in the next

few Siitras of this adhi. (46-50).

The Sttra: Prakdsadivan naivam Parah (ii.3.46) and the next:
Smaranti ca (ii.3.47) make it clear that the personal mamfestations of
the Supreme as Avatars are not “amsus” in the same sense as the Jivas:
Naivam Parah. They are what may be called “Svariipamsas” of the
Supreme while the Jivas are “Bhinnamsas”. The difference between
these two orders of amsas has been clearly explained in the following
passages from the Vardha cited by M. “Amsas are of two orders: the
Svaripaméa and the Bhinnamsa. Whatever is the nature, power and
condition of supremacy etc. of the Amdin (original) the same holds true
of the Svariipamsas. There ts not even an iota of difference between
the Svardpamsa and its Amém. But the “Bhinnamsa” is of limited
power and has resemblance with the Amsin to a very slight degree”

A famous passage in the Bhagavata Purdna:
qF EETAwEn CF. FOIRG HTETT F@I |
wafenga @ geafa af 71 (1.3.28)
refers to the numerous Avatars of the Supreme Being as “Kalas of its
essential aspect” (Svamdakalih) which are said to be the same as
Bhagavan Krsna Himself—“Krspa” being understood here in the ulti-
N £« i (See J. MGBL. x.41) and which in every age

ate sense of “Milarupl’ : :
:;)pear to protect and bless the world affected by the enemies of Indra”.

The preceding verse here:
ua wAaT 3 WA wEE: |
Far qF g G Tan 1
i japati 3 “Kalas”, in general,
the Manus, Rsis, Prajapatis, etc. only as “Kalas”,  general,
zlfxetalr]:: gtfxpr:me. We find here a distinction between the “Svimsa
Kalas” and the “Kalas”. The text further down (i.3.31) refers to
—_— _ N
11 warrera fafiamr zs:r‘;r’ gﬁ?ﬂ "
afir 7 A FEAET :
GGl a?ﬁaﬁsﬁ Gz e Ffag .
ey frfaeTs £
fraragt (M. BSB. ii347)
275

(Op. cit., 1.3.27)




THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

Jadasrsti? and then describes the “Jivas” (already mentioned as
“Kalas” of the Supreme in 1.3.27) as “other than the Supreme Being
and matter (atah param), subtle in character, never bereft of the pro-
perties of jnZna, &nanda, etc. but obliged to undergo transmigration for
failure to go thro’ the discipline of Sravana, manana and acquire vision
of the Supreme Reality (Vastu).?

It is clear from these passages that there is a vital distinction be-
tween these two orders of Ams$as of the Lord—the Svariipamsas and
the Kalas. M. uses the terminology of Svariipiméa and Bhinnimsa
current in the Puranas, cited by him, to denote these two orders of
améas. The Avatars of the Supreme are its Svariipamsas in the sense
already defined and the Jivas as a class are Bhinnamsas. The fact of
aemsatva within the meaning of the definition Tato nyiinatve sati tatsa-
dréatvam is common to both of them."2

The Siitra Prakisidivan naivam Parah answers the question how
in spite of being amdas of the same B. there should be this difference be-
12, Qg9 Wad geee fasraa: o

mmﬁrffﬁmrﬁfmﬁl
mmmmmﬁ%ml

g7 zefy grammrdframafefa: n o (.3.30-31)
For the meaning of these ilokas see yabhi ’s Durghatabhivadipika

13. FAAX FEFRAATAGT |

ENENG

mm«ma T W

7 qRATRTE ARATTTT TF E A9E W WA, AR e,
gaedifa (TP, ii3.47)

13a. The TC explains that tho’ the Svariipamsa is essentially identical with the

Améin, it is still formally an adjunct to the Am§i. Tho’ it has all the pro-

perties of the Amsn _these are _not mumiested in it while they are in their

n te (Sakty a) in the Amsn they are always in a fully

1 Jitt Tt 3y, Thi <

3 is actually inferior to
the Amdin in all respects and is dependent on it and bears similarity only in
respect of a few attributes to the Améin. Leaving aside the identity and dif-
ference of the Svaripamia and the Bhlnnamsa with the Amsin, both of them
have this in the in respect of their properties of
sattd, jnana, ananda, ete. (wholly in one case and only partly in the other).
Further the Bhinnimsa bears a similarity to the Svarfipaméa as it has its exist-
ence in virtue of the existence of the Amiin—like the Svariipamsa itselfi—
tho’ even here there is a subtle distinction that the reality of the Svariipamsa
is the same as the reality of the Amsi while the reality of the Bhinnamsa is
dependent on the reality of the Amsin, (tatsattddhinasattd). For this reason
then the application of the term *amsa™ to denofe the Bhinniméa also (as

m the casc of Svarlipimsa) is to be re d l" naprayoga: Read:
AT AT ageasfy, afa-

wwmmﬁml fmmi‘aagwﬁqgﬁaq (TC p. 977b)

T it SR aaqr FATEA

< (s

el $f8 S (NS, p. 453b)
Tafy, xp"xm m TAadl A4y g, AT mmmmrrafnfﬁ §uwd,
Aarf, A T A T TAEER

(NS. SVC u.3:xdh.18)
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tween the Jivas and their Amsi (B) while there is no difference be-
iween the Avatars (which are also Améas of B.) and their Améi (B)
with the help of an illustration with particular reference to the higher
Abhimini-Devatis™ of fire, water and earth celebrated in the Upani-
sads and the Puranas and certain inferior Abhimani Devatas acere-
dited to lower grades of the said elements,

The higher order of deities like Agni, Varuna and Dharadevi are
recognized as the presiding deities of fire, water and earth. These
Amsis have their own Sveriipamsas presiding over Kalagni (the terrible
world fire celebrated in mythology), the ocean and Mt.
Meru. Similarly, certain inferior deities called Apabhrasta-Devatis
have been recognized to be the presiding deities of inferior forms of
fire, water and earth such as the glow of the firefly, urine and stool,
The Abhimanidevatis of Kilagni, ocean and Meru are identical with
their Amsis but the inferior deities presiding over the light of glow-
worm, urine and stool, are not identical with the Amsis but are diffe-
rent and entirely dependent on them.’ In the same way, the Jivas
are different from and dependent on their Amsi (B) while the Avatars

are identical with their Amsi.

deh bandhis ooy

The next Sitra: Anujiidparihdraw G
(ii.3.48) explains the rationale of this differenc of status between the

Svariipimsas of B.—viz, the Avatars and the Bhinnamsas viz. the Jivas.
The difference is due to the fact that in the case of the Jivas all their
activities in their mundane career and their attaimnel}t of freedom
(parikéra) from bondage ave under the control and direction of ‘tb?

. 5 b oh
S Being (Pardnujid) t of their with pl
ugrir.ne + 5 5‘ bandh ) brought about by their own karma and

not by those of their Am&i's The Avatars bhave no physical bodies

i ‘bodies’ they assume are not
composed of the material elements. So tlfe bodi 5 ;
the I:\)ltcome of the Karma of their Améis.”” They are neither subject

to Karma, birth or death, bondage and release. They are ever free,
without birth, death and embodiment.™®
14. AT TEATEAT F wEEAETE s weenfaEdt WX TREre  Aafae: diaaq

T B
16. Fage S T by A A € o oy (0 BB 5349
= & s T HH
qar @i ) g fal (Raghu. TPB. 4, 3, adh. 18. p. 287)

i }f i Y 1 has ated passages from the Moksu-
o o s Do e e menlion: of various Avatars, the

17. In eluci B
bh. x1i, 347, 11-13) where after : A

e T Jivia o) this workd® (tha Toke) us being subject to em-
beodiment thro’ the elements and Karma which shows the Avatars are not sub-

ject to such embodiment. .
15, B Catrrveda $ikha Q. by M. BSB. i3.48.
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The last part of the Sfitra (Jyotirddivat) illustrates this point.
The presiding deity of the solar orb viz. the Sun-god is the Amsi and
his SvarGpimsa is the presiding deity of the splendour of the solar
orb. These two are on a par. The former does not control the
latter. The case is, however, different with the presiding deity of the
eye—an inferior Devatd who is the amsa (in the sense already defined)
of the Sun-god. This inferior deity does not enjoy the same power
and status as Aditya. He is subject to the control of Aditya and looks
up to him to shake off the obscuration of the darkmess of gloom which
affects the eye. The Apabhrastadevatis are also affected by the ills
of the body of souls with which they are associated, to some extent.
The position of Jivas as Bhinniméas of B. is thus analogous to the
position of these inferior amsas of the major abhimini-devatds.®

The expression ‘ddi' in ‘Jyotiradivat’ has been explained by M.
with another illustration relating to the presiding deity of the ocean of
pure water which surrounds the universe,—Varupa and his Svarii-
pamsa who is the presiding deity of the sea of pure water within the
universe of whom the latter is not subject to any control or direction
by his Am$i. But the inferior presiding deity of phlegm which is a
by-product of water is an Apabhrastadevati who is, however, a Bhin-
nims$a of Varuna. This inferior deity is affected by the distempers of
the body of the person wherein his jurisdiction lies. He finds the
remedy of his distemper in the same water of which Varuma is the
Abhimanidevati and by his grace thro’ the neutralising action of bile™®

The next Siitra Asantatescivyatikarah (ii.3.49) makes it clear that
tho’ they are améas of B., the Jivas are not on a par with the Avatars
~—(the Svariipimsas of B.) because of the limited range of their power?2!
This is supported by a quotation from the Caturveda$ikhd= where it is
stated that the Supreme B. has innumerable forms like Krsna, Rama,
Kapila, ete. that all of them are perfect, unlimited, incomparable and that
the Jivas who are inferior beings are imperfect and bound and some
of them get released.

19 T « wfrufiey swfed feam T TE e et
. . (AL i15)
s RS eI A wfe ) aeERs rhmfnforer (1. BSB. 113.48)
20 T AIRPPITHIEITT 40T 10e0fy IR Tmera, 11y
fon sy (TP)
21 spiwiorares 4*::: RS | (M. BSB._ul i)
e afy oy gE e el ST ATl st ) (BD)

“xes xnmmmﬁm‘qr‘\m wfrith ) XTI GG ol T ety
tnn,\m-t ST * 2 AT wd mgs S eTaeey, og nser e

(ML BSB. ii3.49)

(AL °BSB. ii3.48)
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The last Siitra: Abhdsy eva ca (ii.3.50) adduces another reason
why the Jiva, tho’ he happens to be an amsa of the Supreme is not and
cannot be identical with the Amé (B) like the Avatars. The answer
is—because he is only an “Abhasa” of B, unlike the Avatars—which are

self-subsistent.

M. understands this term ‘Gbhdsa’ of the Sitrakira in the sense of
Pratibimba or Pratibimba-améa. He finds in the famous Rg-Vedic verse;

& w1 wfiredy o

JFT T g@: waraw . (vi.47.8)
the locus classicus of his doctrine of the Jivas as Pratibimbas of the
Lord? As understood by him this verse means:—

“Every member of the community of Souls stands as a reflection
in relation to a particular Form (of the Supreme). That Form (of the
Lord called Bimba-form) is to be visualised by this one (Jiva). By
His powers, the Supreme Lord (Indra) is known to have assumed
countless forms—in groups of ten, hundred and thousand, known as

Haris.”

It should be clear from all that has been said in the foregoing
adhikaranas about the Jivas’ atomicity, his dependence on B. and his
agency under the direction of the Supreme and his being an amsa of
the Lord that his description as an “Abhisa” of the Lord in this Sitre,
whatever else it may signify, cannot possibly be intended to reduce him
to a lifeless reflection like the reflected image of the face in mirror or
of the Sun in the waters, Advaitic commentators have no doubt look-
ed upon this Siitra as a Godsend. R. evidently thought it best to avoid
a confrontation on the question of the correct interpretation of this Siitra
vis-a-vis the Jiva's true relationship to B., consistent with his being
an amsa as proclaimed in the opening Siitra. e has, therefore, sug-
gested that this word has been used in the sense of “hetvabhisa” or a
fallacy in reasoning.

It is M. who has the resourcefulness to take the bull by the horns
and offer a fresh and thonghtful interpretation of this expression
‘Abhasa’ as applied to the Jivitman in relation to B. His interpreta-
tion is one that will make every Jwa feel truly proud of being an
Abhasae of B. and wish to continue to be so, for ever: “Yavaditma-
23. In this connection see Chap. XXXVI of my Phlosophy of Sri Modhvacharya,

may be noted that RV. vi. 47.16 speaks of the three classes of men
whom Indra (ihe Supreme Bewng) deals with in three different ways.

1t
(souls)
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bhavitvena”, to put it in the Sttrakira’s own thrilling words earlier.
1t prevents vulgarization of philosophical thought which reduces the per-
sonality of the Jivitman to a lifeless reflection by raising the Jiva's
status to that of a living self who shines forth by the light of B. and
who bears at the core of his selfhood a human form divine thro’ close
kinship with B. as “Fadgupasira’. Abhzsa stands for a mighty philo-
sophical idea:—

@@ arargd faed azaraeastt 70

wamaiEEwY SaaTanama: (L AV §i.2.50)
that the Jivatman shines forth, even unto himself, only by the light of
B.—that he bears a fundamental affinity with and resemblence to B.
(See BS. ii.3.29) and that his very capacity to be, to act and to be able

to enjoy his own blissful nature and be able to asy “cogito ergo sum”
are all derived from B. and are sustained by B. throughout®

Sarmkara’s Interpretation

" According to S. the Puirvapaksa poses the difficulty of determining
the true relationship between Jiva and B. as taught in the Srutis in terms
of their identity or difference™

Piirvapaksa

The Bhdmati argues the Piirvapaksa at great length. The relation
of benefited and benefactor, master and servant, ruler and ruled, seeker
and the sought, supporter and supported go against the identification
of B. with all sorts of persons as fisher-folk, slaves and gamblers.
There is difficnlty in conceiving of the Jivas as amSas of B. As B. is
without parts, the Jivas cannot be regarded as its améas in the sense of
being organic parts of B. Otherwise, B. will have to share the pain
and sufferings of the Jivas just as Devadatta is affected by the pain in
several parts of his body? In the circumstances, the Jiva who at-
tains release will be in a worse state of misery than in Samsara; for

uvmmf*ﬁmmmmnﬂmzﬁmﬁﬁlﬁm
ﬁf:wamqm'ﬂﬁrﬁnrﬁwm«. ) TFARTI AAAT T TR
NS.
Ct. w3 sen mafay fonfs (Muﬂd. Up, ullD) ‘ v
*Niruktirasikas” will find J ition ilI
w A, afery np mvw#m-nﬂmﬁw’twm TR Y
AT AEFERTE (NS, p. 05

25. wrrwen ffEa o AT ST TR (Bhdmati 5.3.43)

26 tFrmEfrpreeAEETT mmm frafa rpveiece BE S e d
mm'*‘fﬁmxm'ﬁmmwrml"'af’
Wiwzmm.mmmmmm

AT (A T XWX (Bhdmati 153.43)
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whereas in the state of Samsira he has to suffer only a limited amount
of pain and misery that falls to his individual lot, in release he will be
obliged to take in the sufferings of the entire fraternity of Jivas whe con-
stitute the organic parts of B27
Siddhanta

The Siddhanta, therefore, is that the Sruti need not be held to have
any interest in purporting to convey or confirm as a fact the differ-
ence between Jiva and B. which is already conveyed to us by Pra-
tyaksa. We should rather hold that as the relationship of identity be-
tween Jiva and B. is thing not icated to us by any other
source of knowledge, except Sruti, it should be accepted as the real
purport which it is the privilege of Sruti to convey to deluded
humanity.27a

Criticism

1t appears from the key word amsa used in the opening Siitra of the
Siddhinta that the purpose of the present adhi. is to resolve the con-
flict of testimony in regard to the Jivas’ being represented as amdas of
B. in some places in the Sruti and in some other places as standing in
no particular relation at all to B. Accordingly, it would be proper to
hold that the Siitrakira offers a suitable explanation of those texts in
which the Jiva is sometimes spoken of as standing in no specific re-
lationship to B. and confirms his amS$atva 1n a sense commensurate
with the relation in which the Jiva's agency (kartrtra) has been pro-
nounced to be derived from B. in the previous adhi, We cannot ac-
cept an interpretation like S.’s which practically repudiates the 'Sttra-
kara’s position by reducing amsatve to a euphemism: amsa iva amsah
and making améatva dependent on the upddhi of Avidya®, instead of
presenting it as an intrinsic and indissoluble relation.

If the intention of the Siitrakira had been anything else such as

1o pronounce identity as the true relationship between Jiva and B. we
have a right to expect him to have worded the opening Sitra as
Abhinno nandvyapadesdt * * **%. The expression am$g in the Sitra
FRATAE AT AT T, T T R o e

= maﬁgaﬂ@aﬁrmwvﬁmﬁrﬁnmgﬁa st @ (sbid)
27a sfy SRSt sty frige wee | @@ 99 SwfagEd R
stfemrer 1 ﬁf‘au avmza%wf‘a% fw% Eiceieisisg

< 1 caafaE-

faaer
T fa 7Y A T qEAT; AW, S At
¥ ﬁ%azrwm < frz A ! (Bhamati i1.3.43)
A icH <7 aoawdt, A @ 59 awals
28. Cf. the words of Bhamati: g et 1343
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cannot be of any help to S. in forwarding his interests either as a
synonyom of identity—which it is not; or as a concomitant of identity-
relation—as a single thread which is an amsa of the cloth as a whole
is still different from the cloth as such? However, if amsatva should
stand for the relation of both identity and difference as in the case
of several threads and the cloth as a whole, then, by the same token,
the relation between Jiva and B. would be one of both identity and
difference on the same par® That would hardly endorse S.’s position
that as between Jiva and B. identity alone is real and difference is but
an appearance,

It should be obvious that the concept of amsatva has no place in
S.’s philosophy as a correct description of the Jiva's relationship to B.
in any of its accepted senses of (i) being a constituent (drambhaka),
as B. has no beginning and is not a product; or (ii) a fraction of it as
B. is indivisible or (iii) a member of an aggregate, lest the aggregate
should dwindle into nothingness as each member of it gets separated
from it when it gets released from Samsdra. As B. is without parts,
améatva cannot be conceived as an organic part of B.—except in a ficti-
tious sense as S. himself has been forced to admit at the end3! But a
little reflection would show that when the Sitrakara deliberately esta-
blishes it as his considered view by resolving the conflict of testimony
on the point that the Jiva is an amSa of B. he means it in a very real
and meaningful way and not in a fictitious sense to get away from an
awkward position.

Nor can amSatva be regarded as an imaginarily conceived consti-
tuent part of B. just as space circumscribed by the presence of a pot
is viewed as a part of space?'?, tho' space is one indivisible whole32
Such an explanation would not fit in with the position accepted by S.
under the Siitra Abhdsa eva ca (ii.3.50) that the Jivitman is a Prati-
bimba or reflection of B. like the reflection of the Sun in the water33

29. ¥ gwARTRTID]; Mt aEuy | MRS awdt. Taq Sx@wwg  (TC. p. 977)

30. 7, sk Pmfaeng | o daY T SR STl v, oft @i qaw
IR AT ATy A g w89 5 dm e (TCP. p. 978b)

31 frw,mwmaﬁzmw AT WO, FATTATY | 7t vgeasy; seaaaraq )

mrrfz—xq TR AT, SATAETETt SR (e A

TITTI TR $ 6, TR GIETTN | AT, a1 72 Ta17 Freaga-
T 5P S Fer T T ¢ T Ten aven-aw gar s fromaer g anar
5 (TC. p. 978W)

3ta. @ift wErerAETT v derameey (TC. p. 9i8b)

32 For the contrary view that space has intrinsic parts which the upddhis merely
render cxplmt and rv:cog-nmble to the eye, see M.'s Updadhikhandana (Ver. 4):

fagarre Swm i dxoae (Tafu )
33. sfvfand aEmy (TC. 1bid)
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The other theory of the self as a limitation of B. (Avacchedavdda)
thro’ Avidya has been rejected by the Vivarapa, Moreover, any ex-’
planation that the Jiva is an amss of B. only in a fictitious sense would
be against the position of Srutis and Smyrtis like Pado’sya vidva bhi-
tini; Mamaivaméo Jivaloke Jivabhiitah quoted by the Sttrakira and
his own description of the Jiva as an améa of B. in all seriousness as
his Siddhanta view.

Ranade’s Novel Interpretation Examined,

Prof. Ranade has come out with an ingenious explanation that the
Sitrakara seems to “enumerate three views (i) plurality in Amso
nandvyepadesat, (i) unity in Anyathd cdpi disakitavaditvam edhiyata
eke and (iii) illusion, in Abhdsa eva ca—the last synthesizing the first
two views.”** This cannot be taken as a serious contribution to the
discussion of the problem,* as it unnecessarily breaks the coordination
between the two parts of the reasoning envisaged by the Siitrakira
by the use of ca. The ca. in Abhdse eva ca also shows that it adduces
only one more reason why the Jiva should be accepted as an amsa of
B. It cannot, therefore, be taken to change or modify the relationship
of amsatvam predicated in the Siddhanta Siitra to any extent, in order
to “synthesize” the first two views. For AmSatva itself represents the
Sutrakara’s synthesis betr and desa and anyathd dest
and there is no point in looking for a synthesis apart from amsatve.
That would be doing an injustice to the wording of the opening Siitra
which shows no marks of a Piirvapaksa Siitra and which by all accounts
is a Siddhinta Siitra, which by its own dialectic of anyathinupapatti
points to améatva as the key to the resolution of the conflict of views
To give the last Siitra any right of going beyond the position of the open-
ing Sitra, which is a Siddhanta Sitra, as Ranade seeks to do, would
only violate the oneness (aikaripya) of the upakrama and upasamidra,
It may suit S. to accept amsatva ostensibly and qualify it with an “as
it were”; but that is nevertheless an interference with the wording of
the Siitra. Ranade cannot do so as he has accepted that améa used in

the Siitra “means separate” (Op. cit., p. 133).

8. cannot afford to explain that am$atva signifies identity relation
as that would conflict with his r izing that ‘ndnd desa’ (de-
claration of difference) is also used in Sitra 43 conjointly with the
identity-relation (anyath@ vyapadesa) as the reason (hetu) in the Sitra
proposition. However, the manner in which S. R. and Bhiaskara have
clubbed together nandv dese and ha desa) as consti-
54 Vedanta the Culnunation of Induan Thought, p. 133.

35 By ing ams$a wi dndvyapadesit as dying one of his alter-
natives, Ranade has, without knowing it, deprived the Sautra proposition of its
FATARIRATE SRR :

predicate! ( T () s
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tuting the entire reason for the Sautra-predication of amsatva does not
seem to be commensurate with the wording of the Siitra as a whole.
As construed by S. one of the two terms: anyathd and Ddsakitavadit-
vam adhiyata eke will be sufficient to convey the desired sense and the
other would be superfluous.*® This shows there is good reason to con-
nect anyath@d by ‘Dehalidipanyiya’ with both the preceding and the
following ‘ndndvyapadesat’ and Dasakitavgditvam adhiyate eke and
expand the Sautra hetus into two complete and well-balanced sets of
complementary units:

(i) nanavyapadesit: anyathd vyapadedic ca
(ii) Dasakitavaditvam ad};iyata eke; Anyatha ca (adhiyata eke).

S.s contention in the opening Siitra that the Srutis have no in-
terest whatsoever in actually conveying difference between Jiva and
B37 and that, therefore, amsatva ultimately is equivalent to identity
relation is out of harmony with the use of api in the Siitra connecting
the two hefus which shows that both difference and identity are kept
within the scope of Tatparya by the Sttrakara, without of course in-
fringing the law of contradiction—under the concept of amsatva and
not only one of them.

S. will have to clarify if the Jiva is to be regarded as amsa of
pure consciousness or of the conditioned “I§vara”. Having stated at
the beginning of the present adhi. that it seeks to propound an ams$dm-
§ibhdva between Jiva and B. in order to sustain the position of Isvara
as the causal agent in the activity of the individual self taught in the
Sitra:  Parittu tscchrutel, he cannot go back on that and treat the
Jiva as an amsa of pure consciousness.3? That would also be incon-
sistent with the Visayavikyas of the two succeeding Sitras (44 and

45) which make the Jiva an amsa of “ISvara” and not of pure con-
sciousness.®

36 T £ s ST R T, Tfemateniey
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37. See fn, 27. (Vadiraja, TPG. p. 105)
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: (TC. p. 973)
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It is gqually difficult from S.'s point, of view to make the Jiva an
amsa of “Iévara” within the meaning of standing in an identity-rela-
tion with Him—as required by the Sautra reason: anyathdvyapadesit
as that phrase has been understood by him. For, the Jiva and “Iévara”
are qualified by mutually incompatible attributes and they cannot be
brought under the identity relationship.#! . himself admits under
ii.3.45 that Iivara who is endowed with superexcellent limiting ad-
juncts rules over the Jivas who are endowed with inferior adjuncts
only. This makes it clear that both Jwa and ISvara are “Upahita”,
circumscribed by adjuncts. In the circumstances, it 1s hardly possible
for one conditioned being to be the améa of another conditioned being
—just as space circumscribed by a small part of a house cannot be the
amse of space conditioned by the whole house—but only of uncondi-
tioned space as such.® It cannot be that just as space circumseribed
by a school building is further circumscribed by a pot as “ghatdkdsa”,
when consciousness which is first circumscribed by ‘Iévaropadhit is
further circumscribed by Jivopadhi the Jiva becomes an amsa of
ISvara¥ In that case, the Jiva who becomes freed from his upadhi
will forge an identity only with ISvara and never with the uncon-
ditioned B.—as required by the Advaita theory.#t

Moreover, amsatva cannot be posited of the Jiva as a being ‘cha-
racterised’ by the limitations of Avidyd, antahkarana, etc. No identity
with B. can be predicated by suchk a being, as required by the terms of
the reason: anyathdpi *****45 Nor can identity be affirmed with
reference to pure consciousness which is qualified per accidens by
Avidy3, antahkarana, ete. For, in pure consciousness there is no ele-
ment of difference, even of an imaginary kind, and to that extent the
other reason: ndndvyapadesit in the Sitra, understood in the sense of
bheda-vyapadesdt by S., would become incongruocus.*

According to S, the Sitra: Prakasidivan naivam Paral (ii.3.46)
is intended to show how Iévara tho’ He is the amdi of the Jivas, is not

affected by their imperfections and sufferings—just as light is not

11, ARG~ @A Y ST i {  (TC. p. 979b)
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affected by the shape of things it touches. The all-pervading Sun looks
straight or bent when it comes into contact with particular objects.
The reflected image of the Sun in the water shakes while the Sun in
the sky does not#® Bhiskara has a similar explanation.

The problexfx, then, before S. in this Siitra is—how is it that of
two sentient beings: Jiva and ISvara, given by the Sruti as standing
in the relation of amée and amdi, the latter is entirely free from the
imperfections and sufferings which affect the former. If this is to be
clarified by an illustration, we should expect the illustration applicable
1o a similar category of sentient beings given by scripture standing in
an améamsi relation but where the amsi does not suffer with His
améas. Judged by this eriterion, S.’s illustration is beside the point
—~as the Sun and its reflection, light and its distortions, are all of them
insentient things. The question of any of them going thro’ any experi-
ence of pleasure or pain and suffering does not arise. For, experi-
encing of pleasure or pain is possible only in the case of sentient be-
ings. How then could the Siitrakira expect to convince anybody by
giving such irrelevant analogies®? The illustration of certain Abhi-
mianidevatas of some forms of elements standing in am&imdi-relation
given by M. to illustrate the point he seeks to explain thro’ this Sitra
is pertinent and meets the requirements of the case, as the Abhimani-
devatis and their amsas are all of them sentient beings, They are,
like Jiva and B. given by scripture. The inferior amsa-devatas alone
are subject to part of the suffering of the bodies in which they exercise
their abhimina over inferior forms of elements in the body while their
Amisis are not touched by such sufferings. At the same time, these
inferior abhimianidevatds possess the predicated property of amsatva
with the other abhimanidevatis presiding over higher forms of the
same elements.

S.s illustration reduces the fact of suffering of the amsas, to an
illusory phenomenon, instead of accounting for it as a real fact of
experience.®® This is not fair. The same idea of reflection of the Sun
in the water is again brought up by S. under Siitra ii.3.50 thus making
the Sitras overlap. From S.s point of view, both the Sitras 46 and 50
explain that the sufferings of the Jivas are illusory being due to identi-
fication with Upadhis. Sitra 46 does not explain what it proposes to
explain in the preamble,—viz. how it is that in spite of identity with the

48. T wEwOsfrrEEny A qinfied e 3 me gty (S. BSB. ii3.46)
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JIVA IS AN AMSA OF BRAHMAN

amsas, the amsi does not suffer the miseries affecting the amsas, Leav-
ing that point unexplained, S. merely harps on the illusory nature of
the Jivas experiences—in both the Siitras. The defect in interpreta~
tion lies in not giving distinctive treatment to these two different Sitras,

The Srutis and Smrtis cited by him under Sitra ii.3.47—merely
show that the Jiva and B. are acknowledged to be different. They do
not show that the Jiva’s experiencing the pain and sufferings of Sam-
sira can be justified by accepting the Jivas to be really identical with
B. The question as to why in view of therr factual identity, the Améi
is not subject to the same illusory suffering like the amsas, remains un-
answered in S.’s interpretation of Siitra ii.3.47, tho’ that Siitra accord-
ing to him has been introduced with the avowed purpose of explaining
that pomnt5!  (See in. 47 on page 285).

Siitra 48 according to S. explans how in spite of their identity of
essence with B. only the Jivas are lable to injunctions and prohibi-
tions and not B.—their Amsi. It is because of the connection of Jivas
with physical bodies and the resulting attachment to them,—just as the
Sun’s hght falling on impure things is avoided while sunlight falling
on pure ground is welcomed. Fire in the funeral pyre is avoided while
the sacrificial fire is accepted. Cow’s urine is held to be sacred but

not that of other amimals.®

Here again, there 1s the same incongruity of the illustration with
the point at issue in the Sitra according to S. himself which concerns
two sentient beings Jiva and ISvara who stand in the relation of améa
and am$i—of whom only one—the amsa is subject to injunctions and
prohibitions while the Am$i Isvara is not. Because of their insenti-
ency, the things mentioned by S. as illustrations cannot be related to
the predicate and the reason in the Sautra-pratijiz. They have, there-
fore, no relevance to the point at issue and cannot be accepted as pro-
per illustrations.® The case is different with the illustrations from the
domain of abhimanidevatis given by M. which satisfy the conditions of
ency and the connection with the predicate and the reason em-

senti
bodied in the Satra>*
.
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affected by the shape of things it touches. The all-pervading Sun looks
straight or bent when it comes into contact with particular objects.
The reflected image of the Sun in the water shakes while the Sun in
the sky does not.® Bhaskara has a similar explanation.

The problem, then, before S. in this Stitra is—how is it that of
two sentient beings: Jiva and I$vara, given by the Sruti as standing
in the relation of améa and amsi, the latter is entirely free from the
imperfections and sufferings which affect the former. If this is to be
clarified by an illustration, we should expect the illustration applicable
to a similar category of sentient beings given by scripture standing in
an améam$i relation but where the am$i does not suffer with His
am$as, Judged by this criterion, S.'s illustration is beside the point
—as the Sun and its reflection, light and its distortions, are all of them
insentient things. The question of any of them going thro’ any experi-
ence of pleasure or pain and suffering does not arise. For, experi-
encing of pleasure or pain is possible only in the case of sentient be-
ings. How then could the Siitrakira expect to convince anybody by
giving such irrelevant analogies¥”? The illustration of certain Abhi-
mianidevatas of some forms of elements standing in amé&imsi-relation
given by M. to illustrate the point be seeks to explain thro’ this Siitra
is pertinent and meets the requirements of the case, as the Abhimzni-
devatis and their amsas are all of them sentient beings. They are,
like Jiva and B. given by scripture. The inferior amsa-devatis alone
are subject to part of the suffering of the bodies in which they exercise
their abhimina over inferior forms of elements in the body while their
Amsis are not touched by such sufferings. At the same time, these
inferior abhimanidevatiis possess the predicated property of amsatva
with the other abhiminidevatis presiding over higher forms of the

same elements.

S’s illustration reduces the fact of suffering of the amsas, o an
illusory phenomenon, instead of accounting for it as a real fact of
experience.¥ This is not fair. The same idea of reflection of the Sun
in the water is again brought up by S. under Siitra ii.3.50 thus making
the Siitras overlap. From S.'s point of view, both the Siitras 46 and 50
explain that the sufferings of the Jivas are illusory being due to identi-
fication with Upadhis. Satra 46 does not explain what it proposes to
explain in the preamble,—viz. how it is that in spite of identity with the
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amsas, the amsi does not suffer the miseries affecting the améas. Leav-
ing that point unexplained, S. merely harps on the illusory nature of
the Jivas experiences—in both the Siiras. The defect in interpreta-
tion lies in not giving distinctive treatment to these two different Siitras.

The $rutis and Smrtis cited by him under Siitra i.3.47—merely
show that the Jiva and B. are acknowledged to be different, They do
not show that the Jiva's experiencing the pain and sufferings of Sam-
sira can be justified by accepting the Jivas to be really identical with
B. The question as to why in view of their factual identity, the Amgi
is not subject to the same illusory suffering hike the amsas, remains un-
answered in S.’s interpretation of Siitra ii.3.47, tho’ that Siitra accord-
ing to him has been introduced with the avowed purpose of explaining
that point.?! (See fn. 47 on page 285).

Siitra 48 according to S. explains how in spite of their identity of
essence with B. only the Jivas are liable to injunctions and prohibi-
tions and not B.—their Amdi. It is because of the connection of Jivas
with physical bodies and the resulting attachment to them,—just as the
Sun’s light falling on impure things is aveided while sunlight, falling
on pure ground is welcomed. Fire in the funeral pyre is avoided while
the sacrificial fire is accepted. Cow’s urne is held to be sacred but
not that of other animals.®

Here again, there is the same incongruity of the illustration with
the point at issue in the Siitra according to S. himself which concerns
two sentient beings Jiva and ISvara who stand in the relation of amds
and amsi—of whom only one—the améa is subject to injunctions and
prohibitions while the Amsi I$vara is mot. Because of their insenti-
ency, the things mentioned by S as xllustratm-nf_cannot be related to
the predicate and the reason in the Sautra-pratijia. They have, there-
fore, no relevance to the point af wsue and cannot be accepted as pro-
per illustrations.’? The case is different with the illustrations from the
domain of abhimAnidevatis given by M. which satisfy the conditions of

iency and the tion with the predicate and the reason em-

bodied in the Sitra’*
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Sitra ii.3.49 according to S. establishes that as the Jivatman is
connected only with a particular physical body and organs and not be-
ing, therefore, all-pervasive, he is not liable to share the sufferings of
other selves alsos’ But then, if such enjoyership belongs to the self
conceived as a being that is circumscribed by Upadhis, it will not be
possible to establish coordination between the states of bondage which
relates to the circumseribed self and release which pertains to the pure
self as pertaining to the same entity—in the Advaitic positions® It
will not be possible to save B. from contact with physical bodies in that
shade of Advaitic thought which makes B. itself transmigrate on ac-
count of Avidya. If to avoid the risk, such liability to suffering is attri-
buted to the pure self thro’ contact with Upddhis, the contingency of
its having to share the sufferings of all other bodies will be confirmed
as the pure self is, by hypothesis, all-pervasive.s?

Réamdnuje’s Interpretation
R. defines amsatva as Ekavastvekadesatvam® or what forms part
of a single substance.®® The Jiva is always in an adjectival relation to
B. as B. is ontologically gualified by having the Jivas as its atfributes
(JivaviSistam Brahmae) and body. In this sense, the Jiva answers to
the above definition of amsa.

This is a loose way of defining amsatva and it is sure to cut both
ways by making B. too an am$a of Jiva. For an attributive relation-
ship can be expressed either way—as (i) the cloth is white; or (ii) the
whiteness of the cloth. It should be equally possible to speak of B.
as the amsa of Jiva and B. also can be a “Videsana” of the Jiva when
we speak of the Jiva as being qualified by B® Moreover, as not only
Cit (Jiva) but Acit (jada) also is inseparably connected with B. as its
other Visesana in R.’s ontological theory, it will be open to us to treat
all Jadatattvas also as amses of B. There will be no reason or special
merit then in devoting an adhi. to assign this position to the Jivas
alone$' By the same token, B, which is part of the Vifista and in-
cluded in it can also be treated as an amso.& .
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Moreover, in the Sruti quoted under Siitra 43 the Jiva is referred
to an amsa of B. conceived only in its distinctive viSesya or substan-
tival aspect of being the overlord of the released souls. Similarly in
the Smrti quoted in Sttra 44, he is described as an amsa of B. in its
distinctive substantival aspect$ and not as the amse of B. conceived in
its Visista aspect of being already lified by the ir ble Vide-
sepa of Jivas. R. will have, therefore, to make clear what the state-
ment: JiwvaviSisfam Brahma—"B. stands ever-qualified by the Jivas’—
is intended to convey. Does it mean that the substantival element
(visesyariga) as such is not B.; that it become eligible to be treated as
B. only when it becomes qualified or integrated with Jiva; or that only
the substantival being is B. and the Jiva is only a qualifying adjunct
to it?6* On the first view, while the Jiva will remain a part of B,
Brahman as such will cease to be the inner ruler of the Jivas, their
Sesi, the Lord of the released souls and author of the world; for these
are characteristics of B. only in its vifesya aspect, but the qualificand
or Visesya is not supposed to be B., on this view, till it becomes quali-
fied by the Jivas (Jivavisista).

If the name “Brahman” is to be given only to a composite whole
viz. that ‘something’ which is necessarily qualified by the Jivifman as
its inseparable Visesana, the latter’s being controlled by Brahman—as
we are told in the Sruti—will be equivalent to his being controlled by
S hing that is qualified by his (Jiva 's) own self and being,
and not by B. pure and simple,—as there is no such entity, looked at
from R’s point of view. Apropos the principle that what holds true
of the “Vigista” is true of its “ViSesana” also,

fafircees aq waka, aq fadaoeafs
one will have to attribute this controllership (niydmak ) to the

{
Jivas also. But that is not possible as the Jiva is only the controlled
(niy@mya) and not the controller (niydmaka). Thus, if the term
“Brahman” should denote (as R. wants it to) only a composite whole
or that hing which is il lified by the Jivitman, suc_:h
a composite whole cannot be conceived as the controller of the Jivas in

as much as the Jiva himself happ 1

to be the itutive t in
Brahman's ‘being’ or its becoming “Brahman”:%
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On the other view, that B. is only the Vifesya-aspect, tho’ It may;
without difficulty, be the Antaryaimi, Sesi, etc. the Jivasrupa cannot be
established as forming a part of that Vifesya-B in the sense of Eka-
vastvekadesatvam. For, an attributive adjunct of a given substance or
entity cannot be a part of that substance or entity in any spatial sense.§7

According to R. the expression ‘anyath@’ in the opening Sitra
signifies the declaration in terms of oneness of Jiva with B. as in Tat-
tvam asi$® The description of B. as the fishers, the slaves and so forth
is only ap elucidation of this identity in its widest form of application
to all creatures® Thus, both the declaration of difference and the dec-
laration of onemess of all with B. together constitute the reason why
the Jiva is to be accepted as an amsa of B.

But then, to R. the Jiva does not stand in the relation of Bheda-
bheda to B. It will not, therefore, be proper for him to introduce
this dual relationship as the Stitrak@ra’s reason for establishing the
Jiva's améatva. As R. defines the Jiva's amfatva as consisting in his
forming part of a single entity called “Brahman":

qrrERsiTe gwean \ faftedsa aght fvamda o3

(Sribkdsya ii.3.45)
such amsatve can be maintained on the basis of identity-relation alone™
The ather relation of difference can, therefore, be dispensed with in
the Sitra. If ‘difference’ is to be recognized as a fact, amsatva will
have fo be defined in some sense other than that of imposing an intra-
organic and intra-spatial relation of Ekavastvekadesatvam between
Jiva and B. such as: qgueiawaed geoderd as in M.

Siitra ii.3.45 Prakadidivattu naivam Parah has been understood
by R. also as explaining why if the soul is an ems$a of B. all the
imperfections of the former are not shared by B. This is answered
by the illustration of a luminous body like the Sun or a luminous stone
which are different from their light and sheen. This is open to the
same objection of unsuitability on account of the insentiency of the
things mentioned as illustrations.
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JIVA IS AN AMSA OF BRAHMAN

Siitra 46 is explained by R. as adducing evidence from Smrti and
Srutl that Jiva as the “body” of B. is its amsa. But the texts of the,
Smrtis and Srutis cited while speaking of the Jivas (and Jadas) as the'
‘body’ of B. do not say anything about their being “amias” of B.

Sitra 47 has been introduced by R. as explaining how it is that tho®
all the Jivas are equally the amsas of B. some of them are allowed. to
study the Vedas while some others are prohibited from doing sot
This is answered with the illustration that fire is readily fetched from
a Brahmin household but not from the funeral pyre. Food is accepted
without objection from a Brahmin but not from a low person” The
incongruity of the jllustration to the point at issue concerning sentient
beings is obvious. .

Sitra 48 according to R. answers the objection as to how the Jivas,
tho' all alike are amsas of the same B., are not subject to one another’s
sufferings. The answer 1s given that each of them is of atomic size
and resides in a separate body.?

While such a doubt can arise in a monistic philosophy like S5.s
where all the Jivas are essentially one, the Souls in R.s philosophy
being distinet individuals without Svariipaikya among themselves,

Cf.  <fraaed * * * dA@rEET( |1
qefiaes * * * geTRe: aTaTANaT: aaa: | (Vedarthasaigraha)

there is hardly any possibillty of such a doubt about the Jivas sharing
one another’s sufferings arising in his position. A Sitra to refute such
an objection is not, therefore, called for, in his case.™ Sensing this
difficulty, R. has held that the Sitrakra has introduced this Sitra
here to show how impossible it will be for the Advaitic theory of
Ekitmavada to avoid this inevitable mixing up of the experiences of
the individual self and the Supreme and of the several individual souls
themselves™ If such were the purpose of this Sitra, its proper place
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would not be here but in Pada ii, which exposes the defects of other
schools of thought.”

R. interprets Siitra 49 as pointing out that the reason(s) by which
the diversities in the experiences of Jivas have been regulated and
accounted for in the Advaita theary by attributing such diversities to

the play of unreal adjuncts (upddhis) of embodiment ete. is (are)
fallacious.”

This involves a needless importstion (adhydhdra) of the word
hetuh before dbhisah as the desired sense could easily have been con-
veyed by the use of the ablative “Gbhdsatvat” as in asantatel earlier,
which could then be syntactically connected with the predicate avyati-
karah™ in Sutra 48. It may, however, be noted that in M.’s interpreta-
tion, the partial break-up (from abhdsatvdt avyatikaral) and the change
of case from the ablative to the nominative in the Siitra is designed to
facilitate its being syntactically connected as the predicative element

in the opening Siitra of the next adhikarapa: (JAah adrsta@niyamdd
abhdsa eva™

Thibaut finds himself in a quandary in trying to settle the meaning
of the Siitra: Abhdsa eva ca. He is dissatisfied with S.’s rendering of
it as “am$a iva amdah” and finds R.'s rendering also “which is accepted
by several other commentators also not particularly convincing”
(Op. cit. xcviii). It is however, not true to say that the Satrakira un-
fortunately offers no other clues “on the ground of which we might
settle the meaning to be ascribed to the term Gbhdsa. We have suffi-
cient grounds (See P. 299, para 4) to guide us in seftling the meaning
of dbhdsa” used to describe the Jiva’s relation to B. in a manner con-
sistent with the Sttrakara’s pronouncements on the Jiva's atomicity
and his deriving his power as a real agent from B. It is in such diffi-
cult situations that M.’s commentary leads us to a deeper perception of
the truth by unfolding the signifi of the specialized forms of ex-
pression in which the Sttrakara's ideas happen to be clotbed.

76. AMAR, JIR QA AN sgEnfafdy 0 sa:
77. 4, i1 i

(TCP. p. 987b)

R 4 TTAR | AT WG~ ATHIY TT T
P NI ARARY: W O ‘awren oF 3fs o e qw ey, Taw
AAEL (S$ribhdgya 11349}

78 T LAY L foreT: 1 fove v qafvaengy w3, faiiear-
WO aReReyy ferAtraaR (TCP. p. 982%)
imx;ob;ﬁ:s interpretation ARTWAT T3 TXA AW also involves similar

79. MU QX T ) AT TEARIDT gEad: (TDP. ii350)
ag qafy x yfr sifes (ibid. i1351)
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CHAPTER XXXII

JIVAS AS PRATIBIMBAS VARY INTRINSICALLY ACCORDING
TO THEIR SVARUPOPADHIS

19. Adystadhikeranam (ii.3, 51-53)

This adhi. meets an objection against the acceptance of the Jivas
as Pratibimbas of B.,! on the ground that the inherent variations in
their nature cannot be explained, if they are to be reflections of the
same B. which is uniform in nature® The objection is answered by
explaining that such variatious among Pratibimbas of the same Bimba
are an expression of the intrinsic variatious in the Svariipopidhi of
each individual by which his relation as Pratibimba of B. is deter-
mined (See under Sitra ii.3.30 ante). It is this Svaripopidhi that
expresses itself in the form of what has been cumulatively described
by M. as anddividydkarmavaicitryam, in his Bha.sya’ The Siitrakara
refers to this whole complex by the signifi d i
‘adystaniyoma’ or “variation in unseen merit”. This point has been
ably brought out by Raghavendra Yati in his TPB (ii.3.53):—

eetatfrdfaddy sgeafmadmfataat

1. swredsfy SraeEarana d@a e @Win Sffraaae g gfy o
(TCP. p. 983b-983)

i Wz gorded SIS it $feem oy
2. gfer g7 97 D)
3 Read: faamsdeitfavTet framdy avaa faeare fomamt dtva ;ﬁgm-r_wzm :Iﬁf:

£y

(Vadirsja TPG. p. 109). This shows the depth of meaning which M.’

brief statement carries.
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

This unseen merit is not something adventitious, as it cannot then
explain the beginningless and endless relation of Bimbapmtibim‘bc‘;-
bhiva between Jiva and B. As the relation subsists in Moksa too, it
cannot be traced to Karma or such other contingent factors#* It has
been clarified by M. elsewhere in his AV that by regressive reasoning
the acceptance of adrsta or unseen merit as the cause of ‘existing
pariations’ in equipment, endowment and opportunities leads to the
conclusion that ultimately such adrste has to be equated with and

grounded anddi 7 yatd or the Svariipopadhi of the Jivasi—

g 7 e FafeR ?

wgeRT AgE wEd gt )

st frfarage mfafmd 1

AfaTHTerRE EAREATEET )

wzrrefRdianled 3ot 4 @ ?® (M. AV, i, 4, adhi. 5-6)

T

He has briefly illustrated the thesis from the fact of the pre-
eminent position among top-ranking souls which Hindu theology has
assigned to Hiranyagarbha who is credited with four intrinsic spiritual
superexcellences of Jiiana, Vairdgya, AiSvarya and Dharma. It stands
to reason that this present preeminence of Hiranyagarbha should flow
from ks ‘earlier asset of preeminence and that from an earlier one of
a Pprevious Kalpa and so on—as far back as our imagination can take
us, thus leading to the acceg of an original intrinsic nucleus of
such an asset which must naturally be recognised to be his intrinsic
beginngless asset. Similar assets in the case of other beings distri-
buted over a vast range of sliding scale of values in the descending
order from Hiranyagarbha will have to be recognized, for the same
reasons. As no event can be explained without a cause and as there is
no room for accidents in the moral realm, the search for earlier and
still earlier links of assets will have to end in recognizing such nuclet
of intrinsic individual assets, which for want of a better name, we may

4 cr i o e aifrerenfy Fefanfeegifar-
f MRET, TP FATE SRS aarEdnie sferedmes
T FZ~AT W 7 (TCP. p. 983b-98%)

See also Vol L p. 400,

5. h.as"luddly explained Lhe points at issue in his NS:

T T2 AqferETy wmfrgr: g 1 afz (vt fafre-
oS Fefromderd afg /4 o LEjeat Sy Safacd-

FRETCHRATNN 76 T xfa arsaq) EfaTAT | e T g A
y i fafread I

fz 4 TAEAl FREAT A T EST X i
BREE S it e g wirf;i-:x * - ¥
“ETTATAT GrT an gz 3
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JIVAS AS PRATIBIMBAS VARY ACCORDING TO SVARGPOPADHIS

as well agree to call “Anidisvarﬁpayogyaté”, after Madhva. To refuse
to recognize the logic of this argument is to recognize that things can
happen without sufficient causes, If they do, they may be expected to
do so in all cases and there will no more be any explanation as to why
all advantages do not accrue to all but only some to a few. If varia-
tions are to be regulated by the fitness of individuals and their deserts,

the case for Svariipayogyatd stands vindicated.

The Jivasvaripa itself is thus capable of acting as its own upidhi
in capturing and reflecting upon itself the measure of similarity in
respect of attributes and dependence on its Bimba—which constitutes
its Pratibimbatva—thro’ the help of “Videsas”.6 The Upddhi is not
necessarily what causes a reflection but what helps to reflect or mirror
forth on what stands close to itself certain features akin to those of
the Bimba. It is in this sense that the Jivopadhi functions as an

upddhi:
SraguarcaRsty faigam sidsqafisfafrawas dwam ) (TC. p. 983)

Tho' in ordinary reflections, the upddhi is different from the Prati-
bimba itself, this need not be so in all cases. For, the figure of prati-
bimba as applied to the Jiva is not to be taken in! its conventional sense
but in a purely symbolic or technical (pdribhisika) sense—as already
explained. If we insist upon other external conditions also being ap-
plied to this concept, it may be difficult to see how for instance, in the
Advaita theory, Avidya and antahkaraps which are not “udbhitaripa’
can be taken to be able to reflect or how B. which is not a substance
open to visual perception can be taken to be “reflected” in Avidya. and
to appear as Jiva thereby. The Advaitin's view that the Pratibimba
must be deemed to be non-different from the Bimba has been shown

to he unsustainable in the TC.

‘Sﬁtra 52: Abhisandhyadisu caivam shows that even if differentia-
tion of Jivas (as Pratibimbas) into gods, asuras and hfxman beu.:gs ete.,
is aseribed to the play of affections like desire, aversion, delusion and
so on, the play of these in its turn will have to be traced l.)ack to the
operation of diversity of adrstas (in the sense defined), in the last
analysis.”
The last Siitra: Pradesdd iti cenna antarbhavat (ii.3.52)_ points
out that the differentiation of Jivas (as Pratibimbas) into gods, asuras,

6. Cf. TureguIfimgsT fravaeTead

? g

(J. MGBt. ii.18)
A sfgeyd
¥ dfed AT T mﬁﬁw FTOTR

7. fr &f CFEIAAT bl
T ST | A3
wisgeels WA (TP i1352)
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humans etc. cannot be explained on the basis of their territorial distri-
bution as denizens of particular regions. For the only answer to the
question as to why these should be denizens of different regions will
have to be—“because of diversity of their adrstas (in the sense de-
fined) which shapes their destinies? Further, even among denizens of
the same region as heaven or this world there is to be seen a wide
range of rising and falling scales of experience of pleasure, pain and
such other affections? The only explanation as to why these should
hold the selves in their power will have to be found in the variations
in their Svariipayogyatd, otherwise known as adrsta.

The Abhinavacandriki considers an interesting objection here that
these three Sitras look very much like being part of the Amsudhi. be-
cause (i) they address themselves to disarming objections against there
being intrinsic diversities among souls who are all alike Pratibimbas of
the same B. and (ii) because the opening Siitra makes no separate pre-
dication, They are not, therefore, entitled to be treated as a separate
adhi,

The objection is answered by pointing out that as the term Prati-
bimba bhas been applied to the Jivas only in its special sense of Tada-
dhinatve sati tatsedriatvam and not in its conventional sense, there is
no difficulty whatsoever in such beings possessing intrinsic variations
of natures. Hence the question of disarming objections to their being
accepted as Pratibimbas of B. does not arise. These Siitras cannot
therefore be treated as part of the Ams$adhi. They are, therefore, con-
stituted into a separate adhi. by way of Krtvicint@ or Abhyupagama-
vada,'® for purposes of clarifying the true position.

The TC points out that there is no overlapping between the theme
of this adhi. and that of the Sthanavifesidhi (111.2.35-36). In the latter,
it is established that it need not be presumed that as the bliss of B.
happens to be the archetype of the bliss of Jivas like Brahma, it must
be subject to similar variations as theirs. For variations in the nature
of Pratibimbas are due not only to the variations in the Jnina, Bhakti
and other characteristics of their Svariipopidhis but also to the power
of the Bimba as the Supreme Lord. The Sun’s rays passed thro’ the
sunstone is able set aflame any object placed within the focus of the

sunstone. But the moon-beams passed thro' the same stone do nothing
of the kind. B

A TR ™ TS W (M. BSB. ii3.53)
9. Tetafermy dfsernmrsy (M. BSB. ii3.53)

10. The absence of “ca” in Sutra 51 is also_an
tended to form part of the preceding adhi.
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JIVAS AS PRATIBIMBAS VARY ACCORDING TO SVARUGPOPADHIS
Interpretations of Swkara and Rimanuja

S. and R. interpret these three Sitras as part of the Amsadhi. it
self. S. holds that after having shown in Sitras 49-50 that there is no
possibility of confusion or overlapping of results of actions arising in
Aikyavada, the Siitrakiira turns to point out in Sitras 51-53 how such
confusion and overlapping (bhogé: h&) is unavoidable in the posi-
tion of Nyaya-VaiSesika and Sankhya realists who accept a plurality of
pervasive selves.!! While agreeing with S. that the three Siitras form
part of the Améidhi,, R. interprets them as showing that as in the case
of Mayavadins, the confusion and overlapping of results of actions
among selves will be equally difficult to get rid of, for those other philo-
sophers like Bhaskara who believe in Satyopidhiks bheda—that
the differences between Jiva and B. are caused by real Upadhis, and

are, therefore, real.l2

S.’s contention that fixity of enjoyment of results of actions can be
explained by admitting identity of selves and B. but not their intrinsic
difference is, to say the least, topsyturvy. Apart from this considera-
tion, his interpretation of the Siitra: Adrstaniyamat involves the im-
portation (adhydhdra) of a fresh predicate—Samkhygdingm mate avya-
vasthd: “(there is) no fixity of enjoyment of results of action among
selves in the system of the Simkhyas and others.” In R."s interpreta-

tion, there is the importation of the p dicate—Paramar adhyup
hita-brahmafivavade api ha: “there will be the same confu-

sion in the ‘theory of the individual soul being B. in so far as deter-
mined by real limiting adjuncts”. Thes-e compare unfavorably with
the way in which the Sitra Adrstaniyamat has been interpreted by M.
without importing any fresh predicate at all and managing with the
predicate dbhdsa eva following naturally by anuvrtti from the'preced-

ing Sitra.

1. TEATHG AFTIR qéTy * * wtewd 7 SO gEgENRT FARTRFRTES |
oY . . . @7 QX @ (S, BSB. i351)

12, 9T T i i T T

' (R BSB. il350)

saaer i 1 (TC. p. 585)

13.
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PADA IV
INTRODUCTION

_ This Pada removes conflicts presented by Srutis supported by spe~
cial reasonings in regard fo other texts with particular reference to
“Adhyatmic™® principles such as the senses, the mind, Mukhya-Prana
and the physical bedy. The conflicts relate to questions of their genesis,
number, status, composition, ete.

" . It should be nated that the resolution of such conflicts is made
here on the basis of decisive texts carrying special reasonings. This
dispels the objection that no discussion is necessary where Srutis sup-
ported by reasonings are pitted against other Srutis, as in such cases
the laster anes will have to admit of a secondary meaning ar Gaunartha?

* “The discussions in this Pada are, by and large, about the “Pranas”,
understood in the sense of the “senses”;? both collectively and severally.®

There are thirfeen adhikaranas in this Pada. They fall into five
units or Petikds. The first unit of five adhi-s. is concerned with the

1. The term “Adhyitma” here means what exists for the benefit of the Atman-—
such as the senses, mind, Prina and body. Cf W Sraafupa azfer
mf'q'm T AT T (Ragh, Gitdvivrti viii, 3)

2 Cr.#3 * * * o qfemfrmfe gty it feaa a3 3 faronsam. geafzal dvm-
QPR ATGRI 1 9 g g dmmatt 1 am A agfeine fra-
nfafy. sffe 7 T, FTET 91 IR, aF T (TD. 04.1)

3. Vadirdja explains how the {erm “Prana” from pra+ ana is appropriately
apphcd to the senses;

WIRYEA wfmg wf meravefmes W, sFmfe sen
F{Tfi (TPG. p. 110)
4 afrAg QU 3 ST Awem wEm o AT (TD. ikdd)
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INTRODUCTION

subject of Pranas or the senses. Of these, the first adhi. deals col-
lectively with the question of the conflict of testimony regarding their
origination and the second with a similar conflict with regard to the
mind and the third with that of speech. The fourth resolves the con-
flict of texts regarding the number of the senses and the fifth goes into
the question whether they are pervasive or minute. The next unit of
four adhis is about Mukhya-Prana and resolves conflicts of testimony
about his origination, status (of dependence on B.), lordship over the
five Prapas and his parimina—whether pervasive or minute. The
tenth adhi. establishes that the senses act as instruments of knowledge
and activity of the self, only under the control of the Supreme B. The
eleventh adhi. shows that Mukhya Prina stands aside of the twelve
(other) irdriyds tho’ the number of ‘indriyas’ appears in some places
to be given as thirteen. The last two adhis deal with the conflict of
testimony regarding the physical body (i) whether it is created by
Hiranyagarbha or the Supreme B. and (ii) its elemental composition.

The order of discussion of topics here, calls for a word of explana-
tion, Tho' among the adhyatmic principles, Mukhya-Prina as the chief
one deserves priority of treatment, precedence has been given to the
discussion of the senses in general as it is proper to take up the over-
lordship of Mukhya-Prana only after the issues connected with the
genesis and other matters relating to the senses have been fully dealt
with. For similar reasons, the topic of origination of the senses is
followed by the discussion about their number. The question of the
genesis of the mind and speech is taken up after the basic question of
the-genesis of the senses has been discussed.
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CHAPTER XXXIII
GENESIS OF THE SENSES AND THEIR ABHIMANIDEVATAS
1. Prapotpattyadhikarapam (ii.4.1-3)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the origina-
tion of the indriyas and their Abhimanis. The conflict is seen between
the Srutis: “From It are born the Prana and the sense organs, ether,
air, ete. (Mupd. Up. ii.1.3) and “the breaths alone were in the begin-
ning of the world. From them the elements came forth; out of these
elements the cosmic egg and within that egg the worlds were created”
(Kdsdyana Sruti), The non-origination of the semses is supported by
the reasoning provided in the Bhavisyat-Purdna—“The senses are taken
to be unoriginated as they have no material cause; for all creation is
made out of material causes, as is observed in the world of effects”.
The conflict is resolved by the Siitrakira holding that the senses too
“Iikewise” have their origination from B. The term “likewise” (tatha)
in the first Siitra suggests the extension of the predicate and the rea-
sons from the Vigadadhi (ii.3.1-7)5

The genesis posited here is one of Parddhinavifesipti in so far as
the germinal forms of the senses are open to development (upacaya)
thro' iation with the el ts (bhiitas) at the time of creation.
The second Siitra: Goupyasambhavdt is specially necessary here in
order to set aside 'a supervening doubt that the non-genesis of the senses
5. Vadirija (TPG. p, 111) explains the absence of parallelism in the correlation

and anutpatti Srutis butueen Viyad in its fam—!old connotation

md the gem&nal gross {os ying the introduction of the

and rms of Prina, §
fresh Siutra Gaunyesembhavdt (iid, 2). He also similarly justifies the intro-
duction of Sttra ii4, 3 in its modified form as compared with the carlier 113, 6.
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GENESIS OF THE SENSES AND THEIR ABHIMANIDEVATAS

must be taken in an unqualified sense as no genesis is possible in view
of the reported absence of material causes of their genesis in the Sruti,
The objection is overruled that in view of the governing character of
the Ssuti “(He) created all this” (Taitt. Up. ii.6) and others referring
to the genesis of the senses from B. already quoted and the fact of the
upacaya of senses by iation with the el ts which serve as the
material cause of their genesis® the texts which speak of them as un-
originated are to be viewed in a gauna-sense—viz, that they are un-
originated only in their germinal forms?

The third Siitra: Pratijadnuparodhidcea shows that the senses must
be admitted to have a genesis in order that the governing statement
about B.'s having created “all this® may be sustained. This Sitra is
not read by S. Bhaskara, R. and others.

6, EEAREATIN T awEsty  (BD, 114.2)
7. e R, (ibid)
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CHAPTER XXXIIL
GENESIS OF THE SENSES AND THEIR ABHIMANIDEVATAS
1. Pragotpattyadhikaranam (ii.4.1-3)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the origina-
tion of the indriyas and their Abhimanis. The conflict is seen between
the Srutis: “From. It are born the Prina and the sense organs, ether,
air, ete. (Mund. Up, 1.1.3) and “the breaths alone were in the begin-
ning of the world. From them the elements came forth; out of these
elements the cosmic egg and within that egg the worlds were created”
(Kdsiyana Sruti), The non-crigination of the senses is supported by
the reasoning provided in the Bhavisyat-Purins—"The senses are {aken
to be unoriginated as they have no material cause; for all creation is
made out of material causes, as is observed in the world of effects”.
The conflict is resolved by the Siitrakira holding that the senses too
“likewise” have their origination from B. The term “likewise” (tatha)
in the first Siitra suggests the extension of the predicate and the rea-
sons from the Viyadadhi (ii.3.1-7).5

The genesis posited here is one of ParddhinaviSesipti in so far as
the germinal forms of the senses are open to development (upacaya)

thro’ jation with the el ts (bhiitas) at the time of creation.
The second Siitra: Gauny bhavdt is specially v here in
order to set aside'a supervenmg doubt that the non-genesis of the senses
5. Vlndimja (TP(‘ZM m) 'é of in the 1
a: i Srutis bem
and the germ!nal nm’!mm forms o Pr.mz.em Vwmxyad i igefourtfgldd connohm

uction of
fresh Sitra Gauﬂvuambhabdz (4, 2) He also similarly justifies the ointro-

duction of Sitra ii4, 3 in its form as compared with the carlier {13, 6.
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GENESIS OF THE SENSES AND THEIR ABHIMANIDEVATAS

must be taken in an unqualified sense as no genesis is possible in view
of the reported absence of material causes of their genesis in the Sruti.
The objection is overruled that in view of the governing character of
the Ssuti “(He) created all this” (Taitt. Up. ii.6) and others referring
to the genesis of the senses from B. already guoted and the fact of the
upacaya of senses by jation with the el ts which serve as the
material cause of their genesis,® the texts which speak of them as un.
originated are to be viewed in a gaupa-sense—viz, that they are un-
originated only in their germinal forms.?

The third Satra: Pratijidnuparodhdcca shows that the senses must
be admitted to have a genesis in order that the governing statement
about B.’s having created “all this” may be sustained. This Sttra is
not read by S. Bhaskara, R. and others.

6. MaEAUREAT 7 R (BD. 149
7. GETEOAITAAT aorrifeey (ibid)
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CHAPTER XXXIV
THE GENESIS OF THE MIND
2. Tatprigadhikarapam (it.4, 4)

This adhi. resolves the conflict in the genesis of the mind as a sense.
The Gaupavana-Sruti speaks of two classes of senses. It describes the
mind as permanent and places the other senses in the category of the
impermanent.! This lends weight to the Pirvapaksa that the mind is
not at all created. This is further strengthened by the adverse contin-
gency implicit in the reason embodied in that Sruti text—‘the Soul in-
deed cannot be without the mind’—that without an active mind, there
cannot be any transmigration of the creatures? This contingency is
met by shownig that there is no transmigration in Pralaya when the
mind is in an undeveloped state {(anupacita-avasth@)> The Siddhinta,
therefore, shows that the placing of the mind in a separate category is
not because it is absolutely uncreated, but because its development by
accretion of bhiitas (bhiitopacaya) takes place before the development
of the other senses. Its being described as nitya (uncreated) in the

Sruti is to be understood in the sense that it is liable to only a minimum
degree of elemental accretion:—

AT TAREATIRAFIL,

{Vayuprokta QM. BSB. ii.4.4)
1. o gt frnafrenfs €0 w7 fra wAsnfse ) 3w gur favafas afirar-
=fA' (Q. M. BSB. iidA)
2 A’ <t fodavdenr et %
T et 5 ferenfs . (BD. id4)
3. afpfeIte SISTer Al wad, 3 A R fennateger ox

W, auTE T aE

(ibid)
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THE GENESIS OF THE MIND

The expression ‘Ta’ in the Satra refers to the other Prinas
(senses) and Tatprék to what precedes them—viz. the ‘mind'$ It is
for this reason that the word manah is not read as a part of the Sitra.’
The predicate “na anutpattimat” follows by anuvrtti from the predi-
cate of the opening Siitra of the Viyadadhi. The entire Siitra thus
signifies—the mind (which is declared in the Srutis to have had its
genesis prior to the other senses) is not to be treated as being without
genesis,

4. N S NI qA FAGIHE (TC. p. 990b)
5. fagrsty ‘aomg mAaqy , 3fs fdw enfearg g~ w9 fafs (TCP. p. 990b)
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CHAPTER XXXV
GENESIS OF SPEECH-SENSE
3. Vagadhikarapam (ii.4, 5)

This adhi. establishes the genesis of Vagindriya from B. thro’ the
mind. The conflict of testimony in this case is to be seen in the follow-
ing Srutis: “Speech is indeed unborn; for therein the Vedas are em-
bedded” (Pausydyana Sruti) “The mind is the prior form and speech
the subsequent one” (44. iii.1.1).

Pirvapaksa

The Pirvapaksa draws special support from the reason given in
the Sruti *Asydm hi Srutir avatisthate’. 1t contends that this can only
mean that the capacity to articulate the Vedas is always present in
speech-indriya and that being so, there is no need to recognize any
or develog t in Vagindriya to account for such capacity.
There is thus no need to explain away the Sruti which regards speech-

indriya as unborn, as a figurative statement (gauna-prayoga).

Arguing the Plrvapaksa at some length, J. inter alic disposes of
a possible contention that (i) the term Vik in the Sruti: Vdg vava nityd
may be understood in the sense of the Vedas themselves in as much
as in the supporting compl tary text from Paithgi:
' fais frem whwe a3 v
Vik has been classified as eternal and non-eternal—the former being
identified with the Vedas and the latter with the Purinas etci—

famartraar =i a3 a9 oy’

and (i} that such an interpretation will be in conformity with the
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GENESIS OF SPEECH-SENSE .,

texts which speak of the genesis of Vik as an indriya, The Parva-
paksin argues his point that a careful attention to the wording of the
concluding part of the text in question viz. Asydm hi Srutir avatis-
thate will be sufficient to discredit such a plea; for it will hot make
any sense to say that ‘the Sruti is embedded in the Sruti.’

The Piirvapaksin therefore argues that if vagindriya should have
any origination, the statement in the Sruti that it is the support of the
Vedas will be inappropriate. For, the Srutis are admittedly eternal
and \vhat,is eternal will not obviously have to be supported by the non-
eternal. It is equally out of the question to regard vagindriya as un-
created in its germinal form ($@ksmaripepa) and having a genesis in
terms of upacaya. Any such explanation, says the Pirvapaksin, will
be out of tune with the statement of the Sruti that the Vedas are em-
bedded in Vagindriya—which can only mean that Vagindriya always
possesses the capacity to articulate the Vedas. Else, ‘there will be no
point in saying that the Vedas, which are an established order and
arrangement of sounds which are ex hypothesi eternal and all-perva-

sive, are embedded in Vdgindriya.
Siddhanta

The Siddhinta is that speech has its genesis from the mind, as
stated in the $ruti—Manah parveripem vig uttararipam—the terms
tara standing for cause and effect. The Siddhinta ex-
e other text Asydm hi Srutwr avatisthate only means \‘.hgt
Vagindriya is ‘nitya’ in the sense that it has tht.e fitness for havix?g pro-
ximity to the Vedas (in order to be able to ar‘hculate them) which ex-
presses itself when it is in o developed (upacita) form.

This is no doubt a secondary sense; but it is the on]_y one whic'h
will be in conformity with the spint of the text: Asy@m '}u Srutir
avatisthate which seeks to elucidate the basis of the figurative state-
ment ‘Vak is verily eternal’. ‘This can be cle.arly seen from“thf f:'om-
plementary text (samakhyasruti) wln-ch.descnbes the same “Vak” as
eternal and non-eternal according as it is related to the Vedas or the

ption would be

i dict unless nii of
mrtis. Such a decri Vs $ 8
S_ i l;riya in respect of the Srutis is understood in the sense of nitya-
vagin .

piirva and ut
plains that th

érutyucuimgmyogyat-uaml
1. e T o T 7 e
: 7 et fadmfads w9
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES
Sasmkara’s Interpretation

S. treats Sitras ii, 4.1-4, (omitting Pratijianuparodhdcea’ of M.)
as dealing with the genesis of the Prapas. Tt would appear from the
non-mention of their genesis in the context of creation in the Chan.
Up. (vi.5.4) that they have no origination, They are, however, men-
tioned as originating from B. in several other texts like Brh. Up.
1i.1.10; Mupd. Up. 1.1, 2.8; Prasna Up. vi.4 There is thus a con-
Sict of testimony. But the topic cannot be deemed to be covered by the
conclusion established already in regard to similar conflicts of testimony
in connection with Viyad, Matariévan ete. For, here there is room
for a supervening doubt (abhyuccaydsaikd). These Prapas are found
10 be described in a passage in the Satapatha Brihmana® (vi.1.1.1) as
the ‘Rsis’ who existed even in the state of Pralaya, before the origina-
tion of other things. A fresh adhikarana is, therefore, called for to
settle the question.

Purvapaksa
The Piirvapaksa is that as no reason can be found for deciding the
question either way, it may be left an open one; or else the fexts re-

ferring to the origin of the Pranas may be understood in a meta-
phorical sense?

Siddhanta

The Siddhinta is that the origination of the Prinas already men-
tioned in several Upanisadic texts is entitled to final acceptance. The
other text (from the Satapatha), predicating their existence before the
coming into existence of other things in creation, is to be understood
as referring to their existence in the state of minor dissolution (svdn-
taropraloya) and not the great dissolution (mahdpralaya). The Rsis
are the Prinas of Hiranyagarbha who endures in Avantarapralaya and
who is the Adhikiri who has to bring into existence the accessories of
the sacred fire (cito’gni) such as the pebbles (Sarkanis) as may be seen
from the given context in the Brahmana. The expression “likewise”
(tathé) in the opening Sitra refers not to the immediately preceding
topic of the last section which is the plurality of the selves, but to the
genesis of ether etc., dealt with still earlier,

= ‘m@mﬁn@&mﬁqﬁ.wﬂméﬁzﬂqnmﬁ%m:&m
AT, ©IT AAA: AN ZAHIT] (S, BSB. .4, 1)

3. AfafedrmrerdnierrenferrsatRie sefT e sg, g HEHTPATTY,
My :.—.-ﬁnr:faqﬁﬁfx AT (S, BSB. ii4, 1) ) i

4. TTAF-FATT o il greETerfr

N 71w franfy o sae
THARTEaIT, I 87 At

gL (Bhdmeri ii.4, 2)
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GENESIS OF SPEECH-SENSE

The second Sitra according to S. rebuts the Purvapaksa contention
that the texts referring to the genesis of Prinas may be regarded as
figurative statements (gauni) by showing the impossibility of such an
interpretation, as it would offend the very thesis of ‘Ekavijfianena sarva-
vijiiinam’ as already explained in the Viyadadhikarana. The next Sitra
says, in the Mund. Up. (ii.1.3):

QEERISIEAT O TR wafarf T

g geaffeagm * * o F v o

the same expression jayate (is born) is found connected with the Prinas
and the others which precede—‘Akasa’ (kham) Vayu, etc. in the enu-
meration. It would not be proper to interpret the same predicate
Jayate, used only once in the text and which is to be connected with
all its subjects in their respective turn, in two different senses of
“Jiteral’ in all other cases and metaphorical only in respect of Prapas’

The fourth Sitra according to S. refutes the contention of the
Piirvapaksa that in the context of creation in the Chan. Up. (vi.5.4)
and Taitt. Up. (i, 1.1) there is no mention of the genesis of the
Pripas by showing that it is unsustainable as the organ of speech etc.
are preceded by the elements of Tejoabanna. To explain—we read in
the same context that the mmd consists of earth (food), breath consists
of waters and speech of Tejas. This establishes that speech and others
are produced from Tejas ete. This text sho“:'s that the organs etc, are
products of the elements Tejoabanna which, in their furn, spring from
B.ﬁ .

Criticism

The recognition given to the Parvapaksa on the slender groum? of
non-mention of the Pranas in the Chén. Up. in the context af creation,
tho' it is mentioned in various other Srutis is inadmissible. For,
silence is not tantamount to a contradiction of an express statement
elsewhere.” As there is therefore rgally no conf.lict, the ma.uer can be
settled without opening a fresh adhi., on the basis gf f.h‘e Viyadadhi it
e supervening doubt pleaded by S., it will be seen that

If: As for th d ) e
tsjie texts like—“Vayu and Akasa are immortal” (Brh. Up. ii.3.3)
‘these waters existed in the beginning (agre) of the world’ ( )
— e - P Wﬁfﬂ‘ .

bcd : agfa afaees FaaT A GEEEIET m(?BSBnl N

sferia T AREAERE JAATOTHARD AR ; S TS GF AT,
& ; w (S. BSB. iid4)

7. qaEAfRfd I waraTafy FAGAAVATEY JAVTIEAT]  (TC. p. 989b)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

are there confronting the genesis of Akasa, Vayu, the waters etc.
Nevertheless, the genesis of Akasa, Viyu and the waters has been
established in the first, second and fifth adhi.s of the previeus Pada of
this Adhyaya. Surely, the adhikdsaika posed by the text cited from
the Satapatha Br. is not in any way more formidable than any of th‘e
earlier ones in respect of AkAfa, Vayu, etc! Why then could this
matter be not taken to be covered by the rulings already given is res-
pect of Akafa ete.? If the immortality (unoriginatedness) of Viyu and
Akadn and the existence of the ‘waters’ prior to the creation of the
world signify only a sort of ‘relative’ (dpeksikam) immortality, the
same meaning can be accepted in the present case, without further ado
and the opening of the fresh adhi. for Pranas, dropped® This shows
the grounds on which S. has justified the opening of this adhi. are not
adequate. In M.s interpretation, on the other hand, we see that the
adhikdsonkd justifying the opening of this adhi. is based on other
grounds of the reported statements in the Srutis and Smrtis about the
elements (bhiitas) themselves being produced from the senses (which
renders the genesis of the senses from the Bhiitas improbable) and the
alleged absence of material causes of the senses, These are fresh
grounds not traversed in connection with the earlier adhis.!®

S.’s Siddhanta that the senses are created in essence (svaridpepa)
runs counter to the evidence of the Smrtis that they are eternal in. their
germinal forms. See Page 301 ante and TC. p. 989 b.

- B, o et wifwefrgrer frensdafy s ofr weimaerfa-
fagg: (TC. p. 983b).

As regards the second Siitra, it will be seen that there is a striking
parallelism in thought and wording between it and Sitra ii.3.3 of the
Viyadadhi. In view of the presence of texts referring to the unorigi-~
nated existence of the Prinas, this Sitra deserves to be interpreted
from the Siddhanta point of view as saying that such unoriginatedness
is to be understood in a metaphorical sense and not in a literal sense as
their absolute unoriginatedness is untenable. Such an interpretation
will alse be free from the necessity of having to import by adhydhdra
an entire clause, representing the subject of the Sautra proposition:
gefafa: snpenat
8. FETANEITA - TIGRTACRy T THY A AT ey o i, %3 g

fazmmrs (1. p. 983b)
9% mwmmi, FIREE FNE (TC. p. 980h)
ey arefd frar s demsaind wRfae: (s, BSB. ii.4, 8)
10. ¥ g, SEPrsN ¥ 9, Srat wrnerdfey ITAFRTE e <P g
(TC. p. 983b)
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which is to be connected with the reason Gaunyesambhavdt (taken as a
compound term)!! The way in which the statement of the reason is
understood by S. also involves a needless strain of involving the genitive
case relationship between Gaupi and asambhavat, which again requires
the first member of the cpd. to be construed in its abstract sense of

gaunatva,

His interpretation of the third Siitra obliges him to look for the
antecedent of the pronoun Tad in Tatprik $ruteca in Akada and others
which are not given in the preceding Siitras.

° Under Sitra ii.4.3 S. lays down the principle that the predicate
jayate which is found connected with more than one subject in Mund.
Up. (ii.1.3) will have to be understood in one uniform sense everywhere
and not in its primary sense in some cases (such as with reference to
Aksss, Vayu, ete.) and in a metaphorical sense with reference to Pranas
alone as the Pirvapaksin would have it. S. recognises that this prin-
ciple is applicable to other cases also where a predicate like ‘vyucca-
ranti’ placed at the tail-end of a passage (unlike jayate placed at the
head-end in the Mundaka (ii.1.3) stands connected with a number of
subjects like Prinas, the worlds, the gods and elements, as in Brk. Up.

ii.1.10:—
R 6 A1 @4 e ad da qaifr gt sgefalt
To be able to apply to both these modes of predication, the Sa.t_—a
will have to be amended into Tatsaha$rutesca.’3 For, the word.u;g
Tatprikérutesca by its very terms of reference exclg,des.cases falling
under the scope of Pascdt Sruti as of “Vyuccarax.m 4 in Brh. Up,
because R. felt the inadequacy of S.s

ii . It was evidently
— “t’hat he preferred to read Siitras ii.4.2 and 3 as one and

ch here, T L
?lil;;iet the words Tatpriksrutel as meaning that scripture declares
that before creation the highest self only exists.

" nﬁmmgmﬁ%"' fia *ﬁ:ﬁ‘ﬂ“(rci ». 989) )
mﬁmm%%mm"mﬁ'ﬁm ¢ (ibid)
o e o ST e . SR, QAT O T, e sty e’

" o e @rh. Up. i£110)

@@l (S. BSB. ii43) I
T afsdt EfATeE sroffa i )

13 waifr sfr SgeER, WW{WWW SRS /AT
T KR T AT T P ¥ g (TC. p. 930b)
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are there confronting the genesis of Ak&Sa, Vayu, the waters etc.
Nevertheless, the genesis of Akasa, Vayu and the wate.rs has_ been
established in the first, second and fifth adhis of the previous Pada of
this Adbydya. Surely, the adhikdseikd posed by the text cited from
the Satapatha Br. is not in any way more formidable than any of ﬂ{e
earlier ones in respect of Akd$a, Viyu, etc? Why then could this
matter be not taken to be covered by the rulings already given is res-
pect of Akaza etc.? If the immortality (unoriginatedness) of Vayu and
Akasa and the existence of the ‘waters’ prior to the creation of the
world signify only a sort of ‘relative’ (@peksikam) immortality, the
same meaning can be accepted in the present case, without further ade
and the opening of the fresh adhi. for Pranas, dropped? This shows
the grounds on which S. has justified the opening of this adhi. are not
adequate. In M.’s interpretation, on the other hand, we see that the
adhikasankd justifying the opening of this adhi. is based on other
grounds of the reported statements in the Srutis and Smrtis about the
elements (bhiitas) themselves being produced from the senses (which
renders the genesis of the senses from the Bhiitas improbable) and the
alleged absence of material causes of the senses. These are esh
grounds not traversed in connection with the earlier adhis. 1@

S’s Siddhanta that the senses are created in essence (svaridipena)
runs counter to the evidence of the Smrtis that they are eternal in their
germinal forms. See Page 301 ante and TC. p. 989 b,

- o, wmn e wiEfgrdr Trerrat dedw ofr ardmeer-
fagg: (TC. p. 989b).

As regards the second Sitra, it will be seen that there is a striking
parallelism in thought and wording between it and Saira ii.3.3 of the
Viyadadhi. In view of the presence of texts referring to the unorigi-
nated existence of the Pranas, this Sitra deserves to be interpreted
jrom the Siddhdnta point of view as saying that such unoriginatedness
is to be understood in a metaphorical sense and not in a literal sense as
their absolute unoriginatedness is untenable. Such an interpretation
will also be free from the necessity of having to import by adhydhdra
an entire clause, representing the subject of the Sautra proposition:
Feferafie: aorammt o
8 s R argaraial @ avmy 9 A e e iy a1 adies

frrarmaTT  (7C. p. 989b)

9 AAEITRTIITA, T{XTT I (TC. p. 989b)
It agfifr frarn 1 wemaafrid wfee: (3. BSB. iid, 8)
10. IR gm@qﬂw,mﬁvmﬁmmﬁﬁfﬁaﬂm:ﬁﬁwﬁm

(TC. p. 5a9b)
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which is to be connected with the reason Gaunyasambhavdt (taken as a
compound term)" The way in which the statement of the reason is
understood by S, also involves a needless strain of involving the genitive
case relationship between Gauyt and asombhavit, which again requires
the first member of the cpd. to be construed in its abstract sense of
gaunatva, . -

His interpretation of the third Sitra obliges him to lock for the
antecedent of the pronoun Tad in Tatpral $rutesca in Akida and others

which are not given in the preceding Stitras. .

" Under Satra ii.4.3 S. Jays down the principle that the predicate
jayate which is found connected with more than one subject in Mupd,
Up. (ii.1.3) will have to be understood in one uniform sense everywhere
and not in its primary sense in some cases (such as with reference to
Akaéi, Viyu, ete.) and in a metaphorical sense with reference to Prinas
alone as the Piirvapaksin would have it. S. recognises that this prin-
ciple is applicable to other cases also where a predicate like ‘wvyucca-
ranti’ placed at the tail-end of a passage (unlike jiyate placed at the
head-end in the Mundaka (ii.1.3) stands connected with a number of
subjects like Prinas, the worlds, the gods and elements, as in Brh. Up.

i.1.10:—
qaERTRIe: §F ST §4l A5 9 a1 qEifr Aty sgeadhart

To be able fo apply to both these modes of predication, the Sitra
will have to be amended into TatsahasruteSca!? For, the word.ing
Tatprakérutesca by its very terms of reference exdgdes.cases falling
under the scope of PaScit Sruti as of “Vyuccarax'm "4 in Brh. U},],
(ii.1.10). It was evidently because R. _felt t_l_:e Jnadequacy of S.s
approach here, that he preferred to read Sutf'as ii.4.2 and 3 as one and
interpret the words Tatprikéruteh as meaning that scripture declares
that before creation the highest self only exists.

- & %
11199 T L
sfmmgrafes fow aas * * * (TC. p. 989) -
Eiecs wﬁwﬁm:amﬁmvw coargenal” o SfomTET 4 % % Gbd)
iy QYT A ST W qF G, QAT OF 9, a1 ‘i g s ?
” e e (Brh. Up. ii110)
Y (S. BSB. ii43) S
AR afsdl g srafafir i )
13 q;iﬁrwﬁaawd‘-d sy R o e g3, Wronfefer sEemaTer
3 mﬁ"m‘ﬁ‘a’ Tl i T IR AT (T, > 990b)
14 Read— SRR, TaRaRaad W%W, aiﬂtﬁgﬁmmﬁmm
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. (Ragh. TCP."p."990b)
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We may reasonably expect a discussion on the question of the
genesis of the ‘mind’ after the general discussion on the Pranas—as fhe
mind is a special cognitive sense and there is adhikdsankd challenging
its genesis which needs to be met in a separate adhikarpats  And
Tatprik $rutesca would serve this purpose admirably well, as the term
“Tatprik” can readily denote the mind.!¢

S. treats the fourth Siitra also as part of the same Prapadhi-
karana and holds that it is intended to answer the objection that the
genesis of the vital airs has not been specifically mentioned in the con-
text of creation in Chdn. Up. (vi-2.3).)7 The Sttra Tetpirvakatvid
vicah (ii.4.4) therefore points out that their genesis can readily be
deduced from the fact of speech and others mentioned in that context

zs having been produced from Tejas, apah and annam. The text re-
ferred to is Chan. Up. (vi.5.4):

“Annamayom hi somya maonch. Apomaysh Prapah.

Tejomays vik. M

Such an interpretation obliges S. to make the pronoun Tat stand
for Tejobanna and resort to Laksani in taking »dk to stand for vik,
Prapa and manas.'® As a matter of fact, the Sruti text “Annamayam
hi somya manah,.... does not and cannot establish that the mind,
Prana and Vak are products by modification of the subtle elements:
Tejobanna. For the mind, Vak and other sense organs are recognised
to be modifications of Taijasa-Aharihkara and not of the bhitas. The
real sense of the Upanisadic text: A k etc. is that the
wind, Prapa and Vik are replenished every day by the subtlest por-
tions of the food etc. consumed by the individual® This point has
been referred to carlier on P. 111, fn. 34. There is thus, no basis in this

Sruti to assume that the mind, speech etc. are products of the subtle ele-
ments of Tejobanna and are generated by them.

Further, as the breaths are modifications of Vayu, they can hardly
be regarded as products of water, as S’s interpretation would require it.

15. ¢ fagfafatafranmsg fifeerafzatod et fafadas
S FiARETIEERY * * Y (TC. p. o i

16. See P. 303 fo. 4. (C. ». 959

12 Tefy addeREfer w0t s ows (s, BSB. HAL

18 wafy, SFETAT T ARANTICT TERTATHIEATTY y

R > Wa- ‘qm fg wwer e, s
AR T Ty ¢ ¢ ¢ o) w0 ¢

it 2 J TR (8. BSB. ii4.4)

19. TR JIALUTTN, 06—~ WoTiT 0% Senremed ahag * © (TC. p. 930

20. ‘Swwd ff €% T Cemordwed: e 0w T DACY, 7 g sorfaarastiee
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(TCP. p. 290)
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It will be too far-fetched to claim that the breaths (Prinas) are the modi-
fications of Vayu thro’ waters which are an evolute of Agni, the parent
of Vayul T TEme

Instead of all this vain exploration, it would be much better to re-
cognize a separate adhi. in Tatpiirvakatvdd vdcak, devoted to resolv-
ing the conflict of testimony over the genesis of Vigindriya as such,
After the inquiry into the genesis of indriyas, in general, followed by
a similar inquiry into the special “JAanendriya’ viz. the mind, a similar
inquiry, occasioned by a relevant adhikasaiikd, about the chief of the
karmendriyas viz. Vik would certainly be in order in this Sitra, as

M. has suggested.2

Ramanujd’s Interpretation

R. treats the Prinddhi as consisting of Sitras i, 4, 1-3 the second
one being made up of Siitras 2 and 3 of S. Unlike S. Bhiskara and
M., he regards the opening Sitra Tathd Prindh ws representing the

Parvapaksa.
.
Pirvapaksa

The Piirvapaksa is that just as the Jiva is beginningless m essence,
the Pranas (senses) too should be accepted as being without.ongm’-' be-«
cause of the Sruti—Non-being truly was this in the beginning.” “The
Rsis indeed were the non-being. The Prinas are the Rsis’ (Satapatha
Br. vi. 1.1.1). The plural +Priinsh’ shows that only the organs and th.e
vital airs are meant by the term® This passage declares that the Rsis
(the Pranas) existed before the creation of the world. Such a state-
ment cannot be explained away in the sense \‘.ha.t they el_:dux'e for ; very
long time, just as Vayu and Akasa hav.e been said to_be.mmortal. For
the words—“non-being indeed was this in the begmmng. means much
more viz. that the Pranas continued to exist even at the time when the

whole world was under dissolution.?

[
21. T oA AT TR | GE TR 7 AT ARFTR AT A
g (afy afwdfa)  (ICP. P 991b) A
22 W fem, qAEETRE T , AERTRE 3 w i

Frdr et Frafr et (TC. p 990)

23, FETAAR ERA-T9T T «f5 (R. BSB. ii41)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES
Siddhanta

The Siddhanta is proclaimed in the second Sttra: Gaunyasam-
bhavit tatprakérutesca that the plural form “Prapah” must be under-
stood in a secondary sense. For according to the Srutis B, is the only
being that exists in the state of dissolution and there is no room for
Pranas also so existing as there is no plurality of existence in Pra-
laya® The third Siitra is explained as supplying one more reason why
the Pranas cannot be presumed to exist in the state of Pralaya®® As
all names (vdcak) or words of speech, which have for their objects of
reference “things apart from and other than B.”, can operate only within
a world of elements, ether and so forth, which have been brought into
existence; and as in the state of Pralaya no such world of name and
form is in existence, there is no scope for the play of the organs of
speech, action and sensation then, Hence, it cannot be inferred that
th'ese organs (Prinas) themselves existed in that state®

Criticism

The Siddhanta that the senses do have their genesis could very
well have been founded on the opening, Sitra itself—on the analogy of
the genesis of the other inanimate principles like Viyad and Matarisvan
etc. ag established by R. in the first few adhis of the third Pada. There
is no need to locate the Siddhinta in the second Sitra which carries no
recognizable mark of Siddanta, such as the presence of tu or vd to
distinguish itself from the preceding one as the Pirvapaksa®

1t is difficult to accept the explanation of the Vedantads
iff pa quoted by
%mtﬁmkn.su h.em that the co in Shtra 3 has been used in the sense of
but’ ) (tu) to indicate its being a Siddhinta Sitra. The Sribhdsya itself
explaing t’he ca after Tatprakéruteh as a particle emphasing that
only B. existed in the state of Pralaya:3
Y qOIET: qR: AT cetredl
According to RS commentator, there is imi
s ) proximity between the
.present edhi. and the preceding Atmadhikarana (ii.3.18) which justifies
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the extension (atidesa) of the Pirvapaksa about the absence of genests
of Prinas on the analogy of absence of genesis of the Jivitman (Jivd-
nutpatti) taught in that adhi., to the Pranadhikarana and locating the
said Pirvapaksa in the opening Siitra: Tathd Pripah3? On the other
hand, the atidesa of the Siddhanta itself from the conclusion of the
Viyadadhi and others, to Tathd Prapah as proposed by S. and others
will be separated by a wide gap.

But then, the Atmddhikerane where the non-genesis of Jiva is taught
is also widely separated from the Prdnddhi by several intervening adhi-
karanas like the Jnddhi. Kartradhi. Pardyattddhi. and Ashéadhi, even
as the latter (Prdpddhikarana) is separated widely from the Viyadadhi-
karapa etc. In the circumstances, if an atidesa of the Pirvapaksa can
be made from the Siddhanta of the Atmadhikarana to the Prapadhi, a
similar atidesa of the Siddhanta itself in Tathg Prépdk can also be made
from the Viyadadhi to the Prinddhi and located in the opening Sitra
Tath Prapih.

R.’s commentator has, however, tried to overrule this point with his
plea that the Jaadhikarana and others following it being in the nature of
incidental di i (Pré ilaviciras), they do not really interpose
any gap between the Atmadhikarana and the Prapadhikarana and that,
therefore, an atidesa of the Pirvapaksa is not open to objection.?

A little reflection will show that while the Viyadadhi and others
are “contextual” in the sense of upholding B.’s causality of the universe
as formulated in B. 8. i.1.2, the ; tabli ermA otf t;e) non-g ; be of
3 i ddhi. (accordi o R.) canno in-
Jwatman formulated in the Atmddhi. (a oy egthesis e ity

vested with any “contextual” connection with e th .
of the Universe and must, therefore, like the Jnadhi., Kartradhi. etc., be

put down as an incidental topic3* That be.ing so, the Pr&y_uidj}fi can be
directly linked in thought to the Viyadadh afld o_thexs preced these
incidental discourses and an atideda of the Siddhinta can without the

i anadhi justifying Tatha
i difficulty be made from them to the Pripddhi justifyi
i : tal}:en as a Siddhanta Sitra, instead of as a Pirvapaksa

Prapah to b

Sitra3s

PU——— TR g SR (rutaprakada 143)

33, T g7 aw  (Srutaprakisia ii43) "

34. < aff b 's interpretation ihe(gt;nﬁ%hggt
noted in this connection that 10, B IIERIEE oLy il e TTvas

It may be 2

not connected with the Jiva whle ¢ TR Jrva's

feness from B. 1 terte of Bt OrE. wmplic in the Pl
as ‘Srstyddyastekartr’. Ppada ).

te Introd. fo Pa . .

(See fn. 123 anl - i

2. P.
35. gqr- ‘A aa T
wifsfy W (TCP. p 991}
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

Coming to R.'s interpretation of the second Siitra, it may be that
the plural Prinsh may be understood in a gaundrtha if that term in the
Sotopotha text is to be understood only in the sense of B. as R. would
want it 1o be. But the same explanation cannot be extended to ather
Srutis like:

IO TR AR Tk S, GoeReel iRy S | 99 o
TqHEE: |

cited from other sources by M. in his Bhisya, which refer to the evolu-
tion of the bhiitas from these Prinas’

The andditve of the senses as referred to in these other types of
texts has necessarily to be explained as ‘metaphorical’. There is thus no
special advantage in converting the opening Siitra inte a Parvapaksa
Siitra.

1t is difficult to accept R.’s interpretation of the Siitra: Tat prak. It
would be more appropriate to identify that which has been referred to
as “Tatpiirvaka” in the Sitra, with an indriya which temporally
precedes the other Pranas (indriyas) in their evolution and which has
been referred to in the previous Siitra—viz. the ‘mind’. We also find
from Chan, Up. (vi.15.1) that the organ of speech merges in its source
viz—~the mind3 This would be a much better way of understanding
the Siitra Tatprak$ruteh than dissociating the adverb ‘prak’ from ‘tat’
and trying to find the antecedent of tat in B.

In trying to include the Siitra: Tafpirvakatvdd vdcah in the Pranot-
pattyadhikaranam, instead of treating it as a separate adhi. dealing with
the genesis of the sense of speech (vdk), R. is forced to understand the
expression Vak used therein in a very circumscribed sense of “word(s)
denoting things other than Bral " (Paramit yatiriktanamadheya)
and seek the antecedent of “Tat” in “the creation of Akada and others”
(Viyadadisysti) -piirvakatydd s

This scems to be a needless strain; for, in any case, R. himself has
to accept the survival of Jivas, Prakrti, Karma, Samskiras, ete. in the
state of Pralaya. Nothing will be lost if, in addition to these, the sur-
vival of the Prinas in their germinal forms is also conceded in Pralaya,
36 ST ATR . ¥y O qgrva avaey o e v w1 aenAfrergityer frirrea-

g, W JIsnteriinin viw s emw s (1o p. 991)

TS T, amprnee -
WERTETIRTEIEE, (TC. p. 991) N

:amwvmwziwlw-mm.mwﬁm,mrﬁmﬁwww-
W (TC. p. $97b) T
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GENESIS OF SPEECH-SENSE

on the authority of the Srutis and the references to their anaditva in that
sense understood as a naprayoga. The pt of the survival of
Jivas, Prakyti, Karma, ete. in principle, in Pralaya, will naturally pre-
suppose the pr of words licable to them. The difficulties
can be avoided by constituting Tatpirvakatvid vacah into a fresh adhi.,
dealing with the origination of Vak as the chief Karmendriya after the

turn of Manas.

35



CHAPTER XXXVI
THE NUMBER OF SENSES
4, Saptagatyadhikarepam (il. 4, 6-7)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the number
of the senses, by way of stabilizing the Samanvaya of Srutis in B.

Pirvapaksa

The Piirvapaksa is: in Mund. Up. (ii.1.8) we read of the seven
Prénas emerging from B. But in the Kaundinye Sruti we read: ‘Twelve
indeed are the Pranas,—for there are twelve months in the year; twelve
are the Suns, twelve Rasis and twelve the cups of Soma’. These Srutis
are apparently evenly matched. It cannot be held that because the
Abhimanidevatis of the Prinas are only seven, the Prinas too must
be seven in number and that, therefore, the Sruti which gives their
number as seven is to be adjudged as decisive! This argument can cut
both ways; for we read in another Sruti—Twelve indeed are the Prapas,
twelve the months and twelve the cups® of Soma offered to the presid-
ing forms of the Lord” connected with the twelve months, in the
Rtuydijas prescribed in the Sruti:

Wﬁwhmrarum zafs® (4.B. ix, 5.2)
l xmwmm sfvprreat

. The twelve cups in which Soma juice is to be offered to the deities in the
Jyotistoma are the following' Updmiu, antarydma, aindrecdyave, maitrd-
varuna, &iving, jukra, manthin, two rtupdtras and three atigréhyas. The améu
and the addbhya cups have not been taken into account, as they are optional
and aro not connccted with the acts of Sddana. Upasthdpana eic.

3. This text i guoted in the TD. and according to the BD the twelve grohas
(vessels) pertain to the Rtuydjas. It adds however: % PTilt amea: (il4.6)
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NUMBER OF SENSES

‘The ber of the abhimanidevatis will have to correspond  with
that of the abhi A The ber of Pranas can neither be
more nor less than twelve. Moreover, unless there is some basis for
constituting a ‘group’ of seven Pranas, they cannot also be conceived
as forming part of a larger group of twelve®a So far as we can see,
there is no such basis,

Siddhanta

The Stddhanta is that the number of Pranas is indeed twelve# But
in the Mundaka text, the senses of hearing, sight, touch, taste, smell,
mind and understanding have been taken tagether as forming one group
having regard to their role as cognitive senses (jidnendriyas)S This
may be seen from the latter part of the text: (1i.1.8).

g fHigar: & ¥ )

“the seven have been placed in each body with a view to the acquisi-
tion of knowledge.”® The expression ‘viSesitatvdt’ in the Siitra thus re-
fers to the special part played by this group of seven Pranas.”

The next Satra: Hastidayastu sthite ato naivam points out that the
other five senses of activity—the hands, the feet, speech and the ex-
cretary organs have been distinguished from the other seven as they
are karmendriyas ‘and have not therefore been mentioned along with
the seven! The particle tu (but) in this Sitra draws attention to this
basic functional difference among the Pranas®

M.’s Bhasya throws refreshing light on the significance of the key
words gati and sthiti in Siitras 1 and 2 here by quoting an explantaion
from the Vayuprokta. ‘

darfeafaigear fad #4 faat fag:)
qeTggfrageT, A TREr=y U
FrROAFRTA T AR AN (TP. i46;
43.;‘??7:@ AR AR ((ﬁ:zv?n) ! (TC. p. 992)
4b. For the reconciliation of the TFISUHA and the TR Vide TC. p. 994
gafy * ¢ ¢ wERE ST, waTiig g STAGRAT aQE g qaEARRaEr W3
aewed faafimy !
5. The expression gateh in the Siitra as pomted out by the BD is an elliptical
:gﬁ%v;ﬁﬁﬁWWﬁmﬁvwmﬂﬁﬁﬂW'lwmmmﬁMw
e sfe @aufam A (BD. ii46)
k * gegRwfedtar D,
76: s:ghm qT ) *szm(ia%r w8 5fy feaog (M. BSB. 4.6)
3. gwTEmy FAfAEAETT gws (M. BSB. il46)

9 ;xagmzﬁwmi (BD)

317



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The hands and other organs are of a different character from the
Jfanendriyas as they contribute generally towards activity which leads
to staying on in the world of transmigration. Knowledge is the means
of uplifting the selves from the world of action and helping them to
‘go beyond’ towards deliverance from trausmigration. Hence, the two
sets of Pranas (viz. the Jiinendriyas and the Karmendriyas) have been
aptly described as “gati” conducive to progress and “sthiti” causing'stag-
nation, in these two Siitras and in the authorities bebind them. This is
indeed o penetrating explanation which shows to advantage the power
of suggestion behind the Sitrakdra’s simple-looking terminology.® For
a similar example of this kind see M.’s explanation of the term ambuvat
in BS.iii.2.19.

Here, M's commentator J. raises a pertinent question as to how
far it would be permissible to speak of karmendriyas and Jninendriyas
as leading the selves to trabsmigration and release thro' spiritual up-
liftment when it is an accepted fact that Nivrtta-karma is conducive
to uplifiment and Moksa whereas knowledge of things other than B.
given by the Jhdnendriyas is far from being helpful to Moksal® He
explains that these terms sthitam and gati may be extended to Nivrita-
karma and worldly knowledge on the basis of their generic affinity to
karma and Jiidna. We have an example of this in the A.A, ii.1.4, in
the application of the expression ‘prapada’ to the'tip of the feet of
human beings tho’ it is applied in the Sruti originally to the tip of the
feet of the four-faced Brahma, called Purusa, whom (whose body) the
Supreme B. is stated to have ‘entered’ thro’ the tip of his feet.!! The
same expression is used for that part of the limb of human beings only

thro’ affinity of hature, whereas other terms like claws and hoofs are
used. for those of birds and animals.??

Samkara’s Interpretation.

According to S. the opening Siitra: Saptagater viSegitatvdcea raises
the Piirvapaksa that the number of Pranas is “known” (gateh) from
Mund. Up. ii.1.8, as being only seven and this is also specified by an-

10. 4, Praden aaTea@ETaT, SIS T AONTEARTRT ¥9 (it d—
‘FaEEEEN v v (TC, p. 993b) = e
L. RTEERAEAE ek ARy X AR (TP, i4T)

12 Read: 30 '9 IO IO OHA
XRRUT (AL, 1, 4
tfr o), qUERTSEETT I SN A 1R o PATTATSTITA AT

T G AT T [OF AN AT A A9E

AT VLY, WENETI, 373 T92 CARAT T aagmaeaai ml
mrmﬁwm_m‘n’m T ARy, wEwm qmafr ke awEriEee
FTRTR: ST Y AR OEESH-AT: W wEa’ (44) < T v
(Vidirija TPG. p. 113)
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NUMBER OF SENSES

i ot Sevn et a0 o . st (7. w120,
s that the hands etc. are also
referred to as sense organs in the $rutis and so “it is not like this"—j.e,
t?xey are not merely seven in number (but eleven with with the addi-
tion of the hands, feet and the excretary organs),l?

Criticism.

As the expression gati in the first SGtra means according to S.
that “it is understood” from Sruti passages that the number of Pranas
is only seven, as stated in: Sapte vai Sirsapydh Pranah (Taitt. Sam-
hitd v.1.7.1) as much as in Mupd. Up. (ii.1.8 ad), the expression Vis-
esitatvat seems to be superfluous in the Sitra* Moreover, even count-
ing the ears, eyes, nose and speech, their number will be only four
tho’ their ‘golakas’ may be seven in all’® It seems, therefore, more
proper to take the opening Siitra as a Siddhinta Siitra answering the
objections raised externally, that the number of indriyas cannot be
limited to seven while their actual number is twelve, as known from
other sources,—unless there is some convincing explanation of the basis
on which a subgrouping of seven is accommodated within a larger
group of twelve. Such an objection can be easily shown to be met,
then and there, by the key-words of the opening Siitra itself—‘gate}’
and ‘Visesitatvat® drawing attention to the significant role played by
the seven Jninendriyas in the spritual uplift of the self. It does not
stand to reason to treat the opening Siitra, in which these two key
words understood in this way would themselves embody the answer to
the Purvapaksa, as a Piirvapaksa Siitra!® The sense of the second
Siitra, as S. would have it, is complete without the ‘sthite’ which is
superfluous and which further needs the imporiation of a Visesya with

13. f¥ awg s ? a<is s+ ga.? wE, R A gt sl
Faet gfawish | frifiaarer—aa § e styx g g e, AR
mmﬁ,mﬁ&mmmmh@m‘mm'm
%af{lav‘éa,ﬁgmsﬁwrmmﬁfwﬁ.mm«ﬁ, grafoafe-
. | A9 qER ST gaEtaad  (Bhamati if_4s.s)

14 sharmErETTT Y30 AT g ST STt £ G WA gereny. ward
wrAT frifmans’ e dawt= (TC. p. 993) R

15. 7% § NEE gD aifed vy oty satgffiremian aaad, @y

(TC. p. 993)
This is admitted by the Ehﬁmaﬁ:— R
SoRTAT ST , @Ry IgeEd AT T\ F gy § @ weeat-
T FEEAAR | G B uf s (bid)

16. STOAT aEEEsrReTe we gon' ¢fy R, ns[ﬁimma_rxﬁﬁv faraaTTR-
ey TERET S AT

agromfdy afed, ik 1 3
AT afy ged fagrmany sferifagfaEmr

gfaat seife
amg  (TC. p. 993
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which it can be connected viz. (saptatvdtireke) sthite.? Moreover, if
the five comprising the vocal organ, hands, feet and the excretary
organs are contained in the group of seven counted by the Piirva-
paksin, his contention that there are only seven Prinas will not be
refuted. If they are in addition to the seven, the number of indriyas
in the Siddhanta will be twelve and not eleven as S. would have it
The number eleven cannot be arrived at by counting speech and the
six jhanendriyas as one unit of seven and adding to them a group of
four karmendriyas excluding the wocal organ.t® That would be a
random grouping without one distinctive common determinant behind
the grouping; for speech is a karmendriya and the other six are Jhinen-
driyas. They cannot, therefore, be brought together as one group of
seven in the opening Sitra. For a like reason, the expression “Gdi” in
the second S{tra cannot be permitted® There is, moreover, ample
evidence in the Srutis and Smrtis to take the number of indriyas to
be twelve in all.
Ct  zfxdw: gu gal adw o 59t

RAGRL 90 i%: (Katha, Up. i,3.10)

gfemarfr gurag: *** (1.3.9)

afg g ®iTq fig W g = (Op. cit, 1.3.3)

42T YuTala AWt 5aaT @51

giges * *+ *** (Kathe. ii.3.10)

ity § 4w qar aewiw

wiafamgmife  oraateatr g n
S. has also gone in for an additional interpretation of the two
Sitras. According to it, the Parvapaksa in Siitra 5 is that the indriyas
must be held to be only seven in number because it is seen to be 50
from the Brh. Up. (iv4.2) which refers to the exit of the senses, where
tho' it is said that all the Prinas depart from him, it can be deduced
from the other passage—They say he does not see, he does not touch”™
(Brh'. Up. iv.42), that only the indriyas of sight, smell, taste, speech
hearing, mind and buddhi are referred to. This is refuted in the next
Satra which according to S. means—"thus as it is settled that on the
cvidence of other Srutis like—“these ten Prinas and the antahkarana
17, I R e A o TR fem ki ey e (TC. p. 933)

18 few, O 9%, PUTEEAnGT Gt ) afaforer grmariieen
IE, A ARTR (TC. p. 93)

19. 3 9 mmpmabrfy Sy aon, ey favhendar géfegd g ek artza
w1 TSt mew (TC. p 993)

20 ¥R /Y, 599 anifrerey penfey sEfrwIsy vRy nyvmm G TeSaTe, iy o
TR, AT wioess «®ET (TC. p 90
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NUMBER OF SENSES

when they depart from the body, they make us cry” (Brh. Up. 1ii.9.4)
that all the eleven indriyas depart from the body, the Pirvapaksin’s
contention that the number of Pranas which depart (at the time of
utkranti) is only seven is not correct. In this interpretation also, there
is need to import the additional word ‘utkramane’ before ‘sthite’2!

Ramanuja’s Interpretation,

According to R. the first Siitra puts forward the Piirvapaksa that
the Pranas are only seven because at the time of birth and death only
seven Pranas accompany the soul as borne out by various texts. The
second Siitra establishes the Siddhanta that the number of the sense
organs is eleven and not seven only as the hands and feet and so on
also assist the soul when he is abiding in the body2

In this interpretation, the expression sthite in the second Sitra
turns out to be superfluous, as the point that there are four more indri-
yas is conveyed without the further need to go into their function or
purpose. In order to give it a proper syntactic connection in the Siitra
R. is obliged to import two more words: representing the adhikarane
and the viSesya—viz. 3arira and Jiva,

gty (TR) fery (W]) aeq s |
(Sribhisya ii.4.5)

On the whole, an interprefation which is able to explain the
actual wording of the Sitras, in a meaningful way and without recourse
to adhydhdras (importations) has a better claim to our acceptance,

—_— - Py - .
21 TR . T dmeEr qdameed feay s — agad adify
(Bhamati iid6)
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CHAPTER XXXVII

THE SENSES ARE MINUTE
5. Anvadhikaranam (ii.4.8)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the size of
the sense organs after the question of their number has been settled.!
The present confiict arises this way. Rgveda i, 22.20, speaks of the
Supreme B. as pervading the sky like the eye: Diviva cakgsur Gtatam?
It appears from this that the senses must all of them? be pervasive—
as only an established fact can be cited as an illustration Their per-
vasive nature stands supported by the reasoning based on our being able
to see things situated far away and hear far off sounds> Moreover,
the senses have to go out to their objects to give us knowledges
Otherwise, they cannpot function as instruments of knowledge. There
is no evidence that instead of the senses having the power to go out to

their objects, the latter leave their places and establish contact with
the senses?

1. i st @t fanfon ) azaere of fami o
2. ghean(gnlﬁcame of the comparison has been explained as follows by J. in his

w1 wfefy wwr A Sl @ T for, fodnatatadt S, Tar i
awl givEiy T ey Ry, s anwiat framd ittt

.Theexprudmcak;uhmdx:éruuhhkc by the Pisvapaksa
upalaksana 1o other senses a3 well bc(:nuscythe also acm-m: u:n
scope of the same Plrvapaksa nydyas. See Ragh. TPB’ ii.48 and BD.

¢ wre fg ToeRETTisT (TP ids)

s puewniieen® QL BSB. 1148)

& ey smwfear, s=<@ soEfvOmy (TP sy
BT {8 sty fornfrrem it |snenm

7. % T (oS faedaies sl o far

>

bey

(Raghu. TPB.)
(TP. i1.48)




THE SENSES ARE MINUTB

There are, however, other texts which proclaim “He sees, hears,
smells, etc. with the help of the minute ones and does things with the
help of the minute senses of action” (Kaundinya Sruti).? The Pirva-
paksa contends that as the texts in favor of the pervasiveness of the
senses are supported by the aforesaid reasoning, their view must

prevail,

The Siddhanta is that the senses are minute (apavah) in essence
but being constituted of Taijasa substance they are able to pervade be-
yond their position by the power of their natural radiance. This is con-
firmed by the Sandilya Sruti which says “The sense of sight is minute;
but its lustre is pervasive. Similarly, the Jiva who is atomic in essence
is pervasive by his quality of intelligence.” The Rgvedic text (i, 22, 20)
speaks of the pervasion of the senses. This can be understood in terms
of pervasion thro’ their radiance. But the other Sruti: Yathd anunas
cakgasah prokdso vydtatoh is more precise in that while affirming that
the indriyas are minute (apu) it explicitly says that their radiance is
pervasive (prakdfo vydtatah) which resolves the conflict.?

J. also observes that if the senses are to be accepted as pervasive
in their essence (svariipena) and not merely by virtue of their radi-
ance, there will be the adverse consequence of our being obliged to
see, hear and smell all things always and be deprived of the restful-

ness of deep sleep, etc.®

While discussing the point raised by the Piurvapaksa about ‘Dira-
dargana’ and ‘Diirajravana’, he explains M/'s position that the senses
tho’ minute in themselves can establish direct contact with their appro-
priate objects thro’ their “rays"!'—a very suggestive expression w?}mh
is amenable to many interpr i In this ion J. cr.iticlzes
the Nyaya position of explaining the perception of sm.md with t:he
help of the Vicitarafiga or K damt kulany3; I'.Ie disagrees with
the Nyaya view of Sabdajasabda being born and becoming 'gasped when
it finally reaches the portion of ether lin.1ited' by the_: cavity of the'a ear
known as $rotram. The main point of his criticism is that there is no
evidence of a fresh articulation being engendered at the other end after

-
*opufir: qEECAfH FONFT, ST AT SO (M. BSB. 148)
> N [ T, FEWAT-

d: ‘e e < tafire
? :;:mm: aT g ) ‘aw:m'{ﬁ AT TS SR, TS
= T LIcH
. | O T Fl T A EEr 49 (Vadirsja TPG. p. 114)
s et fraeaafeaarfy, a8 GHET T Savda, AN (TP ii48)
1o WW‘; Wi ¥ weE e wfawl. (I, PP, 128)
11. waf T S IR AT TR I TR0 €A AL & (Raghu. TPB)
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a series of fabdas have been produced as our experience is that it is
the same sound articulated by the speaker that is being heard by the.
listener and not a new-born one. The objection of akdsa being
“amiirta” and, therefore, incapable of successive movements to carry’
over the first-born sound is also rejected by drawing atiention to the
acceptance of bhiitikdsa in M.s system as distinguished from avyd-
krtakisa—the former admitting of movement. With this impediment
removed, it is possible to conceive of Srotrendriya too going out to iis
object thro' its rays: Caksurvat §rotrasyasiva gamanopapatteh’> (TP.
ii.4.8). However, J.’s concluding remark: Yad vd caksurvisaya eva
tadabhyupagamah (TP. ii.4.8) leaves the door open to other explana-
tions in regard to the perception of Sabda.l’ .

Samkara’s Interpretation.

S.'s commentator raises the Plirvapaksa from the point of Samkhya
philosophy that as the indriyas are products of Ahamk3ra and as the
latter pervades the globe, the indriyas also must be pervasive. The
Siddhinta is that they are only minute ones. Otherwise, the scrip-
tural statements about their passing out of the body, going and comin
will not make sense.}¢ -

Criticism.

The subject matter of this Pada being one of resolution of conflict
of testimony entirely within the realm of Srutis, it will be outside the
jurisdiction of this Pada to discuss a conflict with the Simkhya posi-
tion¥ Nor can the Pirvapaksa be sustained from the point of view
of S's own philosophy. For according to him, the mind which is a pro-
duct of either $uddha-Brahman, or B. conditioned by Avidy3 or of
Avidyd itself is of apuparimina in the semse that it has mahatpari-
mdna while its source is of a different parimana.!s

12. Commenting on this the AC writes:
X2 X AU * gl (67 yupdmaiiimey) e W afmeng) ans-
] AT g L48)y )
13. The Indian philosophical schools do not seem to have anticipated the modern
ﬁﬂttrgfugfd&ggzn:a):‘{;;m&mmd of sound being casried by air
14 WX ERRTA WEEH Qi AT G OO TN Gy fee g6y 5o
A TEE-WIWE (Bhdmasi 447)
15. Appayya Diksita, concedes the point of the criticism saying:
sy sefest, sfrefremary 1 sRiafniaTfiTeny  (Parimals GAT)
16. LR, STOTR SRR N wE T IRy ok swnTTy, st
YFTOR SRS TR RS EONERTS, (ST (TC. p, 995)
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CHAPTER XXXVIII
GENESIS OF ADHYATMIKA-MUKHYAPRANA
: 6. Sresthadhikarapam (ii, 4, 9-10)

- 'The earlier Matariévidhikaranam had dealt with the genesis of
Mukhya-Vayu as an Adhidaiva principle! The present adhi re-
solves the conflict of testimony regarding the genesis of the same deity
Mukhya-Vayu with special reference to his vital role as Adhyatma-
Prana, who sustains the lives of all creatures from within their bodies,

from birth to death

The conflict is presented this way. We read in one of the texts:
This Prana does not rise or set. He stands absolute and unchanged
between birth and death—i.e. is always in the prime of life, There-
fore, the wise ones call him the ‘middle’ (madhyamah)3 As against
this, we have the statement in the Prasna Up. (1i.3): From the Atman
the Prana is born. But the other Sruti which refers to the non-origi-
nation of Mukhya-Viyu is supported by the reasoning adduced in a
passage of the Vdyuprokta:

mesritadeafces SeafadTr qar)
Fefafmifords @ e g9 ?
1. The TD explains that in the earlier Matarisvddhi, the Sitrakira had dealt
with the question of the genesis of Mukhya Vayu as an adhidaiva principle
and as an element (bhita) at the same time without clearly drawing the line

of distinction between them:
AT, et e (T, ¥ e gefw o R i) -
) T g 3

2 T
wafd adiisa TRy W7 (Ragh, TPB. ii49)

3 44 Wy 3fir, Aerafy, QR QX WEd €, ATgATI.
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

“By whose entering the body creatures are born and by whose leav-
ing it they die, how is it possible to think of such a One as being
bimself born or of dying”? This shows that being himself the cause
of the birth and death of creatures, Mukhya Prina cannot, in his turn,
be subject to birth and death. The source of all life cannot itself be
born er create itself, only to undergo avoidable suffering. The Piirva-
paksa, therefore, concludes that as the Sruti in favor of the non-genesis
of Mukhya Prana has to be accepted as decisive and as the other one
speaking of his genesis will have to be rejected as invalid, the Saman-
vaya of Sistra in B. turns out to be unsustainable.

The Siddbanta is that like the other Prinas, the Chief Prina
(“Sresthah”) also has his own genesis# His subtle essential form is
nevertheless permanent. Hence the Gaupavana Sruti says: He is both
subtle and gross. By nature he is subtle and in other forms he is
gross. Therefore, they say he has a beginning and has no beginning.’

The next Siitra: Na vdyukriye prthagupadesdt disposes of the
objection that as the Sruti referring to the non-origination of Mukhya-
Prina is on stronger ground, the texts which speak of ifs origin may
be understood as referring to the external element of air or to motion
in general as the word “Prina” has these two meanings also besides
denoting Mukhya-Prana. The Siitra points out that in Prasng Up. (vi.
4) we have a separate mention of the genesis of ether, air, light,
waters, Vedas and activity (motion: in general ‘Karma’) from B. after
the mention of the genesis of “Prina”. Hence this term Prina can-
not be taken in the sense of air or motion once again. In conclusion
M. draws attention to a text from the Vayuprokts which proclaims:

qarfy e HawT [Tt S )
TET: TN TCEHTSH T qHTC A )
“The elements, motion, as such, the Vedas, and all the world have come
korth from Mukhya-Prana. He has come forth from tne Supreme.
The Supreme is uncaused”.
Interpretation of Savikara.

According to S. tho’ ‘the origination of Mukhya-Pr.‘u;a. or.vital
breath (Jada-Vayu) had been dealt with ear_h:er t_he question is re-
opened here as there is possibility of an adhikdsaiikd. For, we read in
_—.—mqaw‘: wafemaaE, (TP, ii48) . .
; RO g A QAR YR, I & FEfr. gt ser eg Ay
- gfsefifdt (Gauparana Sruxiz .

6. ‘s Fezvarfy Qr: X ATA ST 99, Ty mﬁt‘imma PG, o 110
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GENESIS OF ADHYATMIKA-MUKHYAPRANA

one of the verses of the famous Nasadiya Sikta of Rgveda (x. 129, 2¢)
th.at during the state of Mahspralaya the activity of “breathing” was
still going on on the part of the One Supreme:
{ A

1t would follow from this that Chief breath or Mukhya-Prina must
have been in existence even then, when the world was still in the womh
of the future. It must, therefore, be accepted as uncreated. This adhi.
disposes of the Pirvapaksa based on this adhikisaika and establishes
that vital breath also is born from B.7

Criticism.
There is no possibility of any such adhikdsaiké arising here, first-
ly because breathing has been predicated of the Supreme B, also in:

Ko hyevanydt kah pranydt

Yad ega dkase danando na sygt (Taitt. Up. #.7)
and it can very well be that the ananam (breathing) spoken of in the
verse of the Nasadiya Sikte is Bs own breathing windless by its own
power, as can be seen from the expression avitam there. It is not pos-
sible to associate this breathing with the presence of chief breath here
as the Sruti expressly rules out the existence of the element of air in
the state of Mahapralaya, when it says Anid gvdtam svadhayi tad ekom.
In the cir an adhikasenka about the survival of chief breath
in that state can hardly arise, warranting a fresh adhi. by way of

atidesa3

Ramanuja’s Interpretation.

R. treats Siitras 7-8 of S. as one (Prapdnutva) adhikaranam. It is
difficult to see in that case how two different themes—one relating to
the minuteness of the Pranas and the other to the genesis of the chief
vital air can be treated under the same adhi, The reference to the
Sruti “Anid (ovdtam) under the Siitra Sresthasca by R. is equally in-
defensible for the same reason as in respect of S. tho’ R. does not use

iy

Py

it for making out an
7. B GrRRW: 7 afuEETI: | e fe g ‘i s
IR S, aafig ST iy | gees S i Sy sk | e

HWATRfrt (S, BSB. ii48) N
5.t ST 7 STEREIRARY FEAFT, T Swfifa frig

X
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CHAPTER XXXIX
STATUS OF MUKHYA-PRANA
7 Cak._s‘unidyadhikaranam (ii.4.11-12)

- Thxs adhz resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the status
of Mukhya-Prana and it arises by way of bringing up an objection to
his genesis established earlier, on the ground that he is represented in
some Srutis as enjoying a completely independent position.! Some
Srutgs .make it appear that he is absclutely independent while some
cthérs show that he is dependent on the Supreme B, like everything
else in finite reality. The conflict arises in this way: The Agnivesya-
Sruli reads:

“From Prana all this (world) has sprung. He sustains all. It
merges in him. He is not dependent on any one”. This makes
Mukhya-Prina virtually independent, This is reinforced by the rea-
soning contained in the statement made in the following verse of the
Muohabharata:

*". "He in whom lies the source of all activity of this world how can
that Prina -be dependent on another?™ As against this, we read-in
the Paiigi Sruti: This is all under Prana's control; but Prina is under
the control of the Supreme Lord. The Lord does not rest upon the
support of any other. He is Supreme”.

1. g&t fafg gt fuay sfr ol (TC. p. 996)

2 mf-mfwu‘ﬁ i g, g Aty & aon fefenbie (Q AL BSB. QL4
{ 3 \qramRer T2 ey TUgIEa !

TET SFTCFRIT UAT GHRAEET W

f3 gfEwid (AL BSB. 41y
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. STATUS OF MUKHYA-PRANA
Parvapaksa.

The Pirvapaksa argues that Mukhya-Prina must be deemed
lo be absolutely independent. The other seis of texts cannot
take away his independence as he is credited with the majesty of
activising the whole world and this is supported by the reasoning that
he should remain independent of another, It cannot be argued that as
one who has origination cannot be independent, the Sruti which makes
Prana d dent on the Sup is also based on sound reasoning.
The objector who takes Prana to be independent, will naturally be not
inclined to recognize that Prina ever originates from another and he
would naturally argue that such Srutis also should be held invalid in
so far as they contradict the others which represent Prina to be inde-
pendent. Or, it may be that tho’ without genesis, Prina may take on
a body for sport. Thus, since this contradiction with the more power-
ful text making Prina independent cannot be got over, the Samanvaya
of $astra in B., as the One Independent Real and the source of all, be-

comes unsettled.®

Siddhanta,

The Siddhinta is pronounced by the Stitra: Caksurddivat tu

tatsahasistyidibhyak that Mukhya-Prana also has his genesis from B.
like the other organs of the semses such as of sight (caksurddivat) as

he too is spoken of as springing from B. along with them and there are
other evidences also pointing in the same direciion.

" The Gav Sruti, for inst declares: “All this is entirely
dependent on the Supreme—the Chief Prana and the other Prinas and
beings. The Supreme is One who absolutely leads them to life and
death, lifts them up and, therefore, they are under Iis power."*

While Srutis pertaining to the question of genesis admit of recon-
ciliation on the basis of genesis thro’ Upddhis and non-genesis of
esseiwe, the fact of (Prana’s) ontological dependence (pirafantrya) on
B. cannot be resolved likewise. The only correct solution in respect of
the question of dependence of status is that it is unqualified and ab-
solute as in the case of the other Pranas®
SIfe. TAREERIT], ST affgRifa [ A SR )
‘e ; & Iﬁ“ﬁ-l et rrgrevers (TP. iid11)

wraefag

LW @% O arg waeaat,
5 ad @iaq TR, T ST AT, § @8 (ML BSB. ii411)
6. % Wrgwifed Tweddy wEw agmen, dft g wyqfaRy @i & Ag Tom-

JueEmfdy (TP. iid411)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The AgniveSya-Sruti which speaks of Prana’s sovereignty and his
being under no other’s control offers no serious difficulty as it can be
properly interpreted in the light of the following:

The Chief Prana, tho’ the author of all, rests on the support of
the Supreme. How could he be different (i.e. independent)? For
there cannot be two independent Lords of the world”7 The correct
way of understanding the “independence” of Mukhya-Prina is, there-
fore, as indicated in the following:—

“The expression ‘sovereign Lord’ appled to Mukhya-Prina should
be understood from the point of view of his being immediately next in
power. For this reason, he is spoken of as the ‘middle one® (madhya-
mah) as he is between all the beings on the one side and the Supreme
B. on the other® In the circumstances, the statement that he is with-
out another Lord means only that he has none other than the Supreme
as his ruler. The principle of correct interpretation demands that a
general statement (samatdvacah) must always be understood in the
light of other special statements where they are in evidence, as in the
present case.””?

The expression ‘ddi’ in the Siitra refers to other reasonings pre-
supposed in other Sruti texts like Nanyo ‘tosti drastd, ndnyo’tosti
§rotd (Brh. Up. iii, 7, 23) “there is no other but He who sees, no
other but He who hears”.10

The next Siitra meets the objection that if Mukhya-Prana is also
dependent on the Supreme Like the other senses, like them he too can-
not have any sort of intermediate sovereignty (avdntareSvaratvam)
over other beings.)! The Siitra points out that there is something in
the position of Mukhya-Prana which distinguishes his status from that
of the other senses. It is this that the other senses function as the
Jivatman's instruments of knowledge only when he puts forth the
necessary effort to direct them in their functions. This is clear from

7. aEFAi g won: g fema
THETEE 4 @ 36 AT

8. FATTCETHAT T 0 |
St weawaTg: a6 it 3R n

9. AT AT A EAI |
a1 favraaraa fgay AmAET (M. BSB. iid1n)

10, TEITATERGY AR (ML BSB. i1411) . )

11. 3f% AFEARUEAE 7 afe, T

qfgegaq] (TP iid12)
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STATUS OF MUKHYA-PRANA

the fact that in Susupti, where there is no active effort on the part of
the Jivatman, these senses are mot in a position to function as effec-
tive instruments of knowledge. But the activity of Mukhya-Prana
continues unabated even in the state of dreamless sleep when there is
no conscious and active effort or direction on the part of the Jivdtman
to carry on the activity of respiration etc. This is sufficient to esta-
blish the fact that Mukhya-Prina is not on the same footing as the
other senses. He can, therefore, be credited with the distinctive posi-
tion such as has been conferred on him in the Srutis as avintaresvara.?

12. ST T Fe , T
(TC. p. 936)

v f TETATT g, @
TRl a@: (TC. p. 996)



CHAPTER X1,
MUKHYA-PRANA’S RELATION TO THE FIVE
PRANAS AND THEIR DEITIES

8. Paiicavrttyadhikaranam (ii.4.13)

The present topic of the five forms (vrtti) of Mukhya-Prina in
their relation to the working of the five breaths is brought up in the
wake of the topic of Mukhya-Prana considered in the previous adhi.!
This adhi. resolves the conflict of texts about the relation of Mukhya-
Priipa to the other five Prapas:

The Kaundinya Sruti says: “All these other Pranas viz.. Prina,
Apana, Vyana, Udana and Samina are servants of Mukhya-Préana. He
is their sovereign Lord”. The Vdyuprokta corroborates this by say-
ing that they carry out their respective functions at his behest?

On the other hand, the Gaupavana Sruti says: The five Pranas
are identical forms of the Chief Prana. It is He that dwells day in and
day out in the five forms within the body.?

Pirvapaksa.

The conflict leads almost to a stalemate. The Piirvapaksa thinks
that as the Srutis are thus evenly matched and seem to be irreconcil-

1. gRTEEArTIfeT: ST (. (TP it.4.13)
Read: ATERZIMT RATCS TH0:, % TIRETTAT

RHITH (vadirdja TPG. p. 115)

77 qU Y AT ~FTIAT AT S AR T 1 49 2061 a0 T (ML BSB. 6.4.13)
TSI 59 R A
grerraay G enfr awifa mu Gbidy

. AT e armar 99w

3 7 og wifTT %3 9T IO 0 (M. BSB. ii4.13)
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MUKHYA-PRANA’S RELATION TO OTHER PRANAS AND THEIR DEITIES

able both the versions are to be rejected and the Samanvaya of Sastra
im;B. based on such foundations is to be set aside as unworthy of
acceptancesd

The view, that the other Prinas are servants of Mukhya‘Prana is
supported by the reason that they do his bidding and has the support’
of the Sruti: So esa Prana itardn Pripgn prthak prthale sannidhatte
(Prasng Up. iii.4). The other view also, that they are identical with
Mukhya-Prana receives support from the reasoning that they nw.mfest
in their working the out ding lities of Mukhya-Praga (vy
sadgundh)® This will not be possxble if ‘they- are- only - his servants;
for the servants do not manifest the outstanding qualities of the. master,
However, if both of them should manifest the same outstanding quali-
t:es, there is no point in dubbing the one the master and the others
his servants.$ "Nor can it be that the other Prinas are both the ser-
vants of Mukhya-Prana and are also identical with hind in essence,

Siddhinta,

The difficulty is solved by making it clear that in one sense of the
word the five Primas constitute the five ‘forms’ (vritis) of Mukhya-
Priga himself carrying on the five functional activities in the body
by which He sustains the lives of creatures (vydktasadgupa) and in
another sense they refer to the five functionary deities (and five vital
airs) bearing the same names of Prina, Apina, Vydna, Udana and
Samina and carrying on the same functional activities—but in a de-
pendent sense under the overall direction of the five forms of Mukhya-
Priga present in them.”

1 ua 9, Ffogaeny faregeT 71 7 e, TegEeTT |
aa’ra'wwzﬁ{aaih (TP. ii4.13)
5. FTTIRET T 1 o7 afgTaear (7P, ibid)

These are ®) conh'ollmg the movement ci breath in the eyes, the ears, mouth
and nostrils (Prang) at the excretary zomes (Apdna) distributing the essence
of food and drink equitably all over the body (Saména) moving thro’ the
in the body (Vydna) and leading the Jiva io other w(orlds (vii/aMZuj)
P
6. amm:ﬁwmﬁt AT TR m (TP. ii413)

7 wmw?wm@ﬁgﬁvﬁﬁu T
The term Vrtti is explamned in the sense of “Forms (riipani)

(TP. 1ﬁ413) h

functions,
a;e:Ide: ;m:mmmmﬁmﬁmmu STV |
srnReRTEA AT €A (TDP. i1413)

waw’rmmwaawﬁ%ﬁrw, Y. R e e
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« T WA L (Srati g, M. BSB. sbid)
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TRIALE rErafy i) :
Ragh. Nyayamuktivali. ii.4.adhi.8)

The Sitra clarifies this phenomenon by citing the analogy of how
Manas which has its five essential phases of thinking, understanding,
attachment, recollection and all-comprehensive thought operates thro’
specially adapted organs of mind, buddhi, aharkira, memory, etc.
which are, in their turn, dependent on those essential characteristics of

‘qarg § wa: dFaT MR- feaErtrd Inh | T ar g
9% SR SEER-NAE 99 T (EfedTrandardEan e Yaamr o
Jaar wafafr't (Sruti Q. M. BSB. ii.4.13)

ety waafnsddaar S=; SUETE G | ST TSAvE EaaT
ety Jaammmty afaears afgda: (BD. i.4.13)

Sarnkara's Interpretation,

(Na Vayukriyadhikarapam ii.4.9-12)

According to S. Siitras ii, 4, 9-12 constitute one adhi. determining
the nature of Mukhya-Prina® The Pirvapaksa is that Mukhya-Prina
is either air pure and simple or the combined function of all the sense
organs, as in the Samkhya-system.® (Vide Samkhya-kariki 29. cd)

The Siddhanta is that it is neither. For in Mund, Up. (ii.1.3) the
genesis of Mukhya-Prana is mentioned apart from the genesis of Vayu
and elsewhere apart from the activity of the organs. It is not also
possible that all the organs together should have one function and that
such a function can be “Prana”; for each organ has its own distinctive
function and the aggregate of the organs has no active power of its
own.l® We have, therefore, to consider that Mukhya-Prana is air pass-
ing into the adhyatmika-state dividing itself fivefold and thus abiding
in a specialized condition in the body.!

The second Siitra meets an objection to this that as Prina has been

eulogized in the Srutis in various ways as the ‘best’” (Jyestha and
Srestha) and the organs such as speech have been subordinated to it,

8 W GREA: I TR TR e
9. d TI~FATg: ST fg ) SO, SRR SRs et ST T

R (8. BSB. ii4.9)

10. 7 ¥ SAEIRL FEARE 4 YA 1 SESTALATEY; TR SR
(5. BSB. ii4.10)
11 0 gt fr T N TR WS F aeras; Wi ag-

waR (5. BSB. ibid)
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it may have to be recognized to be independent in the body like the
Jivitman himself. In that case, there will be two independent prin-
ciples in the same body in consequence of which the body is sure to
be constantly pulled in opposite directions and crushed in the bargain. 12

This objection is answered by the tenth Siitra which points out
that as Prina has been spoken of along with the eye, ear and other
organs, in the colloquy of the Pranas in the Upanisads (Cf. Chan. Up.
v.1.6-7) it cannot be independent of the Jiva.3 The expression ‘Gds’
in the Sitra refers to other reasons which militate against the inde-
pendence of Prapa—such as its being an unintelligent principle
(acetana).14 ooyt

'
RS- A |

The third Siitra meets a further objection that if Pripa is also to
be treated as an instrument of the Jiva, because of its being mentioned
along with the eye ete., it will have to be provided with a distinctive
sense-object (visaya) analogous to color etc. as in the case of the other
senses. That would militate against the acceptance of only eleven
senses and sense-objects.1¥

The reply to this objection is given that as Prina is not gn instru-
ment, the difficulty does not arise. This does not mean that Mukhya-
Prana is a useless appendage;!” for it has its own distinctive part to
play in the service of the Jivitman—viz, nourishing the body and keep-
ing it alive even if one or more of the senses are defunct—as may be
seen from the colloquy of the Prapas.!®

The last Sdtra adduces one more reason to show that Mukhya-
Prana is not without performing a distinctive function (karyam) of his
own.”? It is designated in the Srutis as performing the five functions
of aspiration, inspiration, distribution of the juices of food equitably
thro' all parts of the body etc., hke the mind performing its fivefold
function.

12. T FAEAT T ST OTASAAE  ATEIS: S99, G sy e e

T ST A9 g 7 TR O T Tl fTEenT R

2g omeha W AT IHY  (Bhamati 1.4.10)

13, wgofefy wiE s fay SRR, ST Gy IR (S, BSH. i410)
14 TFWeRT FETENTTET S WRAATEEGT E (shd)

et e I smor , g fTAERE, sty et | 7 T
* ) e 3 afeE- s (B;:‘:Iﬁ it41n)
16. 7 qraq favAtRorEnY A% FFCRAT O (S BSB. i1411)

17. 7 SredoEaT FEE 07 (ibid)

18. i anr, aew sgfoEead ] (Bhimati ibid)
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Criticism. .
It is not justifiable to introduce the Purvapaksa in the opening
Stiitra taking a leaf from the Samkhya-Smrti as the present Pada is con-.
fined to resolving conflicts of testimony from within the sphere of
Srutis® It would be more pertinent to treat the opening Sitra as
part of the previous Sresthddhi. and utilize it to refute an objection
that the genesis of Mukhya-Prana referred to in the Sruti may be ex-
plained as pertaining to the origination of air and movement of all kinds
in general. The wording of Siitra 9 is quite in keeping with such a re-
aligment, as may be seen from other examples such as Nanumdnam atac-

chabddt (i, 3.3) which take up the thread of the previous Siitra2!

Apart from this, the way in which S. has relegated Mukhya Prana
to the realm of Jadatattvas by representing him in his Parvapaksa as
simple air or the combined activity of the sense organs and in his Sid-
dhanta as air in its adhyatmika set-up, with its fivefold function, is
decidedly against the high position accorded to Mukhya Prana in the
Srutis and Smrtis as a sentiment principle (See Isa, 4.) as can be seen
from the colloguy of the Pranas to0o? The expression Mukhya Prina
is seldom used in the Srutis to designate a Jadatattva??

The objection raised by S. thro’ the first half of the second Siitra
about the independence of Mukhya Prana on a par with the Jivitman is
hardly consistent with his own conclusion in the first Siitra that Mukhya
Prina is only o Jadatattva??

If the inanimate character of Mukhya Prana (according to S.) is to
be questioned in this part of the Siitra, because of the colloquy of the
Pranas, by the same token the insentiency of the senses of sight etc.
also will have to be questioned in the same way.> S.'s further statement
that the term adi (and so on) in Siitra 10 refers to other reasons refut-
ing the independence of Mukhya Prana such as its insentiency misses
the point that such ‘insentiency’ according to him should be obvious
from the very fact of its mention along with the eye and other organs
and needs no special attempt by the Sitrakira to bring it out by another
wiord. This clearly shows this term can be put to better use.

20. AETARTRREZHTT  (TC. p. 997h)

21, srEfroriee @AEfrPRienfTeady AT, IR parkfe ¥, 9
AfF Y @RI EwAERy C ¢t (TC., ibid)

Rlial: Yo PeibeETaT SweriTe afRwagden,  agfeereafiae-

T (TC. p. 997b)
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There is no need for S. to raise the objection about Mukhya Prana
being otherwise of no particular benefit to the self—after having stated
that it is not an instrument (karepam). The concrete beneficient role
played by Mukhya Prina is a matter of universal experience and is also
writ large on the upshot of the colloquy of the Pripas. Thera is no room
for any legitimate doubt on the point. There is, therefore, no need
for any one to labor the point and seek to utilize the words: Tatha hi
darSayati so as to clear a doubt that as it cannot be accepted as an
instrument of knowledge, with a special sense-object of its own
(paricchedyavisayantara), Mukhya Prapa is a useless appendage.s

The words Tatha hi darfayati as construed by S. do not substan-
tiate the point actually established in the earlier part of the Siitra
(akaranatvdm na dosah).?” They introduce a fresh point that Mukhya
Priina performs a most useful service to the self. While that is true
enough, it is not a detail of information directly connected with the point
at issue whether Mukhya Prapa has a distinctive sense-object of its own,
if it is to be admitted as an instrument. The information supplied under
Tatha hi darsayati by S. can come in only in answer to a further ques-
tion as to what other function Mukhya Prana carries out if it does not
function as @ karapa. That would necessitate the importation of the
words: A hedyavisayabha before ‘akarapatvit’ in the Siitra. As
no such question has been raised in the Sitra, the answer that its
function is the upkeep of the body is not relevant.

S. inte'rprets the last Sitra as adducing another reason to show
that Mukhya Prana has its own special work (vaiesikam kiryam). The
absence of a copulative ca in this Sitra makes it doubtful if it is to
be taken as part of the same adhi. and topic still under discussion® As
a matter of fact, the concluding words of the preceding Sttra Tathd hi
darfayati can very well comprehend this point, thus rendering the last
Siitra unnecessary”® The way in which S. has drawn upon the Yoga
theory of Manas and its functions to illustrate the five Vritis of Mukhya
Prana is far from happy as the Yoga school has been censured by the
Siitrakdra. It would be more pertinent to elucidate the Sdtrakdra’s
words Manovat with the help of a text and an illustration from the
literature of the Vedanta itself, as R. and M. have done.

26. T R g TR | 3 TaT wwfe
safd, s T TIHTC, A T T (TC. 997)
“eenfie TV oA 7 A g @A
2. g © N (7C. p. 938b)
28. TF MR FARCIETEEI  (TC. p. 99§) .
29 ‘muifg wafy shr gl I a5 dwaly (1C. p. %98)
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oy

Rdmanuja’s Interpretation

R. agrees with S, in treating the four Siitras as one adhi. His
interpretation of the opening Siitra is more or less the same as S’s
with one important difference of detail from him that he substi-
tutes the motion of air itself for the combined function of the senses
as one of the alternatives with which Mukhya Praga may be identified.
The Siddhanta is that Mukhya Prana is air which has assumed a special
condition.3!

The objection raised against S.’s relegating Mukhya Prana to the
realm of Jadtattvas applies equally to R.

According to R. the second Siitra raises the issue whether Mukhya
Prana is to be recognized as a distinet physical element like fire, earth
and, so on if it is really a modification of air* and answers it by stating
that it is not a distinct element but only a special instrument (upa-
karana) of the soul

Since (Jada)-Prina is experienced to be essentially of the nature
of air, there is no reasonable possibility of any doubt arising that it
may be a different element from air3* If the possibility is conceded
in the case of Mukhya Prana there is no reason why it cannot be ex-
tended to the eye and others also’

According to R. Siitra 10 means: If, on account of Mukhya Prana’s
not exercising any activity helpful to the soul, it is contended that
there will be the flaw of the earlier stand, (that Mukhya Prana is not
a distinet element other than air but only a special instrument of the
soul) having to be set at naught, we say such a flaw will not arise, as
the Sruti shows clearly how Mukhya Priana performs the activity of
supporting the body with all its organs, which is most beneficial to the
Soul.

Such an interpretation is open to several objections. In the first
place, the beneficient role of Mukhya Prina in maintaining the body
intact is well within the personal experience of all. As in the case of
the eye and other organs, a doubt that it does not exercise any acti-

30. WIS 9T {6 TEnEATERTIEeE, TR a1 et (R, st g v fadoan: g el

($ribhdsya 1048)
31, F AVAT, T T | AFETITE: ST (ibid)
32, (R T ARIEGEC 79, SHTY ey ! (ibid)
33 Farg-a swfe | Gfy g, Sqofey AT (bid)
34, FERfEOUT T ETEATE, (TC. p. 997)
35, feimpnn =Ty e sTREnRTRTITS (TC, ibid)
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vity helpful to the soul cannot arise. It is, therefore, unnecessary to
combat it in a special Siitra.’6

Secondly, his way of construing the words of the Sitra is very
farfetched. He dislodges the reason akarapatvdd from its legitimate
place in what is after all a Siddhanta-Siitra and appropriates 1t in favor
of the Pirvapaksa:

Ci:  swomafefs g@veagg:  (Srutapraldsa, ii.4.10)
by putting up a roundabout syntactic relationship between the words
akarapatvdd and dosahdT:—
TFRRET =R, (FaRasiamETiady @, 7 g Wl
STEISAATENT) A A9, @ 7
instead of the direct relationship: akarepatvdn na doseh. This is a cru-
cial point to which Vyasatirtha draws pointed attention:

FAETIgATaFCRAEaY: Aq- NG, saigaraaT ¥, qanl-
BEAFIAEIT | (TC. p. 998)

Thirdly, R.’s way of construing the term karana in the sense of
kriya (activity) and the compound akaranatvat as a Bahuvrihi®® is
also open to question. ¥or, looking to the presence of the term cak-
surddivat (like the eye etc.) in the preceding Sitra and having regard
to the right of precedence of the Karmadharaya-Samisa over the Bahu-
vrihi, it would seem more proper to take the expression akaranatvdt in
the sense of Mukhya Prana’s not being an instrument of the Soul like
the other well-known instruments such as the eye.’®

That would naturally change the complexion and drift of the Siitra
and make it inadmissible to ascribe the meaning of “being devoid of
any special activity by way of helpfulness to the Jiva” to the term
akurapnteit In the Shira.

R. explains the last Sitra as follows. Prina, apana, vyina, udina
and samana are not different principles from Prina even as the mind
is not different from its functions of desire, purpose, ete. This over-
looks the fact that Prina cannot be a function of Prana itself less as
in M., Mukhya Prana is distinguished from the dians of the other

fve Pranas.®
36. TETTRITAET TR T i (TC. p. 998b)
37. €T SR Wid RQUET e T AT @Y A9 SIS, & AT ($ribdsya, i14.10)
38. ‘GFTRIL ¢ FOT BT, abeE (Sribdsye, 11410)
39. JEGEET] q Jgdifem: w I T,
€7 Sy, i (TC. p. 939

, T
40. STTET FVEFAEEITE (TC. p. 999b)
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CHAPTER XLI
MUKHYA PRANA'S PARIMANA
9. (Mukhye) Prandnutvddhikaranam (ii.4.14)

This adhi. resolves the conflict of testimony regarding the size of
Mukhya Prina. The anutva of his essence may of course follow from
the establishment of the anutva of the Jiva in 1i.3.20-26. But this adhi
is necessary to show that Mukhya Prana is of atomic size in respect
of his body within the bodies of the ereatures he sustains while in his
adhidaiva-form as Mukhya Vayu outside the bodies of creatures, he
has bodily pervasion as far as Mahattattva pervades the world! Again,
tho' the Svartpanutva of Mukhya Prana may be clear from the esta-
blish t of the aputva of the Prinas as such in ii.4.8, this adhi, is
still necessary to show that he pervades externally thro’ his body and
unlike the other senses he has a superior position in not being amen-
able to control by the Jivas:i— &V A0 7gd, 49 T, (IEFAN

(TD. ii.4.14)

The conflict of testimony is presented by the following texts:
“Prana is below, Prina is overhead. He is in the middle and on all
sides. He is the sustainer of all this”? The Vdyuprokta supports this
position with a reasoning. “The universe is sustained in position be-
cause Prina stands pervading all. How else could it be sustained, who

1, AT SRR rafaefew  fagwary, e geemn: ed swaafsfr
T mﬁ'-n:(mh:vm, mfvn:mi‘mw:wwm gty Sy
wifaffs Frw wafy R (vodirdja TPG. p. 116)

2. TEREECIAC T, TRE TR MR fmf vy sy siwne
mfrmumang SNy goeTeTis qeisfy S Y (8D, wein
1 % qmwv(—-mrfm{mrm T AT 09 01T A
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can.support it?”* But as against this we have the Sautriyana Sruti:
“This is all created by the minute one (Prana) and it is absorbed into
him. Prana is the minute one and by Prina alone is all this creation”s

The Pirvapaksa feels the Sruti which ascribes pervasion to Mukhya
Prana is also supported by a reascning that Mukhya Prina sustains the
whole world: Fo@aTar WFE ar fawig wgEE:s

(Harivamsa )

The Siddhénta is that Mukhya Pripa is only atomic in essence but
outside the bodies of creatures he is pervasive thro’ his body in his
form as Mukhya-Vayu:

R AT A SR T E S e

(Ragh: Nydyemuktdvali)

This is because he is the ruler of all others than himself and
the Supreme B. and is ruled by the Supreme:

st ar $fwga dW @eY gaew ifcerew axew (Koundinga Sruti)

Interpretation of Sarmkara and Ramanuja

According to S. this adhi. establishes that tho’ pervasiveness of
Mukhya Prana is referred to in Brh Up. i.3.22: “He is equal to a gnat,
a mosquito, an elephant and to all these world’s,” this is to be under-
stood with reference to its universal aspect as the cosmic Pripa or
Hiranyagarbha, while in its individual aspect as Zdhydtmika-Prina it
is Yimited? It is difficult to accept this explanation as peither Hiranya-
garbha nor his Buddhi is really all-pervading?

Arcording, to B., Mukhya Prina. is said ta be all-pervading in the
sense of being the source of activity (of breathing) of all living beings.®

4. T @d wgdy fawsfr o qw g o
) GE AT 9 Ay ?
5 ST agriast wawsgif ST a1 S SWgad Fafd ()
6. The BD explains the propriety of the term Soptaskandha with reference to
the grouping of the fortymne Maruis into groups of seven and their being sup-
posted by Pradhana-Vayu. According to AC this simply means:

Pataladisaptabhitmivivaragatah.
7. afadfadr Eaaii T T ; .
(S. BSB. iid413)
8 ad; Er agaeat S g (TC. p. 999)
also fgrwmie st , O WA % 7
($rutaprakdia i412)
9. WE g ($ribhdsya i1412)
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But then the mind also as the source of thinking activity of all will
be eligible to such recognition. As Mukhya Prina has been shown
to be far superior to the indriyas and the mind his pervasiveness de-
serves to be explained from quite a different standpoint as has been
shown by M.

10. ‘#aat avEfiteey shr R afa, sk Wit SRR foEn RAT T
(1C. p. 999)



CHAPTER XLI

SENSES ARE JIVATMAN'S INSTRUMENTS ONLY UNDER
BRAHMAN'S DIRECTION

10. Jyotiradyadhikaranam (ii.4.15-17)

After having exhaustively dealt with the topics of the vital airs,
the senses and Mukhya Prina, the Sitrakira now discusses the ques-
tion whether the senses function as instruments of Jivatman under his
own absolute direction or at the direction of the Supreme B.! The
role of the other Pranas as instruments may be seen to have been esta-
blished already in Siitra ii.4.12 in the very act of showing that Mukhya
Prana is not an instrument, by the force of the expression ca therein.
Hence, it is quite in order fo take up the question here, whether these
senses are instruments of the Jivatman in his own right; or whether they
are B.s instruments operated by B. for the benefit of the Jiva and in
that sense only, his instruments. This point has been ably brought
out by Raghtittama Tirtha in his TPB2 p. 308,

The objection, that as the present topic relates to the indriyas, it.
should have been taken up before the Sresthadhi, (ii.4.2-10) where
the issues regarding the genesis, number and size of the indriyas have
been dealt with, one after the other, is not well-founded. For, the

1. ST &R T ey dw # iy woratafy fwaa < @l - (TC. p. 999)
2 ﬂmwﬁﬁn’,mﬁm a%zg‘« f‘uzﬁwamg—aﬁﬁr{vmﬁfd%
s g gaw TR AR w7 A
AT~ TR | mqa:a%mmrm fausing KFKW_ET{ Gbid)
The readings ORI (twice) and FITRT  (once) on p. 308 of the
printed Edn. of the TPB (Madms GOS. C. vhi) are erroncous and should be
amended mto HFWAN and FOAER  to make proper sense.
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question debated here—whether the senses are instruments® of the Jiva
or B. can arise only after the specific reference to the instruments as
such has been made in the Siitra and such a reference is to be met
with only in Satra ii.4.12. It would not, however, be proper to place
the present discussion immediately after ii.4.12; for the issue raised
in this adhi. can legitimately arise only after the theme of Mukhya
Pripa has been finally concluded, For, the pith of the argument in
this adhi. lies in this that the senses are all of them to be recognized
as being directed by B, for the simple reason that Mukhya Prana who
is the Jord of the senses and their energiser is himself under the direc-
tion of the Supreme B.*

The conflict of testimony, here, is as follows: The Sautrdyana Sruti
says: “The wise ones hold that these senses are the instruments of the
Jivatman; for, they are experienced to be under their own personal
control by all creatures”. 'This adduces a reasoning in support of the
position. As against this, the Kdsdyana Sruti observes: “These indriyas
—the eye, ear, speech and mind, are the instruments of B. For, B acts
thro’ them™s .

The Parvapaksa argues that the former text is stronger as if is
backed by the reasoning deriving support from personal experience of
creatures.

The Siddhanta is pronounced by the Sutra:
wfaafuerd g @ (1.4.15)
“B. which indwells in light (eye) and the other elements, the same B.
causes the various functions to be accomplished for the Jiva by these
instruments. This is taught in passages like *Who, indwelling in Prana

directs it ****s***#¢+ who indwelling in Tejas directs it” (Brh Up.
iti, 7, 16; 14).

Here, the words Tejas’ etc., refer also to their abhiminidevatds. As
the organs of sight etc. are made of Tejas etc., it follows that they too are
similarly understood to be indwelt by B. and acting under its overall

3. Defined in the sepse of  THWERT (Ragh TCP. p. 999)

4 e feams 2 womatemaferm fr:
m&fxm-mml mmﬁwmﬂmnaﬁ.mﬁm wrfafa 7
WA, TR R AT | TR TR SR

TR TRfRTIETIa @S (Ragh. TPB. 1.415)
s. ‘v W oy oy, S dn w9 wiefe, aeed: ety oy
(M. BSB. 11415)
tfmfa o gifr dig WAt $ot THERTG o ity i
(BD. iiL4.15)
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direction. M. in his commentary here has referred to the text Yah
Prige usthan (Brk. Up. iii, 7.16) to emphasise the point that as the Chief
Prana who energises the senses is himself stated to be acting under the
direction of B. it is all the more clear that these senses are also work-
ing at B’s supreme direction. His here di of an
incidental objection to the Sitrakara’s referring to “Jyotis” ,as head-
ing the series of principles in which B. indwells. For, if the Sitrakara’s
intention is to refer to the serial order of the elements adopted by him-
self in Pda iii adhis 1-2 et seq., we should expect him to have said
“Akasadyadhisthanam”. If he has in mind the order followed in the
Sruti, we should expect the words: Prthvyadyadhisthdnam” (See Brh.
Up. iii.7, 3-23). J. explains the position that as the Sitrakara has
already in the present context used the words: Caksurddi (ii.4.11) not
far away and as the term caksul appears at the head of others in a series
in the Sruti relating to the present issue, he has here thought it fit to
use the expression “Jyotirddi" to pinpoint the fact that the organ of
caksus is formed of the element of Tejas or Jyotis which has been men-
tioned in the $ruli as being directed by B. The TDP of Righavendra
shows by a judicious use of dvriti of the opening word of the Siitra
how this interpretation lies self-contained in the ding of the Sitra:

sifraatass ag ag = @7 (Wfraafies) = (SdeEgaafied)
AT

The next Siitra: Prépavatq Sabddt explains how, in the circum-
stances, the other Sruti which refers to the indriyas as instruments of
the Jivdtman himself is to be reconciled. Such a description, it says,
is to be attributed to the fact that B. iiself enables the Jivitman
(Prdgavdn) to perceive, smell, taste and so on by means of the indri-
yas which are B.’s own by right of soverexgnty over them (within the

meaning of their being svd ). There is thus no

yena kartrp

contradiction between the two different views of the Sruti that these
indriyas belong to B. as well as to f.he Jxva ’I‘hxs is supported by the
clearly worded Sruti Esa kb it “B. it-
self enables the Jivas to see with the eyes, hear with the ears” and

so on.

An objection may be put forward that if these senses are instru-
ments of B, by right of sovereignty, then Mukhya-Prapa for the same
reason will have to be recognized and treated as one of the instruments
of B. in which case, the earlier stand taken in Siitra ii.4 12, that
Mukhya Prana is ot a ‘karana’ will be violated.$ The objector’s point

B, TFTTEIT W QORISR

6. Read: UdWf AQvElg TwTETIA]
AW g faeg w (TP, i.4.16)
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here is that the earlier stand that Mukhya Prina is not an instrument,
can only be sustained by admitting that the indriyas are instruments
of Jivdtman so as to rule out Mukhya Prana from being treated as one
of the instruments of Jivitman.”

The objection is answered by pointing out that what is intended by
the statement that Mukhya Prina is not an instrument in Sitra
ii.4.12, is that he is not an instrument operable by- the Jvdtman—as
he is superior to the Jivatman and not that he is not or cannot be
operated by the Supreme B. as an instrument for the benefit of the
Jivdtman?

The concluding Siitra: Tasya ce nityatedt brings out the idea
underlying the first Siitra that the instruments of an essentially de-
pendent agent like the Jivatman, tho' themselves dependent on an-
other, are still regarded as the Jivitman’s instruments only in the
limited sense that they serve his needs. This may be illustrated by an
example. When a man chops wood with an axe which belongs to an-
other, the axe is still undoubtedly his instrument for the time being,
tho' its ownership may belong to another? In the same way, the senses
can be referred to as instruments of the Jivitman. A permanent re-
lationship exists between the Jivitman and his instruments—viz. the
senses,’? as long as the Jivitman continues to be in the world of Sam-
saratt It is from the point of view of such a relationship that the other
Sruti speaks of the senses as instruments of the Jivitman.2

Samkara’s Interpretation
According to S. this adhi. discusses whether the organs of speech
ete, carry out their functions by their own intrinsic powers; or only in
so far as thcy are gmded by their Abhim3nidevatas.3 The Piirvapaksa
7. st itﬂ'mﬁ mfafz‘:r& dw (TP, iid416)

8. &3 whipwEy  dnw ¥ W W Seeseaia
ATE- aft A GTPORTETTA At feafamy ) s
{W“’m (Ragh. TPB. iii16)

9. T QORI WA s, © o1 3 AT,

= (TP. i416)

1o AAREFANERTerRGS, R Terelft (ML BSB. 6417)

11 gfrrrds ww frosmenfesd 1 (BD. iwdan

12 mRETly afentem SEn (TP sfemrsfaTha wagr w8 <5 Lyl
wrfeTy u-alft (TP, G417y
Nead: 161 @ RS ageEmatuft waft Tvrer SRR trrnzr'w
Wiz o e ety aerefominfady

(BD ibid)

13 & s s e ssfpdy o avd wais seafa, wdfey tonfafen ofs AT
{S. BSB. ii419)
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is that they do so by their own powers and the Siddhanta is that the
activities of the organs are guided by the divinities which animate them
(Cf. AA. ii.4, 24). The second Siitra meets the objection that if the
senses are to be guided by their divinities, it would be those divinities
and not the individual soul who will have to go thro’ the enjoyments
and sufferings caused by the functioning of these senses, by stating
that this enjoyment thro’ the organs is of the individual soul and not
of the divinities—as the organs are connected with the one possessing
them viz. the individual self.
Criticism,

The t of Abhiminidevatis has already been propounded by
the Sutrakara in ii, 1.5 and there is no need to propound it over again,
here. Tho' S, has interpreted that Siitra as a Piirvapaksa, he has not
altogether rejected it while ding his Siddha in the Nowilak
sanpatvddhils He has himself made use of it earlier for his own pur-
poses in his C, on BS. i.3.33 es an accepted doctrine of Vaidika Sid-
dhdnta. The fact that the Jivitman it is who makes use of the organs
has also been established in ii.3.34-35. As the organs in question are
not situated within the bodies of the AbhimAnidevatis, there is no reason
to suppose that those Devatis will have to be recognized as enjoyers thro’
them and refute such a supposition. It is only the sense organs of one’s
own body that can function as means of one’s enjoyment. In any case,
the objection can easily be covered and met by the expression ‘Vifesa’
in the Abhimini-Siitra (ii.1.5) in the light of the principle of distinc-
tion already laid down on the ground'of vaisesydt (distinction of nature)
in the Siitra: Sambhogapriptir iti cenna vaifesyat (i, 2, 8)—thus
rendering the present Siitra (ii.4.15) quite unnecessary here.X

Ramanujn’s Interpretation,

R. reads Satras 14-15 of S. as one and establishes that the Sruti
teaches that the organs, together with their presiding deities and the
individual self depend in all their doings on the will (saitkalpa) of
the Supreme B. as is borne out by the Sruti ‘He who abiding in the
self *** ete. (Brh. Up. iii.7 22 Madhyendina).?

14, WRF AN 3 AERR, aafdgar- ‘SvEaT R
(S. BSB. u4.15)

15 & T | rAeRd @ qEvegaesy e @
ﬁ'crmﬁ (TC p. 1000b)
16 ‘TR Wmmm(w)m (TCp lomb)
17. *STOEAT S §g @ ~
Fhewen A 1T (Sribhasya §.413)
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here is that the earlier stand that Mukhya Prana is not an instrument,
can only be sustained by admitting that the indriyas are instruments
of Jiwdtman so as to rule out Mukhya Prina from being treated as one
of the instruments of Jivatman.”

The objection is answered by pointing out that what is intended by
the statement that Mukhya Prapa is not an instrument in Sitra
ii,4.12, is that he is not on instrument opevable by- the Jivdtman—as
he is superior to the Jivdatman and not that he is not or cannot be
operated by the Supreme B, as an instrument for the benefit of the
Jiwdtmant

The concluding Siitra: Tasya ca nityatvdt brings out the idea
underlying the first Sitra that the instruments of an essentially de-
pendent agent like the Jivitman, tho’ themselves dependent on an-
other, are still regarded as the Jiviitman’s instruments only in the
limited sense that they serve his needs. This may be illustrated by an
example. When a man chops wood with an axe which belongs to an-
other, the axe is still undoubtedly his instrument for the time being,
tho’ its ownership may belong to another® In the same way, the senses
can be referred to as instruments of the Jivatman. A permanent re-
lationship exists between the Jivitman and his instruments—viz, the
senses,'® as long as the Jivitman continues to be in the world of Sam-
sara.ll It is from the point of view of such a relationship that the other
Sruti speaks of the senses as instruments of the Jivitman.2

Samkara’s Interpretation

According 1o S. this adhi. discusses whether the organs of speech
etc. carry out their functions by their own intrinsic powers; or only in
so far as they are guided by their Abhimanidevatis.? The Piirvapaksa

7. sfzomat ey aguefafeas sz (TP, i04.16)

8 1 IR

N T fa w31 e s
g i1 TF T TeRTeta A faaferay | aaETe

E‘ﬂkm (Ragh. TPB. ii416)

9. T TELACNE TORIA W, CEEEdaT 1
ARSI (TP. ii46)

10. il TUE, g T (M. BSB. i417)

11. qfeAisi T frmrrafead 1 (BD. 15.417)

12 GIETR wifmifa s (TP) sefrarafraatsl sgage
wateery wg-wdf (TP, il417) o A
Read: mawﬁiﬁ TgFERtulT
Sifxy age

aaf«rm ﬁmmxmﬁm’tm
W aeofe: w3, spneef

. ’ (BD ibid)
13 e arw e ewfeds wet wny st st agfer amfafear fr faem
{S. BSB. iid.149)
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is that they do so by their own powers and the Siddhinta is that the
activities of the organs are guided by the divinities which animate them
(Cf. AA. ii.4, 2-4). The second Sdtra meets the objection that if the
senses are to be guided by their divinities, it would be those divinities
and not the individual soul who will have to go thro’ the enjoyments
and sufferings caused by the functioning of these senses, by stating
that this enjoyment thro’ the organs is of the individual soul and not
of the divinities—as the organs are connected with the one possessing
them viz. the individual self.
Criticism.

The pt of Abhiminidevatis has already been propounded by
the Sttrakdra in ii, 1.5 and there is no need to propound it over again,
here. Tho’ S. has interpreted thet Sitra as a Piirvapaksa, he has not
altogether rejected it while expounding his Siddhinta in the Navilak
sanatvddhil® He has himself made use of it earlier for his own pur-
poses in his C. on BS. i.3.33 as an accepted doctrine of Vaidika Sid-
dhdnta. 'The fact that the Jivatman it is who makes use of the organs
has also been established in ii.3.34-35. As the organs in question are
not situated within the bodies of the Abhimanidevatas, there is no reason
to suppose that those Devatis will have to be recognized as enjoyers thro’
them and refute such a supposition. If is only the sense organs of one’s
own body that can function as means of one’s enjoyment. In any case,
the objection can easily be covered and met by the expression ‘Visesa’
in the Abhimani-Siitra (ii.1.5) in the light of the principle of distinc-
tion already laid down on the ground of waifesyiy (distinction of nature)
in the Siitra: Sambhogapriptir iti cenna wvaiSesydt (i, 2, 8)—thus
rendering the present Siitra (ii.4.15) quite unnecessary here.!

Ré@maruje’s Intevpretation,

R. reads Siitras 14-15 of S. as one and establishes that the Sruti
teaches that the organs, together with their presiding deities and the
individual self depend in all their doings on the will (sastkalpa) of
the Supreme B. as is borne out by the Sruti ‘He who abiding in the
self *** etc. (Brh. Up. iii.7 22 Madhyandina).”

14, T T T wrdEfy, qaftfgar- ‘ToEar vl
(S. BSB. n415)
| AW aE frgrd el

15. ' Tk L
fwiﬁqmm {TC. p. 1000b)

16 ‘SR TEETA afeTiEe e (7er) fRIETER (TC. p. 1ooob)

17, 'mﬁﬁmmmﬁ?ﬁmmmmm wAWRT A

i &wq

($ribhasya i.413)
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Criticism.

This point that the doings of the Jivitman are all dependent on
the will of the Lord has been firmly established in the Siitra: Pardttu
tacchruteh (ii.3.40) by R., quoting among others the very same text
from the Brh. Up. There is thus no need to make the same point
here, over again, thro' the last part “Prinavefd” of the present Sttra
(ii.4.13)."8 His commentator tries to get over this difficulty by ex-
plaining that tho’ the dependence of the Jivitman on B. for his doings
has already been established in Parayattddhi, the Jivitman has been
cited here by the term Pranavatd (‘together with the one to whom the
Prinas belong’) just by way of illustration.”” This is far from con-
vincing; for such an illustration serves no useful purpose, as it adds
nothing to the point at issue?® However, if the Siitrakira intended to
refer to the Jiva by way of illustration, he would have used the com-
mensurate expression Prinavad yatha® instead of Prapavatd in the in-
strumental case. As the Abhimanidevatds are also Jivas, the fact of
their doings also being dependent on the will of the Lord would auto-
matically follow from the conclusion established in the Pardyattadhi-
karana. The entire Sitra ii.4.13 of R. would thus be superfluous?

The way in which R. construes ‘Prdnavatd’ in the sociative sense
(sahayoga) necessitates the instrumental case to be understood in the
sense of an upapadavibhakti which compares unfavorably with its more
direct way of being construed as a kdrakavibhakti, which enjoys the
right of precedence over the other®

18. ' Ty fewmda ‘g oy genf SR 8

X (rC. p. 1000)
19, 'T0] TR Tt R RO M e SRS et
TARY v (Srutaprakiis 1i.4.13)

20. TTEdTRTIET (Ragh. TCP. ii417)

21. ‘o, 3 By fEAMETSY (ibid)

22 TREETT e §5T W% (ibid)

23 Tl i rafraiERey, AedreiEecl i (TC. p. 1000)
‘Karakasibhakti’ is a i ibed independently of asso-

" case pr
ciation with particulsr words while *Uj davi ' i i i
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CHAPTER XLII
MUKHYA-PRANA IS NOT ONE OF THE SENSES

11. Indriyadhikaranam (i, 4, 18-20)

This adhi. examines the question whether Mukhya Prina is to be
recognized as one among the senses (indriyas) or not. In the previous
adhi., it was clarified why he is not to be looked upon as an instrument
of the Jivitman, like any of his (Jiva’s) other instruments. It may
still be insisted that Mukhya Prana must be regarded as an indriye in
so far as he answers to the definition of one'—viz, that which flows
or moves towards its appropriate objects (idamdravapam)?® as is im-
plicit in the meaning of the very term Pra-}-ana which is shared by
Mukhya Prana. with the other Prinas (indriyas).

‘The conflict of texts is presented by the following. The Pautniyana
Sruti says: “All the Prinas are indriyas (senses) for they go to this
(their appropriate object)”. Here, the term indriya is applied to all
the Pranas in general with an indication of the reason justifying the

ppellati The Kdsd Sruti, on the other hand, says: “Twelve
only are the senses,—the mind and the intellect making the eleventh and
the twelfth”? In view of this conflict, the doubt arises whether we
should accept all the Prinas without exception to be sense organs or
accept only twelve of them as indriyas.
1. @ Eicd TR asfa o g i
(TC. p. 1000)
2 Cf. ‘faurmamamfafaraegay ¢

i T TR (Késa Sruti). M. BSB. iid.18.
The (elhphcal) :pd dwdn.se (neu dual) has been Vax'xou;ly explamed by
ese see
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Piirvapaksa
The Piirvapaksa holds that it is not possible to exclude any one.
It cannot be said that the general stat t (sdmd nmam) may be

superseded by the special one specifying the number of indriyas as
twelve. It is not possible to exclude Mukhya Prina to make up the
number. One may as well exclude any other organ—say of sight, as
there is nothing to distinguish the indriyas que indriyas from one an-
other, so far as their characteristic of idamdravapam and their depend-
ence on B. (as its karanam) are concerned* Their individual peculia-
rities such as the sentiency of Mukhya Prina or the special capacity of
the eye or the ear to grasp one particular quality should not cloud the
issueS The Pirvapaksa, therefore, argues that since the Sruti which
refers collectively to all the “Prinas” (including Mukhya Prina) as
indvriyas is based on a proper reason (of idamdravapam), the other
(Kdsayana) Sruti restricting the number of indriyas to twelve is in-
valid. Therefore, the Samanvaya of Sruti in B. established in Adhy. I,
is open to question.

Siddhanta.
The Siddhanta is given in: “Ta indriydpi tedvyepade$dt” that
“barring the Chief Prina (anyatre Sresthdt); they (te) the other

(twelve Pranas) are indriyas, because the Scripture speaks to that
effect”.

The commentary of M. makes clear what the scriptural statement
in question is:

“Only twelve are the senses. The Chief Prana is not a sense organ,
as he is the master and the guide of the organs which run to their ap-
propriate objects”. The The Brhatsamhitd endorses the same—“The indri~
yas are only twelve in number—the ear, and the other four Jiiinen-
driyas and speech and the other four Karmendriyas, aided by Manas
and Buddhi. These twelve are designated as indriyas because they
run towards their appropriate objects. Mukhya Prana standing firm
m his own place (without moving from there) guides them all”.

The next Sttra: Bhedasruteh adduces the evidence of a clear text
showing how Mukhya Prina stands distinguished from the indriyas.
The text quoted shows that he guides and regulates the activities of

4. WRtErETRr g dbafafr v Ttfafzad ?

afg gwATRp v finfer, @ gemmi af‘-’:‘?qﬁf’nfwfa ﬁ;u;mt:iw

waonfeie ) nfdefrda g it A (7p. in4as)
s TR e wafbratem ag-atd@ oo« o (Vadgie TPC. po 117)
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MUKHYA-PRANA IS NOT ONE OF THB SENSES

the senses from where he is—without having to move {dravanam) from
there. The Pautrdyana Sruti says: “Without moving from where he
is, Mukhya Prina does all this—he causes all this to be done. He
acts with strength, bestows strength on all the rest, supports all this
and enables it to support. So, they call him the powerful Lord$ The
organs of sense are not steady. They do nothing, they cause nothing
to be done. They are not strong, they do not support or enable others
to support. They are really weak and so they say they are instruments
(karanani)”,

The concluding Sitra answers a further objection that if Mukhya
Prana is himself dependent on B. he cannot but be regarded as being
an indriya like the others.” For, not being independent, the indriyas are
equally devoid of self-directed activity towards their objects and not
moving from their places of their own accord. If Mukhya Prana is
not dependent on B, then the statement in Sitra ii, 4, 11 likening him to
other “indriyas” will be open to question.?

The answer points out that tho’ both the indriyas and Mukhya
Prana are alike dependent on B., there is this important point of dif-
ference in the nature of their dependence—viz. that while the indriyas
oprate in accordance with the will and effort of the Jwatman? the
activity of Mukhya Prina is independent of the volition and effort of
the Jivdtman in the body. This may be gathered from the descripiion
of the state of Susupti in the Prasna Up. (iv.2. ) where it is said that
in that state the individual who is asleep is unable to hear, see, smell,
taste, touch, talk or handle things and so on. After showing that the
organs cease functiomng there, the Sruti goes on to say “only the five
forms of Mukhya Prina’s energy are awake and at work there:”

ST yaafeag R wmafr  (iv.3)

While the second Siira here cites scriptural evidence in support
of the distinction of Mukhya Prana from the indriyas, the third one
cites the perceptual experience of Susupti to the same effect. 'There is
thus no overlapping between the two Sitras.® The TC points out

& o T ‘ ¢ : (BD. 11.419)
. f @I TOTOTTRY, 7 A2 UTE T GRS aig,

7. T (TP. 11.4.20)
8 fetd ‘Fuafy sEfalfrdy s afEwgd Tl seR-deRatSfy (TP, ii.4.20)
9 STORT SRS WO, GRITHAT Samrae saafeay (TP, iid 20)

10. ‘@ffamed’ ‘o S g

it ST
Wi Safaesay | AfE gEr Al S’ (TP, 104 20)
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that tho” man is more often than not at the mercy of his mind, still
with intensive effort the mind can be made to act in accordance with
our will. ‘This is not the case with Mukhya Prana. This is seen from
the fact that unlike the mind, Prina is at work in Susupti where there is
no individual effort.12

Samkara’s Interpretation.

According to S. the question raised in this adhi. is whether speech
and the other senses are also but different modes of the vital air like
Prina apana, vydna, ete. or are distinet principles or entities. The
Pirvapaksa is that they are only different modes of vital breath. The
Siddhanta is that speech and others are different entities from Prina
because they are referred to separately from Prana (tadvyapadeédt) in
the Mupd. Up. text (ii.1.3). Excepting the chief breath, then, the
other Pranas have been referred to in the Sruti as indriyas.

Criticism,

This way of interpreting the opening Siitra involves three major
defects: (i) The statement of the proposition requires the importation
(adhydhara) of the word “Tattvantarani” (meaning, ‘different entities’)
to convey the intended meaning. (ii) The words Tadvyapadesat there-
in, as interpreted by S., becomes redundant in the light of what the
second Sitra Bhedasruteh purports to say—viz. that Prina is shown in
the Sruti to be different from Vak ete. (iii) The expression ‘“Tad’ in the
compound Tadvyapadesdt has to be syntactically connected with “Tat-

tvdntardni” which has to be brought in thro’ importation, as already
shown.

Feeling, therefore, dissatisfied with this interpretation of S. the
Bhéamati has rejected it and has proferred a different one in its place
to avoid these defects.d

1. 'Wﬁﬁﬁww@ﬁﬁmﬁ%qﬁml‘iﬂwﬁ&ﬁﬁqm ¥z
(TC. p. 1001b)
12wty aeforaed AT 1 afy gt g s ;

5. The Kat . (TC. p. 1001b)
. The Kalpataru leaves no room for doubt that i A i’ ini Y
of construing the first Sttea 1s unienabfer | vacaspatl's opinion S.s way

0F WO QR agwrEEitar wwd A Gow Wi

. {Kalpataru ii.4.19;
The Kolpetaru observes If it is overstepping the limits of a c:x:tmenlary tg
dare to correct the original, let this be treated 28 a ‘Vartika'

(verrpergentean wfiem) off fERWE 1 Surely, a Vartika has no horns:
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The new interpretation of the first Siitra as given by Vacaspati is:
The question raised in this Sitra is whether the indriyas are only speech
and the others (eleven in all); or whether Chief Prana is also an in-
driyo—the term indriya being understood in the semse of a mark of
inferring the Soul (indraliigam) as its etymology has been given by
Panini (Pan. v.2, 93) and not in the epistemological semse of what
serves as an instrument of the coggition of color, taste, smell ete., lest
even light should have to be considered an indriya, as it helps in the
perception of color. The Purvapaksa is that the term indriya must
be restricted to that which being constituted of an element, serves as a
mark of inferring the Soul. In this sense, the chief breath will be
entitled to be accepted as an indriya hke speech and others!*

The Siddhanta is that the indriyas viz. speech and others are other
than Prina (chief breath) because they alone are universally desig-
nated by the term ‘indriyas’¥® The explanation of the term indriya
in terms of indraliige is purely etymological. Its appellative basis
(pravrttinimitta) is different—viz, that which being Jocated in the
body acts as a means of perceiving objects and their properties. This
will prevent the overpervasion’é

The Kalpatory points out that the Bhamatis cbjection is only to
S.’s interpretation of the first S#itra.l7 It suggests that the last two
Siitras are to be viewed as a separate adhi.’®

The revised interpretation of Bhdmati and R.s interpretation of
the adhi, put up the number of indriyas as eleven which has been
shown to be in disagreement with other scriptural facts,”

14 Fedvereda armeT SfzaTardy s food, geert fmfifed a9, ke s
B RE <faat; I g
feafufa avnfeag mafafy T (Bhamati H4-17)
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CHAPTER XLII

MICROCOSM OF THE BODY AND ITS ORGANS ARE
ALSO FASHIONED BY THE SUPREME BRAHMAN

12. Samjramirtikiptyedhikaranam (ii.4.21)

The present adhi. resolves conflict of testimony as to who fashions
the gross physical body and its organs falling within the world of name
und form.! As the physical body and the senses are mainly sustained
by Mukhya Prina, one may naturally expect this question to be taken
up and discussed in the unit of adhi.s relating to Mukhya Prana, after
the previous adhi. relating to him? As Hiranyagarbha js the alter-ego
of Mukhya Prina in Vedintic theology,? it is but proper that the sub-
ject of fashioning of names and forms associated with Hiranyagarbha
is taken up after concluding the discourse on Mukhya Prana as suchf

The conflict of texts here arises this way: The Goupavana Sruti
has it “Virifica it is who creates and supports all this. The fourfaced
Brahma (Hirapyagarbha) is Viriica. By him are names and forms
fashioned." The Brahma Purdna adduces a reason in support of this:

1 OO PEES

ey T A afrar AT
TRANHIT. ¢ 721, T T, mwwa’mw‘xfawd‘a
L (BD. ii421)
2z 7% f WO AT (TC. p. 1002b)
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He (Hiranyagarbha) is called Virifica because he brings forth (vire-
cayati) all this, The four-faced Brahmi is the sole creator of the
world"® As against this, the AgniveSya-$ruti runs: “Why is He
known as the Supreme Being? It is from the Supreme that the world
of name and form springs forth. Brahman is S b it is
perfect and full of excellences as the Creator of the world of names
and forms”.

The Sitra: SamjAamdrtiklptistu trivrthwrvats upadesit resolves
this conflict by showing that the fashioning of names and forms is done
only by the Supreme Being. For, the T.A. (ii, 12) says: “The sup-
remely wise one (dhi-rah) creates all forms, gives them names and
makes use of them (names). Whoever knows the Supreme thus, at-
tains immortality”.

The Siitra accordingly means: “The fashioning of names and
forms (bodies) proceeds from the Supreme Being, the author of the
tripartite mixture (of the subtle elements of Tejo’banna), as is seen
from the teaching of the Sruti”.

The adjectival phrase trivytkurvatah (ablative) carries within it-
self the reason why the Supreme B. is to be accepted as the fashioner
of names and forms® The reason is that the fashioning of names and
forms presupposes the act of energizing the subtie elements of Tejas,
ap and anng so as to bring about their tripartite mixture called $rivyt-
karapam. It is the Being which causes this trivrtkaranam that has to
be r ized as the fashi of names and forms. The Sruti leaves
us in no doubt as to who is responsible for this act of trivrtkarape. For,
it says: The Supreme Deity thought ‘Let Me enter into these three
divinities (of Tejobanna) with this My life-supporting Being (enena
jivena dtmand) and develop names and forms and having thus entered
it made each of them threefold”. (Chdn. Up. vi.3).

Here we have to note that tho’ the act of developing names and
forms mentioned in the Sruti is followed by the reference to friparti-
tion, the two should be understood to stand in their order of sense” as
in the interpretation of the Vidhivakya: Agnikotram juhoti yavdgim
pacati. “He offers Agnihotra and (he) cooks the rice-gruel”. In other
words, trivrtkarana is the prerequisite of developing names and forms
jbhanditibichibutitaniy

5. fafce ar 53 faada, faemfa, zgn T19 (i queady swnet (Q. M. BSB. ii4.21)
6. faggda <fd ¥grd (ML BSB, ii421) ]
fagegea < fracafedat 3gud: o T ¥ gl Rt (BD. 42
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(namaripovydkarapam)? and it is the prerogative of the Supreme B.
to bring about trivrtkaranam?

The reference in the Purinpas and some other sources to Hiranya-
garbhal® as the one who brings about the evolution of the world is to
be understood purely from a subordinate point of view meaning that
it is the Supreme B, which acts thro’ Hiranyagarbha and the other
divinities, making use of them as its media (dvara);

i 9 TN SagRg Fwa
UF U3 G W AT i
(sfr 9@ Q M BSB. i.4.21)

TEITTET gRERTEeTgEAganaE | (BD. ii.4.21)

Sarmkare’s Interpretation.
Pirvapaksa.

According to S. (and R.) this adhi. consists of three Sitras
(ii.4.20-22). In the opening Siitra the Pirvapaksa is that the deve-
lopment of names and forms referred to in Chdn. Up. (vi.3.2-3) is ac-
complished by the individual soul because of the qualification convey-
ed by the words “Let me develop names and forms entering these
three divinities of Tejobanna with this living self (anena jivena dtmana
anupraviSya ndmaripe wvydkaravani).” When a king says ‘Let me
count the strength of the enemy’s forces by entering his camp thro’
my spy, the actusl spying is done by the secret agent and the kind acts
only as the causal agent (hetukartd)’! Similarly, here, the actual
development of names and forms is carried out by the individual self—
the Supreme Lord acting merely as a causal agent. The “Me” in ‘Let

(TP. 421)
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me evolve...”” goes with the living self—the JivaGtmi2 We also
see the Jiva js capable of developing names like Devadatta and Yajfia-
datta and forms like jars and cups. He may, therefore, be taken to be
the agent in the larger sense also of Sarmjfiamirtikipti of the world.

Siddhanta.

The Siddhanta is that the evolution of names and forms of the
world is the work of Paramesvara, the Supreme Lord and not of the
individual self because the Sruti expressly ascribes such work to the
Supreme Lord referred to at the commencement of the section by the
words “That divinity thought” (Chdn. Up. vi.3.2) and using the first
person of the verb: wydkaravdpi with reference to the willing and act-
ing of the same Being. The words “Jivena &tmani” do not go with
“Let Me evolve”, but with “having entered” (anupravisya).!’

Criticism.

If the term “Jivi-Atman” in the Sruti text quoted for the Piirva-
paksa should refer to a qualified being with a name and a form of its
own—such a Being not being the author, at the same time, of its own
name and form, will have to owe them to some other source. The

same source can very well be the author of the name and form not
only of this “Jiva-Atman” but of the rest of the world—in which case,

the Parvapaksa will abort.4

If the expression “Jiva-Atman” should denote ‘pure conscious-
ness’, the Siddhinta that it evolves names and forms would be unten-
able; for by hypothesis ‘pure consciousness’ (cinmdtram) is devoid of
all activity.!s Further, the state of Jivahood being consequent on en-
try understood in the sense of reflection of cinmitra in Tejobanna etc.,
it would be putting the cart before the horse to speak of cinmitra
entering Tejobanna in the guise of “Jwa-Atman” (anena Jivendtmand
anupravisya) in order to develop name and form.!¢ Both the Pirva-
paksa and the Siddhinta are thus unsustainable.

12 RO G AR ‘sf WAy, T
) = (Bhamats 1.420)
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Ramdnuje’s Interpretation
R. puts up the Piirvapaksa on behalf of Hiranyagarbha on the
basis of the same text of Chin. Up. as S. viz., Anena Jiveng atmand anu-
praviSya ndmariipe vyikeravdnil? The difficulty, however, it that
“Jiva” being too wide a term cannot, by itself, provide enough grist to
sustain a Purvapaksa on behalf of Hiranyagarbha.'® He should have

gone in for more specifically worded texts supporting the claims of
Hiranyagarbha as such.

17. Tfag TEREFNTSET T af: w1 i wfsi femmid sl fpeer-
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CHAPTER XLII
ELEMENTS OF WHICH PHYSICAL BODY IS COMPOSED
13. Mamsadhikaranam (ii.4.22-23)

The present adhi. goes into the question of the elemenis of which
the physical body is composed and resclves the conflict of testimony re-
garding such composition.! The conflict leads to a serious doubt whe-
ther the body is composed entirely of one of the primal subtle elements
of water, food (annam) and tejas or of all the three? There are Sruti
texts supporting each of these positions.

The Kaundinya Sruti makes the following statement: “From
water is all this born” and supports it with the reason: “Waters build
up flesh and bones—nay the body as a whole. Therefore, the body is
all water.””? The following verse from the Mahabhdrate also corro-
borates this by saying—"Flesh is a product of water and that is why
gratification arises from the flesh,”® For, it is the qualify of water to

gratify by reducing heat’

There is equal support for the other view that the body is com-
posed of earth. The Brh. Up. (iii.2.13) says: When a man dies, his
speech merges in Agni, breath in air, sight in the Sun, hearing in the

. qf B FlR: WREgSE Ty @af (TC. p. 1002)
feaver: faT aife, S &wEY, vradrasy af ag: (TP, i.422)
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quarters and the self enters Brahman¢ Similarly, there is evidence
for the third view that the body is composed wholly of Tejas. We read
in the AB. (vii.8 ): “The sacrificer becoming golden-bodied thro’
Agni, the nourisher of the gods, on account of the offerings made by
him, ascends to the heavenly worlds”? There is also support for the
view that the physical body is composed of all the three elements
(Tejo ‘banna) and not of only one of them in its entirety: “Learn from
me how each of these three divinities of Tejas, ap and anna, reaching
the human becomes threefold” (Chan. Up. vi.4.7).

Piirvapaksa.

There is thus room for all the three Purvapaksas. The first one

in terms of water has its own claim to acceptance—as it is said the
waters are the flesh. This cannot be rejected on the ground of op-
position from other Srutis as it is supported by a well-grounded reason
that flesh provides gratification and this is the special attribute of
water. The other view that the body is composed entirely of earth has
its support in the §ruti—“the body merges in the earth” and this is re-
inforeed by the fact that the body possesses the characteristics of hard-
ness and odor. The third Piirvapaksa in favor of its being Taijasa in
composition can be supported by the text cited and also because heat
is felt in the body. The fourth view that it is composed of all the ele-
ments tho' voiced in the Sruti is not pressed as it cannot be reconciled
with the other specific statements representing the body as one com-
posed wholly of water, earth or tejas. As there is thus room for more
than one view on the question, one cannot decide in favor of any one
of them, without sufficient reason. When several persons are present
in a room, one cannot make a special statement that Devadatta is pre-

sent unless there is some special reason for so doing® In the pre-

sent case, there is nothing to choose between the different views. The

Pirvapaksa, therefore, concludes that as such conflict of views under-

mines the validity of the Srutis, their Samanvaya in B, built on their
foundations has no staying power.

Siddhanta
The Sitra: Mdmsddi bhaumam yathdsabdam itarayosca resolves

this conflict of views and gives the correct solution of the difficulties

6. Ragh. TPB. construcs dtmad here as Jiva (and akis Paramitman). Th
gnihdm not agree and prefers to take dtma in the :c:sse of the Suprz;ne Be.

he t:ody (merging in His mularips) and cites Brh. Up. C. in support.

13 mﬂmm argfrer mvy frommae s eniERer (Q. TP. ii.422)

& wRa il 3 ey % WO ot o T ol TR,
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srewfoid g (TP, 1422
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raised. It says: Whichever part of the body is hard (such as flesh and
bone) only that much is to be recognized as composed of earth and not
the entire body; for in the same body there are present products of
water and tejes—such as blood and marrow.?

The $ruti clarifying the attributes of the elements composing the
body says: Whatever is hard and offers resistance in the body is of
earth; whatever is flowing is water; whatever feels hot is Tejas.!0
Only the fleshy part partakes of the nature of earth and not the whole
body. It is only this way of explaining things that will conform to thr
position of the Srutis (yathaSabdam). We have, therefore, to re-
cognize the presence in the body of the products of water and tejas.1

M.’s C. clarifies how flesh etc. have been put down as constituted
of earth ete. in the Sitra, notwithstanding the statement of the Sruti:
Apo viva mimsam (flesh is of the essence of water). The clarifica-
tion is that even in the composition of the flesh, there are ingredients
pertaining to the other two elements, as borne out by the evidence of
the Srutis: “The elements are really compounds. Flesh etc, in the
body are necessarily composite products of earth, water and tejas.
Hence they are called “bhiitas” (produced)—Kédsiyana Sruti. This is
further clarified by the Vdyuprokta:

“Everything in the world is compounded of the five elements.
However, a particular product is spoken of as a product of earth, or
water as the case may be, from the point of view of one particular pre-
dominating el t in its position, in Vedic deseriptions. A pro-
duct is said to be of the earth on account of its possessing the proper-
ties of resistance, of water on account of transparence or of fire on ac-
count of its brilliance. Similar is the statement in regard to the

bones”.2 (Cf Chin. Up. vi.5.3).

The next Sitra: Vaifesyit tu tadvid dvddah!? answers the
question which follows from the above “If the physical
9 AT GEETOR | wrafafy du, siamfeRt 91 wegadeed e st T A
i T TR fg, ST art {  (TDP. ii422)

10 aeHfeE AT Y, 4% 74 AT A9y A3 9 I (Garbha Up. 4).
(Q. M. BSB. ji4.22)

11. AT W, A A9 WOy | SRNE a ey (M. BSB. 1.4.22)
RIYATHF qd aRAw AT |

12 S 7

st Fafearg WFIRIT
afvcsmrdwd F @RS a9 [ (Q M. BSB. ii422)
tition of the last word marks the conclusion of the Adhydya. For
B e re e ees servod by such Duiruktt see M. BSB. 4.2,
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body is not composed of one single element, how are the specific des-
criptions of bodies as Parthiva, Apya and Taijasa (composed of earth,
water or Tejas) found in seriptural literture to be explained end in
what proportion are the three elements to be understood to enter into
compasition to produce different types of bodies?'* The ablative Vai-
Sesydt in the Siitra is to be explained in an elliptical sense meaning

‘from the point of view of the specific proportion of the elements in
composition.!$

wart frivgnge fiveEgre 1 (M. BSB. ii.4.23)

The Bhisyakira quotes relevant authorities clarifying the ratio of

their composition in the different types of bodies spoken of, from the
Brhatsamhitd:é

The bodies of the denizens of earth consist of earth by one half. Of
the other half, three-fourths is composed of water and one-fourth of
Tejas. Similar is the basis of composition of the bodies of the Taijasa
and Apya bodies of the denizens of Svarga!” and of Varunaloka (and of
the aguatic creatures).’®

o ETAS At od a7 qe o dfeera | gy sdfad dwr-
ArrTiE qued wifer ) aatfg 2 ¢ * o 9 e winfed qwtagTr s
5q: g wawdeage: STEEdtr gfady qfgen: aegdw Gu: sTawg G
Rlesseriiies L

(Vadiraja TPG. p. 118).

These details have not been given to us or so fully explained by
any other Bhasyakira. Vadiraja in his TPG has, therefore, paid a tri-
bute to M. for his detailed treatment of this question and bas in a

special note thrown light on the teleological necessity of maintaining
this proportion:

12 qd e TR et i

i st sead:
{Ragh. TPB. ii4.23)
15 i @l e @, frifowr ww tke oy @wd ar samr afen faig-

AT 9T sanfifdafe afeg (BD. sz
16 MGt o dadt e
eaf fonfieg wre, wAEy WA o
xfxm‘!wmm‘axtw‘
it wiroomsd &% S 0
17 nd ¥z, o fnafey s, qfidt @ s, (TR, iL4.23)
14 73 IR W, Wl fonfel il wmma dx TRz
(BD. #423)
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a9, Faf fewfir sma, stog frsnfindt gfritfiy  ga: s o 390
wfmwﬁawre&m?m EEG a{hﬂnmaqgﬁw« *?;Twm AT | :if
SRR COREMER) FHRTA | 7] qfer: fertrestaTy weafrig wifsd 1
FI | stareaarty fawifret gfadt ) o3 , qeifreedertes TacnR deaesr -
& AR T AT | AT WIS 37; NIRRT e
<fwar1 (Vadirdja TPG. p. 119)

Sarkara’s Interpretation,

According to S. the Sitra: Mdmsidi bhawman yathisabdam
itarayoSca states that all elemental modifications such as of the flesh
are products of the elements which have been subjected to the pro-
cess of tripartition, with a view to presenting the subject matter of the
next Sitra: Vaifesydt tu tadvddah;' so as to enable that Sitra to
make clear how if everything is the product of the three elements sub-
jected to tripartition, these products are to be distinguished as this is
Taijasa, that is Parthiva and that is Aypa®*—the answer being that such
distinctions are to be explained on the basis of the predominant element
in the position of the sub in 2

Criticism.

As flesh, marrow, bone, etc. are all products of the three subtle
elements which have gone thro’ the process of tripartition, the difficulty
of distinguishing the precise constitution of products would follow from
the very terms and circumstances of Trivrtkarana itself even without
the Siitra Mamsadi **** to bring it up for consideration. The ob-
jection as to how, in the circumstances, the products are to be classified
as Apya, Taijasa, etc. can of course be answered by the last Siitra that
such classification is based on the preponderance of the particular ele-
ment in the constitution of the subsatnce in question. The second Siitra
Mamsddi bhaumam can thus be dispensed with, without any gap in
thought and only the last Siitra retained.?

The Bhdmati has, however, tried to justify the retention of the
second Siitra on the ground that it is necessary to dispose of the con-

19 @@ 7 T 3 EH  (Bhémats iid21)
20. afe g3 fagea , foga_afg .?«%’wrwamsmﬁiﬁn
a wid rrrmfz :ztm 'ﬂarvn i st

(s BSB. 11422)
21. &0 queafify AR Tafl fae, Fafaq T OEEERTITRA | T
FRsRTTET giifadfamm gay (5. BSB. ii4.22)
mﬁam‘,ﬁawﬁmﬁmmﬁmmﬁhm
” e (TC 1003b}
P

363



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMBMIENTARIES

tentions of the Nydya and Sarmkhya philosophers-that among the gross
clements, the mind is an eternal substance and not a product while
speech and mind are evolutes of Ahankiratattva and not of Tejas and
annam, as accepted in the Sruti-Siddhanta. The Satra: Mamsadi
bhaymam *** is intended to overthrow these.objections®

The wording of the Siitra is ingeniously construed by Vacaspati to
elicit such a meaning by treating mdmsidi as an elliptical illustration
to analogically establish that just as flesh ete, (i.e. marrow and blood)
are products of earth ete. (i.e. Tejas and water), even so speech and
mind are products of Tejas and annam?®

If the purpose of the Sitra Mamsidi * * * is to establish as against
the Nyaya and Samkhya contentions that Vak and manas are pro-
ducts of Tejus and annam, the question arises as to how the Siitra
speaks of flesh and others (mamsadi) instead of Vdk and manas.
Vacaspati’s answer to this is that as it is well-established and pted
without demur that flesh is a product of annam, by referring to marrow
and blood along with flesh, the true nature of the origin of Vak and

mind (under dispute) from Tejas and annam can be established at one
stroke.

Vicaspati's valiant attempt to dispose of Nydya and Samkhya con-
tentions here is not warranted in this Pide whose theme is nothing
but removal of conflict of testimony from within the Srutis?6

The Srutis also are not against the position that the mind is an
evolute of Ahamkiratattva as may be seen from the reference to the
merger of all the indriyas in Akamkdratattve, in the Subdlopanisad:

il wwdq, awmn qaEt da (Q R Sribhdsya 1.4.27)

It is also surprising that in his eagerness to offer a fresh inter-
pretation of this Sitra, to avoid an obvious difficulty, Vacaspati should
have failed to sce that in the light of the fully articulated interpreta-
tion of the words of the Sitra Mamsidi bhaumam given by him, the

23 SOITEERERE 0N TA-Ta, (ORAG aeere y3aey dufaey Wi
wafilys um f rween ssoAl e faafasfa. a7 e s Gaeqareny, v
&Nl wownt s s~y (Bhdmati i1d.21)

24 At Y TR weftee B Ay AWETRT SR (Bhdmati)

28 I::x mwlr:;nsz' o FrEEAsr gfy dend O (Bhdmati 11.4.21)

o g,
£ SR S, A T e i o e

26 aTsirwfemT (¢, o, 10mB)
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succeeding words of the Satra: YathdSabdam itarayok become
redundant??

CONCLUSION

Taking a bird's eye view of the contents of the third and the fourth
Padas of this Adhyaya, Vadiraja brings out in a very impressive man-
ner, how these two Pidas serve not only to stabilize the Samanvaya
of Srutis in B. by resolving all conflicts of testimony within the domain
of the Srutis, but directly also highlight ‘the supreme majesty of B.
thro’ numerous adhikaranas, as the bestower of genesis thro’ Paradhi-
navisegapti even on eternal verities like space, Mukhya-Vayu and Jiva,
as the one truly beginningless and eternal principle ruling over the en-
tire universe, controlling the Jivas, being their Bimba and being the
creator of the physical body, the senses and Mukhya-Priina28

He observes with deep feeling that this true significance of the
Siitrakira’s exposition can be felt in the very texture and disposition
of the Siitras. He also draws pointed attention to the fact that follow-
ing the Sitrakira’s lead, Madhva has in his Apu-Bhisya first of all
shown how the contents of these two Padas emphasize the supreme
majesty of B. and then concluded the Padartha with the words:

(= o 7 faweq:, ‘T Aot wa: Sevae wRtsTE s

' GV GARCEAT) N e —

‘Tl gaed ¥ Ao aaw A |

Frsertore:, Fal SHaEEEIT: W9 )

aRTsTEY, &fc wdedwlt @ war )

Eies o AgrEa ageTs 0

qErqTorad @d @ fawnde. aari

Firatfea: aong WET] AR 11 (Apubhdsya i)
3fr wam g frem-
A= .
71 qomERifaTET: aEE A3 TS 1 TR

27 WA SR doraergEea o aRpww” 18 S (7€, p. 1003b)

28. $3 TEET A I ARG QIEIT FHATEA @wﬂﬁ‘n frg, FradmimaasaTd-
e AT agfafs $99  (Vadiraja. TPC. p. 119)

29. Anandaméls reads ‘a3ET’
30, war as read in Anandamala.

365



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES
AN GRS

* awacitAest gt dufeara: s

SEFATY AT

TR

sadsmaetal TR 1 O e

aepeatiafe Sftefewion s

WA Aty e

TSR, q@eRferr]

gieaad T

aonfeft A7 amaamdfa st
ardgafafs S aataem
FFagesd ik g amfk

*  afofeefomi < aen

HqAT FAGTTAHAGTNG A
=da 5
afy wer

amfy 7 arvNmrEiaa:
Taowiwiet g 9FdE
* ¥ g adied:
At 5 @

T
qERT TR FAHEd
i

*  arETwTEE Y

¢ wfafatr  fadaw

* warfufey awafaaT
sl % wam

T famtnisg

TR

366



III. SADHANA-ADHYAYA
GENERAL INTRODUCTION

This Adhyaya considers the means of attaining Moksa. The science
of B. expounded by Badardyana consists of two broad parts or units
of Adhyayas. The substance of the entire Sastra has been summed
up in the three words of the opening Sttra: atha, atah and Brahmaji-
jfiisi representing the means, the fruit and the subject of inquiry.
The second Siitra has defined B. and this definition has been elaborated
in the first Adhydya. Objections and opposition to the terms of this
definition and to the conception of B. as set forth in the first Adhyiya
have been met in the second Adhydya. At this stage, the seeker of
truth is bound to ask himself what he should do next. The answer is
provided by this Adhyaya that he should now concern himself with
the means of realizing B.! They are (i) Vaindgya or detachment from
worldly attractions (ii) Bhakti or devotion to B. (iii) pursuit of
Sravana, manana and other forms of Updsana conducive to the birth of
(iv) direct vision of B. (Aparoksajiiana).

It may be interposed that as Moksa is the aim of the $istra, and
as its attainment depends entirely on the pursuit of Sadhanas, priority

of attention should have been given to the treatment of Sidhanas, with
of Badara; ’s work.

absorbing interest, at the very
The TD answers this point by saymg Lhat ths may be so if Moksa has
been ived in Badand: ‘s ding solely on the

efficiency of Sadhanas—as i in the system of the Karma-Mimimsakas.

T’_ﬁmmgammw w7 wgife v, aoaey frdmga Frafong
mﬂwwﬁﬂlaﬁﬁm—\rﬁﬁim ln::%qrr-xm TTAAATUHTAT STGIHIATAT-
qareat STt fafgart dur faardt afeadr s (TP, i 1.1)
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But we have seen how in the Vedanta system not only the fulfilment
of the Sadhanas but the very realization of their own intrinsic nature
and of their Svariipananda by the Jivas, in Moksa are, in the last
analysis, dependent on the grace of B2 It should be clear from this
that the subject of Sadhanas can come up only after the true nature of
B. has been fully understood by the Seeker.? It is for this reason that
Badarfiyana has given the first place to the exposition of the real
nature and attributes of B. After upholding the correctness of his
views on B. by refuting possible objections and counter-theories, in
the greater part of the second Adhyaya, he has concluded with an ap-
propriate discourse on the privileged position of Mukhya-Prana and his
role in forwarding the efforts of Adhikarins in earning the grace of B.
The Sadhana-Adhydya is, thus, rightly placed where it ought to be?

The Sadhanas begin with Vairdgya and find their fruition in
Aparcksajiiina or immediate vision of B. which is to be attained thro’
Upasani or deep contemplation and or rumination of Sastrartha. Such
Upasand helps to neutralize the effects of Karma and Vasan@s. The
way of Upasani is thro' Bhakti; for B. does not reveal itself to the
meditations of those who have no consuming love for B. Such com-
plete devotion to B. can be developed only in an atmosphere of serene
Vairdgya® or non-attachment to worldly values. A mind given to world~
ly pursuits is not a congenial soil for Bhakti to take root and sprout.
Vairagya is thus the sine qua non of true and purposeful spiritual life.
These four Sadhanas are thus progressive steps leading to Moksa.

They are, accordingly, dealt with in the four Pidas of the present
Adhyiya$

However, as Vairigya is an attitude of the mind it cannot be im-
posed from without by way of a command to be executed. It can only
be awakened in the heart of the seeker by creating a propitious climate.
This is sought to be done in the opening Pada by focussing attention
on the limitations and miseries of transmigratory life, the sojourns in
heaven and hell and the travails of birth and death. Thinking men
and women may be expected to outgrow their attachment to this life

2 &7 q ATCREAAEIER fg qnr T WA (TD, i 1.1)

3. seaedt e st « weArdaty fades, agie v Ei i gy aETET-
frutenne, sfoost < wi, 7 g1 Arown wewfad T

f , AT v FUMERITAT FLFAAGTANT
zm?n FuiiR A W Py (T, k1)

3. a7 Sy fAT gerdtowm ofosTy (ibidy

& AIHTRETEEY §uRsleafyrmtedmmtemmTt frevt frdmfray  (sTC. p. 6)
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

and the rewards of heaven ete. after realizing their shortcomings and
worthlessness.,” Hence, the detailed review of these experiences in this
Pada:

HEARIASIRAT: | GId weifzfagwor qqqaz (M. BSB. ii.1.1)

According to M., there are twenty adhikaranas in the Vairigya
Pida. These may be brought under five homogeneous units (petikis).
The first six adhis establish that there is no isolation of the Jivitman
from the elements at death or in his peregrinations after. This means
that without the practice of Sidhanas, the Jivatman cannot shake off
the envelopment of the elements and atfain Moksa which is freedom
from the Prakrtic bonds. The second unit of two adhis establishes
the indispensability of Vairigya and other Sidhanas by showing that
Moksa cannot be achieved thro’ Karma or other means. The third unit
of three adhis deals with the return of Jivas to rebirth. The next
deals with the punishment of sinners in various hells. The last five
adhi.s refer to the vicissitudes of returning Jivas and their passing from
the father’s seed into the mother’s womb to take birth The STC has
given expressive titles of Bhitapetikd, Gatipetika, Agatipetika, Papa-
petika and Punyapapapetiki to the foregoing units. All the adhis of
this Pada are naturally expected to converge on the point of Vairagya
by d rating its indispensability thro’ well-chosen Piirvapaksas and
their refutation. Any interpretation of any of the adhis which is un-
able to pass this test will have to forfeit its claim to our acceptance.

7. TER: et AR eT SR Wi i o 9
7. R @ g (TP, 1L 1.1)
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VAIRAGYA PADA
CHAPTER XLIV

JIVAS NOT COMPLETELY ISOLATED FROM
ELEMENTS AT DEATH

1. Tadantarddhikaranam (iii.1.1)

This adhi. justifies the need for Vairdgya and other Sadhanas by
making it clear that the Jivitman is nat released from Samsira auto-
matically at death.! Death in its accepted sense is not equivalent to
becoming free from the envelopment of the elements and attaining re-
lease. The Sidhanas designed to help in the attainment of Moksa can-
not, therefore, be dispensed with. Till final release is attained, the
Jivdtman remains enveloped by the elements and goes out of the phy-
sical body at death still loped by the el ts, in part, to secure
further embodiment.? It should be clear from this that as Moksa is to
be attained thro' a set of causes entirely different from death in the
ordinary sense of the term, the subject of Sidhanas is bound to be very
much alive and meaningful. This adhi. in effect emphasizes the indis-
pensability not only of Vairigya to begin with but of the other Sadha-
nas as well, in its wake, for the attainment of Moksa?

Piirvapaksa
_M. accordingly takes his stand on a suitable text from the Vardha
Puring to provide a significant Piirvapaksa. The text chosen equates
1 ey qfefds 4 ©nIg (NV. Ll 11)

> wirerabred prifeaa o1 mefr (AL BSB. L 1.1
1. R TP BT ACAP O WIS §O

strrATRRfaTsiyTer ettt SRR TR % waft
(TD. ibid)
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JIVAS NOT COMPLETELY ISOLATED FROM ELEMENTS AT DEATH

bondage with the Jiva’s envelopment by the subtle material elements
and Moksa or release as getting free from such involvement? On the
basis of this, the Piirvapaksa is introduced that as dissociation from this
environment occurs at death—as is confirmed by another passage from the
DMbh. which says that death is the Soul’s escape from the elements’ and
birth its intimate association with them,—it may be concluded that as
death is natural and inevitable to man and as it does not stand in need
of any special Sddhanas to be brought about, there is no compelling
necessity to prescribe or to practise any of the Sadhanas to attain
Moksa and that, therefore, the Sidhanidhyaya itself is Hed for.
Siddhanta

The Siddhinta takes its stand on the famous text of the Chan.
Up. (v.3, 3) where the question is asked: Do you know in what
order, manner and form the fifth oblation—viz. “water” comes to be
called "“man” and the answer is given (v.4-9) “For this reason and in
this way water is called ‘man’”. The context is that of the Paficagni-
Vidya in the Chdn. Up. where heaven, Parjanya, this world, father and
mother are metaphorically conceived as the five fires thro' which the
transit of the Jiva is effected by the gods till he passes to the mother’s
womb. The transits are viewed as so many oblations offered by the
godss

1t is gathered from this account that there is really no isolation
at all of the elements from the Jivdtman at death or subsequent to it,
during his peregrinations, The expression “waters” is to be taken to
signify the Jivatman enveloped by “water” and the other elements too.

This point is this: tho’ Moksa is the complete isolation of the Jiva
from all his material envelopments there is no such complete isola-
tion from them when the Jiva makes his usual exit from the hody at
death. The prepositions sam-pari (svakteh) in the Sitra are i.ntem'ied
to show that the envelopment by the subile material elements persists
till final Mokga. The objection may be taken that as the elem.ents have
fulfilled their function of providing means of enjoyment of life, there
is no need to assume their accompanying the Jivas' b?yond 'death.
This is met by ponting out that the continued association with the

T g T g foie

ieaiE AR e At Wl et gAY FATAAT:
N (Védiraja TPG. p. 120-21)
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elements is essential for the acquisition of subsequent births and bodies.?
This significant detail emerges from the conclusion of the dialogue be-
tween Svetaketu and Pravahana in the Chin Up. to which special re-
ference is made in the wording of the Sutra: Tadantarapratipattan
ramhati semparisvaktah pra$neniripapdbhydm. The locative prati-
pattau is to be understood as signifying purpose: tddarthye saptami:
After death, the Jiva goes inextricably enveloped by the subtle ele-
ments so that he can get into another body (BD).

WATER IS COMPOUNDED OF ALL THE THREE ELEMENTS
2. Trydtmakatvddhikarapam (iii.1.2)

In the previous adhi. we had only a general statement that the
Jiva goes out (rarmhati) at death fettered by the elements (samparis-
vaktah). It is not clear from this if his envelopment is by all the
subtle material elements or by only one of them.

The Pirvapaksa is that only the waters envelop the outgoing Jiva
as this is supported by a specific reference in the Sruti. Otherwise,
we should expect there the use of the term “elements” (bhitaih) in-
stead of “waters”. The upshot of the Pirvapaksa is that as the out-
going Jiva is not enveloped by all the elements and as a single ele-
ment enveloping him will not be in a position to form a new body for
him, death will automatically end his Samsira and release him. The
Sidhanas can, therefore, be dispensed with.

This is refuted by the Sttra: Trydtmskatvitty bhiyastvdt which
means: the outgoing Jiva is indeed enveloped by one and all of the
subtle elements. The specific relerence to waters is due to the fact that
(i) ‘Water’ is a compound of the three elements—fire, water and earth;
and (ii) the proportion of water in all the three kinds of bodies (Par-
thiva, Apya and Taijasa) taken together, is greater than of the other
two? This is supported by the authority of the Bhdgavata Purdna

AIARY @l Jaafaar  (ii.27.45)0

SUBTLE ELEMENTS GO WITH JiVA AND PRANAS
3. Prapagatyadhikaranom (iii.1.3)

This adhi. mects the objection that it is not possible to hold that

all the subtle elements accompany the Jiva at death, as the evidence
8 3 X ASH-TAAT TG R J39 Sfomdar] s A1 agrafafy | waoroad -
1w, (TD. wi.1.11) '

“ ‘-T&enpronoun Ted in ‘Tadantara...” refers to the ‘body’ alluded to in Satra

9. “This powst has already been elucidated under B
10, See P. 159 fn. 5 for wramsistion of the g A
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SUBTLE ELEMENTS GO WITH JIVA AND PRANAS

on this point is inconclusive. The statement regarding the waters be-
coming man in the fifth oblation does not expressly say that all the
subtle elements go with the self. At best, it is only a presumption
which will have to be corroborated by some other specific evidence.!!
As no such evidence is available, it follows that death in the natural
course is Moksa. This makes the Sidh quite y.

The Siddhinta establishes that all the subtle elements do accom-
pany the Jiva and that this can be corroborated by reasoning thro’ the
premise of the established concomitance between the presence of the
elements and the senses (Pripdh).? The Srutis also affirm that the
Prinas accompany the outgoing Jiva.!’ Putting these facts together, it
can safely be deduced that all the subtle elements necessarily accom-
pany the outgoing Jiva.* The need for the Sadhanas thus remains un-

affected.

MERGER OF PRANAS IS ONLY IN PART
4. Agnyadigatyadhikaranam (iii.1.4)

‘This adhi. answers the further objection that there is no proof that
the elements go out along with the Pranas accompanying the Jiva at
death. For the Sruti (Brk. Up. iii.2.13) speaks of the Pranas of the
outgoing self being merged in their respective deities. This makes jt
impossible for these subtle elements to go enveloping the Jivas, The
concluding part of the Siitra (bhdktatwdt)!s answers this point by clari-
fying that the merger of the Pranas mentioned in the Sruti is only in
part. These parts rejoin the self at its next embodiment. This is seen
from statements to the effect in the Brahma Purdna and others.$

d (TP. ii11.3)

11 AmF <

12 aﬁammmﬁ:‘ﬁmﬁrﬁﬁmﬁrﬁ(mﬁ;ﬁ:l”

13. oA =i AT A T —woraty 7 e o N (TP ibid)

14 SRAERTEANANETT STfer SR3T Ay wfefdy o W@ (TP, ibid)

15 The derivation and explanation of this term is the same 25 given already under
il 3 16.

B S,
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shrag@ (M BSB. il 1.4)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES
5. Prathamadhikarapam (iii.1.5)

This adhi. arises by way of an objection against the view that the
subtle elements accompany the Jiva at death. The objection is that the
x'sassage from the Chdn. Up. merely says that by way of the first obla-
tion, the Devas offer the Jiva clad in ‘faith’: Tasmin etasmin agnau
Devéh $raddhdm juhvati. The text does not mention anything about
the elements also being offered together with the Sraddha-clad Jiva.
This shows the elements have not gone up with the Jiva and have been
left behind? As this isolation of the Jiva from them is itself Moksa,
there can be no more need for Sidhanas.

The objection is refuted by pointing out that it is clear from the
wording of the concluding statement (upasamhdra) that it is the ele-
ments which have kept company with the Jiva clad in Sraddha, at the
time of the first oblation that, after passing thro’ the subsequent obla-
tions, are referred to as emerging at the fifth oblation, with the Jiva,
under the name of “man™$- The wording Apeh Purusavacaso bhavanti
shows that the waters (i.e. elements in general) have been in the plc-
ture right from the beginning. It will not be doing justice to the con-
cluding statement to construe it in the sense that during his downward
journey, after the last oblation, the Jiva acquires tenement in a body
freshly constituted by all the elements signified by the use of the term
‘Apah’ and that, therefore, this statement is not competent to prove
that all the elements have been (in part) keeping company with him
right thro"®® Such a construction cannot be put on the concluding pas-
sage Paicamydm Ghutau dpalh Purusavacaso bhavanti (i) because it is
not said at the beginning of this section that the Jiva relinquishes all
contact with the subtle elements, once for all, at the time of his going
up® and (ii) because the text does not also say that the Jiva merely
comes into contact with the waters (and other elements) for the first
time, (again after death) at the final oblation? In that case, we should
expect some such statement as (Tasye dhutir) dpas sambhavanti as in
the carlier cases of somo ndja sambhavati, Varsas sambhavati, etc. The
divergence in wording viz. Apah Purusavacaso bhavanti shows that as
there can be no dda in the Upasarihdravikya in terms of (Tga)
dpah (Cf. 13 eva hi in the Sitra) of what has not been “given” in the

V7 3t Ty adfy semrel a3, 1 onfr gpadft S AR &R (AL BSB. i, 1.5

18 Cf. QIR TV (Gied. xvik 3).

19 X MARARTIHOTEOEITOT 9, (TP, ii. 1.5)

20 SRR TR Al e T W Ty tenmiaeed Caerrs i
Ay Eﬁ‘m =M (Raghu TPB. . 1.5) )

21 CL 503 e aRsRE e s et veninewerfns aied =4

RIATET
(Righ, TPB. ui. 1.5)
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UPASAMHARA SHOWS JiVA’S CONTINUED ENVELOPMENT

Upakrama-vakya,Z it must be the same ‘Sraddha-oriented-person’ elad
in the waters (and other elements)? that comes to acquire the appell-
ation of “man” at the completion of the fifth oblation. This proves
that the el ts have ied the Jiva, in part. Hence, the need
for Sadhanas to be completely rid of them, to attain Moksa, remains un-

affected.

6. Asrutatvadhikarapam (iii.1.6)

This adhi. arises by way of repulsing an objection to the earlier con-
clusion that the elements accompany the Jiva in view of the concomi-
tant relation between the elements and the Prinas (adhi. 3). The ob-
jection is that reliance cannot be placed on a presumptive reasoning of
the kind resorted to under adhi. 3 without an express authority from
the Sruti in support of the elements accompanying the Jiva. It may
be that the fact of the waters and Pranas accompanying the Jiva is
authenticated by the Sruti, But that is not enough as it does not go
far enough. There is no express statement in the Sruti, as there is in
the case of Prinas merging in their deities, that ail the elements ac-
company the Jiva. The authentication of a disputed fact know-
able only thro’ scriptural evidence must be deemed to be more bind-
ing than its authentication sought to be eked out thro’ implication of
other data. Reasonings can help in determining the nature of scrip-
tural data only when there are definite scriptural stat ts to support
the corollaries drawn? Moreover, the evidence of Srut only shows
that the elements merge in their sources. Nothing is said there about
their following the Jiva in part. It may be that such a statement oc-
curs in the “Smrtis” cited under adhi. 4. But sa the Sitrakara is en-
gaged in an inquiry into the evidence of “Srutis”, the Pirvapaksa may
try to exploit the absence of clear evidence from Sruti on the point®

22 7 Saqfrha ) aar T AT FAT f, WY @Y TATHATGT
gremafufy amaa sfr 9 (Raghu. TPB. i, 1 5)

z:.cr.wuqmﬂaawmmaqﬁww:ﬁwma@aV ITEFR 99T WA 6Z
TRPIIOI AEARANE AT qgIs (TP, il 1.5)
inciple of Upasamhdraprabhlya. Ragh. TPB.
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in Vi
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAY, COMMENTARIES
5. Prathamadhikaranam (iii.1.5)

This adhi. arises by way of an objection against the view that the
subtle elements accompany the Jiva at death. The objection is that the
passage from the Chan. Up. merely says that by way of the first obla-
tion, the Devas offer the Jiva clad in ‘faith’: Tasmin etasmin agndu
Devah $raddhim juhvati. The text does not mention anything about
the elements also being offered together with the Sraddhi-clad Jiva.
This shows the elements have not gone up with the Jiva and have been
left behind? As this isolation of the Jiva from them is itself Moksa,
there can be no more need for Sadhanas.

The objection is refuted by pointing out that it is clear from the
wording of the concluding statement (upasamhdra) that it is the ele-
ments which have kept company with the Jiva clad in Sraddha, at the
time of the first oblation that, after passing thro’ the subsequent obla-
tions, are referred to as emerging at the fifth oblation, with the Jiva,
under the name of “man'%: The wording Apah Purusavacase bhavanti
shows that the waters (i.e. elements in general) have been in the pic-
ture right from the beginning. It will not be doing justice to the con-
cluding statement to construe it in the sense that during his downward
journey, after the last oblation, the Jiva acquires tenement in a body
freshly constituted by all the elements signified by the use of the term
‘Apaly’ and that, therefore, this statement is not competent to prove
that all the elements have been (in part) keeping company with him
right thro")? Such a construction cannot be put on the concluding pas-
sage Pajicamydm Ghutau dpah Purusavacaso bhavanti (i) because it is
not said at the beginning of this section that the Jiva relinquishes all
contact with the subtle elements, once for all, at the time of his going
up® and (ii) because the text does not also say that the Jiva merely
comes into contact with the waters (and other elements) for the first
time, (again after death) at the final oblation?! In that case, we should
expect some such statement as (Tasya &hutir) dpas sambhavanti as in
the earlier cases of somo rdjd sambhavati, Varsas sambhavati, etc. The
divergence in wording viz. Apak Purusavacaso bhavanti shows that as
there can be no anuvdda in the Up hhdravikya in terms of (T4&)
dpah (Cf. td eva hi in the Sitra) of what has not been “given” in the

17 31 TR adify mewrY 33, A st sy A e G dm

18 Cf. SIMDR TT (Gitd xvii. 3).

19 R NMTHETARITITTITO IS, (TP, il 1.5)
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" UPASAMHARA SHOWS JIVA'S CONTINUED ENVELOPMENT

Upakrama-vakya,2 it must be the same ‘Sraddha-oriented-person’ clad
in the waters (and other elements)® that comes to acquire the appell-
ation of “man” at the completion of the fifth oblation. This proves
that the elements have accompanied the Jiva, in part. Hence, the need
for Sadhanas to be completely rid of them, to attain Moksa, remains un-

affected.
6. AS$rutatvddhikaranam (iii.1.6)

This edhi. arises by way of repulsing an objection to the earlier con-
1 that the el t D the Jiva in view of the concomi.
tant relation between the elements and the Pranas (adki 3). The ob-
jection is that reliance cannot be placed on a presumptive reasoning of
the kind resorted to under adhi, 3 without an express authotity from
the Sruti in support of the elements accompanying the Jiva. It may
be that the fact of the waters and Prinas accompanying the Jiva is
authenticated by the Sruti. But that is not enough as it does not go
far enough. There is no express statement in the Sruti, as there is in
the case of Prinas merging in their deities, that all the elements ac-
company the Jiva. The non-authentication of a disputed fact know-
able only thro’ scriptural evidence must be deemed to be more bind-
ing than its authentication sought to be eked out thro’ implication of
other data. Reasonings can help in determining the nature of scrip-
tural data only when there are definite scriptural stat ts to support
the corollaries drawn?* Moreover, the evidence of Sruti only shows
that the elements merge in their sources. Nothing is said there about
their following the Jiwa in part. It may be that such a statement oc-
curs in the “Smrtis” cited under adhi. 4. But sa the Sitrakara is en-
gaged in an inquiry into the evidence of “Srutis”, the Pirvapaksa may
try to exploit the absence of clear evidence from Sruti on the point?
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

and claim that death marks the end of Samsara and that for this reason
the Sadhanas have no locus standi.

The Siddhinta rejects these pleas. Even a conclusion derived as a
natural corollary from other data is competent to set aside a purely
negative evidence?s A person partaking of unwholesome food cannot,
for that reason, be said to be eating ‘pothing’. Corollaries do not ope-
rate in a vacuum. They rest on Vyapti and presence of the probans in
the pekse. In the present case, such evidences have been given®

Apart from this, the concluding part of the Sitra: Istadikdrinim
protitel (iii.1.6) refers to a positive evidence jrom the Sruti itself,
in this respect—*The elements do not forsake the one who performs
sacrifices and such other acts (istadikdrin). He goes with the elements.
He enjoys with the elements. He is born again with them and does
good and evil with them”. (Kauptharavys Sruti. Q. M. BSB. iii.1.6).
This seitles the question once for all and establishes the indispensa-
bility of Sadhanas for the attainment of Moksa®

JUSTIFICATION FOR SEVERAL ADHIKARANAS
ON THE SAME TOPIC.

Tho' all these six adhis establish the same point that all the ele-
ments accompany the Jiva at death, each succeeding one is rendered
necessary by the exigency of a different adhikdsaikd.?® This point has
been well brought out by Raghiittama Tirtha in his TPB. To illustrate:
The first adhi. establishes that the el accompany the Jivas, as
may be seen from the question and answer. But then, in the wording
of the question and the answer thereto there is mention only of the
waters. The objection is sure to arise as to how it can be taken as
id of all the el s panying the Jiva. This gives rise
to the second adhi, It clears the point by showing that the expression
‘waters’ is to be understood in a wider sense embracing the other ele-
ments and that this is because water is compounded of all the three
subtle clements and its overall proportion is greater among the three
types of bodies taken together. A fresh objection is now raised that
notwithstanding these considerations, it cannot be assumed that all the
clements accompany the Jiva, unless there is some special evidence in
favor of such an assumption. This kind of evidence is cited by the
26 MCETEATPICHANTCAT, (TP, iit. 1.6)
27 yerdt srforfermraiie wafng L asafa (TP, jbid)

23 BT WL AT AT qIETRIITIRGTSI, SIS dm a1 Sfree
sfevreasy af fron fer (STC, Lk 1.6)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR SEVERAL ADHIKARANAS

3’:’; del‘exi}:n ;n a‘:’; ;’;Jr_m of a corollary from thfa concomitance between

rinas, It may also be objected inter dalic that as
the corollary drawn from the concomitance between the elements and
the Prinas will be sufficient to establish that the term “waters” figur-
ing in the question and the answer is to be understood in a broader
sense of all the elements, the second adhi. will turn out to be super-
fluous. But a litte reflection will how that even a collateral carollary can
be pressed into service to prove what is plausible, This plausibility is
confirmed by the fact of the waters being compounded of all the ele-
ments and their (waters’) proportionate prepond in the
indicated in the second adhi. The third adhi. cannot, therefore, be dis-
pensed with as superfluous. The fourth adhi. necessitates a fresh in-
quiry due to an adhikaseika that the assumption of the elements ac-
companying the Jiva is not sustainable as the reasons presupposed in
the third adhi. are inadmissible; for the evid of Sruti shows that
the Prinas merge in their sources (viz. fire, etc.) which shows they
cannot be accompanying the Jivas. This in its tumn upsets the pre-
sumption of the elements going with the Jivas. These objections are
suitably answered by the fourth adhi. The nature of adhikdsaikds in
the fifth and the sixth adkis also have been similarly explained and
shown to necessitate fresh adhkis in Raghu’s TPB.

Another objection has been anticipated by Vadirdja i his TPG.
The sixth adhi. furnishes explicit evidence that all the subtle elements
accompany the Jiva at death. Will this not suffice to sweep away
the multifarious objections raised in the previous adhis? Why then
should the Siitrakira not have played this trump card at the outset and
done away with the rest of the adhi.s? Because, he is not a dogmatist
—answers Vadirdja. The employment of reason plays an important
part in the Siitrakara’s hodology. Objecti and ter-objec-
tions have to be thrashed out in a meaningful discussion of any topic.
It is for this reason the Siitrakira has proceeded in a logical way to
arrive at his chosen positions in a manner that would convince ‘Yukti-
rasikas’ also. The present context is no exception. Here, the Sttra-
kara has first har d the opening and Tudi £ ts, re-
garding the elements’ accompanying the Jiva and elucidated it in the
first three adhis. Between them and the last adhi. he has interposed
two more adhis in which reasons derived from the Srutis are utilized

to support the Siddhinta®
AT AffTCETHATEr R E g fe A gFar ‘sfa g gat w0
Joﬁmﬁf‘m“; i ¥+ fadraReT ) T T A <
AT A wg hEwdard A syt faafietey 1d fede ) i T we
i i <% SRS (Vadirsja TPG. p. 122)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The question is raised in the STC also. It says the same subject
may be discussed in more than one adhi,, if the point at issue in each
one is distinet or when the discussion serves distinctive purposes. In
the present case, each successive adhi. strengthens the Siddhanta posi-
tion that it must be admitted that all the subtle elements accompany
the Jiva. The first adhi. is a prelude to all those following, emphasizing
the indispensability of S&dhanas as such. The second deals with the
fact of the Jivas being accompanied by all the elements. The third
supplies material evidence on the point. The fourth shows there is no
conflict of testimony on this point. The fifth draws attention to the
superjority of the Upsamharavikya in deciding the question3! The
STC adds further that even if one is reluctant to accept distinctiveness
of subject matter in these adhi.s, there is authority of precedent from
the Piirva Mimams3 to have different adhis on the same subject where
supervening doubts justify it:—

Such supervening doubts have been indicated then and there in res-
pect of these adhiss.

31. frra frrriremmRfaremg aftfewmd, 31 99 7 o, o ety
ameETTA, FAfeETar W T Tidd, 3 T T AIT e ¢ A v+
AT HAETLTLIA ...,f:a‘mh mﬁmwm

mmmwﬁww:mm {STC. iii. 1.6}
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CHAPTER XLV
PLACE AND ROLE OF KARMA AMONG SADHANAS DEFINED

7. Bhdktddhikarapam (iii.1.7)

This adhi. blishes the indisp bility of Vairdgya and other
Sadh for the at t of Moksa by showing that it is not with-
in the competence of Karma as such to be the direct means of attain-

ing Moksa.
The Parvapaksa is that Karma is directly the means of attaining
Moksa. This is clear from Srutis like “We have drunk Soma (in the

sacrifices) and have become immortal” (R.V. vii.48.3) “Inexhausti-
ble merit accrues to one who offers the Caturmisya sacrifice” (4.
$.S. viii.1.1). As Moksa is thus said to be attained thro’ such Karma,
without the aid of other Sadhanas like Vairdgya etc., the latter are not
indispensable and can be dispensed with. Where is the need for any-
one to climb a mountain to collect honey when the same can be had

from one’s own beehive at home?!

The Siddhanta shows the indispensability of Sadh as such by
elucidating how Srutis like Apama somam emytd abhiima quoted for
t with the indi bility of the

the Piirvapaksa can be made ist
Sadhanas recommended by the Sastra.

L Cr aey e ke fead ada wa
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The question is raised in the STC also. It says the same subject
may be discussed in more than one adhi, if the point at issue in each
one is distinet or when the discussion serves distinetive purposes. In
the present case, each successive adhi. strengthens the Siddhinta posi-
tion that it must be admitted that all the subtle elements accompany
the Jiva, The first adhi. is a prelude to all those following, emphasizing
the indispensability of Sadhanas as such. The second deals with the
fact of the Jivas being accompanied by all the elements. The third
supplies material evidence on the point. The fourth shows there is no
conflict of testimony on this point. The fifth draws attention to the
superiority of the Upsamharavakya in deciding the question3! The
STC adds further that even if one is reluctant to acecept distinctiveness
of subject matter in these adhi.s, there is authority of precedent from
the Piirva Mimamsa to have different adhi.s on the same subject where
supervening doubts justify it:—

Lo i ieeartiseiaauice o

Such supervening doubts have been indicated then and there in res-
pect of these adhi.s.
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CHAPTER XLV
PLACE AND ROLE OF KARMA AMONG SADHANAS DEFINED
7. Bhdktddhikararam (iii-1.7)

This adhi. establishes the indi bility of Vairigya and other

Sadhanas for the attainment of Mcksa by showing that it is not with-
in the competence of Karma as such to be the direct means of attain-

ing Moksa.

The Piirvapaksa is that Karma is directly the means of attaining
Moksa. This is clear from Srutis like “We have drunk Soma (in the
sacrifices) and have become immortal” (R.V. wii.48.3) “Inexhausti-
ble merit accrues to one who offers the Caturmasya sacrifice” (4.
S$.8S. viii.1.1). As Moksa is thus said to be attained thro' such Karma,
without the aid of other Sadhanas like Vairagya ete., the latter are not
indispensable and can be dispensed with. Where is the need for any-
one to climb a mountain to collect honey when the same can be had

from one’s own beehive at home?!

The Siddhéinta shows the indi bility of Sadhanas as such b;r
elucidating how Srutis like Apdma somam amytd abhima quoted for
with the indi bility of the

the Piirvapaksa can be made
Sidhanas recommended by the Sasira.
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

(i) If the Karma contemplated in Apdma somam and such other
texts is what is recognized as Sakdmakarma (or what is done with the
avowed object of securing transient personal benefits like heavenly
rewards) the immortality spoken of in the Srutis as attained by such
Karma will have to be understood in a metaphorical sense (gaunartha)
of lasting till the time of the periodical dissolution of the great ele-
ments:

This is because it is categorically affirmed in the Srutis that Moksa
cannot be attained by any means other than Aparoksajfidna:

A AT SEATE fqad

(ii) On the other hand, if these Karmas like Jyotistoma or even
bigger sacrifices like Asvamedha are performed as Niskdma-Karmas
without the desire for heavenly rewards and solely as worship of B3
there are two ways in which they can be reconciled with the indis-
pensability of Sadhanas like Vairigya, Bhakti, Upasana and Aparoksa.
(a) If such forms of Nigkiima Karma are those performed by Sadhakas
still on the path of inquiry (Jijfiisus), the immortality associated with
such (Nigkdma) Karmas will of course be the highest one. Neverthe-
less, it cannot be deemed to be directly attained by Karma as such ie.,
independently of the major Sidhanas like Vairdgya, Bhakti, Updsana
and Aparoksa. In this case, such karmas must be viewed as making
for the purification of the mind of the seeker and aiding Jfi@na by sel-
ting him on the road to Vairigya. Equipped with such assets, he will
go thro' Jijidsa (Sravana, manana, etc.) attain Aparoksa and achieve
Moksa, thro' successive stages* 'This is clear from the latter half of
the mantra: “We have seen the light of B. and known the gods in
their gradational relation to B (RV. viii.48.3)

(b) If the (Niskima)-karma in question is that of Aparokga-
Jianis, it is to be taken that it contributes to the welling up of spiri-
tual bliss in the state of Moksa attained by Aparcksajiina (and other
Sidhanas) without making Moksa itself attained directly by such
Nigkimakarma3

s ]nu.» prsubility of performung all such Kiamyakarmas mentioned in the drutis
bny al‘ip{:xhcj y&uz;.c:f :;)me true intention of Srtus has been ably expounded
4 ST faamprraams vk P, mnpR pRnrrIET ) foma, e wdmr @ gy wafy

¥Rl e ere frn arn o, ma s, s ofs sTonE (TP i, 1.7).

Sce alip WVIRFHWAT ¥ ATAT w41 (3. GByp)
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Raghiittama in his TPB raises an interesting query here. If Nis-
kama-Karma makes for welling up of the joy of selfhood in Moksa, it
follows that it is the means of attaining Moksa. For Moksa is but the
experience of the welling up of the bliss of selfhood. We have no evi-
dence of there being any other state of Moksa than this which is not
brought about by such Karma and is accomplished only thro' Jiina.
How then is the commentator Jayatirtha justified in saying:

Fafy 7 §a Hens ?

The same point is raised by the STC also in somewhat different
terms. Moksa is a state of experience of the pure joy of selfhood
qualified by complete cessation of the misery of bondage. If then,
Niskima-Karma should be the cause of welling up of this joy, it will be
equivalent to saying that it is tent to make ifest the sul
tival aspect (viSesyamsa): Moksa. How then can we say that Niskdma-
Karma is not competent to accomplish Moksa??

The STC solves the difficulty by showing how J. himself has seen
the point and cleared the difficulty in summing up his position: Sar-
vothd na karmand samsdranivrttih which freely recognizes that Niskima
Karma enriches the welling up of the joy of selfhood in Moksa, while
the termnation of bond ( Granivrtti) is brought about by
Atmajiizna or Brahmaparoksa and not by Niskamakarma as such, how-
ever estimable it may be.?

J. shows how the three distinctive explanations given by him are
implicit in the three different Sruti texts cited by the Bbagyakara:—

(i) “The Supreme Being, if not known, does not protect him or
make him who is ignorant enjoy® his bliss of selfhood—even as the
Srutis not duly studied under a teacher or duties not properly per-
formed do not.” (R.V.=x.71.6) “Whatever great or meritorious deeds

6. T, Afe AT ARG, Aig ANFIHT TR qET diwEr | saieTe
G i T ‘T 9, T & A ofq FapEieT O

(op. cit).

The reading in the printed edn. of TPB N s incorrect for WY
in 3s text. .

Tty fg et frrem AfT

7.7
zﬁéf«-& a7 § e Th SRl SRR (STC. i 17}

8 ‘adwr v oo e’ T T GETdRfT. TEar e s o ) gk
wEIhERIRT A fafaa sy TEa el fTy (Op.at)
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A Wiy (BD)

381



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

the ignorant one performs they perish in the end. Whoever meditates
on B. as the abode of light, his works do not perish. By the grace of
the Supreme, his works fulfil for him all his desires.” (Brk. Up. i.415).

(ii) “The imbiber of Soma becomes immortal for as long as Indra
or Manu or Siirya lasts” ( ).

(iii) “By works he extends his knowledge by knowledge he be-
comes immortal. So works are undying; for they lead to immortality.”
( ).

Of these, the first one supports the position that immortality in
the full primary sense is attained only by those who have attained
Aparoksa of B. The second supports the position that the immorta-
lity associated with Kamyakarmas, in some Srutis, is to be understood
in a partial (metaphorical) sense of the word. The third text is evid-
ence of the Niskimakarma of Jijfiisus leading them to Moksa succes-
sively thro' the pathway of Sadhanas. Admitting Nigkdma Karma as
a successive (parampara) sadhana does not affect the position of Aparok-
sajfizna as the direct means of Moksa.)® Nor does it go against the in-
tentions of the Gitd verse (iii.20):

s f afafemifigar sae=an

The purport of the verse is this that Karma is not entirely banished
but remains closely associated with a life of Jfana in the case of emi-
nent Jainins like Janaka and others

We have, thus, in M.'s interpretation of this adhi. a clear lead
defining the place and the role of Kimya and Niskima Karmas, in
the general set-up of MAoksasidhanas, vis-a-vis Aparoksajfina. The
struggle between the socalled Karma and Jfiina mirgas is familiar
enough to students of Vedinta literature. It has bafled many a system-
builder. ML's solution imparts a new dimension to Niskdmakarma as
Jidnottarakarma for the first time in Veddntic philosophy and shows
the rich dividend it pays the Aparoksa Jiinin thro’ welling up of the
joy of selfhood in Moksa.

This is a unique conception which has not been so well or so fully
articulated, by any other interpreter of India’s religious and philo-
sophical tradition. Even the socalled Jainakarmasamuccayavida of

10 VAT MTESTECONR (STC, b 1.7)

11w g alaiymieen T vy €T froveity W asmrea.
AT 1wl et 37 CrETTIEIIE sy ey wwr X oW
O (STC. [d) Cf. ‘¥RW ag—wE g8 0 (6B i 2

382



PLACE AND ROLE OF KARMA AMONG SADHANAS DEFINED

some schools does not measure up to Jiianottarakarmavida and has not
realized its possibilities. ‘The far-raching effect of Niskdmakarma after
Aparcksajfiina stands clearly articulated by M. even in his earliest
work the G.B. iii.50. The expression “JAanottarakarma” occurs for
the first time in J’s c¢. on M.’s GB: (iii.50): Al fragadoy
T AT qFAY sl @eigd ATEORt | 9w § Aot
a9 qa TR

The thoughtful way in which M. has constituted this Sitra into a
separate adhi. to discuss the place and role of Karma in its varied as-
pects in the general scheme of Moksa Sddhanas deserves handsome
appreciation as against the routine way in which it has been tagged on
by others 1o the previous Siitras to dispose of a casual objection which
has not much substance in it.

Serkara’s and Ramdnuje’s Interpret

S. and R. treat Sttras 1-7 as one adhi. According to S. the dis-
cussion in the first five Stitras covers the elements and the Jivas while
in the last two it is confined to the Jivas. Such a distinction is not
supported by the wording of the Siddhinta Sttra viz. “he goes out en-
veloped by the subtle elements” (Samparisvakto ramhati) which shows
the discussion is throughout about the Jivas going out enveloped by the
elements. .

The Piirvapaksa according to S. is that the subtle elements do not
go with the self as in the description of the first oblation there is 1o
mention of the waters but only of $raddhd and it is only in the fifth
oblation that reference is made to the waters, The Siddhanta is that it
is clear from the question and the manner of the answer that the ele-
ments go with the self.

However, in so far as the concluding statement “the waters take
the shape of man” presupposes the association of the waters with the
self right thro' all the oblations, the Pirvapaksa can hardly ariset?
The Siddhanta too is open to question as the going out of the Jivas with
the elements is still left in doubt here, according to S. In the circum-
stances, it will be difficult to conceive of insentient elements going of
their own accord to assume a new shape as man. Even granting the
movement of the Jivas, it would be of no use unless their envelopment

m iy FeERREaAEdRE e < Agefa TR

ST, TR TAAfedd gEeeEE (STC. . 1.7)
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the ignorant one performs they perish in the end. Whoever meditates
on B. as the abode of light, his works do not perish. By the grace of
the Supreme, his works fulfil for him all his desires.” (Brh. Up. i.4.15).

(ii) “The imbiber of Soma becomes immortal for as long as Indra
or Manu or Siirya lasts” ( ).

(iii) “By works he extends his knowledge by knowledge he be-
comes immortal. So works are undying; for they lead to immortality.”
( ).

Of these, the first one supports the position that immortality in
the full primary sense is attained only by those who have attained
Aparcksa of B. The second supports the position that the jmmorta-
lity associated with Kamyakarmas, in some Srutis, is to be understood
in a partial (metaphorical) sense of the word. The third text is evid-
ence of the Niskimakarma of Jijfiasus leading them to Moksa succes-
sively thro’ the pathway of Sadhanas. Admitting Niskima Karma as
a successive {parampara) sidhana does not affect the position of Aparok-
sajfidna as the direct means of Moksa.’® Nor does it go against the in-
tentions of the Gita verse (1ii.20):

wus fy @fafamfaaT ara=g:

The purport of the verse is this that Karma is not entirely banished
but remains closely associated with a life of Jiiina in the case of emi-
nent Jidnins like Janaka and others.!

We have, thus, in M.’s interpretation of this adhi. a clear lead
defining the place and the role of Kimya and Niskima Karmas, in
the general set-up of Moksasidhanas, vis-g-vis Aparoksajfiina. The
struggle between the socalled Karma and Jfizna mairgas is familiar
enough to students of Vedinta literature. It has baffled many a system-
builder. M.s solution imparts ¢ new dimension to Niskamakarma as
Jianotigrakarma for the first time in Veddntic philosophy and shows
the rich dividend it pays the Aparoksa Jiianin thro' welling up of the
joy of selfhood in Moksa.

This is a unique conception which has not been so well or so fully
articulated, by any other interpreter of India’s religious and philo-

sophical tmdmon. Even the socalled Jianaka vavida of

mmmﬁmmw (STC. iii. 1.7)
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some schools does not measure up to Jhanottarakarmavida and has not
realized its possibilities. The far-raching effect of Nigkdmakarma after
Aparcksajiiana stands clearly articulated by M. even in his earliest
work the G.B. iii.50. The expression “Jiinottarakarma” occurs for
the first time in J.’s c. on M.’s GB: (iii.50): ArrawfEtT fTasmor
SEFA: TRV qFE ammAiarelt wevgd st | ad T arawss
qa aq smrvrrzrjanfw t

The thoughtful way in which M. has constituted this Sitra into a
separate adhi. to discuss the place and role of Karma in its varied as-
pects in the general scheme of Moksa Sadhanas deserves handsome
appreciation as against the routine way in which it has been tagged on
by others to the previous Siitras to dispose of a casual objection which
has not much substance in it.

Sarkara’s and Rémanuja’s Interpretation.

S. and R, treat Sitras 1-7 as one adhi. According to S. the dis-
cussion in the first five Siitras covers the elements and the Jivas while
in the last two it is confined to the Jivas. Such a distinction is not
supported by the wording of the Siddhinta Siitra viz. “he goes out en-
veloped by the subtle elements” (Samparisvekto ramhati) which shows
the discussion is throughout about the Jivas going out enveloped by the
elements. .

The Piirvapaksa according to S. is that the subtle elements do not
go with the self as in the description of the first oblation there is no
mention of the waters but only of Sraddha and it is only in the fifth
oblation that reference is made to the waters. The Siddhanta is that it
is clear from the question and ihe manper of the answer that the ele-
ments go with the self.

However, in so far as the concluding statement “the waters take
the shape of man” presupposes the association of the waters with the
self right thro’ all the oblations, the Piirvapaksa can hardly arise.?
The Siddhinta too is open to question as the going out of the Jivas with
the elements is still left in doubt here, accordmg to S. In the circum-
stances, it will be difficult to of i ! ts going of
their own accord to assume a new shape as man. Even granting the
movement of the Jivas, it would be of no use unless their envelopment

|2, 0% T T GEANEl AARif Wi 1 AR SR
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(parisvaiiga) by the subtle elements is accepted.® If that is done, the
adhikarana-pirvapaksa will have to be drastically altered and pitched in
a different key that as death marks the severance of the envelopment
of Jivas by the elements, there is no need for Vairigya and ather
Sadhanas, for the attainment of Moksa.

S.s Piirvapaksa in the second Siitra questions the propriety of the
position taken in the first Siitra that all the subtle elements accompany
the Jiva enveloping him. The Pirvapaksa is refuted by showing that
when it is stated that the waters produce ‘“man”, it means the waters
in conjunction with the other elements do so, by reason of their being
trivrtkrta and because the physical body of man cannot be formed out
of waters alone. But then, as the opening Siitra does not contain any
express reference to all the elements, it does not seem proper to treat
the second Siitra as a guna-siitra challenging something not specifically
stated in the preceding SGtra. This Siitra and the others following it
can more fitlingly be copstrued as challenging the need for Vairagya,
one after the other, and as such treated as a separate adhis based on
fresh adhikd$aikis.

S’s explanation that the waters have been prominently mentioned
in the context of the fifth oblation because the Karmas (sacrifices, ete.)
which are the efficient causes of the new body consist of offerings of
liquid substances like Soma, butter, milk, etc. is rather farfetched. As
solid substances also like rice, purodada, caru and meat are part of the
offerings, one may expect the Sruti to have used the expression
Prthivi instead. Tho' the liquid element may preponderate in the seed
of the body, the body as such being Parthiva cannot be deemed to he
having a preponderance of water content.® There are no such diff.
culties in the explanation given by M. (See under ji.4.23).!5

In the third Sitra S. has argued that as the Prinas cannot move
or remain without a base, we may infer that water mixed with the
other elements goes from the old body to the new one. But then, the
outgoing Jiva himself can provide the base for the Pranas. If a base
other than the Jiva is needed, the subtle elements themselves can pro-

13, FreT=Ea: | sarT W irT 1 ARy ]
4t A, of eI AR ¢ gE 3 TAf 3 .—“ag‘w-
TS RS 9 E TR TEETET O (STC, i 1,7)

1 4. 2T MARTAST ST e eI (STC. L 1.7)
15 Cf.o¢ Slewltriumt a3 03 36 a8 oy, W O s wfa e @y
et winda® wmmgen o7 arasE gfedt oo (Vadiraja TPG. bi. 4.23 p. 118).
Sece P.

i34
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vide it without introducing the Pranas into the picture just for this
purpose and nothing more.16

According to S. the fourth Sitra shows that the Sruti which refers
to the organs (pninas) merging in fire etc., does not affect the posi-
tion that they serve as the base for the elements to go with the self.
Their socalled merger will have to be construed in a secondary sense
—as will be clear from further references in the same Sruti as to how
the hairs of the body and the head enter the trees and the shrubs
which cannot obviously be taken in its literal sense. Metaphorically
interpreted, the merger of Pranas in Agni, etc., would mean no more
than that their presiding deities cease to be of any further use to these
senses, even as things burnt out in a fire can be of no further nsel?

This overlooks the fact that there is nothing incredible in the
subtle forms of Prnas or of hairs ete., being drawn back to their pre-
siding deities as stated in the Sruti. Otherwise, it will be equally diffi-
cult to see how the subtle elements burnt out along with the physical
body at death can at all go with the self as required by the Sruti and
the Siitra.®® The only way in which hoth the statements in the Sruti
and Sitras that the Prianas get back into Agni etc, and that they
follow the Jivas enveloping them can be reconciled without denying
the truth of either is by accepting M.’s solution that the Pranas and the
elements are surrendered only in part (bhaktam) into their deities®

Under Siitra 5, S. rejects his Purvapaksa contention that there is
no reference to the waters accompanying the Jiva in the initial stage
(of the first oblation) on the ground that the term Sraddhd which is
used there is competent to denote “waters” on the basis of Vedic
usage :Sraddhd va dpah (Taitt. S. i.6.7.1) and/or metaphorically on
account of resemblance to Sraddha in respect of its thinness and sub-
tlely while acting as the seed of the body. He also points out that it
is only in this way that the initial, middle and concluding parts of the
d and the tical unity of the whole pre-

can be I
served:

gfit et toka wHaf  (S. BSB.ii.1.5)
lﬁ'matis___\:;mu used the introduction of Pranas for a different purpose.
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19. See under M, BSB. iii. 1.4,
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This appeal to the trend of the Upasarihdra (concluding part) in
deciding the guestion, while it is in harmony with M/s line of thought
(See DL BSB. iii.1.5), is not in tune with the principle of Upakrama-
pnibalya to which S. and his school are wedded.®

Coming to the sixth Sitra, S.’s Piirvapaksa is that there is no
specific evidence that the Jiva is being actually enveloped by the
subtle elements at the time of the fifth oblation; for we hear there of
only water passing thro’ the forms of Sraddba attaining the shape of
man. This objection is refuted by citing the authority of the subse-
quent passage beginning with “Those who, living in a village, practise
sacriﬁca, other works and alms they attain the ‘smoke’” (Chan. Up.
+v.10.3) and ending with their going up to the worlds of the fathers,
Akasa and the moon. (Chan. Up. v.10.4).

_ 'The right place for bringing up such an objection as the above that
there is no mention of the Jiva as such in the context of the fifth obla-
tion would'be immediately after it has been established in the first
Stitre that the “Jivatman goes enveloped” (by the subtle elements) and
not in the sixth Siatre2!

WrdT FRATasagEd: aaiceRn Gt

" . Apart from this misfit, the objection of the Piirvapaksa is itself un-
tenable for another reason. In the section on Prana-Vidya (Chan. Up.
v.2.8) immediately preceding the Paficagnividya (v.4.10), it has been
stated that “if during the rites performed for the fulfilment of certain
‘ishes, the performer perceives a woman in a dream, there is fulfil-
ment .of desires in such a vision™ (Chan. Up. v.2.8). This clearly
shows the Jivatman in the light of a sentient person. As it is the same
sentient being that figures as the subject of the query in Chan. Up.
v.3.3, the term Apah found in that context has necessarily to be con-
strued as conveying, thro’ Laksand, the Jivitman enveloped by the
waters™ The only point left to be clarified is whether this Jivitman
goes enveloped only by the waters or by the other subtle elements
also. A doubt on this point is bound fo persist as long as no express
Sruti text affirming that the Jiva goes enveloped by all the elements
20, ITREICIRRALTAT TITTITE WA AITIHAISATAAT =7 TEg
21. "Fifeaw @ TREtETE W X v
22 STEIFTRATAE: | T g aTiEe e v vt fem weifvasty ,},m
AT AT T S (AT 39T TR 49 4R T S sy S auaar
337 o B 1 T, ahE It sefy, et ey (STC. ibid)
1t ts for this reason that AL renders pratiteh by the words: S&ea: @gd which
suggests the inadequacy of secking 10 establish the point thro” ar&;ulputti or
other means.
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from the first to the last oblation has been cited. Such.a text has
been cited by M. but not by S. R. and others including Baladeva under
Sitra 6, in ing on the expression ‘pratitel’.

The passage relied upon by them for this purpose from Chéin. Up.
(v.10, 3-4) fails to give satisfaction, as the idea has to be eked out thro’
Arthapatti and other means which cannot be expected to have a smooth
sailing in all cases. S. and others rely on the parallelism between the
accounts in Chan. Up. v.4.2 and v.10, 34 where the performers of
sacrifices and rites are mentioned as going up to smoke, night, year,
the world of fathers ete. before coming down. This is obviously a
roundabout way of establishing the thesis. The argument hased on this
context may be looked upon as being in the nature of an Arthapatti or
an appeal to Samakhya or as an Upesarmmhéra (pramépa). But none of
them can be of substantial value., If we can conclude by Arthipatti from
the subsequent context that it is the Jivitman that is implicated in the
apening question (and not mere waters) as going cut enveloped by the
other elements, it can also be presumed on the same ground that in
the statement of the reply also it is the Jiviiman who emerges in the
shape of man enveloped by all the elements, in the fifth oblation2
There will then be no need for a special Siitra to convey this point, If
the argument supplied by the parallel context is in the nature of a
Samakhya, it will be of inferior status to the evidence of an express
statement (Sruti) which in this case refers only to the waters as attain-
ing the shape of man and cannot, therefore, override it Strictly
speaking, the subsequent context from Chan. Up. v.10 cannot structu-
rally be deemed to be the logical upasarihire of the topic of Paficigni-
vidya; for the latter is formally concluded in v.9, 1-2, with the answers to
the questions regarding the five oblations (Cf. zfir g* *). The subse-
quent context of v.10 is taken up with a different topic—the path of
the gods and the fathers. The text: Te dhamam abhisambhavanti * *
(v.10.3) cited by 8. and others pertains to that new topic of the tenth
section. It cannot, therefore, be legitmately r ded as the
héra of Paficagnividya?s Even conceding the point to S., there is no
commitment in these texts such as “they pass into the smoke, from
smoke to night” etc., that the Jivas go enveloped by all the elements
—such as we find in the other text cited by M.:%

22 o O R 1 e T eSS ST, v ?
| FATERST qEEUT.  (STC. p. 62)
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zsmnwﬁaﬁmmm'wmmmﬁm“
s frg " ST S AR R e i
ugrza'mmﬁ (STC, ii. 1.7)
26 ‘sﬁﬂ.w..,ﬁmmmmm: {ibid)

387



JIVAS NOT COMPLETELY ISOLATED FROM ELEMENTS AT DEATH

while being eaten up and, therefre, could not enjoy the fruits of their
own deeds. This objection is covered by the ruling given in BS. iii.1.24.

Having regard to the establishment of the eternality and imperish-
ability of the Jivas in Adhy. I Pada 3, it would be more pertinent
to let this Sitra present an objection against the need for Sidhanas as
such, rather than that the Istadikarins will not be able to enjoy the
fruits of their deeds. The former objection based on the contention
that as death achieves the complete isolation of the Jiva from the en-
velopment of the elements and thereby the end of Samsira, there is
no further need for the practice of 8adhanas to attain Moksa, will be
pertinent to the theme of the Pada. The question of affecting the pos-
sibility of the Jiva's enjoyment of the fruits of his good deeds raised
by S. and others is not only casual but still far away from the area
of the present discourse and is further repugnant to the theme of Vai-
rdgya. S. and others admit that this Pada seeks to foster a spirit of
dispassion for the world by taking the Jijfidsu thro’ the up and down
movements of souls along different planes, so graphically depicted in
the allegory of Paficagnividya.
This commits them to the position that the Siddhinta and the
Piirvapaksa in each of the adhi.s of this Pida should hinge on the in-
disp bility and disp bility of all Sadh in general and of Vai-
rigya in particular. The upshot of their Piirvapaksa in the present
adhi. that there is no proof of envelopment of the Jiva by the subtle
elements when he departs from the body will have no adverse bear-
ing on the need for Vairdgya, unless it is pressed to its logical end that
as Moksa is the separation of the Jiva from the envelopment of the
subtle elements and as such a separation arises naturally at death,

\ there is no further necessity in life for practising any of the Sadhanas
for the attainment of release.

As Vairdgya is the theme of this Pada, it is the duty of commen-
tators to highlight it by framing appropriate Pirvapaksas and Sid-
dhiantas in the various adhi.s calculated to bring out this indispensabi-
lity of Sadh The Pirvapak lected by M. under each of these
seven adhi. Sitras (and others following) fulfil this expectation and
satisfy this requirement much more thoroughly and consistently than
the ones pursued by the other commentators. This should open our
eyes to the preferability of M.s interpretation to theirs. The exhorta-
tion to Vairigya in the subsequent adhis also by dwelling on the
punishments in hell, the entry of souls into plants and their passing
from the father to the mother are not at all consistent with any in-
tention on the Sitrakara’s part to deny the reality of the world, which
is what S. is trying to attribute to the Sutrakara, after all is said and

done.
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CHAPTER XLVI
JIVAS RETURN WITH RESIDUAL KARMA
8. Krtatysy3dhikaranam (3i.1.8)

This adhi. meets a fresh objection to the indispensability of
Sadhanas. It may be that the Jivas go enveloped by the elements at
death. But it may be argued that as bondage is due to the hold of
Karma, release can be had directly after the complete liquidation of
Karma thro' the enjoyment of their fruits in the heavenly world, as
set forth in the scriptures. As the heavenly world is meant only for
enjoyment of dividends of Karma and is not a place where one builds
up any fresh stock of Karma, it follows that once all Karmas have
been liquidated thro' enjoyment of their fruits in Svarga, exit from
there will be synonymous with Moksa. The need for Sadhanas is thus
automatically ruled out!

This objection is set aside in this adhi. by showing that after en-
joying the fruits of his good works performed here, in the heavenly
world, the Jiva returns to this world with a lingering residue of Karmas
and not with a clean slate as it were® The liquidation by enjoyment
of fruits of Karma in heaven does not and cannot exterd to the en-
tirety of good karmas, but only to exhaustion by enjoyment of
the merits of such items of good deeds as have carned the reward
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JIVAS RETURN WITH RESIDUAL KARMA

of going to heaven. This leaves other meritorious Karma untouched.?
For example, the Smrtis speak of some persons attaining the world of
Brahmi thro' acquisition of special merit of certain exalted deeds, If
enjoyment of fruits of Karma in Svarga should wipe out even the
merits of such exceptionally meritorious deeds, the validity of the
Smrtis which promise sojourn in Brahmaloka as reward for certain
kinds of meritorious deeds will be impugned.* The principle can be ex-
tended to good deeds performed by the ignorant and the well-inform.
ed, competent to yield rewards which have to be enjoyed for shorter or
longer periods and are also qualitatively different. There is reason to
believe the Jiva brings down with him some residue of karma and
their fruits, after enjoying the rewards of the greater part of them in
heaven. Otherwise, one camnot explain observed facts such as that
some people now suffer excessive hardship in life and some others are
born luckier than others and enjoy more than their legitimate or fair
share of happiness and of the good things of life; or that some persons
are born with extraordinary mental agility while others are congeni-
tally dull and that among persons engaged in the same kind of work
and expending the same effort, some show a quicker grasp of things
with comparatively less amount of practice while others take a longer
time or never learn in spite of repeated efforts. There are differences
also among children of the same parents brought up under the same
conditions and these cannot be accounted for exclusively by heredity.
The hypothesis of residual karmas and their merits with which persons
come into this world is strongly indicated by such facts’

Apart from the question of residue of good karmas, there is the
other question of bad deeds and their fruits to be accounted for, It
cannot be supposed that the liquidation of the fruits of good karma
thro' enjoyment in heaven includes the lhquidation of fruits of bad
deeds also at the same time! Such a supposition would invalidate the
authority of Smrtis which says that evil doers have to suffer punish-
ment in hells This also goes fo establish that the ion of resi-
dual karma, while returning from Svarga after enjoyment of the fruits

3 TEIAT T OYUE A G EATer faraEr,  (STC. ik 1.8)
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Vadiraja explams the significance of the term ‘gnufaye’ in the Sutra:
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

of good deeds, is a very necessary one. As karmas are not partless
wholes (niravayava), there is no difficulty in holding that residual ele-
ments of karma are carried by the Jiva during his transmigration and
return from heavenly sojourn after enjoying there the fruits of some
of his good deeds.

After coming back to this Karmabhiimi, Jivas naturally raise fresh

stocks of Karma in their new lives whose fruits they similarly go up
to enjoy. Wiping out the entire stock of Karma-—despite slight perio-
dical depreciation thro’ enjoyment of their fruits in Svarga, is not pos-
sible; for every time the Jiva returns to this world (Karmabhiimi),
there is bound to be a fresh addition to the balance. A Smrti source
quoted by M. says—even at the lowest estimation a man’s Karmas in
one life, counted from his fourteenth year, is productive of not less than
ten future births? Thro' each subsequent birth, this stock of his
Karma and their effects in terms of good or bad, goes in increasing, at
this rate of erithmetical progression. There is little hope then of liqui-
dating this ever-increasing balance of Karma thro’ its exhaustion by en-
joyment in heaven or working out their consequences thro’ more lives®
For the more the number of lives, the remoter grow the chances of
release. This brings home the need for Vairigya, JfHana and other
Sidhanas? 1

7.'® TrEwA aoH =it SRR g
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CHAPTER XLVII
THE RETURNING ROUTE
9. Yathetddhikarapam (iii.1.9)

This adhi. discusses the question whether the returning Jiva takes
the same route by which he went to the heavenly world to enjoy the
fruits of his good deeds or by a different one. The Piirvapaksa is that
left to himself he is more likely to prefer the familiar route instead of
taking the needless trouble of exploring a new one. As the return is
governed by the residual Karma, there is every likelihood of its being
made in the same way as the onward journey. There is no need to
assume any external agency interfering with this to change the course.
As the return from Svarga will not thus involve any pain or trouble,
the Jiva is not likely to feel called upon to cultivate a feeling of Vai-
rigya towards heavenly pleasures. This will preclude the need for
Vairagya and other Sidhanas for the attainment of Moksa.!

The Siddhanta is: Yathetam enevam ca: The return is made by
the same route upto a certain stage? and then by a different one, as
stated in the Sruti: “From smoke he goes to the cloud from there to
Akasa, thence to the moon and returns upto Akisa as he went. From
there he travels to Vayu and having been in Viyu, he becomes smoke,?
then cloud, then Megha, and then pours down thro' rain” (Kdasdyana

Sruti).
1 affaqFam ¥ 1 f qrdvifa v ot
(Ragh. TPB. iii. 1.9)
2. Ragh. shows how this meaning 15 got by introducing the parhcle ‘@ between
yatha and ttam—the & carrying the sense of “to some extent”.

Cf, Swad " gfy wite R dedearst avegy (THL . 1 adh, 9)

. Becoming smoke, or cloud does not mean that the returmng Jiva actually
transforms into smoke or attams the status of the deity of smoke or clouds
but sumply that he enters into the bodies of the deities of smoke, etc., moving

when they move and tarrying when they tarry.  (BD. iii. 1.9}

393

[



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The point of the Siddhanta is that the Jiva is not a free agent in
coming down. Hence, his remembering the route by which he had
gone is of no avail. As the return is fraught with much trouble and
pain, he will naturally be well-advised to cultivate dispassion even for
such temporary sojourns in heaven and take seriously to the Sidhanas
for attnmmg permanent happiness in release.

4 mmfm‘mqm i fawm vl e (7P, i 1.9)
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CHAPTER XLVII
OUTGOING AND INCOMING ARE DUE TO EFFECT OF KARMA
10. Carepidhikerapem (ifi.1.10-12)

This adhi, establishes that the ing and the i of Jivas
from and to Samsdra are due to the effects of Karma, with a view to
bringing home to us the indispensability of Vairgya and other Sadha-
nas for the attainment of Moksa. If the miseries associated with these
outgoings and incomings are not the outcome of Karma, one will not
be disposed to cultivate dispassion towards Kimyakarmas. Hence, the
need to show how the continuous round of outgoings and incomings of
Jivas from this world to the other and back again are due to Kiamya-
karmas like sacrifices and the need to enjoy their fruits in part and
having to come back here with their residue to take fresh birth.

Piirvapakse.

The Piirvapaksa maintains that such comings and goings are not
the result of Kamyakarmas but of good and bad conduct. For the
Sruti says: Of them who perform Kamyakarmas, those whose con-
duct has been good are born among good classes of beings and those
whose conduct has heen reprehensible are born among detestable
groups. (Chin. Up. v.10.7). It follows from this that such comings
and goings are only the cc of one’s duct (carapam) and
are not to be laid at the door of karmas. For the $rutis distinguish
between conduct and karmas as such by defining conduct as that
which being observed as part of the main act contributes to its piety
or defilement! The Piirvapaksa repudiates the suggestion that as the

1. wraTe 3T AN SRR whea:
Ercaaeisite sl

f gwa €1 (M. BSB. is. 1.10)
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THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

other $ruti beginning with the words “Those who in the village prac-
tise a life of sacrifices, good works and alms pass into smoke” and end-
ing with “Having stayed there till as long as there is a residue of good
yvrorks, they return by the same route” (Chan. Up. v.10.3-5), express-
ly attributes the goings and comings to the fruits of sacrifices and
other works, they cannot be attributed to the nature of one’s conduct.
It argues that even in this case, the intention of the Sruti is that the
comings and goings are determined only by conduct. The objection
that we do not find the expression “conduct” used in this context is
not well-founded. The preposition “upa” in “updsate” used in this
context which means “near” signifies conduct which is close to works.
The impression created by the text that comings and goings of Jivas
are due to the effects of Karma is a distored one caused by the works
and conduct being mentioned close together while referring to the as-
cent to and the descent from Svarga?

We have, therefore, to separate the two and make the comings
and goings dependent on conduct—Jest the Srutis pertaining to the
efficacy of conduct in leading to good or to detestable births should lose
their validity, as they will have no other scope’ Since comings and
goings of Jivas will have thus to be due to conduct alone, it is open
to us to assume further that as Karmas prescribed in the Srutis cannot
be rejected out of hand as fruitless, they have to be regarded as lead-
ing to Mcksa. One cannot, in the circumstances, be expected to prac-
tise Vairigya or dispassion towards Karmas as the means of achieving
Moksa.*

Siddhdnta

The Siddhinta is that it cannot be held that the comings and goings
are not the result of Karmas; for the Sruti Nényah panthd eyandya
vidyate shows that Moksa, which is exempt from such comings and go-
ings, cannot be achieved by Karma. There is also clear evidence in
afund. Up. (i.2.10) and Gitd (ix.20-21) that comings and goings are
bound up with Karmas. This is not contradicted in any way by the
$rutl quoted for the Purvapaksa that those whose conduct has been
good sccure birth in a good environment. For the expression Ramaniya-
carandh can by ‘Ajahallaksapi’ be construed in the sense of 'per-
formers of good works (charactenzed by devotion, picty and other vir-

243 TR eSTRTORY mETy A1 eerIrE o aYaen edrmEe apfefaiz
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OUTGOING AND INCOMING ARE DUE 'O EFFECT OF KARMA

tues). This view is ascribed by the Sdtrakara to KirmajiniS The
purpose behind this Laksand is to show that only such Karmas as are
carried out with a due sense of dofira can be regarded as properly per-
formed$S The Sitrakara's own view which he shares with Badari is
that in view of established usages like Dharmam carata in the sense of
‘Dharmam kuruta’ it can be held that ‘caranam’ stands directly (i.e.,
without recourse to Laksani) for Karmas performed with due sense of
dcara’ In other words, ‘carana’ denctes Karma as qualified by conduet
(vifista) while ‘Karma’ denotes the act as such (visesya) and there is no
opposition between the two?
Sasnkara’s and Ramanuje’s Interpretation

S., R., Bhiskara and others take Sfitras 8-11 as a single adhi, read-
ing ‘Yathetam anevam ca’ as part of Siitra 8 instead of as a separate
Sitra (and adhi) like M. and, following him, Baladeva® Looking,
h , to the self-contained and plet dication of a distinet
idea in Yathetam anevam ca it seems proper fo treat it as a different
Siitra rather than tag it on to drstasrutibhydm by way of a tame as-
sertion.’® It is capable of standing by itself as a separate adhi. com-
bating an objection to the need for Vairagya and other Sidhanas and
should not have been deprived of this opportunity.

Pirvapakse

According to S. and R. the doubt arises here in regard to Chdn.
Up. v.10.5, “Having dwelt there as long as there is residue of good
works, they return again by that course by which they came”—whe-
ther the Istadikirins descend to this world after having enjoyed and
exhausted all their Karmas (of the previous life) or with some part of
those Karmas whose fruits have not been enjoyed.!! The Pirvapaksa
is that they return after having exhausted by enjoyment all their stock
of Karmas.!* Support for this view is claimed from Brh. Up. iv.4.6,
The Pirvapaksa also contends that death has the power of manifesting

5. TE I T Gy it wd ¥fa W
(TP. iii. 1.10)
6. TCORIEER FRT FRGAT AT o7 O B : EsuaEtig
{STC)
7. TP. i, 1, 12) TAERIPIET ATOURTH T 7 T GIAGATAT (STC. i, 1.12)
8. @ Ty § . 2 fi Fwafafa fram
(STC. ibid)

9. Who, however, does not regard it as a fresh adhs,
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TUE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

the entirey of Karmas which has not yet borne its fruits* by making
it ready to yield its fruits* Such a manifestation is not possible be-
fore death as then it is obstructed by those Karmas whose fruits have
already begun. Such exhaustion of Karmas will not render the descent
unaccountable. The descent can be ascribed to the effects of the
Karmas of the sons, fathers or wives of the departed Jivas.!®

arEdfaansTsa gIPAITAUTa: |
Y gabmEiREdEsasTa |
Siddhdnta

The Siddhanta is that the $ruti that the Istadikdrin exhausts “what-
ever Karmas he has performed here” (Brh. Up. iv.4.6) is to be con-
strued in a restricted sense that all such Karmas as have been per-
formed with a view to obtaining heavenly rewards are exhausted by
enjoyment there.l? This leaves out the other Karmas whose fruits are
to be enjoyed (or suffered) in this world after being reborn. Such
a restriction of meaning has naturally to be applied so as to be in con-
formity with the concluding part of the statement in the $ruti which
refers to those whose conduct in the world has been good securing a
good birth in the next life and others whose conduct has been objec-
tionable securing a detestable birth.'* (Chdn. Up. v.10.7). The ex-
pressions good conduct and bad conduct must naturally refer to the
conduct of the Istadikarins themselves—and not to those of their wives
or sons or other relatives. Where a direct impact on one’s future life
is possible thro’ one’s own good or bad econduct of the previous life, it

is not proper to rely on indirect impact of the conduct of others to
account for one's future.’®

Criticism
Tho’ a Pirvapaksa involving complete exhaustion of the entirety
of Karmas performed with a view to attaining heavenly rewards may
13 43 ¥ IEIRATGUETR NI (S, BSB. iii. 1.8)
14 wrrmhepiey fewfer (Bhamati)
V8. NCTITOIT T SPRGAEEATT: (S, BSB. iii, 1 8)
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OUTGOING AND INCOMING ARE DUE TO EFFECT OF KARMA

pass muster, the same cannot be said of one which goes beyond it to
claim the exhaustion of the totality of the Istadikrin’s Karmas of the
previous life as a whole. Such a Pirvapaksa will be flouting the spirit
and letter alike of the universally recognized principle:

arged &y w4 swwifend

A Pirvapaksa with special reference only to the exhaustion of the en-
tirety of Karmas which has earned heavenly rewards is not open to
such an objection and it ought to have been raised, instead. Such a
Piirvapaksa can hope to have the backing of a good reasoning that once
the unseen merit which brings about the enjoyment of Karmas whose
fruits are to be enjoyed in the heavenly world is activised at death,
it will not leave out anything of it unrequited. For, such unseen merit
(adrsta) of works being opposed to its fruits, the continued existence
of a residue of such Karmas will have to be automatically ruled out2!

S’s Siddhanta view here, that “Only that Karma which gave the
Soul sojourn in heaven is worked out and the remaining Karma
brings it back to earth” needs further clarification whether (i} this re-
cognizes that such souls return with a residue of those Karmas which
have given them sojourn in heaven or (ii) whether they return with-
out any such residue of those Karmas. The first is contradicted by S.'s
own stand—“After the fruits of that set of Karmas which is requited
in the other world have been \! joyed, the 7 ining other
set of works whaose fruits are to be enjoyed in thls world constitutes
the anufgya. With this these souls descend™—as it admits no residue
of the Karmas which have earned heavenly reward. But then, the ex-
pression, “remainder” (Sesa) used in the Smrti text quoted by S. himself
in this connection—“After death, members of different castes and &sra-
mas do, in accordance with their works, at first enjoy the fruits of those
Karmas and then with the remginder enter into new existences in which
they are distinguished from each other by locality, caste, family, shape,

length of life, led property, pleasure and intelligence™?
belies the enti that the Istadikarins do not d. d with some
20. Eieitaraer Fr iRy T e w0 R Sfrega e

AT (STC. ibid)
21, s AT e sl o afaTea, AT FATE G
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residue of the merits of those Karmas which have taken them to the
heavenly worlds. For the term “Sesa” can only be employed with re-
ference to such Karmas as have been drawn upon for enjoyment

(there):
7 gaed w4 duwat g@: (STC)

S.’s refutation of the view of “Ekadedins” as he calls them, that the
exhaustion of Karmas referred to in the Srutis refers only to the major
part of those Karmas which have earned the Istadikdrins the rewards
of heaven and that they return with a residue of suck Karmas is thus

more rhetorical than substantial.

It will be seen that his reliance on the concluding part of the
Chan. Up. text Tad ya iha 7 7 and 7 niydm yonim gpadyeran™
(v.10.7) to carry his point that the opening statement therem Tasmin
yavatsampdtam usitvd athaitam evgdhvanam punargvartate (Chan. Up.
v.10.5) has to be understood to presuppose the presence of a residue
of Karmas to be worked out after returning here and which determines
the nature of such births has, in principle, to accept the decisive role
of the upasamhara in discovering the true intention and meaning of the
opening statement: Ydvatsampdtam usitvd. This amounts to an open
r ition of the principle of U: nharaprdbalya as against upakrama-
prdbalya—to which S. and his school are committed:

garEisty Afagrafieg: | T g GOETON AT TENEAR
(STC. ibid)

The Bhimati has tried to extricate S. from this difficulty by sug-
gesting that even in the absence of any confrontation with the conclud-
ing text: Ramaniyacarandh * * * * the opening statement Tasmin
ydvatsampdtam ugitvd can hardly be taken in an unrestricted sense that
the Istadikarins liquidate their entire Karmas?* Such as interpreta-
tion is fraught with undesirable contingencies and impossibilities. The
expression Ydvatsampdtam may be understood in terms of Ydvantas
sampdtdh (as much Karma as there is) or yavatim pumsdm sampdtah
(the Karmas of as many selves as there are). It is preposterous to
expect the potential Karmas of as many souls as there are to be liqui-
dated by the enjoyment of the heavenly rewards of Karmas by one
particular Istddikdrin. Even in respect of the particular individual, his
own Karmas which have long ago been enjoyed and are no longer ex-
tant cannot be liquidated by the present enjoyment. The same diffi-

24 afEfHEEERTAETS: eRfers ? ST 1 Emyem ey -
qeEéf e
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OUTGOING AND INCOMING ARE DUE TO EFFECT OF KARMA

culty will apply to such of his Karmas as will have to be enjoyed at
a distant future

Thus, in any case, the opening statement Ydvatsampdtam has
voluntarily to undergo a restriction of meaning and scope owing to
the inherent difficulties 1 its bemng construed in a wider sense (of
yavantas sampdtdh or yavatgm pumsim sampdtah)—independently of
any confrotation with the upasambira and while doing so, it defers
to the restriction out of consideration for the uj hira alsos

This is not ing. The Uj hhira cannot be sidestepped
by bringing in the plea of the upakrama having to submit to a volun-
tary cut or restriction owing to other reasons of atipraseiga etc. For
there is no bar save the very text figuring in the upasamhara viz.

7 apdh to our ding the point that all the unrequited
Karmas of ]’;tad.lklarm are liquidated by the enjoyment of the fruits
of Karma in heaven. Itis only the harg and its implication that
preclude the undesirable contingency?’ It would be of no avail to go
in search of some other Sruti than Ramaniyacaranih (the present
upasamhdra) to account for the restriction of sense put on the open-
ing statement Ydvatsampitam wusited. It would be a very pathetic
admission to make that the opemng statement Y@vatsampdtam is be-
ing construed in a resiricted sense not because of its own Vakyasesa
(or tail-end) but because of some other Sruti of like import to the sum-
moned from elsewhere®® Even as regards the exhaustion of Karmas
which have to be requited in the distant future, there is no bar save
the hara Sruti (R i ah) to the Pdrvapaksa conten-
tion that the Istadikarin exhausts thro’  hus enjoyment in heaven the en-
tire stock of his Karmas belonging to the past and those which have fo
be enjoyed in the distant future® Otherwise, even the rappmcbement

between the prohibition Na himsydt and the injunction: Ag 5

paesum alabheta can be posxted on the same basis of Suayameua
ik dorttir 5 Prap api

yate.
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CHAPTER XLIX
DISABILITIES OF ANISTADIKARINS
11. Anigtadikdryadhikaranam (ii.1.13-15)

This adhi. establishes that not only the Istadikirins but other non-
knowers of B. or Ajnininsl—viz. the Anistadikdrins have to go thro’
the disabilities of goings and comings to and from other worlds2 For
purposes of this adhi. the expression ‘An-istddikdrin’ (non-Tstidikarins)
is taken in both the senses of the negative—viz. those who do not per-
form meritorious deeds like sacrifices and building tanks (istapirta) and
those who commit irreligious and anti-religious acts.? If such persons
are not to be liable to the disabilities of comings and goings ete., coun-
sels for Vairdgya will be undermined. The present adhi. is therefore,
necesary 1o establish the indispensability of Vairagya by insisting on
refraining from objectionable conduct.

Pirvapaksa
The Pirvapaksa is that only those who perform meritorious deeds

vielding heavenly rewards are liable to go up and come down from the
other worlds but not the others who do not care to perform such deeds
or those who commit sinful deeds* The religious-minded are moved to
undertake such deeds by fear of incurring sin (pratyawdya) in the event
of non-performance. Where there is fear there is always a likelihood of
one’s falling down. This accounts for the comings and goings of Istidi-

1. WWho have been referred to as Andtmavideh in Satra ifk 1.7 carber.

2 symwrwnis fovr ) abcfaimafoasd smimfmfale o 0 (7p i, 1.13)

3 “afrmafmafer i weie. afmgnfemeinst (rPou 1.13)
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DISABILITIES OF ANISTADIKARINS

karinsS The Anistadikiirins have no such fear of religion and do not
bother to do anything religious. They have also no desire for heaven-
ly rewards (as they do not believe in thém).S It is only the desire for
heavenly rewards that prompts men to such meritorious deeds and makes
for comings and goings. Thus 1t is only the Istidikirins who forge the
chains of Samsara around th lves,” in the form of religious injune-
tion to perform this or that sacrifice and prohibition ‘to refrain from
this or that act and undergo their consequences of comings and goings.
The Anistadikirins, being liberated from these shackles of Karma, the
fears of sin and the desire for heavenly fruits, are directly eligible for
Moksa after death,—without having to go thro’ Varigya and other
Sadhanas. In their case, the need is not so much for cultivation of
Vairagya towards irreligious acts as perhaps towards performance of
meritorious acts’! But they are already allergic to them.

Siddhante

The Siitra Anistadikirindm apt ca srutam establishes the point on
the authority of Srutis (§rutam) that Amstdikarins also (api) are as
much subject to comings and gomgs from and to the other worlds.
The conjunctive ca i the Siitra refers to the punishments in hell and
other forms of sufferings that await those guilty of more objectionable
transgressions against relgion and morality—to be dealt with in the
next Sitra.®

Sutra 14 shows that all Amstadikarins without exception are liable
to undergo punishment for their transgressions and issions in the
world of Yama. After this, some of them rise up from there and take
birth in this world; while yet others among them who are the worst
offenders sink lower down into eternal hells: Samyamane tvanubhiya
itaresam arohdvarohau tadgatidarsangt (ii.l1.14). “Al those who fail
to do what is good and those who do objectionable acts go down to
Hell (samyamana). There those who hate the Supreme Lord and the
preceptors, scorn the Srutis, all those who are perfidious, obstinate and
perverse descend lower still and fall into the hell of darkness. They
never come out of it. It is the pit of absolute misery. Others who are

5. TERfEAIfon SOTEETEART JEIId | AT F A
frery wfd TR S AR (TP L 1.13)
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7. T
& @
WE (TP ibid)
o, NEeT) g WA | RANEEEEd U (TP, ibid)
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thieves, or drunkards, etc., having undergone their punishment, come
back to this world (Kauntharavya Sruti).”

The last Siitra Smaranti ca brings together statements from Smrtis
elucidating all the points made in the two preceding Siitras,'0

10. ToBfE oif: &F AT AT @A ¢
a0 R0 TadT 4 FufE wmRa o
TErwfe wern A gafeafe aafaa
W@ g auEgeEw faas T
qaETRd 3 E 3 AEEET T
i e fgw, THER gAEE N Tl (M. BSB. iii. 1.15)
T GayE AT ENIEE fertraegfaraT 1
(Raghu. TPB, iii. 1.15)




CHAPTER L
IMPERMANENT AND PERMANENT HELLS
12. Saptidhikaranam (iii.1.16)

The adhi. deals with the question whether the stay in the hells
to which Anistadikarins were shown to be liable in Siitra 14, is but
temporary or whether, in some cases, it is permanent and eternal. Hav-
ing spoken of the chastisement of Anistadikarins guilty of ordinary
transgressions, in the world of Yama, the Sitrakira now turns to more
serious forms of retribution which await the gravest forms of spiritual
sin and corruption of the Soul, Iike denial and hatred of the Supreme
Being which merit nothing less than eternal self-damnation.

Most of the have t d th Ives with saying
that according to the Sitrakira there are seven hells. But there seems
to be no point in his giving us the exact number of Hells after having
made it clear that the Anistidikirins are liable to suffer for their evil
deeds in the abode of Yama—unless it be to imply by that statement
some other fact concerning the nature of these hells which will serve
to warn the Sidhaka against the greatest danger to his spiritual well-
being, were he to let himself be corrupted by allergy to Theism and
hatred of the Supreme Being.

It is in this context that M.’s interpretation of this Sitra assumes
special significance in findnig a place under the terms of its reference
to the doctrine of Eternal Hell in Theism, besides the acceptance with
other commentators like S. of temporary hells. This question of eter-
nal and temporary hells has a special bearing on the Sidhaka’s intensi-
fying his spirit of Vairdgya and keeping his soul unsullied by any kind
of anti-Theistic belief or tendency.

405




THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

The adhi, arises by way of an dksepasangati. The existence of
two types of Hells has been alluded to by the expression itaresim drohd-
varohau used in Siitra 14 and brought out more explicitly under
Siitra 15. But there is still room for a supervening objection to the
acceptance of permanent Hells, which is met in the present adhi.

Piirvapalsa
The Piirvapaksa is that the sojourn in hell is not and need not
be permanent for anyone. The texts cited in support of such a pre-
sumption need not be taken too literally. They can be regarded as
figurative statements clothed in exaggerated terms intended to reform
the more intractable natures of men by putting the wholesome dread of
eternal Hell fire into them. These statements are, therefore, to be view-
ed as mere arthavddas! This is clear from other statements such as:
Yadvad Indriscaturda$e: “Euduring as long as the lifetime of fourteen
Indras”, Cakdra narakem $inyam: “He rendered Hell completely
vacant”. For, if some persons were to be permanent denizens of Hell,
it can not be said to be vacated by all residents, as we find in Cakdra
narakam $Sanyam. Moreover, if there should be two kinds of Hell,
there can as well be two kinds of heaven (Svarga)—one permanent
and the other temporary.
Siddhanta
The Siddhinta is that there is clear evidence of the existence of
Eternal Hells besides those where the sojourn is temporary. The evid-
ence in support of eternal hells is not weakened by statements like
Ydvad Indrdscaturdasa, Cakara narakam §inyam, etc. For the ruling
of the Mimamsa: Virodhe tvanapeksam (P.M.S. i.3.3.) invalidates
the Smrti when it is contradicted by a Sruti, as in this case; for the
existence of eternal hells is endorsed by the Kauntharavya Srut?
(quoted under M. BSB. iii.1.14). This Sruti is further supported by
another Smrti:

Mahatamasi megnandm na tesgm utthitih kvacit
(Quoted under M.BSB., i, 1, 15)

This cannot be countered by the objection that as the Smrtis are not

1mmgwmhmn=rw‘=‘raa-fwzﬁsﬁqf’ha’ Ty s
‘amafeay st aRfrdas @ A0 FRT R § '{w :ﬁ Tz wafEey adars-
T 1 (STC iil. 1.16)

2. We have also a clear reference to eternal (everlasting) hell in RV. VIL 104.3.
abe, where Indra and Soma are called upon to sce that none who sinks into
it gets out of it again:

AR ToEaY IF WAy a5 '
auy A mmw\wa i bid)
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irresponsible utterances but statement of facts derived from Vedic
sources (Sruti-milaka) and are the compositions of Aptas, the festi-
mony of passages like:
TRR 7E FAY

cannot be lightly set aside. The objection misses the point that since
one and the same kind of Hell cannot be a place of permanent and
temporary sojourn, we have to recognize two different regions of hell
—one permanent and the other temporary® This is the only way in
which the conflict of testimony can be got over. In the case of Svarga,
there is no such divergence of testimony. Hence, there is no justifica-
tion to recognize a permanent Svarga in addition to the impermanent
one. The Bhisyakara, accordingly, cites relevant authority from the
Smrti (Mahabhirata) which speaks of seven principal Hells—Raurava,
Maharaurava, Vahni, Viatarani, Kumbhipika, Tamisra and Andhata-
misra of which the first five are temporary while stay in the last two
is permanent. These seven hells stand in an ascending order of horrible-
ness.* The ascent and the descent of Anigtadikirins take place by passing
thro’ one or more as the case may be, of the first five only.’ (See Raghu.

TPB).

The STC raises an interesting question in this connection—viz.
how far it is proper for the Siitraldira to resolve the conflict of testi-
mony in respect of per and imper hells involving opposi-
tion between Sruti and Sruti-cum-Smrti in this Adhydya. It answers
it that the question of hells has an intimate bearing on deterring per-
sons from ireading the path of evil and drawing them towards Vai-
ragya. It puts sincere aspirants of Moksa on their guard against the
disastrous consequences of falling into attitudes of mind calculated to
inspire hatred or denial of the Supreme Being in any form or manner.
For they are the most insidious forms of moral delinquency and their
retribution is self-damnation to eternal Hellé Had the question been
discussed in Adhy. II, it could only be to establish the mere fact that
there are two different hells one where the stay in permanent

fegd:  (STC. il 1 16)

3 IR i s
4. ‘Relisg wgivdT afgdaol a9l

T ¥ SR T

afrm TR Y Fredt g

it o wuEfy TG gAML (Mbh xiv Q M. BSB. iil. 1 16).
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(M. 3bh, TN. 1. 113:14).
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(and the other where it is temporary). But the bearing of the doctrine
of eternal Hell on eschewing denial and hatred of the Supreme in any
form or manner could not have been brought out’—as the topic of
Vairdgya would be beyond the scope of the Avirodhadhyaya. The
Siitrakara has, therefore, chosen the present context to resolve the con-
flict of testimony and at the same time to highlight its bearing on the
subject matter of this Adhydya and Pida. The TD observes that tho’
the number of Hells runs to thousands, the Satrakara has shown that
seven of them are the principal ones, by using the term api® Raghiit-
tama in his TPB mentions that some sources give the number of Nara-
kas as twenty-one, others as twenty-eight and that the Bhdgavate
Purina (v.24.39) refers to hundreds and thousands of them.

7. Pa’wm fa%, agonfasar: erhqﬁﬁﬁwfqﬁw faopmreramRdTy AT
Pronst g e 493 1 FarERaTE ST |
(STC. iii. 1.1)
8. qafT agwIdl T, @ aw wai w7, i 1.16) T wawiiY oA
agataEFgREaaEsfy  afga:  (7p)
See also Visnu Purdna (ii. 6 2-5); Mbh. (xdii. 2. 23-25) and Garuda Purina
(ii. 2.3-104).
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CHAPTER LI

ANISTADIKARINS' SUFFERINGS IN HELL COMPATIBLE
WITH GOD’S PRESENCE THERE

13. Tadvydparadhikarapem (i.1.17)

This adhki. arises by way of refuting the supervening objection to
the conclusion established in the previous adhi. that Hell is a place of
unrelieved suffering and that, therefore, the seeker of Moksa should
keep away from anti-Theistic heresies, lest he should run the risk of
elernal self-damnation. Briefly, the point of the objection is that Hell
cannot be a place of unrelieved suffering as God must be admitted to
be present there, as everywhere else. Otherwise, as a resident of Hell,
God too will have to undergo all its sufferings. But then, making God
suffer the miseries of Hell will be wmnconsistent with His acknowledged
Position as a being untouched by any kind of suffering or blemish:
Niranisto niravadyah. We have, therefore, to conclude that Hell can-
not be a place of unrelieved suffering.!

We cannot say that God does not exist in Hell to prevent His be-
ing exposed to its sufferings. For, the Srutis say that He is present
in heaven and in hell and everywhere in this world, impelling crea-
tures to reap the fruits of their works. If then God is to be excluded
from Hell, He will have to be excluded from the world of creatures al-
together. That cannot be done, as the Srutis say that He is present
in all the creatures and sustains them all,

Nor can it be maintained that tho’ present in Hell God does not
experience the suffering of Hell like the other creatures there. In that

1. §ay Ty argEad o gafafT @ (TP, i 1 17)
The probans: T TWETE" in M.’s Bhdsya is ellptical— (¥TTH) —See BD.
ni.. .
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case, He will cease to be all-knowing®—for He will have no know-
ledge of the sufferings of Hell. What else can suffering be, if it is not
its direct perception?

The Piirvapaksa, therefore, concludes that in view of the impossi-
bility of accepting any of the above alternatives, statements like
Pasicakaste tu tat sad@ quoted earlier depicting Hell as a place of un-
relieved suffering should be treated merely as an appreciative refer~
ence (arthavdda) to the joys of Svarga and nothing more (by way of
Nahi nindanydya).

“ " The Siddhanta isthat tho' Hell is indeed a place of unrelieved
suffering and God is certainly present there, as everywhere else and
impels its denizens fo undergo its sufferings, He is still not liable
to its sufferings because of His commanding position wherever He is:

Tatrdpi ca tadvydpirdd avirodhah

To explain: God must of course be in a position to perceive the
sufferings of offending Jivas in Hell. While doing so, He must also be
uninvolved in their suffering. To render this possible, the experience
of suffering has to be distinguished from one’s perception of it. In
other words, it is not the perception of suffering which exposes one to
it but one’s susceptibility to depression of spirit on account of such
perception. Suffering is the effect of one’s feeling of helplessness in
finding oneself in a disagreeable or subordinate position? As God is
by hypothesis the independence Reality, He can afford to remain in Hell
unaffected while perceiving the sufferings of offending Jivas in Hell. The
particle ca in the Sitra brings out this point. A person who has ae-
quired the power of Agnistambhana can stay unharmed in the midst
of a raging fire spreading disaster all round*

2. This ob]echnn wil affect the basis on which the ruling had been given in BS.
323 that tho' tenanting the same body, the Supreme is not obliged to share
the sufferings of the Jiva because of its sovereignty, omniscience ete. The
ob;echon is answered in the Siddhinta here by making out the vital dis-

of suffering and the susceptibility to depres:
sion of spirit on account of such perception. This is reflected in the use of
the particle ca in the

Sawn] ‘agaaes sfy agf%ma"tfa g (TP)
3. wirTed SRV AR faEE A, Frfe e wade )
i gmmmﬁfrw‘i wﬁ‘rvﬂwvn gm’wm (STC. iii. 1.17)
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CHAPTER LII
FREEDOM OF ADHIKARINS IS LIMITED TO SADHANAS ONLY
14. Vidyikarmddhikarapam (iii.1.18)

This adhi. makes it clear that the Jivas are not in a position to go
thro’ Devayina and Pitryana on their own independent initiative.
Tho’ it has already been shown in Svdtmand cottarayoh (i.3.21) that
the passing out etc., of the souls take place only under the guidance
of the Supreme B., certain depositions made in Chdn. Up. (v.10.1-8)
regarding the peregrinations of Istidikirins etc., give rise to a pre-
sumption that they move from one stage to another on their own inde-
pendent initiative. It is, therefore, necessary to discuss the question
here, against this background?

We read in Chan. Up. “They go fo light, they pass into the smoke.
But by neither of these paths all these inferior souls of mixed nature
go. They are beings that frequently go and return and they have a
third place where they are frequently born and are dead” (v.10.1-8).
These statements imply that these souls possess independent initiative
to go as they do.

‘The Piirvapaksa holds that we cannot justify such predications if
the souls have no initiative at their discretion and compelence. Such
initiative need not be supposed to be out of tune with the dependence
of Jivas on B. established in so many earlier adhis (such as il.1.22;
2, 9; 3, 18; 38; 39; 48; 49; 50). For it can be accommodated in terms
of an initiative that is subject to the overall control exercised by the

x m ﬁqawr‘kizvm fraa: ) e o QPR rrrq‘lnfzn'rn (TP, iit, 1,18)
fromfrad &, T ‘Gram o)’ @@

mwﬁzfa e (Ragh_ TPB. hil 1.18)
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Supreme B. similar to the initiative open to them in practising the
Sadhanas for the attainment of Moksa or other objectives but for which
il will be idle to expect any Siadhanas to be put thro3 The objec-
tion that if we should recognizze freedom in the attainment of final
results (like attaining Devayana) it will become easy enough to do so
for all souls and that, therefore, none can be said to miss them—as we
find it stated in Chan. Up. v.10.8 is irrelevant. Such an objection can
be raised with equal force in respect of the practice of Sidhanas also.
But the fact remains that tho’ open to all, only some take to them in
earnest, while others are indifferent. The Pirvapaksa thus concludes
that ag the souls are said to be able to attain Devayina ete. on their
own initiative, there is little likelihood of their bothering to cultivate
Sadhanas for the purpose of doing so. The Sadhanas will thus lose
their point.4
Siddhdnta
The Siddhinta holds that the words ‘of these paths” in the Sruti
refer only to the assets of knowledge and works by which one attains
Devayina or Pitryina and not the path of Devayana or Pitryana as
such. This is clear not only from the emphasis laid in the passages
cited for the Piarvapaksa, on the cultivation of Sraddha, tapas ete. on
the one hand and the practice of ista and piirta on the other,’ but also
from the corroborating Smrti cited by the Bhasyakara:
corer
“The paths of knowledge and works have been spoken of. He who
is bereft of Jiiina and Karma has three ways to go—to animal life, to
hell or to eternal darkness”, This shows that the terms ‘Vidyapatha'
and ‘Karmapatha’ are to be understood in the sense of ‘knowledge con-
ceived as path’ and ‘works conceived as path’. As injunctions and
prohibitions operate only with reference to Sddhanas and not with re-
ference to fruits which are not amenable to human effort,$ it is pro-
per to take it that what is contemplated by the Sruti (Chan. Up.
v. 10) is merely that it is thro' the assets of knowledge and works that
one can hope to attain Devayina or Pitryana and that such assets can
be built up only thro’ Sidhanas.?
3.7 T IT] ‘"’Llaaw" 1 £ 1
FrgAa 1 ar a7 W |
4 ‘—rvmmm AT FTET L Y @' qerEl T W TegfReeta’ xfa
AT S OF @ F dumifenaaafay (TP, dik 1.18)
5. QIO FRIEACITT QURAIT | o T aPRATANY;  TRIGHAnE Ry Tgaan
STC. iii. 1.18.
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CHAPTER LII
ABSOLUTE MISERY ON ANDHATAMASA
15. Mahdtamo’dhikaranam (iii.1.19-23)

After having broadly indicated the existence of seven leadnig hells
in adhi. 12, and shown in adhi. 13 that all these regions are places of
acute suffering, the Stitrakira shows in the present adhi. that the worst
of these hells known as ‘blinding darkness’ (andhatamasa) is a place of
absolute misery without an iota of comfort or relief.!

The Pitrvapaksa argues that as happiness and misery are generally
found to be concomitant, in the world, even Andhatamasa cannot be
absolutely cheerless® The evidence of Smrii lends support to this con-

tention.? The call to keep away from Andhatamasa is not, therefore,

justifiable.4

The Siddhinta is:—“Na trtiye tothopalabdheh. In the third or the
lowest region of Hell there is no happiness at all. This is seen to be
so from the Srutis”. The Sruti cited is according to M.:—“He who is
not wise or has done no good works goes down. Three different ways
there are for his downward passage: (i} the animal world (ii) the hell
of torments and (iii) the hell of utter darkness. The first two states
are attended with some happiness but the last one is absolutely void of

1. Read: famadoifcaia sqaar S0 qa3 GREEIGT (@ {amed, a& anama-
fogaeafafy smAfRfa1 (Raghu., TPB. iii. 1.19)
2. arg qUGR GEGTANT, 3 GIEGET, AT ¥ U STKER 4
3. 9% 3@ Y& o AAAT TFAA
afy At fafa feg armfeni Q. M. BSB. i, 1.19)
4. iSRS GRS o a9 duamifiafafil (TP i 1.19)
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all happiness (vavram)’ There is but absolute pain and suffering
there”,

The opening Siitra thus shows that the scope of concomitance be-
{ween misery and happiness presupposed in the Smrti passage quoted for
the Pirvapaksa has to be restricied to the sphere of the first two cases
of downward destiny of souls out of deference to the superior authority
of Srutis which establishes that in the case of the third or the lowest of
hells there is only absolute misery in store. It will be seen that the ex-
pression “irtiya” in Siitra 19 refers to the third downward destiny of crea-
tures spoken of in the Srutis and Smrtis:—

sfam g ar warata: fade awar, @ sl
“foramae: Fdwd} g gearET gFiaat 1
dgataa: faar mfg fadwar a3 a9 0

It may, however, be felt that it will not be proper to decide the issue
on the basis of a bare Sruti text when the objection has been urged
on the ground of a Smrti text fully supported by reasoning that there
is every possibility of there being some happiness also in Andha-
tamasa. 'This is answered by another argument and analogy (laukika-
drstantayuktinumdanaem)., The substance of the argument and analogy
according to the commentator is: The lives of denizens of Andhatamasa
must be devoid of all happiness as it pleaseth not God to keep them
happy. What pleaseth not God to be accomplished in a particular way
does not come to be so accomplished, like hares being endowed with
horns5?»

It may still be objected that even this argument is inconclusive as
the Piirvapaksa may justifiably claim that the Smrti on which it has
taken its stand will naturally have to be traced to some Sruti in the
end, which will have to be vested with the same validity as the $ruti
cited for the Siddhanta. The next Shtra: Darfandcca, therefore, clin-
ches the issue by referring us to the evidence of the report in the Padma
Purdna of the direct perception (darsana) by the four-faced Brahma of
the conditions in which the three classes of souls viz. Muktiyogyas,
Nityasamsarins and Tamoyogyas were found fo be placed:

“With his eye of wisdom enkindled by the grace of Niriyana, the
four-faced Brahma saw the three classes of beings—those who are fore-
ever immersed in absolute misery, deprived of all joy; those in nume-~

5. Cf. I3 FATCAT AABT o¢ (RV vii. 104.3).

§a. faafawRr 7 qaat, qaE {Waftean | goa {@afe, aaar 7 wafy, ar ge fa-
forcdm, qasnpnd efafrgaafemstafa) (TP il 1.20)
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rous grf)ups of eternally mixed character and those from whom all misery
and pain have been totally banished and who are in the enjoyment of
everlasting bliss”,

“ArOATETRT afReTrT |
ARG HA A, - Ragaatoary |
frerita qarqam fafemes o agq1
freemiugawa framdsafie
e fafau a@T arRe a1

The fourth Sitra here: TriiyeS fabddvarodhas samsokajasya cites
an arthdpaetti-pramianpa which reveals the horrors of andhatamasa, the
mere hearing of descriptions of which is said to be enough to make
one’s hairs stand on end and cause instantaneous swooningi—

Triyavisaye yos Sabdas tena Sokas, $okén mirchiya avarodhah
praptir bhavati. Evam totsvaripasrotrpdm api mohdnyathanupapatter
na tatra sukhalede iti. (TP. iii.1.22)

Interpretations of Samkara, Ramdnuja and others.
Anistadikiryadhikarapam (ii.1.12-21).

According to S. this adhi. comprises the ten Satras as above. The

paksa and the rest the Siddhanta. The topic discussed is the fate of
those who do not perform sacrifices or other good works. They are
denied ascent to the world of the moon. They have to suffer punish-
ment in Hell and rotate between this world and the world of Yama.
While agreeing with this purport of the adhi. as given by S., Bhaskara
and R. differ from him only in extending their Parvapaksa upto Sitra
16 and starting their Siddhanta from Sitra 17.

Parvapaksa
S.s Piirvapaksa is that even those who do not perform good works
in this life go up to the world of the moon, as stated in Kaugstkaki Up.
(i.2.)7 As birth in the human world 15 dependent on all the five obla_-
tions of which the first one commences in the heavenly world, (see adhi,

that there are three grades of

. i Tya i i ignifies
6. ’II"he expression Trtiye in this Sitra sigofi bl % brought out 1a

‘amas—in_an ascending order of horror and mi
the next Sitra (23):
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1 fn. 6), all men must be supposed to resort to the world of the moon
after death.® 'There is, therefore, nothing to restrict the scope of the
Kausitaks text. It cannot be done on the strength of the implication of
the statement in Chan. Up. (v.10.8): “By neither of these two ways
are those small creatures continuously returning; for theirs is the third
place”. This third place is only a place of sojourn and has nothing to
do with the way. It can very well be that after coming down from
the world of the moon these souls come to stay in this third place’
The words “those who travel by neither of these ways” in Chan. Up.
(v.10.8) have, therefore, to be taken to state that while the Anistadi-
karins also do go to the moon, they simply remain there without any
enjoyment whatsoever, and then come back to the third place.® It will
not be a valid objection that there is no point in their going to the moon
if they have nothing to enjoy there (like the Istadik3rins). They go
there because there is no other way for them to take and they tarry
there and then come down to the world of Yama—just as a traveller
plodding along the village road tarries on his way at the foot of one
of the trees.!

Siddhanta

* The Siddhanta holds that as two ways have been spoken of in
Chdn. Up. (v.10.3-4) the ‘third place’ must similarly be deemed to be
another way in order to be counted as the “third”. 1t would thus
follow that this is the other way by which the Anistadikarins travel.
In the light of this finding, there will be no difficulty in restricting the
scope of the words “all those” (in Kaus. Up. i.2) to Istadirins alone.”
The statement in Chdn. Up. only predicates that the physical body is
formed by the five cblations. But it does not rule out its formation
in the absence of one or more of them. To construe it that way would
result in a Vakyabheda.B

Criticism
The way in which S., Bhiaskara, R. and others have initiated the
Pirvapaksa here in terms of the Anistadikirins going to the world of

8. #gioanfr T qaf AT TEAAFITETH- ‘Toammzal, gt |
(S. BSB. it 1.12}
9. ‘TAR WA’ A T MEATARIRR AREATA A AT A aeaea s
(Bhamati. iii, 1.12)
6. yafzarfontaatn = aarmfted @ gafafs 395 71 Ta0n sowees e
(S. BSB. iil. 1. 12)
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FETETIA: | (Bhamati, il 1.12:21)
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{Bhdmati m 1.12:21)
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the moon has no direct bearing on Vairdgya—the theme of the Pada.
The interests of Vairagya are not adversely affected by devoting the
opening Siitra to make out a Piirvapaksa that Anistadikarins also go to
the world of the moon. The prospect of Anisttidikarins going to the
moon's world constitutes no challenge to the need for Vairigya. Nor
does the position that they do not go to the moon, buoy up the case for
Vairdgya, in the Siddhanta. The inquiry into this question is thus wholly
irrelevant to the Pidirtha. This defect is avoided in M.'s way of pre-
senting the Prvapaksa and the Siddhanta. .

The world of Yama is situated below the earth. The Anistidi~
kdrins way to Samyaminipura does not therefore, lie thro’ the moon’s
world, The Bhamat¥’s attempt to support the Piirvapaksa that the
Anistddikdrins make the trip to the moon’s world, as there is no other way
to reach the world of Yama is, thus, baseless. The objection that it will be
a waste of time and energy to let the Anistadikirins go to the world of
the moon, when they have nothing to enjoy there, is beside the point. For
these Anistadikarins are tossed about by therr own Karma and have to
rue their fate. Such wandering is part of their punishment.’ The fruit-
lessness of their journey to the moon adds to their unenviable fate. In
the absence of such a journey there, evil-doers will be spared so much
hardship and far from coniributing to Vairagya, this would make them
more indifferent to Vairagya. The purpose of the Pada will suffer by
Srutam deserves to be treated as a Siddhanta-Sitra, and not as a Piirva-
paksa Sutra. As a Siddhinta-Sitra, it will convey by the force of ca
that besides the hardship of going from and coming back to the mortal
world, these Anistadikarins have to suffer other disabilities also like the
tornments of Hell to be mentioned in the next Siitra, In S.s inter-
with “api” already there, in the Piirvapaksa-Siitra, this “ca”

E)

pretation
b a useless

The expression [taresdm is a misfit in Sdtra 13 in 8.s interpreta-
tion. (The meaning of) “Itara” has naturally to be distinguished from
what is contextually given—which, in this case, will be the Anistidi-
kirins themselves. Thus, “the others” who are to be consigned to
Yama's worlds will be the Istadikarins themselves and not the Anistadi-
Karins! If the antecedent of ‘taresim’ is to be found in ‘Istadikirinah’®
in Satra 6, then the present Siitra (13) will have to be read imme-
diately after No. 6. I “Itaresam” merely refers to “Anistadikarins”
themselves who are (i) fo be denied ascent and descent alike to and
from the moon’s world and are (i) to be consigned to punishment in

5 WETE (STC. il 1.10-23)
417

14.

BPC—27



THE BRAHMASUTRAS AND THEIR PRINCIPAL COMMENTARIES

Yama’s world, the wording commensurate with such a meaning and in-
tention, which the Siitrakara should have used, will be

HURT @AE ATTRTAGERIEL
(After suffering in the abode of Yama, there is no ascent or descent
for these persons).

The use of ‘Itaresim’ (others) instead of ‘Naisam’ (these) is both mis-
leading and imprecise, if it is intended to convey S.’s meaning. Ghate
does seem to have correctly understood S. when he writes “S. has to
understand the descent to Yuma's world and ascent therefrom to this
world. (Op. cit,, p. 107). This is not warranted by S.’s bhdsya where
he clearly says:—

arflafaar e gIEH w9 aeadela (S, BSB. dii.1.13)
and this is supported by the Bhdmati:

qawd @Al QAEAGNRFTET SORTEIRIAN SRS IR A
sewE:  (Bhdmatt §ii,1.12)

which means the descent of the Anistidikarins is from the world of
Yama to this world. This, we have already seen, cannot be accepted,
as the world of Yama is situated below the world of men, according
to the Purdnas,

As S. has put up the Parvapaksa that all those who depart from
this world have to go to the moon’s world, by taking his stand on the
expression “Sarve” in Kaus. Up. 1.2, we should expect his Siddhanta
Sitra (no. 13) to cite the authority which will restrict the meaning
of ‘Sarve’ to Istidikarins only. The reference there, instead, to the
Anistadikarins being subjected to chastisement by Yama and their sub-
sequent ascent and descent is not called for, especially because some
of the Istidikdrins too are not wholly exempted from punishment in
Hell, if they deserve it on other grounds.

Turning to M.’s way of explaining ‘Itaresim’ we can see how it is
necessary to convey that there are two types of Anstadikarins. The
milder type comes up (droha) to this world after taking its punishment
in hell. The more confirmed sinners of tougher type, guilty of grave
sins of commission and omission (Paradvisah, Suradvisah, Gurudvisah,
ete.) are not eligible to come up at all to this world. They have to face
the prospect of sinking further into permanent hells. The expression
“Itaresam” is, thus, advisedly used to inctly distinguish between the
fortunes of these two types with due economy of words,)S This point

15. Cf, 897 5T Saifazrdy: fofawaqg: | (AL BSB. iil. 1.14)
418




ABSOLUTE MISERY OF ANDHATAMASA

is well brought out in Ragh.'s TDP in commenting on the words of the
Sttra: that tho' the expression Anistadikaripim follows by anuvrtti
from Satra 13, Siitra 14, still uses the term “itgregdm” (of the others)
to pinpoint that among these Anigtidikirins while some are eligible for
ascent to this world, some others among them will have to face only
descent further down into eternal hells.!S In R.s interpretation also
the expression ‘Itaresim’ is a luxury for mere “Tesim” and so not
quite happy, tho’ he has not the same difficuliy as S. with droka and
avaroha which he aligns with the Pirvapaksa,

The Sitra Tatrdpi ca tadvydpirgd avirodhah (iii.1.16) has been
taken by S, R. and others as 2 Gunpasiitra (subordinate one) tagged
on to Api ca sapte which refers to the seven Hells. It is made to
answer a comparatively trivial objection as to how Yama can be held
to be the dispenser of punishments in these hells, when it appears from
the Smytis that these different Hells are under the jurisdiction of diffe-
Tent officers like Citragupta. The objection is taken by these com-
mentators to be answered by saying that there is no conflict of autho-
ity or jurisdiction as these officers are themselves in the employ of
Yama. Surely, it makes no difference to (the sufferings of) the
Anistadilcarins whether these seven hells are controlled by Citragupta
and others independently of Yama’s overall control or under his general
supervision. That is a very minor detail relating to the internal adminis-
tration of Hells which neither concerns the Anistadikarins nor the Sitra-
kara here nor deserves to be raised as a Parvapaksa,—albeit incidentally
and given the luxury of a refutation in @ separate Sitra. It can be used to
better purpose as has been shown by M. and his commentators, by being
constituted into a separate adhi. to dispose of an important objection that
there can be no misery or suffering in Hell if God is to be present there,
as everywhere else, to regulate its conditions—as a Theist like Bida-
rayana is bound fo concede. That would be a more substantial and
meaningful way of utilizing this Siitra in the context and in the interest

of the “Sadhana-Adhyaya”.

According to S, the Siitra: Vidyakarmanoh *** (17) is the.o'ne
which expressly repudiates the Pirvapaksa raised in 12 that the Anigta-
dikarins go to the moon and come back. For this reason, it should have
been given precedence over Siitra 13, which merely shows where the:y
go instead. But the question of where they go, if not to the moon’s
16. ‘sfrerferlom) EggaEf akal R, wwed dmfaErdgsat efefrmrag &

fawergeamil  (Ragh. TDP).

in MJ’s interpretation, Itaresdm is a portmantesu-word signifying the

T o Mestunies oF the two types of Anistadikarnis one eligible for ascent

and another not eligible for ascent but only for stll further descent.
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world, can arise only after it has been proved once for all that they do
not go to the moon! This is done, according to S., in Stitra 17. If his
interpretation of these Siitras is correct, we should expect Siitra 17 to
precede Siitra 13. The present position of Sitra 17 is an indication
that it represents a fresh adhi.

S. asumes that there is no need for the five oblations in respect of
genesis in the third place. As many of the Anistadikarins are likely to
be reborn in the human world, it will not be correct to make the Sruti
Jayasva mriyasveti do away with the five oblations in the third place
(See Katha. i.1.6). The non-mention of the five @hutis here is no posi-
tive evidence of their absence. The examples of Drstadyumna or
Drona quoted by him under iii.1.19. are in the nature of exceptions.
Even the absence of the fifth oblation in the case of insects ete. is not
verifiable by perception and has to be accepted on the authority of
Smrtis. As this point to be established by Satra 20 will be covered by
Siitra 19, the former (Siitra 20) becomes unnecessary. There is also
an unwarranted importation of the expression Caturvidhabhiitagrama
in S.'s interpretation of Sttra 20.

His (and R.’s) interpretation of Stitra 21 as resolving a conflict of
evidence whether there are really four kinds of organic life or only
three kinds is not really called for, as there is no express recognition
in Satra 20 of the number of forms of life as four. This question (of
their number) is thus outside the scope of the Sitra, which can be inter-
preted without any adhydhara. No conflict as envisaged by S. will arise
in Siitra 20, but for the importation made by him. Satra 21 need not,
therefore, be required to set right the conflict of number of forms of
life.

The supposition that there is omission of one of the four forms of
organic life (i.e. Svedaja) in Siitra 20, which calls for an explanation in
21, is itself unsustainable. It is doubtful if the expression “Samsokaja’
relied upon for the purpose can denote the ‘moisture-born’ (svedaja)
without straining to get at such a meaning thro’ Laksani. Soka may
mean warmth or heat and sweat and moisture produced by it may be
Sokaja. But life generated from moisture or sweat (viz. insects and
vermins) cannot be designated by the same word “Sokaja”. Such life
will be “Sokajaja”, if it comes to that! There is no reason why the
Siitrakara should resort to this roundabout way referring to this form
of life as Samsokaja, instead of as ‘Svedaja' which is the shorter and
the more widely and commonly used term.
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The i igned by M. to Sams$okaja is ning and other
reactions induced by listening to the hair-raising descriptions of the tor-
ments in Hell to which Anistadikirins are subjected. Such a ing

is free from Laksana in trying to interpret Samfokaja as moisture-born
S0 as to get over a minor irrelevant conflict of testimony, regarding the
number of main forms of life. The excursi of Ss explanation of
Samsokaja raises a pr ption that this reading; Trtiyesbddvaredha
is itself open to question. The reading Trttye (locative) Sabddvarodhah
samsokajasya prefered by M., besides being able to steer clear of the
difficulties of Laksana etc., has the advantage of keeping the discussion
linked with the question of punishment in Hell mooted in the preceding
Siitras (13-17) and continuing it in a fresh adhi. (19-23)17 touching
other facts bearing on the same topic.

17. The reason for interposing the Vidydkarmadhi between these two has been
explained by Raghu. in his TPB. See fn. 1 P. 413 ante.
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CHAPTER LIV
VICISSITUDES OF RETURNING SOULS
16. Tatsvabhavydpattyadhikaranam (iii.1.24)

After discussing the nature of the downward destiny of some souls,
the Satrakara turns to the Karmins returning to this world. Speaking
of their having completed their enjoyment in heaven and their coming
down to the earth for rebirth, the Sruti says: He becomes the smoke, the
mist, the cloud, ete. (Chan. Up. v.10.5). Here the terms smoke, cloud,
etc. are connotative of the Abhimanidevat3s of the respective principles.

Purvapaksa

The Piirvapaksa holds that the Sruti posits that these souls attain
identity with the Abhimanidevatas of cloud, etc., or that they attain to
their exalted positions. The possibility of attaining identity is clear from
the wording of the Sruti in terms of Sdminadhikaranya or syntactic ap-
position: DRilmo bhiltva chraam bhavati. The other possibility of
their attaining the exalted position of the Abhiminidevatis is also there.
For, these souls being in close touch with these deities and being dear
to them by close association, the deities may, out of their affection to
them, readily part with their own status in their favor as a king may
relinquish his kingship in favor of his dear son or favorite. Anyway,
as these souls thus stand the chance of attaining such high status and
identify which is bound to last till the end of a whole Kalpa and as such
a divine status carries with it immense happiness, the prospect of culti-
vating Vairdgya in respect of Kamyakarmas and their fruits is thus
bound to recede and disappear once for all.
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Siddhanta

This Piirvapaksa is overthrown by the Siddhanta: Tatsv@bhavydpattir
upapatteh. The Siitra clarifies that what is meant by such statements
as Dhilmo bhavati, abhram bhavati is nothing more than attaining to a
state similar to that of the deities in question.! This is not the same as
becoming the deities themselves or gaining their individual status. For
one thing (or person) cannot become another of a different nature:
Ne hyanyasya anyabhdvo yujyate (M. BSB. iii. 1.24)—as it is barred
by reason (upapatteh)? The oneness has, therefore, to be understood
in terms of staying in the same place {sthanaikya)? or entering into the
physical body of the deity in question, going where it goes, tarrying
where and when it tarries and becoming as light ete., as the deity and
so forth. For the same reason, then the possibility of these Karmin-
Jivas attaining the rank of the deity is also ruled out. For it is not
open to all to attain the rank of the deities. Only those eligible thro’
knowledge to hold such positions can do so and the $3stra forbids enter-
taining any such desire in the case of those ineligible to do so# Other-
wise, were a number of souls to become entitled to hold the same posi-
tion of a particular deity there will be serious practical difficulty. Even
when it is a case of making a gift of one’s position, the deity may be
expected to gift what is fit and proper and not its own position and
the good soul also may be relied upon to take what is within its deserts
and nothing beyond. There is thus no possibility of the Karmin Jivas
descending from Svarga attaining the high position of the presiding
deities of the cloud etc., lasting for a long stretch of time. The need
for Vairigya in respect of Kamyakarmas and their fruits thus remains

unaffected.
Interpretation of Samkara (and Rdmdnuja)

According to S. (R. and others) the adhi. discusses the queftion
whether the righteous souls descending from heaven actually attain iden-

tity of nature with Akdsa, Vayu, smoke etc. as we find in statements
in the Sruti such as—*"the sacrificer having become smoke, he becomes

mist, having become mist he becomes a cloud”; or only a similarity of

nature with these substances.
1 GF AR, WA SN o § o ) T @@yt (7D, hi 1.24)
TR ANIAERTGE: SAE) T ¥ AN, | T NI G, fiefs
g | e @ (BD)
2. of. facioay z=q fg 4f7 aesial 4@, (Vasnu Purdna ji, 14.27) R. reads: 335ary
3 T AT RERET | YR A WREWIAY | (Vadiraja TPG. iil. 1.24)
4 For details See M. BSB. ui. 4.41-42.
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The Parvapaksa is that they do attain identity of nature with
these substances by transformation. The Bhdmati cites the illustrations
of Nandike§vara who changed his human body into a divine one and of
Mahusa whose celestial body was changed into that of a boa constrictor
(ajagara).

The Siddhinta is that these souls do not attain identity with Akasa,
Vayu, cloud, etc. as it is impossible that one thing should become another
of a different nature. In the case of Nahusa and others, the change of
the celestial body into a boa was possible because the two bodies were
not coexistent at the same time. The change of milk into curd is
possible for this reason that milk and curd are not, coexistent. But the
subtle bodies of the Jivas, and Akasa, Vayu, the clouds ete. exist at
the same time. This renders impossible the transformation of the Jivas’
Siitksmasgarira during their downward journey, into ether, air, cloud,
ete. The subtle bodies of the Jivas can, therefore, attain only a measure
of likeness with ether, come under the influence of air and become con-
nected with smoke, etc. The Sruti: abhram bhiitva megho bhavati is,
therefore, to be understood in a gauna sense.

Criticism

The interpretation is open to various objections. It will have to be

clarified if, in the Pirvapaksa, Akasa, Vayu, abhram, etc. are used for
the presiding deities of the substances or for the purely physical sub-
stances. As the deities are sentient beings, there can be no possibility
of transformation of the descending souls into the deities. To that ex-
tent the illustration of Nahusa and Nandi will be out of place. In the
other case, while becoming a deity may bring great happiness to the
Jiva, it will not at all be an agreeable thing for a sentient being to get
transformed into a material substance like ether or air. If such a
change should really occur, it would engender a profound distaste
(Vairagya) towards all Kamyakarmas and their fruits in store, in the
Adhikirin from the Parvapaksa standpoint itself. ‘To combat this, the
Siddhanta will have to play the role of an ardent advocate and upholder
of the indispensability of all Kimyakarmas and their fruits. That will
be working at cross purposes with the Pidartha. Sobriety of thought
and judgment would thus demand the reversal of the Parvapaksa and
Siddhanta to keep alive the indispensability of Vairigya in respect of
Kiamyakarmas and their fruits. The evidence of the Epic and the Pura-
nas merely show that the bovine body and the human body of Nandi
and Nahusa were given up by them and a fresh body of a celestial be-
ing and of an ajagara were obtained by them as the result of a boon
and a curse respectively, There is no evidence of transformation of
bodies in these cases.
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The discussion raised in the adhi. appears to be wanting in cogency
of purpose, The explanation that if the descending souls should attain
oneness with Akisa, Viyu, etc, they cannot possibly be taking birth
in good or bad yonis as stated in the Sruti; whereas if they attain only
similarity of nature there will be no impediment to their taking such
births is not conclusive. Even if the soul should attain identity of
nature with Akasa etc, only that part of Akasa ete. which is an in-
gredient of the body wxll be taking birth in the particular yoni. How-
ever, as birth in particular yonis will be i ible with attaining
similarity of nature with ether etc., there can be no birth while there
is such similarity of nature with the different substances.
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CHAPTER LV
RETURNING KARMINS ARE SOON REBORN
17. Acirapraptyadhikaranam (iti.1.25)

This adhi. considers whether the Kamyakarmins, attaining simila-
rity of nature with the deities of ether, air, smoke, etc. one after the
other, stay on in those states for long or get into the mother’s womb
very soon after beginning the descent from heaven.

The sequence of thought between the present and the preceding
adhi. is this. Granting that the Jivas attain only similarity of nature
and not identity of being and staius with the various deities, in the
manner described, even these states of similarity with the deities sue-
cessively attained in close association with them, is sure to be a source
of great happiness! to these Jivas, lasting for a considerable length of
time. This is sure to extinguish any desire for Vairdgya towards
Kimyakarmas and their rewards. In the interests of Vairigya,—the
theme of the Pada, it has, therefore, to be shown that the returning
Jivas get back to the mother’s womb within a short time after com-
pleting their heavenly enjoyments and are once again caught up in the
whirl of Yonipravesa.

Pirvapaksa
The Pirvapaksa is that the Karmin Jivas coming down from
heaven are reborn only after a considerably long stretch of time which
may even extend to a veritable Kalpa. For, it is scen from the Sruti:
\ Reed o d@Td omTAmY aroeierey anfepmsnr e tfy e
gafoRRd e g amfemIAie T (AC, i 1 25)
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“They return by that course by which they come to AkiSa; from
.Akésa. to air and after having become the air they become smoke, after
it ‘they become mist, then the cloud and having been in the cloud they
rain down. Then they are bom as rice and barley, herbs and trees,
plants, etc. From these, the release is painful. For whoever eats the
food and sows the seed they become like unto him”. (Chdn, Up.
v.10.5-16), that the self goes to so many places. Going thro’ so many
places and staying there will naturaly stretch over long periods of
time, In tarrying with those deities, there is also the definite prospect
of securing great happiness. It will be of no advantage to these souls
to forego all that and return quickly—only to suffer the ills of Yoni-
pravesa. While in the company of the deities, these Jivas will not be
slow to please them and earn their favor? which will give them a fur-
ther lease of happiness. As the deities will retain their jurisdiction for
a full Kalpa? the Jivas staying with them can expect to enjoy the
benefits of their tatsvdbhavydpatti well nigh for a Kalpa. Why then
will any Jiva care to shun Kamyakarmas and cultivate detachment to
them (Vairdgya) when they carry the promise and potency of confer-
ring such a bright future on him? The Piirvapaksa thus deals a
deathblow to Vairigya—the theme of the Pida.

Siddhanta

The Siddhanta is: Karmins return to the earth after staying with
the deities of Akasa, etc. and are reborn on earth very soon indeed
(néticirena)—before the year is out, to be precise. This is made clear
by the deliberate use of the expression “abhydsah™ (quickly) in the
Sruti text: those whose conduct has been good, quickly they attain a
good womb. (Chén. Up. v.10.7). Lest it should be thought that even
the duration of a Kalpa may be deemed to be “relatively soon after”
the Bhigyakirs, explaining the keyword “ndficirepa™ in the Sitra,
clarifies it with the help of a clearly-worded Smrti text that the return
to the womb takes places within a year of the commencement of the
downward journey:
RIS, Xt Feaq 5Ae g1
AT oA Qi qe d T

oft arc@@ (M. BSB. 1ii.1.25)6

5 .1 (AC)

S o

2
3. FEAEEIT [T AT o (TP. iii. 1.25) .
4. The wording is to be construed as: FITTF §fa 47, 77 F¥979° :rmm‘rww_ .

(TP. iii. 1.25)

5 TEAE. | AfTEE: (TDP)

6. This dispels the vagueness of the original (ndticwrena) which other commen+
tators have not attempted to penetrate.
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The objection that in view of the prospect of enjoying similarity of
nature with the deities for a long fime, no returning self is likely to
wish to return to the earth so soon as within a year is not a formi-
dable one. The Jivdatman is notoriously helpless (asvatantra). Where
the time limit has been fixed by authoritative sources, it is not open to
him to prolong his stay as he likes. If everyone is left to his own
likes, no soul would like to come down to the misery of rebirth! So
long as the Democlean sword of garbhavdsa hangs over the heads of
souls, the need to eschew Kiamyakarmas and cultivate Vairdgya to-
wards them is bound to persist.7

Interpretation of Samkare and Rimanuja

According to S., R. and others the question discussed here is whe-
ther with reference to the period beginning with the souls’ becoming
ether, air, etc., and extending upto their entering into rice, barley,
herbs and trees, they remain in that state of similarity with each of
the substances successively for a very long time or only for a short
time.$

The Purvapaksa is that as there is no specific ruling in any de-
finite text on the point, the question has to be left an open one® The
Siddhanta is that the expression ‘durnisprapataram (=whence the exit
is painful) used in the (vicinity of the) context of the souls’ entering
into rice, barley, herbs and trees indicates that prior to getting into them
the passage from stage'to stage is quick and easy while after raining
down on earth and entering into rice, barley, herbs and trees, it is
painful and very slow.l®

Criticism

The Piirvapaksa in favor of leaving the question an open one is
not justifiable. It can be held thro' a simple generalization that as the
Jivas carrying a residue of their Karmas remain in rice, barley, herbs
and trees in a state of similarity with them for a long time, they must .
be doing the same thing during their association with ether, air and
clouds also.!

7. @& l'ﬁrvﬁﬁ:';ﬁ; mipnfy ARz aEr wfrer R fETr fea
(TP. iil. 1.25)
8. yrrmiogRfaafarafarem anft (Kolpataru i 1 23)

9 mxrfagy, fwmwfor: wreesemary ¥ (S, BSB. Hi. 1.23)
10. ¥fyaTae foad Ruefify TIFT (Bhamati ibid)
1 1. sl TR feoady, safenmeeT dmfmena

(Kalpataru 41k 1 24)
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If it is arguable that there is a likelhood of rice, barley, corn and
other forms of food and vegetation growing on hill tops and other in-
accessible places remaining unconsumed by those who perform the act
of generation and consequently there is every possibility of such souls
as have got into these corn, herbs and trees lying imprisoned in them
for long, and reach the mother’s womb after considerable delay, then by
the same token it may be contended that while delay is possible in
such cases, there is no reason to take a long time in passing thro’ the
stages of ether, air, cloud, etc., in which case, the Piirvapaksa that the
matter cannot be decided one way or the other, with reference to the
first part of the passage till reaching the earth, for want of evidence
will fall to the ground. Where a definite and uniform Piirvapaksa
can be put up thro’ reasoning, there is no need to restrict it to the
first half of the journey.

Vacaspati pleads that the expression durnisprapataram would
rather signify delay in escaping from the condition of rice, barley, herbs
and trees, than painfulness of such escape, because without the gross
body the soul cannot feel any pain or suffering with its subtle body
alone.2 with which it goes about prior to reaching the mother’s womb.
This misses the point that if the Jivas can experience no pain with
their subtle bodies alone, they will not be able fo experience any re-
lief, ease or happiness either, without the gross body. How then can
it be presumed in the Siddhanta that in the earlier stages of passing
thro’ Aklida, air and the clouds the passage is smooth, easy and pain-
less?13

As the expression durnisprapateram applied with referen.ce to the
exit from rice, barley, herbs and trees can also signify sub.Jechon.w
being cut, quartered, pulverised or otherwise injured, there is not}ung’
to show that it must necessarily be taken in the sense of the Jivas
staying on in them for a long time.!

The Piirvapaksa that the d di 50‘:‘15. ini i y of
nature with ether, air, clouds etc. will remain in those states ‘pretty

" . forfetched by
long cannot be set aside merely by sq a farf L
Laksana into the expression durnisprapataram. The point can only be
4 ¢ wedifs aFEr
12 ot SRR 7 QAR g v, gt fae (Bhamatt GL 1.23)

13 Cf. &% 3.8 Froweed wdia qiq qa froweed sWeft) (S, BSB. Ll 1.23)
R (STC. Li. 1.25)

14.@ i SRt I EE
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settled by bringing forward clear evidence from Sruti’® and Smrti esta-
blishing that, right thro’ all the stages, from the first to the last, the
return of the Anusayi takes place in a fixed time which is fairly short
—not exceeding a year, as has been shown by M. This is the crux of
the problem.!¢ S., R. and others have all ignored it.

15. FAf TeamgmaTal  agemas e g @mrn fremrgameamRa
frmEm=T (Op. cit)

16. The expression abhydsa in Chéan. Up. (V. 10, 6) gives the answer. *How scon”
it is cleared by the Smyti: Hdfwiam wPrmgde—mifdft (BD. i, 1.25)
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CHAPITER LVI

RETURNING JIVAS DO NOT OWN CORN ETC.
AS THEIR BODIES

18. Anyadhikaranem (iii.1.26-27)

This adhi shows that the statement in Chén. Up. (v.10.6) that the
souls of Kamyakarmins returning with their residuary Karma are
“born as rice, barley, herbs and trees” is not to be taken in the sense
that they come to own them as their own bodies evincing any close
personal attachment to them. If that be the case, these souls are sure
to be exposed to the sufferings caused to their “bodies” when these
bodies are being cut, quartered, pulverised or subject to various forms
of injury while being cooked, boiled, eaten or burnt up. Such mis-
haps in store for the performers of Kiimyakarmas prescribed and taught
in the Srutis, are sure to raise serious misgivings in the minds of
Adhikirins about the wisdom of actively pursuing the other intensive
disciplines of Vairagya etc. taught in the same Srutis for the attain-
ment of Moksa, that they too may likewise be fraught with adverse
consequences and deter them from taking to the disciplines of Vai-
rdgya etc. In the interest of upholding the desirability of practising
Vairagya and other Sadhanas without such misgivings, it has got to
be shown that there is no reason to suppose that the returning Jivas
of Karmins make themselves liable to acute sufferings when they ac-
quire their bodies of rice, corn, herbs and trees as stated in the Sruti.!
The present adhi. does this by showing that there is no basis for the
supposition that these returning souls are actually born as rice, corn,

T 37 gfae, & TR TR W1 ATE-

1. ¥
faadaq 1 (TP, iii. 1.26)
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herbs and trees—in the sense of having them as their own bodies to
which they bear an intimate personal attachment and becoming affec-
ted on account of any injury to those bodies.

One may here raise a question as to how a proper contextual con-
nection can be made out for this adhi. here by refuting the objection
that in attaining the condition of rice, corn, herbs and trees the re-
turning Jivas experience pain or suffering when the bodies they have
come to live in are injured in various ways. Such a position will be
not only against the grain of thought of the previous adhis where the
Siitrakara has been harping on the hardships of the peregrinating Jivas
in order to emphasize the need for turning away from Kimyakarmas
and cultivating Vairagya towards them, but an open discouragement,
as well, to Vairagya.

The objection has been answered in the STC and the AC on the
following lines. What is meant by saying that a meritorious act is
worth pursuing because it has been prescribed or recommended by
the $ruti (cf. Jyotistomena svargakdmo yajeta) is that the deed in
question is capable of bringing about an agreeable result which out-
weighs any possible after-effects of unhappiness arising from some other
circumstances connected with it.-2 Turning to the sufferings of goings
and comings to and from the other worlds during the peregrinations of
Karmins, they do not outweigh the happiness which the performance
of the Kimyakarmas bring to the souls in heaven.

It is in this sense that the validity of the Sruti in prescribing the
performance of such karmas stands vindicated. Buf, the pain and
suffering likely to be caused to the Karmin-Jivas coming to live in
corn, herbs and trees, when such bodies of theirs are injured by pound-
ing or pulverisation etc., outweighs the happines which has accrued
to them in their heavenly sojourn as a result of the performance of the
Kimyakarmas. In this sense, these deeds which have contributed to
the Jiva's living in the conditions of hardships wearing the bodies of
corn, herbs and trees impinges on the validity of the $ruti by bringing
in more pain than happiness.

This justifies the discussion undertaken here whether the Karmins
do really get the bodies of corn, herbs, plants and trees® or whether

1a iy aramifie Aty I i o g areesmig g
{STC. iii. 1.26-27}

q; 4TI @ ¢ WETGE IERETEEIRTEER S (40
2 drpfemmnform ja| s IR dasfursTEenTETeTest ey

¥ wfxfs, frod dnoftnaT s5wEmRgL (AC)
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the statement in the Sruti to that effect admits of another explanation
viz. that these Jivas merely enter into and stay for some time encased
in corn, herbs and trees which are, however, already tenanted by other
Jivas, who own them as their own physical bodies and bear deep attach-
ment to them.

Pirvapaksa

The Piirvapaksa is that these returning souls of Karmins will be
in for much suffering. For the Sruti (Chan. Up. V. 10. 6) says “They
become here rice and barely, herbs and trees”. While doing so, these
souls cannot but be exposed to the pain and sufferings caused to them
when their own bodies such as these are being ground, boiled, thrashed
or cut. From this it would appear that sacrifices and other duties are
after all productive of only evil consequences.

It cannot be contended that this Sruti which says these souls be-
come Tice, corn, herbs and trees is to be understood as in the other in-
stance of the souls becoming ether, air, cloud, ete. (dealt with earlier in
Siitra 24) only in the sense of attaining similarity of nature with corn
etc. It is not possible to apply that principle of interpretation here to
avoid the consequence of sufferings as a result of being born as comn,
herbs and trees. For, in the earlier mstance of ether, air and clouds, -
the impediment to actual identification was that the descending souls
could not become identical with the abhimanidevat3s of ether, air, cloud,
eic., as one being cannot become another of a different nature:

bhd:

No h [

What the Pirvapaksin contends here is different—viz. that the Karmins
themselves returning from heaven with residual karma, enter into rice,
corn, herbs and trees which fhey take on as théir own ‘bothes. This is
not open to the aforesaid objection that one thing cannot become ano-
ther.?

Even supposing that there are other Jivas already present in the
rice, corn, herbs and trees, owning them as their bodies, and tha.t the
returning Jivas merely happen to tenant the same bodies, .thEZ‘E is no
avoiding the sharing of pain and suffering caused by injuries done to
these bodies where there is cotemancy in the same body. When the
“owner”-Jivas of corn herbs and trees are injured by cutﬁng. ete. of
their bodies, it is inconceivable that the Karmin-Jivas occupying the

—_— .
qefig sraETTEAR L T JTa% T SPTETIReAT Zaa
& f (TP. iii. 1.26). See also Raghu. TPB. (ibid),
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same bedy should remain immune from that pain and suffering’® The
analogy of Svara being immune from suffering tho’ present in the body
of suffering Jivas (See B.S.i.2.8) cannot be brought up here. For,
the returning Jivas of Karmins have not got the unique distinction of
being ex hypothesi untouched by pain and suffering of any kind because
of metaphysical independence like ISvara’ As ordinary Jivas, these
Karmins are all of them dependent creatures. When they are caught
in the body of the other suffering souls like the owner-souls of corn,
herbs and trees, they can hardly remain immune from suffering, The
suffering contingent on the returning souls’ getting into corn, herbs and
trees is naturally to be regarded as the outcome of the kimyakarmas
which have led them to heaven. This point has already been esta-
blished under the Siitra: CaranadS (iii.1.10).

Thus, it happens that the meritorious deeds such as sacrifices pres-
cribed in the Srutis as the means of achieving happiness are equally
fraiight with the undesirable prospect of bringing in acute suffering
and pain in its train for the Karmins. When persons come to realize
this grim truth, very few will put faith in the other prescriptions of
Srutis regarding the spiritual Sadhanas and the prospect of future hap-
piness in Moksa held out by them. In this way, the whole programme
of spiritual Sidhanas for the attainment of Moksa will cease to attract,

.enthuse and inspire anyone.”
Siddhanta

The Siddhanta is that the entry of the descending Jivas into ricfz,
barley, herbs, plants and trees referred to in Chdn. Up. (V.19.6) is
not tantamount to their “owning” them as their own bodies. It is only
in that case that these Jivas can possibly come to be affected by the

sufferings caused to those bodies.

The Karmins descending from heaven and entering into corn, her!zs
and trees and remaining there till they find their way to the mother’s
womb, are merely lodged in them withou,t’ havi.ng any .pem?nal attach;
ment, (abhimdna) to them as their “own’™ bedies. It is this factor o
e .

3. The objection is refuted by M. in his NV: 7 ¥ drgrieed. wgﬁ(zl:ﬁ{lg :’:;f:'a.l N
5.1 fg gfarn RS gmﬁiﬂw? W (TP, iii1.26)
6. a5 341 GAIREANT | AEANE: WIS Afmiea (P i6.1.26)

See also: wrﬁgﬂm‘t 16T L E DEEES AZFTARTATANATINT <

AR (TNERERIOSER)  (Vadirdja TPG. L 1.26)

7. 5 P A T G e My o s sucte s I LK

s ag (TP, il 1.26)
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abhiming which makes for happiness or suffering in all cases of ‘em-
bodiment’# The growth and development of corn, herbs and trees is
due to their possessing their own “owner-selves”? The Karmins are
only “visiting” them and staying with them in their bodies, to which
however they bear no attachment. They are, therefore, immune from
the sufferings caused by possible injuries to those bodies. Where thers
there is no Sarirdbhiména, there is no room for suffering thro’ the body.

The other possibility of pain and suffering being caused to these
visiting Jivas also by reason of their coming to reside in the same tene-
ment with the ow lves of those t ts, is ruled out by another
consideration also. The visiting Jivas are not as yet endowed with gross
bodies, while they are still lodged 1n corn, plants, herbs and trees.
These are attained only after the act of generation and reaching the
mother’s womb. There is thus no possibility of their having to suffer
pain, the fruits of sin, in the bodies of corn, herbs, ete. where they hap-
pen to be lodged.’®

The Sutra Anyddhisthite piirvavad abhilipid sums up all these
points by showing that the Karmins merely enter into corn, herbs and
trees which are already owned by other Jivas. They do not, therefore,
suffer on account of any injury to those bodies. It is the other Jivas
who really own them as their bodies who will suffer in consequence of
injuries to those bodies. This is indicated by the term abiklapdd in
the Siitra,!! which refers to relevant sources, These sources are quoted

by the Bhasyakira:—

“He who has begun to descend, first enters into the inanimate
(motionless) and without any experience of pain or pleasure therein,
continues to travel till he obtains a gross body for himself and then by

mezns of that he ¥ abjeet 4o experiences of pl and
pain” (Kaeusirave Sruti).

“The embodied soul, starting downwards
from Svarga, gets into the body of corn eic. belonging to other souls,
Not being liable to the experiences of those bodies, in course of time, he
obtains a gross body of his own” (Virdha).2
. Ffort RT3y e A fe G QR 1
® w 1Ty N (TP, iil. 1.26)
9. 7 T qET AT CRIMANTY  qgwredm: | qedmfafswar ) (TP, i 1.26)
10 FEATHT 3 GF T 33 iy w30 (STC. i 1.26)
Read: imAmgeEsd Igiwamy s@@<:  (Ragh. TPB. iii. 1 26).
' it gfr anrwentaeTy v T 4
1. FTCEEY EE A WSTC i 128
12. TR 3 AU | .
S FAT gATAfd T 11 (M. BSB. il 1.26)
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Another interesting question may be raised in this connection. The
Karmin-Jivas who attain similarity of nature with the Abhimanidevatis
of ether, air, cloud etc., have been deemed to enjoy some happiness
thereby. Why should it not be supposed then that in like manner,
these Kamrin Jivas now entering into corn, herbs, etc. owned by other
Jivas there, are likely to come in for some suffering also when the
bodies in which they live are injured??

The question may be answered by saying that there is no harm in
conceding the possibility of a little mental suffering sustained thro’ the
Stiksmadarira by the d ding souls in such cases. Such slight
mental suffering thro’ the Siiksmasarira would, however, be an incentive
to the awakening of the spirit of Vairdigya. It will be in keeping with
the Padartha and one need not fight shy of admitting it.}4

The next Siitra: Asuddhem iti cenna sabddt is a guna Satra which
raises a fresh objection to the position established in Sitra 26 and re-
futes it—thereby strengthening the original position. The objection is—
Notwithstanding the explanation given to show that the descending
souls have no reason to suffer misery on account of their entry into
corn, herbs and trees, the fact remains that the very nature of the sacri-
fices and such other deeds performed by the Karmins which have en-
abled them to go to heaven is tainted by sin, involving as it does injury
to living beings. Sin has naturally to be requited thro’ suffering. The
suffering caused to those selves which have entered into corn, herbs and
trees is part of the toll of sin.!” For this purpose, the expression asud-
dham in the Siitra is understood by M. to be used in its three collateral
senses of involving injury to life, entailing sin on that account and thus

being a source of suffering.’®

The objectoin is set aside by showing that it is not the act of injury
as such that entails sin but injury that is forbidden by law and Sistra.
The taking of life in a sacrifice has the approval and sanction of Sruti.!?
It is not, therefore, forbidden. Ergo, it does not lead to sin. In the
circumstances, the Parvapaksin’s contention that the Vedic sacrifices

rrTaTTaR FRoT Angratumfrdaae v 3 awft «afsfy o
13 g Tt . (TC 1 1.26)
14 fe wfmmme omwar ? 3 R A ST 3T, WY SR
sy ) (STC. il 1.25) 3
15, fgarevamy (a1.) ot Ay 37 R 3@ (o Bsp. L 1.2n
16, S, s, §aEg 4 T 7 NSy Snneg ey oy 2o sy feare
faft qiTwrm AYET WAL 0 (BD)
17. WO = KRETAT (M. 858, kL 1.21)

g stEEr vIeY o (TP. ibid)
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themselves contain the seed of suffering is vitiated by upddhi,!® in rea-
soning. It is not, therefore, competent to prove that the sacrifices per-
formed by the Karmins are themselves responsible for their suffering
thro’ the injury caused to the rice, corn, herbs and trees wherein the
Karmin Jivas have found lodgment.

18 w7 AP ffugamiageafafc s (BD)
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CHAPTER LXII
RETURNING JIVAS ENTER THE BODY OF THE IMPREGNATOR
19. Reto’dhikaranam (iii.1.28)

The adhi. establishes that, as a rule, the descending souls have got
to enter the body of their impregnator and pass from him to the mother’s
womb. In the absence of such a necessity, the Jiva will be spared that
much hardship and to that extent the need for Vairigya will be dimi-
nished. In the interests of Vairigya then, the Siitrakira here establi-
shes that the entry into the impregnator’s body is indispensable and
unriddable in the case of most of the Jivas.! M.’s AV brings the excep-
tions to this rule of eminent souls of higher order recorded in the
Ttihdsas and Puranas within the scope of the term atha in the next
adhi-Stitra, where it is taken over by enuvrtti from this cne.

Plirvapaksa

The Parvapaksa is that the returning Karmins are under no neces-
sity to enter the body of the father. This is endorsed by the text
“When coming down from heaven (and returning from hell)? the self
goes directly to the mother’s womb™? This is not weakened in any
way by the presence of Sruti texts which refer to the entry into the
father such as Chan. Up, v.10.6. M.’s bhisya brings up a more empha-
tically worded text in this connection#

—
1. afx sfat 7 fepmifar, aq wfafawn S ARG (TP id. 1.28)

o TS ) (BD. i 1.28)
3. ‘EniawraTy Attt @3 (AL BSB. il 1.28)

1. ‘T @ AR ST, W9 RgE )
(Kaunghararvaye Sruti Q. ML BSB. {d. 1 25}
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As the development of the body may be taken to be possible directly
by the Jiva's entering the mother’s womb, where the seed of the father
implanted subsequent to such entry of the Jiva can as well be deemed
to contribute to the nourishment of the foetus, it is not absolutely neces-
sary, according to the Pirvapaskin, to accept the prior entry of the
Jiva into the father's body.” The Pirvapaksa argues further that it
cannot be contended that the Sruti text which refers to the entry into
the father has greater weight than the Swirti text which dispenses with
the entry into the father. For the Smrti text is supported by the rea-
soning that the entry into the father serves no special purpose$ It is,
therefore, well-grounded. It cannot be said that the position taken
by the Smrti text would still be of equal standing with the Sruti. For
the vantage would remain with the Smrti text in that it is able fo dis-
pense with a superfluous link.” The use of the emphatic particle in

the Smrti text:
‘euiETAEE ERRET a9
would further give it an edge over the Sruti text
Siddhanta

The Siddhanta is that the entry into the impregnator is indispens.-
Lle for the returning Jiva to be reborn. This is shown by the Sruti
text:

‘qat Y fradmtialy, w wEEE T

“Then the Soul first enters into the father who perfoml:s the act of
generation, then into the mother, then he is botn”—w%uch makes a
specific reference to the order in which the soul passes into the body
of the father and the mother. This is enough to overrule the a]le_ged
entry into the mother without first entering into the body of the im-

pregnator?

The emphatic particle (evt) in Matur evodaram vraj.et can be'ex-
plained without the least ¢oniradiction with the fact of prior entry into

5 SgwfemTA ey sy AT T FAAS agT . ) )
i(?{I?:gl'tq. Ny Muktavah. i 1 19 adhi). Vidirdja in his TPG. explains the posi-
tion somewhat dufferently: .
AR T adq waa gmaanEii srﬁa'(Fm(lp‘ 12 op. cit)

6 7 9y ga figawfafrau | gl aaear | o fz frqardrored Fefaq s
A | (TP. iil. 1.28)

7 7, qaife aEAEETT W) AeEEeETEIg L (STC. diil. 1.28)
qArTT & fAgnETETT | . Cit.)

. s i it (STC. iri. 1 28)

o gfyFafza AT I ) TAY TepffaT !
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the father, in terms of ayogavyavaccheda meaning that the descending
soul cannot eliminate his entry into the mother’s body—rather than in
terms of anyayogavyavaccheda meaning that he does not at all enter
into the father’s body."® There is, moreover, the same emphasis in the
other Srutis referring to the prior entry into the father: Retas sicam
eva anuvifati; tam eva anuvifati which cannot be overlooked. The
status of the Smrti text is inherently inferior to that of a Sruti. The
Piirvapaksin’s plea that notwithstanding the question of status, the
Smrti text being supported by a sound reasoning is entitled to greater
weight than the $ruti in question cannot bear scrutiny. For, the Sruti
text gives us the order in which the returning self enters the father
and the mother. This leaves no room for doubt that the emphatic par-
ticle in the Smrti text will have to be construed with the predicate and
understood in the sense of ayogavyavaccheda only.

The seed of the impregnator is absclutely necessary for the proper
formation of the foetus.!! This point according to M. has been high-
lighted by the use of the descriptive epithet “Retassic” in place of
“pitr” in the Sruti and Siitra.> The biologiacl need for the prior entry
of the Jiva into the father’s body has to be reckoned with as part of
nature’s law and Divine dispensation.

TR T —
“Swea faad afvwmrls wEe

saefda wa: (TP il 1.28)

10. ST £ TEMIET IR =1 (ibid)

11. TR WasitaaT WaAseEmatn ! (TP, i 1.28)

12. Read: frparw sfr =3 fig wafa FTAEEA 7 W, e gt
, uRRal qEEAmEGrats g (TDP. dii. 1.28)

13. Quoted by M. in his NV (iii. 1. adhi. 18).




CHAPTER LIV
NORMAL AND EXCEPTIONAL MODES OF GENESIS OF JIVAS
20. Yonyadhikaranam (iii.1.29)

The adhi. arises by way of disposing of an adhikasanks or super-
vening doubt againt the position established in the previous adhi. that
the returning soul has got to enter the body of the impregnator. There
are also similar objections to its entry into the mother’s womb, to the
fact of its getting a body to be formed ab initio and developed in the
womb after the act of impregnation. Thus, the whole process begin-
ning with the Jiva's entering into the body of the father thro’ the food
eaten, his passing into the mother’s body thro’ impregnation and the
origination of his physical body in the womb is reconsidered here in the
light of fresh objections and reaffirmed.! Fresh facts relating to genesis
under special circumstances and conditions referred to in the Itthasas
and Purinas are also taken note of and due place is assigned to them.

Pirvapaksa

The Piirvapaksa is that none of the details set forth in the previous
adhi. is admissible. There is no evidence that the Jiva has got to
enter the mother’s womb thro’ the act of generation by the father in
order to get his body formed inside the womb. There is counter-
evidence of a text which says: The returning Jiva may enter a ready-
made body already formed in the mother’s womb by the food eaten
by her, and which is waiting for him, there, so to say:

3¢ wifead aviy wfady waddt vat
3 warfirer

s

(§TC. iii. 1.29)
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This makes it unnecessary for the Jiva to enter the womb only thro’
the act of generation by the father. There are also other alternative
modes of birth referred to various Purnic sources. We hear of the
bodies of some Jivas being originated by the fathers themselves and
of some others originating outside the mother’s womb into which the
Jiva enters from without. In some other accounts, we read of the Jiva
being passed into the mother’s body by the mere sight or touch of the
husband? To be sure, these other ways of birth should also have to
be admitted as being governed by Divine will and dispensation. As
so many of these easier ways of getting a body are open to the Jiva,
there is not much need to cultivate Vairagya out of distaste for Kimya-
karmas arising from a contemplation of the hardship of being born

again,
Siddhdnta

The Siddhanta is that entry into the father thro’ the food eaten
cannot be dispensed with for the returning Jivas. The Sruti: “Into
him who is a house-holder who performs the act of generation, the
returning soul enters” makes it obligatory. This does not conflict with
the other text: “The soul returning from Svarga may enter into a
ready-made body in the womb or elsewhere”, quoted for the Pirva-
paksa. For, that text refers to special or extraordinary forms of gene-
sis which fall outside the scope of the normal ways of birth in the world
of human beings. M. holds that the Sitrakira has brought them under
the scope of the present adhi. as exceptions to the rule, by reading the
Siitra: Yones Sariram in syntactic relationship with atha taken over
by anuvrtti from the preceding adhi’* This recrientation of the Sit-
rartha has been incorporated by M. in his AV:

alagz-gdrfﬁ‘r ﬁ‘-llﬁ'ﬂn«ifﬁﬂfﬁ’—{‘l

AR HAGATE TP ad¥ o= 1)
“By anuvrtti of ‘atha’ here, the author of the Sitras wants it to under-
stood that there is no hard and fast rule everywhere regarding the re-

2 FRTAT AT EHATATARE )
Iwo ganeaf: yaaaionT e’
3. CL. also; 3131 @R dt a1 Or: f3f1 30T € 3T (Chin Up. v. 10.6) “Whoever
cats the food and sows the seed, the Jiva becomes ke unto bim: L
1. of. e~ farie Tfy GRITeAAT AT 7 SPITRiTRiAT W AT
{1 TG | ] AR W I AR Ffrrery
Sl ARgErT At g sfr (NS, Bk Lop. 453 b).
N N g ’ jven i adres Gov,
4 ading of this verse “ARDY fxatfrram”  as given in the 3
gxs:: CH:YRLII cdn. of Ragh's TPB. (p. 352) s not supported by the NS which
has specially commented on the term,
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quirement of the invariable combination of the seed, the impregnator
and the Yoni, in respect of the souls getting their physical body at
rebirth.” (Tr.).

There are exceptions to these conditions recorded in the Itihdsas
and Purinas. They pertain to souls of exceptional merit earned thro’
the excellences of Aparoksajiidna, penance, yogic powers of Samadhi
and practice of good Karma.’

In his Bhisya on the present adhi. M. has cited relevant authorities
showing that we have to distinguish between the ordinary normal way
of Jivas getting embodied and the special or extraordinary modes of
genesis of human beings of which interesting information has been given
in the Itihdsas and Purdnas. Apropos the two modes genesis the normal
and the exceptional, the Brahma Purina (quoted by M.) tells us: that
from Svarga, the returning soul reaches herbs, plants and trees. From
there he reaches the body of a man; from the man he goes to the woman
and thereafter obtains his body 1n the usual way. This is the normal
mode of birth. The special or the extraordinary mode of birth is of
various types. Here, some (like Suka) may be born of Sthivaras
themselves; some only of the father (as in the case of Mandhita) or
of the mother touched by the father (as in the case of Astika). Or,
the soul may, without entering the womb, obtain a body outside (as
Drs{adyumna). These exceptional births do not apply to the ord'ina.:ry
run of souls which is governed by the normal routine of procreation
thro' the union of the parents and the soul passing from the body. of
the father into the mother’s womb thro’ impregnation and then ‘gettmg
his physical body there thro’ gradual development of the proto

As the normal process of birth involves so much of hardship', the
descending soul would do well to cultivate detachmeflt to the ordinary
values of life and turn to love of God for his deliverance from the

cycle of births:
- el fearfane fie, g afafy g s
AR, o FaR, ST, W gy fag 1 (TP in 1 29)
Interpretations of Sewmkara and Rémanuja (1. 1, 24-27)
S., R. and others treat the last four Siitras as one adhi. The topic
discussed is whether the descending souls entering into corn, plants ete.,
5. Read: W ¥ Frizaeafmat sl som agt @WER wﬁ—mﬂzﬂa@ wg-
SrfEEaraT T S, | | T LREY
HEFIAEATTOONRINE gl (*4* 3, gaiag TR | (NS, p. 458 b).
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with their residual karma, pass into those different species of Sthavaras
and enjoy their pleasures; or whether they merely enter into a state of
conjunction (samslesamdtram) with the (bodies of the) plants, etc.
which are animated by other souls.

Parvapaksa

The Purvapaksa is that they pass over into those species and enjoy
their pleasures and pain on account of the residue of their works still
clinging to them. For, the Sruti clearly says ‘They are bomn as corn
rice etc” (Chan Up. v. 10.6). The verb ‘born’ used here as in ‘men
are born’ is to be taken in its primary sense$ Also because we know
from Srutis and Smrtis that the condition of a plant etc., offers scope
for enjoyment of fruits of Karma.”

Siddhanta

The Siddhinta is that these souls are only in conjunetion with
corn, plants, ete, (as with ether, air and clouds). These plants etc.,
are already animated by other Jivas. They do not, therefore, have to
share the pleasures and pains of the plants etc.! The reason for this
is that the Srutis which speak of their passing into the state of corn,
plants, etc, do mnot attribute their passing into those states to their
karma—as they do when they speak of those whose conduct has been
bad getting a low birth (Chdn Up. V.10.7). For this reason of being
mentioned in this context without ascribing such birth to past karma,
their attaining the state of another is to be treated on a par with the

souls attaining the condition of ether, air and clouds.?
Criticism
The reason given for het conclusion that the soul’s becoming plants,
corn, efc., has not been attributed to the effect of karma is not conclu-
sive. For we read in Chdn. Up. (vi. 9.3) of some souls being born as
tigers, lions and pigs—where such birth has not been (expressly) attri-
buted to their past karma. Nevertheless, they are admitted to be born

in those species. The same may be true bere also. If it is contended
that the other context being one connected with B., the Sruti is to be

6. SR AT, G, T W 29 ¥F: wwfay dwnmfy dgderriny 0
sygend tf drgnfrdng gaafe: ofs 3F9) (Bhdmard 1. 1.24-25)

7. TR T SR s aa@aing: (S. BSB. iid. 1.24)
stduleig drfeg e : afagasn, 9 Ty et wafa, gERt

8 F4 g TRfEY HARETARRIR: a1 26

TR £Ea sha drnfEeen wafuae drd A i
"’ ‘ ™ (Bhamati {il. 1.24-23)

9. nATTIN—STY
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understood to convey that those who are void of knowledge of B. are
born as tigers, lions and pigs, then, in the present context also in so far
as the descent of the souls is due to the fruit of their karma, their
atfaining the condition of plants, etc., may likewise be the result of
past karma, tho’ not expressly so stated.®

According to R. the descending souls are not born as planis etc.
because the sacrifices and the like which were undertaken with a view
fo reward, such as enjoyment in heaven, are in the case of the descend-
ing souls completely wiped out by enjoyment of the heavenly world
and those works the action of which has not yet begun lead to embod:-
ment are mentioned further on in Ramaniyacarana etc. (Chan. Up.
¥.10.7). No new karma originates in the interval between these two
conditions. Hence, the statement that these souls are born as plants
etc. cannot be taken in its primary sense.!!

If this is accepted, the entry of the descending souls into plants, corn,
etc. and their stay there would turn out to be unaccountable.”?

“On account of the physical impossibility of the new born child
attaining identity with the person who performs the act of generation
which can be effectively done only when adolescence is attained, the
statement in the Sruti (Chan. Up. V. 10. 6) that “The karmin-soul
becomes the person who performs the act of procreation” has to be
understood only in the sense of the soul entering into mere conjunc-
tion with the one who performs the act of generation.! From this we
have to infer that the soul's becoming corn, plant etc. simply means
that it enters into conjunction with the plant etc.” This is how S. R.
and others have construed to Sitra: Retassigyogo’tha (ifi. 1.26).

The utilization of the above Siitra mn this way and for such a pur-

pose necessitates a good deal of adhyahara (importation). It is also
outside the competency of the term ‘atha’, in this Sitra, to play t}}e
role of a probans in support of an inference to be drawn from the plain
statement of fact—that the soul enters into the body of the father.4 If

—_— an’ Ja= Lo}
10 TR ST duri el T F (STC. iil. 1 28)
- WW, FAITHE

FATE RTEE 0 &
" *Wﬂgm A FRTONIATST | 3 SEReTEaag g A

aantqaifeey ¢ (§ribhasya iii. 1.24)
12 WA AR EARER (STC. iii. 1 28)

aerRfy g aaaRs w9 |
13 gEar fz It @ @ fevrafa | wfy g, faema JRalE | (Bhamati iit. 1.26)

14 FEETIR" 1 SR $fr 0 e ige ORI (STC. #5129
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'

. such were the intention and purpose of the Siitrakira, he would have
used the correct and commensurate expression: Retassigyogavat (ca)
(like the conjunction with the one who performs the act of genera-
tion).’> This criticism applies to R.’s interpretation also.!8 The absence
of ca in the Sttra is a further indication that it can stand by itself and
represent a fresh adhikarana.

The fourth Sitra: Yone$ sariram according to S. discusses the point
whether, in the circumstances, it should be held that everywhere the
descending soul is only in conjunction with others, If that were so,
the statement of the Sruti about those whose conduct has been good
getting a good birth and those whose actions have been bad getting a
low birth would become falsified. This doubt is taken to be cleared
by the Sitra: Yones Sariram*? which says that it should not be sup-
posed that everywhere the soul is merely in conjunction with the
successive stages. In the last stage thro’ connection with the person
who performs the act of procreation the soul enters the woman and
thence does get a body of its own where it is obliged to go thro’ the
results of its residual karma.'s

This way of interpreting this Siitra with this preamble for its back-
ground, is unsustainable. For according to both S. and R. this point
has already been fully covered and disposed of in the first Stitra itself—
where it was shown that the entry of the descending soul in corn, plants,
etc. cannot be construed as having them for its body and enjoying the
pleasure and pain thereof, because the Sruti text does not refer to the
operation of any Karma in this context as it does when it wants to show
that the souls undergo pleasure and pain in a body as in: Rama%iya-
carand ramagiydm yonim dpadyanate®***19  As this question has, there-
fore, been raised and disposed of, the same doubt cannot arise over
again or be refuted in this Siitra?® The Siitra can gain much from
the point of view of its purposiveness in the Vairagya Pada, if it is uti-

15, “Gafe g’ =fa T 13 (op. cit.)

3 .fewmmfm»r;ﬂq'rmamzﬁnmﬁm JraEicieice ]
163 - h ($ribhdgya iti.1 26)

17, afEFETl AAAAEARET SRR, T TR e e gt -
‘973 O (Bhamats il 1.27) N
TR AR T AT TR WrA-aw w whmeen’ 1f1

18 S (S. BSB. il 1.21)

{0, T ATFT AT ? FERANICEACT A ) TR ST 7 e Tt
QURTAT TR | AP AR Y TEEA ) 37 FrrTAfaafy
SOAfT R TR WA FEIeT LT (S BSB. §.1.20) .

20, TERTH T AR I SR R, S (ray-
T SATET)  (STC. il 1.29)
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lized to underline the misery of Yonipravesa for the descending souls.
Its utilization as a mere gunasitra for the purpose of saying that the soul
is mot simply in conjunction with the physical body but actually gets it
as its own body, where it goes thro' the results of its residual karma,
fails to make any fresh point!

The way in which the second Siitra has been explained as refuting
a point raised by the opponent and the Siitrakdra’s being made to
revert to reinforcing his own position again in two more Siitras offends
against continuity of theme. In conformity with their own positions
S. and R. should have read Siitras 24, 26 and 27 consecutively and
shifted Siitra 25 to the end so as to give a better logical sequence to the
points made® The existing arangement shows that Siitra 26 forms a
separate adhi. and is not to be treated as a gunasitra tagged on to
Sitra 24. The Satra Tatsabhavyapattir**(1i.1.22) rejects identity of
one with another, in principle. Its bearing on the larger question of
the identity of Jiva with B. in Badardyana's philosophy cannot be lost
on us?

21, TRWAT 5 o 25 .
HEAWETR:  (STC. iii. 1.29) . N

22. §AAT TR qEA, w6y fawed gufacn, 9 TFET SEIRERS
faefvary qEFTEr arat, SRS e, qaTAseER:  (STC. i 1.29)

23. Refer the discussion on Prthagadhik (11.328-29) and Yavadadhs (ii330).
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Space as avyakrﬁké.éa, 126 130-31.
Spencer Herbert
—on_space, 135 fn.
Sresthadhi.
—M's _inter. 325-26,
—5's 326—27 Crl. 327.
$rikantha,
Srutuprakﬂsu, 144 312, 313 fn.
—on Lord's neutrahty ete, 267.
Sthiramati, 72 fn.
Sudar$ana Stri, 148.

Sanya

—defn, 71, 72.

Sunyavada
71-75.

—Ss omission to refute, 64.
Svariipams$a and Bhinnamgas, 275-76.
Svamsaka]as 276.
Svedaja, 83, 420.
Syadvuduma.njuﬁ, 84,
Sejvara-| 12,
Sexavakyarthuundnka, !
Siva and Sakti, 106
vaopasarjanasakuvada, 107.
Size of the Soul

—in Jainism examined, 8487.

—in Vedanta, 203-209.

2 fn, 84

T

Tadantaradhi.

—M’s inter. 370-72,

—S's (examined), 383-89.
Tadatmya

—six senses of, 217 fn.
Tad eva idam, 61, 69.

_-Sutra cannot have any bearing on
question of Jiva's size,
Tadvy radhi. 409-410.
Taksa
—S's inter. 256 cri. 25661,
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Tartar (catching of), 98,
Tatparyalingas
——claimed to favor identity relation,

14,
Tatsibhavyapattyadhi.
—S’s inter, 423-24 cri. 424425,
Tatsvabhavyapattyadhi.
—Ml's_inter. 422-423.
Tattrasira (R's school), 264.
Tejodhi.
M’s inter. 161-64.
—S’s 166 cri. 166-67.
—R’s 167.
Thibaut G. 120, 122, 230 {n. 242, 292.
—on failure of Vedantins to distin-
guish space from ether, 126.
Time
—intriusic parts recognized im, 37.
Trtiyatamas, 413, 415,
Trivikrama Pandita
—on amdas (parts) of atoms, 207-208.

u

Udayana, 30.
Utkrantyadhi

—M's inter. 203-209.

—S's 25}7“-30 cri. 230-240.
Utpattya

—Easeg Paficaritradhi or $aktidhi.
Upakmmapamkmma, 375 in.
upakramaprabalya

Araprabalya, 375 fn. 386, 400.

Upasamhammjuya, 375 fn,

v

Vacaspali, 69, 95, 102, 1
Vadudja, 33 fn. 86, 106 {n "125, 146 fn.
362, in,
—on Caracara. 181,
Vitsya Varada,
vavram, 406 fn. 414 fn. 5.
Vayukn)adhL
—S's inter. 334-35 cri. 336-37.
—R's inter. 338-39.
Vayuprokta, 317, 325. 326, 340.
Vaibhisika-Sautrjntika schools
—refn, 50

Vaidika-. Pasanda schools, 6, 9.
Vaisesika schoo
—concept of God too narrow and un-
philosophical, 30.
~—three types of causes in, 31.
—theory of creation examined,
36-37.
Vibhiga
—;;eaning limited power, 134; fn.

Vijayindra Tirtha, 375.
i)

—M’s inter, 76-78.

—S's and R’s inter. 78 cri. 788l
Viparyayadhi.

—Ms inter. 175-76.

—S's 176 cri. 176-77.

—R’s 1:8 cri. 178.

Visesas .
n'ekagraha
—between self and mind,
impossible to posit, 10.
Viyadadhi
—M’s inter. 125-135.
—S's 135-36 cri. 1356-139.
—R’s inter. 140 cri. 140.
Vedantadipa, 26, 291, 312.
Vedarﬂlasamg'mha 291,
Vyasatirtha, 109, 146.
Vyatirekadhi
—X’s inter. 210.
Vytha doctrine, 107.
—teleological purpose of, 117-118.

w

Waking state
—not sublated in Vyavahiradaii
cven to Vijidnavadins, 79.

Y

Yavadadhi,

—M's inter. 221.23,
Yavatsampatam, 400, 401
Yogi-Jivas, 210.

—power to extend thro® amias, 210.
Yuktirasikas, 377
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EXTRACTS FROM REVIEWS OF VOLUME I

“Dr. B. N. K. Sharma’s book is an important event in Vedinta scho-
larship. It opens up fresh basic questions of both the method and the
content of Brah {itra And it does this from an admir-
able base of Sanskrit scholarship and in lucid, lively English.”

—Philosophy East and West, 23. No. 3,
Honolulu, Hawaii.

rie;

“The subject is treated in all its complexaty and technicality, dis-
cussing word by word the sigmficance of each Sitra and the choice of
the Visayavikya, the words of the Sruti to which it can allude and the
details of their grammatical and contextual justification, and the use of

classical regulations of the Indian exegesis.

The author’s erudition is huge. Coprous notes and discussions of
the interpretations are given. The analysis is always clear in its lan-
guage and thought, recalling the fund tal and impli
tions of each commentary, The interest of the work lies in the lively
dissection of philosophical thought which for Indian thinkers has been
the source of wealth, precision and depth of understanding.”

~—Journal Asiatique, Paris
Tome, cclx, fase. 1-2; 1972,

“The p: ion of inflexible matter is clear without

taking a dabout way and Iy close to the text so
that the argument of the whole can afford a valuable supplement to

every critical work on the Sitras.”

—Weiner Zeitschrift fur die Kunde
Sudasiens AF 1973, 208 (Austria).
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APPENDIX

The discussion of the various interpretations put on the Utpattyadhi
as a criticism or a defence of some special doctrines of Paficaritra
theology will not be complete without taking into consideration their
interpretation as given by Yamunicarya, the great predecessor of Rama-
nuja, in his Agamaprimanya. He has given us two additional interpre-
tations of the Siitras of this adhi. which are distinctive and are not found
in the $ribhdsya. During his recent visit to India Dr. G. Oberbammer
of the Vienna University drew my attention to this and later sent me
his monograph on the subject published in Veroffentlichungen der
Rommission fur spraschen und Kulturen Sudasiens. Heft 01, Wien,
1971 which has induced me to look closer into Yamuna's fresh inter-

pretation.

However, in both these interpretations Yamuna is cbliged to lean
heavily on the support of importations (adhydhdra) into the wording of
the Siatras as they stand. The first alternative interpretation of the
Sitra: Vipratisedhdcca given by him requires us to import the words
“Bhagavatpratyaksa” or *Bhagavatpratyaksanumitasruti” to be syntacti-
cally connected with “Vipratisedhat” in the Sitra in order to yield the
desired sense that the denial of validity to the Paficaritra would under-
mine the validity of the (Apauruseya) Veda as well:

fazfaqmizfa 1 de@eRCfaawaaraatafaiun awfrogfasis-
Gargan aermAbmasiar:  (dgama-Pramanya)
Here the entire predicative clause and the fairly long winded explana-
tory adjunct to the probans are to be supplied thro' adhyahara. This
is unlike the direct and forthright manner of the Satrakira.
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APPENDIX

The other intespretation of all the four Siitras by way of ‘Krtva-
cintd’ so as to establish the validity of the Paficaritra in principle
against the allegation of its being invalidated by the opposition to the
teaching of the Srutis which are Apauruseya, similarly requires us to
(i) import the words “Srutiviruddhapramiti” with which the reason
‘utpattyasambhavat’ of the opening Siitra is to be syntactically con-
nected in this interpretation to convey the sense: Tadviruddhdyih
pramiter utpatt bhavdt as desired; which does not however
amount to a conclusive proof unless the point o be made in the last
Siitra is presupposed as part of the argument of ‘utpattyasambhava'
(in that sense) in which case, there is no need to retain the last Siitra,
(if) Yamuna construes the expression ‘karanam’ in Sdtra ii, 2.40, in
the sense of karmani lyut:

T o shiwer Fo R/ 1 Pee afy aw, wafr ey sk
a1 sty wraq (ibid)
and (iii) makes the Shtrakdra resort to a periphrasis in “ddibhdve”
under Sutra 41,

WAae], AfaUERTETEEAHATARFIAT | AR @ Eueeics
Ty alt, agafady: ¢ AR (ibid)

where a shorter and more pol ion (uijfiana) wilatue would
have sufficed. This again is unlxke ﬂle direct manner of the Satrakara.
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