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INTRODUCTION

To the sacred literature of the Brahmans, in the strict
sense of the term, i.e. to the Veda, there belongs a certain
number of complememary works without whose assistance
the student is, according to Hindu notions, unable to do
more than commit the sacred texts to memory. In
the first place all Vedic texts must, in order to be under-
stood, be read together with running commentaries such as

Sayana’s commentgfies on the Samhitds and Brihmaras,-

and the Bhashyas ascribed to Saiikara on the chief Upaii-
shads. But these commentaries do not by themselves
conduce to a full comprehension of the contents of the
sacred texts, since they confine themselves to explaining
the meaning of each detached passage without investigating
its relation to other passages, and the whole of which they
foim part ; considerations of the latte: kind are at any rate
introduced occasionally only. The task of taking a com-
prehensive view of the contents of the Vedic writings as a
whole, of systematising what they present in an unsyste-
matical form, of showing the mutual co-ordination or sub-
ordination of single passages and sections, and of reconciling
contradictions—which, according to the view of the orthodox
commentators, can be apparent only—is allotted to a sepa-
rate sistra or body of doctrine which is termed Mimamsa,
i.e. the investigation or enquiry xar® éfoxi, viz. the enquiry
into the connected meaning of the sacred texts.

Of this Miméms4 two branches have to be distinguished,
the so-called earlier (pOrva) Miméismsé, and the later (uttara)
‘Mimésmsa. The former .undertakes to systematise the
karmakénda, i.e. that entire portion of the Veda which is
concerned with action, pre-eminently sacrificial action, and
which comprises the Samhitas and the Brih exclusive
of the Aranyaka portions, the latter performs the same
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service with regard to the so-called g#inakanda, ie. that
part of the Vedic writings which includes the Aranyaka
portions of the Brahmanas, and a number of detached
ireatises called Upanishads. Its subject is nnt action but
knowledge, viz. the knowledge of Brahman' .
At what period these two sastras first assumed a definite
form, we are unable to ascertain. Discussions of the nature
of those which constitute the subject-matter of the Parva_
Mimésmsi must have arisen at a very early period, and the
word Miméamsh itself together with its derivatives is’
already employed in the Brdhmaras to denote the doubts
and discussions connected with certain contested points of
ritual. The want of a body of definite rules prescribing how
to act, i.e. how to perform the various sacrifices in full
accordance with the teaching of the Veda, was indeed an
urgent one, because it was an altogether practical want,
continually pressing itself on the adhvaryus engaged in
ritualistic duties. And the task of establishing such rules
was moreover a comparatively limited and feasible one; for
the members of a certain Vedic sikhd or school had to do .
no moare than to digest thoroughly their own brihmana and
sawhita, without being under any obligation 6f reconciling
with the teaching of their own books the occasionally con-
flicting rules implied in the texts of other sakhds. It was
assumed that action, as being something which depends on
the will and choice of man, admits of alternatives, so that
a certain sacrifice may be performed in different ways by
members of different Vedic schools, or even by the followers
of one and the same sdkhl.

The Uttara Mimémsd-sastra may be supposed to have
originated considerably later than the Parva Mimamsi. In
the first place, the texts with which it is concerned doubtless
constitute the latest branch of Vedic literature. And in the
second place, the subject-matter of those texts did not call
for a systematical treatment with equal urgency, as it was
in no way connected with practice; the mental attitude of
the authors of the Upanishads, who in their lucubrations on
Brahman and the soul aim at nothing less than at definite-
ness and coherence, may have perpetuated jtself through
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many generanons \wthout any great inconvenience resultmg
therefrom.

But in the long run t\vu causes must have acted with
ever-increasing force, to give an 1mpulse to the systematic
working up of the teaching of the Upanishads also. The
followers of the different Vedic sikhis no doubt recog-
nised already at an early period the truth that, while
conflicting statements regarding the details of a sacrifice
can be got over by the assumption of a vikalpa, i.e. an
optional proceeding, it is not so with regard to such

- topics as the nature of Brahman, the relation to it of the
human soul, the origin of the physical universe, and the like.
Concerning them, one opinion only can be the true one,and
it therefore becomes absolutely incumbent on those, wha
Took on the whole body of the.Upanishads as revealed
truth; to demonstrate that their teaching forms a con-
sistent whole free from all -contradictions. In addition

. there supervened the.extemnal motive that, while the karma-
kinda of the Veda concerned only the higher castes of
brahmanically constituted Society, on which it enjoins
certain sacrificial performances connected with certain re--
wards, the giiinakinda, as propounding a certain theory of
the world, towards which any reflecting person inside or
outside the pale of the orthodox community could not but
take up a definite position, must soon have become the
ohject of criticism on the part of those who held different
views on religious and philosophic things, and hence stood
in need of systematic defence.

At present there exists a vast Jiterature connected with the
two branches of the Mimémsi. We have, on the one hand, all
those works which constitute the Pidrva Mimamsi-sistra—or
asit is often,shortly but not accurately, termed, the Mimasmsd-
sistra—and, on the other hand, all those works which are
commonly comprised under the name Vedanta-sistra. At
the head of this extensive literature there stand two collec.
tions of Sttras (i.e. short aphorisms constituting in their
totality a complete body of doctrine upon some subject),
fwhose reputed authors are Gaimini and Badardyama. There
ean, however, be no doubt that the composition of those two
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collections of Sftras was preceded by a long series of pre-
paratory literary efforts of which they merely represent the
highly condensed outcome. This s rendered probable by
the analogy of other sistras, as well as by the exhaustive
thoroughness with which the Sttras perform their task of
systematising the teaching of the Veda, and is further
proved by the frequent references which the Stitras make to
the vicws of easlier teachers. If we consider metely the
preserved monuments of Indian litefature, the Sitras (of the
two Miméinshs as well as of other sastras) mark the begin-
ning ; if we, however, take into account what once existed,
although it is at present irretrievably lost, we observe that
they occupy a strictly central position, summarising, en the
one hand, a series of early literary essays extending over
many generations, and forming, on the other hand, the head
spring of an ever broadening activity of commentators as
well as virtually mdcpendent writers, which reaches down to
our days, and may yet have some future beforc itself.

The general scope of the two Mimamsa-siitras and-their
relation to the Veda have been indicated in what precedes,
A difference of some importance between the two has, how-
ever, to be noted in this connexion. The systematisation of
the karmakinda of the Veda led to the elaboration of two
classes of works, viz. the Kalpa-sitras on the one hand, and
the Piirva Miméasmsa-siitras on the other hand. The former
give nothing but a description as concise as possible of the
sacrifices enjoined in the Brihmaras; while the Jattér
discuss and establish tho general principles which the
author of a Kalpa-sttra has to follow, if he wishes to render
hig rules strictly conformable to the teaching of the Veda.
The giiAnakinda of the Veda, on the other hand, is systema-
tised in a single work, viz. the Uttara Mimarmsi or Vedinta-
sutras, which combine the two tasks of conciscly stating the
teaching of the Veda, and of argumentatively establishing
the special interpretation of the Veda adopted inthe Sttras,
This difference may be accounted for by two reasons. In
the first place, the contents of the karmakinda, as being of
an entirely practical nature, called for summaries such as

the Kalpa-siitras, from which all burdensome discussions of
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methnd are excluded ; while there was no similar reason for
the scparation of the two topics in the case of the purely
theoretical science of Braliman.  And, in the second place,
the Vedanta-sfitras throughout presuppose the Phrva
Mimamsi-sitras, and may therefore dispense with the
discussion of general principles and methods already esta-"
blished in the Iatter.

The time at which the two Mimémsi-stitras were com-
posed we are at present unable to fix with any certainty;
a few remarks on the subject will, however, be made later
on, Their outward form is that common to all the so-
called Sftitras which aims at condensing a given body of
doctrine in a number of concise aphoristic sententes, and
often even mere detached words in licu of sentences.
Besides the Mimamsi-siitras this literary form is common
to the fundamental works on the other philosophic systems,
on the Vedic sacrifices, on domestic ceremonies, on sacred
faw, on grammar, and on metres. The two Mimamsi-
sitras occupy, however, an altogether exceptional position
in point of style. AIll Satras aim at concisencss; that is .
clearly the reason to which this whole species of literary

position owes its existence. This their aim they reach
by the rigid exclusion of all words which can possibly be
spared, by the careful avoidance of all unnecessary repeti-
tions, and, as in the case of the grammatical Sitras, by the
employment of an arbitrarily coined terminology which
substitutes single syllables for entire words or combination
of words. At the same time the manifest intention of the
Shtra writers is to express themselves with as much clear-
pess as the conciseness affected by them admits of. The
aphorisms are indeed often concise to cxcess, but not
otherwise intrinsically obscurc, the manifest care of the
writers being to retain what is essential in a given phrase,
and to sactifice only what can besupplied, although perhaps
not without difficulty, and an irksome strain of memory and
reflection. Hence the possibility of understanding without
a tary a very iderable portion at any rate of
the ordinary Sttras. Altogether different is the case of the
two Mimamsi-sitras. There scarcely one single Sttra is
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intelligible without a commentary. The most ecssential
words are habitually dispensed with; nothing is, for instance,
more common than the simple omission of the subject ot
predicate of a sentence. And when here and there a Sttra
occurs whose words construe without anything having to be
supplied, the phraseology is so eminently vague and obscure
that without the help derived from a commentary we should
be unable to make out to what subject the Sttra refers.
When undertaking to translate either of the Mimamsi-
slitras we therefore depend altogether on commentaties;
and hence the question arises which of the numerous com-
mentaries extant is to be accepted as a guide to their right
understanding.,

The commentary here selected for translation, together
with Bédariyana’s Sotras! (to which we shall henceforth
confine our attention to the exclusion of Gaimini's Plrva
Mimdsmei-sitras), is the one compased by the celebrated
theologian Saitkara or, as he is commonly called, Saitkard-
Firya., There are obvious reasons for this selection. In
the first place, the Sankara-bhishya represents the so-
called orthodox side of Brahmanical theology which strictly
upholds the Brahman or highest. Self of the Upanishads as
something different from, and in fact immensely superior to,
the divine beings such as Vishnu or Siva, which, for many
centuries, have been the chief objects of popular worship.in
India. In the seccond place, the doctrine advocated by
Sankara is, from a purely philosophical point of view and
apart from all theological considerations, the most im-
portant and interesting one which has arisen on Indiansoil ;
neither those forms of the Vedanta which diverge from the
view represented by Saikara nor any of the non-Vedintic
systems can be compared with the so-called orthodox
Vedinta in boldness, depth, and subtlety of speculation.
In the third place, Safikara’s bhashya is, as far as we know,
the oldest of the extant commentaries, and relative antiquity
is at any rate one of the circumstances which have to be

1 The Sitras in which the plinakhnds of the Veda i systematlied go by
varfons pames, being aalled citber Vedinta.edtray, or Uttara Mimawnd-altres,
o1 Babma 1ltny, or Shtnks MinSmtadtras



.

'

INTRODUCTION, Xv

taken into account, although, it must be admitted, too much

- weight may easily be attached toit. The Saikara-bhashya

further is the authority most generally deferred to in India
as to the right understanding of the Vedanta-sitras, and
ever since Safikara’s time the majority of the best thinkers
of India have been men belonging to his school. If in
addition to all this we take into consideration the intrinsic
merits of Safkara’s work which, as a piece of philo-
sophical argumentation and theological apologetics, un-
doubtedly occupics a high rank, the.prefercnce here-given
to it will be easily understood.

But to the European—or, generally, modern—translator
of the Vedinta-sitras with Saitkara’s commentary another
question will of course suggest itself at once, viz. whether
ornot Safkara's explanations faithfully render the intended
meaning of the author of the Sitras. To the Indian Pandit
of Saitkara’s school this question has become an indifferent
one, or, to state the case more accurately, he objects to
its being raised, as he looks on Sankara’s authority as
standing above doubt and dispute. When pressed to
make good his position he will, moreover, most probably
not enter into any detailed comparison of Sankara’s com-
ments with the text of Bidardyana’s Sttras, but will rather
endeavour to show on speculative grounds that Sankara’s
philosophical view is the only true one, whence it of course
follows that it accurately represents the meaning of Bada-
riyana, who himself must necessarily be assumed to have
taught the true doctrine. But on the modern investigator,
who neithér can consider himself bound by the authority of
a name however great, nor is likely to look to any Indian
system of thought for the satisfaction of his speculative
wants, it is clearly incumbent not to acquiesce from the out-
set in the interpretations given of the Vedinta-sdtras—and
the Upanishads—by Saiikara and his school, but to submit
them, as far as that can be done, to a critical investigation

This is a task which would have to be undertaken gven if
Sankara’s views as to the true meaning of the Satras and
Upanishads had never been called into doubt on Indian
soil, although in that case it could perhaps hardly becntered
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upon with much hopeof success; but it becomes much more
urgent, and at the same time more feasible, when we meet
in India itsclf with systems claiming to be Vedintic and
based on intcrpretations of the Sftras and Upanishads
more or less differing from those of Sankara, The claims
of those systems to be in the possession of the right” under-
standing of the fundamental authoritics ‘of the Vedanta
must at any rate be examined, even if we should ﬁnally be
compelled to reject them.

It appears that already at a very carly period the

Vedanta-sitras had come to be looked upon as an authori-
tative work, not to be neglected by any who wished to
affiliate their own doctrines to the Veda. At present, at
any rate, there are very few Hindu sects not interested in
showing that their distinctive tenets are countenanced by
Bidarayana's teaching. Owing to this the commentaries
on the Sitras have in the course of time become very
numerous, and it is at present impossible to give a full and
accurate enumeration even of those actually existing, much
less of thosc referred to and quoted. Mr, Fitz-Edward
Hall, in his Bibliogrhphicnl Index, mentions fourtcen com-
mentaries, copies of which had been inspected by himself.
Some among these (as, for instance, Ramanuga’s Vedinta-
sira, No. XXXV) are indeed not commentaries in the strict
sepse of the word, but rather systematic expositions of the
doctrine supposed to be propounded in the Sttras ; but, on
the other hand, there are in existence several true commen-
taries which had not been accessible to Fitz-Edward Hall,
It would hardly be practical—and certainly not feasible in
this place—to submit all the existing bhishyas to a éritical
enquiry at once.  All we can do here is to single out one or
a few of the more important ones, and to compare their
interpretations with those given by Saitkara, and with the
text of the Sitras themselves,

The bhishya, which in this connexion is the first to press
itsell upon our attention, is the one composed by the famous
Vaishnava theologian and philosopher RamAnuga, who is
supposed to have lived in the twelfth century. The Rama-
nuga or, as it is often called, the Srti-bhishya appears to be
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the oldest commentary extant next to Sankara’s. It is
further to be noted that the sect of the RAmAnugas occupies
a pre-emineat position among the Vaishrava sects which
themselves, in their totality, may claim to be considered the
most important among all Hindusects. The intrinsic value
of the Sri-bhishya moreover is—as every student ac-
quainted with it will be teady to acknowledge—a very high
one; it strikes one throughont as a very solid performance
‘dueto a writer of extensive learning and great power of argu-
mentation, and in its polemic parts, directed chiefly against
the school of Saiikara, it not unfrequently deserves to be
called brilliant even. And in addition to all this it shows
evident traces of being not the mere outcome of RAménuga's
individual views, but of resting on an old and weighty
tradition.

This latter point is clearly of the greatest importance.
If it could be demonstrated or even rendered probable only
that the oldest bhishya which we possess, i.e. the Safi-
kira-bhishya, represents an uninterrupted and uniférm
tradition bridging over the interval between Bidardyana,
the reputed author of the Sitras, and Sankara; and if, on

_ the other hand, it could be shown that the more modern
bhashyas are not supported by old tradition, but are
nothing more than bold attempts of clever sectirians to
force an old work of generally recognised authority into
the service of their individual tenets; there would certainly,
be no reason for us to raise the guestion whether the Jater

. bhéshy'xs can help us in making out the true meaning of
the Sdtras. Allwe should have to do in that case would be
to accept Saiikara’s interpretations as they stand, or at the
utmost to attempt to make out, if at all possible, by a
careful "‘comparison of Safikara’s bhidshya with the text. of
the Stitras, whether the former in all cases faithfully repre.
sents the purport of the latter.

In the most recent beok of note which at all enfersinto the
question as to how far we have to accept Safikara as a gmdc
to the nght understanding of the Satras (Mr. A. Gough’s
Philosophy of the Upanishads) the view is maintained (pp.
239 ff) that Saikara is tlie generally recogniscll expositor

b

£341
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of true Vedinta docti'ix_le, that that' doctrine was handed
down by an unbroken series of teachers intervening between
him and the SAtrakira, and that there existed from the
beginning only one Vedinta doctrine, agreeing in all essen-
tial points with the doctrine known to us from Saikara’s
writings. Mr. Gough undertakes to prove this view, firstly,
by a compatison of Safikara’s system with the teaching of
the Upanishads themselves ; and, secondly, by a comparison
of the purport of the SOtras—as far as that can be made
out independently of the commentaries—with the interpre-
tations given of them by Saikara. To both these points
we shall revert lateron.  Meanwhile, T only wish to remark’
concerning the former point that, even if we could show
with certainty that all the Upanishads propound one and
the same doctrine, there yet remains the undeniable fact of
our being confronted by a considerable number of essen-
tially differing theories, all of which claim to be founded on
the Upanishads. snd with regard to the latter point I,
have to say for the present that, as long as we have
only Safkara’s bhishya before us, we are naturally
inclined to find in the Sttras—which, taken by them.
selves, are for the greater part unintelligible—the meaning
which Sankara ascribes to them; while a reference to
othér bhishyas may not impossibly change our views at
once.~Meanwhile, we will consider the question as to the
unbroken uniformity of Vedintic tradition from another
point of vicw, viz, by enquiring whether or not the
Sttras themselves, and the Sankara-bhishya, fumish any
indications of there having existed already at an early time
essentially different Vedéntic systems or lines of Vedantic
speculation.

Beginning with the Stitras, we find that they supply ample
evidence to the effect that already at a very carly time,
viz. the period antecedent to the final compdsition of the
Vedinta-sitras in their present shape, there had arisen
among the chiel doctors of the Vedinta differences of
oplnion, bearing not only upon minor points of doctrine,
but affecting the most essential parts of the system. In
addition to Bidardyara himself, the reputed author of the
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Sftras, the latter quote opinions ascribed to the following
teachers: Atreya, A:mérathya, Audulomi, Karshuigini,
Kisakritsna, Gaimini, Bidari. Among the passages where
diverging views of those teachers are recorded and con.
trasted three are of particular importance, Firstly, a
passage in the fourth pada of the fourth adhyéya(Sfitras5-7),
where the opinions of various teachers concerning the
characteristics of the released soul are given, and where the
important discrepancy is noted that, according to Audulomi,
its anly characteristic is thought (£aitanya), while Gaimini
ins that.t p a ber of exalted qualities, and
Badardyana declares himsesf in favour of a combination of
those two views.—The secand.paseaee occars in the third
pada of the fourth adhydya (SQtras 7 14), where Gaimini
maintains that the soul of him who possesses the lower know-
ledge of Brahman goes after death to the highest Brahman,
while Bidari~whose opinion is endorsed by Safikara—
teaches that it repairs to the lower Brahman only.-—Finally,
the third and most important passage is met with in the
fourth pada of the first adhydya (Sdtras zo-22), where the
question is discussed avhy in a certain passage of the
Brihadiranyaka Brahman is referred to in terms which are
strictly applicable to the individual sou! only. In con-
nexion therewith the Satras quote the views of three ancient
teachers about the relation in which the individual soul
stands to Brahman. According to Asmarathya (if we
accept the interpretation of his view given by Saikara and
Saikara’s commentators) the soul stands to Brahman in
the bhedibheda relation, i.e.'it Is neither absolutely different
nor absolutely non-different from it, as sparks are from fire.
Audulont, on the other hand, teaches that the soul is-alto-
gether different from Brahman up to the time when ob-
taining final release it is merged in it; and Kasakritsna
finally upholds the doctrine that the soul is absolutely non-
different from Brahman, which in some way or other
" presents itself as the individual soul.

That the ancient teachers, the ripest outcome of whose
peculations and ‘di: fons is embodied in the Vedinta-
siitrag, disagreed among_t}l)lemselves on points of vital

2
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importance is sufficiently proved by the three passages
quoted. The one quoted last is specially significant as
showing that recognised authorities—deemed worthy of
“being quoted in the Stitras—denied that doctrine on which
the whole system of Safikara hinges, viz. the doctrine of
the absolute identity of the individual soul with Brahman.
Turning next to the Sankara-bhashya itself, we there
also meet with indications that the Vedéntins were divided
among themselves on important points of dogma.” These
-indications are indeed not numerous: Saiikara does not on
the whole impress one as an author particularly anxious to
strengthen his own case by appeals to ancient authorities, a
peculiarity of his which later writers of hostile tendencies
have not failed to remark and criticise. But yet more than
once Sankara also refers tc the opinion of ‘another,’ viz,
commentator of the Stras, and in several places Sankara’s
commentators explain that the ‘other’ meant is the Vrstti-
kira (about whom more will be said shortly). Those .
references as a rule concern minor points of exegesis, and
hence throw little or no light on important differences of
dogmaj; but there are two remarks of Sankara’s at any
rate which are of interest in this connexion. The onc is
made with reference to Sttras 7-14 of the third pida
of the fourth adhyaya ; ‘ some,’ he says there,  declare those
Sttras, which I look upon as setting forth the siddhénta
view, to state merely the pOrvapaksha;’ a difference of
opinion which, as we have seen above, affects the important
question as to the ultimate fate of those who have not
reached the knowledge of the highest Brahman.—And
under I, 3, 19 Sankara, after having cxplained at length
that the individual soul as such cannot claim any reality,
but is real only in <o far as it is identical with Brahman,
adds the following words, * apare tu vidinak piramirthikam
eva gaivam ripam iti manyante asmadiyds ka kekit, ic.
* other theorisers again, and among them some of ours, arc of
opinion that the individual soul as such isreal! The term
‘ours,” here made use of, can denote only the Aupanishadas
or Vedinting, and it thus appewrs that Sadkar himeell
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was willing to class under the same category himself and
philosophers who—as in later times the Rimanugas and
others—looked upon the individual soul as not due to the
fictitious limitations of M4y, but as real in itself ; whatever
may be the relation in which they considered it to stand
to the highest Self, -

From what piecedes it follows that the Vedéntins of the
school to which Saikara. himself belonged acknowledged
the existence of Vedantic teaching of a type essentially
different from their own. We must now proceed to enquire
whether the Rdméinuga system, which likewise claims to be
Vedinta, and to be founded on the VedAnta-sitras, has any
title to be considered an ancient system and the heir of a
respectable tragition. .

It appears that Rémanuga claims—and by Hindu writers
is generally admitted—to follow in his bhdshya the autho-
rity of Bodhdyana, who had composed a vritti on the
Siitras. Thus we read in the beginning of the Sri-bhashya
(Pandit, New Series, VII, p. 163), * Bhagavad-bodhdyana-
kritdm vistitndn: brahmasitra-veittine porvakaryas saméi-
kshipus tanmatinusirena sttraksharini vydkhyasyante.
Whether the Bodh4yana to whom that vritti is ascribed is to
be identified with the author of the Kalpa-sitra, and other
works, cannot at present be decided. But that an ancient vrstti
on the Sdtras connected with Bodhiyana's name actually

existed, there is not any reason to doubt. Short quotations
from it are met with in a few places of the Sti-bhishya, and,
as we have seen above, Sankara’s commentators state that
their auther's polemical remarks are directed against the
Vyittikira. Inaddition to BodbAyana, RAminuga appeals to
quite a series of ancient teachers—piirvakiryas—who carded
on the true tradition as to the teaching of the Vedinta and
the meaning of the Sotras. In the Vedarthasatigraha
—a work compased by Raminuga himself-—we meet in one
place with the enumeration of the following authorities :
Bodhiyana, Zatika, Dramida, Guhadeva, Kapardin, Bharuki,
and quotations from the writings of some of these are not
unfrequent in the Vedarthasangraha, as well as the Sri-
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bhashya. The author most frequently quoted is Dramida’,
who composed the Dramida-bhashya; he is sometimes
referred to as the bhashyakara. Another writer repeatedly
quoted as thevikyakirais, Tam told % to be identified with
the Tahka mentioned above. I refrain from inserting in
this place the information concerning the relative age of
these writers which may be derived from the oral tradition
of the Raméanuga sect. From another source, however, we
receive an intimation that Dramiddk4rya or Dravidikirya
preceded Sankara in point of time. In his fik4 on Sai-
kara’s bhishya to the KZindogya Upanishad 111, 10, 4,
Anandagiri remarks that the attempt made by his author. to

reconcile the cosmological views of the Upanishad with the

teaching of Smriti on the same point is a reproduction of

the analogous attempt made by the Dravidikirya.

It thus appears that that special interpretation of the
Vedinta-sttras with which the Sri-bhishya makes us
acquainted is not due to innovating views on the part of
Réméinuga, but had authoritative representatives already
at a period anterior to that of Saikara. This latter point,
moteover, receives additional confirmation from the relation
in which the so-called Riminuga sect stands to carlier.
sects.  What the exact position of Riménuga was, and of
what nature were the reforms that rendered him so pro-
minent as to give his name to a new sect, is ot exactly
known at present; at the same time it is generally acknow-
ledged that the Riminugas are closely connected with the
so-called Bhigavatas or Paiikaritras, who arc Known to
have existed alseady at a very carly time. This latter point
is proved by evidenceof various kinds; for our present purpose
it suffices to point tothe fact that, according to the interpre-
tation of the most authoritative commentators, the last
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Sitras of the second pada of the second adhydya (Vedanta~
sltras) refer to a distinctive tehet of the Bhagavatas—which
tenet forms part of the Rdmanugn, system also—viz. that
the highest being manifests itself in a fourfold form (vyaha)
“as Visudeva, Saitkarshana, Pradyumna, Aniruddha, those
foun: forms being identical with the highest Self, the indi-
vidual soul, the internal organ (manas), and the principle
of egoity (ahaiikira). -Whether those Sitras embody an
approval of the tenet referred to, as R4méanuga maintains,
or are meant to impugn it, as Sadkara thinks; so much is
certain that in the opinion of tlie best commentators the
Bhagavatas, the direct forerunners of the Raménugas, are
mentioned in the Sttras themselves, and hence must not
only have existed, but even reached a considerable degree
of importance at the time when the Sotras were composed.,
And considering the general agreement of the systems of
the earlier Bhagavatas and the later R&ménugas, we have
a full right to suppose that the two sects were at one also”
in their mode of interpreting the Vedinta-sOtras,

The preceding considerations suffice, I am inclined to
think; to show that it will by no means be wasted labour to
enquire how Rimdnuga interprets the Sitras, and wherein
he differs from Sankara. This in fact seems clearly to be

- the first step we have to take, if we wish to make an attempt
at least of advancing beyond the interpretations of scho-
liasts to the meaning of the Siitras themselves. A full and
exhaustive comparison of the views of the two com-
mentators would indeed far exceed the limits of the space
which can here be devoted to that task, and will, morcover,
be made with greater ease and advantage when the complete
Sanskrit text of the Sri-bhishya has been printed, and thus
made available for general reference. But meanwhile it is
possible, and—as said before—even urged upon a translator
of the Sitras to compare the interpretations, given by the
two.bhashyakairas, of those Satras, which, more than others,
touch on the essential points of the Veddnta system L. This

3 Qwing to the importance of the Swikara bbby as the fandamental work
of the Diost Influential Hindu school of philosophy, the nuniber of topics which
might be discussed in the introduction to its lation is iderable. But
o .
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will best be done in connexion with a succinct but full
review of the topics discussed in the adhikarazas of the
Vedénta-sttras, according to Safkara ; a review ‘which—
apart from the side-glances at Raminuga’s comments—
will be useful as a guide through the Sftras and the
Saikara-bhashya. Before, however, entering on that
task, I think it advisable to insert short sketches of the
philosophical systems of Safkara as well as of Raméanuga,
which may be referred to when, later on, discrepancies
between the two commentators will be noted. In these
sketches I shall confine myself to the leading features, and
not enter into any details. Of Sankara’s system we possess
as it is more than one trustworthy exposition; it may
suffice to refer to Deussen’s System of the Vedinta, in
which the details of the entire system, as far as they can be
learned from the Sftra-bhishya, are represented fully and
faithfully, and to Gough’s Philosophy of the Upanishads
which, principally in its second chapter, gives a lucid
sketch of the Sinkara Vedanta, founded on the Sihtra-
bhéshya, the Upanishad bhéshyas, and some later writers
belonging to Saikara’s school. With regard to Ramanuga’s
philosophy our chief source was, hitherto, the Ramanuga
chapter in the Sarvadarsarasamgraha; the short sketch
about to be given is founded altogether on the Sri-
bhishya itself.

What in Sankara's opinion the Upanishads teach, is
shortly as follows.—Whatever is, is in reality one; there
truly exists only one universal being called Brahman or
Paramftman, the highest Self. This being is of an abso-
lutely homogeneous nature; it is pure ‘Being,’ or, which
comes to the same, pure intelligence or thought (#aitanya,

the limitation of the space at our dispesal necessitates a selection, and it can,
hardly be doubted that, among the possible tasks of translator, that of
ascertaining how far the teaching of Sahkara agrees with that of Bidariyana,

and, fusther, how far either of them represents the trme doctrine of ll:e'
‘Upaalehads, is the one finst to be taken in hand,~—Some other toples, such as o
detatled nocoont of Saikara’s teaching according to the bhishya, an enquiry as
tethabooks 20 authers quoted by Sankara, &c, have, moreover, beea treated
nozalfgg‘a'ymlvcrythmugh fashion by Dr Deussen In his ! System des
Ve
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L#dna).  Intelligence or thought is not to be predicated of
Brahman as its attribute, but constitutes its substance H
Brahman is not a thinking being, but thought itself. It
is absolutely destitute of qualities; whatever qualities or
attributes are conceivable, can only be denied of it—But,
if nothing exists but one absolutely simple being, whence
the appearance of the world by which we see curselves
surrounded, and in which we ourselves exist as individual
beings?—Brahman, the answer runs, is associated with a
certain power called May4 or avidya to which the appearance
of this entire world is due. This power cannot be called
‘beiag’ (sat}, for ‘being’ is only Brahman; nor can it be
called ‘non-being * (asat) in the strict sense, for it atany rate
produces the appearance of this world. It is in fact a prin-
ciple of illusion ; the undefinable cause owing to which there
seems to exist a material world comprehending distinct
individual existences, Being associated with this principle
of illusion, Brahman is enabled to project the appearance of
the world, in the same way as a magiciin is enabled by his
incomprehensible magical power, to produce illusory ap-
I of ani and inanimate beings. May3d thus
constitutes the up4dana, the material cause of the world ; or
—if we wish to call attention to the circumstance that
Maiya belongs to Brahman as a sakti—we may say that
the material cause of the world is Brahman in so far as it
is associated with Mdya. In this latter unllty Brahman is
more properly called isvara, the Lord, -
May4, under the guidance of the Lord, modifiés itself by
a progressive evolution into all the individual existences
(bheda), distinguished by special names and forms, of
which the world consists; from it there spring in due
succession the different material elements and the whale-
bedily apparatus belonging to sentient beings. In all
those apparently individual forms of existence the one
indivisible Brahman is present, but, owing to the particalar
adjuncts into which Méy4 has specialised itself, it appears
to be broken up~—it is broken up, as it were—into 2 multi~
plicity of intellectual or scntient principles, the so-called
ivas (individual or personal souls). What is real in each
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giva is only the universal Brahman itself; the whole
aggregate of individualising bodily organs and mental
functions, which in our ordinary experience separate and
distinguish one giva from another, is the offspring of Méaya
and as such unreal.

The phenomenal world or world of ordinary ex?eriencc
(vyavah4ra) thus consists of a number of individual souls
engaged in specific cognitions, volitions, and so on, and of
the external material objects with which those cognitions
and volitions are concerned. Neither the specific cognitions
nor their objects are real in the true sense of the word,
for both are altogether due to May4. But at the same
time we have to reject the idealistic doctrine of certain
Bauddha schools according to which nothing whatever
truly exists, but certain trains of cognitional acts or ideas
to which no external objects correspond; for external
things, although not real in the strict sense of the word,
enjoy at any rate as much reality as the specific cognitional
acts whose objects they are.

The non-enlightened soul is unable to look through and
beyond Miya, which, like a veil, hides from it its true
nature. Instead of recognising itself to be Brahman, it
blindly identifies itselfl with its adjuncts (upidhi), the
fictitious offspring of May4, and thus looks for its true
Self in the body, the sense organs, and the intemnal organ
(manas), i.e. the organ of specific cognition. The soul,
which in reality is pure intelligence, non-active, infinite,

thus becomes limited in extent, as it were, limited in
knowledge and power, an agent and enjoyer. Through
its actions it burdens itself with merit and demerit, the
consequences of which it has to bear or enjoy in series of
future embodied existences, the Lord—as a retributor and
dispenser—allotting to each soul that form of embodiment
to which it is entitled by its previous actions. At the end
of each of the great world periods called kalpas the Lord
retracts the whole world, ic. the whole material world is
dissolved and merged into non-distinct Miyd, while the
individual souls, free for the time from actual connexion
with upAdhis, lie in deep slumber as it were. But as the
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conscquences of their former deeds are not yet exhausted,
they have again to enter on embodied existence as soon as
the Lord scnds forth a new material world, and the old
round of birth, action, death begins anew to last to all
cternity as it has lasted from all eternity.
The means of escaping from this endless samsara, the way
out of which can never be found by the non-enlightened
soul, are furnished by the Veda. The karmakinda indeed,
whose purport it is to enjoin certain actions, cannot lead
to final release; for even the most meritorious works
unecessarily lead to new forms of embodied existence. And
in the gfidnakinda of the Veda also two different parts
have to be distinguished, viz., firstly, those chapters and
passages which treat of Brahman in so far as related to the
world, and hence characterised by various attributes, i.e. of
{svara or the lower Brahman; and, secondly, those texts
which set forth the nature of the highest Brahman tran-
scending all qualities, and the fundamental identity of the
individual soul with that highest Brahman. Devont medi-
tation on Brahman as suggested by passages of the former
kind does not directly lead to final emancipation; the
pious worshipper passes on his death into the world of
the lower Brahman only, where he continues to exist as
a distinct individual soul—although in the enjoyment of
great power and knowledge—until at last ke reaches the
highest knowledge, and, through it, final release.—That
student of the Veda, on the other hand, whose soul has
been enlightened by the texts embodying the higher know-
ledge of Brahiman, whom passages such as the great saying,
¢That art thou, have taught that there is no difference
between his tiue Self and the highest Self, obtains at the
moment of death immediate final release, i.e. he withdraws
altogether from the influence of May4, and asserts himself
in his true nature, which is nothing else but.the absolute
highest Brahman. |
Thus Sadkara—According to Rémanugn, on the other
hand, the teaching of the Upanishads has 1o be ised
as follows.—There exists only one all-cmbracing being called
Brahman or the highest Sell or the Lord. This being is
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not destitute of attributes, but rather endowed with all
imaginable auspicious qualities, It is not ¢ intelligence',’—as
Saikara maintains,—but intelligence is its chicf attribute.
The Lord is all-pervading, all-powerful, all-knowing, all-
merciful ; his nature is fundamentally antagonistic to all évil.
He contains within himself whatever exists. While, accord-
ing to Sankara, the only reality is to be found in the non-
qualified homogeneous highest Brahman which can only be
defined as pure ¢ Being * or pure thought, all plurality being a
mere illusion ; Brahman—according to Raminuga's view—
comprises within itself distinct elements of plurality which
all of them lay claim to absolute reality of one and the same
kind. Whatever is presented to us by ordinary experience,
viz. matter in all its various modifications and the individual
souls of different classes and degrees, are essential real
constituents of Brahman's nature. Matter and souls (akit
and #it) constitute, according to Raménuga’s terminology,
the body of the Lord; they stand to him in the same
relation of entirc dependence and subserviency in which
the matter forming an animal or vegctable body stands to .,
its soul or-animating principle, The Lord pervades and
rules all things which exist—material or immaterial—as
their antaryimin; the fundamental text for this special
Riminuga tenet—which in the writings of the sect is
quoted again and again—is the so-called antaryimin brih-
mana (Bri. Up. 111, 7) which says, that within all elements,
all sense organs, and, lastly, within all individual souls,
there abides an inward ruler whose body those clements,
sense-organs, and individual souls constitute.—Matter and
souls as forming the body of the Lord arc also called
modes of him (prakira), They are to be looked upon as his
effects, but they have enjoycd the kind of individual exist-
cnce which is theirs from all cternity, and will nevér be
entircly resolved into Brahman. They, however, exist in
two different, periodically, alterating, conditions. At some
tines they exist in a subtle state in which they do not
possess those qualities by which they are ordinarily known,
and there is then no distinction of individual name and
form. Matter in that state is unevolved (avyakta); the
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individual souls are not joined to material bodies, and their
intelligence is in a state of contraction, non-manifestation
(sainkoZa). This is the pralaya state which recurs at the end
of each kalpa, and Brahman is then said to be in its causal
condition (kiran4vasthd). To that state all those scriptural
passages refer which speak of Brahman or the Self as
being 1a the beginning one only, without a second. Brahman
then is indeed not absolutely one, for it contains within itself
matter and souls in a germinal condition; but as‘in that
condition they are 50 subtle as not to allow of individual
distinctions being made, they are not counted as something
second in addition to Brahman.—When the pralaya state
comes to an end, creation takes place owing to an act of
volition on the Lord’s part.  Primary unevolved matter then
passes over into its other condition ; it becomes gross and
thus acquires all those sensible attributes, visibility, tangi-
bility, and so on, which are known from ordinary experience.
At the same time the souls enter into connexion with
material bodies corresponding to the degree of merit or
demerit acquired by them in previous forms of existepce;
‘their intelligence at the same time undergoes a certain
expansion (vikisa). The Lord, together with matter in its
gross state and the ‘expanded’ souls, is Brahman in the
condition of an effect (kAryAvastha). Cause and effect are
thus at the bottom the same; for the effect is nothing but
the cause which has undergone a certain change (pari-
#ima). Hence the cause being known, the effect is known
likewise. .

Owing to the etects of their former actions the indi-
vidual souls are implicated in the samsira, the endless
cycle of birth, action, and death, final escape from which
is to be obtained only through the study of the gifina-
kanda of the Veda. Compliance with the injunctions of
the karmakinda does not lead outside the samsira; but
he who, assisted by the gracé of the Lord, cognizes—and
meditates on—him in the way prescribed by the Upani.
shads reaches at his death final cmancipation, i.e. he
passes through the different stages of the path of the
gods up to the world of Brahman and there enjoys an
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cverlasting blissful existence from which there is no re-
turn into the sphere of transmigration. The character-
istics of the relcased soul are similar to those of Brahman;
it participates in all the latter's glorious qualities and
powers, excepting only Brahman’s power to emit, rule, and
retract the entire world.

The chief points in which the two systems sketched
above agrec on the one hand and diverge on the other
may be shortly stated as follows.—Both systems teach
advaita, i.e. non-duality or monism, There exist not
several fundamentally distinct principles, such as the pra-
kriti and the purushas’ of the Siikhyas, but there exists
only one all-embracing being. While, however, the advaita
taught by Sankara is a rigorous, absolute one, RAménuga’s
doctrine has to be characterised as visishza advaita, i.e.
qualified non-duality, non-duality with a difference. Ac-
cording to Saikara, whatever is, is Brahman, and Brahman
itself is absolutely homegencous, so that all difference and
plurality must be illusory. According to Ramanuga also,
whatever is, is Brahman ; but Brahman is not of a homo-
gencous nature, but contains within itself elements of
plurality owing to which it traly manifests itself in a
diversified world. The world with its variety of material
forms of existence and individual souls is not unreal May4,
but a real part of Brahman's nature, the body investing
the universal Self, The Brahman of Sankara is in itself
impersonal, a homogencous mass of objectless thought,
transcending all attributes; a personal God it becomes

orly through its association with the unreal principle of

My, so that—strictly speaking—Saiikara’s personal God,

his Isvara, is himself something unreal. R4manuga’s Brah-

man, on the other hand, is essentially a personal God, the
all-powerful and all-wise ruler of a real world permeated
and animated by his spirit. There is thus no room for
the distinction between 2 param nirguram and an aparam
saguzam brahma, between Brahman and Isvara.—San-
¥ar's individual soul is Brahman in so far as limited by
the unreal upddhis due to Mayd. The individual soul of
Riminuga, on the other hand, is really individual; it has
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indeed spring from Brahman and is never outside Brah-
man, but nevertheless it enjoys a separate personal exist-
ence and will remain a personality for ever.—The release
from samsira means, according to Safkara, the absolute
merging of the hidividual soul in Brahman, due to the dié-
missal of the erroneous notion that the soul is distinct
from Brahman; according to Riménuga it only means
the soul's passing from the troubles of earthly life into
a kind of heaven or paradise where it will remain for ever
in undisturbed personal bliss—As Riminuga does not
distinguish a higher and lower Brahman, the distinction
of a higher and lower knowledge is likewise not valid for
him; the teaching of the Upanishads is not twofold but
essentially one, and leads the enlightened devotee to one
result only &

I now proceed to give a conspectus of the contents
of the Vedanta-sfitras according to Saikara in which at the
same time all the more important points concerning which
Riminuga disagrees will be noted. We shall here have to
enter into details which to many may appear tedious. But it
is only on a broad substratum of accurately stated details that
we can hope to establish any definite conclusions regarding
the comparative value of the different modes of interpreta-
tion which have been applied to the Sitras. The line of
investigation is an entirely new one, and for the present
nothing can be taken for granted or known.—In stating the
different heads of discussion (the so-called adhikaranas),
each of which comprises one or more Sitras, I shall follow
the subdivision into adhikarazas adopted in the Vyasidhika-

ranamil, the text of which is printed in the second volume
of the Bibliotheca Indica edition of the Soitras.

1 The only ‘sectanan’ feature of tbe Sri-bhishys Is, that it identifies Brahman
with Vishna or Niriyana; but this in no way affects the interpretations put on
the Sftras and Upanishads, Nirfyara is in fact nothing but another name of
Brahman,
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FIRST ADHYAYA.
Pipa L.

The first five adhikaranas lay down the fundamental
positibns with regard to Brahman. Adhik. I (1)1 tredts of
what the study of the Vedanta presupposes. Adhik. II
(2) defines Brahman as that whence the world originates,
and so on. Adhik. 1T (3) declares that Brahman is the
source of the Veda. Adhik. IV (4) proves Brahman to be
the uniform topic of all Vedénta-texts. Adhik. V (5-11)
is engaged in proving hy various arguments that the Brah--
man, which the Vedinta-texts represent as the cause of
the world, is an intelligent principle, and cannot be iden-
tified with the non-intelligent pradhina from which the
world springs according to the Sinkhyas.

With the next adhikarana there begins a series’ of dis-
cussions of essentially similar character, extending up to
the end of the first adhy&ya. The question is throughout
whether certain terms met with in the Upanishads denote
Brahman 6r some other being, in most cases the giva, the
individual soul. Sankara remarks at the outset that, as the
preceding ten Sdtras had settled the all-important point
that all the Vedinta-texts ‘refer to Brahman, the question
now arises why the enquiry should be continued any fur-
ther, and thercupon proceeds to explain that the acknow-
fedged distinction of a higher Brahman devoid of ali

qualities and a lower Brahman characterised by qualities
necessitates an investigation whether certain Vedic texts
of primA facie doubtful import set forth the lower Brah-
man as the object of devout meditation, or the higher
Brahman as the object of true knowledge. But that such an
investigation is actually carried on in the remaining portion
of the first adhyAya, appears neither from the wording of the
Satras nor even from Sankara's own treatment of the Vedic

' Tee Reman pemenls 1zdieate the namler of the adbikaram; the figores
1o perertheses slate the 87 trze comprised I3 each adlularyren,
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texts referred to in the Sotras, In I, 1, 20, for instance, the
question is raised whether the golden man within the sphere
of the sun, with golden hair and beard and lotus-coloured
eyes—of whom the A'/Zindogya Upanishad speaks in 1,6, 6
—is an individual soul abiding within the sun or the
highest Lord. Sartkara’s answer is that the passage refers
to the Lord, who, for the gratification of his worshippers,
manifests himself in a bodily shape made of Miyd. So that
according to Sankara himself the alternative lies between
the saguza Brahman and some particular individual soul, not
between the sagura Brahman and the nirgura Brahman.
Adhik, VI (12-19) raises the question whether the 4nanda-
maya, mentioned in Taittiriya Upanishad II, 5, is merely
a transmigrating individual soul or the highest Self. San-
kara begins by explaining the Satras on the latter suppo-
sition-—and the text of the Sdtras is certainly in favour of
that interpretation—gives, however, finally the preference to
a different and cxceedingly forced explanation according to
which the Sitras teach that the Anandamaya is not Brah-
man, since the Upanishad expressly says that Brahman is
the tail or support of the 4nandamaya .—Raminyga’s in-
terpretation of Adhikarana VI, although not agreeing in
all particulars with the former explanation of Saitkara, yet
is at one with it in the chief point, viz. that the &nanda-
maya is Brahman. It further deserves notice that,. while
Saikara looks on Adhik. VI as the first of a series of
interpretatory discussions, all of which tr¥at the question
whether certain Vedic passages refer to Brahman or not,
Raminyga separates the adhikarara from the subsequent
pait of the pAda and connects it with what had preceded.
In Adhik. V it had been shown that Brahman cannot be

% Denssen's supposition (pp. 30, 150) that the passage conveying the sccond
juterpretation fs an interpofation §s lble to two objections.  In the first place,
the passege is accepted and explzined by all commentators; in the second
place, Sankara in the pissage jmmediately preceding Sitra 12 quotes the
adhikarana *dnandamayo s bhydsit® as giving rise 1o a discussion whether the
param or the aparam brahman is meant, Now this latter poiat is not touched
wpou &t all in that part of the bhishya which sets forth the former explanation,
but only in the subseguent passage, which refutes the former sod advoeates the
1stter interpretation.

(34

c
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identified with the pradhéna ; Adhik. VI shows that it is
different from the individual soul, and the proof of the
fundamental position of the system is thereby completed’.—
Adhik. VII (20, 2%) demonstrates that the golden person
seen within the sun and the person seen within the eye,
mentioned in K% Up. I, 6, are not some individual soul
of high eminence, but the supreme Brahman.— Adhik. VIII
(22) teaches that by the ether from which, according to
K. Up. 1, g, all beings originate, not the clemental ether
has to be understood but the highest Brahman—Adhik.
IX (23). The prira also mentioned in X% Up.I, 11, 5
dénotes the highest Brahman 2—Adhik. X (24-27) teaches
that the light spoken of in K% Up. III, 13,7 is not the
ordinary physical light but the highest Brahman %—Adhik.

X1 (28-31) decides that the praza mentioned in Kau. Up.
11T, 2 is Brahman.

Pipa II.

Adhik. I (2-8) shows that the being which consists of
mind, whose body is breath, &c., mentioned in K% Up.
I11, 14, is not the individual soul, but Brahman. The.
Sttras of this adhikarara emphatically dwell on the dif-
ference of the individual soul and the highest Self, whence
Sainkara is obliged to add an explanation—in his comment
on Satra 6—to the effect that that difference is to be under-
stood as not real, but as due to the false limiting adjuncts
of the highest Self—The comment of Riminuga through-
out closely follows the words of the SGtras; on Sotra 6
it simply remarks that the difference of the highest Self

1 Evam g} i brab i bh Lhltagadartiy fastamo-
yapradhinid vyl ir ukts, fdintm N yit trigesdtmal kit
1 Sridh Julchacd n fr0ddbit £a pratya.
Shianornyan nikbilbeyaprtyantians st oo e P
dyate, fnsndarcayos bhylsse, -

i pratipi.
* There is ro reason to consider the pasmage *atra kedit’ in Saskara’s
thb.p ca Sitra 23 aa Interpolation as Devssen does (p. 30). It simply
tontalns & entlclsm passed Ly Sadkara on other commentators,
* To the assages on pp. 150 and 153 cf the Sanskrit text, whirh Devasen

thinks to be Iaterpolations, there lilewise arplies the remark made I3 the
preceding nete,
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from the individual soul rests thercon that the former
as free’from all evil is not subject to_the effects of works
in the same way as thesoul is .—Adhik. II {9, 10) decides
that he to whom the Brahmans and Kshattriyas are but
food (KatZa Up. I, 2, 25) is the highest Self.—Adhik. ITI
(11, 12) shows that the two enteied into the cave (Katka
Up. 1, 3, 1) are Brahman and the individual soul 2—Adhik.
IV (13-17) shows that the person within the eye mentioned
in X% Up. 1V, 15, 1 is Brahman.—Adhik, V {18-20) shows
that the ruler within (antaryAmin) described in Bri. Up, III,
7, 3 is Brahman., Satra 20 clearly enounces the différence
of the individual soul and the Lord; hence Safkara is
obliged to remark that that difference is not real.—Adhik.
VI (21-23) proves that that which cannot be seen, &c.,
mentioned in Mundaka Up. I, 1, 3 is Brahman.— Adhik.
VII (24-32) shows that the dtman vaisvinara of X'%, Up.V,
13, 6 is Brahman, !

. Pipa IIL -~

Adhik. I (1~4) proves that that within which the heaven,
the earth, &c. are woven (Muzd. Up. 11,2, 5) is Brahman.—
Adhik. II {8, 9) shows that the bhman referred to in X%.
Up. VII, 23 is Brahman~Adhik, III (10~13) teaches that
the Imperishable in which, according to Bré. Up. III, 8, %,
the ether is woven is Brahman.—Adhik. IV (13) decides
that the highest person who is to be meditated upon wilth
the syllable Om, according to Prasna Up. V, 5, i> not the

I Givasya iva pavasydpi brabhmanak sarfrintarvartitvam abhynpagatam get
tadvad eva sari: p hhadukb b il ken npa,
2 at, na hi eva sul hogalietak api

Py 2 1 5 Y

tu p
na sambhavati,

1 The second interpretation given on pp. 184-5 of the Sanskrit text (beginning
with apara &ha) Demssen considers fa be an interpolation, caused by the
refercuce to the Paingi-npansshad in Satkara’s comment oa I, 3, 7 (p. 332).
But there is no resson whatever for such an assamption. The passage on
1 232 shows that Sanham considered the explanation of the maatra given in
the Paingi-upanishad worth quoting, and is in fact fully intelligible only in ecase
of its having been quated before by Saikara himsell—That the *apam” quotes
the Brihadiranyaka not according to the Kinva text—to quote from which is
Saghara’s habit—but from the Midhyandina text, is due just to the circum-
stance of his being an ‘apara,’ i.e. not Safkara,

T2
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lower but the higher Brahman.—According to R4manuga
the two alternatives are Brahman and Brahmi (glvasa-
mashfirdpo=rdadhipatis £aturmukhak).—Adhik. V and Vi
(comprising, according to Sahkara, Sttras 14-21)? discuss
the question whether the small ether within the lotus of the
heart mentioned in K% Up. VILI, t is the clemental ether
or the individual soul or Brahman; the last alternative
being finally adopted. In favour of the second alternative
the plirvapakshin pleads the two passages K4 Up. VIII,
3, 4 and VIII, 12, 3, about the serene .being (samprasida);
or by the latter the individual soul only can be understood,
and in the chaptér, of which the latter passage forms part,
there are ascribed to it the same qualities (viz. freeness
from sin, old age, death, &c.) that were predicated in VIII,
1, of the small ether within the heart.—But the reply to
this is, that the second passage refers not to the (ordinary)
individual soul but to the soul in that state where its true
nature has become manifest, i.e. in which it is Brahman ; so
that the subject of the passage is in reality not the so-called
individual soul but Brahman. And in the former of the
two passages the soul is mentioned not on its own account,
but merely for the purpose of intimating that the highest
Self is the cause through which the individual soul manifests
itself in jts true nature—What Ramanuga understands by
the Avirbhéava of the soul will appear from the remaiks on
v, 4
The two next Stitras (22, 23) constitute, according to
Saikara, a new adhikarana (VII), proving that he after
whom everything shines, by whose light all this is lighted
(Katka Up. 11, 3, 15) is not some material luminous body, but
Brahman itself.—According to Rémanuga the two Sitras
do not start a new topic, but merely furnish some further

arguments sirengthening the conclusion arrived at in the
preceding Sttras.?

1 Sitras 14-21 are divided into two adhik

by the Adhik 1§
bat really eonstitate a simple adhikarana only.

2 ‘!3 fﬁud:um. Anukritestasys £2. Tasya daharikdrasya parsbrabmano
dihsriklind tdank i e A Ao

pratyag;
yaw tathd W pratyagitmane spi vimuktasys
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Adhik. VIII (24, 25) decides that the person of the size
of a thumb mentioned in KatZa Up. 11, 4, 12 is not the
individual soul but Brahman,

The two next adhikarasnas are of the nature of a digres-
sion. The passage about the angush#famitra was explained
on the ground that the human heart is of the size of a
span ; the question may then be asked whether also such
individuals as belong to other classes than mankind, more
particularly the Gods, are capable of the knowledge of
Brahman : a question finally answered in the affirmative.—
This discussion ledds in its turn to several other digressions,
among which the most important one refers to the problem
in what relation the different species of beings stand to the
words denoting them (Sfitra 28). In connexion herewith
Sankara treats of the nature of words (sabda), opposing the
opinion of the Mimamsaka Upavarsha, according to whom
the word is nothing but the aggregate of its canstitutive
letters, to the view of the grammarians who teach that over
and above the aggregate of the letters there exists a super-
sensuous entity called ‘sphota,’ which is the direct cause of
the apprehension of the scnse of a word (Adhik, 1X; Sitras
26-33).

Adhik. X (34-38) explains that SOdras are altogether
disqualified for Brahmavidyd.

Satra 39 constitutes, according to Sankara, a new adhi-
karana (XI), proving that the prana in which everything
trembles, according to Katka Up. 11, 6, 2, is Brahman.—

According to Riminuga the Siitra does not intioduce a new
topic but meicly furnishes an additional reason for the

parabishmdnuhirak sryate yadd pangad pusyate fukmavaranm hartiram fiars
purushaz brahmayonim tadividvdn puryapipe sidhdya mrafeanat paragiam
simyam upaitity atosnuhani ,praghpsth dhyanirdnhfaZ swukinawm param
brahma na dahardhdsaZ. Api 2 smsryate.  Swsdrinospi muhtdvasthiping
P pattilahohanat  p Mk smanyate idam shinam
updaiitya, &emKodid anubrites tacyn AApi smaryate fti 42 sitradvayam adbi-
Raramintiras tun evt bhntan anublkin sanam tas)a bhdsd sarvun idim
vibhatity asya% sruted anirer iy it \adr}u. Ta}
tv adresyatsAdigurako dharmalted dyubhyddydyatanam »’Ual‘dld ity n..ilu
Teranadvayena tgsya prahararasya l-l‘:\hm‘l\i~l\5}nl\1prnhy4\\hnif Sotiska-
. randblidhinit ity ddishn parasys brahinrzo Uhldiipin dvagates Ja pinaprksli-
hinad ayuhtasn sitriksh irdps A4 Lo . .
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decision arrived at undef Sfitras 24, 25, viz. that theangnsh-
thambtra is Brahman. On this supposition, Stitras 24-39 form
one adhikarara in-which 2638 constitute a mere digression
led up to by the mention made of the heart in 25.—The
afgushzzamétra is referred to twice in the KazZa Upanishad,
once in the passage discussed (I1, 4, 12),and once in IL, 6, 17
(‘the Person not larger than a thumb'). To determine
what is meant by the angush#Zzamatra, Riméinuga says, we
are enabled by the passage 11,6, 2, 3, which is intermediate
between the two passages concerning the adgushzZamitra,
and which clearly refers to the highest Brahman, of which
alone everything can be said to stand in awe.

The next Sitra (40) gives rise to a similar difference of
opinion. According to Safkara it constitutes by itself a
new adhikarana (XII), proving that the ‘light’ (gyotis)
mentioned in X/ Up. VIII, 12, 3 is the highest Brahman.
—According to Riménuga the Sotra continues the pre-
ceding adhikarana, and strengthens the conclusion arrived
at by a further argument, referring to KazZa Up. II, 5, 15
~—a passage intermediate between the two passages about
the angushzZamétra—which speaks of a primary light that
cannot mean anything but Brahman. The Sttra has in
that casc to be translated as follows: ‘(The angushzja-
mitra is Brahman) because (in a passage intervening be-
tween the twa) a light is seen to be mentioned (which can
be Brahman only).’

The three last Sdtras of the pida are, according to
Sairkara, to be divided into two adhikaranas (XIII and X1V),
Sttra 41 deciding that the ether which reveals names and
forms (A4 Up. VIII, 14) is not the clemental cther but
Brahman ; and 42, 43 teaching that-the vigiZinamaya, ¢ he
who consists of knowledge,’ of Bri. Up. 1V, 3,7 is not the
individual soul but Drahman.—~According to Réménuga
the three Siitras make up one single adhikarana discussing
whether the A/andogya Upanishad passage about the
cther refers to Brahman or to the individual soul in the
state of release ; the latter of these two altematives being

sugrrested by the circumstance that the released soul is the
subject of the passage immediatdly preceding (* Shaking off
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all evil as a horse shakes off his hair, &c). Sftra 41
decides that ‘the cther (is Brahman) because the passage
designates the nature of something else,’ &c. (i. e. of some-
thing other than the individual soul; other because to the
soul the revealing of names and forms cannot be ascribed,
&c.)—But, an objection is raised, does not more than one
scriptural passage show that the released sonl and Brahman
are identical, and is not therefore the ether which reveals
names and forms the soul as well as Brahman ?~—(The two,
Sitra 42 replies, are different) ‘because in the states of
deep sleep and departing (the highest Self) is designated as
different’ (from the soul)—which point is proved by the
same scriptural passages which Satkara adduces;—~and
‘because such terms as Lord and the like’ cannot be
applied to the individual soul (43). Reference is made to
1V, 4, 14, where all gagadvyipira is said to belong to the
Lord only, not to the soul even when in the state of
refease.

Pipa IV.

The fast pida of the first adhyiya is specially directed
against the Sdikhyas.

The first adhikarana (1~7) discusses the passage Karia
Up. I, 3, 10} 17, where niention is made of the Great and
the Undeveloped—both of them terms used with a special
technical sense in the Sahkhya-sistra, avyakta being a
synonym for pradhina.—Saitkara shows by an exhaustive
review of the topics of the Kat#a Upanishad that the term
avyakta has not the special meaning which the Sditkhyas
attiibute to it, but denates the body, more strictly the
subtle body (sikshma sarira), but at the same time the
gross body also, in so far as it is viewed as an effect of the
subtle one. |

Adhik. II (8-10) demounstrates, according to Sankara, that
the tricoloured agd spoken of in Sve. Up. IV, 5 is not the
pradhina of the Saakhyas, but either that power of the
Lord from which the world springs, or‘else the primary
causal matter first produced by that power.—What Rimi-
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nuga in contradistinction from Safkara understands by the
primary causal matter, follows from the short sketch given
above of the two systems.

Adhik. III (11-13) shows that the pafita pankagnnﬁh
mentioned in Bri. Up. IV, 4, 17 are not the twenty-five
principles of the Sankhyas. —-Adhlk 1V (x4, 15) proves that
Scripture does not contradict itself on the all-important
point of Brahman, i.e. a being whose essence ‘is intelligence,
being the cause of the world.

Adhik, V (16-18) is, according to Sankara, meant to
prove that * he who is the maker of those persons, of whom
this is the work,’ mentioned in Kau. Up. IV, 19, is not
either the vital air or the individual soul, but Brahman.—
The subject of the adhikaraza is essentially the same in
Riméinuga’s view; greater stress is, however, laid on the
adhikarana being polemical against the Sankbyas, who
wish to turn the passage into an argument for the pradhéna
doctrine.

‘The same partial difference of view is observable with
regard to the next adhikaraza (VI; Sltras 19-22) which
decides that the * Self to be seen, to be heard,’ &c. (Bri. Up.
11, 4, 5) is the highest Self, not the individual soul. This
latter passage also is, according to Raminuga, made the
subject of discussion in order to rebut the Sankhya who is
anxious to prove that what is there inculcated as the object
of knowledge is not a universal Self but merely the Sankhya
purusha,

Adhik, VII (23-27) tcaches that Brahman is not only
the efficient or operative cause (nimitta) of the world, but
its material cause as well. The world springs from Brahman
by way of modification (parinima ; Sitra 26).—RAminuga
views this adhikarana as spccnally directed against the
Sesvara-shikhyas who indeed admit the existence of a
highest Lord, but postulate in addition an indcpendent
pradhina on which the Lord acts as an operative cause
merely.

Adhik. VIIT (28) remarks that the refutation of the
Sankhya views is applicable to other theories also, such as
the doctrine ol' thc world having originated from atoms.
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After this rapid survey of the contents of the first adhyAya
and the succinct indication of the most important paints in
which the views of Sadkara and Riméanuga diverge, we
turn to a short consideration of two questions which here
naturally present themselves, viz,, firstly, which is the prin-
ciple on which the Vedic passages referred to in the Sitras
have been selected and arranged ; and, secondly, if, where
Sankara and Rimdnuga disagree as to the subdivision of
the Siitras into Adhikarasnas, and the determination of the
Vedic passages discussed in the Siitras, there are to be met
with any indications enabling us to determine which of the
two commentators is right. (The more general question as
to how far the Sitras favour either Sankara’s or R&mi-
nuga's general views cannot be considered at present.)

The Hindu commentators here and there attempt to

point out the reason why the discussion of a certain Vedic
passage is immediately followed by the consideration of a
certain other one. Their explanations—which have gcca-
sionally been referred to in the notes to the translation—
rest on the assumption that the Sttrakira in arranging the
“texts to be commented upon was guided by technicalities
of the Mimdsmsi-system, especially by a regard for the
various so-called means of proof which the Miméamsaka
employs for the purpose of determining the proper meaning
and position of scriptural passages. But that this was the
guiding principle, is rendered altogether improbable by a
simple tabular statement of the Vedic passages referred to
‘in the first adhyAya, such as given by Denssen on page 130 ;
for from the latter it appears that the order in which the
Siitras exhibit the scriptural passages follows the order in
which those passages themselves occur in the Upanishads,
and it would certainly be a most strange coincidence if that
order enahled us at the same time to exemplify the various
pramisnas of the Mimdmsd in their due systematic suc-
cession. .

As Deussen’s statement shows, most of the passages dis-
cussed are taken from the A7Z3ndogya Upanishad, so many
indecd that the whole first adhyfiya may be said to consist
af a discuesion of 3l those Ahindogya passages of which it



xlii VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

is doubtful whether they are concerned with Brahman or
not, passages from the other Upanishads being brought in
wherever an opportunity offers. Considering the prominent
position assigned to the Upanishad mentioned, I think it
likely that the Sitrakira meant to begin the series of
doubtful texts with the first doubtful passage from the
Khindogya, and that hence the sixth adhikarana which
treats of the 4nandamaya mentioned in the Taittiriya
Upanishad has, in agreement with Riménuga’s views, to be
separated from the subsequent adhikarazas, and to be com-
bined with the preceding ones whose task it is to lay down
the fundamental propositions regarding Brahman's nature.
—The remaining adhikaranas of the first pida follow the
order of passages in the K/indogya Upanishad, and there-
fore call for no remark; with the exception of the last
adhikarara, which refers to a Kaushitaki passage, for whose
being introduced in this place I am not able to account.—
The first adhikarana of the second pada returns to the
Klindogya Upanishad, The second one treatsof a passage
in the Ka#Za Upanishad where a being is referred to which
eats everything. The reason why that passage is introduced in
this place seems to be correctly assigned in the Sri-bhashya,
which remarks that, as in the preceding Sfitra it had been
argued that the highest Self is not an enjoyer, a doubt
arises whether by that being which eats everything the
highest Self can be meant.—The third adhikarara again,
whose topic is the ‘two entered into the cave’ (KazZa Up.
1, 3, 1), appcars, as Raminuga remarks, to come in at this
place owing. to the preceding adhikarara; for if it could
not be proved that onc of the two is the highest Self, a
doubt would attach to the explanation given above of the
‘ cater,’ since the * two entered into the cave, and the ‘eater’
stand under the same prakarana, and must therefore be
held to refer to the same matter.—The fourth adhikarana
is again eccupied with a AZindogya passage.—The fifth
adhikarana, whose topic is the Ruler within (antarydmin),
manifestly owes its place, as remarked by Riminuga also,

' Vadi paramltmy n1 bhiokt! evam tarki bhoktritayl pratiyamino giva eve
sy3daty Aadlydha and,
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to the fact that the Vedic passage treated had been employed
in the preceding adhikarana (I, 2, 14) for the purpose of
strengthening the argument 1, —The sixth adhikarasa, again,
which discusses ‘ that which is not seen’ (adresya ; Mund, Up.
1,1,6), is clearly introduced in this place because in the pre~
ceding adhikaraza it had been said that adsishfa, &c. denote
the highest Self.—The reasons to which the last adhikarara
of the second pada and the first and third adhikararas of the
third pAda owe their places are not apparent (the second
adhikarana of the third pida treats of a KZ4ndogya passage).
The introduction, on the other hand, of the passage from the
Prasna Upanishad treating of the akshara Omkara is clearly
due to the circumstance that an akshara, of a different nature,
had been discussed in the preceding adhikarana.—The fith
and sixth adhikararas investigate K'44ndogya passages.—
The two next Sdtras (22, 23) are, as remarked above, con”
sidered by Sankara to constitute a new adhikarasa treating
of the * being after which everything shines” (Murd. Up. 1, 2,
10) ; while R4ménuga Iooks on them as continuing the sixth
adhikarana. There Is one circumstance which renders it at
any rate probable that Raméinuga, and not Sadkara, here
hits the intention of the author of the Soitras. The general
rule in the first three pidas is that, wherever a new Vedic
passage s meant to be introduced, the subject of the dis-
cussion, i.e. that being-which in the end is declared to be
Brahman is referred to by means of a special word, in most
cases a nominative form?2 From this rule there is in the
preceding part of the adhydya only one real exception, viz.
in 1, 2, 1, which possibly may be due to the fact that there
a new pada begins, and it therefore was considered super-

1 Sibinddivyapadesit La ity atra yok Lakshushi tish4ann ity 4dind pran-
phdyaminam Zakshushi sthifiniyamanddikam paramitmana eveti giddham
Joritvd abshipurushasya paramatmatvass stdbitam idfoler tad eva samarthayate
antaryd®, .

3 Anandamayal I, 1, 133 antad I, 1, 70; Ak I, x, 225 prdmad 1, 8, 735
gyolid 1, 1, 24; prdnat I, 1, 285 a2 I, 2, 93 g&ltlﬂ,vl pravish/an ~1, .z, n‘;
antaea I, 2, 13§ antarydmi I, 2, 18 adri d k1, 2,283
1,3, 247 dpubhvidyAyatanam T, 3, 13 bhad T, 3, 83 aksharam 1, 3, yo; sak
1, 3, 13; daharah T, 3, 143 prmitak I, 3, 243 (gyotik I, 3, 403) Mk T,

341
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* first adh‘yz‘y.ya are occupied. That the Vedinta-sitras
view it as a particularly important task to controvert the
doctrine of the Sankhyas is patent (and has also been fully
pointed out by Deussen, p. 23). The fifth adhikarana
already declares itself against the doctrine that the world
has sprung from a non-ntelligent principle, the pradhina,
and the fourth pada of the first adhydya returns to an
cxpress polemic against Sankhya interpretations of cer-
tain Vedic statements. It is therefore perhaps not sayin_g
too much if we maintain that the entire first adhyiya is
due to the wish, on the part of the Satrakéra, to guard his
own doctrine against Sankhya attacks. Whatever the
attitude of the other so-called orthodox systems may be
towards the Veda, the Saikhya system is the only one
whose adherents were anxious—and actually attempted—
to prove that their views are warranted by scriptural pas-
sages. The Sankhya tendency thus would be to show
that all those Vedic texts which the Vedantin claims as
teaching the existence of Brahman, the intelligent and sole

cause of the world, refer either to the pradhina or some
product of the pradhina, or clse to the purusha in the
Sinkhya sense, i.e. the individual soul. It consequently
became the task of the Vedantin to guard the Upanishads
agaipst misinterpretations of the kind, and this he did in
the first adhydya of the Vedanta-sttras, selecting those
passages about whose interpretation doubts were, for some
reason or other, likely to arise. Some of the passages
singled out are certainly obscure, and hence liable to
various interpretations; of others it is less apparent why
it was thought requisitc to discuss them at length. But
this is hardly a matter in which we.arc entitled to find
fault with the Sttrakéra; for no modern scholar, cither
Luropean or Hindu, is—or can possibly be—sufficiently at
liome, on the one hand, in the religious and philosophical
views which prevailed at the time when the Sttras may
bave been composed, and, oa the other hand, in the in-
tricacies of the Mimismsd, to judge with confidence which
Vedic passages may give risc to discussions and which not.
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SECOND ADHYAYA.

The first adhydya has proved that all the Vedanta-texts
unanimously teach that there is only one cause of the
world, viz. Brahman, whose nature is intelligence, and that
there exists no scriptural passage which can be used to
establish systems opposed to the Veddnta, more especially
the S&ikhya system. The task of the two first pidas of
the second adhydya is to rebut any objections which may
be raised against the Vedinta doctrine on purely specula-
tive grounds, apart from scriptural authority, and to show,
again on purely speculative grounds, that none of the sys-
tems irreconcilable with the Vedinta can be satisfactorily
established.

Pipa I

Adhikarana I refutes the Sinkhya objection that the
acceptation of the Vedinta system involves the rejection
of the Séikhya doctrine which after all constitutes a part
of Smriti, and as such has claims on consideration.—To
accept the Sankhya-smriti, the Vedintin replies, would
compel us to reject other Smrétis, such as the Manu-smriti,
which are opposed to the Saikhya doctrine. The con-
flicting claims of Smr#tis can be settled only on the ground
of the Veda, and there can be no doubt that the Veda does
not confirm the Sankhya-smrti, but rather those Smyitis
which teach the origination of the world from an intelligent
primary cause.

Adhik. II (3) extends the same line of argumentation to
the Yoga-smriti.

Adhik. III (4-11) shows that Brahman, although of the
nature of intelligence, yet may be the cause of the non-
intelligent material world, and that it is not contaminated
by the qualities of the world when the latter is refunded
into Brahman. For ordinary experience teaches us that
like does not always spring from like, and that the gualities
of effected things when the latter are refunded into their
causes—as when golden ornameats, for instance, are melted
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and thercby become simple gold again—do not continue to
exist in those causes.—Herc also the argumentation is
specially dirccted against the SAnkhyas, who, in order to
account for the materiality and the various imperfections
of the world, think it necessary to assume a causal sub-
stance participating in the same characteristics.

Adhik. IV (12) points out that the line of reasoning fol-
lowed in the preceding adhikarara is valid also against
other theories, such as the atomistic doctrine.

The one Satra (13) constituting Adhik. V teaches, accord-
ing to Saikara, that although the enjoying souls as well as
the objects of fruition are in reality nathing but Brahman,
and on that account identical, yet the two sets may prac-
tically be held apart, just as in ordinary life we hold apart,
and distinguish as separate individual things, the waves,
ripples, and foam of the sea, although at the bottom waves,
ripples, and foam are all of them identical as being neither
more nor lsss than sea-water.—The Sri-bhishya gives a
totally different interpretation of the Sdtra, according to
which the latter has nothing whatever to do with the
eventual non-distinction of enjoying souls and objects to
be enjoyed. Translated according to Réménuga’s view,

the Siitra runs as follows: * If non.distinction (of the Lord
and the individual souls) is said to result from the circum-
stance of (the Lord himsell) becoming an enjoyer (a soul),
we refute this objection by instances from every-day ex-
perience.”  That is to say: If it be maintained that from
our doctrine previously expounded, according to which this
world springs from the Lord and constitutes his body, it
follows that the Lord, as an cmbodied being, is not essen.
tially different from other souls, and subject to fruition as
they are: we reply that the Lord’s having a body docs
not involve his being subject to fruition, not any more than
in ordinary life a king, although himself an cmbodied
being, is affected by the experiences of pleasure and pain
which his servants have to undergo.~—The construction
which Riminuga putson the Sotra is not repugnant cither
to the words of the Satra or to the context in which the
latter atands, and that it rests on earlier authority appears
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from a quotation made by Riméinuga from the Drami-
dabhishyakiral,

. Adhik, VI (14-20) treats of the non.difference of the
effect from the cause; a Vedinta doctrine which is de-
fended by its adherents against the Vaiseshikas according
to whom the effect is something different from the cause.
—The divergent views of Safkara and Réménuga on this
important point have been sufficiently illustrated in. the
general sketch of the two systems.

Adhik. VII (21-23) refutes the objection that, from the
Vedic passages insisting on the identity of the Lord and
the individual soul, it follows that the Lord must be like'
the individual soul the cause of evil, and that hence the
entire doctrine of an all-powerful and all-wise Lord being
the'cause of the world has to be rejected.  For, the Sitra-
kira remarks, the creative principle of the world is addi-
tional to, i.e. other than, the individual soul, the difference
of the two being distinctly declared h'y/Scripture.—The;
way in which the three Sttras constituting this adhikarara-
are treated by Sankara on the one hand and Rédminuga on
the other is characteristic, R4manuga throughout simply
follows the words of the Siitras, of which Sttra 21 formu-
lates the objection based on such texts as ‘Thou art
that, while Sttra 22 replies that Brahman is different
from the soul, since that is expressly declared by Scrip-
ture. Safkara, on the other hand, sees himself obliged to
add that the difference of the two, plainly maintained in
Stitra 22, is not real, but due to the soul’s fictitious limiting
adjuncts, ’

Adhik. VIII (24, 25) shows that Brahman, although des-
titute of material and instruments of action, may yet pro-
duce the world, just as_gods by their mere power create
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palaces, animals, and the like, and as milk by itself turns
into curds. .

Adhik. X (26-29) explains that, according to the express
doctrine of Scripture, Brahman'does not in its entirety pass
over into the world, and, although emitting the world from
itself, yet remains one and undivided. This is possible, ac-
cording to Safikara, because the world is unreal ; according
to Raménuga, because the creation is merely the visible and
tangible manifestation of what previously existed in Brah-
man in a subtle imperceptible condition.

Adhik, X (30, 31) teaches that Brahman, although des-
titute of instruments of action, is enabled to create the
world by means of the manifold powers which it possesses.

Adhik. X1 (32, 33) assigns the motive of the creation, of,
more properly expressed, teaches that Brahman, in creating
the world, has no motive in the strict sense of the word, but
follows a mere sportive impulse.

Adhik. XII (34-36) justifies Brahman from the charges
of partiality and cruelty which might be brought against
it owing to the inequality of position and fate of the various
animate beings, and the universal suffering of the world.
Brahman, as a creator and dispenser, acts with a view to the

merit and demerit of the individual souls, and has so acted
from all eternity.

Adhik. XTII (37) sums up the preceding argumentation
by declaring, that all the qualities of Brahman—omniscience

and so on—are such as to capacitate it for the creation of
the world.

Pipa II.

The task of the second pida is to refute, by arguments
independent of Vedic passages, the more important philo-
sophical theories concerning the origin of the world which
are opposed to the Vedanta view.—The first adhikarana
(1-10) is directed against the Sinkhyas, whose doctrine had
already been touched upon incidentally in several previous
-places, and aims at proving that a non-intelligent first cause,
such as the pradhina of the Sadkhyas, is unable to ereate
and dispose.—~The second adhikarana (11-17) refutes the
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Vaiseshika tenet that the world originates from atoms set
in motion by the adrish/a—The third and fourth adhika-
ranas are directed against various schools of Bauddha phi.
losophers,  Adhik. IIT (18-27) impugns the view of the
so-called sarvistitvavadins, or bihyarthavidins, who main-
tain the reality of an external as well as an internal warld ;
Adhik. 1V (28-82) is directed against the vig#anavadins,
according to whom ideas are the only reality.—The last
Sttra of this adhikarara is treated hy Rimdnuga as a
separate adhikarara refuting the view of the Madhyamikas,
who teach that everything is void, i.e. that nothing what-
ever is real.—Adhik. V (33-36) is directed against the doc-
trine of the Gainas; Adhik. VI (37-41) against those philo-
sophical schools which teach that a highest Lord is not the
material but only the operative cause of the world,

The last adhikarara of the pAda (42—45) refers, according
to the unanimous statement of the commentators, to the
doctrine of the Bhigavatas or Pi#karitras. But Saikara
and Riménuga totally disagree as to the drift of the
Sotrakéra's opinion regarding that system. According to
the former it is condemned like the systems previously
referred to; according to the fatter it is approved of—
Stitras 42 and 43, according to both commentators, raise
objections against the system; Sltra 42 being directed
against the doctrine that from the highest being, called
Visudeva, there is originated Safikarshana, i.e. the giva,
on the ground that thereby those scriptural passages would
be contradicted which teach the soul's eternity ; and Sitra
43 impugning the doctrine that from Safkarshara there
springs Pradyumnz, i e. the manas.—The SOtra on which
the difference of interpretation tums is 44. Literally trans-

' lated it runs, ‘Or, on account of there being’ (o(r,_‘thc:'r
being’) ‘knowledge and so,on, there is non-contradiction
of that’—This means, according to Safkara, ‘Or, if in
¥ of the exi of knowledge and so on (on
the part of Sadikarshana, &c. they be taken not as soul,
mind, &c. but as Lords of pre-eminent knowledge, &c.),
yet there is non-contradiction of that (viz. of the objection
raised in Satra 42 against th~ Bhigavata doctrine)—

dz2
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* According to Raméanuga, on the other hand, the Sttra
has to be explained as follows: ¢Or, rather there is non-
contradiction of that (i.e. the Pafkaritra doctrine) on ac-
count of their being knowledge and so on (i.e. on accour}t
of their being Brahman)? Which means: Since Sait-
karshaza and so on are merely forms of manifestation
of Brahman, the Paskaritra doctrine, according to which
they spring from Brahman, is not contradicted.—The form
of the Sttra makes it difficult for us to decide which of the
two interpretations is the right one; it, however, appears
to me that the explanations of the ‘va’ and of the ‘tat,
implied in Ramanyga's comment, aTe more matural than
those resulting from Sankara’s intespretation, Nor would
it be an unmﬁural proceeding to close the polemical pada
with a defence of that doctrine which—in spite of objec-
tions—has to be viewed as the true one.

PApa IIL

1ne tird pida discusses the question whetner the dif-
ferent forms of €xistence which, in their totality, constitute
the world have an origin or not, i.e. whether they are co-

_eternal with Brahman, or issue from it and are refunded
into it at stated intervals.

The first seven adhikaranas treat of the five elementary
substances.—Adhik. I (1-7) teaches that the ether is not
co-cternal with Brahman, but springs from it as its first
cffect.—Adhik. II (8) shows that air springs from ether;
Adhik. 1V, V, VI (10; 11; 12) that fire springs from air,
water {rom fire, earth from water.—Adhik. III (9) explains
by way of digression that Brahman, which is not some
special entity, but quite generally ‘that which is,’ ‘cannot
have originated from anything clse.

Adhik. VII (13) demonstrates that the origination of one
clement from another is due, not to the latter in itself, but to
Brahman acting in it.

Adhik. VIII (14) teaches that the reabsorption of the
clements into Brahman takes place in the inverse order of
their emission,

Adhik. IX (15) remarks that the indicated order in which
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the emission and the reabsorption of the elementary sub-

stances take place is not interfered with by the creation
and reabsorption of the organs of the soul, i.e. the sense
organs and the internal organ (manas); for they. also are
of elemental nature, and as such created and retracted to-
gether with the elements of which they consist.

The remainder of the pida is taken up by a discussion of
the nature of the individual soul, the giva.—Adhik. X (16)
teaches that expressions such as * Devadatta is born,’ * De-
vadatta has died,’ strictly apply to the body only, and are
transferred to the soul in so far only as it is connected with
a body.

Adhik. XI (17) teaches that the individual soul is, accord-
ing to Scripture, permanent, eternal, and therefore not, like
the ether and the other elements, produced from Brahman
at the time of creation—This Sitra is of course com-
mented on in a very différent manner by Sadkara on the
one hand and Raminuga on the other. According to the
former, the giva is in reality identical—and as such co-
eternal—with Brahman; what originates is merely the
soul's connexion with its limiting adjuncts, and that con-
nexion is moreover illusory.—According to Riminuyga, the
giva is indeed an effect of Brahman, but has existed in

Brahman from all eternity as an individual being and as
a mode {prakira) of Brahman. So indeed have also the
material elements; yet there is an important distinction
owing to which the elements may be said to originate at
the time of creation, while the same cannot be said of the
soul. Previously to creation the material elements exist
in a subtle condition in which they possess none of the
qualities that later on render them the objects of ordinary
experience ; hence, when passing over into the gross state
at the time of creation, they may be said to originate. The
souls, on the other hand, possess at all times the same
essential qualities, i.e. they aré cognizing agenis; only,
whenever a new creation takes place, they associate
themselves with bodies, and their intefligence therewith
undergoes a certain expansion or development (vikisa),
contrasting with the unevolved or contracted state (sai-
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- koka) which characterised it during the’preceding pralaya.
But this change is not a change of essential nature (svarfli-
panyathébbava), and hence we have to distinguish the souls
as perthanent entities from the material elements which at
the time of each creation and reabsorption change their
essential characteristics.

Adhik. X1I (18) defines the nature of the individual soul.
TFhe Sftra declares that the soul is ‘g#a.’ This means,
according to_Safkara, that intelligence or knowledge does
not, as the Vaiseshikas teach, constitute a mere attribute of
the soul which in itself is essentially non-intélligent, but is
the very essence of the soul, The soul is not a knower, but
Knowledge; not intelligent, but intelligence.—Raménuga,
on the other hand, explains ‘gfia’ by ‘gfiatri, i.e. knowes,
knowing agent, and considers the Sltra to be directed not
only against the Vaiseshikas, but also against those philo-
sophers who—like the SAfikhyas and the Vedantins of
Saikara’s school—maintain that the soul is not a knowing
agent, but pure kFaitanya.—The wording of the Sftra cer-
tainly seems to favour Raménuga’s interpretation; we can

hardly imagine that an author definitely holding the views
of Sankara should, ‘yhcn propounding the important dogma
of the soul’s nature,

use the term g#a of which the most-
obvious interpretation is g#4trs, not gfAnam..

Adhik. XIIT (;9-32) treats the question whether the
individual soul is any, i.e. of very minute ize, or omni-
present, all-pervading (sarvagata, vyipin). Here, again, we
meet with diametrically opposite views.—1In Saikara’s
opinion the Sitras 19-28 represent the plrvapaksha view,
according to which the giva is anu, while Sltra 29 formu-
lates the siddhanta, viz. that the giva, which in reality is
all-pervading, is spoken of as anu in some seriptural passages,
because the qualities of the internal organ~which itself is
any—constitute the essence of the individual soul as long
as the latter is implicated in the samsira.—According to
Raminuga, on the other hand, the first SGtra of the adhi-
karana gives utterance to the siddhinta view, according to
which the soul is of minute size; the Satras z0-23 confirm
this view and refute objections raised against it; while the
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Sﬂtl'-'ls 26-29 resume the question already mooted under
SOtra 18, viz. in what relation the soul as knowing agent
(g#iitri) stands to knowledge {g#4na).—In osder to decide
between the conflicting claims of these two interpretations
We must enter into some details.—Saiikara maintains that
Siitras 1g-24 state and enforce a plrvapaksha view, which is
finally refuted in 29. What here strikes us at the outset, is
the unusual length to which the defence of a mere prima
facie view is carried ; in no other place the Sftras take so
much trouble to render plausible what is meant to be re-
jected in the end, and an unbiassed reader will certainly
feel inclined to think that in 19-28 we have to do, not with
the preliminary statement of a view finally to be abandoned,
but with an elaborate bon4 fide attempt to establish and
vindicate an essential dogma of the system. Still it is not
altogether impossible that the plrvapaksha should here be
.. treated at greater length than usual, and the decisive point is
therefore whether we can, with Saikara, look upon Sttra 29
as embodying a refutation of the plirvapaksha and thus im-
plicitly acknowledging the doctrine that the individuat soul ’
is all-pervading. Now I think there can be no doubt that .
Saitkara’s interpretation of the Sttra is excdedingly forced.
Literally translated (and leaving out the non-essential word
¢ prig#avat’) the Sltra runs as follows: *But on account of
that quality (or * those qualities ;” or els¢ * on account of the
quality—or qualities—of that ”) being the essence, (there is)
that designation {or “the designation of that”).” This Sai-
kara maintains to mean, ‘Because the qualities of the _
buddhi are the essence of the soul in the samsira state,
therefore the soul itself is sometimes spoken of as arzu’
Now, in the first place, nothing in the context warrants the
explanation of the first 'tat’ by buddhi. And-—which is
more important—in the second place, it is more than
doubtful whether on Safkara’s own system the qualities
of the buddhi~—such as pleasure, pain, desire, aversion,
&c—can with any propriety be said to constitute the
essence of the soul even in the samsira state. The essence
of the soul in whatever state, according to Saitkara’s sys-
tem, is kuowledge or intelligence; whatever is due to its
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association with the buddhi is non-essential or, more
strictly, unreal, false. ,
There are no similar difficulties in the way ot Kaménuga’s
interpretation of the adhikaraza, He agrees with Saiikara
in the explanation of Sfitras 19-25, with this difference that
he views them as setting forth, not the piirvapaksha, but the
siddhaAnta. Sdtras 26-28 also are interpreted in a manner not
very different from Sankara’s, special stress being laid on
the distinction made by Scripture between knowledge as 2
mere quality and the soul as a knowing agent, the sub-
stratum of knowledge. This discussion naturally gives rise
to the question how it is that Scripture in some places
makes use of the term vigAdna when meaning the indi-
vidual soul. The answer is given in Sltra 29, ‘ The soul is
designated as knowledge because it has that quality for its
essence,’ i.e. because knowledge is the essential character-
istic quality of the soul, therefore the term ‘knowledge’ is
employed here and there to denote the soul itself. This
latter interpretation gives rise to no doubt whatever, It
closely follows the wording of the text and does not
necessitate any forced supplementation. The ‘tu’ of the
Shtra which, according to Saikara, is meant to discard
the parvapaksha, serves on Rdmanuga’s view to set aside
a previously-raised objection; an altogether legitimate
assumption.
Of the three remaining Sitras of the adhikarana (30-32),
30 explains, according to Sankara, that the soul may be
called anu, since, as long as it exists in the samsira con-
dition, it is connected with the buddhi. According to
Raminuga the Shtra teaches that the soul may be called
vigfiina because the latter constitutes its essential quality as
long as it exists.—Sdtra 31 intimates, according to Sankara,
that in the states of deep sleep, and so on, the soul is poten-
tially connected with the buddhi, while in the waking state
that connexion becomes actually manifest. The same
Stra, according to Ramanuga, teaches that Liiltritva is
Properly said to constitute the soul's essential nature,
ahhough it is actually manifested in some states of the soul
only.—In Sotra 32, finally, Sankara sees a statement of the
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doctrine that, unless the soul had the buddhi for its limiting
adjunct, it would either be permanently cognizing or perma-
nently non-cognizing; while, ling to Rdménuga, the
Sfitra means that the soul would either be permanently
cognizing or permanently non-cognizing, if it were pure
knowledge and all-pervading (instead of being g7Atri and
any, as it is in reality)—The three Sfitras can be made
to fit in with either interpretation, although it must be
noted that none of them explicitly refers to the soul’s
connexion with the buddhi.
Adhik, XIV and XV (33-39; 40) refer to the kartrstva of
the giva, i.e. the question whether the soul is an agent.
Sdtras 33~39 clearly say that it is such. But as, according
to Sarkara’s system, this cannot be the final view,—the soul
being essentially non-active, and all action belonging to the
world of upidhis,—he Jooks upon the next folléwing Stitra
(40) as constituting an adhikarana by itself, and teaching
that the soul is an agent when connected with the .instru-
ments of action, buddhi, &ec., while it ceases to be so when
dissociated from them, ‘just as tife carpenter acts in both
ways,’ i.e. just as the carpenter wotks as long as he wiclds
his instruments, and rests after having laid them aside.—
Rémianuga, perhaps more naturally, does not separate Sitra
4o+{rom the preceding Sttras, but interprets it as follows:
- Activity is indeed an essential fattribute of the sovl; but
therefrom it does not follow that the soul is always actually
active, just as the carpenter, even_when furnished with the
requisite instruments, may either work or not work, just as
he pleaseg.

Adhik. XVI (41, 42) teaches that the soul in its activity
is dependent on the Lord who impels it with 4 view to its
former actions. '

Adhik. XVII (43-53) treats of the relation of the indivi-
dual soul to Brahman, Sitra 43 declares that the individual
soul is a part (amsa) of Brahman, and the following Sitras
show how that relation does not involve either that Brahman
is affected by the imperfections, sufferings, &c.'of the souls, .
or that one soul has to participate in the experiences of
other souls. The two commentators of course take entirely




tviii VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

different views of the doctrine that the soul is a part of
Brahman. ~ According to Radmanuga the souls arein reallty
parts of Brahman!; according to Sankara the amsa’ of
the Siitra must be understood to mean ‘amsa iva,’ ‘a part
as it were;’ the one universal indivisible Brahman having
no real parts, but appearing to be divided owing to its
limiting adjuncts—One Sfitra (50) in this adhikarana
calls for special notice. According to Sankara the words
“abhasa eva ka' mean ‘(the soul is) a mere reflection,’
which, as the commentators remark, is a statement of the
so-called pratibimbavada, i.e. the doctrine that the so-called
individual soul is nothing but the reflection of the Self in
the buddhi; while Sitra 43 had propounded the so-called
avakkiedavida, i.e. the doctrine that the soul is the highest
Self in so far as limited by its adjuncts.—According to
Ré4ménuga the Abhésa of the Shitra has to be taken in the
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sense of hetvabhisa, a fallacious argument, and the Sétra is
explained as being directed against the reasoning of those ~
Vedantins according to whom the sout is Brahman in so far
as limited by non-real adjuncts?,

Pipa 1V, .

Adhik. I, TI, TII (1~4; 5-6; 7) teach that the praras (by
which generic name are denoted the buddhindriyas, karmen.
driyas, and the manas) spring from Brahman; are eleven in
number; and are of minute size (anu).

Adhik. IV, V, VI (8; 9~12; ‘13) inform us also that the
mukhya prina, i.e. the vital air, is produced from Brahman ;
that it is a principle distinct from air in general and from.
the prinas discussed above; and that it is minute (anu).

Adhik. VII and VIIT (14~16; 17-19) teach that the
prinas are superintended and guided in their activity by
special divinities, and that they are independent principles,
not mere modifications of the mukhya prana.

Adhik, IX (20-22) declares that the evolution of names
and forms (the nimariipavyikarasna) is the work, not of the
individual soul, but of the Lord.

THIRD ADHYAYA.
PApa L

Adhik, I (1-7) teaches that the soul, when passing out of
the body at the time of death, remains invested with the
subtle material elements (bhitastkshma) which serve as an
abode to the prasmas attached to the soul.

Adhik, IT (§-11) shows that, when the souls of those who
had enjoyed the reward of their good works in the moon
descend to the earth in order to undergo a new cmbcd;:-
ment, there cleaves to them a remainder (anusaya) of their
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that Brahman in itself is frec from all diversity; and—S6tra
13 adds—in some places the assumption of diversity is spe-
cially objected to.—That Brahman is devoid of all form
(Stitra 14), is the pre-eminent meaning of all Vedénta-texts
setting forth Brahman’s nature.—That Brahman.is repre-
sented as having different forms, as it were, is due to its
connexion with its (unreal) limiting adjuncts; just as the
light of the sun appears straight or crooked, as it were,
according to the nature of the things he illuminates (15).—
The Brihaddranyaka expressly declares that Brahman is
one uniform mass of intelligence (16); and the same is
taught in other scriptural passages and in Smriti (17).—At

the unreality of the apparent manifoldness of the Self,

caused by the limiting adjuncts, aim those scriptural

passages in which the Self is compared to the sun, which

remains one although his reflections on the surface of the

water are many (18),—Nor must the objection be raised

that that comparison is unsuitable, because the Self is not

material like the sup, and there are no real upadhis separate

from it as the water is from the sun; for the comparison

merely means to indicate that, as the reflected image of

the sun participates in the changes, increase, decrease, &c.,

which the water undergoes while the sun himself remains

unaffected thereby, so the true Self is not affected by the -
attributes of the upadhis, while, in so far as it is limited by

the latter, it is aflfected by them as it were (19, 20)—That

the Self is within the upidhis, Scripture declares (21).

From the above explanation of this important adhikarana
the one given in the Sri-bhishya differs totally. Ac-ording
to Réminuga the adhikarana raises the question whether
the imperfections clinging to the individual soul (the dis-
cussion of which has now come to an end) affect also the
highest Lord who, according to Scripture, abides within the
soul as antaryimin. *Notwithstanding the abode (of the
highest Self within the soul) (it is) not (affccted by the soul’s
imperfections) because cverywhere (the highest Self is repre-
sented) as having twofold characteristics (viz. being, on one
hand, free from .all evil, apahatapipman, vigara, vimrityu,
&e., artd, on the other hand, endowed with all auspicious
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qualitics, satyakima, satyasasmkalpa, &c.) (11).—Should it
be objectr ~ that, just as the soul although essentially free
from evil—according to the Pragdpativikya in the K/A4n-
dogya—yet is liable to imperfections owing to its connexion
with a variety of bodies, so the antaryamin also is affected
by abiding within bodies; we deny this because in every
section of the chapter referring to the antaryimin (in the
Brihadaranyaka) he is expressly called the Immortal, the
ruler within; which shows him to be free from the short-
comings of the giva (12),—Some, moreover, expressly assert
that, although the Lord and the soul are within one body,
the soul only is imperfect, not the Lord (dva supar#a sayuga
sakhay4) (13).—Should it be said that, according to the
Khindogya, Brahman entered together with the souls into
the elements previously to the evolution of names and
forms, and hence participates in the latter, thus becoming
implicated in the samsira; we reply that Brahman, although
connected with such and such forms, is in itself devoid of form,
since it is the principal element (agent; pradhdna) in the
bringing about of names and forms (according to ‘akdso ha
vai' ndmaripayor nirvahitd’) (14).—But does not the pas-
sage ‘satyam giinam anantam brahma’ teach that Brah-
man is nothing but light (intelligence) without any difference,
and does not the passage ‘neti neti’ deny of it all qualities ?
—As in order, we reply, not to deprive passages as the one
quoted from the Taittirlya of their purport, we admit that
Brahman’s nature is light, so we must also admit that
Brahman is satyasamkalpa, and so on; for if not, the pas-
sages in which those qualities are asserted would become
purportless (15).—Moreover the Taittirlya passage only
asserts so much, viz. the prakisariipatd of Brahman, and
does not deny other qualities (16).—And the passage ‘neti
neti’ will be discussed later on.—The ubhayalifgatva of
Brahman in the sense assigned above is asserted in many
places of Sruti and Smrti (17).—Because Brahman although
abiding in many places is not touched by their imperfec-
tions, the similes of the reflected sun, of the ether limited
by jars, &c., are applicable to it (18).—Should it be said
that the illustration is not an appropriate one, because the
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that Brahman in itself is free from all diversity; and—Sfitra
13 adds—in some places the assumption of diversity is spe-
cially objected to.—That Brahman is devoid of all form
(Sitra 14), is the pre-eminent meaning of all Vedinta-texts
setting forth Brahman’s nature.—That Brahman.is repre-
sented as having different forms, as it were, is due to its
connexion with its (unreal) limiting adjuncts; just as the
light of the sun appears straight or crooked, as it were,
according to the nature of the things he illuminates (15).—
The Brihadiranyaka expressly declares that Brahman is
one uniform mass of intelligence (16); and the same is
taught in other scriptural passages and in Smrsti (17).—At
the unreality of the apparent manifoldness of the Self,
caused by the limiting adjuncts, aim those scriptural
passages in which the Self is compared to the sun, which
remains one although his reflections on the surface of the
water are many (18).—Nor must the objection be raised
that that comparison is unsuitable, because the Self is not
material like the sun, and there are no real upadhis separate
from it as the water is from the sun; for the comparison
merely means to indicate that, as the reflected image of
the sun participates in the changes, increase, decrease, &c.,
which the water undergoes while the sun himself remains

unaffected thereby, so the true Self is not affected by the -

attributes of the upidhis, while, in so far as it is limited by
the latter, it is affected by them as it were (19, 20).—That
the Self is within the upadhis, Scripture declares (21).
From the above explanation of this important adhikarana
the one given in the Sri-bhishya differs totally. Ac-ording
to Ramanuga the adhikaranza raises the question whether
the imperfections clinging to the individual soul (the dis-
cussion of which has now come to an end) affect also the
highest Lord who, according to Scripture,’abides within the
soul as antaryimin. ¢Notwithstanding the abode (of the
highest Self within the soul) (it is) not (affected by the soul's -
imperfections) because cverywhere (the highest Self is repre-
sented) as having twolold characteristics (viz, being, on one
hand, free from.all evil, apahatapipman, vigara, vimsityu,
&c., and, on the other hand, endowed with all auspicious
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qualitics, satyakdma, satyasamkalpa, &c.) (11).—Should it
be objectr * that, just as the soul although essentxally free
from evil—according to the Pragipativikya in the K/4n-
dogya—yect is liable to imperfections owing to its connexion
with a variety of bodies, so the antary&min also is affected
by abiding within bodies; we deny this because in every
section of the chapter referring to the antaryimin (in the
Brihadaranyaka) he is expressly called the Immortal, the
ruler within; which shows him to be frec from the short-
comings of the giva (12).—Some, moreover, expressly assert
that, although the Lord and the soul are within one body,
the soul only is imperfect, not the Lord (dvA suparsa sayuga
sakhiyd) (13).—Should it be said that, according to the
Klandogya, Brahman entered together with the souls into
the elements prevnously to the evolution of names and
forms, and hence participates in the latter, thus becoming
implicated in the samsira; we reply that Brahman, although
connected with such and such forms, is in itself devoid of form,
since it is the principal element (agent; pradhina) in the
bringing about of names and forms (according to ‘ak4so ha
vai nimaripayor nirvahitd’) (14).—But does not the pas-
sage *satyam giénam anantam brahma’ teach that Brah-
man is nothing but light (intelligence) without any difference,
and does not the passage ‘ neti neti’ deny of it all qualities?
—As in order, we reply, not to deprive passages as the one
quoted from the Taittiriya of their purport, we admit that
Brahman's nature is light, so we must also admit that
Brahman is satyasamkalpa, and so on; for if not, the pas-
sages in which those qualities are asserted would become
purportless (15).—Moreover the Taittiriya passage only
asserts so much, viz. the prak4sariipatd of Brahman; and
does not deny other qualities (16).—And the passage ‘neti
neti’ will be discussed later on.—The ubhayalingatva of
Brahman in the sense assigned above is asserted in many
places of Sruti and Smyriti (17).—Because Brahman although
abiding in many places is not touched by their imperfec-
tions, the similes of the reflected sun, of the ether limited
by jars, &c., are applicable to it (18).—Should it be said
that the illustration is not an appropriate one, because the
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sun is apprehended in the water erroneously only while the
antaryamin really abides within_all things, and therefore
must be viewed as sharing their defects (19); we reply that
what the simile means to negative is merely that Brahman
should, owing to its inherence in many places, participate in
the increase, decrease, and so on, of its abodes. On this
view both similes are appropriate (20).—Analogous similes
we observe to be employed in ordinary life, as when we
compare a man to a lion (21).

Sitras 22-30 constitute, according to Saikara, a new
adhikaranza (VI), whose object it is to show that the clause
‘not so, not so’ (neti neti; Brshadir.) negatives, not Brah-
man itself, but only the two forms of Brahman described in
the preceding part of the chapter. Sftras 23-26 further
dwell on Brahman being in reality devoid of all distinctive
attributes which are altogether due to the upidhis. The
last four Sftras return to the question how, Brahman being
one only, the souls are in so many places spoken of as
different {rom it, and, two explanatory hypotheses having
been rejected, the conclusion is'arrived at that all difference
is unreal, due to fictitious limiting adjuncts. '

According to Ramanuga, Sttras 22 ff. continue the dis-
cussion started in Stitra 11.  How, the question is asked, can
the ubhayalingatva of Brahman be maintained considering
that the ‘not so, not so’ of the Brshadiranyaka denies of
Brahman all the previously mentioned modes (prakira), so
that it can only be called that which is (sanmitra)?-—The
reply given in Sfitra 22 is that ‘not so, not so’ does not
deny of Brahman the distinctive qualities or modes declared
previously (for it would be senseless at first to teach them,
and finally to deny them again?®), but merely denies the
prakeitaitivattva, the previously stated limited nature of
Brahman, i.c. it denies that Brahman possesses only the

previously mentioned qualifications. With this agrees, that
subsequently to ‘neti neti’ Scripture itself enunciates
further qualifications of Brahman,~That Brahman as stated

T Al the mentioned modes of Brahman are known from Scriptare only, not
from ordinary experience. If the latter were the case, then, snd then osly,
Seripture might at first refer to them * anavidena,’ and finally negative them.
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above is not the object of any other means of proof but Serip-
ture is confirmed in SQtra 23, * Scripture declares Brahman
to be the non-manifest’—And the intuition (sakshatkéra),
of Brahman ensties only upon its samridhana, i.e. upon its
being perfectly’ pleased by the worshipper’s devotion, as
Scripture and Smr#ti declare (24).~That this interpretation
of *neti’ is the right one, is likewise shown by the fact that in
the same way as prakdsa, luminousness, g#idna, intelligence,
&c., 5o also the quality of being differentiated by the world
(prapasifavisishzata) is intuited as non-different, i.e. as like-
wise qualifying Brahman; and that prakésa, and so on,
characterise Brahman, is known through repeated practice
{on the part of rishis like VAmadeva) in the work of
samnridhana mentioned before (25).—For all these reasons
-Brahman is connected with the infinite, i.e. the infinite
number of auspicious qualities; for thus the twofold indica-
tions (linga) met with in Scripture are fully justified (26)—
In what relation, then, does the akid vastu, i.e. the non-
sentient matter, which, according to the Brshadiranyaka,
is ope of the forms of Brahman, stand to the latter ?—Non-
sentient beings might, in the first place, be viewed as special
arrangements (samsthinaviseshd/) of Brahman, as the coils
are of the body of the snake; for Brahman is designated
as both, i.e. sometimes as one with the world (Brahman is
all this, &c.), sometimes as different from it (Let me enter
into those elements, &c.) (27)—Or, in the second place,
the relation of the two might be viewed as analogous to
that of light and the luminous object which are two and
yet one, both being fire (28),—Or, in the third place, the
relation is like that stated before, i.c. the material world
is, like the individual souls (whose; case was discussed in
11, 3, 43), & part—ansa—of Brahman (29, 30).

Adhile. VII (31-37) explains how some metaphorical
expressions, seemingly implying that there is something
different from Brahman, have to be truly understood.

Adhik. VIII (38-41) teaches that the reward of works is
not, as Gaimini opines, the independent result of the works
acting through the so-called apfrva, but is allotted by the

Lord.

{34) €
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Pipa IIL
With the third piAda of the second adhydya a new
section of the work begins, whose task it is to describe
how the individual soul is enabled by meditation on Brah-
man to obtain final release. The first point to be deter-
mined here is what constitutes a meditation on Brabman,
and, more particularly, in-what relation those parts of
the Upanishads stand to each other which enjoin identical
or partly identical meditations. The reader of the Upa-
niishads cannot fail to observe that the texts of the different
sakhis contairt many chapters of similar, often nearly iden-
tical, contents, and that in some cases the text of. even one
and the same sikhi exhibits the same matter in more
or less varied forms. The reason of this clearly is that
the common stock of religious and philosophical ideas
which were in circulation at the time of the composition of
the Upanishads found separate expression in the different
priestly communities ; hence the same speculations, legends,
&e. reappear in various places of the sacred Scriptures in
more or less differing dress. Originally, when we may-
suppose the members of each Vedic school to have confined
themselves to the study of their own sacred texts, the fact
that the texts of other schools contained chapters of similar
contents would hardly appear to call for special note or
comment; not any mofe than the circumstance that the
sacrificial performances enjoined on the followers of some
particular sikhi were found described with greater or
smaller modifications in the books of other sikhis also.
But already at a very early period, at any rate long before
the composition of the Vedanta-sitras in their present
form, the Vedic theologians must have apprehended the
truth that, in whatever regards sacrificial acts, one sikhi may ’
indeed safely follow its own texts, disregarding the texts
of all other s3khds; that, however, all texts which aim at
throwing light on the nature of Brahman and the relation
to it of the human soul must somehow or other be com-
bined into one consistent systematical whole cqually valid
for the followers of all Vedic schools. For, as we have had
occasion to remark above, while acts may be performed
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by different individuals in different ways, cognition is de-
fined by the nature of the object cognised, and hence can
be one only, unless it ceases to be true cognition. Hence
the attempts, on the one hand, of discarding by skilful
interpretation all contradictions met with in the sacred
text, and, on the other hand, of showing what sections of
the different Upanishads have to be viewed as teaching the
same matter, and therefore must be combined in one medi-
tation. The latter is the special task of the present pada.
Adhik. I and II (1-4; 5) are concerned with the question
whether those vidy4s, which’ are met with in identical or
similar form in more than one sacred text, are to be con-
sidered as constituting several vidy4s, or one vidy4 only.
Sarikara remarks that the question aflects only those vidyas
whose object is the qualified Brahman; for the knowledge
of the non.qualified Brahman, which is of an absolutely
uniform nature, can of course be one only wherever it is
set forth. But things lie differently in those cases where
the object- of knowledge is the saguvam brahma or some
outward manifestation of Brahman; for the qualit? = as
well as manifestations of Brahman are many. Anticipating
the subject of a later adhikarana, we may take for an
example the so-called Sandilyavidya which is met with in
K. Up. I, 14, again—in an abridged -form—in Br:i Up.
V, 6, and, moreover, in the tenth book of the Satapatha-
brahmara (X, 6, 3). The three passages enjoin a medita-
tion on Brahman as possessing certain attributes, some of
which are specified in all the three texts (as, for instance,
manomayatva, bhirlipatva), while others are peculiar to
each sep passage (pré iratva and saty kalg ,
for instance, being mentioned in the K'/Zindogya Upanishad
and Satapatha-brahmana, but not in the Br/hadiranyaka
Upanishad, which, on its part, specifies sarvavasitva, not
referred to in the two other texts). Here, then, there is room
for a doubt whether the three passages refer to one object
of knowledgé or niot. To the devout Vedantin the question
is not a purely theoretical ane, but of immediate practical
interest. For if thethree texts are to be held apart, thereare
three different meditations to be gone through; if, on the
ez
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other hand, the vidy4 is one only, all the different qualities
of Brahman mentioned in the three passages have to be
combined into one meditation—The decision is here, as in
all similar cases, in favour of the latter alternative. A °
careful examination of the three passages shows that the
object of meditation is one only ; hence the meditation also
is one only, comprehending all the attributes mentioned in
the three texts.

Adhik. IIT (6-8). discusses the case of vidy4s being really
separate,  although apparently identical. The examples
selected are the udgithavidyas of the K/44ndogya Upanishad
(I, 1-3) and the Bréhadaranyaka Upanishad (I, 3), which,
although showing certain similarities—such as bearing the
same name and the udgitha being in both. identified with
prina—yet are to be held apart,-beciuse the subject of the
Khindogya vidyA is not the whole udgitha but only the
sacred syllable Om, while the Br7haddranyaka Upanishad
represents the whole udgitha as the object of meditatish.

Sitra 9 constitutes in Safkara’s view a new adhikarana
{IV), proving that in the passage, ‘Let a man meditate’
(K. Up. 1, 1, 1), the Omzkéra and the udgitha stand in the
relation of one specifying the other, the meaning being,
‘Let a man meditate on that Osmkira which, &c—Ac-
cording to Raménuga’s interpretation, which seems to fall
in more satisfactorily with the form and the wording of the
SAtra, the latter merely furnishes an additional argument
for the conclusion arrived at in the preceding adhikararza.—
Adhik. V (10) determines the unity of the so-called prara-
vidyas and the consequent comprehension of the different
qualities of the praza, which are mentioned in the different
texts, within one meditation.

Adhik, VI comprises, according to Sankara the Sdtras
11-13. The point to be settled is whether in all the medi-
tafions on Brahman all its qualities are to be included or
only those mentioned in the special vidya, The deeision
is that the essential and unalterable attributes of Brahman,
such as bliss and knowledge, are to be taken into account
everywhere, while those which admit of a more or less (as,
for instance, the attribute of having joy for its head, men-
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t‘mncd in the Taitt. Up.) are confined to special medita-
tions.—Adhik. VII (14, 15), according to Sankara, aims at
proving that the object of Katka Up. III, 10, 11 is one
only, viz. to show that the highest Self is higher than
everything, so that the passage constitutes one vidy4 only.
—Adhik. VIII (16, 17) determines, according to Saskara,
that the Self spoken of in Ait. Ar. IT, 4, 1, 1 is rot a lower
form of the Self (the so-called sitritman), but the highest
Self; the discussion of that point in this place being due to
the wish to prove that the attributes of the highest Self
have to be comprehended in the Aitareyaka meditation.
According to Riméanuga the Sitras 1I1-I17 constitute a
single adhikarana whose subject is the same as that of
Sankara’s sixth adhikarara, Sitras 17-13 are, on the
whole, explained as by Saikara; Sitra 12, however, is
said to mean, ‘ Such attributes as having joy for its head,
&c. are not to be viewed as qqq}ifies of Brahman, and
therefore not to be included in évery meditation; for if
they were admitted as qualities, difference would be intro-
duced into Brahman's nature, and that would involve a.
more or less on Brahman’s part.” Sitras I4-17 continue
the discussion of the passage about the priyasirastva.—If
priyasirastva, &c. are not to be viewed as real qualities of
Brahman, for what purpose does the text mention them?—
*Because,” Sitra 14 replies, ‘there is no other purpose,
Scripture mentions them for the purpose of pious medita-
tion—But how is it known that the Self of delight is the
highest Self? (owing to which you maintain that having
limbs, Head, &ec. cannot belong to it as attributes.)—* Be-
: cause,’ Siitra 15 replies, ‘the term «Self” (dtmd dnandamaya)
“is applied to it’—But in the previous parts of the chapter
the term Self (in 4tmd prizamaya, &c.) is applied to non-
Selfs also; how then do you know that in dtma dnanda-
maya it denotes the real Self?——¢The term Self;’ Sitra 16
replics, *is cmployed here to denotc the highest Self as in
many other passages (itmd vi idam cka. &c.), as we con-
clude from the subsequent passage, viz. he wished, May»[
be many.’-- But, an objection is raised. docs not the con-
text show that the term *Self;” which in all the preceding
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clauses about the prizamaya, &c. denoted someth‘mg other
than the Self, does the same in’'&nandamaya &tman, and
is not the context of greater weight than a subsequent
passage ?—To this question asked in the former half of 17
(anvayad iti Zet) the latter half replies, ¢ Still it denotes the
Self, owing to the affirmatory statement, i.e. the fact of the
highest Self. having been affirmed in a previous passage
also, viz. II, 1, “ From that Self sprang ether.’

Adhik. IX (18) discusses a minor point connected with
the pranasamvida.—The subject of Adhik. X (19) has
been indicated already above under Adhik. L.—Adhik. XI
(20-22) treats of a case of a contrary nature; in Brs. Up.
V, 5, Brahman is represented first as abiding in the sphere of
the sun, and then as abiding within the eye; we therefore,
in spite of certain counter-indications, have to do with two
separate vidy4s.—Adhik. XII (23) refers to a similar case;
certain attributes of Brahman mentjoned in the Rirdya-
niya-khila have not to be introduced into the corresponding
Klzﬁmdogya vidy4, because the stated difference of Brah-
man’s abode involves difference of vidyA. —Adhik, XIIT
(24) treats of another instance of two vidy4s having to be
held apart.

Adhik. XIV (25) decides that certain detached mantras
and brihmara passages met with in the beginning of some
Upanishads—as, for instance, 2 brahmazna about the mahi-
vrata ceremony at the beginning of the Aitareya-dranyaka
—do, notwithstanding their position which seems to connect
them with the brahmavidy4, not belong to the latter, since
they show unmistakable signs of being connected with
sacrificial acts.

Adhik. XV (26) treats of the passages stating that the
man dying in the possession of true knowledge shakes off
all his good and evil deeds, and affirms that a statement,
made in some of those passages only, to the effect that the
good and evil deeds pass over to the friends and cnemics
of the deceased, is valid for all the passages.

Sfitras 27-30 constitute, according to Sankara, two adhi-
karanas of which the former (XVI; 27, 28) decides that the
shaking off of the good and cvil deeds takes place—not, as
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the Kaush, Up, states, on the road to Brahiman's world—
but at the moment of the soul’s departure from the body ;
the Kaushitaki statement is therefore not to-be taken
literally,.—The latter adhikarana (XVII; 29, 30) treats of
the cognate question whether the soul that has freed itself
from its deeds proceeds in all cases on the road of the gods
(as said in the Kaush. Up.), or not. The decision is that he
only whose knowledge does not pass beyond the saguram
brahma proceeds on that road, while the soul of him who
knows the nirgurzam brahma becomes one with it without
moving to any other place,

The Sri-bhishya treats the four Sitras as one adhikarara
whose two first Sbtras are explained as by Sankara, while
Sitra 29 raises an objection to the conclusion arrived at,
“ the going (of the soul on the path of the gods) has a sense
only if the soul's frecing itself from its works takes place
in both ways, i.e. partly at the moment of death, partly on
the road to Brahman; for otherwise there would be a con-
tradiction’ (the contradiction being that, if the soul’s works
were all shaken off at the moment of death, the subtle body
would Jikewise perish at that moment, and then the bodi-
less soul would be unable to proceed on the path of the
gods).—To this Siitra go replies, ¢ The complete shaking off
of the works at the moment of death is possible, since
matters of that kind are observed in Scripture,” i.e, since
scriptural passages show that even he whose works are
entirely annihilated, and who has manifested himself in his
true shape, is yet connected with some kind of body ; com-
pare the passage, * param gyotir upasampadya svena riipe-
nibhinishpadyate sa tatra paryeti kridan ramaménat sa
svarad bhavati tasya sarveshu lokeshu kimakiro bhavati.’
That subtlebody is not due to karman, but to the soul’s
vidyamahatmya.—That th&explanation of the Sri-bhashya
agrees with the text as well as Saikara’s, a comparison of

the two will show ; especially forced is Sankara's explana-
tion of ‘arthayattvam ubhayath4,’ which is said to mean
that there is arthavattva in one case, and non-arthavattva

in the other case. i
The next Sfitra (31) constitutes an adhikarama (XVIII)
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Adhik. XXVII (42) decides that those meditations which
are connected with certain matters forming constituent parts
of sacrificial actions, are not to be considered as perma-
nently requisite parts of the latter.—Adhik. XXVIII (43)
teaches that, in a Bs7 Up. passage and a similar K4, Up.
passage, Viyu and Prina are not to be identified, but to be
held apart.—Adhik. XXIX (44-52) decides that the fire-
altars made of mind, &c., which are mentioned in the Agni-
rahasya, do not constitute parts of the sacrificial action
(so that the mental, &c. construction of the altar could
optionally be substituted for the actnal om:) but merely
subjects of meditations.

Adhik. XXX (53, 54) treats, according to Sattkara, in the

way of digression, of the question whether to the Self an
existence independent of the body can be assigned, or nat
(as the Materialists maintain).—According to the Sri-bhi-
shya the adhikarana does not refer to this wide question,
but is concerned with a point more immediately connected
with the meditations on Brahman, viz. the question as to
the form under which, in those meditations, the Self of the
meditating devotee has to be viewed. The two Sitras -
then have to be translated as follows: *Some (maintain
that the soul of the devotee has, in meditations, to be
viewed as possessing those attributes only which belong to
it in its embodied state, such as g#4tssitva and the like),
because the Self is (at the time of meditation) in the body.’
—The next Sitra rejects this view, * This is not so, but the
separatedness (i.e. the pure isolated state in which the Self
is at the time of final relcase wheu it is freed from all evil,
&c.) (is to be transferred to the meditating Self), because
that will be? the state (of the Sell in the condition of final
release).

Adhik. XXXI (55, 56) decides that meditations connected
with constituent clements of the sacrifice, such as the
udgitha, are, in spite of difference of svara in the udgitha,
&c., valid, not only for that sikhi in which the medita.
tion actually is met with, but for all sikhis.—~—Adhik.

1 The 31! bhishya as well as several other commentaries reads tadbhiva.
Lh3vitede for Sanhara’s tadbhivAbhavitvae,
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XXXII (57) decides that the Vaisvinara Agni of X4 Up.
V, 11 fl. is to be meditated upon as a whole, not in his
single parts.—Adhik., XXXIII (58) teaches that those
meditations which refer to one subject, but is distinguished
by different qualities, have to be held apart as different
meditations. Thus the daharavidys, Sardilyavidys, &c
remain separate.

Adhik, XXXIV (59) teaches that those meditations on
Brahman for which the texts assign one and the same fruit
are optional, there being no reason for their being cumu-
lated—Adhik. XXXV (60) decides that those meditations,
on the other hand, which refer to special wishes may be
cumulated or optionally employed according to choice.—
Adhik. XXXVI (61-66) extends this conclusion to the
meditations connected with constituent elements of action,
such as the udgitha. .

Pipa IV,

Adhik. I (1-17) proves that the knowledge of Brahman
is not kratvartha, i. e. subordinate to action, but indepen-
dent.—Adhik. IT (18-20) confirms this conclusion by show-
ing that the state of the pravrigins is enjoined by the
sacred law, and that for them vidyi oily is prescribed,
not action.—Adhik. III (21,22) decides that certain clauses
forming part of vidy4s are not mere stutis (arthav&das), but
themselves enjoin the meditation.—The legends recorded
in the Vedinta-texts are not to be used as subordinate
members of acts, but have the purpose of glorifying—as
arthavidas—the injunctions with which they are connected
(Adhik. 1V, 23, 24).—For all these reasons the Grdhvare-
tasak require no actions but only knowledge (Adhik. V,
25).—Nevertheless the actions enjoined by Scripture, such
as sacrifices, conduct of certain kinds, &c., are required as
conducive to the rise of vidya in the mind (Adhik. VI, 26,
27)~—Certain relaxations, allowed by Scripture, of the 1aws
regarding food, are meant only for cases of extreme need
(Adhik. VII, 28-31)—The &sramakarméni are obligatory
on him also who does not strive afier mukti (Adhik. VIII,
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32-35).—Those also who, owing to poverty and so on, are
anisrama have claims to vidy4 (Adhik. IX, 36-39).—An
drdhvaretas cannot revoke his vow (Adhik. X, 40).—Ex-
piation of the fall of an Grdhvaretas (Adhik. XI, 41, 42).—
Exclusion of the fallen Grdhvaretas in certain cases (Adhik.
XII, 43)—Those meditations, which are connected with
subordmate members of the sacrifice, are the business of
the priest, not of the yagaméina (Adhik. XIII, 44-46).—
Bri. Up. 111, 5, 1 enjoins mauna as a third in addition to
bilya and pinditya (Adhik. X1V, 47-49).—By balya is to
be understood a childlike innocent state of mind (Adhik.
XV, 50).

Sotras 51 and 52 discuss, according to Ramanuga, the
question when the vidy3, which is the result of the means
described in III, 4, arises. Sfitra 51 treats of that vidya
whose restilt is mere exaltation (abhyudaya), and states
that ‘it takes place in the present life, if there is not
present an obstacle in the form of a prabalakarmintara (in
which latter case the vidya arises later only), on account of
Scripture declaring this (in various passages).’'—Sfitra 52,
*Thus there is also absence of a definite rule as to (the
time of origination of) that knowledge whose fruit is release,
it being averred concerning that one also that it is in the
same condition (i.e. of sometimes having an obstacle, some-
times not).— Saikara, who treats the two Sitras as two
adhikararas, agrees as to the explanation of 51, while,
PURITE 2 somenhel foreed interpretation on 52, he rikes
it out to mean that a more or less is possible only in the
case of the saguna-vidyds.

FOURTH ADHYAYA.
Pipa 1.

Adhikaraza T (1, 2).—The meditation on the Atman
enjoined by Scripture is not an act to be nccompllshcd once
only, but is to be repeated again and again,

Adhik. 1T (3).—The devotee engaged in meditation on
Vrahman is to view it as constituting lis own Self,
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Adbik, 1T (5).—To the rule 1aid down in the preceding
adhikarana the so-called pratikopasanas, i.e. those medita-
tions in which Brahman is viewed under a symbol or out-
ward manifestation (as, for instance, mano brahmety up4sita)
constitute an exception, i.e. the devotee is not to consider
the pratika as constituting his own Self,

Adhik. IV (5).—In the pratikopisanas the pratika is to
be meditatively viewed as being one with Brahman, not
Brahman as being one with the pratika,—Ramanuga takes
Sitra 5 as simply giving a reason for the decision arrived
at under Sitra 4, and therefore as not constituting a new
adhikarana.

Adhik. V {6).—In meditations connected with constitu-
tives of sacrificial works (as, for instance, ya evisau tapati
tam udgitham upisita) the idea of the divinity, &e. is to be
transferred to the sacrificial item, not vice versid. In the

. example quoted, for instance, the udgitha is to be viewed as
-Aditya, not Aditya as the udgitha.
 Adhik. VI (7-10).—The devotee is to carry on his medi-~
tations in a sitting posture.—Sankara maintains that this
rule does not apply to those meditations whose. result is
samyagdarsana ; but the Sfitra gives no hint to that effect.

. Adhik. VIT (11).—The meditationsmaybe carriedonatany

time, and in any place, favourable to concentration of mind.

Adhik. VIII'{12).—The meditations arc to be continued
until dexth.—Safikara again maintains that those medita-
tions which lead to Samryagdarsana are excepted,

Adhik. IX (13).—When through those meditations the
knowledge of Brahman has been reached, the vidvin is no
longer affected by the consequences of either past or future
evil deeds. i

Adhik. X (14).—Good deeds likewise lose their efficiency.
—The litera! translation of the Sdtra is, * There is likewise
non-attachment” (to the vidvin) of the other (i.e. of the
deeds other than the evil ones, i.e. of good deeds), but on
the fall (of the body, i.e. when death takes place)’ The
last words of the Siitra, ‘but on the fall, are separated by
Sankara from the preceding part of the Siitra and interpreted
to mean, ¢ when death takes place (there results mukti of ~
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the vidvén, who through his knowledge has freed himself
from the bonds of works).’—According to Rdménuga the
whole SAtra simply means, * There is likewise non-attach-
ment of gdod deeds (not at once when knowledge is
reached), but on the death of the vidvan’

Adhik. XI (15)—The non-operation of works stated in
the two preceding adhikaranas holds good only in the case
of anarabdhakéirya works, i.e. those works which have not
yet begun to produce their effects, while it does not extend
to the Arabdhakarya works on which the present existence of
the devotee depends.

Adhik. XII (16, 17).—From the rule enunciated in Adhik.
X are excepted such sacrificial performances as are enjoined
permanently (nitya): so, for instance, the agnihotra, for
they promote the origination of knowledge,

Adhik, XIII (18).—The origination of knowledge is
promoted also by such sacrificial works as are not accom-
panied with the knowledge of the updsanas referring to the
different members of those works. R

Adhik, XIV (19).—The Arabdhakérya works have to be
worked out fully by the fruition of their effects ; whereupon
the vidvin becomes united with Brahman.—The *bhoga *

of the Sitra is, according to Sankara, restricted to-the
present existence of the devotee, since the complete know-
ledge obtained by him destroys the nescience which other-
wise would lead to future embodiments. According to
Riminuga a number of embodied existences may have to

be gone through before the effects of the Arabdhakirya
works are exhausted.

Pipa IL

This and the two remaining pédas of the fourth adhylya
describe the fate of the vidvin after death. According to
Sankara we have to distinguish the vidvin who possesses
the highest knowledge, viz. that he is one with the highest

1 Nanu vidosho s pi k opd irvrittaye vrishe Adiphata:
pltrdny eva katharm tesbdw virodhad viodsa elyate, Taulba pite tv i,
Sarimplite to testler vinirak salnmplidd dnlhvam ta vidySnogoeadril
phaldni sukradnd nasyanthiy arthak,
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Brahman, remain distinct so as to be able to form new
bodies for the soul.

According to RAméanuga the Sfitras 8-11 do not con-
stitute a new adhikaranza, but continue the discussion of
the point mooted in 7. The immortality there spoken of
does not imply the separation of the soul from the body,
‘ because Scripture declares samsira, i..e. embodiedness up
to the reaching of Brahman’ (tasya tivad eva Ziram yivan
na vimokshye atha sampatsye) (8).—That the soul after
having departed from the gross body is not disconnected
from the subtle elements, is also proved hereby, that the
subtle body accompanies it, as is observed from authority !
(9).—Hence the immortality referred to in the scriptural
passage quoted is not effected by means of the total
destruction of the body (ro).

Adhik. VI (12-14) is of special importance.—According
to Saikara the Shtras now turn from the discussion of the
departure of him who possesses the lower knowledge only to
the consideration of what beconies of him who has reached
the higher knowledge. So far it has been taught that in the
case of relative immortality (ensuing on the apara vidy4)
the subtle elements, together with the senses and so on,
depart from the body of the dying devotee; this implies at
the same time that they do not depart from the body of
the dying sage who knows himself to be one with Brahman.
—Against this latter implicd doctrine Stitra 12 is supposed
1o fermulate an objection.  ‘ If it be said that the departure
of the prinas from the body of the dying sage is denied
(viz. in Bri. Up. 1V, 4, 5, na tasya prini utkrimanti, of him
the prinas do not pass out) ; we reply that in that passage
the genitive “tasya” has the sense of the ablative ¢ tasmét,”
so that the sense of the passage is, * from him, i. e. from the
&iva of the dying sage, the prizas do not depart, but
remain with it.” '—This objection Sankara supposes to be

disposed of in Sfitra 13, By some there is given a clear
denial of the departure of the priwxas in the case of the

3 Upalabhyate hi deuy&nm: yemhi patkAsto vldn!h:: \nn p—ahbrfly.\t
satyzm briydd ity
sariram anovartate,
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dying suge,’ viz. in the passage Bri. Up. 111, 2, 11, where
Yigiavalkya instructs Artabh&ga that, when this man dies,
the prirvas do not depart from it (asmit; the context
showing that asmit means *from it,’ viz. from the body,
and not *from him,’ viz. the giva)—The same view is,
moreover, confirmed by’ Smréti passages.

According to RAménuga the three Sitras forming Sai-
kara’s sixth adhikaraza do not constitute 4 new adhikarana
at all, and, .moreover, have to be combined into two Sdtras.
The topic continuing to be discussed is the utkrinti of the
vidvin. If, Sotra 12 says, the utkranti of the pranas is not
admitted, on the ground of the denial supposed to be
contained in Bré, Up. IV, 4, 53 the reply is that the sense
of the tasya there is * saririit” (so that the passage means,
‘from him, i.e, the giva, the priras do not depart’); for
this is clearly shown by the reading of some, viz. the
Madhyandinas, who, in their text of the passage, do not
read ‘tasya’ but ‘tasmat.’'—With reference to the instruc-
tion given by Vigiiavalkya to Artabhiga, it is to be
remarked that nothing there shows the *ayam purusha’ to
be the sage who knows Brahman.—And, finally, there are -
Smriti passages declaring that the sage also when dying
departs from the body.

- Adhik. VII and VIII (15, 16) teach, according to Sankara,
that, on the death of him who possesses the higher know-
ledge, his pranas, elements, &c. are merged in Brahman, so
as to be no longer distinct from it in any way.

Accoiding to Raménuga the two Sitras continue the
teaching about the prinas, bhatas, &c. of the vidvin in
general, and declare that they are finally merged in Brah.
man, not merely in the way of conjuaction {samyoga), but
completely t,

Adhik. IX (17)—Saitkara here returns to the owner ot
the apara vidya, while Rimanuga continues the. description
of the utkrénti of his vidvin.—The giva of the dying man

1 \When the giva has presed out of the body and ascends to the world of
Brahman, it remains enveloped by the subtle body until 1t reaches the river
Vigard, There it divests itsclf of the subtle body, and the latter is merged in

: .

Lezhman.

{341



Ixxxii VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

passes into the heart,and thence departs out of the body by
means of the nidis; the vidvin by means of the nadi called
sushumzA, the avidvin by means of some other nidi.

Adhik. X-(18, 19)—The departing soul passes up to the
sun by means of a ray of light which exists at night as well
as during day.

Adhik. XI (20, 21).—Also that vidvin who dies durmg
the dakshiriyana reaches Brahman.

Pipa IILM

Adhik. I, 11, TTL (1-3) reconcile the different accounts
given in the Upanishads as to the stations of the way which
leads the vidvan up to Brahman.

Adhik. IV (4-6).—By the * stations’ we have,however, to
understand not only the subdivisions of the way but also
the divine beings which lead the soul on.

The remaining part of the pada is by Sankara divided
into two adhikararzas. Of these the former one (7-14)
teaches that the Brahman to which the departed soul is led
by the guardians of the path of the gods is not the highest
Brahman, but the effected (kérya) or Qqualified (saguma)
Brahman. This is the opinion propounded in Soitras 7-11 by
Badari, and, finally, accepted by Safikara in his commentary
on Sfitra 14. In Sdtras 12-14 Gaimini defends the opposite
view, according to which the soul of the vidvin goes to the
highest Brahman, not to the kiryam brahma, But Gai-

mini's view, although set forth in the latter pﬁrt of the
adhikarara, is, according to Sankara, a mere pfirvapaksha,
while Bidarj’s opinion represents the siddhdnta.—The
latter of the two adhikaranas (VI of the whole pida ; 15, 16)
records the opinion of Bidardyana on a collateral question,
viz. whether, or not, all those who worship the effected Brah-
man are led to it. The decision is that those only are
guided to Brahman who have not worshipped it under a
pratika form.
According to R.’smi\nuga, Sfitras 7-16 form one adhikarana
enly, in which the views of Bidari and of Gaimini represent
twwo plirvapakshas, while Bidariiyana's opinion is adopted
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as the siddhinta. The question is whether the guardians
of the path lead to Brahman only those who worship the
effected Brahman, i.e. Hiranyagarbha, or those who worship
the highest Brahman, or those who worship the individual
soul as free from Praksti, and having Brahman for its Self
(ve pratyaghtménans praksitiviyuktam brabmatmakam ups-
sate).—The first view is maintained by Badari in Sttra 7,
‘The guardians lead to Brahman those who worship the
effected Brahman, because going is possible towards the
latter only ;’ for no movement can take place towards the
highest and as such omnipresent Brahman.—The explana-
tion of Sitra g is similar to that of Saikara ; but more clearly
replies to the objection (that, if Hiranyagarbha were meant
in the 1 ¢ purust i / sa etin brahma gama-
yati,” the text would read ‘sa etin brahmizam gamayati’)
that Hiranyagarbha is called Brahman on account of his
nearness to Brahman, i.e. on account of his prathamagatva.—
‘The explanation of 10, 11 is essentially the same as in San-
kara; so also of 12-14.—The siddhinta view is established
in Sotra 13, ‘It is the opinion of Badardyaxa that it,Le. the
gana of the guardians, leads to Brahman those who do not
take their stand on what is pratika, i.e. those who worship
the highest Brahm.an, and those who wmeditate on the indi-
vidual Se. as dissociated from prakriti, and having Brahman
for its Self, but not ‘those who worship Brahman under
pratikas. For both views—that of Gaimini as u:'ell as that
of Bidari—are faulty.’ The kirya view contradicts such
passages as ‘asmik klarirdt samutthiya param gyotir upa-
sampadya,’ &c. ; the para view, such passages as that in the
paAkagni-vidys, which declares that ya ittham viduZ, i.e.
those who know the paikigni-vidys, are also led up to
Brahman. . )

N PApa IV.

Adhik. I (1-3} returns, according to Saikara, to the
owner of the pard vidys, and teaches that, when on his
death his soul obtains final release, it does not acquirc any
new characteristics, but merely manifests itself in its true
nature.—The explanation given by Ramanuga is essentially

fa



Ixxxiv VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

the same, but of course refers to that vidvin whose going to
Brahman had been described in the preceding pada.

Adhik, IT (4) determines that the relation in which the
released soul stands to Brahman is that of ‘avibhaga, non-
separation. This, on Sankara’s view, means absolute non-
separation, identity.—According to Réméanuga the question
to be considered is whether the released soul views itself as
separate (prithagbhtta) from Brahman, or as non-separate
because being a mode of Brahman. The former view is
favoured by those Sruti and Smyiti passages which speak
of the soul as being with, or equal to, Brahman ; the latter
by such passages as tat tvam asi and the like.

Adhik. IIT (5~7) discusses the characteristics of the re-
leased soul (i.e. of the truly released soul, according to
Sankara). According to Gaimini the released soul, when
manifesting itself in its true nature, possesses all those quali-
ties which in X 4. Up. VII], %, 1 and other places are ascribed
to Brahman, such as apahatapipmatva, satyasamkalpatva,
&c., aisvarya.—According to Audulomi the only character-
istic of the released soul is kaitanya.—According to Badara-
yana the two views can be combined (Sankara remarking
that satyasamikalpatva, &c. are ascribed to the released soul
vyavaharipekshaya).

Adhik. IV (8-g) returns, according to Sankara, to the
apara vidy3, and discusses the question whether the soul of

1 Kim ayam param gyour P k bandbavinirmoktat pmty:-
gitmi k prithagbl Lhat
tadasibhakiam 16 visaye w-mule sarvin kimin snba bnhmuaa np:uﬁli:\
pasyak paryate ruk Ysam tadi

vidvia puryapipe vidhilya nirafiganak p:ramalll‘simynm upaiti idam gifanam

up;mly: mama si.lhz.rrnym fgatik sarvespi nopagiyanie pnhyau vynlhznu
+tibhyo parena

prithagbhitam snubhavatlti pripte ubyate. Avibhipeneti, Parasmid brahma-
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the pious effects its desires by its mere determination, or
uses some other means. The former alternative is ac-
cepted—According to Rimdnuga the adhikaram simply
continues the consideration of the state of the released,
begun in the preceding adhikarara. Of the released soul'it
is said in K/ Up. VIII, 12, 3 that after it has manifested
itself in its true nature it moves about playing and rejoicing
withiwomen, carriages, and so on._ The question then arises
“whether it effects all this by its mere samkalpa (it h;wma
been shown in the preceding adhikarara that the re!ca<ed
soul is, like the Lord, satyasamkalpa), or not. The answer
is in favour of the former alternative, on account of the
explicit declaration made in K2, Up, VIII, 2, ‘By his mere
will the fathers come to receive him.' .

Adhik. V (10-14) decides that the released are embodied
or disembodied according to their wish and will.

Adhik. VT (11, 12) explains how the sonl of the released
can animate several bodies at the same time.—Sitra 12 gives,
according to Saitkara,the additional explanation-that those
passages which declare the absence of all specific cognition
on the part of the released soul do not refer to the partly

* released soul of the devotee, but either to the soul in the
state of deep sleep (svipyaya = sushupti), or to the fully
released soul of the sage (sampatti = kaivalya)——RaAmanuga
explains that the passages speaking of absence of conscious-
ness refer cither to the state of deep sleep, or to the time
of dying (sampatti = marazam according to *viit manasi
sampadyate,’ &c.).

Adhik. VII (17-21).—The released givas participate in all
the perfections and powers of the Lord, with the c\cepnon
of the power of creating and sustaining the world, They
do not return to new forms of cmbedied existence.
Alter having, in this way, rendered ourselves acquaintea

with the of the Brah dtras ding to the

view® of Saikara as well as Rimdnuga, we have now
to consider the qucstum which of the two modes of

mterpretahon'reprcscnts—-or at any rate more closely
to—the true ing of the_ Sitras. Tl'm

apps
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few of the Stitras are intelligible if taken by themselves, we
have already remarked above; but this does not exclude
the possibility of our deciding with a fair degree of cer-
tainty which of the two interpretations proposed agrees
better with the text, at least in a certain number of cases.

. We have to note in the first place that, in spife of very
numerous discrepancies,—of which only the more important
ones havé been singled out in the conspectus of contents,—
the two commentators are at one as to the general drift of
the Sttras and the arrangement of topics. As a rule, the
adhikaranas discuss one ‘or several Vedic passages bearing
upon a certain point of the system, and in the vast majority
of cases the two commentators agree as to which are the
special texts referred to. And, morcover, in a very large
number of cases the agreement extends to the interpreta-
tion to be put on those passages and on the Sttras. This
far-reaching agreement certainly tends to inspire us with a
certain confidence as to the existence of an old tradition
concerning the meaning of the Sltras on which the bulk of
the interpretations of Safkara as well as of Ramanuga are
based. i
" But at the same time we have seen that, in a not incon-
siderable number of cases, the interpretations of Sadkara
and Rémanuga diverge more or less widely, and that
the Sttras affected thereby are, mést of them, especially
important because bearing on fundamental points of the
Vedanta system. The guestion then remains which of the

two interpretations is entitled to preference. *

Regarding a small number of Satras I have already (in
the conspectus of contents) given it as my opinion that
Riimanuga's explanation appcare to bc more worthy of
consideration. \Ve meet, in the first place, with a number
of cascs in which the two commentators agrec as to the
literal meaning of a Sfitra, but where Sankara sees him-
self reduced to the necessity of supplementing his inter-
pretation by certain additions and reservations of hig own
for which the text pives no occasion, while Ramhnuga is
able to take the Stitra as it stands. To exemplify thic
remark, I again direct attention to all those Stras which in
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Clear terms represent the individual soul as somethifg dif-
ferent from the highest soul, and concerning which Saikara
is each time obliged to have recourse to the plea of the
Sitra referring, not to what is true in the strict sense of
the word, but only to what is conventionally looked upon as
true, It is, I admit, not altogether impossible that Sai-
kara’s interpretation should represent the real meaning of
the Sitras; that the latter, indeed, to use the terms em-
ployed by Dr. Deussen, should for the nonce set forth an
exoteric doctrine adapted to the common notions of man-
kind, which, however, can be rightly understood by him
only to whose mind the esoteric doctrine is all the while
present. ‘This is not impossible, I say; but it is a point
which requires convincing proofs before it can be allowed.—
We have had, in the second place, to note a certain number
of adhikarasas and Stras concerning whose interpretation
Sankara and Raminuga disagree altogether; and we have
seen that not unfrequently the explanations given by the

latter commentator appear to be preferable because falling
in more easily with the words of the text. The most

striking instance of this is afforded by the 13th adhikarana

of 11, 3, which treats of the size of the giva, and where

Réimanuga’s explanation seems to be decidedly superior to

Sankara’s, both if we look to the airangement of the whole

adhikarara and to the wording of the single Sitras. The

adhikaraza is, moreover, a specially important one, be-

catise the nature of the view held as to the size of the indi-

vidual soul goes far to settle the question what kind of

Vedanta is’embodied in Badardyana’s work.

But it will be requisite not only to dwell on the interpre-
tations of a few detached Sitras, but to make the attempt
at least of forming some opinion as to the relation of the
Vedinta-siitras as a whole to the chief distinguishing
doctrines of Safkara as well as Rimanuga. Such an
attempt may possibly lead to very slender positive results;
but in the present state of the enquiry even a merely
negative result, viz. the conclusion that the Sitras do not
teach particular doctrines found in them by certain com-
mentators, will not he without its value.
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The first question we wish to consider in some detail is
whether the Satras in any way favour Saikara’s doctrinc
that we have to distinguish a twofold knowledge of Brah-
man, a higher knowledge which leads to the immediate
absorption, on death, of the individual soul in Brahman,
and 2 lower knowledge which raises its owner merely to an
exalted form of individual existence. The adhyaya first to
be considered in this connexion is the fourth one. According
to Sankara the three latter padas of that adhyiya are
chiefly cngaged in describing the fate of him who'dies in
the possession of the lower knowledge, while two sections
(IV, 2, 12-14; IV, 4, 1-%) tell us what happens to him
who, before his death, had risen to the knowledge of
the highest Brahman. According to Réménuga, on the
other hand, the three pédas, referring throughout to one
subject only, give an uninterrupted account’ of the succes-
sive steps by which the soul of him who knows tire Lord
through the Upanishads passcs, at the time of death, out of,
the gross body which it had tenanted, ascends to the world
of Brahman, and lives there for ever without returning into
the samstra.

On an i priori view of the matter it certainly appears
somewhat strange that the concluding scction of the Sitras
should be almost entirely taken up with describing the fate
of him who has after all acquired an altogether inferior
knowledge only, and has remained shut out from the true
sanctuary of Vedantic knowledge, while the fate of the fully

initiated is disposed of in a few occasional Shtras. Tt is, I
think, not too much to say that no unbiassed student of
the Sitras would—before having allowed himself to be
influenced by Sankara's interpretations—imagine for a
moment that the solemn words, * From thence is no return,
from thence is no rcturn,’ with which the Stitras conclude, -
are meant to desceribe, not the lasting condition of him whn
has reached final release, the highest aim of man, but
merely a stage on the way of that soul which is engaged in
the slow progress of gradual release, a stage which is
indced greatly superior to any carthly form of existence,
but yet iteelf belongs to the essentially fictitions <amsira,
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The first question we wish to consider in some detail is
whether the Sttras in any way favour Saikara’s doctrinc
that we have to distinguish a twofold knowledge of Brah-
man, a higher knowledge which leads to the immediate
absorption, on death, of the individual_ soul in Brahmaun,
and a Jower knowledge which raises its owner merely to an
exalted form of individual existence. The adhydya first to
be considered in this connexion is the fourth one. According
to Saikara the three latter pidas of that adhyiya are
chicfly cngaged in describing the fate of him who'dies in
the possession of the Jower knowledge, while two sections
(IV, 2, 12-14; IV, 4, 1-7) tell us what happens to him
who, before his death, had risen to the knowledge of
the highest Brahman. According to Réménuga, on the
other hand, the three pidas, reflerring throughout to one
subject only, give an uninterrupted account” of the succes-
sive steps by which the soul of him who knows the Lord
through the Upanishads passcs, at the time of death, out of
the gross body which it had tenanted, ascends to the world
of Brahman, and lives there for ever without returning into
the samsira.

On an & priori view of tht matter it certainly appears
somewhat strange that the concluding scetion of the Sitras
should be almost entirely taken up with describing the fate
of him who has after-all acquired an altogether inferior
knowledge only, and has remained shut out from the true
sanctuary of Vedintic knowledge, while the fate of the fully
initiated is disposed of in a few occasional Sttras, Tt is, 1
think, not too much to say that no unbiassed student of
the Satras would—before having allowed himself to be

influenced by Sankara’s interpretations—imagine for a
moment that the solemn words, * From thence is no return,
from thence is no return, with which the Stitras conclude,
are meant to describe, not the lasting condition of him whe
has reached final releace, the highest aim of man, but
merely a stage on the way of that soul which is engaged in
the slow progress of grmdual release, a stage which is
indced greatly <uperior to any earthly form of cxistence,
bt yet itwelf belongs to the cswnxi.\'lly fictitions sar<ira.
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and as such remains infinitely below the bliss of triie mukti,
And this & priori impression—which, although no dotbt
significant, could hardly be appealed to as decisive—is
confirmed by a detailed consideration of the two sets of
Sttras which Sankara connects with the knowledge of the
higher Brahman, How these Sfitras are interpreted by
Sankara and Rimanuga has been stated above in the con-
spectus of contents; the points which render the interpre-
tation given by RimAnuga more probable are as follows,
With regard to IV, 2, 12-14, we have to note, in the first
place, the circumstance~—relevant although not decisive in
itself-—that Sdtra 12 does not contain any indication of a
new topic being introduced. In the second place, it can
hardly be doubted that the text of Sitra 13, ‘spashzo hy
ekesham,’ is more appropriately understood, with Rama-
nuga, as furnishing a reason for the opinion advahced in
the preceding Sltra, than—with Saikara—as embodying
the refutation of a previous statement (in which latter case
we should expect not *hi’ but ‘tu’). And, in the third
place, the ‘eke,’ i.e. ‘some,’ referred to in Sitra 13 wonld,
on Sankara’s interpretation, denote the very same persons
to whom the preceding Stra had referred, viz, the
followers of the Kanva-sakhi (the two Vedic passages
referred to in 12 and 13 being Bri. Up. 1V, 4, 5,and I1I, 2,
11, according to the Kanva recension); while it is the
s(andiné practice of the Sitras to introduce, by means of the
designation ‘eke,” members of Vedic sikhas, teachers, &e.
other than those alluded to in the preceding Sttras. With
this practice RAminyga's interpretation, on the other hand,
fully agrees; for, according to him, the ‘eke’ are the Ma-
dhyandinas, whose reading in BrZ. Up. IV, 4, 5, viz. ‘tasmat,
clearly indicates that the ‘tasya’ in the corresponding
passage of the Kanvas denotes the sirira, ie. the giva.
I think it is not saying too much that Saikara's explana-
tion, according to which the ‘eke’ would denote the very
same Kénvas to whom the preceding.Sttra had referred—
so that the Kénvas would be distinguished front themselves
as it nere—is altogether impossible.
The resnlt of this closer consideration of the frst sct of
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' The first question we wish to consider in some detail is
whether the Sttras in any way favour Sankara’s doctrinc
that we have to distinguish a twofold knowledge of Brah-
man, a higher knowledge which leads to the immediatc
absorption, on death, of the individual soul in Brahman,
and a lower knowledge which raises its owner merely to an
exalted form of individual existence. The adhyéya first to
be considered in this connexion is the fourth one. According
to Saikara the threc latter pAdas of that adhydya are
chicfly engaged in describing the fate of him who'dies in
the possession of the lower knowledge, while two sections
{1V, 2, 12-343 IV, 4, 1-7) tell us what happens to him
who, before his decath, had risen to the knowledge of
the highest Brahman, According to Riménuga, on the .
other hand, the three pidas, referring throughout to one
subject only, give an uninterrupted account of the succes-
sive steps by which the soul of him who knows the Lord
through the Upanishads passes, at the time of death, out of,
the gross body which it had tenanted, ascends to the world
of Brahman, and lives there for ever without returning into
the samsia.

On an & priori view of tht matter it certainly appears
somewhat strange that the concluding section of the Sitras
should be almost entirely taken up with describing the fate
of him who has after all acquired an altogether inferior
knowledge only, and has remained shut out from the truc
<anctuary of Vedintic knowledge, while the fate of the fully
initiated is disposed of in a few occasional Shtras, It is, I
think, not too much to say that no unbiassed student of
the Sitras would—before having allowed himself to be
influenced by Sankara’s interpretations—imagine for a
moment that the solemn words,* From thence is no return,
from thence ts no return,” with which the Satras conclude,
are meant to desesibe, rot the lasting condition of him whn
has reached final releare, the highest aim of man, but
merely astage on the nay of that zoul which is engaged in
the slow propress of gradual selease, a stage which iv
indeed preatly wuperior to any canthily form of existencr,
but yet ataell belonzs to the esrentinlly fictitinus \arrdina,
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and as such remains infinitely below the bliss of tnie mukti.
And this & prieri impression—which, a!though no doubt
significant, could hardly be appealed to as decisive—i
confirmed by a detailed consideration of the two sets of
Sitras which Sarikara connects with the knowledge of the
higher Brahman. How these Sitras are interpreted by
Sarnkara and R4médnuga has been stated above in the con-
spectus of contents; the points which render the interpre-
tation given by Rdminuga more probable are as follows.
With regard to IV, 2, 12~14, we have to note, in the first
place, the circumstance—relevant although not decisive in
itself—that Satra 12 does not contain any indication of a
new topic being introduced. 1In the second place, it can
hardly be doubted that the text of Sttra 13, “spashzo hy
ekeshdm,’ is more appropriately understood, with Rama-
nuga, as furnishing a reason for the opinion advahced in
the preceding Sttra, than—with Saikara—as embodying
the refutation of a previous statement (in which latter case
we should expect not *hi’ but ‘tu’). And, in the third
place, the ‘cke, i.e. ‘some, referred to in Sitra 13 would,
on Sankara’s interpretation, denote the very same persons
to whom the preceding Sftra had referred, viz. the
followers of the Kénva-sikhd (the two Vedic passages
refersed to in 12 and 13 being Brs. Up. 1V, 4, 5, and I11, 2,
11, according to the Kénva recension); while it is the
standiné practice of the Sitras to introduce, by means of the
designation ‘eke,’ b of Vedic sikhas, teachers, &e.
other than those alluded to in the preceding Stras.  With
this practice RAminuga’s interpretation, on the other hand,
fully agrees ; for, according to him, the *eke’ are the Ma-
dhyandinas, whose reading in Bri. Up. IV, 4, 5, viz. * tasmat,
clearly indicates that the ‘tasya’ in the corresponding
passage of the Kimvas denotes the sirira, i.e. the giva.
I think it is not saying too much that Saikara’s explana-
tion, according to which the ¢cke” would denote the very
same Kénvas to whom the preceding.Stitra had referred-—
so that the I\'mvas would be d:stmvuxshed from themselves

as it w ? altogether i
The result of thm closer consideration of the first set of
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Satras, alleged by Sarikarz to concern the owner of the
higher knowledge of Brahman, entitles us to view with some
distrust Sankara’s assertion that another set also—IV, 4,
1-7—has to be detached from the general topic of the
fourth adhyiya; and to be understood as depicting the
condition of those who have obtained final absolute release.
And the Sidtras themselves do not tend to weaken this
preliminary want of confidence. In the first place their
wording also gives no indication whatever of their having
to be separated from what precedes as well as what fallows,
And, in the second place, the last Sdtra of the set (7)
obliges Sankara to ascribe to his truly released souls
qualities which clearly cannot belong to them; so that
he finally js obliged to make the extraordinary statc-
ment that those qualitics belong to them *vyavahirdpe-
kshayd, while yet the purport of the whole adhikarana is
said to be the description of the truly released soul for
which no vyavahira exists] Very truly Sankara’s com-
mentator here remarks, ‘atra kekin muhyanti akhanda-
Finmitragiindn  muktasydgiinibhavit kuta Agiinika-
dharmayoga’,’ and the way in which thercupon he himself
attempts to get over the difficulty certainly does not
improve matters.

In connexion with the two passages discussed, we meet
in the fourth adhydya with another passage, which indced
has no direct bearing on the distinction of apard, and pard
vidyl, but may yet be shortly referred to in this place as
another and altogether undoubted instance of Sankara’
interpretations not always agrecing with the text of the
Satras.  The Sitras 7-16 of the third pida state the
opinions of three different teachers on the question to which
Brahman the sout of the vidvin repairs on death, or—
according to RAminuga—the wonhippers of which Brah-
man repair 1o (the highest) Brahman,  Raminugn treate
the views of Bidari and.Gaimini as two pinapakshas, and
the opinion of Bidardyara—uhich is stated last—as the
siddhinta. Saakam,on the other hand, detaching the Siteas
in which Bidardyara’s view is set forth from the preceding
part of the adhilarart (3 proceeding which, although not
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plausible, yet cannot be said to beé altogether illegiti-
mate), maintains that Badari’s view, which is expounded
first, represents the siddhénta, while Gaimini's view, set
forth subsequently, is to be considered a mere porva-
paksha. This, of course, is altogether inadmissible, it
being the invariable practice of the Vedinta-sitras as
well as the Parva Mimamsi-sitras to conclude the dis-
cussion of contested points with the statement of that view
which is to be accepted as the authoritative one. This is
so patent that Saikara feels himself called upon to defend
his deviation from the general rule (Commentary on IV, 4,
13), without, however, bringing forward any arguments but
such as are valid only if Saikara’s system itself is already”
accepted.

The previous considerations leave us, I am inclined to
think, no choice but to side with Raménuga as to the
general subject-matter of the fourth adhyiya of the Sitras,
We need not accept him as our guide in all particular
interpretations, but we must acknowledge with him that
the Sotras of the fonrth adhy4ya describe the uitimate fate
of one and the same vidvédn, and do not afford any basis
for the distinction of a higher and lower knowledge of
Brahman in Safkara’s sense.

- If we have not to discriminate between a lower 2nd a
higher knowledge of Brahman, it follows that the dis-
tinction of a lower and 2 higher- Brahman is Jikewise not
valid. But this is not a point to be decided at once on the
negative evidence of the fourth adhyiya, but refarding
which the-entire body of the Vedinta-sitras has to be
consulted. And intimately connected with this investiga-
tion—in fact, onc with it from a cestain point of view—is
the question whether the Sfitras afford any evidence of
their author having held the doctrine of Mays, the principle
of illusion, by the association with which the highes
Brahman, in itself transcending all qualities, appears as the
lower Brahman or Isvam, That Ramdinuga denies the
distinction of the two Brahmans and the’ doctrine of Miyd
e have seen above; we shall, however, in the subsequent
investigation, pay less attention to his views and inter-
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pretations than to the indications furnished by the Sdtras
themselves.

Placing myself at the point of view of a Saikara, Iam
startled at the outset by the second Sitra of the first
adhydya, which undertakes to give a definition of Brahman.
¢ Brahman is that whence the origination and so on (i.c. the
sustentation and reabsorption) of this world proceed.” What,
we must ask, is this Sitra meant to define?—That Brah-
man, we are inclined to answer, whose cognition the first
Siitra declares to constitute the task of the entire Vedanta ;
that Bmhman whose cognition is the only road to final
release; that Brahman in fact which Saikara calls the
highest.—But, here we must object to ourselves, the highest
Brahman is not properly defined as that from which the
world originates. In later Vedantic writings, whose authors
were clearly conscious of the distinction of the higher
absolute Brahman and the lower Brahman related to Maya
or the world, we meet with definitions of Brahman.of an
altogrether different type. I need only remind the reader
of the current definition of Brahman as saf-£id-Ananda, or,
to mention onc individual instance, refer to the introductory
slokas of the Pafitadast dilating on the samvid svayam-
prabhi, the self-Juminous principle -of thought which in all
time, past or future, neither starts into being nor perishes
(P. D, 1,7). *That from which the world proceeds’ ean by
a Saikara be accepted only as a definition of lsvara, of
Brahman which by its association with MAya is enabled to
project the false appearance of this world, and it certainly
is as improbable that the Satras should open with a
definition of that inferior principle, from whosc cognition
there can accrue no permanent benefit, as, according to a
remark made above, it is unlikely that they should con-
clude with a description of the state of those who know
the lower Brahman only, and thus arc debarred from
obtaining true release.  As soon, on the other hand, as we
ditcand the idex of a twofold Reahman and conccive Brah.
man as one onl)',':u the all.enfolding heing which some-
timetemits the world from its own substance and sometimes
apain retracts it into itecll, ever remaining one in all fts
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various manifestations—a conception which need not by
any-means be modelled in all its details on the views of the
Raménugas—the definition of Brahman given in the second
- Sitra becomes altogether unobjectionable.

We next enquire whether the impression left on the
mind by the manner in which Bidariyasa defines Brah-
man, viz. that he does not distinguish between an absolute
Brahman and a Brahman -associated with May4, is con-
firmed or weakened by any other parts of his work. The
Siitras being throughout far from direct in their enun-
clations, we shall have to look less to particular terms
and turns of expression than to general lines of reasoning.
What in this connexion seems specially worthy of being
taken into account, is the style of argumentation employed
by the Satrakdra against the Sankhya doctrine, which
maintains that the world has originated, not from an
intelligent being, but from the non-intelligent pradhina.
The most important Sitras relative to this point are to be
met with in the first pida of the second adhyiya. Those
Sitras are indeed almost unintelligible if taken by them-
selves, but the ity of the ¢ as to their
meaning enables us to use them as steps in our investiga-
tion. The sixth Sitra of the pada mentioned replies to the
Sankhya objection that the non-intelligent world cannot
spring from an intelligent principle, by the remark that ‘it
is thus seen, i.e. it is a matter of common observation that
non-intelligent things are produced from beings endowed
with intelligence ; hair and nails, for instance, springing from
animals, and certain insects from dung.—Now, an argu-
mentation of this kind is altogether out of place from the
point of view of the true Sinkara. According to the latter
the non-intelligent world does not spring from Brahman in
so far as the latter is intelligence, but in so far as it is
associated with May4. Mdya isthe upidina of the material
world, and Mdy4 itself is of a non-intelligent nature, owing
to which it is by so many Vedintic writers identified with
the praksiti of the Sidkhyas, Similarly the illustrative
instances, adduced under Sitra g for the purpose of showing
that effccts when being reabsorbed into their causal sub-
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stances do not impart to the latter their own qualities, and
that hence the material world also, when being refunded
into Brahman, does not impart to it its own imperfections,
are singularly inappropriate if viewed in connexion with
the doctrine of Maya, according to which the material
world is no more in Brahman at the time of a pralaya than
during the period of its subsistence. According to Saikara
the world is not merged in Brahman, but the special forms
into which the upadina of the world, Le iy, had
modified itself are merged in non-distinet Maya, whose
relation to Brahman is not changed thereby.—The illus-
tration, again, given in Siitra 24 of the mode in which Brzh-
man, by means of its inherent power, transforms itself into
the world without employing any extraneous instruments
of action, ¢ kshiravad dhi;’ ‘as milk {of its own accord turns
into curds),” would be strangely chocen indeed if meant to
bring nearer to our understanding the mode in which
Brahman projects the illusive appearance of the world;
and also the analogons instance given in the Sitra next
following, ‘2s Gods and the like (create palaces, chariots,
&c. by the mere power of their will)—which refers to the
real creation of real things—would hardly be in its place if
meant to illustrate a theory which considers unreality to be
the true character of the world. The mere cumulation of
the two essentizally heterogeneous illustrative instances
(kshiravad dhi; devadivat), moreover, seems to show that
the writer who had recourse to them held no very definite
theory as to the particular mode in which the world
springs from Brahman, but was merely concerned to render
plausible in some way or otber that an intelligent being
can give rise to what is non-intelligent without having
recourse to any extrincous means .

That the Miya doctrine was not present to the mirnd of
the Sittrakdra, further appears from the latter part of the
fourth pida of the first adbyaya, where it is shown that
Brahman is not only the operative but also the material
cause of the world. If anywhere, there would have been

t Satkars’s favoure fiostratve 1mstnce of the magicia prodaciss Madve
wgkts iv—eizziScantly esocgh—ait koows 1o tie S
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the place to indicate, had such been the author’s view, that
Brahman is the material cause of the wosld through Maya
only, and that the world is unreal; but the Sitras do not
contain a single word to that effect. Sitra 26, on the other
hand, exhibits the significant term °parizimét;’ Brahman
produces the world by means of a modification of itself, It
is well known that later on, when the terminolbgy of the
Vedanta became definitely settled, the term * parizimavada®
was used to denote that very theory to which the followers
of Saikara are most violently opposed, viz. the doctrinc
according to which the world is not 2 mere vivarta, i.e, an
illusory manifestation of Brahman,but the effect of Brah-
man undergoing a real-change, may that change be con-
ceived to take place in the way taught by Réménugz or in
some other manner.—With regard to the last-quoted Sttra,
as well as to those touched upon above, the commentators
indeed maintain that whatever terms and modes of ex-
pression are apparently opposed ta the vivartavida are
in reality reconcilable with it; to Shtra 26, for instance,
Govindénanda remarks that the term ‘parizima’ only
denotes an effect in general (kiryamétra), without implying
that the effect is real, But in cases of this nature we are
fully entitled to use our own judgment, even if we were not
compelled to do so by the fact that other commentators,
such as Raméanuga, are satisfied to take ‘parinima’ and
similar terms in their generally received sense.

A further section treating of the nature of Brahman is
met with in 111, 2, 11 fi. It is,according to Sasikara’s view,
of special importance, as it is alleged to set forth that Brah-
man is in itself destitute of all qualities,and is affected with
qualities only through its Jimiting adjuncts (upadhis), the -
offspring of May4. I have above (in the conspectus of

) given a so hat detailed abstract of the whole
section as interpreted by Sankara on the one hand, and
Rimanuga on the other hand, from which it appears that
the latter's opinion as to the purport of the group of Sitras
widely diverges from that of Satkara. The wording of
the Sitras is so eminently concise and vague that T find it
.possible to decide avhich of the two commentatory—if
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indecd ecither—is to be accepted as a trustworthy guide;
regarding the sense of some Siitras Safkara’s explanation
seems to deserve preference, in the casc of others Rama-
nuga scems to keep closer to the text. I decidedly
prefer, for instance, Rimanuga’s interpretation of Sftra 2z,
as far as the sense of the entire Sitra is concerned, and
more especially with regard to the term ¢ prakritaitavat-
tvam,’ whose proper force is brought out by Ramdinuga’s
explanation only. So much is certain that none of the
Sitras decidedly favours the interpretation proposed by
Sankara, Whichever comméentator we follow, we greatly
miss coherence and strictness of reasoning, and it is
thus by no means,improbable that the section is one of
those—perhaps not few in number-—in which both inter-
preters had less regarc to the literal sense of the words and
to tradition than to their desire of forcing Badardyana’s
Sttras to bear testimony to the truth of their own philo-
sophic theories.

With special reference to the My4 doctrine one impor-
tant Siitra has yet to be considered, the only one in which
the term ‘méya’ itself occurs, viz. III, 2, 3. According
to Sankara the Sitra signifies that the environments of
the dreaming soul are not real but mere May4, i.e. unsub-
stantial illusion, because they do not fully manifest the
character of real objects. Réimanuga (as we have seen in
the conspectus) gives a different exp]anation of the term
¢ rx‘liy;i,' but in judging of Sankara's views we may for the
time accept Safkara’s own interpretation. Now, from the
latter it clearly follows that if the objects seen in dreams
are to be called MAy4, i.e. illusion, because not evincing
the characteristics of reality, the objective world surround-
ing the waking soul must not be called Mayi. But that
the world perceived by waking mén is MAay4, even in a
higher sense than the world presented to the dreaming con-
sciousness, is an undoubted tenet of the Shnkara Vedinta H
and the Sitra thercfore proves either that Bidardyara did
not hold the doctrine of the illusory character of the world,
or elsc that, if after all he did hold that doctrine, he used
the term ‘mdyi’ in a sense altogether different from that
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in' which Sankara employs it.—If, on the ofher hand, we,
with Réminuga, understand the word * miyd’ to denote
a }vonder!’ul thing, the Sttra of course has no bearing what-
ever on the doctrine of Méy4 in its later technical sense.

We now tun to the question as to the relation of the
individual soul to Brahman. Do the Sitras indicate any-
where that their author held Sadkara's doctrine, according
to which the giva is in reality identical with Brahmag, and
separated from it, as it were, only by a false surmise due to
avidys, or do they rather favour the view that the souls,
although they have sprung from Brahman, and constitute
elements of its nature, yet enjoy 2 kind of individual exist-
ence apart from it? This question is in fact only another
aspect of the M&yi question, but yet requires a short
separate treatment.

In the conspectus I have given it as my opinion that the
Sitras in which the size of the individual soul is discussed
can hardly be understood in Sadkara’s sense, and rather
seem to favour the opinion, held among others by Rama-

» nuga, that the soul is of minute size, We have further seen
that Stitra 18 of the third pada of the second adhyaya, which
describes the soul as ‘g#a,’ is more appropriately under-
stood in the sense assigned to it by Ramanuga ; and, again,
that the Sdtras which treat of the soul being an agent, can
be reconciled with Satikara’s views only if supplemented
in a way whrch their text does not appear to authorise.~—
We next have the important Sitra 11, 3, 43 in which the
soul is distinetly said to be a part'{amsa) of Brahman, and
which, as we have already noticed, can be made to fall in
with Sarkara’s views only if amsa is explained, altogether
arbitrarily, by ¢ anzsa iva,’ while RAminuga is able to take the
Satra as it stands.—\We also have already referred to Satra
50, “abhisa eva £a,” which Sankara interprets as setting forth
the so-called pratibimbavida according to which the indi.
vidual Self is merely a reflection of the highest Self, But.
almost every Sitra—and Siitra 50 forms no exception—being
so obscurely expressed, that viewed by itself it admits of
various, often totally opposed, interpretations, the only safe
method is to keep in view, in the case of each ambiguous

[34]
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aphotism, the general drift and spirit of the whole work,
and that, as.we have seen hitherto, is by no means favour-
able to the pratibimba doctrine. How indeed could Sitra 50,
if setting forth that latter doctrine, be reconciled with Sitra
43, which says distinctly that the soul is a part of Brahman?
For that 43 contains, as Saikara and his commentators
aver, a statement of the avakk/edavida, can itself be ac-
cepted only if we interpret amsa by asmsa iva, and to do so
there is really no valid reason whatever. I confess that
Réaminuga’s interpretation of the Sttra (which however is
accepted by several other commentators also) does not
appear to me particularly convincing; and the Sitras
unfortunately -offer us no other passages on the ground of
which we might settle the meaning to be ascribed to the
term 4bhisa, which may mean ‘reflection,” but may mean
hetvibhisa, i.e. fallacious argument,as well. But as things
stand, this one Sfitra cannot, at any rate, be appealed to
as proving that the pratibimbavada which, in its turn, pre-
supposes the may4vada, is the teaching of the Sdtras.

To the conclusion that the Sfitrakira did not hold the
doctrine of the absoluté identity of the highest and the
individual soul in the sense of Sankara, we are further led
by some other indications to be met with here and there
in the Sftras. In the conspectus of contents we have had
occasion to direct attention to the important Stitra II, 1, 22,
which distinctly enunciates that the Lord is adhika, i.e.
additional to, or different from, the individual soul, since
Seripture declares the two to be different. Analogously
1, 2, 20 lays stress on the fact that the sirira is not the
antaryAmin, because the Maidhyandinas, as well as the
Kinvas, speak of him in their texts as different (bhedena
enam adhiyate), and in 22 the sirira and the pradhina are
referred to as the two ‘others’ (itarau) of whom the text
predicates distinctive attributes separating them from the
highest Lord. The word ‘itara’ (the other one) appears
in several other passages (I, 1,165 1,3, 16; I, 1,21) as a
kind of technical term denoting the individual soul in con-
tradistinction from the Lord. The Sasikaras indeed main-
tain that all those passages refer to an unreal distinction
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due to avidyi. But this is just what we should like to see
proved, and the proof offered in no case amounts to more
than a reference to the system which demands that the
Siitras should be thus understood, If we accept the inter-
pretations of the schoolof Sankara, it remains altogether un-_
intelligible why the Shtrakara should never hint even at what
Saikara is anxious again and again to point out at length,
viz. that the greater part of the work contains a kind of -
exoteric doctrine only, ever tending to mislead the student
who does not keep in view what its nature is, If other
reasons should make it probable that the Sttrakira was
anxious to hide the true doctrine of the Upanishads as a
sort of esoteric teaching, we might be more ready to accept
Sankara's mode of interpretation. But no such reasons
are forthcoming ; nowhere among the avowed followers of
the Sénkara system is there any tendency to treat the
kernel of their philosophy as something to be jealously
guarded and hidden. On the contrary, they all, from Gau-
daphda down to the most modern writer, consider it their
most important, nay, only task to inculcate again and again
in the clearest and most unambiguous language that ali
appearance of multiplicity is a vain illusion, that the Lord
and the individual souls are in reality one, and that all
knowledge but this one knowledge is without true value.
There remains one more important passage concem-
ing the relation of the individual soul to the highest Self,
a passage which attracted our attention above, when
we were reviewing the evidence for early divergence of
opinion among the teachers of the Vedinta. I mean
1, 4, 20-22, which three Sitras state the views of Asma-
mathya, Avdulomi, and Késakritsna as to the reason why,
in a certain passage of the Brihadiranyaka, ch istic
of the individual soul are ascribed to the highest Self. The
siddhénta view is enounced in Sftra 22, avasthiter iti Kéasa-
kritsnak, i.e. Kasakritsna (accounts for the circumstance
mentioned) on the ground of the *permanent abldmg or
abode. By this ‘p abiding* Sas}
the Lord’s ahudmg as, i. e, existing as—or in the condition of
—the individual soul, and thus sees in the Sitra an enuncia-

o2
g2




‘¢ VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

tion of his own view that the individual soul is nothing but the
highest Self, ¢ avikritaZ paramesvaro givo ndnya/’ Réma-

nuga, on the other hand, likewise accepting Késakritsna’s
opinion as the siddhinta view, explains “avasthiti’ as the
Lord’s permanent abiding within the individual soul, as de-

scribed in the antary&min-bréhmara.—We can hardly main-

tain that-the term ‘avasthiti’ cannot have the meaning

ascribed to it by Safkara, viz. specnal state or condition, but

so much must be urged in favour of RAmanuga’s interpreta-

tion that in the five other places where avasthiti (or ana~

vasthiti) is met with in the Sbtras (I, 2, 17; 11, 2, 4; 11, 2,
13; 11, 3, 24; III, 3, 32) it regularly means permanent

abiding or permanent abode within something.

If, now, I am shortly to sum up the results of the pre-
ceding enquiry as to the teaching of the Sitras, I must
give it as my opinion that they do not set forth the distinc-
tion of a higher and lower knowledge of Brahman ; that
they do not acknowledge the distinction of Brahman and
fsvara in Sankara’s sense; that they do not hold the
doctrine of the unreality of the world; and that they do
not, with Safikara, proclaim the absolute identity of the
individual and the highest Self. I do not wish to advance
for the present beyond these negative results. Upon
Réamanuga’s mode of interpretation—although I accept it
without reserve in some important details—I look on the
whole as more useful in providing us with a powerful means
of criticising Safkara’s explanations than in guiding ys
throughout to the right understanding of the text. The
author of the Siitras may have held views about the nature
of Brahman, the world, and the soul differing from those of
Sankara, and yet not agreeing in all points with those of
Réminuga. If, however, the negative conclusions stated
above should be well founded, it would follow even from
them that the system of Badariyara had greater affinities
with that of the Bhigavatas and Raminuga than with the
one of which the Safkara-bhishya is the classical exponent.

It appears from the above review of the teaching of the
Sftras that only a comparatively very small proportion
of them contribute matter enabling us to form a judgment
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as to the nature of the philosophical doctrine advocated
by Badarayara. The reason of this is that the greater
part of the work is taken up with matters which, according
to Sarkara’s terminology, form part of the so-called lower
knowledge, and throw no light upon philosophical questions
in the stricter sense of the word. This circumstance is not
without significance. In later works belonging to Sankara’s
school in which the distinction of a higher and lower vidya
is clearly recognised, the topics constituting the latter are
treated with great shortness; and rightly so, for they are
unable to accomplish the highest aim of man, i.e. fina’
release. When we therefore, on the other hand, find tha
the subjects of the so-called lower vidya are treated very
fully in the Vedanta-sitras, when we observe, for instance
the almost tedious length to which the investigation of the
unity of vidyas (most of which are so-called saguwa, i.e,
lower vidyds) is carried in the third adhydya, or the fact of
almost the whole fourth adhydya being devoted to the
ultimate fate of the possessor of the lower vidyd’ we cer-
tainly feel ourselves confirmed in our conclusion that what
Sankara looked upon as comparatively unimportant formed
in Badarkyana’s opinion part of that knowledge higher than
which there is none, and which therefore is entitled to the
fullest and most detailed exposition.

The question as to what kind of system is represented
by the Vedanta-slitras may be approached in another way
alsp. While hitherto we have attempted to penetrate to
the meaning of the Sfitras by means of the different com-_
mentaries, we might try the opposite road, and, in the first
place, attempt to ascertain independently of the Sitras
what doctrine is set forth in the Upanishads, whose teach-
ing the Sotras doubtless aim at systematising.  If, it might
be urged, the Upanishads can be convincingly shown to
embody a certain settled doctrine, we must consider it at
the least highly probable that that very same doctrine—of
whatever special nature it may be—is hidden in the enig-

matical aphorisms of Bidardyana .
I do not, however, consider this line of argumentation

T Cp. Gough's Philosoy by eftke Upashlads, P 30 7. |
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a safe one. Even if it could be shown that the teaching of
all the chief Upanishads agrees in all essential points (2
subject to which some attention will be paid later on), we
should not on that account be entitled unhesitatingly to
assume that the Sitras set forth the same doctrine. What-
eder the true philosophy of the Upanishads may be, there
remains the undeniable fact that there exist and have
existed since very ancient times not one but several essen-
tially differing systems, all of which lay claim to the dis-
tinction of being the true representatives of the teaching of
the Upanishads as well as of the Sitras. Let us suppose,
for argument’s sake, that, for instance, the doctrine of Maya
is distinctly enunciated in the Upanishads; nevertheless

Ramanuga and, for all we know to the contrary, the whole

series of more ancient commentators on whom he looked

as authorities in the interpretation of the Sdtras, denied

that the Upanishads teach May4, and it is hence by no

means impossible that Bidariyanza should have done the

same. The 2 priori style of r ing as to the teachi
of the Siitras is therefore without much force,

But apart from any intention of arriving thereby at the
meaning of the Sttras there, of course, remains for us the
all-important question as to the true teaching of the Upa-
nishads, a question which a translator of the Séitras and
Sankara cannot afford to pass over in silence, especially
after reason has been shown for the conclusion that the
Sttras and the Sankara-bhéshyz do not agree .concerning
most important points of Vedéintic doctrine. The Sttras
as well as the later commentaries claim, in the first place,
to be nothing more than systematisations of the Upani-
shads, and for us a considerable part at least of their value
and interest lies in this their nature. Hence the further
question presents itself by whom the teaching of the Upa-
nishads has been most adequately systematised, whether
by Bidariyasma, or Satkara, or Raminuga, or some other
commentator. This question requires to be kept altogether
separate from the enquiry as to which commentator most
faithfully renders the contents of the Sltras, and it is by
no means impossible that Sankara, for instance, should in

b
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the end have to be declared a more trustworthy guide with
regard to the teaching of the Upanishads than concerning
the meaning of the Sttras.

We must remark here at once that, whatever commenta-
tor may be found to deserve preference on the whole, it
appears fairly certain already, at the outset that none of the
systems which Indian ingenuity has succeeded in erecting
on the basis of the Upanishads can be accepted in its
entirety. The reason for this lies in the nature of the
Upanishads themselves. To the Hindu commentator and
philosopher the Upanishads came down as a body of
revealed truth whose teaching had, somehow ot other, to
-be shown to be thoroughly consistent and free from contra-
dictions ; a system had to be devised in which a suitable
place could be allotted to every one of the multitudinons
statements which they make on the various points of
Vedintic doctrine. But to the European scholar, or in
fact to any one whose mind is not bound by the doctrine
of Stuti, it will certainly appear that all such attempts stand
self-condemned. If anything is evident even on a cursory
review of the Upanishads—and the impression so created
is only strengthened by a more careful investigation—it is
that they do not constitute a systematic whole. They
themselves, especially the older ones, give the most unmis.
takable indications on that point. Not only are the
doctrines expounded in the different Upanishads ascribed
1o different teachers, but even the separate sections of one
and the same Upanishad are assigned to diffe authorities.

It would be superfl to quote ples of what a
mere look at the X4&ndogya Upanishad, for instance,
suffices to prove. It is of course not impossible that even
2 multitude of teachers should agree in imparting precisely
the same doctrine ; but in the case of the Upanishads that
is certainly not antecedently probable. For, in the first
place, the teachers who are credited with the doctrines
of the Upanishads manifestly belonged to different sec-
tions of Brahminical socicty, to different Vedic sikhis;
nay, some of them the tradition makes out to have been
kshattriyas. And, in the second place, the period, whose




civ VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

mental activity is represented in the Upanishads, was a
creative one, and as such cannot be judged according ta
the analogy of later periods of Indian philosophic de-
velopment. The later philosophic schools as, for instance,
the one of which Sahkara is the great representative,
were no longer free in their speculations, bus strictly
bound by a traditional body of texts considered sacred,
which could not be changed or added to, but merely sys-
tematised and commented upon. Hence the rigorous
uniformity of doctiine characteristic of those schools. But
there had been a time when, what later writers received as
a sacred legacy, determining and confining the whole course
of their speculations, first sprang from the minds of creative
thinkers not fettered by the tradition of any school, but
freely following the promptings of their own heads and
hearts, By the absence of school traditions, I do not in-
deed mean that the great teachers who appear in the
Upanishads were free to make an entirely new start, and
to assign to their speculations any direction they chose;
for nothing can be more certain than that, at the period as
the outcome of whose philosophical activity the Upanishads
have to be considered, there were in circulation certain
broad speculative ideas overshadowing the mind of every
member of Brahminical society. But those ideas were
neither very definite nor worked out in detail,-and hence
allowed themselves to be handled and fashioned in different
ways by different individuals. With whom the few leading
conceptions traceable in the teaching of all Upanishads
first originated, is a point on which those writings themselves
do not enlighten us, and which we have no other means
for settling; most probably they are to be viewed not
as the creation of any individual mind, but as the gradual
outcome of speculations carried on by generations of
Vedic theologians. In the Upanishads themselves, at any
rate, they appear as floating mental possessions which
may be seized and moulded into new forms by any one
who feels within himself the required inspiration. A
certain vague knowledge of Brahman, the great hidden
being in which all this manifold world is one, seems to be
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spread everywhere, and often issues from the most unex-
pected sources. (Svetaketu receives instruction from his
father Uddalaka; the proud Gargya has to become the
pupil of Agétasatru, the king of Kasi; Bhugyu Sahya-
yani receives answers to his questions from a Gandharva
possessing a maiden; Satyakdma learns what Brahman
is from the bull of the herd he is tending, from Agni
and from a flamingo; and Upakosala is taught by the
sacred fires in his teacher's house. All this is of course
legend, not history; but the fact that the philosophic
and theological doctrines of the Upanishads are clothed
in this legendary garb certainly does not strengthen the ex-
pectation of finding in them a rigidly systematic doctrine.
And a'closer investigation of the contents of the Upani~
shads amply confirms this preliminary impression. If we
avail ourselves, for instance, of M. Paul Régnaud’s Matériaux
pour servir & I'Histoire de la Fhilosophie de VInde, in which
the philosophical lucubrations of the different Upanishads
are arranged systematically according to topics, we can see
" with ease how, together with a certain uniformity of general
leading conceptions, there runs throughout divergence in
details, and very often not unimportant details. A look,
for instance, at the collection of passages relative to the
origination of the world from the primitive being, suffices to
show that the task of demonstrating that whatever the-
Upanishads teach on that point can be made to fit into a
homogeneous system is an altogether hopeless one. The
accounts there given of the creation belong, beyond all doubt,
to different stages of philosophic and theological develop
or else to different sections of priestly society. None but
an Indian commentator would, [ suppose, be inclined and
sufficiently courageous to attempt the proof that, for in-
stance, the legend of the tman purushavidha, the Self in
the shape of a person which is as large as man and woman
together, and then splits itself into two halves from which
cows, horses, asses, goats, &c. are produced in succession
(Bri, Up. 1, 1, 4), can be reconciled with the account given
of the creation’in the K/indogya Upanishad, where jt is
said that in the beginaing there existed nothing but the sat,
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‘that which is,” and that feeling a desire of being many it
emitted out of itself ether, and then all the other elements
in due succession. The former is a primitive cosmogonic
myth, which in its details shows striking analogies with the
cosmogonic myths of vther nations; the latter account is
fairly developed Vedénta (although not Vedanta implying
the Maya doctrine). We may admit that both accounts
show a certain fundamental similarity in so far as they
“derive the manifold world from one original being; but
to go beyond this and to maintain, as Sankara does, that the
4tman purushavidha of the Brihadaranyaka is the so-called
Virdg of the latter VedAnta—implying thereby that that
section consciously aims at describing only the activity of
one special form of isvara, and not simply the whole pro-
cess of creation—is the ingenious shift of an orthodox
commentator in difficulties, but nothing more.
How all those more or less conflicting texts came
to be preserved and handed down to posterity, is not
difficult to understand. As mentioned above, each of the
great sections of Brahminical priesthood had its own
sacred texts, and again in each of thase sections there
existed more ancient texts which it was impossible to dis-
card when deeper and more advanced speculations began
in their turn to be embodied in literary compositions, which
in the course of time likewise came to be looked upon as
sacred. When the creative period had reached its termina-
tion, and the task ol collecting and arranging was taken in
hand, older and newer pieces were combined into wholes,
and thus there arose collections of such heterogeneous
character as the K/indogya and Brihadirazyaka Upani-
shads. On later generations, to which the whole body of
texts came down as revealed truth, there consequently
devolved the inevitable task of establishing systems on
which no exception could be taken to any of the texts;
but that the task was, strictly speaking, an impossible one,
i.e. one which it was impossible to accomplish fairly and
honestly, there really is no reason to deny.
For a comnprehensive criticism of the methods which the
different commentators employ in systematising the contents



INTRODUCTION, - cvii

of the Upanishads there is no room in this place. In order,
however, to illustrate what is meant by the ‘impossibility,’
above alluded to, of combining the various doctrines of .the
Upanishads into a whole without doing violence to a certain
number of texts, it will be as well to analyse in detail some
few at Jeast of Sankara’s interpretations, and to render clear
the considerations by which he is guided.

We begin with a case which has already engaged our
attention when discussing the meaning of the Sitras, viz.
the question concerning the ultimate fate of those who
have attained the knowledge of Brahman. As we have
seen, Saitkara teaches that the soul of him who has risen to
an insight into the nature of the higher Brahman does
not, at the moment of death, pass out of the body, but is
directly merged in Brahman by a process from which all
departing and ing, in fact all iderations of space,
are altogether excluded. The soul of him, on the other
hand, who has not risen above the knowledge of the lower
qualified Brahman departs from the body by means of the
artery called sushumz4, and following the so-called devayéna,
the path of the gods, mounts up to the world of Brahman,
A review of the chief Upanishad texts on which Sankara
founds this distinction will show how far it is justified.

Ina iderable ber of passages the Upanishad

. contrast the fate of two classes of men, viz. of those
who perform sacrifices and meritorious works only, and of
those who in addition possess a certain kind of knowledge.
Men of the former kind ascend after death to the moon,
where they live for a certain time, and then return to the
earth into new forms of embodiment ; persons of the latter
kind proceed on the path of the gods—on which the sun
forms one stage—up to the world of Brahman, from which

" these is no return, The chief passages to that effect are
Kk Up. Vi10; Kaush. Up. I, 2 f; Mund. Up. I, 3, 9 fi;;
Bri. Up. VI, 2,15 fi.; Prama Up. 1, 9 fi——In other passages
only the latter of the two paths is referred to, cp. £'4.'Up.
IV,15: VI, 6, 5; Taitt. Up.1,6; Bri. Up. IV, 4,8,9; V,10;
Maitr. Up, VI, 30, to mention only the more important ones.

Now an impartial ideration of those passages shows
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I think, beyond any doubt, that what is meant there by the
knowledge which leads through the sun to the world of
Brahman is the highest knowledge of which the devotee is
capable, and that the world of Brahman to which his know-
ledge enables him to proceed denotes the highest state
which he can ever reach, the state of final release, if we
choose to call it by that name.— K%, Up. Vi, 10 says,  Those
who know this (viz. the doctrine of the five fires), and those
who in the forest follow faith and austerities go to light/
&e.—KL Up. IV, 15 is manifestly intended to convey the
true knowledge of Brahman; Upakosala’s teacher himself
fepresents the instruction given by him as superior to the
teaching of the sacred fires.—K /. Up. VIII, 6, 5 quotes the
old sloka which says that the man moving upwards by the
artery penetrating the crown of the head reaches the Im-
mortal.—Kaush. Up. I, 2—which gives the most detailed
account of the ascent of the soul—contains no intimation
whatever of the knowledge of Brahman, which leads up to
the Brahman world, being of an inferior nature.—Muxnd. Up.
- 1, 2, 9 agrees with the K/zéndogyb in saying that ¢ Those
who practise penance and faith' in the forest, tranquil, wise,
and living on alms, depart free from passion, through the
sun, to where that immortal Person dwells whose nature is
imperishable,’ and nothing whatever in the context coun-
tenances the assumption that not the highest knowledge
and the highest Person are there referred to~—Byri. Up.
IV, 4, 8 quotes old slokas clearly referring to the road
of the gods (*the small old path’), on which “sages who
know Brahman move on to the svargaloka and thence
higher on as entirely free.—That path was found by Brah-
man, and on it goes whoever knows Brahman.'—Br7, Up.
VI, 2, 15 is another version of the Pakagnividys, with- the
variation, ‘Those who know this, and those who in the
forest worship faith and the True, go to light,’ &c.—Prasna
Up. 1, 10 says, * Those who have sought the Self by penance,
abstinence, faith, and knowledge gain by the northern path
Aditya, the sun.  There is the home of the spirits, the im-
mortal free from danger, the highest. From thence they do
not return, for it is the end.—Maitr. Up. VI, 30 quotes
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slokas, ¢ One of them (the arteries) leads upwards, piercing
the solar orb: by it, having stepped beyond the world of
Brahman, they go to the highest path.’ .

All these passages are as clear as can be desired. The
soul of the sage who knows Brahman passes out by the
sushum#4, and ascends by the path of the gods to the
world of Brahman, there to remain for ever in some bliss-
ful state. But, according to Safkara, all these texts are
meant to set forth the result of & certain inferior knowledge
only, of the knowledge of the conditioned Brahman. Even
in a passage apparently so entirely incapable of more than
one interpretation as Bri. Up. V1, 2, 15, the * True,” which
the holy hermits in the forest are said to worship, is not to
be the highest Brahman, but only Hiranyagarbha 1—And
why ?—Only because the system so demands it, the system
which teaches that those who know the highest Brahman
become on their death one with it, without having to resort
to any other place. The passage on which this latter tenet is
chiefly based is Br. Up.1V,4,6, 7, where, with the fate of him
who at his death has desires, and whose soul therefore
enters a new body after having departed from the old one,
accompanied by all the prénas, there is contrasted the fate
of the sage free from all desires. *Butastotheman whodoes
not desire, who not desiring, freed from desires is satisfied
in his desires, or desires the Self only, the vital spirits of him
(tasya) do not depart—being Brahman he goes to Brahman.’

We have seen above (p- Ixxx) that this passage is referred
to in the important Stitras on whose right interpretation it,
in the first place, depends whether of not we must admit
the Sttrakira to have acknowledged the distinction of a pard
and an apard vidyd. Here the passage interests us as
throwing light on the way in which Saikara systematises.
He looks on the p ceding part of the chapter as describing
what happens to the %ouls of all those who do not know the

highest Brahman, inclusive of thosc who know the lower
Brahman only. They pass out of the old bodies followed by
all prazas and enter new bodies. 1de, on the other hand,
section 6 continues, who knows the truc Brahman, docs not
pass out of the body, but becomes one with Brahman then
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" and there. This interpretation of the purport of the entire
chapter is not impossibly right, although I am rather in-
clined to think that the chapter aims at setting forth in its
earlicr part the future of him who does not know Brahman
at all, while the latter part of section 6 passes on to him
who does know Brahman (i.e. Brahman pure and simple,
the text knowing of no distinction of the so-called lower
and higher Brahman). In explaining section 6 Saitkara
lays stress upon the clause ‘na tasya prard utkrﬁmann,
“his vital spirits do not pass out,’ taking this to 'signify that
the soul with the vital spirits does not move at all, and
thus does not ascend to the world of Brahman; while the
purport of the clause may simply be that the soul and vital
spirits do not go anywhere else, i.e. do not enter a.new
body, but are united, somehow or other, with Brahman.
On Saiikara’s interpretation there immediately arises a
new difficulty. In the slokas, quoted under sections 8
and 9, the description of the small old path which leads to
the svargaloka and higher on clearly refers—as noticed
already above—to the path through the veins, primarily
the sushumz4, on which, according to so many other pas-
sages, the soul of the wise mounts upwards. But that path
is, according to Sankara, followed by him only who has
not risen above the lower knowledge, and yet the slokas
have manifestly to be connected with what is said in the
latter half of 6 about the owner of the para vidyAd. Hence
Saikara sees himself driven to explain the slokas in
8 and 9 (of which a faithful translation is given in Professor
Max Miiller’s version) as follows:

8. *The subtle old path (i.e. the path of knowledge on
which final release is reached; which path is subtle, i.e.
difficult to know, and old, i. e. to be known from the cternal
Veda) has been obtained and fully reached by me. On it
the sages who know Brahman reach*final release (svarga-
lokasabda/ samnihitaprakaranit mbksh4bhidhayakaZ).

9. ‘On that path they say that there is white or blue or
yellow or green or red (i.e. others maintain that the path
to final release is, in accordznce with the colour of the
arterics, cither white or blue, &c.; but that is false, for the
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e
paths through the arteries lead at the best to the world of
Brahman, which itsell forms part of the samshra); that
path (i.e. the only path to release, viz. the path of true
knowledge) is found by Brahman, i.e. by such Brahmanas
as through true knowledge have become like Brahman,’ &c.

A significant instance in truth of the. straits to which
thorough-going systematisers of the Upanishads see them-
selves reduced occasionally !

But we return to the point which just now chiefly interests
us. Whether Sadkara's interpretation of the chaptér, and
especially of section 6, be right or wrong, so much is
certain that we are not entitled to view all those texts
which speak of the soul going to the world of Brah-
man as belonging to the so-called lower knowledge, be-
cause a few other passages declare that the sage does
not go to Brahman. The text which declares the sage
{ree from desires to become one with Brahman could not,
without due discrimination, be used to define and {imit the
meaning of other passages met with in the same Upanishad
even—for, as we have romarked above the Brihadaranyaka
contains pieces manifestly belonging to different stages of

development ;—much less does it entitle us to put arbitrary

constructions on passages forming part of other ‘Upanishads.
Historically the disagreement of the various accounts is
easy to understand. The older notion was that the soul of
the wise man proceeds along the path of the gods to Brah~
man’s abode. A \ater—and, if we like, more philosophic—
conception is that, as Brahman already is a man’s Self,
there is no need of any motion on man’s part to reach
Brahman. We may even apply to those two views the
terms apard and para—lower and higher—knowledge. But
we must not allow any conimentator to induce us to
believe that what he from his advanced standpoint looks
upon as an inferior kind of cognition, was viewed in the
same light by the authors of the ‘Upanishads.

We turn to another Upanishad text likewise touching

upon.the point considered in what precedes, viz. the second
Brihmana of the third adhydya of the Brihadaranyaka.
The discussion there first tumns upon the grahas and ati-
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grahas, i.e. the senses and organs and their objects, and
Yigravalkya thereupon explains that death, by which
everything is overcome, is itself overcome by water; for
death is fire. The colloquy then turns to what we must
consider an altogether new topic, Artabhiga asking, ¢ When
this man (ayam purusha) dies, do the vital spirits depart
from him or not?’ and Yag#avalkya answering, ‘ No, they
are gathered up in him; he swells, he is inflated ; inflated
the dead (body) is lying’—Now this is for Sankara an
important pastage, as we have already seen above (p. Ixxxi);
for he employs it, in his comment on Ved.-stitra IV, 2, 13,
for the purpose of proving that the passage Bri Up. IV,
4, 6 really means that the vital spirits do not, at the moment
of death, depart from the true sage. Hence the present
passage also must refer to him who possesses the highest
knowledge ; hence the ‘ayam purusha’ must be that man,’
i.e. the man who possesses the highest knowledge, and the
highest knowledge then must be found in the preceding
clause which says that death itself may 'be conquered by
water. But, as Rdmanuga also remarks, neither does the
context favour the assumption that the highest knowledge
is referred to, nor do the words of section 1X contain
any indication that what is meant is the merging of the
Self of the true Sage in Brahman. With the interpretation
given by Ramanuga himself, viz. that the prizas do not
depart from the giva of the dying man, but accompany it
into a new body, I can agree as little (although he no doubt
rightly explains the ‘ayam purusha’ by ‘man’ in general),
and am unable to see in the passage anything more than a
crude attempt to account for the fact that a dead body
appears swollen and inflated.—A little further on (section
13) Artabhiga asks what becomes of this man (ayam
purusha) when his speech has entered into the fire, his
breath into the air, his eye into the sun, &c. So much
here is clear that we have no right to understand by the
'ayam purusha’ of section 13 anybody different from the
‘ayam purusha’ of the two preceding scctions; in spite of
this Smkan-—accordmg to whose system the organs of the
true sage do not enter into the rlements, but are directly
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merged in Brahman—explains the ‘ayam purusha’ of sec-
tion 13 to be the * asamyagdarsin,’ Le. the person who has
not risen to the cognition of the highest Brahman. And
still a further limiting interpretation is required by the
system. The asamtyagdarsin *also—who as such has to
remain in the samsira—cannot do without the organs, since
his giva when passing out of the old body into a new one
i8 invested with the subtle body; hence section 13 cannot
be taken as saying what it clearly does say; viz- that at
death the different organs pass into the different elements,
but as merely indicating that the organs are abandoned by
the divinities which, during lifetime, presided over them!

The whole third adhydy2 indeed of the Bréhadaranyaka
affords ample proof of the artificial character of Sankara's
attempts to show that the teaching of the Upanishads
follows a definite system. The eighth brihmara, for in-
stance, is said to convey the doctrine of the highest nori-

related Brahman, while _he preceding brahmarnas had treated
only of {svara in his various aspects. But, as a matter of
fact, brahmara 8, after having, in section 8, represented
Brahman as destitute of all qualities, proceeds, in the next
section, to describe that very same Brahman as the ruler of
the world, ¢ By the command of that Imperishable sun and
" moon stand apart, &c.; 2 clear indication that the author
ot disti

of the Upnnishad does n aguish a higher and lowner
Brahatan in Saikara’s sense.—The preceding brihmaza [¢s)
treats of the antarydmin, i.€. ‘Brahman viewed as the internal
rulem of everything. ‘This, according to Sankarz, is the
lower form of Brahman called fsvara; but we observe that
the antarydmin as well as the so-called highest Brahman
described in section 8 is, at the termination of the two

sections, characterised by means of the very same terms
= unheard but hearing, ¢ There

(7, 23: Unseen but seeing,
is no other scer but he, there is o other hearer but he, &¢-;
and 8,11: That Brahman is unseen but sceing, unheard but
hearing, &c.  There is nothing that sees but it, nothing that
hears but’it, &c.)—Nothing can be clearer than that all
these sections aim at describing one and the same being,
and know nothing of the distinctions made by the developed
h

[34]
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Vedanta, however valid the latter may be from a pﬁrely
philosophic point of view.

We may fefer to one more similar instance from the
Khandogya Upanishad, We there meet in IIT, 14 with
one of the most famous vidyis describing the nature of
Brahman, called after its reputed author the S&zdilya-vidya.
This small vidya is decidedly one of the finest and most
characteristic texts; it would be difficult to point out
another passage setting forth with greater force and elo-
quence and in an equally short compass the central doctrine
of the Upanishads. Yet this text, which, beyond doubt,
gives utterance to the highest conception of Brahman’s
nature that Sandilya’s thought was able to reach, is by
Sankara and his school again declared to form part of the
lower vidy4 only, because it-represents Brahman as possess-
ing qualities. It is, according to their terminology, not
£#Ana, i, e. knowledge, but the injunction of a mere upsana,
a devout meditation on Brahman in so far as possessing
certain definite attributes such as having light for its form,
having true thoughts, and so on. The Rimanugas, on the
other hand, quote this text with preference as clearly
describing the nature of their highest, i. e. their one Brah-
man. We again allow that Sankara is free to deny that
any text which ascribes qualities to Brahman embodies abso-
lute truth ; but we also again remark that there is no reason
whatever for supposing that Sandilya, or whoever may have
been the author of that vidyi, looked upan it as anything
else but a statement of the highest truth accessible to man.

We return to the question as to the true philosophy of
the Upanishads, apart from the systems of the commen-
tators.—From what precedes it will appear with sufficient
distinctness that, if we understand by philosophy a philo-
sophical system coherent in all its parts, free from all
contradictions and allowing room for all the different statc-
ments made in all the chicl Upanishads, a philosophy of
the Upanishads cannot even be spoken of. The various
lucubrations on Brahman, the world, and the human soul of

which the Upanishads consist do not allow themsclves to
be sy tised simply t

they were never meant to
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form a system. Sandilya’s views as to the nature of
Brahman did not in all details agree with those of Yagia-
valkya, and Uddélaka differed from both. In this there is *
nothing to wonder at, and the burden of proof rests alto-
gether with those who maintain that a large number of
detached philosophic and theological dissertations, ascribed
to different authors, doubtless belonging to different periods,
and not seldom manifestly contradicting each bther, admit
of being combined into 2 perfectly consistent whole.

The question, however, assumes a different aspect, if we
take the terms * philosophy’ and ¢ philosophical system,’ not
in the strict sense in which Saikara and other commentators
are not afraid of taking them, but as implying merely an
agreement in certain fundamental features. In this latter
sense we may indeed unidertake to indicate the outlines of
a philosophy of the Upanishads, only keepiong in view that
precision in details is not to be aimed at. And here we
finally see ourselves driven back altogether on the texts
themselves, and have to acknowledge that the help we
receive from commentators, to whatever school they may
belong, is very inconsiderable. Fortunately it cannot be
asserted that the texts on the whole oppose very serious
difficulties to a right understanding, however obscure the

details often are. Concerning the Iatter we occasionally
vouchsafed by the

depend entirely on the explanations
scholiasts, but as far as the general drift and spirit of the
texts are concernéd, we are quite able to judge by our-
selves, and are even specially qualified to do so by having
no particular system to advocate.

The point we will first touch upon is the same from which
we started when examining the doctrine of the Sitras, viz.
the question whether the Upanishads acknowledge a higher
and lower knowledge in Saikara's sense, ¢, a knowledge

of a higher and a lower Brahman. Now this we find not to

be the case. Knowledge is in the Upanishads frequently
opposed to avidy4, by which latter termy we have to under-
- stand ignorance as to Brahman, absence of philasophic

}nowledge; and, again, in several places we find the know-

ledge of the sacrificial part }:xf the Veda with its supple-
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mentary disciplines contrasted as inferior with the knowledge
of the Self; to which latter distinction the Mundaka Up.
(1, 4) applies the terms apard and pard vidys. But a formal
recognition of the essential difference of Brahman being
viewed, on the one hand, as possessing distinctive attributes,
and, on the other hand, as devoid of all such attributes is not
to be met with anywhere, Brahman is indeed sometimes
described as saguna and sometimes as nirgunza (to use later
terms); but it is nowhere said that thereon rests a distinc-
tion of two different kinds of knowledge leading to altogether
different results. The knowledge of Brahman is one, under
whatever aspects it is viewed; hence the circumstance
(already exemplified above) that in the same vidyas it is
spoken of as sagura as wellvas nirguza. When the mind
of the writer dwells on the fact that Brahman is that from
which all this world originates, and in which it rests, he
.naturally applies to it distinctive attributes pointing at its
relation to the world; Brahman, then, is called the Self and
life of all, the inward ruler, the omniscient Lord, and so on.
‘When, on the other hand, the author follows out the idea
that Brahman may be viewed in itself as the mysterious
reality of which the whole expanse of the world is only an
outward manifestation, then it strikes him that no idea or
term derived from sensible experience can rightly be applied
to it, that nothing more may be predicated of it but that it
is neither this nor that. But these are only two aspects of
the cognition of one and the same entity.

Closely connected with the question as to the double
nature of the Brahman of the Upanishads is the question
as to their teaching Miyi.—From Colebrooke downwards
the majority of European writers have inclined towards the
opinion that the doctrine of Maya4, i. e. of the unreal illusory
character of the sensible world, does not constitute a feature
of the primitive philosophy of the Upanishads, but was
introduced into the system at some later period, whether by
Bidardyara or Saikara or somebody else. The opposite
view, viz. that the doctrine of Miyi forms an integral
element of the teaching of the Upanishads, is implied in
them everywhere, and cnunciated more or less distinctly in
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more than one place, has in recent times been advocated
with much force by Mr. Gough in the ninth chapter of his
Philosophy of the Upanishads.
. In his Matériaux, &c. M. Paul Régnaud remarks that
¢the doctrine of May4, although implied in the teaching
of the Upanishads, could hardly become clear and explicit
before the system had reached .a stage of development
necessitating a choice between admitting two co-existent
eternal principles (which became the basis of the Sinkhya
philosophy), and accepting the predominance of the intel-
lectual principle, which in the end necessarily led to the
negation of the opposite principle”—To the two alterna-
tives here referred to as possible we, however, have to add
a third one, viz. that form of the Vedinta of which the
theory of the Bhgavatas or Réméanugas is the most
eminent type, and according to which Brahman carries
within its own nature an element from which the material
universe originates; an element which indeed is not an in-
dependent entity like the pradhina of the Sadkhyas, bat
which at the same time isnotan unreal May4 but quite as real
as any other part of Brahman's nature. That a doctrine of
this character actuallydeveloped itselfon the basis of theUpa-
nishads, isa circumstance which we clearly must not lose sight
of,when attempting to determine what the Upanishads them-
selves are teaching concerning the character of the world.
In enquiring whether the Upanishads maintain the Mayd
doctrine or not, we must proceed with the same cautfon a8
regards other parts of the system, i. e. we must refrain from
using unhesitatingly, and without careful consideration of the
merits of each individual case,the teaching—direct or inferred
—of any one passage to the end of dctermining the drift of
the teaching of other passages. e may admit that some
passages, notably of the Briliadaranyaka, contain at any
rate the germ of the later developed Maya doctrine!, and
thus render it quite intelligible thata system like Sankara's

1 It is well known that, with the exception of the Svctirratara and Maivd-
yantys, none of the chiel Upanishadsexhibuts the wonl* Ay The term indeed
ocears In one place in the DBrihaddramyaka; but that passage is a quotation
from the K7L Samhatd in which miyd means Ceseative powee” Cp. Pl Régmaud,
La M8y3, in the Revue de Vistoire des Religions, tome i, Now 3 {1883)
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should evolve itself, among others, out of the Updnishads ;
but that affords no valid reason for interpreting Méay4 into
other texts which give a very satisfactory sense without that
doctrine, or are even clearly repugnant to it. This remark
applies in the very first place to all the accounts of the
creation of the physical universe. There, if anywhere, the
illusional character of the world should have been hinted at,
at least, had that theory been held by the authors of those
accounts; but not a word to that effect is met with any-
where. The most important of those accounts—the one
given in the sixth chapter of_the XZ&ndogya Upanishad—
forms no esception. There is absolutely no reason. to
assume that the ‘ sending forth’ of the elements from the
primitive Sat, which is there described at length, was by
the writer of that passage meant to represent a vivarta
rather than a parizdma. that the process of the origination
of the physical universe has to be conceived as anything else
but a real manifestation of real powers hidden in the
primeval Self, The introductory words, addressed to
Svetaketu by Uddalaka, which are generally appealed to as
intimating the unreal character of the evolution about to be
described, do not, if viewed impartially, intimate any such
thing ). TFor what is capable of being proved, and mani-
festly meant to be proved, by the illustrative instances of
the lump of clay and the nugget of gold, through which
there are known all things made of clay and gold? Merely
that this whole world bas Brabman for its cavsal substance,
just as clay is the causal matter of every earthen pot, and
gold of every golden ornament, but not that the process
through which any causal substance becomes an effect is
an unreal one. We—including Uddalaka—may surely say
that all carthen pots are in reality nothing but earth—the
carthen pot being merely a special modification (vikéra) of
clay which has a name of its own-—without thereby com-
mitting ourselves to the doctrine that the change of form,
which a lump of clay undergoes when being fashioned into
a pot, is not real but a mere bascless illusion.
In the same light we have to view numerous other passages

1 Asis 2 very satishs ly by Riminog
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which set forth the successive emanations proceeding from
the first principle. When, for instance, we meet in the Kar/a
Up. 1, 3,10, in'the serial enumeration of the forms of exist-
ence intervening between the gross material world and the
highest Self (the Person), with the «avyikrita,’ the Unde-
veloped, immediately below the purusha; and when again
the Mundaka Up. 1L 1,2, speaks of the +high Imperishable’
higher than which' is the heavenly Person; there is no
reason whatever to see in that *Undeveloped’ and that
¢high Imperishable’ anything but that real element in
Brahman from which, as in the Raméanuga system, the
material universe springs by a process of real development.
‘We must of course fender it quite clear to ourselves in what
sense the terms ‘real’ and * unreal > have to be understood.
The Upanishads no doubt teach emphatically that the
material world does not owe its existence to any principle
independent from the Lord like the pradhina of the
Sankhyas; the world is nothing but a manifestation of the
Lord’s wonderful power, and hence is unsubstantial, if we
take the term’ substance’ in its striet sense. And, again,
everything ‘material isimmeasurably inferior in nature to the

principle from which it has emanated, and

highest spiritual
which it now hides from the individual soul. But neither

unsubstantiality ner inferiority of the kind mentioned
constitutes unreality in the sense in which the Maya of
Sankara is unreal. According to the latter the whole
world is nothing but an erroneous appearance, as unreal as
the snake, for which a piece of rope is mistaken by the
belated traveller, and disappearing just as the imagined
snake does as soon as the light of true knowledge has risen.
But this is certainly not the impression left on the mind by
a comprehensive review of the Upanishads which dwells on
their general scope, and does not confine itself to the undue
urging of what may be implied in some detached passages.
The Upanishads do not call upon usto 1ook upon the whole
world as a baseless illusion to be destroyed by knowledge ;
the great error which they admonish us to relinquish is

rather that things have 2 separate individual existence, and

are not tied together by the bond of being all of them effect:
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of Brahman, or Brahman itself. They do not say that truc
knowledge sublates this false world, as Sarikara says, but
that it enables the sage to extricate himself from the world
—the inferior mfrta ripa of Brahman, to use an expression
of the Brihédﬁrauyaka-—and to become one with Brahman
in its highest form. ¢ We are to see everything in Brahman,
and Brahman in everything;’ the natural meaning of thisis,
¢ we are to look upon this whole world as a true manifesta-
tion of Brahman, as sprung from it and animated by it.
The mAyavAdin has indced appropriated the above saying’
also, and interpreted it so as to fall in with his theory ; but
he is able to do so only by perverting its manifest sense.
For him it would be appropriate to say, not that every-
thing we see is in Brahman, but rather that everything we
sce is out of Brahman, viz. as a false appearance spread
over it and hiding it from us.
Stress has been laid® upon certain passages of the
Brihadaranyaka which seem to hint at the unreality of
this world by qualifying terms, indicative of duality or plur-
ality of existence, by means of an added *iva,’ i.e. *as it were’
(yatranyad iva syit; yatra dvaitam iva Dbhavati; &tmi
dhyayativa lelsyativa). Those passages no doubt readily
lend themselves to Méya interpretations, and it is by no
means impossible that in their author's mind therc was
something like an undeveloped May4 doctrine. I must,how-
cver, remark that they, on the other hand, also admit of
.casy interpretations not in any way presupposing the
theory of the unreality of the world. If YagAavalkya refers
to the latter as that ‘where there is something else as it
were, where there is duality as it were,” he may simply mean
to indicate that the ordinary opinion, according to which
the individual forms of existence of the world are opposed
to cach other as altogether scparate, is a mistaken one, alt
things being one in so far as they spring from—and are
parts of—Brahman. This would in no way involve duality
or plurality being unreal in Sankara’s scnse, not any morc
than, for instance, the modes of Spinoza are unreal because,
according to that philosopher, there is only one universal

1 Govgh, Philesophy of the Upanishads pp, 243 1.
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And with regard to the clause ‘the Self thinks
as it were ' it has to be noted that according to the comi-
mentators the ‘as it were ' is meant to indicate that truly
not the Self is thinking, but the upadhis, i.e. especially the
manas with which the Self is connected. But whether
these upadhis are the mere offspring of May4, as Saikara
thinks, or real forms of existence, as Raménuga teaches, is
an altogether different question.

1 do not wish, however, to urge these last observations,
and am ready to admit that not impossibly those iva's

indicate that the thought of the writer who employcd them
o—although

was darkly labouring with a conception akin ¢
much less explicit than—the Miya of . Safkara. But
what I object to is, that conclusions drawn from a few
passages of, after all, doubtful import should be employed
for introducing the May4 doctrine into other passages which
do not even hint at it, and are fully intclligible without it

The last important point in the teaching of the Upanishads
we have to touch upon is the relation of the givas, the in-
dividual souls to the highest Self. The ,special views
regarding that point held by Sankara and Raminuga
have been stated before. Confronting their theories with
the texts of the Upanishads we must, T think, admit with-
out hesitation, that Sankara's doctrine faithfully represents
the prevailing teaching of the Upanishads in one important
point at least, viz. therein that the soul or Self of the sage
—whatever its original relation to Brahman may be—is in
the end completely merged and indistinguishably lost in the
universal Self. A distinction, repeatedly alluded to before,
has indeed to be kept in view here also. Certain tests
of the Upanishads describe the soul’s going upwards, on the
path of the gods, to the world of Brahman, where it dwells
for unnumbered years, i.e. for cver. Those texts,asa type
of which we may take the passage Kaushit. Up. I—the
fundamental text of the Raminugas concerning the soul’s

17 cannot diccuss 10 this place the MY passages of the Sverlseatars
and the Maitrdyantys Upnishads. Reasons “which want of space prevents me
me to Lelieve that neither of those two

y us when wishing to ascertain the troe

substance.

from *setting forth in detal induce
0 be considered b

onmized doctrine of the U[\:\ni&hlds.
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fate after death—belong to an earlier stage of philosophic
development ; they manifestly ascribe to the soul a con-
tinued individual existence. But mixed with texts of
this class there are others in which the final absolute
identification of the individual Self with the universal Self
is indicated in terms of unmistakable plainness. ‘He who
knows Brahman and becomes Brahman ;’ *he who knows
Brahman becomes all this;’ “as the flowing rivers disappear
in the sea losing their name and form, thus a wise man goes
to the divine person.’ And if we look to the whole, to the
prevailing spirit of the Upanishads, we may call the doctrine
embodied in passages of the latter nature the doctrine of the
Upanishads. It.is, moreover, supported by the frequently
and clearly, stated theory of the individual souls being
merged in Brahman in the state of deep dreamless sleep.

It is much more difficult to indicate the precise teaching
of the Upanishads concerning the original relation of the
individual soul to the highest Self, although there can be
no doubt that it has to be viewed as proceeding from the
latter, and somehow forming a part of it. Negatively we
ate entitled to say that the doctrine, according to which
the soul is merely brahma-bhrantam or brahma méyopi-
dhikam, is in no way countenanced by the majority of the
passages bearing on the question. If the emission of the
elements, described in the KZ’éndogya and referred to
above. is a real process—of which we saw no reason to
doubt—the giva itman with which the highest Self enters
into the emitted elements is equally real, a true part or
emanation of Brahman itself.

After having in this way shortly reviewed the chief ele-
ments of Vedéntic doctrine according to the Upanishads, we
may bricfly consider Saikara’s system and mode of inter-
pretation—with whose details we had frequent opportunities
of finding fault—as a whole. It has been said before that
the task of reducing the teaching of the whole of the Upa-
nishads to a system consistent and free from contradic-
tions is an intrinsically impossible one. But the task pnce
being given, we are quite ready to admit that Sankara’s
system is most probably the best which can be devised.
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While unable to allow-that the Upanishads recognise a
lower and higher knowledge of Brahman, in fact the dis-
tinction of a lower and higher Brahman, we yet acknowledge
that the adoption of that distinction furnishes the inter
preter with an instrument of extraordinary power for
reducing to an orderly whole the heterogeneous material
presented by the old theosophic treatises. This becomes
very manifest as soon as we compare Safkara’s system
with that of Ramanuga. The latter recognises only one
Brahman which is, as we should say, a personal God, and
he therefore lays stress on all those passages of the Upani-
shads which ascribe to Brahman the attributes of a personal
Ged, such as iscience and ip Those
on the other hand, whose decided tendency it is to represent
Brahman as transcending all qualities, as one undifferenced
mass of impersonal intelligence, Riménuga is unable to
accept frankly and fairly, and has to misinterpret them
more or less to make them fall in with his system. The
sanie remark holds good with regard to those texts which
represent the individual soul as finally identifying itself
with Brahman; R4ménuga cannot allow a complete identi-
fication but merely an assimilation carried as far as possible.
Sanpkara, on the other hand, by skilfully ringing the changes
on a higher and a lower doctrine,somehow manages td find
room for whatever the Upanishads have to say. Where
the text speaks of Brahman as transcending all attributes,
the highest doctrine is set forth,  Where Brahman is called
the All-knowing ruler of the world, the author means to
propound the Jower knowledge of the Lord only. And
where the legends about the primary being and its way of
crealing the world become somewhat crude and gross,
Hiranyagarbha and Virle are i forth and charged
with the responsibility. Of Virdg Mr. Gough remarks (p. 55)
that in him a place is provided by the poets of the Upani-
shads for the purusha of the ancient rsshis, the divine being
out of whom the visible and tangible world proceeded.
This is quite true if only we substitate for the * poets of
the Upanishads’ the framers of the orthodox Vedinta
ishads give no indication whatever

system—for the Up
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that by their purusha they understand not the simple old
purusha but the Virdg occupying a definite position in a
highly elaborate system ;—~but the mere phrase, ‘ providing a-
place’intimateswith sufficient clearnessthe nature of the work
in which systematisers of the Vediatic doctrine are engaged.
Sankara's method thus enables him in a certain way to
do justice 1o different stages of historical development, to
recognise clearly existing differences which other system-
atisers are intent on obliterating, And there has yet to
be made a further and even more important admission in
favour of his system. It is not only more pliable, morc
capable of amalgamating heterogeneous material than other
systems, but its fundamental doctrines are manifestly in
greater harmony with the essential teaching of the Upani-
shads than those of other Vedintic systems. Above we were
unable to allow that the distinction made by Saiikara
between Brahman and {svara is known to the Upanishads;
but we must now admit that if, for the purpose of determining
the nature of the highest being, a choice has to be made
between those texts which represent Brabman as nirgusa,
and those which ascribe to it personal attributes, Safkara
is right in giving preference to texts of the former kind.
The Brahman of the old Upanishads, from which the souls
spring to enjoy individual consciousness in their waking
state, and into which they sink back temporarily in the
statc of deep dreaniless sleep and permanently in death, is
certainly not represented adequately by the strictly per- .
sonal Isvara of Ramanuga, who rules the world in wisdom and
mercy.  The older Upanishads, at any rate, lay very little
stress upon personal attributes of their highest being, and
hence Sankara is right in so far as he assigns to his hypo-
statised personal {svara? a lower place than to his absolute
Brahman. That he also faithfully represents the prevailing
spirit of the Upanishads in his theory of the ultimate fate

3+ TheIsvara who allots to the individual souls their new forms of embodiment
in strict accordance with their merit or demerit cannot be called anything else
but a personal Gl That this personal consclous being is at the same time iden-
tificd with the totalaty of the individual souls in the wnconscious state of deep
dreamlessleep, isone of those Jinary contrachetions which thorongh-going
svstematisers of Vediatic doctrine sre apparently unable to avoid altogether.
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of the soul, we have alteady remaiked above. And although
the May4 doctrine cannot, in my opinion, be said to form
part of the teaching of the Upanishads, it cannot yet be
asserted to contradict it openly, because the very point
which it is meant to elucidate, viz, the mode in which the
physical universe and the muitiplicity of individual souls
originate, is left by the Upanishads very much in the dark.
The later growth of the May4 doctrine on the basis of the
Upanishads is therefore quite intelligible, and 1 fully agree
with Mr. Gough when he says regarding it that there has
been no addition to the system from without but only a
development from within, no graft but only growth. The
lines of thought which finally led to-the elaboration of the
full-blown May4 theory may be traced with considerable
certainty. In the first place, deepening speculation an
Brahman tended to the notion of advaita being taken in a
more and more strict sense, as implying not only the ex-
clusion of any second principle external to Brahman, but
also the absence of any elements of duality or plurality in
the nature of the one universal being itsell; a tendency
agreeing with the spirit of a certain set of texts from the
Upanishads: And as the fact of the appearance of a
manifold world cannot be denied, the only way open to
thoroughly consistent speculation was to deny at any rate
its reality, and to call it a mere illusion due to an unreal
principle, with which Brahman is indeed associated, but
which is unable to break the unity of Brahman’s nature
just on account of its own unreality. And, in the second
place, a more thorough following out of the conception
that the union with Brahman is to be reached through true
knowledge only, not unnaturally led to the conclusion that

what sep us in our igh 1 state from Brahman

is such as to allow itself to be completely sublated by an
act of knowledge; is, in other words, nothing else but an
erroncous notion, an illusion.—A further circumstance which
may not impossibly have P d to further the de-
velopment of the theory of the world's unreality will be |
refersed to later on?, . |

3 That section of the introduction 1 which the [«dit refeeral (o Tu the texe
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We have above been obliged to leave it an open question
what kind of Ved4nta is represented by the Vedénta-sttras,
although reason was shown for the supposition that in some
important points théir teaching is more closely related to
the system of Raméinuga than to that of Sankara. If so,
the philosophy of Saikara would on the whole stand
nearer to the teaching of the Upanishads than the Satras
of Bidardyanza. This would indeed be a somewhat un-
expected conclusion—for, judging & priori, we should be
more inclined to assume a direct propagation of the true
doctrine of the Upanishads through Béadardyara to Sai-
kara—but 4 priori considerations have of course no weight
against positive evidence to the contrary. There are, more-
over, other facts in the history of Indian philosophy and
theology which help us better to appreciate the possibility
of Bidardyaua’s Sfitras already setting forth a doctrine
that lays greater stress on the peisonal character of the
highest being than is in agrecment with the prevailing
tendency of the Upanishads, That the pure doctrine of
those ancient Brahminical treatises underwent at a rather
early period amalgamations with beliefs which most pro-
bably had sprung up in altogether different—priestly or
non-priestly—communities is a well-known circumstance ;
it suffices for our purposes to refer to the most eminent of
the carly literary monuments in which an amalgamation of
the kind mentioned is observable, viz. the Bhagavadgita,
The doctrine of the Bhagavadgiti represents a fusion of
the Brahman theory of the Upanishads with the belicf in
a personal highest being—Krishna or Vishuu—which in

many respects approximates very closely to the s;!stcm of
the Bhigavatas; the attempts of a certain set of Indian
commentators to explain it as setting forth pure Vedanta,
i.c. the pure doctrine of the Upanishads, may simply
be set aside. But this same Bhagavadgitd is quoted in
Badardyana's SGtras (at least according to the unanfmous
explanations of the most cminent scholiasts of different
schools) as inferior to Sruti only in authority. The Soitras,

i3 touched upon sill 1 hope form past of the sccond volume of the translation,
“The same remark applies to 2 point concemlog which further information had
been promised above on gage v.
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moreover, refer in different places to certain Vedantic por-
tions of the Mahdbhdrata, especially the twelfth book,
several of which represent forms of Vedanta distinctly dif-
fering from Safikara’s teaching, and closely related to the
system of the Bhagavatas.

Facts of this nature—from entering into the details of
which we are prevented by want of space—tend to mitigate
the prima facie st of the ption that the
Vedanta-sitras, which occupy an intermediate position
- between the Upanishads and Safikara, should yet diverge
in their teaching from both. The Vedinta of Gaudapida
and Sankara would in that case mark a strictly orthodox
reaction against all combinations of non-Vedic elements of
belief and doctrine with the teaching of the Upanishads.
But although this form of doctrine has ever since Saiikara’s
time been the one most generally accepted by Brahminic
students of philosophy, it has never had any wide-reaching
influence on the masses of India. It is too little in sym-
pathy with the wants of the human heart, which, after
all, are not so very different in India from what they are
elsewhere. Comparatively few, even in India, are those
who rejoice in the idea of a universal nonpersonal essence
in which their own individuality is to be merged and lost
for ever, who think it sweet ‘to be wrecked on the ocean of
the Infinite!? The only forms of Vedintic philosophy
which are—and can at any time have been~—really popular,
are those in which the Brahman of the Upanishads has
somehow transformed itself into a being, betweea which and
the devotee there can exist a personal relation, love and
faith on the part of man, justice tempered by mercy on the
part of the divinity. The only religious books of widespread
influence are such as the Rémayan of Tulsidds, which lay no
stress on the distinction between an absolute Bahman inac-
cessible to all human wants and sympathies, and a shadowy
Lord whose very conception depends on the illusory prin~
ciple of M4y4, but love to dwell on the delights of devotion

Cosl tra questa.
Immensitd s'annega il pensicr mio,

L il naufrago m' & dolee in questo mare.
Troraxa,
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to one all-wise and merciful ruler, who is able and willing to
fend a gracious ear to the supplication of the worshipper.

The present translation of the Vedénta-siitras do¢s not
aim at rendering that sense which their author may have
aimed at conveying, but strictly follows Saitkara's inter-
pretation. The question as to how far the latter agrees
with the views held by Badardyana has been discussed
above, with the result that for the present it must, on the.
whole, be left an open one. In any case it would not be
feasible to combine a tianslation of Safnkara’s commentary
with an independent version of the Sfitras which it ex-
plains. Similar considerations have determined the method
followed in rendering the passages of the Upanishads re-
ferred to in the Stitras and discussed at length by Saikara.
There also the views of the commentator have to be followed
closely ; otherwise much of the comment would appear de-
void of meaning. Hence, while of course following on the
whole the critical translation ‘published by Professor Max
Miiller in the earlier volumes of this Series, I had, in 4 not
inconsiderable number of cases, to madify it so as to render
intelligible Safkara’s explanations and reasonings. I hope
to find space in the introduction to the second volume of
this translation for making some general remarks on the
method to be followed in translating the Upanishads.

I regret that want of space has prevented me fror
extracting fuller notes from later scholiasts. The noter
given arc based, most of them, on the zikus composed
by Anandagiri and Govindinanda (the forme- »f which is
unpublished as yet, so far as I know), and on the Bhamati,

My best thanks are duc to Pandits Rima Misra Sistrin
and Gangddhara Sistrin of the Benares Sanskrit College,
whom I have consulted on scveral difficult passages.
Greater still arc my obligations to Pandit Kesava Sistrin,
of the samec institution, who most kindly ,undcrtook to
read a proof of the whole of the present volume, and
whose advice has enabled me to render my version of more

than one passage more definite or correct.
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to one all-wise and merciful ruler, who is able and willing to
lend a gracious ear to the supplication of the worshipper.

The present translation of the Vedénta-siitras do¢s not
aim at rendering that sense which their author may have
aimed at conveying, but strictly follows Sankara’s inter-
pretation. The question as to how far the latter agrees
with the views held by Bidariyana has been discussed
above, with the result that for the present it must, on the.
whole, be left an open one. In any case it would not be
feasible to combine a translation of Saitkara’s commentary
with an independent version of the Satras which it ex-
plains, Similar considerations have determined the method
followed in rendering the passages of the Upanishads re-
ferred to in the Sitras and discussed at length by Saikara.
There also the views of the commentator have to be followed
closely ; otherwise much of the comment would appear de-
void of meaning. Hence, while of course following on the
whole the critical translation ‘published by Professor Max
Miiller in the eatlier volumes of this Series, I had, in 4 not
inconsiderable number of cases, to maodify it so as to render
intelligible Sankara’s explanations and reasonings. I hope
to find space in the introduction to the second volume of
this translation for making some general remarks on the
method to be followed in translating the Upanishads.

I regret that want of space has prevented me fror
extracting fuller notes from later scholiasts. The notes
given are based, most of them, on the zikas composed
by Anandagiri and Govindinanda (the forme- ~f which is
unpublished as yet, so far as I know), and on the Bhimati,

My best thanks are due to Pandits Rima Misra Sistrin
and Gangidhara Sdstrin of the Benares Sanskrit College,
whom I have consulted on scveral difficult passages.
Greater still are my obligations to Pandit Kesava Sistrin,
of the same institution, who most kindly ,undertook to
read a proof of the whole of the present volume, and
whose advice has enabled me to render my version of morc
than one passage more definite or correct.

—_



VEDANTA-SUTRAS

WITIH

SANKARA BHASHYA.

[34] B



SANKARA’S INTRODUCTION.

FIRST ADHYAYA.
FIRST PADA.
= AuGusT VAsuDeva!

IT is a matter not requiring any proof that the object
and the subject* whose respective spheres are the notion of
the ¢ Thou’ (the Non-Ego?) and the “Ego,’ and which are
opposed to each other as much as darkness and light are,
cannot be identified. Al the less can their respective
attributes be identificd. Hence it follows that it is wrong to
superimpose ® upon the subject—whose Self is intelligence,
and which has for its sphere the notion of the Ego—the
object whose sphere is the notion of the Non-Ego, and the
attributes of the object, and vice vers to superimpose the
subject and the attributes of the subject on the object. In
spite of this it is on the part of mana natural * procedure—

REVERENCE TO TH

ssal Sell whose nature is intelligence
hatever is of & non-intelligent nature,
gans, internal organs, and the objects

1 The subject is the unive:
ity ; the object comprises W
viz, bodies with their sense-0r
of the senses, i.c. the external material world.

* The object is said to have for its sphere the notion ot the ‘thou’
(yushmat), not the notion of the * this * r * that? (idam), in order
better to mark its absolute opposition to the subject or Ego. Lan-
suage allows of the co-orduntion of the pronouns of the first and
the third person (‘It is 17 ¢1 am he who, &¢.; ete vajam, ime
\ayem ssmahe), but not of the co-ordination of the prorouns of the
fir=t and second person.

> Adhyisa, Lterally 'supcnmpOsidon’ in the sense of {mistaken)
ascription or i ion, to hing, of &n tial natare or

attributes not bel
« Natural, i.c. original, beginning!css;
P2

)t
longing to it. See later o
for the modes of speech
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which has its cause in wrong knowledge—not to distinguish
the two entities (object and subject) and their respective
attributes, although they are absolutely distinct, but to
superimpose upon each the characteristic nature and the
attributes of the other, and thus, coupling the Real and the
Unreal 1, to make use of expressions such as ‘That am I,
¢+That is mine %’——But what have we to understand by the
term ¢ superimposition?’—The apparent presentation, in
the form of remembrance, to' consciousness of something
previously observed, in some other thing®

Some indeed define the term ‘superimposition’ as the
superimposition of the attributes of one thing on another
thing 4, Others, again, define superimposition as the error

and action which characterise transmigratory existence have existed,
with the latter, from all eternity.

' Te. the intelligent Self which is the only reality and the non-real
objects, viz. body and so on, which are the product of wrong
knowledge.

* ¢The body, &¢. is my Self;’ *sickness, death, children, wealth,
&c., belong to my Self.’

3 Literally ¢in some other place” The clause ‘in the form of
remembrance’ is added, the Bhimati remarks, in order 10 exclude
those cases where something previously observed is recognised in
some other thing or place; as when, for instance, the generic
character of a cow which was previously observed in a black cow
again presents itself to consciousness-in a grey cow, or when Deva-
datta whom we first saw in Pa/aliputra again appears before us in
Méhishmatf. These are cases of recognition where the object pre-
viously observed again presents itself to our senses; while in mere

remembrance the object previously perceived is not in renewed
contact with the senses. - Mere remembrance operates in the case
of adhy4sa, as when we mistake mother-of-pear! for silver which is
at the time not present but remembered only.

¢ The so-called anyathAkhyitividins maintain that in the act of
adhyfsa the attributes of one thing, silver for instance, are super-
imposed on a different thing existing in a different place, mother-
of-pear} for instance (if we take for our cxample of adhyisa the
case of some man mistaking a piece of mother-of-peasd before him
for a piece of silver). The ftmakbyilividins maintain that in

adhyisa the modification, in the form of silver, of the internal organ



1 ADRYAYA, 1 PADA, 5

founded on the non-apprehension of the difference of that
which is superimposed from that on which it is super-
imposed’. Others?, again, define it as the fictitious as-
sumption of attributes contrary to the nature of that thing
on which something else is superimposed. But all these
definitions agree in so far as they represent superimposition
as the apparent presentation of the attributes of one thing in
another thing. And therewith agrees also the popular view
which is exemplified by expressions such as the following :
¢ Mother-of-pearl appears like silver, ¢ The moon although
one only appears as if she were double.” But how is it
possible that on the interior Self which itself is not an
object there should be superimposed objects and their
attributes? For every one superimposes an object only on
such other objects as are placed before him (i.e. in.contact
with his sense-organs), and you have said before that the
interior Self which is entirely-disconnected from the idea of
the Thou (the Non-Ego) is never an object. It is not, we
reply, non-object in the absolute sense. For it.is the
object of the notion of the Ego®, and the interior Self is
well known to exist on account of its immediate (intuitive)
presentstion®, Nor is it an exceptionless rule that objects

is superimposed on the external thing mother-of-pear! and thus
itself appears external, Both views £211 under the above definition,
1 This is the definition of the akbyAuvidins,
? Some hikhyitivadins and the Madhyamik ding
to Ananda Giri,
s The pratyagitman is in reality non-object, for it is svayam-
i ive factor jn all cognition.

prakisa, sell- ie. the ] 1
But it becomes the object of the idea of the Ego in so far as it is

himited, conditioned-by its adjuncts which are the product of Ne-
science, viz. the internal organ, the senses and the subtle and gross
bodies, i.e. in so far ag it is giva, individual or perstmal soul, Cp.
Bh&mati, pp. 22, 23: ‘4iditmaiva svayampeakiro«pi buddbyidivi-
hayavitkhuranit kathamtid asmatp ishayos hamkirispadim
giva iti ka gantur iti A2 kshetragia i Kikhydyate,
¢ Translated according to the Bhimat, We deny, the objector
says, the possibility ol adhydsa in the case of the Self, not on the
ground that it i» not an object.becauss selfluminous (for that it
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can be supzrimposed only on such other objects as are
before us]i.e. in contact with our sense-organs; for non-
discerning men superimpose on the cther, which is not the
object of sensuous perception, dark-blue colour.
Hence it follows that the assumption of the Noun-Self
being superimposed on the interior Scif is not unrcasonable.
This superimposition thus defined, learned men consider
to be Nescienice (avidya), and the ascertainment of the tiue
nature of that which is (the Self) by means of the discrimi-
" nation of that (which is superimposed on the Self), they
call knowledge (vidya). There being such knowledge
(neither the Self nor the Non-Self) are affected in the least
by any blemish or {good) quality produced by their mutual
superimposition®. The mutual superimposition of the Self
and the Non-Self, which is termed Nescience, is the pre-
supposition on which there base all the practical distinc-
tions—those made in ordinary life as well as those laid
.down by the Veda—between means of knowledge, objects
of knowledge (and knowing persons), and all scriptural
texts, whether they are concerned with injunctions and
prohibitions (of meritorious and non-meritorious actions),
or with final release2.—But how can the means of right

may be an object although it is sell-luminous you have shown),
but on the ground that it is not an object because it is not mani-
fested either by itsell or by anything else.—It is known or mani-
Test, the Vedintin replies, on account of its immediate presentation
(ap\rokshatval) i.e. on account of the intuitional knowledge we
bave of it. Ananda Giri construes the above clause in a different
way : asmatpratyayivishayatves py aparokshatvid ekintenivishaya-
tvibbivit tasminn ahafikiridyadhyisa ity arthaZ.  Aparokshatvam
api kaiskid &unano neshfam ity 4sankyiha pratyagiimeti.

! Tatraivam sati evambhtavastutativivadhirane sati, Bbi. Tas-
minn adhyfise uktarfiydsvidydvmake sati. Go. Yatritmani bud-
dhyidau vi yasya buddh)ndcr aumano vidhydsaZ tena buddhyAdi-
ni«tmind va hraenissa idoshesa Aaitany agun na Adtminitmi

" vi vastuto na svalpenipi yugyate. Ananda Gri.

T Whether they belong to the harmakinds, i.c. that part of the
Veda which enjoins actue religious duty or the giinabdnda, i.c.
1hat part of the Veds which treats of Bralman.
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knowledge such as perception, inference, &c., and scrip-
tural texts have for their object that which is dependent
on Nescience ! P—Because, we reply, the means of right
kn::wledge cannot operate unless there be a knowing per-
sonality, and because the existence of the latter depends
on the erroneous notiont that the body, the senses, and so
on, are identical with, or belong to, the Self of the knowing
person. For without the employment of the senses, per-
ception and the other means of right knowledge cannot
operate. And without a basis (i.e. the body %) the senses
cannot act. Nor does anybody act by means of a body
on which the nature of the Self is not superimposed .
Nor can, in the absence of all that4, the Self which, in its
own nature is free from all contact, become a knowing
agent. And if there is no knowing agent, the means of
right knowledge cannot operate (as said above). Hence
perception and the other means of right knowledge, and
the Vedic texts have for their object that which is de-
pendent on Nescience. (That human cognitional activity
has for its presupposition the superimposition described
above), follows also from the non-difference in that respect
of men from animals. Animals. when sounds or other
sensible qualities affect their scnse of hearing or other
senses, recede or advance according as the idea derived
from the sensation is a comforting or disquieting one. A
cow, for instance, when she sees 3 man approaching with a
raised stick in his hand, thinks that he wants to beat her, and
thercfore moves away 3 while she walks up to a man who
advances with some fresh grass in his hand, Thus men
also—who possess & higher fatclligence—run away when

1 Tt being of course the function of the means of right know-
ledge to determine Truth and Reality,
* The Bhimatl takes adhishizkinam in the sense of supexmze'ml-
The senses cannot act unless guided by a super-
i.e the individual soul-

$ If activity could proceed from the Lody itself, non-identified
swith the Self, it v ould take plice in deep sleep also.

4+ Le. in the absence of the mutal superimposition of the Sell

and the Non-Sel and their auributes.

cnce; guidance.
imending principle,
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they see strong fierce-looking fellows drawing near with
shouts and brandishing swords; whilé they confidently
approach persons of contrary appearance and behaviour.
We thus see that men and animals follow the same course
of procedure with reference to the means and objects of
knowledge. Now it is well known that the procedure of
animals bases on the non-distinction (of Self and Non-
Self); we therefore conclude that, as they present the
same appearances, men also—although distinguished by
superior intelligence—proceed with regard to perception
and so on, in the same way as animals do; as long, that
is to say, as the mutual superimposition of Self and Non-
Self lasts. With reference again to that kind of activity
which is founded bn the Veda (sacrifices and the like), it is
true indeed that the reflecting man who is qualified to enter
on it, does so not without knowing that the Self has a
relation to another world ; yet that qualification does not
depend on the knowledge, derivable from the Vedinta-
texts, of the true nature of the Self as free from all wants,
raised above the distinctions of the Brahmasna and Kshat-
triya-classes and so on, transcending transmigratory exis-
tence. For such knowledge is useless and even contra-
dictory to the claim (on the part of sacrificers, &c. to
perform certain actions and enjoy their fruits). And before
such knowledge of the Self has arisen, the Vedic texts
continue in their operation, to have for their object that
which is dependent on Nescience. Tor such texts as
the following, ‘A Bréhmana is to sacrifice, are operative
only on the supposition that on the Self are superimposed
particular conditions such as caste, stage of life, age, out-
wird circumstances, and so on. That by superimposition
we have to understand the notion of something in some
other thing we have already explained. (The superimpo-
sition of the Non-Self will be understond more definitely
from the following examples) Extra-personal attributes
are superimposed on _the Sclf, if a man considers himself
sound and entire, or the contrary, as long as his wile,
children, and so on are sound and enlire or not.  Attri-
butes of the body are superimposed on the Scif, if 2 man
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thinks of himself (his Self) as stout, lean, fair, as standing,
walking, or jumping. Attributes of the sense-organs, if
he thinks ‘I am mute, or deaf, or one-eyed, or blind.’
Attributes of the internal organ when he considers himself
subject to desire, intention, doubt, determination, and so
on. Thus the producer of the notion of the Ego (i.e. the
internal organ) is superimposed on the interior Self, which,
in reality, is the witness of all the modifications of the
internal organ, and vice versa the interior Self, which is
the witness of everything, is superimposed on the internal
organ, the senses, and so on. In this way there goes on
this natura} beginning—and endless superimposition, which
appears in the form of wrong conception, is the cause of
individual souls appearing as agents and enjoyers (of the
results of their actions), and is observed by every one.
With a view to freeing one’s self from that wrong notion
which is the cause of all evil and attaining thereby the
knowledge of the absolute unity of the Self the study of
the Vedinta-texts is begun. That all the Vedanta-texts
have the mentioned purport we shall show in this so-called
- Sariraka-miméamsi .

Of this Vedinta-mimarsid about to be explained by us

the first Stitra is as follows.

I. Then therefore the enquiry into Brahman.
“The word * then' is here to be taken as denoting imme-
diate consecution; not as indicating the introduction of a

red upon; for the enquiry into

new subject to be ente!
Brahman (more literallys the desire of knowing Brahman)
is not of that nature ° Nor has the word ¢ then’ the sense

% The Mimimss, i.e. the enquiry whose aim it is to show that
the embodied Seli, i.e. the indavidual er personal soul is one with
Brahman. This Mimimsi being an enquiry into the meaning of the
Vedinta-portions of the Veda, ivis also called Vedinta-mimimsi,

3 NidhikArartha iti. Tatra hetur brahmeti. Asyirthak, kim |
ayam athasabdo bmhmn;ﬁinc&ui,ih Lin vinzreiavidiasya
:\th:l\'el‘Uzivi:csh:n.\_;vi.'\ms_rﬁnmbbirlh;v.lx. Nidyah tasyd mimitr-
sipravartibiys md\pm-.my:wid andrabhyatvit tasyds Zottaratra
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stated subsequent to which the enquiry into Brahman is pro-
posed.—Well, then, we maintain that the antecedent condi-
tions are the discrimination of what is eternal and what is
non-eternal ; the renunciation of all desire to enjoy the fruit
(of one's actions) both here and hereafter; the acquirement
of tranquillity, self-restraint, and the other means?, and the
desire of final release. If these conditions exist, a man
may, either before entering on an enquiry into active
ieligious duty or after that, engage in the enquiry into
Brahman and come to know it; but not otherwise. The
word ‘then’ therefore intimates that the enquiry into
Brahman is subsequent to the acquisition of the above-
mentioned (spiritual) means.

The word *therefore’ intimates a reason. Because the
Veda, while declaring that the fruit of the agnihotra and
similar performances which are means of happiness is non-
cternal (as, forinstance, K7, Up. VIII, 1,6, * As here on earth
whatever has been acquired by action perishes so perishes
in the next world whatever is acquired by acts of religious
duty’), teaches at the same time that the highest aim of man is
realised by the knowledge of Brahman (as, for instance, Taitt.
Up. 11, 1, * He who knows Brahman attains the highest®);
therefore the enquiry into Brahman is to be undertaken
subsequently to the acquirement of the mentioned means.

By Brahman is to be understood that the definition of
which will be given in the next Sttra (I, 1, 2) ; it is therefore
not to be supposed that the word Brahman may here denote
somecthing else, as, for instance,the brahminical caste. Inthe
Sitra the genitive case (* of Brahman;® the literal translation
of the Saitra being ‘then therefore the desire of knowledge
of Brahman’) denotes the object, not something generally
supplementary (sesha?); for the desire of knowledge

* The * means’ in addition to sama and,dama are discontinuance~
of religious ceremonies (uparati), patience in suffering (titikshg),
attention and concentration of the mind (samidhina), and faith
(sraddhs).

* According to Pinini 1, 3, 50 the sixth (gemuve) case ex-
presses the relation of one thing being generally supplementary
1o, or connccied with, some other thing.
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demands an object of desirc and no other such abject is
stated.—But why shauld not the genitive case be taken as
expressing the general complementary relation (to express
which is its proper office)? Even in that case it might
constitute the object of the desire of knowledge, since the
general relation may base itself on the more particular
one.~—This assumption, we reply, would mean that we
refuse to take Brahman as the direct object, and then again
indirectly introduce it as the object; an altogether needless
procedure.—Not needless; for if we explain the words of
the Sitra to mean *the desire of knowledge connected with
Brahman’ we thereby virtually promise that also all the
heads of discussion which bear on Brahman will be treated.—
This reason also, we reply, is not strong enough to uphold
your interpretation. For the statement of some principal
matter already implies all the secondary matters connected
therewith, Hence if Brah the most of all
objects of knowledge, s mentioned, this implies already all
those objects of enquiry which the enquiry into Brahman
presupposes, and those objects need therefore not be men-
tioned, especially in the Sdtra. Analogously the sentence
‘there the king is going’ implicitly means that the king
together with his retinue is going there. OQur interpretation
(according to which the Sttra represents Brahman as the
direct object of knowledge) moreover agrees with Scripture,
which directly represents Brahman as the object of the
desire of knowledge; compare, for instance, the passage,
< That from whence these beings are born, &c,, desire to
know that. That is Brahman® (Taitt. Up. III, 1). With
passages of this kind the Satra only agrees if the genitive
case is taken to denote the object. Hence we do take it
in that sensé, The object of the desire is the knowledge of
Brahman up to its complete comprehension, desires having
reference to resultst.  Knowledge thus constitutes the
1 In the case of other transitive verbs, object and result may be
separate; $0, for instance, when it is said “grmanm gabliati, the
village is the object of the action of going, and the arriyal at the
village its result. But in the case of verbs of desiring object and
result colncide.
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means by which the complete comprehension of Brahman
is desired to be obtained. For the complete comprehension
‘of Brahman is the highest end of man, since it destroys the
root, of all evil such as Nescicnee, the seed of the entire
Samsira. Hence the desire of knowing Brahman is to be
entertained.

But, it may be asked, is Brahman known or not known
(previously to the enquiry into its nature)? If it is known
we need not enter on an enquiry concerning it; if it is
not known we cannot enter on such an enquiry,

We reply that Brahman is known. Brahman, which is
all-knowing and endowed with all powers, whose essential
nature is eternal purity, intelligence, and freedom,- exists.
For if we consider the derivation of the word ¢ Brahman,’
from the root br7h, ‘to be great, we at once understand
that eternal purity, and so on, belong to Brahman, More-
over the existence of Brahman is known on the ground of
its being the Self of every one. For every one is conscious
of the existence of (his) Sclf, and never thinks ¢ I am not.'
If the cxistence of the Seclf were not known, every one
would think ‘I am not." * And this Self (of whose existence
all are conscious) is Brahman. But if Brahman is generally
known as the Self, there is no room for an enquiry into it!
Not so, we reply ; for there is a conflict of opinions as to its
special nature. Unlcarned people and the Lokéyatikas
are of opinion that the mere body endowed with the quality
of intelligence is the Self; others that the organs endowed
with intelligence are the Self ; others maintain that the inter-
nal organ is the Self; others, again, that the Self is a mere
momentary idea; others, again, that it is the Void. Others,
again (to proceed to the opinion of such as acknowledge
the autharity of the Veda), maintain that there is a trans-

migrating being different from the body, and so on, which is
both agent and enjoyer (of the fruits of action); others teach

' That Brahman exists we know, cven before entering on the
Drahma-mimdrsd, from the occurrence of the word in the Veds, &c.,
and from the etymology of the word we at onee infer Brahman's
chief attributes.
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that that being is enjoying only, not acting ; others believe
that in addition to the individual souls, there is an all-
knowing, all-powerful Lord?, Others, finally, (i.e. the
Vedantins) maintain that the Lord is the Self of the en-
joyer (i.e. of the individual soul whose individual existence
is apparent only, the product of Nescience).

Thus there are many various opinions, basing part
of them on sound arguments and scriptural texts, part of
them on fallacious arguments and scriptural: texts mis-
understood?  If therefore 2 man would embrace some one
of these opinions without previous consideration, he would
bar himself from the highest beatitude and incur grievous
loss. For this reason the first Sitra proposes, under the
designation of an enquiry into Brahman, a disquisition of
the Vedanta-texts, to be carried on with the help of con-
formable arguments, and having for its aim the highest
beatitude.

So far it has been said that Brahman is to bc enquired
into. The question now arises what the characteristics of
that Brahman are, and the reverend author of the Siitras
therefore propounds the following aphorism.

2. (Brahman is that) from which the origin, &e.
(i.e. the origin, subsistence, and dissolution) of this
(world proceed).

The term, &c. implies subsistence and re-absarption.
That the origin is mentioned first {of the three) depends

* on the declaration of Scripture as well as on the natural
development of a substance, Seripture declares the order

! The three last opinfons are those of the followers of ihe
Nyiy, the Sihkhya, and the Yoga-philosephy respectively, The
three opinions mentioned first belong o various materialistic
schools; the two subsequent ones to two sects of Dauditha philo-
sophers.

* As, for instance, the passages ‘this person consists of the
cssence of food;" “ihe eye, &c. spoke;” ¢ non-existing ihis was in
the beginning,” &c.
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of succession of origin, subsistence, and dissolution in the
passage, Taitt. Up. III, 1, ‘From whence these beings are
born, &c. And with regard to the second reason stated, it
is known that a substrate of qualities can subsist and be
dissolved only after it has entered, through origination,
on the state of existence. The words ‘of this’ denote
that substrate of qualities which is presented to us by
perception and the other means of right knowledge; the
genitive case indicates it to be connected with origin,
&c. The words * from which ’ denote the cause. The full
sense of the Sitra therefore is: That omniscient omnipotent
cause from which proceed the origin, subsistence, and dissolu-
tion of this world—which world is differentiated by names
and forms, contains many agents and enjoyers, is the abode
of the fruits of actions, these fruits having-their definite
places, times, and causes !, and the nature of whose arrange-
ment cannot even be conceived by the mind,—that cause,
we say, is Brahman. Since the other forms of existence
(such as increase, decline, &c.) are included in origination,
subsistence, and dissolution, only the three latter are referred
to in the SQtra. As the six stages of existence enumerated
by Yaska? are possible only during the pericd of the
world's subsistence, it might—were they referred to in the
Sitra—be suspected that what is meant are not the origin,
subsistence, and dissolution (of the world) as dependent on
the first cause. To preclude this suspicion the Sitra is to
be taken as referring, in addition to the world’s origination
from Brahmau, only to its subsistence in Brahman, and
final dissolution into Drahman.

The origin, &ec. of a world possessing the attributcs
stated above cannot possibly proceed from anything else
but a Lord possessing the stated qualities; not either fiom
a non-intelligent prddhana?, or from atoms, or from non-

! So the compound is to be divided according to An. Gi. and
Go. ; the Bhi. proposes another less plausible division.

* According to Nirukta I,"2 the six bhivavikirds are: origina-
tion, existence, modification, increase, decrease, destruction,

* The pradhina, talled also prakeadi, is the primal causal matter
of the world in the Siikbya-system. It will be fully discussed in
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g, or from a being subject to transmigration!; nor,
again, can it proceed from its own nature (i.e. spontaneously,
without a cause), since we observe that (for the praduction
of cffects) special places, times, and causes have invariably
to be employed.

(Some of) those who maintain 2 Lord to be the cause
of the world ?, think that the existence of a Lord different
from mere transmigrating beings can be inferred by
means of the argument stated just mow {without re-
course being had to Scripture at all).—But, it might
be said, you yourself in the Sitra under discussion have
merely brought forward the same argument!—By no
means, we reply. The Sitras (i.e. literally ‘the strings’)
have merely the purpose of stringing together the flowers
of the Vedanta-passages. In reality the Ved4nta-passages
referred to by the Sdtras are discussed here. For the
comprehension of Brahman is effected by the ascertain-
ment, censequent on discussion, of the sensc of the Vedanta-
texts, not either by inference or by the other means of
right knowledge. While, however, the Vedinta-passages
primarily declare the cause of the origin, &c., of the world,
inference also, being an instrument of right knowledge in
s0 far as it does not contradict the Vedanta-texts, is not to
be excluded as a means of confirming the meaning ascer-
tained. Scripture itself, moreover, allows argumentation;
for the passages, Bri, Up. II, 4, 5 (‘the Self is to be heard,
to be considered"), and Xk Up. VI, 14, 2 (-as the man,
&c., having been informed, and being able to judge for
himself, would arrive at Gandhdra, in the same way a man
who meets with a tcacher obtains knowledge’), declare
that human understanding assists Scripture3,

Scriptural text, &c, are not, in the enquiry into Brahman,

being,

later parts of this work. To avoid ambiguities, the term pradbina
has been left untranslated.  Cp. Siakhya Kirikd 3

3 Kedit tu_hirawyagarbh Aril evigamis
§takshate. Anandz Giri. .

t Viz, the Vaireshikas, .

» Ximana4 sruter ity arthad.  Ananda Gid.

« Text (or direct statement), suzgestive power (linga), syntacterl

<

(341

13h at:
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the only means of knowledge, as they are in the enquiry
into active duty (i.e. in the Pfirva Mimé4ms4), but scriptural
texts on the one hand, and intuition!, &c., on the other
hand, are to be had recourse to according to the occasion:
firstly, because intuition is the final result of the enquiry
into Brahmarn'; secondly, because the object of the enquiry
is an existing (accomplished) substance. If the object of
the knowledge of Brahman were something to be accom-
plished, there would be no reference to intuition, and text,
&c., would be the only means of knowledge. The origina-
tion of something to be accomplished depends, moreover,
on man since any action either of ordinary life, or dependent
on the Veda may either be done or not be done, or be done
ina different way. A man, for instance, may move on either
by means of a horse, or by means of his feet, or by some
other means, or not at all. And again (to quote examples
of actions dependent on the Veda), we meet in Scripture
with sentences such as the following: * At the atiritra he
takes the shodasin cup,’ and ‘at the atiritra he does not
take the shodasin cup;’ or, ‘he makes the oblation after
the sun has risen, and, ‘he makes the oblation when the
sun has not yet risen.’ Just as in the quoted instances,
injunctions and prohibitions, allowances of optional pro-
cedure, general rules and exceptions have their place, so
“they would have their place with regard to Brahman also
(if the latter were a thing to be accomplished). But the
fact is that no aption is possible as to whether a substance
is to be thus or thus, is to be or.not to be. All option
depends on the notions of man ; but the knowledge of the
real nature of a thing does not depend on the notions of
wnan, but only on the thing itself. For to think with
regard to a post, ‘this is a post or a man, or something
else,’ is not knowledge of truth ; the two ideas, ¢it is a man
or something else,” being false, and only the third idea, ‘it

connection (vikya), &, bewng the means of proof made use of in
the Plrva Mimimsd.

! The so-called sikshitkira of Biahman, The &c. comprized
inference and so on.
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is a post,’ which depends on the thing itself, falling under
the head of true knowledge. Thus true knowledge of all
éxisting things depends on the things themselves, and
hence the knowledge of Brahman also depends alfogether
on the thing, i.e. Brahman itself.—But, it might be said,
2s Brahman is an existing substance, it will be the object
of the other means of right knowledge also, and from this
it follows that a discussion of the Vedanta-texts is purpose-
less.—This we deny; for as Brahman is not an object of
the senses, it has no connection with those other means of
knowledge., Tor the senses have, according to their nature,
only external things for their objects, not Brahman. If
Brahman were an object of the senses, we might perceive
that the world is connected with Brahman as its effect;
but as the effect only (Le. the world) is perceived, it is
impossible to decide (through perception) whetker it is
connected with Brahman or something else. Therefore
the Sitra under discussion is not meant to propound in-
ference (as the means of knowing Brahman), but rather.tg
set forth a Vedanta-text.—Which, then, is the Vedinta-text
which the Sétra points at as having to be considered with
f to the ch istics of Brah p—It is the’
passage Taitt. Up. I, 1, * Bhrigu Varuni went to his father
Varura, saying, Sir, teach me Brahman,’ &c., up to *That
from whence these beings are born, that by which, when
born, they live, that into which they eater at their death,
try to know that. That is Brahman.' The sentence finally
determining the sense of this passage is found IIL, 6: *From
bliss these beings are born; by bliss, when born, they live;
into bliss they enter at their death.” Other passages also
are to beadduced which declare the cause to be the almighty
Being, whose essential nature is eternal purity, intelligence,
and freedom.
That Braliman is omniscient we have been made to infer
from it being shown that it is the cause of the world. To
confirm this conclusion, the Strakira continues as follows:

3 (The omniscience of Brahman\foﬂo“‘s) from its

being the source of Scripture.
cz
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Brahman is the source, i.e. the cause of the great body
of Scripture, consisting. of the Rig-veda and other branches,
which is supported by various disciplines (such as grammar,
nyAya, purina, &c.) ; .which lamp-like illuminates all things ;
which is itself all-knowing as it were. For the origin of a
body of Scripture possessing the quality of omniscience can-
not be sought elsewhere but in omniscience itself. It is
generally understood that the maa from whom some special
bedy of doctrine referring to one province of knowledge only
originates, as, for instance, grammar from Pézini possesses
a more extensive knowledge than his work, comprehensive
though it be; what idea, then, shall we have to form of the
supreme omniscience and omnipotence of that great Being,
which in sport as it were, easily as a man sends forth his
breath, has produced the vast mass of holy texts known as the
Rig-veda, &c., the mine of all knowledge, consisting of mani-
fold branches, the cause of the distinction of all the different
classes and conditions of gods, animals, and men! Sce what
Scripture says about him, *The Rig-veda, &c., have been
bieathed forth from that great Being ’ (B#7. Up. 11, 4, 10).

Or clse we may interpret the Siitra to mean that Scripture
consisting of the K7g-veda, &c., as described above, is the
source or cause, i.e. the means of right knowledge through
which we understand the nature of Brahman. So that the
sensc would be: through Scripture only as a means of know-
ledge Brahman is known to be the cause of the origin, &c.,
of the woild.  The spocial scriptural passage meant has been
quoted under the preceding Satra * from which these beings
arcborn,’ &c.—Butasthe preceding Satra already has pointed
out a text showing that Scripture is the source of Brahman,
of what use then is the present SGtra 2—The words of the pre-
ceding Satra, we reply, did not clearly indicate the scriptural
passage, and room was thus left for the suspicion that the
origin, &c., of the world were adduced merely as determining
an inference (indepundent of Scripture). To obviate this
suspicion the Sitra under discussion has been propounded.

But, again, how can it be said that Scripture is the means
of knowing Brabman? Since it has been declared that

Scripture aims at action (according to the Piarva Mimanrsd
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Sttra I, 2, 1, * As the purport of Scripture is action, those
scriptural passages whose purport is not action are purport-
less’), the Vedanta-passages whose purport is not action
are purportless. Or else if they are to have some sense,
they must either, by manifesting the agent, the divinity or
the fruit of the action, form suppl to the ¢ ges en-
joining actions, or serve the purpose of themselves enjoining
a new class of actions, such as devout meditation and the like,
For the Veda cannot possibly aim at conveying infarmation
regarding the nature of accomplished substances, since the
Iatter are the objects of perception and the other means of
proof (which give sufficient information about them; while
it is the recognised object of the Veda to give information
about what is not krown from other sources). And if it
did give such information, it would not be connected with
things to be desired or shunned, and thus be of no use to
man. For this very reason Vedic passages, such as ‘he
howled, &c., which at first sight appear purposeless, are
shown to have a purpose in so far as they glorify certain
actions (cp. P0. Mi. Sd. I, 2,7, * Because they stand in syntac-
tical connection with the injunctions, therefore their purport
is to glorify the injunctions’). In the same way mantras are
shown to stand in a certain relation to actions, in so far as
they notify the actions themselves and the means by which
they are accomplished. So, for instance, the mantra,  For .
“strength thee (I cut;’ which accompanies the cutting of a +
branch employcd in the darsapdrmamisa-sacrifice). In
short, no Vedic passage is seen or can be proved to have
* a meaning but in so far as it is related to an action. And
injunctions which are defined as having actions for their
objects cannot refer to accomplished existent things,
Hence we waintain that the Veddnta-texts are mere
upp! ta those passages which enjoin actions; noti-
fying the agents, divinities, and results connected with
those actions. Or else, if this be not admitted, on the
ground of its involving the introduction of a subject-matter
. forcign to the Vedinta-texts (viz. the subject-matter of
the Karmakinda of the Veda). we must admit (the second
of the two alternatives proposed above viz) that the
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Vedénta-texts refer to devout meditation (updsani) and
similar actions which are mentioned in those very (Vedanta)
texts. The result of all of which is that Scripture is not
the source of Brahman.

To this argumentation the Sftrakara replies as follows:

4. But that (Brahman is to be known from Scrip-
ture), because it is connected (with the Vedanta-texts)
as their purport.

The word ‘but’ is meant to rebut the plrva-paksha (the
prim4 facie view as urged above). ,That all-knowing, all-
powerful Brahman, which is the cause of the origin, sub-
sistence, and dissolution of the world, is known from the
Vedanta-part of Scripture. How? Because in all the
Vedanta-texts the sentences construe in so far as they
have for their purport, as they intimate that matter (viz.
Brahman). Compare, for instance, ‘ Being only this was in
the beginning, one, without a second’ (X% Up. VI, 2, 1);
¢In the beginning all this was Self, one only’ (Ait. Ar. IT, 4,
1, 1); “This is the Brahman without cause and without
effect, without anything inside or outside; this Self is
Brahman perceiving everything ’ (Bs7, Up. II, 5, 19); * That
immortal Brahman is before’ (Mu. Up. II, 2, 11); and
similar passages. If the words contained in these passages
have once been determined to refer to Brahman, and their
purport is understood thereby, it would be improper to
assume them to have a different sensc; for that would
involve the fault of abandoning the direct statements of
the text in favour of mere assumptions. Nor can we con-
clude the purport of thesc passages to be the intimation
of the nature of agents, divinities, &c. (connected with acts
of religious duty); for there are certain scriptural passages
which preclude all actions, actors, and fruits, as, for instance,

Bri. Up. II, 4, 13," Then by what should he sce whom?®

(which passage intimates that there is neither an agent, nor

an object of action, nor an instrument) Nor again can

Brahman, though it is of the naturc of an accomplished

thing, be the object of perception and the other means of
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knowledge; for the fact of everything having its Self in

. Brahman cannot be grasped without the aid of the scriptural
passage ‘That art thou’ (X4 Up~VI, 8, 5). Nor can it
rightly be objected that instruction is purportless if not
connected with something either to be striven after or
shunned ; for from the merc comprehension of Brahman's
Self, which is not something either 10 be avoided or
endeavoured after, there results cessation of all pain,-and
thereby the attainment of man's highest aim. That
passages notifying certain divinities, and so on, stand in
subordinate relation to acts of devout meditation mentioned
in the same chapters may readily be admitted. But it is
impossible that Brahman should stand in an analogous
relation to injunctions of devout meditation, for if the know-
ledge of absolute unity has once arisen there exists no
longer anything to be desired or avoided, and thereby the
conception ,of duality, according to which we distinguish
actions, agents, and the like, is destroyed. If the conception
of duality is once uprooted by the conception of absolute
unity, it cannot arise again, and so no longer be the cause
of Brahman being looked upon as the complementary
ohject of injunctions of devotion, Other parts of the Veda
may have no authority except in so far as they are con-
nected with injunctions; still it is impossible to impugn on
that ground the authoritativeness of passages conveying
the knowledge of the Self; for such passages have their
own result. Nor, finally, can the authoritativeness of the
Veda be proved by inferential reasoning so that it would
be dependent on instances observed elsewhere. From all
which it follows that the Veda possesses authority as a
means of right knowledge of Brahman.

Here others raise the following objection :—Although the
Veda is the means of gaining a 1ight knowledge of Brah-
man, yet it-intimates Brahman only as the object of certain
injunctions, just as the information which the Veda gives
about the sacrificial post, the 4havaniya-fire and other
objects not known from the practice of common life is
mercly supplementary to certain injunctions . Why so?

* So, for instange, the passage * he carves the sacrificial post and
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Because the Veda has the purport of either instigating to
action or restraining from it. For men fully acquainted
with the object of the Veda have made the following
declaration, ¢ The purpose of the Veda is seen to be the
injunction of actions® (Bhashya on Gaimini Sttra 1,1, 1);
¢Injunction means passages impelling to acticn’ (Bh. on
Gaim. S6. 1, 1, 2); * Of this (viz. active religious duty) the
knowledge comes from injunction’ (part.of Gaim. St. 1,1, 5) ;
¢The (words) denoting those (things) are to be connected
with (the injunctive verb of the vidhi-passage) whose pur-
port is action’ (Gaim. $0.1,1, 25) ; ¢ As action is the purport
of the Veda, whatever does not refer to action is purport-
less* (Gaim. $0. 1, 2,1). Therefore the Veda has a purport
in so far only as it rouses the activity of man with regard
to some actions and restrains it with regard to others;
other passages (i.e. all those passages which are not directly
injunctive) have a purport only in so far as they supplement
injunctions and prohibitions. Hence the Vedanta-texts
also as likewise belonging to the Veda can have a mean-
ing in the same way only. And if their aim is injunc-
tion, then just as thc agnihotra-oblation and other rites
are cnjoined .as means for him who is desirous of the
heavenly world, so the knowledge of Brahman is enjoined
as a means for him who is desirous of immortality.—But—
somebody might object—it has been declared that there is
a difference in the character of the objects enquired into,
the object of cnquiry in the karma-kinda (that part of
the Veda which treats of active religious duty) being some-
thing to be accomplished, viz. duty, while here the object
is the already cxistent absolutely accomplished Braliman,
From this it follows that the fruit of the knowledgce of
Brahman must be of a different nature from the fruit of
the knowledge of duty which depends on the performance
of actions !.—We reply that it must not be such*because the

makes it eight-cornered,” has a purpose only as being supplementary
to the injunction * he ties the victim to the sacrificial post,”

* I the fruits of the two sistras were not of a different nature,
thete would be no reaon for the distinciion of two sistrag 3 if they
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Vedantastexts give information about Brahman only i so
far as it is connected with injunctions of actions. We meet
with injunctions of the following kind,  Verily the Self is to
be seen’ (Brs, Up. II, 4, 5); “The Self which is free from
R sin that it is which we must search out, that it is which
we must try to understand’ (K7 Up. VIII, 7, 1); *Leta
man worship him as Self’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 7); ‘Let a man
worship the Self only as his true state’ (Bri. Up. 1, 4, 15);
‘ He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman ’ (Mu. Up. 111,
2,9). These injunctions rouse in us the desire to know
what that Brahman is. It, therefore, is the task of the
Vedénta-texts to set forth Brahman’s nature, and they =
perform that task by teaching us that Brahman is eternal,
all-knowing, absolutely self-sufficient, ever pure, intellis
gent and free, pure knowledge, absolute bliss. From the
devout meditation on this Brahman there results as jts
fruit, final release, which, although not to be discerned
in the ordinary way, is discerned by means of the
sAstra. If, on the other hand, the Vedinta-texts werc
considered to have no reference to injunctions of actions,
but to contain statements about mere (accomplished)
things, just as if one were saying ‘the earth comprises seven
dvipas,’ ‘that king is marching on,’ they would be pur-
portless, because then they could not possibly be connected
with something to be shunned or endeavoured after.—Per-
haps it will here be objected that sometimes a mere state-
ment about existent things has a purpose, as, for instance,
the affirmation, ¢ This is a rope, not a snake,’ serves the
purpose of removing the fear engendered by an erronecus
opinion, and that so Iikewise the Vedinta-passages making
statements about the non-transmigrating Self, have a pur-
port of their own (without reference to any action), viz
in so far as they remove the crroneous opinion of the Self
being liable to transmigration.—We reply that this might

are of a different nature, it cannot be said that the knonledge of
Brahman is enjoined lor the purpose of final release, in the same
way as sacrifices are enjoined for the purpose of obtaining the
heavenly world and the hhe.
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3 1f the fruits of the two shstras were not of a duferent pature,
there would be no revcon for the distinetinn of twn sistras ; if they
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Vedanta-texts give information about Brahman only it so
far as it is connected with injunctions of actions. We meet
with injunctions of the following kind, ¢ Verily the Self is to
be seen” (B7Z. Up. II, 4, 5); *The Self which is free from
_sin that it is which we must search out, that it is which
“we must try to understand ' (KZ. Up. VIIL, 7, 1); ‘Let a
man worship him as Self’ (Bri. Up. 1, 4, 7); ‘Let a man
worship the Self only as his true state’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 15);
* He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman® (Mu. Up. 111,
2, g). These injunctions rouse in us the desire to know
what that Brahman is. It, therefore, is the task of the
Vedanta-texts to set forth Brahman’s nature, and they
perform that task by teaching us that Brahman is etemal,
allknowing, absolutely self-sufficient, ever pure, intelli-
gent and free, pure knowledge, absolute bliss. From the
devout meditation on this Brahman there results as its
fruit, final release, which, although not to be discerned
in the ordinary way, is discerned by means’ of the
sAstra, If, on the other hand, the Vedanta-texts were
considered to have no reference to injunctions of actions,
but to contain statements about mere (accomplished)
things, just as if one were saying ‘ the earth comprises seven
dvipas, *that king is marching on,’ they would be pur-
portless, because then they could not possibly be connected
with something to be shunned or endeavoured after.—Per-
haps it will here be objected that sometimes a mere state-
ment about existent things has a purpose, as, for instance,
the affirmation, *This is a rope, not a snake,’ serves the
purpose of removing the fear engendered by an erroneous
opinion, and that so likewise the Vedinta-passages making
statements about the non-transmigrating Self, have a pur-
port of their own (without reference to any action), viz.
in so far as they remove the crroneous opinion of the Self
being liable to transmigration,—\We reply that this might

are of a different natare, it cannot be said that the knowledge of

Brahman is enjoined for the purpose of final release, in the same
way as sacrifices are enjoined for the purpose of obtaining the

hearenly world anil the Like.

‘
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be so if just as the mere hearing of the true nature of the
rope dispels the fear caused by the imagined snake, so the
mere hearing of the true nature of Brahman would dispel
the erroneous notion of one’s being subject to transmigration.
But this is not the ‘case; for we observe that even men to
whom the truc nature of Brahman has been stated continue
- to be affected by pleasure, pain, and the other qualities
attaching to the transmigratory condition. Moreover, we
see from the passage, Bri. Up. I, 4, 5, * The Self is to be
heard, to be considered, to be reflected upon,’ that con-
sideration and reflection have to follow the mere hearing.
From all this it results that the sistra can be admitted as
a means of knowing Brahman in so far only as the latter is
connected with injunctions.

To all this, we, the Veddnuns, make the following
reply :—The preceding reasoning is not valid, on account
of the different nature of the fruits of actions on the one
side, and of the knowledge of Brahman on the other side.
‘The enquiry into those actions, whether of body, speech, or
mind, which are known from Sruti and Smriti, and are
comprised under the name freligious duty’ (dharma), is
carried on in the Gaimini Sitra, which begins with the
words ‘then therefore the enquiry into duty;’ the opposite
of duty also (adharma), such as doing harm, &c., which is
defined in the prohibitory injunctions, forms an object of
cnquity to the end that it may be avoided. The fruits of duty,
which is good, and its opposite, which is evil; both of which
are defined by original Vedic statements, are generally
known to be sensible pleasure and pain, which make them-
sclves felt to body, speech, and mind only, are produced by
the contact of the organs of sense with the objects, and
affcet all animate beings from Brahman down to a tuft of |
grass. Scripture, agreeing with observation, states that
there are differences in the degree of pleasure of all em-
bodicd creatures from men upward 1o Brahman. From
those differences it is inferred that there are differences
in the degrees of the merit acquired by actions in accord-
ance with religious duty; therefrom again are inferred
differences in degree between those qualified to perform
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acts of religious duty. Those latter differences are more-
over known to be affected by the desire of certain results
(which entitles the man so desirous to perform certain
religious acts), worldly possessions, and the like. It is
further known from Scriptuke that those only who perform
sacrifices- proceed, in consequence of the pre-emincnce of
their knowledge and meditation, on the northern path (of
the sun; Kk "Up. V, 10, 1), while mere minor offerings,
works of public utility and alms, only lead through smoke
and the other stages to the southern path, And that there
also (viz. in the moon which is finally reached by those
who have passed along the southern path) there are degrees
of pleasure and the means of pleasure is understood from
the passage ‘Haviag dwelt there 8l their wotks ace coa-
sumed.’ Analogously it is understood that the differcnt
degrees of pleasure which are enjoyed by the embodicd
creatures, from man downward to the inmates of hell and
to immovable things, are the mere effects of religious merit
as defined in Vedic injunctions. On the other hand, from
the different degrees of pain endured by higher and lower
embodied creatures, there is inferred difference of degree
in its cause, viz. religious demerit as defined in the pro-
hibitory injunctions, and in its agents. This difference in the
degree of pain and pleasure, which has for its antecedent
embodied existence, and for its cause the difference of de-
gree of merit and demerit of animated beings, liable to
faults such as ignorance and the like, is well known—from
Sruti, Smriti, and reasoning—to be non-eternal, of a fleeting,
changing nature (sarnsdra).  The following text, for instance,
<As fong as he is in the body he cannot get free from
pleasure and pain’ (K. Up. VIIE, 12, 1), refers to the sam-
sAra-state as described above. From the following passage,
on the other hand, ¢ When he is free from the body then
neither pleasure nor pain touches him,” which denies the
touch of pain or pleasure, we learn that the unembodied state
called “final release’ (moksha) is declared not to be the
effect of religious merit as defined by Vedic injunctions.
For if it were the effect of merit it would not be denied
that it is subject to pain and pleasure. Should it be said
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that the very circumstance of its being an unembodied state
is the efiect of merit, we reply that that cannot be, since
Scripture declares that state to be naturally and originally
an unembodied one. *‘The wise who knows the Self as
bodiless within the bodies, as unchanging among changing
things, as great and omnipresent does never grieve’ (Ka. Up.
11, 22); “He is without breath, without mind, pure’ (Mu.
Up. 11, 1, 2); ‘That person is not attached to anything’
(Brz. Up. IV, 3, 15)%.  All which passages establish the fact
that so-called release differs from all the fruits of action,
and is an eternally and essentially disembodied state,
Among eternal things, some indeed may be ‘etérnal, al-
though changing’ (pariziminitya), viz. those, the idea of
whose identity is not destroyed, although they may undergo
changes; such, for instance, are earth and the other ele-
ments in the opinion of those who maintain the eternity
of the world, or the three guras in the opinion of the
Sankhyas. But this (moksha) is eternal in the true sense,
i.e. eternal without undergoing any changes (kzastha-
nitya), omnipresent as ether, free from all modifications,
absolutely self-sufficient, not composed of parts, of self-
luminous nature. That bodiless entity in fact, to which
merit and demerit with their consequences and threefold
time do not apply,-is called releasc; a definition agreeing
with scriptural passages, such as the following: ¢ Different
from merit and demerit, different from cffect and cause,
different from past and future’ (Ka. Up. I, 2, 14), It 2 (i.e,
moksha) is, therefore, the same as Brahman in the enquiry
into which we are at present engaged, If Brahman were
represented as supplementary to certain actions, and re-

! The first passage shows that the Self is not joined to the gross
body ; the second that it is not joined to the subtle body ; the third
that is independent of either.

* Ananda Giri omits “atak” Ilis comment is: prithaggignisi-
vishayatid fa dharmidyasprashatvam brahmaso yultam itydha o
1ad iti Vatak sabdapizie dharmidyasparse Rarmaphalavailakshanyam
hetblritam.—The above transhtion follons Govindinarda's first
explanation. Tat kaivalyatn brahimaiva Karmaphalavilak<harmatvid
aty arthak,
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leasc were assumed to be the effect of those actions, it
would be non-cternal, and would have to be considered
merely as something holding a pre-eminent position among
the described non-eternal fruits of actions with their various
degrees.” But that release is something eternal is acknow-
ledged by whoever admits it at all, and the teaching con-
cerning Brahman can therefore not be merely supplemen-
tary to actions.

There arc, moreover, a number of scriptural passages
which declare release to follow immediately on the cognition
of Brahman, and which thus preclude the possibility of an
effect intervening between the two; for instance, ¢ He who
knows Brahman becomes Brahman’ (Mu. Up. 111, 2, 9) ; ¢ All
his works perish when He has been beheld, who is the higher
and the lower * (Mu. Up. 11,2, 8) ; * He who knows the bliss of

" Brahman fears nothing’ (Taitt. Up. I1,9); ‘O Ganaka, you
have indeed reached fearlessness’ (B2, Up. 1V, 2, 4); ¢ That
Brahman knew its Self only, saying, I am Brabman. From
it all this sprang’ (Bré. Up. 1, 4, 10}; “What sorrow, what
trouble can there be to Kim who beholds that unity ?* ({s. Up.
7) We must likewise guote the passage, Bri, Up. 1, 4, 10,
{* Sceing this the Rishi VAmadeva understood : 1 was Manu,
I was the sun,} in order to exclude the idea of any action
taking place between one’s secing Brahman and becoming
one with the universal Self; for that passage is analogous
to the following onme, ‘standing he sings, from which we
understand that no action dus to the same agent inter-
venes between the standing and the singing. Other scrip-
tural passages show that the removal of the obstacles
which lie in the way of release is the only fruit of the
knowledge of Brahman; so, for instance, ‘ You indeed are
our father, you who carry us from our ignorance to the
other share ! (Pr. Up. V1, 8); *I have heard from men like
you that he who knows the Self overcames griefl. Tam in
grief. Do, Sir, hielp me over this grief of mine * (K. Up. V11,
1,3); ¢ Tohim after his faults had been rubbed out, the vener-
able Sanatkumara showed the“other side of darkaess' (Kk.

Up. VII, 26, 2). The same is the purport of the Satra, sup-
ported by arguments, of {Gautama) Alarya, * Final releasc



10 . VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

results from the successive removal of wrong knowledge, =
faults, activity, birth, pain, the removal of each later mem-
ber of the series depending on the removal of the preceding
member’ (Nydy. St. I, 1, 2) ; and wrong knowledge itself is
removed by the knowledge of one's Self being one with
the Self of Brahman.

Nor is this knowledge of the Self being one with Brahman
amere (fanciful) combination?, as is made use of, for instance,
in the following passage, ‘For the mind is endless, and the
Visvedevas are endless, and he thereby gains the endless
world ' (BrZ, Up. 111, 1, 9)*; noris it an (in reality unfounded)
ascription (superimposition)?, as in the passages, ‘Let him
meditate on mind as Brahman,’ and ‘Aditya is Brahman, *
this is the doctrine’ (X7. Up. 111, 18, 1; 19, 1), where the
contemplation as Brahman is superimposed on the mind,
Aditya and so on; nor, again, is it (a figurative conception

of identity) founded on the connection (of the things viewed
as identical) with some special activity, as in the passage,
¢ Air is indeed the absorber ; breath is indeed the absorber 4’
(Kk Up. 1V, 3, 1; 3); nor is it a riiere (ceremonial) purifi-
cation of (the Self constituting a subordinate member) of
an action (viz. the action of seeing, &c., Brahman), in the
same way as, for instance, the act of looking at the sacri-

! Sampat. Sampan nimilpe vastuny Alambane siminyena
kenakin mahato vastunak sampadanam. Ananda Giri.

* In which passage the mind, which may be called endless on
account of the infinite number of-modifications it undergoes, is
identified with the Visiedevas, which thereby constitute the chief
object of the meditation ; the fruit of the meditation being immor-
tality. The identity of the Self with Brahman, on the other hand, is
real, not only meditatively imagined, on account of the attribute of
intelhgence being common to both,

* Adbyisak sdstratostasmims taddhis, Sampadi sampidyami-
nasya pridhiny eninudhyinam, adhydse tu dlambanasyeti viseshat.
Ananda Giri. '

¢ Air and breath each zbsorb certain things, and are, therefore,
designated by the same term *ab-orber.!  Seyam samvargadrishiic
viyau princ £ dasirigatam gagad darsayati yathd givitmant brsm-
hamaknyayd bizhnadratiirameitatviya phaliyakalpata fti. Bhimati.
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ficial butter’. For if the knowledge of the identity of the
Self and Brahman were understood in the way of combina-
tion and the like, violence would be done thereby to the
connection of the words whose object, in certain passages, it
clearly is to intimate the fact of Brahman and the Self being
really identical; so, for instance, in the following passages,
‘Thatart thou’ (X% Up. VL, 8,7); *Iam Brahman' (8%, Up.
1, 4, 10); *This Self is Brahman ' (Brv. Up. II, 5,19). And
other texts which declare that the fruit of the cognition of
Brahman is the cessation of Ignorance would be contradicted
thereby ; so, for instance, * The fetter of the heart is broken,
all doubtsare solved ’ (Mu. Up. 11,2, 8). Nor, finally, would it
be possible, in that case, satisfactorily to explain the passages

which speak of the individual Self becoming Brahman:

such as ‘He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman’

{Mu. Up. 111, 2,0), Hence the knowledge of the unity of
Brahman and the Self cannot be of the nature of figurative

combination and the like. The knowledge of Brahman

does, therefore, not depend on the active energy of man, but

is analogous to the knowledge of those things which are the

objects of perception, inference, and so on, and thus depends

on the object of knowledge only. Of such a Brahman or

its knowledge it is impossible to establish, by reasoning,

any connection with actions.

Nor, again, can we connect Brahman with acts by repre-
senting it as the object of the action of knowing. For
that it is not such is expressly declared in two passages,
viz. ‘1t is different from the known and again above (Le.
different from) the unknown’ (Ken. Up. 1, 3); and ‘ How
should he know him by whom he knows all this?* (Brs. Up.
1I,4,13) In the same way Brahman is expressly declared
not to be the object of the act of devout meditation, viz. in
the second half of the verse, Ken Up. I, 5, whose first hail

3 The butter used in the upimruriga is ceremonially parified by
the wife of the sacrificer looking at it so, it might be said, the
Self of him who methiates en Brahman {and who as kartri—agent—
stands in a subordinate afiga-relation to the kurman cf meditatior)
is merely purified by tbe cognition of us being one with DBralrman,
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declares it not to be an object (of speech, mind, and so on),
* That which is not proclaimed by speech, by which speech
is proclaimed, that only know to be Brahman, not that
on which people devoutly mcditate as this.” If it should
be objected that if Brahman is not an object (of speech,
mind, &c.) the sistra can impossibly be its source, we refute
this objection by the remark that the aim of the sistra is
to discard all distinctions fictitiously created by Nescience
The sastra’s purport is not to represent Brahman definitely
as this or that object, its purpose is rather to show that
Brahman as the eternal subject (pratyagdtman, the inward
Seclf) is never an object, and thereby to remove the dis-
tinction of objects known, knowers, acts of knowledge, &c.,
which s fictitiously created by Nescience. Accordingly the
sistra says, ‘By whom it is not thought by him it is
thought, by whom it is thought he does not know it; un-
known by those who know it, it is known by those who do
not know it’ (Ken. Up.11, 3); and * Thou couldst not see the
secr of sight, thou couldst not hear the hearer of hearing,
nor perceive the perceiver of perception, nor know the
knower of knowledge’ (Bri. Up.I11, 4, 2). As thereby (i.c.
by the knowledge derived from the sistra) the imagination
of the transitoriness of Release which is due to Nescience
is discarded, and Release is shown to be of the naturc of
the cternally- free Self, it cannot be charged with the im-
perfection of non-eternality. Those, on the other hand, who
consider Release to be something to be effected properly
maintain that it depends on the action of mind, specch,
or body. So, likewise, those who consider it to be a mere
modification. Non-cternality of Release is the certain
consequence of these two opinions; for we observe in
common life that things which are modifications, such as
sour milk and the like, and things which are cflects, such
as jars, &ec., are non-cternal.  Nor, again, can it be said
that there is a dependance on action in consequence of
(Brahman or Release) being something which is to be
obtained ! ; for as Braliman constitutes a person’s Self it is

' An hypothes:s wiuch might be proposed for the purpose of
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not something to be attained by that person. And even if
Brahman were altogether different from 2 person’s Self
still it would not be something to be obtained ; for as it is
omnipresent it is part of its nature that it is ever present to
every one, just as the (all-pervading) ether is. Nor, again,
can it be maintained that Release is something to be cere-
monially purified,.and as such depends on an activity.
For ceremonial purification (samskéra) results either from
the accretion of some excellence or from the removal of
some blemish. The, former alternative does not apply to
Release as it is of the nature of Brahman, to which no
excellence can be added; nor, again, does the latter alter-
native apply, since Release is of the nature of Brahman,
.which is eternally pure—But, it might be said, Release
might be 2 quality of the Self which is merely hidden and
becomes manifest on the Self being purified by some
action; just as the quality of clearness becomes manifest
in a mirror when the mirror is cleaned by means of the
action of rubbing.—This objection is invalfd, we reply,
because the Self cannot be the abode of any action. For
an action cannot exist without modifying that in which it
abides. But if the Self were modified by an action its’
non-eternality would result therefrom, and texts such as
the following, ‘ unchangeable he is called,” would-thus be
stultified ; an altogether unacceptable result. Hence it is
impossible to assume that any action should abide in the
Self. On the other hand, the Self cannot be purified by
actions abiding in something else as it stands in no relation
to that extraneous something. Nor will it avail to point
out (as a quasi-analogous case) that the embodied Self
(dehin, the individual souij s purified by certadn ritual
actions which abide in the body, such as bathing, rinsing
one's mouth, wearing the sacrificial thread, and the like.
For what is purified by thase actions is that Self merely
which is joined to the body, i.e. the Sclif in so far as it is
under the power of Nescience. For it is 2 matter-of per-

obviating the imputation to moksha of naon-eternality which results
{ront the two preceding hypotheses.
(34 »
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ception that bathing and similar actions stand in the
relation of inherence to the body, and it is therefore only
proper to conclude that by such actions only that some-
thing is purified which is joined to the body. If a person
thinks ‘I am free from disease,’ he predicates health of
. that entity only which is connected with and mistakenly
identifies itself with the hafmonious condition of matter
(i.e. the body) resulting from appropriate medical treatment -
applied to the body (i.e. the ‘1’ constituting the subject of
predication is only the individual embodied Self). Analo-
. gously that T which predicates of itself, that it is purified by
bathing and the like, is only the individual soul joined to
the body. For it is only this latter principle of egoity
(ahamkartré), the object of the notion of the ego and the
agent in all cognition, which accomplishes all actions and
enjoys their results. Thus the mantras also declare, ¢ One
of them eats the sweet fruit, the other looks on without
eating® (Mu. Up. 111, 1, 1); and * When he is in unidn with
the body, the senses, and the mind, then wise people call
him the Enjoyer’(Ka. Up. III, 1, 4). Of Brahman, on the
other hand, the two following passages declare that it is
incapable of receiving any accretion and eternally pure,
‘He js the one God, hidden in all beings, all-pervading,
the Self within all beings, watching over all works, dwelling,
in all beings, the witness, the perceiver, the only one; free
from qualities’ (Sv. Up, VI, 11); and *He pervaded all,
bright, incorporeal, scatheless, without muscles, pure, un-
touched by evit’ (Is Up. 8). But Release is nothing but
being Brahman. Thercfore Release is not something to be
purificd. And as nobody is able to show any other way in
which Release could be connected with action, it is im-
possible that it should stand in any, even the slightest,
relation to any action, excepting knowledge,

But, it will be said here, knowledge itself is an activity
of the mind. By no means, we reply; since the two are
of different nature.  An action is that which is enjoined as
being independent of the nature of existing things and de-
pendent on the energy of some persen’s mind ; compare, for
instance, the following passages, * To whichever divinity the
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offering is made on that one let him meditate when about
to say vashas’ (Ait. Brahm. I11, 8, 1); and * Let him meditate
in his mind on the sandhyi.” Meditation and reflection
are indeed mental, but as they depend on the (meditating,
&c.) person they may either be performed or not be per-
formed or modified. Knowledge, on the other hand, js the
-result of the different means of (right) knowledge. and those
have for their objects existing things ; knowledge can there-
fore not be either made or not made or modified, but
depends entirely on existing things, and not either on Vedic
statements or on the mind of man. Although mental it
thus widely differs from meditation and the like.

The meditation, for instance, on man and woman as fire,
which is founded on K4 Up.V, 7,1; 8, 1, The fire is man,
O Gautama; the fire is woman, O Gautama,’ is on account
of its being the result of a Vedic statement, merely an action
and dependent on man; that conception of fire, on the other
hand, which refers to the well-known (real} fire, is neither
dependent on Vedic statements nor on man, but only ona
real thing which is an object of perception; it is therefore
knowledge and not an action. The same remark applies to
all things which are the objects of the different means of
right knowledge. This being thus that knowledge also
which has the existent Brahman for its object is not de-
pendent on Vedic injunction. Hence, although imperative
and similar forms referring to the knowledge of Brahman
are found in the Vedic texts, yet they are ineffective because
they refer to something which cannot be enjoined, just as the
edge of a razor becomes blunt when it is applied to a stone.
For they have for their object something which can neither
be endeavoured after nor avoided.—But what then, it will
be asked, is the purport of those sentences whicly, at any
rate, have the appearance of injunctions ; such as,* The Selfis
to be seen, to be heard about ?'—They have the purport, we
reply, of diverting (men) from the objects of natural activity.
For when a man acts intent on external things, and only
anxious to attain the objects of his desire and to eschew
the objects of his aversion, and dees not thereby reach the
highest aim of man although desirous of attaining it; such

D2
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texts as the one quoted divert him from the objects of
natural activity and turn the stream of his thoughts on the
inward (the highest) Self. That for him who is engaged
in the enquiry into the Self, the true nature of the Self is
nothing either to be endeavoured after or to be avoided,
_we learn from texts such as the following: ‘This every-
thing, all is that Self’ (Bs7 Up. II, 4, 6); ‘But when the
Self only is all this, how should he see another, how should
he know another, how should he know the knower?’
(Bri. Up. IV, 5, 15); ‘This Self is Brahman’ (Brz. Up.
11, 5, 19). That the knowledge of Brahman refers to
something which is not a thing to be done, and therefore
is not concerned either with the pursuit or the avoidance
of any object, is the very thing we admit; for just that
constitutes our glory, that as soon as we comprehend
Brahman, all our duties come to an end and all our work
is over. Thus Sruti says, ‘If a man understands the Self,
saying, “1 am he,” what could he wish or desire that he
should pine after the body?’ (Bri. Up. IV, 4,12} And
similarly Smriti declares, ¢ Having understood this the
understanding man has done with all work, O Bhirata’
(Bha. Gita XV, 20). Therefore Brahman is not represented
as the object of injunctions.

We now proceed to consider the doctrine of those who
maintain that there is no part of the Veda which has the
purport of making statements about merc existent things,
and is not cither an injunction or a prohibition, or supple-
mentary to cither. This opinion is erroneous, because the
soul (purusha), which is the subject of the Upanishads, does
not constitute a complement to anything clse. Of that soul
which is to be comprchended from the Upanishads only,
which is non-transmigratory, Brahman, differcnt in naturc
from the four classes of substances?, which forms a topic of
its own and is not a complement to anything clse; of that

' Viz. things to be originated (for instanee, ghatam haroti), things
to be obuined (grimar gakiiat), things to be modified (suvarrar:
kurdalam karots), and things to be ceremonially purified {vrikin

prokshati).
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soul it is impossible to say that it is nof or is not apprehended;

for the passage, ‘ That Self is to be described by No, no!’-

(Bri. Up. 111, 9, 26) designates it as the Self, and that the

Self is cannot be denied. The possible objection that

there is no reason to maintain that the soul is known from

the Upanishads only, since it is the object of self-conscious-
ness, is refuted by the fact that the soul of which the

Upanishads treat is merely the witness of that (i.e. of the
object of self~consciousness, viz. the' givitman). For neither
from that part of the Veda which enjoins works nor from
reasoning, anybody apprehends that soul which, different
from the agent that is the object of self-consciousness,
merely witnesses it; which is permanent in all (transitory)
beings; uniform; one; etemally unchanging; the Self of
everything. Hence it can neither be denied nor be repre-
sented as the mere complement of injunctions; for of that
very person who might deny it it is the Self, Andasitis
the Self of al}, it can neither be striven after nor avoided.
All perishable things indeed perish, because they are mere
modifications, up to (i.e. exclusive of} the soul. But the
soul is imperishable!, as there is no cause why it should*
perish; and eternally unchanging, as there is no cause for
its undergoing any modification; hence it is in its essence
eternally pure and free. And from passages, such as
*Beyond the soul there is nothing; this {s the goal, the
highest road’ (Ka. Up. I, 3, 11), and * That soul, taught in
the Upanishads, I ask thee’ (B4, Up. 111, g, 26), it appears
that the attribute of resting on the Upanishads is properly
given to the soul, as it constitutes their chief topic. To
say, therefore, that there is no portion of the Veda referring
to existing things, is a mere bold assertion,

. With regard to the quotations made of the views of men
acquainted with the purport of. the Séstra (who alone were
stated to have declared that the Veda treats of actions) it is
to be understood that they, having to do with the enquiry
into duty, refer to that part of the Sistra which consists of

t Whence it follows (.hzt it is not something to be avoided hke
transitory things.
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injunctions and prohibitions. With regard to the other
passage quoted (*as action is the purport of the Veda, what-
ever does not refer to action is -purportless’) we remark
that if that passage were taken in an absolutely strict sense
(when it would mean that only those words which denote
action have a meaning), it would follow that all information
about existent things is meaningless’. If, on the other
hand, the Veda—in addition to the injunctions of activityand
cessation of activity—does give information about existent
things as being subservient to some action to be accom-
plished, why then should it not give information also about
the existent eternally unchangeable Self? For an existent
thing, about which information is given, does not become
an act (through being stated to be subservient to an act).—
But, it will be said, although existent things are not acts, yet,
as they are instrumental to action, the information given
about such things is merely subservient to action.—This,
we reply, does not matter; for although the information
may be subservient to action, the things themselves about
which information is given are already intimated thereby as
things which have the power of bringing about certain
actions. Their final end (prayogana) indeed may be sub-
serviency to some action, but thereby they do not cease
to be, in the information given about them, intimated in
themselves.—Well, and if they are thus intimated, what is
gained thercby for your purpose?? We repiy that the
information about the Self, which is an existing thing not
comprehended from other sources, is of the same nature
(as the information about other existent things); for by
the comprchension of the Self a stop is put to all false
knowledge, which is the cause of transmigration, and thus a

! That, for instance, in the passage *he is to sacrifice with Soma,”
the word * soma,” which does not denote an action, is devoid of sense.

* Ve, for the purpose of showing that the passages conveying
info ation about Braliman as such are justiied. You have (the
objector maintains) proved hitherto only that passages containing
inle jon abost exi things are admissible, if those things
have a purpose; but how does all this apply to the information
about Drahmmn of which no purpose has been established ?
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purpose is established which renders the passages relative
to Brahman equal to those passages which give information
about things instrumental to actions. Moreover, there are
found (even in that part of the Veda which treuts of actions)
such passages as ‘a Bra‘lhmamg is nat to be killed,” which
teach abstinence from certain actions. Now abstinence from
action is neither action nor instrumental to action, If;
therefore, the tenet that all those passages which do not
express action are devoid of purport were insisted on, it
would follow that all siich passages as the one quoted, which
teach abstinence from action, are devoid of purport—a con-
sequence which is of course unacceptable. Nar, again, can
the connexion in which the word ‘not’ stands with the

“action expressed by the verb ‘is to be killed '—which action

is naturally established ~~be used as a reason for assuming
that not’ denotes an action non-established elsewhere?
different from the state of mere passivity implied in the
abstinence from the act of killing. For the peculiar function -
of the particle ‘not” is to intimate the idea of the non.
existence of that with which it is connected, and the concep-
tion of the non-existence (of something to be done) is the
cause of the state of passivity. (Nor can it be objected
that, as soon as that momentary idea has passed away, the
state of passivity will again make room for activity; for)
that idea itself passes away (only after having completely
destroyed the natural impulse prompting to the murder of
a Brahmara, &c.), just as a fire is extinguished only after
having completely consumed its fuel. Hence we are of
opinion that the aim of prohibitory passages, such as ‘a
Brihmana is not to be killed,’ is a merely passive state,
g in the absti from some possible ackion;
excepting some special cases, such as the so-called Pragapati-
vow, &ec.® Hence the charge of want of purpose is to be

1 Tt is “natorally established’ because it has natural motives—
not dependent on the injunctions of the Veda, viz. passion and

the like.
* Flsewnhere, i.¢. outside the Veda.
* The above di ion of the prokibitory passages of the Veda
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considered as referring (not to the Ved4nta-passages, but
only) to such statements about existent things as are of the
nature of legends and the like, and do not serve any purpose
of man, . .

The allegation that a mere statement about an actually
existent thing not connected with an injunction of some-
thing to be done, is purposeless (as, for instance, the state-
ment that the earth.contains seven dvipas) has already
been refuted on the ground that a purpose is seen to exist
in some ‘such statements, as, for instance, ‘this is not a
snake, but a rope’—But how about the objection raised
above that the information about Brahman cannot be held
to have a purpose in the same way as the ‘statement about
a rope has one, because a man even after having heard
about Brahman continues to belong to this transmigratory

is of a very scholastic nature, and various clauses in it are differently
interpreted by the different ators. Sankara end to
fortify his doctrine, that not all parts of the Veda refer to action by
an appeal to prohibitory passages which do not enjoin action birt
abstinence from action. The legitimacy of this appeal might be
contested on the ground that a prohibitory passage also, (as, for
instance, *a Brihmana is not to be killed,’) can be explained as
enjoining a positive action, viz, some action opposed in nature to
the one forbidden, so that the quoted passage might be interpreted -
1o mean * a determination, &c. of not killing a Brihmara is to be
formed ;’ just as we understand something positive by the expression
“a non-Brihmana,” viz. some man who is a kshattriya or something
else. To this the answer is that, wherever we can, we must at-
tribute to the word ‘not”’ its primary sense which is the absolute
negation of the word to which it is joined ; so that passages where
it is joined to words denoting action must be considered to have
for their purport the enlire absence of action. Special cases only
are excepted, as the one alluded to in the text where certain pro-
hibited actions are enumerated under the heading of vows; for as
avow is considered as something positive, the non-doing of some
particular action must thete be understood as intimating the per-
formance of tome action of an opposite nature, The question as
to the various meanings of the particle ‘not’ is discussed in all
treatises on the Pirvd Mimirnd; see, for instance, Artkasamgrala,
transhition, p. 39 &
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world?~—We reply as follows: It is impossible to show
that 2 man who has once understood Brahman to be the
Self, belongs to the transmigratory world in the same sense
as he did before, because that would be contrary to the
fact of his being Brahman. For we indeed observe that
a person who imagines .the body, and so on, to consti-
tute the Self, is subject to fear and pain, but we have no
right to assume that the same person after having, by
means of the Veda, comprehended Brahman to be the
Self, and thus having got over his former imaginings, will
still in the same manner be subject to pain and fear whose
cause ‘is wrong knowledge. In the same way we see that a
rich householder, puffed up by the conceit of his wealth,
is grieved when his possessions are taken from him; but we
do not see that the loss of his wealth equally grieves him
after he has once retired from the world and put off the
conceit of his riches. And, again, we see that a person
possessing a pair of beautiful earrings derives pleasure
from the proud conceit of ownership; but after he has
lost the earrings and the conceit established thereon, the
pleasure derived ffom them vanishes. Thus Sruti also
declares, “When he is free from the body, then neither
pleasure nor pain touches him’ (X2 Up. VIII, 12, 1). ¥fit
should be objected that the condition of being free from
the body follows on death only, we demur, since the cause
of man being joined to the body is wrong knowledge. For
it is not possible to establish the state of embodiedness upon
anything else but wrong knowledge. And that the state
of disembodiedness is eternal on account of its not having
actions for its cause, we have already explained. The ob-
jection again, that embodiedness is caused by the merit and
demerit effected by the Self (and therefore real), we refute
by remarking that as the (reality of the) conjunction of the
Self with the body is itself not established, the circumstance
of merit and demerit being due to the action of the Self is
likewise not established; for (if we should try to get over
this difficulty by representing the Selt's embodiedness as
caused by merit and demerit) we should commit the logical
fault of making embodiedness dependent on merit and de-
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merit, and again merit and demerit on embodiedness. And
the assumption of an endless retrogressive chain (of em-
bodied states and merit and demerit) would be no better than
a chain of blind men (who are unable to lead one another).
Morcover, the Self can impossibly become an agent,. as it
cannot enter into intimate relation to actions. If it should
be said that the Self may be considered as an agent in the
same way as kings and other great people are (who without
acting themselves make others act) by their mere presences
we deny the appositeness of this instance; for kings may
become agents through their relation to servants whom they
procure by giving them wages, &c., while it is impossible to
imagine anything, analogous to money, which could be the
cause of u cohnexion between the Self as lord and the
body, and so on (as servants). Wrong imagination, on the
other hand, (of the individual Self, considering itself to be
joined to the body,) is a manifest reason of the connexion of
the two (which is not based on any assumption), This ex-
plains also in how far the Self can be considered as the agent
in sacrifices and similar acts. Here it is objected that the
Self's imagination as to the body, and so on, belonging to
itself is not false, but is to be understood in a derived
(figurative} sense. This objection we invalidate by the
remark that the distinction of derived and primary senses
of words is known to be applicable only where an actual
difference of things is known to exist. We are, for instance,
acquainted with a certain species of animals having a manc,
and so on, which is the exclusive primary object of the idea
and word ‘lion,’ and we are likewise acquainted with per-
sons possessing in an eminent degree certain leonine quali-
tics, such as fierceness, courage, &c.; here, a well settled
ditference of objects cxisting, the idea and the name *lion’
are applied to those persons in a derived or figurative sense.
In those cases, however, where the difference of the objects
is not well established, the transfer of the conception and

! The Scif is the agent in a sacnifice, &c. only in so far as it
imagines itsell to be joined to a body; which imagination is finally
removed by the cognition of Brahman.
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name of the one to the other is not figurative, but simply
founded on error. Such is, for instance, the case of a man
who at the time of twilight does not discern that the object
before him is a post, and applies to it the conception and
designation of a man; such is likewise the case of the con-
ception and designation of silver being applied to a shell of
mother-of-pearl somehow mistaken for silver. How then
can it be maintained that the application of the word and the
conception of the Ego to the body, &c., which application
is due to the non-discrimination of the Self and the Not-
Self, is figurative (rather than simply’ false)? considering
that even learned men who know the difference of the
‘Self and the Not-Self confound the words and ideas just
as common shepherds and goatherds de
As therefore the application of the conception of the
Ego to the body on the part of those who affirm the
existence of a Self different from the body is simply false,
not figurative, it follows that the embodiedness of the Self
is (not real but) caused by wrong conception, and hence
that the person who has reached true knowledge is free
from his body even while still alive. The same is declared
in the Sruti passages concerning him who knows Brahman:
¢ And as the slough of a snake lies on an ant-hill, dead and
cast away, thus lies this body; but that disembodied
immortal spirit is Brahman only, is only light’ (Bré. Up.
1V, 4, 9); and * With eyes he is without eyes as it were,
with ears without ears as it were, with speech without
speech as.it were, with a mind without mind as it were,
with vital airs without vital airs as it were’ Smriti also,
in the passage where- the characteristic marks are enume-
rated of one whose mind is stecady (Bha. Gitd 11, 54),
declares that he who knows is no longer connected with
action of any kind. Therefore the man who has once com-
prehended Brahman to be the Self, does not belong to this
transmigratory world as he did before. He, on the other
hand, who still bel to this t igratory world as
before, has not comprehended Brahman to be the Self.
Thus there remain no unsolved contradictions.
With reference again to the assertion that Brahman is not
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fully determined in its own nature, but stands in a comple-
mentary relation to injunctions, because the hearing about
Brahman is to be followed by consideration and reflection,
we remark that consideration and reflection are themselves
merely subservient to the comprehension of Brahman. If
Brahman, after having been comprehended, stood in a
subordinate relation to some injunctions, it might be
said to be merely supplementary. But this is not the case,
since consideration and reflection no less than hearing are
subservient to comprehension. It follows that the Sastra
cannot be the means of knowing Brahman only in so far
as it is connected with injunctions, and the doctrine that
on account of the uniform meaning of the Vedinta-texts,
an independent Brahman is to be admitted, is thereby fully
established. Hence there is room for beginning the new
Shstra indicated in the first Sitra, ‘ Then therefore the
enquiry into Brahman.' If, on the other hand, the Vedinta-
texts were connected with injunctions, 2 new Sistra would
cither not be begun at all, since the SAstra concerned with
injunctions has already been introduced by means of the
fiust Sitra of the Porva Mimasmsi, ‘Then therefore the
enquiry into duty ;" or if it were begun it would be intro-
duced as follows: *Then therefore the enquiry into the
remaining duties;’ just as a new p9rlion of the Porva
Mimamsi Sotras is introduced with the words, *Then
therefore the enquiry into what subserves the purpose of
the sacrifice, and what subserves the purpose of man’ (P,
Mi. S0. IV, 1, 1). But as the comprchension of the unity
of Brahman and the Sclf has not been propounded (in
the previous Slstra), it is quitc appropriate that a new
Sistra, whose subject is Brahman, should be entered upon.
Henee all injunctions and all other means of knowledge
end with the cognition expressed in the words, ‘T am Brah-
man;’ for as soon as there supervenes the comprehension
of the non-dual Sclf, which is not cither something to be
eschewed or something to be appropriated, all objects and
knowing agents vanish, and hence there can no longer be
means of proof. In accordance with this, they (i.c. men
knowing Brahman) have made the following declaration :—
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‘When there has arisen (in a man’s mind) the knowledge,
“I am that which is, Brahman is my Self,” and when,
owing to the sublfation of the conceptions of body, relatives,
and the like, the (imagination of) the figurative and the false
Self has come to an end?!; how should then the effect 2 (of
that wrong imagination) exist any longer? As long as
the knowledge of the Self, which Scripture tells us to search
after, has not arisen, so long the Self is knowing subject ;
but that same subject is that which is searched after, viz.
(the highest Self} free from all evil and blemish, Just as
the idea of the Self being the body is assumed as valid (in
ordinary life), so all the ordinary sources of knowledge
(perception and the like) are valid only until the one Self
is ascertained.

(Herewith the section comprising the four Sftras is
finished %)

So far it has been declared that the Vedinta-passages,
whose purport is the comprehension of Brahman being the
Self, and which have their object therein, refer exclusively
to Brahman without any reference to actions. And it has
further been shown that Brahman is the omniscient omni-
potent cause of the origin, subsistence, and dissolution of
the world. But now the Siinkhyas and others being of
opinion that an existent substance is to be known through
other means of proof (not through the Veda) infer different
causes, such as the pradhdna and the like, and there-
upon interpret the Vedfnta-passages as referring to the
fatter. All the Vedanta-passages, they maintain, which
treat of the creation of the world distinetly point out that
the cause (of the world) has to be concluded from the
effect by infercnce ; and the cause which is to be inferred
is the connexion of the pradhana with the souls (purusha).
The followers of Kanvida again infer from the very same

' The figurative Self, i.e. the imagination that wife, children,
possessions, and the like are a man's Self; the false Self, i.e. the
imaginatior that the Self acts, sulfers, enjoys, &e.

% Le, the apparent world with all its distinctions,

3 The words in parentheses are not found in the best manuscripts.



44 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

fully determined in its own nature, but stands in a comple-
mentary relation to injunctions, because the hearing about
Brahman is to be followed by consideration and reflection,
we remark that consideration and reflection are themselves
merely subservient to the comprehension of Brahman. If
Brahman, after having been comprehended, stood in a
subordinate relation to some injunctions, it might be
said to be merely supplementary. But this is not the case,
since consideration and reflection no less than hearing are
subservient to comprehension, It follows that the Sastra
cannot be the means of knowing Brahman only in so far
as it is connected with injunctions, and the doctrine that
on account of the uniform meaning of the Vedinta-texts,
an independent Brahman is to be admitted, is thereby fully
cstablished. Hence there is room for beginning the new
Shstra indicated in the first Sitra, ‘Then therefore the
enquiry into Brahman.' If, on the other hand, the Ved4nta-
texts were connected with injunctions, 2 new Sastra would
cither not be begun at all, since the SAstra concerned with
injunctions has already been introduced by means of the
first SQtra of the Porva Mimamsi, Then thercfore the
enquiry into duty;’ or if it were begun it would be intro-
duced as follows: *Then therefore the enquiry into the
remaining duties;’ just as a new portion of the Parva
Mimamsa Sftras is introduced with the words, *Then
therefore the enquiry into what subserves the purpose of
the sacrifice, and what subserves the purpose of man’ (P4,
Mi, S0. IV, 1, 1). But as the comprchension of the unity
of Brahman and the Self has not been propounded (in
the previous Sistra), it is quite appropriate that a new
Sistra, whose subject is Brahman, should be entered upon.
Hence all injunctions and all other means of knowledge
end with the cognition expressed in the words, ' I am Brah-
man;’ for as soon as there supervenes the comprehension
of the non-dual Self, which is not cither something to be
eschewed or something to be appropriated, all objects and
knowing agents vanish, and hence there can no longer be
means of proof. In accordance with this, they (i.c. men
knowing Brahman) have made the following declaration :—
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‘When there has arisen (in a man's mind) the knowledge,
“I am that which is, Brahman is my Self,” and when,
owing to the sublation of the conceptions of body, relatives,
and the like, the (imagination of) the figurative and the false
Self has come to an end *; how should then the effect? (of
that wrong imagination) exist any longer? As long as
the knowledge of the Self, which Scripture tells us to search
after, has not arisen, so long the Self is knowing subject;
but that same subject is that which is searched after, viz.
(the highest Self) free from all evil and blemish. Just as
the idea of the Self being the body is assumed as valid (in
ordinary life), so all the ordinary sources of knowledge
(perception and the like) are valid only until the one Self
is ascertained.

(Herewith the section comprising the four Sitras is
finished 3}

So far it has been dectared that the Veddnta-passages,
whose purport is the comprehension of Brahman being the
Self, and which have their object therein, refer exclusively
to Brahman without any reference to actions. And it has
further been shown that Brahman is the omniscient omni-
potent cause of the origin, subsistence, and dissolution of
the world. But now the Saikhyas and others being of
opinion that an existent substance is to be kaown through
other means of proof {not through the Veda) infer different
causes, such as the pradhina and the like, and there-
upon interpret the Vedfnta-passages as referring to the
fatter. All the Vedinta-passages, they maintain, which
treat of the creation of the world distinctly point out that

the cause (of the world) has to be concluded from the
effect by inference; and the cause which is to be inferred
is the connexion of the pradhina with the souls (purusha).
The followers of Karida again infer from the very same

t The figurative Self, i.e. the imagination that wife, children,
possessions, and the like are a man’s Sell; the false Self, ie. the
imagination that the Self acts, suffers, enjogs, &c.

2 L.e. the apparent world with all its distinctions.

* The words in parentheses are not found in the best manuseripts.
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passages that the Lord is the efficient »cause of the
world while the atoms are its material cause. And thus
other argumentators also taking their stand on passages
apparently favouring their views and on fallacious argu-
ments raise various objections. For this reason the t‘eacher
(Vyasa)—thoroughly acquainted as he is with words, pas-
sages, and means of proof—proceeds to state as prima facie
views, and afterwards to refute, all those opinions founded
on deceptive passages and fallacious arguments. Thereby
he at the same time proves indirectly that what the Veddnta-
texts aim at is the comprehension of Brahman.

The Sankhyas who opine that thé non-intelligent pra-
dhéna consisting of three constituent elements (gusa) is the
cause of the world argue as follows. The Ved4nta-passages
which you have declared to intimate that the all-knowing
all-powerful Brahman is the cause of the world can’ be
consistently interpreted also on the doctring of the pra-
dhina being the general cause. Omnipotence (more liter-
ally: the possession of all powers) can be ascribed to the
pradhdna in so far as it has all its effects for its objects, All-
knowingness also can be ascribed to it, viz. in the following
manner. What you think to be knowledge is in reality.
an attribute of the guna of Goodness!, according to the
Smriti passage ‘from Goodness springs knowledge’ (Bha.
Gita XIV, 17). By means of this attribute of Goodness,
viz. knowledge, certain men endowed with organs which
are cffects (of the pradhina) are known as all-knowing
Yogins ; for omniscience is acknowledged to be connected
with the very highest degree of * Goodness.” Now to the
soul (purusha) which is isolated, destitute of effected organs,
consisting of pure (undifferenced) intelligence it is quite
impossible to ascribe cither all-knowingneds or limited
knowledge; the pradhina, on the other hand, becauss
consisting of the three guwas, comprises also in its pra-
dhina state the clement of Goodness which is the cause
of all-knowingness. The Vedinta-passages therefore in

* The most exalted of the three constituent elements whose
state of equipoise consti the pradhi
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a derived (figurative) sense ascribe all-knowingness to the
pradhéna, although it is in itself non-intelligent. Moreover
you (the Ved4ntin) also who assume ah all-knowing Brah-
man can ascribe to it.all-knowingness in so far only as that
tecmm means capacity for all knowledge. For Brahman
cannot always be actually engaged in the ‘cognition of
everything; for from this there would follow the absolute
permanency of his cognition, and this would invelve a want
" of independence on Brahman’s part with regard to the
activity of knowing. And if you should propose to con-
sider Brahman’s cognition as non-permanent it would follow
that with the cessation of the cognition Brahman itself
would cease. Therefore all-knowingness is possible only
in the sense of capacity for all knowledge. Moreover you
assume that previously to the origination of the world
Brahman is without any instruments of action. But with-
out the body, the senses, &c. which are the instruments
of knowledge, cognition cannot take place in any being.
And further it must be noted that the pradisna, as con-
sisting of various elemeants, is capable of undergoing modi-
fications, and may therefore act as a (material) cause like
clay and other substances; while the uncompounded
hamogeneous Brahman is unable to do so.
To these conclusions he (Vy4sa) replies in the following
Sttra.

-5. On account of seeing (i.e. thinking “being
attributed in the Upanishads to the cause of the
world; the pradhina) is not (to be identified with
the cause indicated by the Upanishads; for) it is
not founded on Secripture.

It is impossible to find room in the Vedinta-texts for
the non-intelligent pradhina, the fiction of the Siakhyas;
because it is not founded on Scripture. How so? Decausé
the quality of seeing, i.e. thinking, is in Scripture ascribed
to the cause. For the passage, K% Up. VI, 2, (which
begins: *Being only, my dear, this was in the beginning,
one only, without a second,’ and goes on, * It thought (saw),
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may I be many, may I grow forth. It sent forth fire,))
declares that this world differentiated by name and form,
which is there denoted by the word ‘this,} was before
its origination identical with the Self of that which is and
that the principle denoted by the term ‘the being’ (or
“that which is’) sent forth fire and the other elements after
having thought. The following passage also (‘ Verily in the’
beginning all this was Self, one only; there was nothing
else blinking whatsoever. He thought, shall I send forth
worlds? He sent forth these worlds,’ Ait. Ar. 11, 4,1, 2) de-
clares the creation to have had thought for its antecedent.
In another passage also (Pr, Up. VI, 3) it is said of the person
of sixteen parts, ‘ He thought, &c. He sent forth Prana’
By ‘secing’ (i.e. the verb ‘seeing’ exhibited in the Sttra)
is not meant that particular verb only, but any verbs which
have a cognate sense; just as the verb ‘to sacrifice’.is
used to denote any kind of offering. Thercfore other
passages also whose purport it {s to intimate that an all-
knowing Lord is the cause of the world are to be quoted
here, as, for instance, Mu. Up. I, 1, 9, ‘From him who
perceives all and who knows all, whose brooding consists
of knowledge, from him is born that Brahman, name and
form and food.’

The argumentation of the Sinkhyas that the pradhin.
may be called all-knowing on account of knowledge con-
stituting an attribute of the gurza Goodness is inadmissible.
Forasin the pradhina-condition the three guras arc in a state
of equipoise, knowledge which is a quality of Goodness onfy
is not possiblel. Nor can we admit the explanation that the
pradhina is all-knowing because endowed with the capacity
for all knowledge, For if, in the condition of equipoise of
the guras, we term the pradhina all-knowing with reference
to the power of knowledge residing in Goodness, we must
likewise term it little-knowing, with reference to the power
impeding knowledge which resides in Passion and Dark-

* Knowledge can anse only where Gooduess Is predominant,
nrot where the three qualities mutually counterbalinge one an-
other.



L ADHVAYA, T PADA, 5. 49

ness. Moreover a modification of Goodness which is not
connected with a witnessing (observing) principle (sikshin)
is not cailed knowledge, and the mon-intelligent pradhéna
is destitute of such a principle. It Is therefore impossible
to ascribe to the pradhina all-knowingness, The case
of the Yogins finally does not apply to the point under
consideration; for as they possess intelligence, they may,
owing to an excess of Goodness in their nature, rise to
omniscience,—Well then (say those Siakhyas who believe
in the existence of a Lord) let us assume that the pradhana
possesses the quality’of knowledge owing to the witnéssing
principle (the Lord), just as the quality of burning is im-
parted to an iron ball by fire.—No, we reply; for if this
were so, it would be more reasonable to assume that that
which is the cause of the pradhana having the quality of
thought i.e. the all-knowing primary Brahman nse]f is
the cause of the world. - .

The objection that to Branman also all-knowinguess
its primary sense cannot be ascribed because, if the activity
of cognition were permanent, Brahman could not be con-
sidered as independent with regard to it, we reflute as
follows. In what way, we ask the Sinkhya, is Brah!
man's all-knowingness interfered with by a permanent
cognitional activity? To maintgin that he, who possesses
eternal knowledge capable to throw light on all objects,
is not all-knowing, is contradictory. If his kmowledge were
considered non-permanent, he would know sometimes, and
sometimes he would not know; from which it would
follow indeed that he is not all-knowing. This fault
is however avoided il we admit Brahman's knowledge
to be permanent—But, it may be objected, on this
Iatter alternative the knower camunot be designated as
independent with reference to the act of knowing.—\Vhy
not? we reply; the sun also, although his heat and light
are permanent, is nevertheless designated as independent

t The excess of Sattva in the Yogin wonld not enable him to rise
to omniscience if he did not possess an intellgent principle in-
dependent of Sattva.

34} E



48 VEDANTA-SOTRAS,

may I be many, may I grow forth. It sent forth fire,)
declares that this world differentiated by name and form,
which is there denoted by the word ‘this, was before
its origination identical with the Self of that which is and
that the principle denoted by the term ‘the being’ (or
“that which is’) sent forth fire and the other elements after
having thought. The following passage also (* Verily in the
beginning all this was Self, one only; there was nothing
else blinking whatsoever. He thought, shall I send forth
worlds? He sent forth these worlds,’ Ait. Ar, 11, 4, 1, 2) de-
clares the creation to have had thought for its antecedent.
Inanother passage also (Pr. Up. V1, 3} it is said of the person
of sixteen parts, ‘He thought, &c. He sent forth Prana.’
By “seeing’ (i.e. the verb “seeing’ exhibited in the Sttra)
is not meant that particular verb only, but any verbs which
have a cognate sense; just as the verb ‘to sacrifice’-is
used to denote any kind of offering. Therefore other
passages also whose purport it is to intimate that an all-
knowing Lord is the cause of the world are to be guoted
here, as, for instance, Mu. Up. I, 1, g, ‘From him who
perceives all and who knows all, whose brooding consists
of knowledge, from him is born that Brahman, name and
form and food.’

The argumentation of the Sinkhyas that the pradhin.
may be called all-knowing on account of knowledge con-
stituting an attribute of the guna Goodness is inadmissible.
Forasin the pradhéina.condition the three guras arc in a state
of equipoise, knowledge which is a quality of Goodness only
is not possible’. Nor can we admit the explanation that the
pradhina is all-knowing because endowed with the capacity
for all knowledge. For if, in the condition of equipoise of
the gunas, we term the pradhina all-knowing with reference
to the power of knowledge residing in Goodness, we must
likewise term it little-knowing, with reference to the power
impeding knowledge which resides in Passion and Dark-

! Kuowledge can arise only where Goodiress is predominant,
not where the three qualitics mutually countesbalance one an*
other.
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ness. Moreover a modification of Goodness which is not
connected with a witnessing (observing} principle (sikshin)
is not called knowledge, and the non-intelligent pradhéna
is destitute of such a principle. It is therefore impossible
to ascribe to the pradhina all-knowingness. The case
of the Yogins finally does not apply to the point under
consideration; for as they possess intelligence, they may,
owing to an excess of Goodness in their nature, rise to
omuiscience 3,—Well then (say those Siikhyas who believe
in the existence of a Lord) let us assume that the pradhina
possesses the quality of knowledge owing to the witnéssing
principle (the Lord), just as the quality of burning is im-
parted to an iron ball by fire.—No, we reply; for if this
were so, it would be more reasonable to assume that that
which is the cause of the pradhAna having the quality of
thought i.e. the all-knowing primary Brahman xr.self is
the cause of the world. :
The objection that to Branman «lso all- lmowmgncss m
its primary sense cannot be ascribed because, if the activity
of cognition were permanent, Brahman could not be con-
sidered as independent with regard to it, we refute as
follows. In what way, we ask the Siskhya, is Brah:
man's all-knowingpess interfered with by a permanent
cognitional activity? To maintgin that he, who possesses
eternal knowledge capable to throw light on all objects,
is not all-knowing, is contradictory. If his knowledge were
considered non-permanent, he would know sometimes, and
sometimes he would not know; from which it would
follow indeed that he is not all-knowing. This fault
is however avoided if we admit Brahman's knowledge
to be permanent.—But, it may be objected, on this
latter alternative the knower cannot be designated as
independent with reference to the act of knowing.—\Vhy
not? we rcply, the sun also, although his heat and light
are permanent, is nevertheless designated as independent

! The excess of Sattva in the Yogin would not enable him to rise
to omniscience if he did not possess an intelligent principle in-
dependent of Sattva.

[€D)] E
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when we say, ‘he bums, he gives lightl.'—But, it will
again be objected, we say that the sun burns or gives
light when he stands in relation to some object to be
heated or illuminated ; Brahman, on the other hand, stands,
before the creation of the world, in no relation to any object
of knowledge. The cases are therefore not parallel.—This
objection too, we reply, is not valid ; for as a-matter of fact
we speak of the Sun as an dgent, saying “the sun shines,’
even without reference to. any object illuminated by him,
and hence Brahman also may be spoken of as an agent,
in such passages as ‘it thought,” &c,, even without reference
to any object of knowledge. If, however, an object is
supposed to be required (‘knowing’ being a transitive
verb while ‘shining’ is intransitive),, the texts ascribing
thought to Brahman will fit all the better.—What then's
that object to which the knowledge of the Lord can refer
previously to the origin of the world>—Name and form, we
reply, which can be defined neither as beirig identical with”
Brahiman nor as different from ‘it, unevolved but about to
be evolved. For [f, as the adherents of th¢ Yoga-sistra
assume, the Yogins have a perceptive knowledge of the
past and the future through the favour of the Lord; in
what terms shall we have to speak of the eternal cognition
of the ever pure Lord himsel, whose objects are the
creation, subsistence, and dissolution of the world! The
objection that Brahnian, previously to the origin of the
world, is not able to think becausc it is not connected with
a body, &c. docs not apply; for Brahman, whose nature is
cternal cognition—as the sun's nature is eternal luminous-

t Ananda Giri comments as follows: paroktinupapattim ni-
rasitym pré&kAati idamiti. Prakrityarthibhivit pmty:xy.’mhﬁbhf\vﬁd
vA brahmano sarvaglateti prasnam eva prakasayati kathamiti. Pra-
thamam pratyiha yasyetl. Uktam vyatirckadvird vivrinoti anityasve
htd. Dvitiyam saiikate giineti.  Svato nityasydpi gainasya taua-
darthisakbhinnasya kryatvit tatra svitantryam pratyayinho brahe
mamk sidliyatity Sha.—The knonledge of Brahman is eternal, and
in'so far Braliman is not independent with regard to it, but it is in-
dependent with regard to each particular act of knowledge; the
verbal affix in * #An4t "’ indicating the pasticularity of the act.
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ness—can impossibly stand in need of any instruments of
knowledge. The transmigrating soul (samsirin) indeed,
which is under the sway of Nescience, &c., may require a
body in order that knowledge may arise in it; but not so
the Lord, who is free from all impediments of knowledge.
The two following Mantras also declare that the Lord does
not require a body, and that his knowledge is without any
obstructions. ‘There is no effect and no instrument known
of him, no one is seen like unto him or better ; his high power
is revealed as manifold, as inherent, acting as knowledge
and force.” *‘Grasping without hands; hasting without feet,
he sees without eyes, he hears without ears, He knows
what canbe known, but no one knows him; they call him
the first, the great person’ (Sv. Up. VI, 8; 111, 19).

But, to raise a new objection, there exists no trans-
migrating soul different from the Lord and obstructed by
impediments of knowledge; for Sruti expressly declares
that ‘there is no other seer but he; there is no other
knower but he” (Bri. Up. 111, 7, 23). How then can it be
said that the origination of knowledge in the transmigrating
soul depends on a body, while it does not do so in the case
of the Lord?—True, we reply. There is in reality no
transmigrating soul different from the Lord. Still the
connexion (of the Lord) with limiting adjuncts, consisting -
of bodies and so on, is assumed, just as we assume the ether
to enter into connexion with divers limiting adjuncts such
as jars, pots, caves, and the like. And just as in con-
sequence of connexion of the latter kind such conceptions
and terms as *the hallow (space) of 2 jar,’ &c. are generally
current, although the space inside a jar js not really
different from universal space, and just as in consequence
thereof there generally prevails the false notion that there
are different spaces such as the space of a jar and so on;
so there prevails likewise the false notion that the Lord
and the transmigrating soul are different; a notion due to
the non-discrimination of the (unreal) connexion of the sou!
with the limiting conditions, ‘consisting of the body and so
on. That the Self; although in reality the only existence,
imparts the quality of Selfhood to bodies and the like

E 2
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which are Not-Self is a matter of observation, and is due
to mere wrong conception, which depends in its turn on
antecedent wrong conception. And the consequence of the
soul thus involving itself in the transmigratory state is that
its thought depends on a body and the like.

The averment that the pradhina, because consisting of
several elements, can, like clay and similar substances,
occupy the place of a cause while the uncompounded
Brahman cannot do so, is refuted by the fact of the pra-
dhina not basing on Scripture. That, moreover, it is possible
to establish by argumentation the causality of Brahman, but
not of the pradhdna and similar principles, the Shtrakara
will set forth in the second Adhyéya (II, 1, 4, &c.).

Here the Sinkhya comes forward with a new objection.
The difficulty started by you, he says, viz. that the non-
intelligent pradhina cannot be the cause of the world,
because thought is ascribed to the latter in the sacred
texts, can be_got over in another way also, viz. on the
ground that non-intelligent things are sometimes figura-
tively spoken of as intelligent beings. We observe, for
instance, that people say of a river-bank about to fall, ¢ the
bank is inclined to fall (pipatishati), and thus speak of a
non-intelligent bank as if it possessed intelligence. So the
pradhina also, although non-intelligent, may, when about
_to create, be figuratively spoken of as thinking. Just asin
ordinary life some intelligent person after having bathed,
and dined, and formed the purpose of driving in the alfter-
noon to his village, necessarily acts according to his

purpose, so the pradhana also acts by the necessity of its
own nature, when transforming itself into the so-called great
principle and the subscquent forms of cvolution; it may
therefore figuratively be spoken of as intclligent.—But what
reason have you for sctting aside the primary meaning of
the word ‘thought” and for taking it in a figurative sense?
Z.The obsetvation, the Siikhya replies, that fire and water
also are figuratively spoken of as intelligent beings in the
two following scriptural passages, ¢ That fire thought; that

water thought’ (K%, Up. VI, 2, 3; 4). We therefrom con-

clide that thought is to be taken in a figurative scnsc there
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also where Being (Sat) is the agent, because it is mentioned
in a chapter where (thought) is generally taken in a figura-
tive sensel,

To this drgumentation of the Siakhya the next Sttra
replies:

6. If it is said that (the word ‘seeing’) has a
figurative meaning, we deny that, on account of the
word Self (being applied to the cause of the world).

Your assertion that the term ‘Being’ denotes the non-
intelligent pradhéna, and that thought is ascribed to it in a
figurative sense only, as it is to fire and water, is untenable,
Why so? On account of the term ‘Sel(’ For the passage _
Kk Up. VI, 2, which begins ‘ Being only, my dear, this
was in the beginning,’ after having related the creation of
fire, water, and earth (‘it thought,’ &c.; ‘it sent fotth fire,’
&c.), goes on—denoting the thinking prmcxple of which the
whole chapter treats, and likewise fire, water, and earth, by
the term ‘divinities’—as follows, ‘That divinity thought:
Let me now enter those three divinities with this living Self
(givadtman)and evolvenamesand forms.’ If we assumed that
in this passage the non-intelligent pradhina is figuratively
spoken of as thinking, we should also have to assume that
the same pradhana—as once constituting the subject-matter
of the chapter—is referred to by the term ‘that divinity.’

But in that case the divinity would not speak of theigiva
as ‘Self.’ For by the term ‘Giva’ we must understand,
according to the received meaning and the etymology of
the word, the intelligent (principle] which rules over the
"body and sustains the vital airs. How could such a
principle be the Self of the non-intelligent pradhina? By
¢ Self’ we understand (a being’s) own nature, and it is clear
that the intelligent Giva cannot constitute the mature of
the non-intelligent pradhina, If, on the other hand, we
refer the whole chapter to the intelligen? Brahman, to

1 In the second Khandz of the sixth Prapitfaka of the X4 Upl
taikshata ' is twice used in a ﬁgunme sense (wuh reglrd to fire
and water); it is- therefore to_be “undi in the
third passage also where it oceurs,
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which thought in its primary sensc belongs, the use of the
word *Self” with reference to the Giva is quite adequate.
Then again there is the other passage, ¢ That which is that
subtle essence, in it all that exists has its self. It is the
true, It is the Self. That art thou, O Svetaketu’ (K Up.
VI, 8, 7, &cJ). , Here the clause ‘It is the Self’ designates
the Being of which the entire chapter treats, viz. the subtle
Self, by the word ‘Self;’ and the concluding clause,  that
art thou, O Svetaketu,’ declares the intelligent Svetaketu
to be of the mature of the Self. Firé and water, op the
other hand, are non-intelligent, since they arc objects (of
the mind), and since they are declared to be implicated in
the evolution of names and forms. And as at the same
time there is no reason for ascribing to them thought in its
primary sense—while the employment of the word ‘Self’
furnishes such a reason with reference to the Sat—the
thought attributed to them must be explained in a figura-
tive sense, like the inclination of the river-bank. Moreover,
the thinking on the part of fire and water is to be under-
stood as dependent on their being ruled over by the Sat.
On the other hand, the thought of the Sat is, on account of
the word “Self; not to be understood in a figurative sense®.
Here the Sankhya comes forward with a new objection
The word “Self,” he says, may be applied to the pradhin:
although unintelligent, because it is sometimes figuratively
used in the sense of ‘that which effects all purposes of
another;® as, for instance, a king applies the word * Self’ to
some servant who carries out all the king’s intentions, ¢ Bha-
drasena is my (other) Self.”  For the pradhana, which effects
the enjoyment and the emancipation of the soul, serves the
latter in the same way as a minister serves his king in the
affairs of peace and war. Or else, it may be said, the one
word ‘Self’ may refer to non-intelligent things as well as
to intelligent beings, as we see that such expressions as
*the Sclf of the elements, *the Self of the scnses,’ are made
usc of, and as the one word ‘ light * (gyotis) denotes a certain

! So that, on this latter explanation, it is unnecessary to assumé
a figurative sease of the word “thinking * in any of the three pas-
sages.
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sacrifice (the gyotishfoma) as well as a flame. How then |
does it follow from the word ‘Self’ that the thinking
(ascribed to the cause of the world) is not to be taken in a
figurative sense?

To this last argumentation the Sttrakara replies:

7 (The pradhina cannot be designated by the
‘term ‘Self’) because release is taught of him who
takes his stand on that (the Sat).

The non-intelligent pradhéna\ cannot be the object of the
term ‘ Self” because in the passage &% Up. VI, 2 fi., where
the subtle Sat which is under discussion is at first referred to
in the sentence, ¢ That is the Self;’ and where the subsequent
clause, “ That art ¢hou, O Svetaketu,’ declares the intelligent
Svetaketu to have his abode in the Self, a passage sub-
sequent to the two quoted (viz. ‘a man who has a teacher
obtains true knowledge ; for him there is only delay as long
as he is not delivered, then he will be perfect’) declares
final release. For if the non-intelligent pradhina were
denoted by the term ¢ Sat,’ and did comprehend—by means
of ‘the phrase ¢ That art thou’—persons desirous of final
release who as such are intelligent, the meaning could only
be *Thou art non-intelligent;’ so that Scripture would
virtually make contradictory statements to the disadvantage
of man, and would thus cease to be a means of right know-,
ledge. But to assume that the faultless sdstra is not a
means of right knowledge, would be conirary to reason.
And if the sistra, considercd as a means of right knowledge,
should point out to a man desirous of release, but ignorant
of the way to it, a non-intelligent Self as the real Self, he
would—comparable to the blind man who had caught hold
of the ox’s tail 'l—cling to the view of that being the Self,

* A wiched man meets in a forbst 2 blind person who bas lost
his way, and implores him to lead him to his village; instead of
doing so the wicked man persuades the blind one to catch hold of
the tail of an ox, which he promises would Jead him to his place
The consequence is that the Dlind man is, owing to his trustfulness,
Jed even farther astray, and injured by the bushes, &c., through
which the ox drags kim.
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and thus never be able to reach the real Self different from
the false Self pointed out to him; hence he would be de-
barred from what constitutes man’s good, and would incur’
evil. We must therefore conclunde that, just as the sistra
teaches the agnihotra and similar performances in their
true nature as means for those who are desirous of the.
heavenly world, so the passage ‘that is the Self, that art
thou, O Svetaketu,” teaches the Self in its true nature also.
Only on that condition release for him whose thoughts are
true can be taught by means of the simile in which the
person to be released is compared to the man grasping the
heated axe (X% Up. VI, 16). For in the other case, if the
doctrine of the Sat constituting the Self had a secondary
meaning only, the cognition founded on the passage ‘ that
art thou’ would be of the nature of a fanciful combination
only?, like the knowledge derived from the passage, ‘I am
the hymun’ (Ait. Ar. 11, 1, 2, 6}, and would lead to a mere
transitory reward; so that the sin:ile quoted could not
convey the doctrine of release. Therefore the word ¢Sell”
is applied to the subtle Sat not in a merely figurative sense.
In the case of the faithful servant, on the other hand, the
word ‘Self’ can—in such phrases as ‘Bhadrasena is my
Self’—be taken in a figurative sense, because the difference
between master and servant is well established by per-
ception. Moreover, to assume that, because words arc
sometimes seen to be used in figurative senses, a figurative
sense may be resorted to in the casc of those things also
for which words (i.c. Vedic words) are the only means of
knowledge, is altogether indefensible; for an assumption of
that nature would lead to a general want of confidence.
The assertion that the word ‘ Self’ may (primarily) signify
what is non-intelligent as well as what.is intelligent, just as
the word ‘gyotis’ signifies a certain sacrifice as well as
light, is inadmissible, because we have no right to attribute
to words a plurality of meanings. Hence (we rather
assume that) the word Self’ in its primary meaning refers
to what is intellizent only and is then, by a figurative

! Cp. above, p. 30.
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attribution of intelligence, applied to the elements and the
like also; whence such phrases as * the Self of the elements;’
‘the Self of the scnses” And even if we assume that the
word ¢ Self” primarily signifies both classes of beings, we
are unable to settle in any special case which of the two
meanings the word has, unless we are aided either by the
general heading under which it stands, or some determina-
tive attributive word. But in the passage under discussion
there is nothing to determine that the word refers to
something non-intelligent, while, on the other hand, the
Sat distinguished by thought forms the general heading,
and Svetakety, i.e. a being endowed with intelligence, is
mentioned in close proximity. That a non-intelligent Self
does not agree with Svetaketu, who possesses intelligence,
we have already shown. All these circumstances determine
the object of the word ¢ Self” here to be something intelli-
gent, The word ‘gyotis’ docs morcover not furnish an
appropriate example; for according to common use it has
the settled meaning of ‘light” only, and is used in the
sense of sacrifice only on account of the arthavida assuming
a similarity (of the sacrifice) to light.

A different explanation of the Sitra is also possible.
The preceding Sitra may be taken completely to refute all
doubts as to the word ‘ Self” having a figurative or double
sense, and then the present Satra is to be explained as con-
taining an independent reason, proving that the doctrine
of the pradhéina being the general cause is untenable. -

Hence the non-intelligent pradhina is not denoted by

the word “Self; This the teacher now procecds to prove
by an additional reason.

8. And (the pradhina cannot be denoted by the
word *Self’) because there is no statement of its
having to be set aside.

If the pradhina which is the Not-Self were denoted by
the term *Being® (Sat), and if the passage *That is the
Self, that art thou, O Svetaketu,’ referred to the pradhina;
the teacher whose wish it is to impart instruction about the
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Sclf can clearly not resolve itselfl into the non-intelligent
pradhéina. If, again, it were said that the pradhéna is
denoted by the word ¢ own,’ because belonging to the Self
(as being the Self's own), there would remain the same ab-
surd statement as to an intelligent entsty being resolved into
a non-intelligent one. Moreover another scriptural passage
(viz. ‘embraced by the intelligent—pragifa—Self he knows
nothing that is without, nothing that is within,’ Br%. Up.
IV, 3, 21) declares that the sou! in the condition of dream-
less sleep is resolved into an intelligent entity. Hence that
into which all intelligent souls are resolved is an intelligent
cause of the world, denoted by the word *Sat,’ and not the
pradhina.—A further reason for the pradh4na not being the
cause is subjoined.

10. On account of the uniformity of view (of the
Vedanta-texts, Brahman is to be considered the
cause).

If, as in the argumentations of the logicians, so in the
Vedinta-texts also, there were set forth different views con-
cerning the nature of the cause, some of them favouring the
theory of an intelligent Brahman being the cause of the
world, others inclining towards the pradhina doctrine, and
others again tending in a different direction ; then it might
perhaps be possible to interpret such passages as those, which
speak of the cause of the world as thinking, in such a manncr
as to make them fall in with the pradhéna theory. But the
stated condition is absent since all the Vedénta-texts uni-
formly teach that the cause of the world is the intelligent
Brahman, Compare, for instance, ‘ As from a burning firc
sparks proceed in all dircctions, thus from that Self the
priznas proceed each towards its place ; from the praras the
gods, from the gods the worlds® (Kau. Up. 111, 3). And
‘from that Self sprang ether’ (Taitt. Up. 11, 1). And ‘all
this springs from the Self* (A'4. Up. VII, 26,1). And ‘this
prima is born from the Self’ (Pr. Up. III, 3); all whl':‘l;

ssages declare the Sclfl tn ha ot- - v 1 thewo
‘p:S‘cll' denotes ar  1ALSU - CENTRAL LIBRARY dy shown.
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And that all the Vedanta-texts advocate the same view as
to an intelligent cause of the world, greatly strengthens their
claim to be considered a means of right knowledge, just
as the corresponding claims of the senses are strengthened
by their giving us information of a uniform character re-
garding colour and the like. The all-knowing Brahman is
therefore to be considered the cause of the world, ‘on account
of the uniformity of view {of the Vedanta-texts)!—A further
reason for this conclusion is advanced.

11., And because it is directly stated in Scripture
(therefore the all-knowing Bralman is the cause of
the world).

That the all-knowing Lord is the cause of the world, is
also declared in a text directly referring to him (viz. the
all-knowing one), viz. in the following passage of the man-
tropanishad of the Svetisvataras (VI, 9) where the word
*he’ refers to the previously mentioned all-knowing Lord,
¢He is the cause, the lord of the lords of the organs, and
there is of him neither parent nor lord. 1t is therefore
finally settled that the all-knawing Brahman is the general
cause, not the non-intclligent pradhdna or anything else.

In what precedes we have shown, availing ourselves of
appropriate arguments, that the Veddnta-texts exhibited
under Sétras I, 1-11, are wpable of proving that the all-

knuwmg, all-powerful Lord is the cause of the origin,

i , and dissolution of the world. And we have

- explained, by pointing to the prevailing uniformity of view

(I, 10}, that aft Vedinta-texts whatever maintain an intelli-

gent cause, The question might therefore be asked, “What

reason ‘is therc for the subsequent part of the Vedinta-
sitras?” (as the chief point is scttled already.)

To this question we reply as follows: Brahman is appre-
hended under two forms; in the first place as qualified by
limiting conditions owing to the multiformity of the evolu-
tions of name and form (i.e. the multiformity of the created
world ; in the second place as being the opposite of this,
i.e. frec from all limiting conditions whatever. Compare
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the following passages: Bri. Up. 1V, 5, 15, ‘For where
there is duality as it were, then one sees the other; but
when the Self only is all this, how should he see another?’
K. Up. VII, 24, 1, “Wherc one sees nothing else, hears -
nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the greatest.
Where one sees something else, hears something else, under-
stands something else, that is the litfle. The greatest is
immortal; the little is mortal;* Taitt. Ar. III, 12,4, “The
wise one, who having produced all forms and made all
names, sits calling (the things by their names?);’ Sv. Up.
VI, 19, ‘ Who is without parts, without actions, tranquil,
without faults, without taint, the highest bridge of immor-
tality, like a fire that has consumed its fuel ;* Brz Up. II,
3, 6,*Not so, not so;’ Bri, Up. III, 8, 8, ‘It is neither
coarse nor fine, neither short nor long ;’ and ‘defective is one .
place, perfect the other’ All these passages, with many
others, declare Brahman to possess a double nature, accord-
ing as it is the object either of Knowledge or of Nescience.
As long as it is the object of Nescience, there are applied to
it the categories of devotee, object of devotion, and the
like®, The ditferent modes of devotion lead to different
results, some to exaltation, some to gradual emancipation,
some to success in works; those modes are distinct on
account of the distinction of the different qualities and
limiting conditions® And although the one highest Self
only, i.e. the Lord distinguished by those different qualities
constitutes the object of devotion, still the fruits (of devotion)
are distinct, according as the devotion “refers to different
qualities. Thus Scripture says, ¢ According as man wor-
ships him, that lic becomes;’ and, ‘ According to what his
thought is in this world, so will he be when he has departed

! The wise one, i. e. the highest Self; which as givitman is con-
versant with the names and forms of individual things.

* Le. it is looked upon as the object of the devotion of the
individual souls; while in reality all thosc souls and Brahman
are one.

3 Qualities, i.c. the attributes under which the Self is meditated
on; limiting conditions, i. e. the localities—such as the heart and
the lke—which in pious meditation are ascribed to the Sell,
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this life’ (X%, Up. 111, 14, 1). Smriti also makes an analo-
gous statement, ‘Remembering whatever form of being
he leaves this body in the end, into that form he enters,
being impressed with it through his constant meditation”
(Bha. Gita VIII, 6).

Although one and the same Self is hidden in all beings
movable as well as immovable, yet owing to the gradual
rise of excellence of the minds which form the limiting
conditions (of the Self), Scripture declares that the Self,
although eternally unchanging and uniform, reveals jtself!
in a graduated serjes of beings, and so appears in forms of
various dignity and power; compare, for instance (Ait. Ar. 11,
3,2, 1), * He who knows the higher manifestation of the Self
in him3%’ &c. Similarly Smriti remarks, ¢ Whatever being
there is of power, splendour or might, know it to have
sprung from portions of my glory’ (Bha. Git4, X, 41); 2
passage declaring that wherever theré is an excess of power
and so on, there the Lord is to be worshipped. + Accordingly-
here (i.e. in the Stras) also the teacher will show that the
golden person in the disc of the Syn is the highest Self, on ac-
count of an indicating sign, viz. the gircumstance of his being
unconnected with any evil (Ved. St. I, 1,20) ; the same isto
be observed with regard to I, 1,22 and other Siitras. And,
again, an enquiry will have to be undertaken into the meaning
of the texts, in order that a settled conclusion may be reached
concerning that knowledge of the Self which leads to instan-
taneous release; for although that knowledge is conveyed
by means of various limiting conditions, yet no special con-
nexion with limiting conditions is intended to be intimated,
in consequence of which there ariscs a doubt whether it (the

1 Ananda Giri reads Avishfasya for-dvjshkratasya.

1 C};. the entire passage. All things are manifestations of the
highest Self under certain liniting conditions, but occupying differ-
ent places in an ascending scale, In unsentient things, stones, &c.
only- the, sattd, the ‘quality of being manifests itself ; in plants,
animals, and men the Sell manifests itsell through the vital sap;
in animals and men there is understanding ; higher thought in man
alone,
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knowledge) has the highet or the lower Brahman for its
object ; so, for instance, in the case of Sfitra I, 7, 12 % From
all this it appears that the following part of the Sistra has
a special object of its own, viz, to show that the Vedénta-
texts teach, on the one hand, Brahman as connected with
limiting conditions and forming an object of devotion, and
on the other hand, as being free from the connexion with
such conditions and constituting an object of knowledge.
The refutation, morcover, of non-intelligent causes different
from Brahman, which in I, 1, 10 was based on the uniformity
of the meaning of the Vedénta-texts, will be further detailed
by the Sitrakéira, who, while explaining additional passages
relating to Brahman, will preclude all causes of a mature
opposite to that of Brahman.

12. (The Self) consisting of bliss (is the highest
Self) on account of thé repetition (of the word * bliss,’
as denoting the highest Self).

The Taittiriya-upanishad (II, 1-5), after having enume-
rated the Sclf consisting of food, the Self consisting of the
vital airs, the Self consisting of mind, and the Self consisting
of understanding, says, ¢ Different from this which consists of
understanding is the other inner Self which consists of bliss."
Here the doubt arises whether the phrase, ¢ that which con-
sists of bliss’ denotes the highest Brahman of which it had
been said previously, that It is true Being, Knowledge, with-
out end, or something different from Brahman, just as the

' Ananda Giri on the preceding passage beginning from ‘thus
here also:* na kevalam dvaividhyam brahmarma? srutismrayor eva
siddham kim tu slitrakrato « pi matam ity Sha, evam iti, srutismrayos
iva prakriespi sistre dvaitBpyam brahmazo bhavati; tatra sopd-
dhikabrahimavishayam ddharmidhik vdilarati 4di-
tyeti; uktanyiyars tulyadeseshu prasirayati evam iti; sopddhikopa-
deravan niruphdhikopadesir darsayati evam ityddind, tmagAina~y
nirestavyam it sambandhak; nitayaprasaig 4ha pareti; an-
namay ddyupddhidvirokiasya katlnm paravidyivishayatvam tatriha
upddifi; nirmyakramam dba vilyeti, ukeirtham gdhikaramars kf"
siby $eaikyoktam yatheti.
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Self consisting of food, &e., is different from it.—The
plrvapakshin maintains that the Self consisting of bliss s a
secondary (not the principal) Self, and something different
from Brahman; as it forms a link in 2 series of Selfs,
beginning with the Self consisting of food, which all are
not the principal Self. To the objection that éven thus the
Self consisting of bliss may be considered as the primary
Self, since it is stated to be the innermost of all, he replies
that this cannot be admitted, because the Self of bliss is
declared to have joy and so on for its limbs, and because it
is said to be embodied. If it were ideatical with the primary
Self, joy and the like would not touch it; but the text
expressly says ¢ Joy is its head;” and about its being em-
bodied we read, “Of that former one this one is the em-
bodied Self’ (Taitt. Up. II, 6), i.e. of that former Self of
Understanding this Self of bliss is the embodied Self. And
of what is embodied, the contact with joy and pain cannot
be prevented, Therefore the Self which consists of bliss is
nothing but the transmigrating Soul.
“"To this reasoning we make the following reply :—By the
Self consisting of bliss we have to understand the highest
Self, ‘on account of repetition’ For the word *bliss’ is
repeatedly applied to the highest Self. So Taitt. Up. II,
7, where, after the clause That is flavour '—which refers
back to the Self consisting of bliss, and declares it to be of
the nature of flavour—we reau, ‘For only after having
perceived flavour can any one perccive delight.  \Who could
breathe, who could breathe forth if that Bliss existed not in
the ether (of the heart)? For he alone causes blessedness ;*
and again, II, 8, ¢ Now this is an examination of Bliss;’
« He reaches that Self consisting of Bliss ;* and again, 11, 9,
“He who knows the Bliss of Brahman fears nothing;” and
in addition, * He understood that Bliss is Brahman’ (I1, 6).
And in another scriptural passage also (Brs, Up. III, g, 28),
+ Knowledge and bliss is Brahman,' we see the word “bliss®
applied just to Brahman. As, therefore, the word *bliss*
is repeatedly used with refercnce to Brahman, we conclude
that the Self consisting of bliss is Brahman also. The
objection that the Self consisting of bliss can only denote

(343 ¥



66 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

"

the secondary Self (the Samsarin), because it forms a
link in a series of secondary Selfs, beginning with the
one consisting of food, is of no force, for the reason that
the Self consisting of bliss is the innermost of all. The
Sastra, wishing to convey information about the primary
Self, adapts itself to common notions, in so far as it
at first refers to the body consisting of food, which,
although not the Self, is by very obtuse people identified
with it; it then proceeds from the body to another Self,
which has the same shape with the preceding one, just as
the statue possesses the form of the mould into which the
molten brass had been poured; then, again, to another one,
always at first representing the Non-Self as the Self, for the
purpose of casier comprehension ; and it finally teaches that
the innermost Self?, which consists of bliss, is the real Self,
Just as when a man, desirous of pointing out the star
Arundhati to another man, at first points to several stars
which are not Arundhati as being Arundhati, while only the
star pointed out in the end is the real Arundhati; so here
also the Self consisting of bliss is the real Self on account of
its being the innermost (i. e. the last). Nor can any weight
be allowed to the objection that the attribution of joy and
so on, as head, &c., cannot possibly refer to the real Self;
for this attribution is duc to the immediately preceding
limiting condition (viz. the Self consisting of understanding,
the so-called vigiZinakosa), and does not really belong to the
real Selfl.  The possession of a hodily nature also is ascribed
to the Self of bliss, only becausc it is represented as a link
in the chain of bodies which begins with the Self consisting
of food, and is not ascribed to it in the same dircct sense in
which it is predicated of the transmigrating Self.  IHence
the Self consisting of bliss is the highest Brahman.

13. If (it be objected that the term 4nandamaya,
consisting of bliss, can) not (denote the highest Sclf)
on account of its being a word denoting a modifica;

* After which no other Self is mentioned.,
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tion (or product) (we declare the objection to be)
not (valid) on account of abundance, (the idea of
which may be expressed by the affix maya.)

Here the parvapakshin raises the objection that the word
anaudamaya (consisting of bliss) cannot denote the highest
Self—\Vhy?—Becausc the word 4nandamaya is understood
to denote something different from the original word (1 e
the word 4nanda without the derivative affix maya), viz. a
modification ; according to the received sense of the affix
maya. *Anandamaya’ therefore denotes a modification, just
as annamaya {consisting of food) and similar words do.

This objection is, however, not valid, because ‘maya’ is
also used in the sense of abundance, i. e. denotes that where
there is abundance of what the original word expresses. So,
for instance, the phrase ‘ the sacrifice is annamaya’ means
*the sacrifice is abounding in food’ (not ‘is some modifica-
tion or product of food'). Thus here Brahman also, as
abounding in bliss, is called 4nandamaya. That Brah
does abound in bliss follows from the passage (Taitt. Up.
11, 8), where, after the bliss of each of the different classes
of beings, beginning with man, has been declared to be a
hundred times greater than the bliss of the immediately
preceding class, the bliss of Brahman is finally proclaimed to
be absolutely supreme. Maya therefore denotes abundance.

14. And because he is declarea to be the cause of
it, (i.e. of bliss; therefore maya is to be taken as
denoting abundance.)

Maya must be understood to denote abundance, for that
reason also that Scripture declares Brahman to be the cause
of bliss, *For he alone causes bliss’ (Taitt. Up. II, 7).
For he who causes bliss must himself abound in bliss;
just as we infer in ordinary life, that a man who enriches
others must himsclf possess abundant wealth. As, there-
fore, maya may be taken to mean “abundant,’ the Self
consisting of bliss is the highest Self.

15. Moreover (the dnandamaya is Brahman be-
F2
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cause) the same (Brahman) which had been referred
to in the mantra is sung, (i.e. proclaimed in the
Brahmana passage as the 4nandamaya.)

The Seif, consisting of joy, is the highest Brahman for
the following reason also’, On the introductory words ‘ he
who knows Brahman attains the highest ’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1),
there follows a mantra proclaiming that Brahman, which -
forms the general topic of the chapter, possesses the quali-
ties of true existence, intelligence, infinity ; after that it is
said that from Brahman there sprang at first the ether and
then all other moving and non-moving things, and that,
entering into the beings which it had emitted, Brahman
stays in the recess, inmost of all ; thereupon, for its better
comprehension, the series of the different Selfs (‘different
from this is the inner Self) &c.) are enumerated, and then
finally the same Brahman which the mantra had proclaimed,
is again proclaimed in the passage under discussion,  different
from this is the other inner Self, which consists of bliss.
To assume that a mantra and the Brihmana passage be-
longing to it have the same sense is only proper, on account
of the absence of contradiction (which results therefrom); -
for otherwise we should be driven to the unwelcome in-
ference that the text drops the topic once started, and turns
to an altogether new subject,

Nor is there mentioned a further inner Self different trom
the Self consisting of bliss, as in the case of the Sclf con-
sisting of food, &c.* On the same (i.e. the Seif consisting -
of bliss) is founded, * This same knowledge of Bhrigu and

Varura ; he understood that bliss is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up.
111, 6). Thetefore the Self consisting of bliss is the highest
Sclt‘

' The previous proofs were founded on lingh; the argument
which is now propounded is founded on prakarara.

* While, in the case of the Selfs consisting of food and so on, 2
further inner Self is duly mentioned each time. It cannot, there-
fore, be concluded that the Selfs consisting of food, &c., are likewise
jdentical with the bighest Self referred to in the mantm.
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16. (The Self consisting of bliss is the highest
Self} not the other (i.e. the individual Soul), on
account of the impossibility (of the latter assump-
tion). . .

And for the following reason also the Self consisting of
bliss is the highest Self only, not the other, i.e. the one
which is other than the Lord, i.e. the transmigrating in-
dividual soul. The personal soul cannot be denoted by the
term *the one consisting of bliss.” Why? On account of
the impossibility. For Scripture says, with reference to the
Self consisting of bliss, ‘ He wished, may I be many, may
Igrow forth, Hebrooded over himself, After he had thus
brooded, he sent forth whatever there is”” Here, the desire
arising before the origination of a body, &e, the non-
separation of the effects created from the creator, and the
creation of all effects whatever, cannot possibly belong to
any Self different from the highest Self.

17. And on account of the declaration of the
difference (of the_two, the 4nandamaya cannot be the
transmigrating soul).

The Self consisting of bliss cannot be identical with the
transmigrating soul, for that reason also that in the section
treating of the Self of bliss, the individual soul and the Self
of bliss are distinctly represented as different; Taitt. Up.
1I, 7, ‘It (i.e. the Self consisting of bliss) is a flavour;
for only after perceiving a flavour can this (soul) perceive
bliss! For he who perceives cannot be that which is per-
ceived.—But, it may be asked, if he who perceives or
attains cannot be that which is perceived or attained, how
about the following Sruti- and Smriti-passages, ‘ The Self
is to be sought;’ * Nothing higher is known than the attain-
ment of the Self??'—This objection, we reply, is legitimate
(from the point of view of absolute truth). Vet we see that
in ordinary life, the Sclf, which in reality is never anything

1 Yadi labdhi na labdhavya’ katham tarhi paramitmano vastuto
+bhinnena givitimani paramétm4 labhyata ity arthak. Bhimatf.



70 . VEDANTA-S0TRAS.

but the Self, is, owing to non-comprehension of the truth,
identified with the Non-Self, i.e. the body and so on;
whereby it becomes possible to speak of the Sclf in so far
as it is identified with the body, and so on, as something
not searched for but to be searched for, not heard but to
be heard, not seized but to be seized, not perceived but to
be perceived, not known but to be known, and the like. "
Scripture, on the other hand, denies, in such passages as
“there is no other seer but he’ (Brs. Up. III, 7, 23), that
there is in reality any seer or hearer different from the
all-knowing highest Lord, (Nor can it be said that the
Lord is unreal because he is identical with the unreal
individual soul; for)?! the Lord differs from the soul (vig#a-
nitman) which is embodied, acts and enjoys, and is the
product of Nescience, in the same way as the real juggler
who stands on the ground differs from the illusive juggler,
who, holding in his hand a shield and a sword, climbs up
to the sky by means of a rope; or as the free unlimited
cther differs from the cther of a jar, which is determined by
its limiting adjunct, (viz. the jar.) With reference to this
fictitious difference of the highest Self and the individual
Self, the two last Satras have been propounded.

18. And on account of desire (being mentioned
as belonging to the 4nandamaya) no regard is to be
had to what is inferred, (i. e. to the pradhina inferred
by the Sinkhyas.)

Since in the passage ‘he desired, may I be many, may
I grow forth,’ which occurs in the chapter treating of the
Anandamaya (Taitt. Up. 11, 6), the quality of feeling desire
is mentioned, that which is inferred, i. e. the non-intelligent
pradhéina assumed by the Sankhyas, cannot be regarded as
being the Self consisting of bliss and the cause of the
world. Although the opinion that the pradhina is the

' Yathi paramesvarid bhinno gfvitmi drash/i na blasaty evam
givitmano«pi drashzur na bhinnak paramenara iti givasydairid-
yatve paramesvaros py anindilyak syid ity ata 4ha paramenanas v
aviddkalpitdd ith.  Ananda Giri
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cause of the world, has already been refuted in the Sttra I,
1, 5, it is here, wheie a favourable opportunity presents
itself, refuted for a sccond time on the basis of the scrip-
tural passage about the cause of the world feeling desire,
for the purpose of showing the uniformity of view (of all
scriptural passages). .

19. And, moreover, it (i e. Scripture) teaches the
joining of this (i. e. the individual soul) with that, (i. e.
the Self consisting of bliss), on that (being fully
known).

And for the following reason also the term, ‘the Self
consisting of bliss,’ cannot denote either the pradhina or the
individual soul. Scripture teaches that the individual soul
when it has reached knowledge is joined, i.e. identified,
with the Self of bliss under discussion, i.e. obtains final
release.  Compare the following passage (Taitt, Up. 11, 7),
‘When he finds freedom from fear, and rest in that which
is invisible, incorporeal, undefined, unsupported, then he has
obtained the fearless. For if he makes but the 5mallest
distinction in it there is fear for him,' That means, if he
sces in that Self consisting of bliss even a small difference
in the form of non-identity, thén he finds no release from
the fear of transmigratory cxistence. But when he, by
means of the cognition of absolute identity, finds absofute
rest in the Self consisting of bliss, then he is freed from the
fear of transmigratory existence. But this (finding absolute
rest) is possible only when we understand by the Self con-
sisting of bliss, the highest Self, and not either the pra-
dhéna or the individual soul. Hence it is proved that the
Self consisting of bliss is the highest Self.

But, in reality, the following remarks have to be made
concerning the true meaning of the word ‘dnandamayal.’
On what grounds, we ask, can it be maintained that the

1 The explanation of the dnandamaya given hitherto is here re-
called, and a different one given. The previous explanation is
attributed by Go. An. to the vritikira,
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affix ‘maya’ after having, in the series of compounds begin-
ning with annamaya and ending with vig#dnamaya, denoted
mere modifications, should all at once, in the word ‘4nanda-
maya, which belongs to the same series, denote abun-
dance, so that 4nandamaya would refer to Brahman? If
it should be said that the assumption is made on account of
the governing influénce of the Brahman proclaimed in the
mantra’ (which forms the beginning of the chapter, Taitt.
Up. II), we reply that therefrom it would follow that also
the Selfs consisting of food, breath, &c., denote Brahman
(because the governing influence of the mantra extends to
them also}.—The advocate of the former interpretation
will here, perhaps, restate an argument already made use
of above, viz. as follows : To assume that the Selfs consisting
of food, and so on, are not Brahman is quite proper, because
after each of them an inner Self is mentioned. ~After the
Self of bliss, on the other hand, no further inner Self-is
mentioned, and hence it must be considered to be Brahman
itself; otherwise we should commit the mistake of dropping
the subject-matter in hand (as which Brahman is pointed
out by the mantra), and taking up a new topic.—But to this
we reply that, although unlike the case of the Selfs con-
sisting of food, &c., no inner Self is mentioned after the Sell
consisting of bliss, still the latter cannot be considered as
Brahman, because with reference to the Self consisting of
bliss Scripture declares, * Joy is its head. Satisfaction is its
right arm, Great satisfaction is its left arm. Bliss is its
trunk. Brahman is its tail, its support.” Now, here the
very samie Brahman which, in the mantra, had been
introduced as the subject of the discussion, is called
the tail, the support; while the five involuera, extending
from the involucrum of food up to the involucrum of
bliss, arc merely introduced for the purpose of sctting
forth the knowledge of Brahman., How, then, can it be
maintained that our interpretation implies the ncedless
dropping of the general subject-matter and the introduction
of a new topic?-—But, it may again be objected, Brahman
is called the tail, i.c. a member of the Self consisting of
bliss; analogously to those passages in which a tail and
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other members are ascribed to the Selfs consisting of food
and so on.  On what grounds, then, can we claim to know
that Brahman (which is spoken of as a mere member, i.e. a
subordinate matter) is in reality the chief matter rel’ened to?
—From the fact, we reply, of Brahman being the general
subject-matter cf the chapter.—But, it will again be said,
that interpretation also according to which Brahman is
x':orrmsed as a mere member of the 4nandamaya does not
involve a dropping of the subject-matter, since the dnanda-
maya himself is Brahman.—But, we reply, in that case one
ax_’xd the same Brahman would at first appear as the whole,
viz. as the Self consisting of bliss, and thereupon as a mere
patt, viz. as the tail ; which is absurd. And as one of the
two alternatives must be preferred, it is certainly appro-
priate to refer to Brahman the clause ‘Brahman is the
tail’ which contains the word *Brahman,’ and not the
sentence about the Self of Bliss in which Brahman is
not mentioned. Moreover, Scripture, in continuation
of the phrase, ‘Brahman is the tail, the support, goes
on, ‘On this there is also the following sloka: He who
knows the Brahman as non-existing becomes himself non-
existing, He who knows Brahman as existing him we
know himself as existing.’ As this sloka, without any refer-
ence to the Self of bliss, states the advantage and disadvan-
tage d with the knowledge of the being and non-
being of Brahman only, we conclude that the clause,
¢Brahman is the tail, the support,’ represents Brahman as
the chief matter (not as a merely subordinate matter).
About the being or non-being of the Self of bliss, on the
other hand, a doubt is not well possible, since the Self of
bliss distinguished by joy, satisfaction, &c, is well known
to every one——But if Brahman is the principal matter, how
can it be designated as the mere tail of the Self of bliss
(* Brahman is the tail, the support ') P—Its being called so,
we reply, forms no objection ; for the word tail here denotes
that which is of the nature of a tail, so that we have to
understand that the bliss of Brahman is not 2 member (in
its literal sense), but the support or abode, the one nest
(resung -place) of all worldly bliss. Analogously another
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scriptural passage declares, ¢ All other creatures live on a
small portion of that bliss’(BrZ Up. IV, 3, 32). Further,
if by the Self consisting of bliss we wcre to understand
Brahman, we should have to assume that the Brahman
meant is the Brahman distinguished by qualities (saviscsha),
because it is said to have joy and the like for its members.
But this assumption is contradicted by a complementary
passage (II, 9} which declares that Brahman is the object
neither of mind nor speech, and so shows that the Brahman
meant is the (absolute) Brahman (devoid of qualities),
! From whence all speech, with the mind, turns away unable
to reach it, he who knows the bliss of that Brahman fears
nothing.” Dorcover, if we speak of something as‘abounding
in bliss ) we thercby imply the co-existence of pain; for
the word ‘abundance’ in its ordinary sense implics the
existence of a small measure of what is opposed to the
thing whereof there is abundance. ” But the passage so
understood would be in conflict with another passage (K4
Up. VII, 24), * Where one sees nothing clse, hears nothing
clse, understands nothing else, that is the Infinite;’ which
declares that in the Infinite, i.e. Brahman, there is nothing
whatever differcnt from it.  Moreover, as joy, &c. differ in
cach individual body, the Self consisting of bliss also is a
different onc in cach body. Brahman, on the other hand,
docs not differ according to bodies; for the mantra at the be-
ginning of the chapter declares it to be true Being, knowledge,
infinite, and another passage says, ¢ He is the one God, hidden
in all beings, all-pervading, the Self within all beings” (Sv.
Up. VI, 11). Nor, again, does Scripture exhibit a frequent
repetition of the word * Anandamaya ;° for merely the radical
part of the compound (i.c. the word 4nanda without the
affix maya) is repeated in all the following passages; ‘It
is a flavour, for only after scizing flavour can any onc seize
bliss. .- Who could breathe, who could breathe forth, if that
bliss existed not in the cther? For he alone causes blessed-
ness ;' ‘Now this is an examination of bliss;' ‘He who

1 In whicl sense, as shown above, the word finandamaya must
be taken if understood to denote Brahman,
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knows the bliss of that Brahman feas nothing;’ ‘He
understood that bliss is Brahman., If it were a scttled
matter that Brahman is denoted by the term, ‘the Sclf
consisting of bliss,” then we could assume that in the subse-
quent passages, where merely the word * bliss” is employed,
the term * consisting of bliss’ is meant to be repeated ; but
that the Sclf consisting of bliss is not Brahman, we have
alrcady proved by means of the reason of joy being its
head, and so on. Hence, as in another scriptnral passage,
viz, * Brahman is knowledge and bliss* (Bri. T'p. 111, g, 28),
the mere word ‘bliss’ denotes Brahman, we must conclude
that also in such passages as, *If that bliss cxisted not in
the ether,’ the word bliss js psed with reference to Brahman,
and is not meant to repeat the tcrm consisting of bliss.’
‘The 1epetition of the full compound, *consisting of bliss,”
which occurs in the passage, ¢ He 1caches that Self consisting
of bliss” (Taitt, Up. II, 8), docs not refer to Brahman, as it
is contained in the enumeration of Non-Sclfs, comprising the
Self of food, &c., all of which are mere effects, and all of
which are reptesented as things to be rcached.—But, it may
be said, if the Self consisting of bliss, which is said to have
to be rcached, were not Brahman—just as the Selfs con-~
sisting of food, &c. are not Brahman—then it would not be
declared (in the passage immediately following) that he who
knows obtains for his reward Brahman,—This objection
we invalidate by the 1emark that the text makes its
declaration as to Brahman—uwhich is the tail, the support—
being reached by him whe knows, by the very means of
the declaration as to the attainment of the Self of bliss; as
appears from the passage, ‘ On this there is alsa this slokz,
* from which all speech returns,’ &, With rcl’crcncc, again,
to the passage, ¢ He desired: may I be many, may I grow
forth,’ which is found in proximity to the mention of the
Self consisting of bliss, we remark that it is in reality con-
nected (not with the Self of bliss but with) Brahman, which
is mentioned in the still nearer passage, ‘Brahman is the tail,
the support,’ and does therefore not.intimate that the Self
of bliss is Brahman., And, on account of its referring to
the passage Jast quoted (* it desired,” &c.), the later passage
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also,  That is flavour, &c., has not the Self of bliss for its
subject.—But, it may be objected, the (neuter word) Brah-
man cannot possibly be designated by a masculine word as
you maintain is done in the passage, ¢ He desired, 7 &c.—In
reply to this objection we point to the passage (Taitt. Up
11, 1), *From that Self sprang ether,’ where, likewise, the
masculine word *Self’ can refer ‘to Brahman only, since
the latter is the general topic of the chapter. In the know-
ledge of Bhrigu and Varura finally (*he knew that bliss is
Brahman’), the word “bliss’ is rightly understood to denote
Brahman, since we there meet neither with the affix ‘maya,’
nor with any statement as to joy being its head, and the
like. To ascribe to Brahman in itself joy, and so on, as its
members, is impossible, unless tve have recourse to certain,
however minute, distinctions qualifying Brahman ; and that
the whole chapter is not meant to convey a’knowledge of
the qualified (savisesha) Brahman is proved by the passage
(quoted above), which declares that Brahman transcends
speech and mind, We thercfore must conclude that the
afix maya, in the word 4nandamaya, does not denote
abundance, but expresses a mere effect, just as it docs in
the words annamaya and the subsequent similar com-
pounds.

The Sitras are therefore to be explained as follows.
There arises the question whether the passage, * Brahman
is the tail, the support,’ is to be understood as intimating
that Brahman is a mere member of the Self consisting of
bliss, or that it is the principal matter. If it is said that it
must be considered as a mere member, the reply is, ¢ The
Self consisting of bliss on account of the repetition.” That
mecans: Brahman, which in the passage ‘the Self con-
sisting of bliss,” &c., is spoken of as the tail, the suppont,
is designated as the principal matter (not as something
subordinate). On account of the repetition; for in the
memorial sloka, ‘he becomes himsell non-existing,’ Brah-
man alone is reiterated. *If not, on account of the \\ord
denoting a modification ; not so, on account of abundance.’
In this Sttra the word * modification® is meant to convey
the sense of member.  The objection that on account of
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the word *tail,” which denotes a mere member, Brahman
cannot be taken as the principal matter must be refuted.
* This we do by remarking that there is no difficulty, since
a word denoting a member may be introduced, into the
passage on account of prifuryal, Prakurya here means a
phraseology abounding in terms denoting members, After
the different members, beginning with the head and ending
with the tail, of the Selfs, consisting of food, &c. have been
enumerated, there are also mentioned the head and the other
limbs of the Self of bliss, and then it is added, ¢ Brahman
is the tail, the support ;' the intention being merely to intro-
duce, some more terms denoting members, not to convey
the meaning of ‘ member,’ (an explanation which is impos-
sible) because the preceding Sitra already has proved
Brahman (not to be a member, but) to be the principal
matter, *‘And because he is declared to be the cause of it.’
‘That means: Brahman is declared to be the cause of the
entire aggregate of effects, inclusive of the Self, consisting
of bliss, in the following passage, ‘ He created all whatever
.there is’ (Taitt. Up. I1, 6). And as Brahman is the cause,
it cannot at the same time be called the member, in the
literal sense of the word, of the Self of bliss, which is nothing
but one of Brahman's effects. The other 5dtras also (which
refer to the Self of bliss?) are to be considered, as well as
they may, as conveying a knowledge of Brahman, which
(Brahman) is referred to in the passage about the tail.

zo. The one within (the sun and the eye) (is the
highest. Lord), on account of his qualities being
declared s,

The following passage is found in Scripture (KZ. Up. I,
6,6 fI.), * Now that person bright as gold who is seen within

' I e. the word translated hitherto by abundance.

* Seel, 1, 15—19. '

3 The preceding adhikarana had shown that the five Selfs (con-
sisting of food, mind, and so on), which the Taitt. Up. enumerates,
are introduced merely fgr the purpose of facilitating the cognition of
Brahman considered as devoid of ali qualitics; while that Brahman



78 * VEDANTA-sUTRAS.

the sun, with beard bright as gold and hair bright as-gold,
bright as gold altogether to the very tips of his nails, whose
eyes are like blue lotus; his name is Ut, for he has risen
(udita) above all evil. He also who knows this rises above
all evil. So much with reference to the devas.” And
further on, with reference to the body, ‘Now the person
who is seen in the eye] &c. Here the following doubt
presents itself, Do these passages point out, as the object
of devotion directed on the sphere of the sun and the eye,
merely some special individual soul, which, by means of
a large measure of knowledge and pious works, has raised
itself to a position of eminence; or do they refer to the
eternally perfect highest Lord ?

The pirvapakshin takes the former view. An individual
soul, he says, is referred to, since Scripture speaks of a
definite shape. To the person in the sun special features
are ascribed, such as the possession of a beard as bright as
gold and so on, and the same features manifestly belong to
the person in the eye also, since they arc expressly trans-
ferred to it in the passage,  The shape of this person is the
same as the shape of that person.” That, on the other
hand, no shape can be ascribed to the highest Lord, follows
from the passage (Kau. Up. 1, 3,15), ¢ That which is without
sound, without touch, without form, without decay.’ That
an individual soul is meant follows morcover from the fact
that a definitc abodc is mentioned, ¢ He who is in the sun;
he who is in the eye! About the highest Lord, who has no
special abode, but abides in his own glory, no similar state-
ment can be made; compare, for instance, the two following
passages, * Where does he rest? In his own glory?’ (K/.
Up. VII, 24, 1); and ‘like the cther he is omnipresent,
cternal’ A further argument for our view is supplied by
the fact that the might (of the being in question) is said to
be limited; for the passage, ‘Ilc is lord of the worlds
beyond that, and of the wishes of the devas,’ indicates the

ilself is the rea) object of knowledge.  TlLe present sdliharaza un-
destakes to show that the passage about the golden person represents
the savircsha Brahman as the object of devout meditation.
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limitation of the might of the person in the sun; and the
passage, ‘He is lord of the worlds beneath that and of
the wishes of men,’ indicates the limitation of the might
of the person in the eye. No limit, on the other hand, can
be admitted of the might of the highest Lord, as appears
from the passage (Brs. Up. IV, 4,22),* He is the Lord of all,
the king of all things, the protector of all things. He is a
bank and a boundary so that these worlds may not be
confounded ;* which passage intimates that the Lord is
free from all limiting distinctions. For all these reasons'
the person in the eye and the sun cannot be the highest
Lord.

To this reasoning the Satra replies, * The one within, on
account of his qualities being declared! The person
referred to in the passages concerning the person within
the sun and the person within the eye is not a trans-
migrating being, but the highest Lord. Why? Because
his qualities are declared. For the qualities of the highest
Lord are indicated in the text as follows, At first the
name of the person within the sun is mentioned—*his
name is Ut'—and then this name is explained on the
-ground of that person being free from all evil, ‘ He has
risen abave all evil’ The same name thus explained is
then transferred to the person in the eye, in the clause,
¢ the name of the one is the name of the othcr.’ Now,
cntire freedom from sin is attributed in Scripture to the
highest Self only; so, for instance (K% Up. VIII, 7, 1),
“The Self which is free from sin,’ &c.  Then, again, there is
the passage, ‘ He is Rik, he is Siman, Uktha, Yagus, Brah-
man,” ‘which declares the person in the eye to be the Self
of the Rk, Saman, and so on; which is possible only if
that person is the Lord who, as being the cause of all, is
to be considered as the Self of all. Moreover, the text,
after having stated in succession Rik and Siman to have
carth and fire for their Self with reference to the Devas,

and, again, speech and breath with reference to the body,
continues, * R/k and SAman are his joints,” with reference to
the Devas, and *the joints of the onc are the joints of the
other,’ with reference to the body. Now this statement
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also can be made only with regard to that which is the
Self of all. Further, the passage, ‘ Therefore all who sing
to the Vini sing him, and from him also they obtain
wealth,’ shows that the being spoken of is the sole topic:
of all worldly songs; which again holds true of the highest
Lotd only. That absolute command over the objects of
worldly desires (as displayed, for instance, in the bestowal
of wealth) entitles us to infer that the Lord is meant,
appears also from the following passage of the Bhagavad-
gitd (X, 41), * Whatever being there is possessing power,
glory, or strength, know it to be produced from a portion
of my energy!) To the objectlon that the_ statements
about bodily shape contained in the da:uses, ‘With a
beard bright as gold, &c., cannot refer to the highest
Lord, we reply that the highest Lord alse may, when he
pleases, assume a bodily shape formed of May4, in order
to gratify thereby his devout worshippers. Thus Smriti
also says, ‘ That thou seest me, O Nirada, is the Miy4
emitted by me; do not then look on me as endowed with
the qualities of all beings.” We have further to note that
expressions such as, ‘That which is without sound, without
touch, without form, without decay,” are made use of where
instruction is given about the nature of the highest Lord in
so far as he is devoid of all qualities; while passages such
as the following one, * He to whom belong all works, all
desires, all sweet odours and tastes’ (K4 Up. III, 1.4, 2),
which represent the highest Lord as the object of devotion,
speak of him, who is the cause of everything, as possessing
some of the qualities of his effects. Analogously he may
be spoken of, in the passage under discussion, as having a
beard bright as gold and so on. With reference to the
objection that the highest Lord cannot be meant because
an abode is spoken of, we remark that, for the purposes of
devout meditation, a special abode may be assigned to
Brahmag, although it abides in its own glory only; for as
TBrahman is, like cther, all-pervading, it may be viewed as
! So that the real giver of the gifts bestowed by princes on pocts
and singers is Brahm..-




I ADHYAYA, 1.PADA, 22. 81

being within the Self of all beings. The statement, finally,
about the limitation of Brahman’s might, which depends on
the distinction of what belongs to the gods and what to the
body, has likewise reference to devout meditation only.
From all this it follows that the being which Scripture
states to be within the eye and the sun is the highest ford.

21, And there is another one (i.e. the Lord who
is different from the individual souls animating the
sun, &c.), on account of the declaration of distine-

tion.

There is, morcover, one distinct from the individual
souls which animate the sun and other bodies, viz. the Lord
who rules within; whose distinction {from all individual
souls) is proclaimed in the following scriptural passage, * He
who dwells in the sun and within the sun, whom the sun
does not know, whose body the sun is, and who rules the
sun within he is thy Self, the ruler within, the immortal’
(Br:, Up, 111, 7, 9). Herc the expression, * He within the
sun whom the sun does not know,' clearly indicates that the
Ruler within is distinct from that cognising individual soul
whose body is the sun. With that Ruler within we have to
identify the person within the sun, according to the teret

of the sameness of purport of all Vedanta-texts. It.thus
lusion that the passage under dis-

remains a settled
cussion conveys instruction about the highest Lord.

22. The Akisa, i. e, ether (is Brahman) on account
of characteristic marks (of the latter being men-

tioned).

In the KZ4ndogya (I, 9} the following passage is met with,
“What is the origin of this world?® ‘Ether,’ he replied. ‘For
all these beings take their rise from the cther only, and
return into the ether. Ether is greater than these, ether is
their rest,’~Here the following doubt ariscs.  Does the word
¢<ether’ denote the highest Brahman or the elemental ether?
—Whence the doubt >~Because the word is seen to be used
in both senses. Its use in the sense of ‘elemental cther’
is well established in ordinary as well as in Vedic speech;

[34] G
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and, on the other hand, we see that it is sometimes used to
denote Brahman, viz. in cases where we ascertain, either
from some complementary sentence or from the fact of
special qualities being mentioned, that Brahman is meant.
So, for instance, Taitt. Up. II, 7, * If that bliss existed not
in the ether;’ and K/. Up. VIII, 14, * That which is called
ether is the revealer of all forms and names; that within
which forms and names are! that is Brahman.” Hence the
doubt—Which sense is then to be adopted in our case?—
The sense of elemental ether, the pfirvapakshin replies;
because this sense belongs to the word more commonly,
and ‘therefore presents itself to the mind more readily-
The word ‘ether’ cannct be taken in both senses equally,
because that would involve a (faulty) attribution of several
meanings to one and the same word.” Hence the term
‘ether’ applies to Brahman in a secondary (metaphorical)
sense only; on account of Brahman being in many of its
attributes, such as all pervadingness and the like, similar to
cther. The rule is, that when the primary sense of a word
is possible, the word must not be taken in a secondary sensc.
And in the passage under discussion only the primary sense
of the word “ether’ is admissible. Should it be objected
that, if we refer the passage under discussion to the cle-
mental ether, 2 complementary passage (‘for all these
beings take their rise from the ether only, &c.’) cannot be
satisfactorily accounted for; we reply that the clemental
cther also may be'represented as a cause, viz. of air, fire, &¢.
in due succession, For we read in Scripture (Taitt. Up-
11, 1), * From that Self sprang ether, from ether air, from
air fire, and so on’ The qualitics also of being greater
and of being a place of rest may ba _rivcu to the clemental
cther, if we consider its relations to all other beings.  There-
fore we conclude that the word *cther’ here denotes the
elemental ether.
To this w¢ reply as follows :—The word ether must here
bz taken to denote Brehman, on account of characteristic
marks of the latter being mentioned. For the zentence,

b Or elze “that which s within forms and names.’
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¢ All these beings take their rise from the ether only,’ clearly
indicates the highest Brahman, since all ‘Vedinta-texts
agree in definitely declaring that all beings spring’ from
the highest Biahman.—But, the opponent may say, we
have shown that the elemental ether also may be repre-~
sented as the cause, viz. of air, fire, and the other elements
in due succession~—We admit this. But still there remains
the difficulty, that, unless we understand the word to apply
to the fundamental cause ofall, viz, Brahman, the affit mation
contained in the word ‘only’and the qualification expressed
by the word “all’ (in “all beings’) would be out of place.
Moreover, the clause, ‘They rcturn into the ether, again
points to Brahman, and so likewise the phrase, *Ether is
greater than these, ether is their rest;’ for absolute supe-
riority in point of greatness Scripture attributes to the
highest Self only ; cp. K% Up. 111, 14, 3, * Greater than
the earth, greater than the sky, greater than heaven, greater
than all these worlds.” The quality of being a place of rest
likewise agrees best with the highest Brahman, on account
of its being the highest cause. This is confirmed by the
following scriptural passage:  Knowledge and bliss is Brah-
man, it is the rest of him who gives gifts’ (Bri. Up. 111, 9, 28).
Moreover, Gaivali finding fault with the doctrine of S4l4-
vatya, on account of (his siman) having an end (X2 Up. I,
8, 8), and wishing to proclaim something that has no end
chooses the ether, and then, having identified the ether with-
the Udgitha, concludes, ‘He is the Udgitha greater than
greaty he is without end’ Now this endlessness is a
characteristic mark of Brahman. To the remark that
the sense of ‘elemental cther’ presents itself to the mind.
more readily, becausc it is the better established sense of
the word 4kisa, we reply, that, although it may present
itself to the mind first, yet it is not to be accepted, because
we sce that qualitics of Brahman are mentioned in the com-
plementary sentences. * That the word dkdsa is also used
to denote Bralunan has been shown already; cp. such
passages as, * Iither is the revealer of all names and forms.”
We sce, morcover, that various synonyma of dkdm are
employed to denote Brahman.  So, for instance, Xék Samh.
G2
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1, 164, 39, ‘In which the Vedas are!, in the Imperishable
one (i.e. Brahman), the highest, the ether (vyoman), on
which all gods have their seat’ And Taitt. Up. III, 6,
f This is the knowledge of Bhrigu and Varuna, founded on
the highest ether (vyoman).” And again, Om, ka is Brah-
man, ether (kha) is Brahman’ (K'2. Up. 1V, 10, 5), and ‘the
old ether’ (B+Z Up. V, 1)2  And other similar passages.’
On account of the force of the complementary passage we
are justified in deciding that the word ‘ether,’ although
occurring in the beginning of the passage, refers to Brahman.
The case is analogous to that of the sentence, ‘Agni (lit.
the fire) studies a chapter,’ where the word agni, although
occurring in the beginning, is at once seen to denote a boy %
It is therefore settled that the word ‘ ether’ denotes Brahman,

23. For the same reason breath {is Brahman).

Concerning the udgitha it is said (X% Up. I, 10, 9),
‘ Prastotrz, that deity which belongs to the prastava, &c.,'
and, furtheron (1, 11,4 ; 5), * Which then is that deity ? He
said: Breath. TFor all these beings merge into breath alone,
and from breath they arise. This is the deity belonging to
the prastava; With reference to this passage doubt and
decision are to be considered as analogous to those stated
under the preceding Sttra.  For while in some passages—as,
for instance, * For indeed, my son, mind is fastened to préna,’
Kh. Up. V1, 8, 2; and,  the prinaof prana) Bri. Up. 1V, 4,
18—the word *breath’ is scen to denote Brahman, its use

! Viz as intimating it. Thus An. Gi. and Go. An. against the
accent of rikdh.  Siyama explains 7444 as genitive.

* Omkirasya pratikatvena vikakatvena lakshakatvena vi brah-
matvam uktam, om iti, kam sukham tasyfrthendriyayogagatvar
vhrayitum kham iti, tasya bhitikisatvam vyiseddhum purimam ity
uktam. An. G

* The doubt about the meaning of a word is preferably to be
decided by means of a reference to preceding passages; where that
is not possible (the doubtful word occurring at the beginning of
some new chapter) pl 'y, i.¢. subseq passages have
to be taken into consideration,
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in the sense of a certain modification of air is better estab
lished in common as well as in Vedic language. Henee
there arises a doubt whether in the passage under dis
cussion the word prixa denotes Brahman or (ordinary,
breath. "In favour of which mcaning have we then to
decide? .

Here the porvapakshin maintains that the word must be
held to denote the fivefold vital breath, which is a peculiar
modification of wind (or air); because, as has been re-
marked already, that sénsc of the word prina is the better
established one.—But no, an objector will say, just as in the
case of the preceding Siitra, so here also Brahman is meant,
on account of characteristic marks being mentioned; for
here also a complementary passage gives us to understand”
that all beings spring from and merge into prina; a process
which can take place in connexion with the highest Lord
only.—This objection, the pdrvapakshin replies, is futile,
since we sce that the beings enter into and procécd from
the principal vital air also. For Scripture makes the fol-
lowing statement (Sat. Br. X, 3, 3, 6), *When man sleeps,
then into breath indeed speech merges, into breath the ey,
into breath the ear, into breath the mind ; when he awakes
then they spring again from breath alone.” What the Veda
here states is, moreover, a matter of observation, for during
slecp, while the process of breathing goes on uninterruptedly,
the activity of the sense organs is interrupted and again
becomes manifest at the time of awaking only. And as the
sense organs are the essence of all material beings, the com-
plementary passage which speaks of the merging and
emerging of the beings can be reconciled with the principal
vital air also. Moreover, subsequently to prina being
mentioned as the divinity of the prastiva the sun and food

are designated as the divinities of the udgitha and the
pratihdra. Now as they are not Brahman, the prina also,
by parity of reasoning, cannot be Brahman.

To this argumentation the author of the Siytras replics:
Tor the same reason prawa—that means: on account of
the presence of characteristic marks—which constituted the
reason stated in the preceding Shtra—the word prana also
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I, 164, 39, ‘In which the Vedas are!, in the Imperis}iable
one (i.e. Brahman), the highest, the ether (vyoman), on
which all gods have their seat’ And Taitt. Up. 1], 6,
¢ This is the knowledge of Bhrigu and Varuna, founded on
the highest ether (vyoman).’ And again, ‘Om, ka is Brah-
man, ether (kha) is Brahman’ (X% Up. 1V, 10, 5), and ‘the
old ether’ (Bri. Up. V, 1)2. And other siinilar passages.’
On account of the force of the complementary passage we
are justified in deciding that the word ‘ether, although
occurring in the beginning of the passage, refers to Brahman.
The case is analogous to that of the sentence, ‘Agni (lit.
the fire) studies a chapter,’ where the word agni, although
occurring in the beginning, is at once seen to denote 2 boy %
Tt is therefore settled that the word ‘ ether’ denotes Brahman.

23. For the same reason breath (is Brahman).

Concerning the udgitha it is said (X4 Up. ], 10, 9),
‘ Prastot»Z, that deity which belongs to the prastava, &c.,’
and, further on (I, 11,4 ; 5), * Which then is that deity ? He
said: Breath, For all these beings merge into breath alone,
and from breath they arise. This is the deity belonging to
the prastava’ With reference to this passage doubt and
decision are to be considered as analogous to those stated
under the preceding Sttra.  For while in some passages—as,
for instance, ¢ For indeed, my son, mind is fastened to préna,
Kk Up. VI, 8,2; and, “ the prarnaof prana,’ Bri. Up. 1V, 4,
18—the word ‘breath’ is secen to denote Brahman, its use

! Viz. as intimating it.  Thus An, Gi. and Go. An, against the
accent of rikih. Siyama explains ri¥44 as genitive.

* Omkérasya pratfkatvena vifakatvena lakshakatvena vA brah-
matvam uktam, om iti, kam sukbam tasydrthendriyayogagatvam
virayitum kham iti, tasya bhtikisatvam vydseddhum purimam ity
vktam. An. &'

* The doubt about the meaning of a3 “ord is preferably to be

decided by means of a ref. top ; where that
is not possible (the doubtful “ord occurnng at the beginning of
some new chapter} pl y, i.e, subseq passages have

10 be taken into consideration.
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must be held to denote Brahman, For Scripture says of
prdna also, that it is connected with marks characteristic
of Brahman. The sentence, * All these beings merge into
breath alone, and from breath they arise, which declares
that the origination and retractation of all beings depend on
prana, clearly shows prdna to.be Brahman, In reply to the
assertion that the origination and retractation of all beings can
be retonciled equally well with the assumption of prasa de-
noting the chief vital air, because origination and retractation
take place in the state of waking and of sleep also, we remark |
that in those two states only the senses are merged into, and
emerge from, the chief vital air, while, according :to the
scriptural passage, ‘For all these beings, &c.,’ all beings
whatever into which a living Self has entered, together with
their senses and bodies, merge and emerge by turns. And
even if the word ‘beings’ were taken (not in the sense of
animated beings, but) in the sense of material elements in
general, there would be nothing in the way of interpreting
the passage as referring to Brahman.—But, it may be said,
that the senses together with their objects do, during sleep,
enter into priwma, and again issue from it at the time of
waking, we distinctly learn from another scriptural passage,
viz, Kau. Up. II1, 3, * When a man being thus asleep sces
no dream whatever, he becomes one with that prana alone,
Then speech goes to him with all names,” &c.—True, we
reply, but there also the word prina denotes (not the vital
air) but Brahman, as we conclude from characteristic marks
of Brahman being mentioned. The objection, again, that
the word prina cannot denote Brahman because it occurs
in proximity to the words ‘food ' and ‘sun’ (which do not
refer to Brahman), is altogether baseless; for proximity is
of no avail against the force of the complementary passage
which intimates that prina is Brahman. That argument,
finally, which rests on the fact that the word prisa com-
monly denotes the vital air with its five modifications, is to
be refuted in the same way as the parallel argument which
the porvapakshin brought forward with reference to the
word *cther.’  From all this it follows that the prisa, which
is the deity of the prastivalis Brahman.
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Some (commentatots) ! quote under the present Sfitra the
following passages, * the prana of prina’ (Bs7. Up 1V, 4, 18),
and “for to prizamind is fastened ’ (X7 Up. VL, 8, 2). But
that is wrang since these two passages offer no opportunity
for any discussion, the former on account of the separation
of the words, the latter on account of the general topic.
When we meet with a phrase such as ‘the father of the
father * we understand at once that the genitive denotes a
father different from the father denoted by the nominative.
Analogously we infer from the separation of words con-
tained in the phrase, ‘the breath of breath,’ that the ‘breath
of breath’ is dilferent from the ordinary breath (denoted

. by the genitive “of breath’). * For one and the same thing
cannot, by means of a genitive, be predicated of—and thus
distinguished from—itself. Concerning the second passage
we remark that, if the matter constituting the general topic
of some chapter is_referred to in that chapter under
a different name, we yet conglude, from the general topic,
that that special matter is meant. For instance, when we
meet in the section which treats of the gyotishfoma sacrifice
with the passage, ‘in every spring he is to offer the gyotis
sacrifice,] we at once understand that the word gyotis
denotes the gyotishfoma. If we therefore meet with the
clause ‘to priza mind is fastened’ in a section of which
the highest Brahman is the topic, we do not for a moment
suppose that the word priza should there denote the
ordinary breath which is a mere modification of air. The
two passages thus do not offer any matter for discussion,
and hence do mot furnish appropriate instances for the
Sotra, We have shown, on the other hand, that the
passage about the priza, which is the deity of the prastiva,
allows room for doubt, pirvapaksha and final decision.

24. The ‘light’ (is Brahman), on account of the
mention of feet (in a passage which is connected
with the passage about the light).

Seripture says (K4 Up. 11, 13, 7), * Now that light which
shines above this heaven, higher thaa all, higher than every-

t The vrittikira, the commentalors say.
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thing, in the highest worlds beyond which there are no
other worlds that is the same light which is within man.’
Here the doubt presents itself whether the word ‘light’
denotes the light of the sun and the like, or the highest
Self. Under the preceding Sitras we had shown that some
words which ordinarily have different meanings yet in
certain passages denote Brahman, since characteristic marks
of the latter are mentioned. Here the question has to be
discussed whether, in connexion with the passage quoted,
characteristic marks of Brahman are mentioned or not.
The plrvapakshin maintains that the word ‘light’ de-
notes nothing else but the light of the sunand the like, since
that is the ordinary well-established meaning of the term.
The common use of language, he says, teaches us that the
two words *light’ and * darkness’ denote mutually opposite
things, darkness being the term for whatever interferes with
‘the.function of the sense of sight, as, for instance, the gloom
of the night, while sunshine and whatever else favours the
action of the eye is called Jight. The word *shines’ -also,
which the text exhibits, is known ordinarily to refer to the
sun and similar sources of light; while of Brahman, which
is devoid of colour, it cannot be said, in the primary sense
of the word, that it ‘shines’ Further, the word gyotis
must here denote light because it is said to be bounded by
the sky (‘that light which shines above this heaven’).
For while it is imposible to consider the sky as being the
boundary of Brahman, which is the Self of all and 1the
source of all Ihingq wovable or immovable, the sky may
be looked upona forming'the boundary- of light, which is
a mere product and as such limited ; accordingly the text
says, ‘the light beyond heaven’—But light, although a
mere product, §s perecived everywhere; it would thercfore
be wrong to declare that-jt iy bounded by the sky !—Well,
then, the plirvapakshin seplies, let us assume that the light
meant is the finst-born (original) light which has not yet
become ripartite!. This explanation again cannot be

5 e which has not buen mixed with water amd cuantly, according
10 K4 Up. VI, 3, 3. Before that mixtute ok place hght was
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admitted, because the non-tripartite light does not serve
any purpose.—But, the plirvapakshin resumes, Why should
its purposc not be found therein that it is the_object of
devout meditation?—That cannot be, we reply ; for we see
that only such things are represented as objects of devotion
as have some other independent use of their own; so, for
instance, the sun (which dispels darkness and soon). More-
over the scriptural passage,”!Let me make each of these
three (firc, water, and earth) partnte docsnot indicate any
differcnce . And even of thtx non-tripartite light it is not
known that the sky constitutes its boundary.—~Well, then
(the plirvapakshin resumes, dropping the idea of the non-
tripartite light), let us assume that the light of which the
text speaksis the tripartite (ordinary) light. Theobjection
that light is seen to exist also beneath the sky, viz. in the
form of fire and the like, we invalidate by the remark that
there, is nothing contrary to reason i assigning a spedal
“locality to fire, although the Iatter is observed everywhere;
while to assume a special place for Brahman, to which the
,idea of place does not apply at all, would be most un-
suitable. Morcover, the clause ‘higher than everything; in
the highest worlds beyond which there are no other worlds,”
which indicates a multiplicity of abodes, agrees much better
with light, which is a mere product (than with Braliman).
There is morcover that other clause also, ¢ That is the same
light which is within man,’ in which the highest light is
identificd with the gastric fire (the fire within man). Now
such identifications can be made only where there is a
certain similarity of nature; as is scen, for instance, in the
passage, ¢ Of that person Bl is the head, for the head is
onc and that syllable is one’ (Br, Up. V, 5, 3). But that
the fire within the human body is not Brahman clearly
appears from the passage, ‘Of. this we have visble and
audible proof’ (A4 Up. HI, 13,7 8), which eclarces that

cntitely separated from the other elements, and therefore bounded

by the later.
} So asto jushf) the asstniption llm such a thing as non-tri-

partite ight exists at all.
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the fire is characteriscd by the noise it makes, and by heat;
and likewise from the following passage, ‘Let a man
meditate on this as that which is scen and heard.” The
same conclusion may be drawn from the passage, ¢ He who
knows this bccomes conspicuous and celebrated,’ which
proclaims an inconsiderable -reward only, while to the
devout meditation on Brahman a high reward would have
to be allotted. Nor is there mentigned in the eatire
passage about the light any other characteristic mark of
Brahman, while such marks are set forth in the passages
(discussed above) which refer to praza and the cther. ‘Nor,
again, is Brahman indicated in the preceding scction, ‘ the
Gdyatri is everything whatsoever exists’ &e. (111, 12); for
that passage makes a statement about the Gayatri metre
only. And cven if that section did refer to Brahman, still
Brahman would not be recognised in the passage at present
under discussion ; for there (in the section referred to) it is
declared—in the clause, * Three feet of it are the Immortal
in heaven’—that hcaven constitutes the abode; while in
‘our passage the words “the light above heaven’ declare
heaven to be a boundary. For all thesc reasons the word
Lyotis is here to be taken in its ordinary meaning, viz.
light. R
To this we make the following reply. The word gyotis
must be held to denote Brahman, Why? On account of
the feet (quarters) being tuentioned., In a preceding
passage Brahman had been spoken of as having four feet
(quarters). “Such is the greataess of it; greater than it is
the Person (purusha). Onc foot of it arc all the beings,
thres feet of it arc the Immortal in heaven!  That which in
this passage is said to constitute the three-quarter part,
immortal and connccted with heaven, of Brahman, which
altogether comprises four quarters; this very same entity
we recognise as again referred to in the passage under
discussion, because there abso it is said to be connected
with heaven. If therefore we should set it aside in our
interpretation of the paasage and assume the latter to refer
to the ordinary light, we should commit the mistake of
dropping, without need, the topic started and introducing
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a new subject. Brahman, in fact, continues to form the
subject-matter, not only of the passage about the light, but
likewise of the subscquent section, the so~called Séndilya-
vidyd (K4 Up. III, 14). Hence we conclude that in our
passage the word ‘light” must be held to dénote Brahman.
The objectjon (1aised above) that from common use the
words ‘light” and ‘to shine’ are known to denote effected
(physical light is without foice; for as it is known from
the general topic of the chapter that Brahman is meant,
those two words do not necessarily denote physical light
only to the exclusion of Brahman?, but may zlso denote
Brahman itself, in so far as it is characterised by the
physical shining light which is its effect. Ampalogously
another mantra declaies, ‘that by which the %un shines
kindled with heat’ (Taitt. Br. III, 12, 9, 7). Or else we
may suppose that the word gyotis here does not denote at
all that light on which the function of the eye depends.
For we see that in other passages it has altogether different
mceanings ; so, for instance, Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 5,  With specch
only as light man sits] and Taitt. Sa. I, 6, 3, 3, ‘ May the
mind, the light, accept,’ &c. It thus appears that whatever
illuminates (in the different senses of the word) something
-else may be spoken of as ‘light” Hence to Brahman also,
whose nature is intelligence, the term ‘light’ may be
applied ; for it gives light to the entire world. Similarly,
other scriptural passages say, ¢ Him the shining one, every-
thing shines alter ; by his light all this is lighted * {(Kau. Up.
11, 5, 15); and *Him the gods worship as the light of
lights, as the immortal’ (Br7. Up. IV, 4, 16). Against the
further objection that the ommnipresent Brahman cannot be
viewed as bounded by heaven we remark that the assign-
ment, to Brahman, of a special lacality is not contrary to
reason because it subserves the purpose of devout medita-
tion. Nor does it avail anything to say that it is impossible
to assign any place to Brahman because Brahman is out of
connexion with all place. For it is possible to make such

2 1 4oL

1 Brahmano vyavakdfidya ;
tadabhévosviseshahatvam.  An. Gi.
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an assumption, because Brahman is connected with certain
limiting adjuncts. Accordingly Scripture speaks of different
kinds of devout meditation on Brahman as specially con-
nected with certain localities, such as the sun, the eye, the
heart. For the same reason it is also possible to attribute
to Brahman a multiplicity of abodes, as is done in the
clause (quoted above) ‘higher than all! The further ob-
jection that the light beyond heaven is the mere physical
light because it is identified with the gastric fire, which
itself is 2 mere effect and is inferred from perceptible marks
such as the heat of the body and a certain sound, is equally
devoid of force; for the gastric fire may be viewed as the
outward appearance (or symbol) of Brahman, just as Brah-
man’s name is a mere outward symbol. Similarly in the
passage, ‘Let a man meditate on it (the gastric light) as
scen and heard, the visibility and audibility (here implicitly
ascribed to Brahman) must” be considered as rendered
possible through the gastric fire being the outward appear-
ance of Brahman. Nor is there any force in the objection
that Brahman cannot be meant because the text mentions
an inconsiderable reward only; for there is no reasan com-
pelling us to have recourse to Brahman for the purpose
of such and such a reward oply, and not for the purpose of
such and suchanother reward. Wherever the text represents
the highest Brahman—which is free from all connexion
with distinguishing attributes—as the universal Self, it is
understood that the result of that instruction is one’ only,
viz, final relecase. Wherever, on the other hand, Brahman
is taught to be connected with distinguishing attributes or
outward symbols, there, we sce, all the various rewards -
which this world can offer are spoken of ; cp. for instance,
Bri. Up. IV, 4, 24, ¢ This is he who cats all food, the giver
of wealth. He who knows this obtains wealth,! Although
in the passage itsclf which treats of the light no charac-
teristic mark of Draluuan is mentioned, yet, as the Sotra
intimates, the mark stated in a preceding passage (viz, the
mantra, * Such is the greatness of it,” &c.) has to be taken
in connexion with the passage about the light as well.
‘The question how the mere circumstance of Brahman being
-~
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mentioned in a not distant passage can have the power
of divorcing from its natural object. and transferring to
another object the direct statement about light implied in
the word *light,’ may be answercd without difficulty. The
passage under discussion runs?, * which above this heaven,
the light” The relative pronoun with which this clause
begins intimates, according to its grammatical force®, the
same Brihman which was mentioned in the previous
passage, and which is here recognised (as being the same
which was mentioned before) through its connexion with
heaven; hence the word gyotis also—which stands in
grammatical co-ordination to ' which '—must have Brahman
for its object. From all this it follows that the word
¢light’ here denotes Brahman.,

25. Ifit be objected that (Brahmartis) not (denoted)
on account of the metre being denoted; (we reply)
not so, because thus (i. e. by means of the metre) the
direction of the mind (on Brahman) is declared ; for
thus it is seen (in other passages also).

‘We now address oursclves to the refutation of the asser-
tion (made in the piirvapaksha of the preceding Satra) that
in the previous passage also Brahman is not rcferred to,
because in the sentence, ' Giyatri is evesything whatsoever
here cxists, the metre called Giyatri is spoken of —How
(we ask the plrvapakshin) can it be maintained that, on
account of the metre being spoken of,- Brahman is not
denoted, while yet the mantra ‘such is "the greatness of
it} &c., clearly sets forth Brahman with its four quarters?
—VYou are mistaken (the phrvapakshin replies). The
sentence, *Gayatrl is cverything,’ starts the discussion of
Glyatii. The same Ghyatsi is thercupon described under
the varlous forms of all beings, carth, body, heart, speech,
breath; to which there refess also the verse, ‘that Giyatst

" 1 If we stricdy follow the order of words in the original.
. byena sananimnak ik dmarsi 2
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has four feet and is sixfold’ After that we meet with the
mantra, ‘ Such is the greatness of it,’ & How then, we
ask, should this mantra, which evidently is quoted with,
reference to the Gayatri (metre) as described in the preceding
clauses, all at once denote Brahman with its four quarters?
Since therefore the metre Gdyatri is the subject-matter of
the entire chapter, the termr ¢ Brahman’ which oceurs in a
subsequent passage (‘the Brahman which has thus been
described *) must also denote the metre. This is analogous
to a previous passage (KZ. Up. III, 11, 3, ‘He who thus
knows this Brahma-upanishad’), where the word Brahma-
upanishad is explained to mean Veda-upanishad. As
therefore the preceding passage refers (not to Brahman,
but) to the Giyatri metre, Brahman does not constitutc the
topic of the entire section.

This argumentation, we reply, proves nothing against our

position. ¢ Because thus direction of the mind is declared,’
i.c. because the Brahmana passage, ¢ Giyatri indeed is all
this,” intimates that by mcans of the metre Giyatri the mind
is to be directed on Brahman which is connected with that
metre. Of the metre Gdyatri, which is nothing but a certain
special combination of syllables, it could not possibly be said
that it is the Self of everything. We therefoie have to
understand the passage as declaring that Brahman, which, as
the cause of the world, is connected with that product also
whosc name is Gayatri, is ‘all this;’ in accordance with that
other passage which dircctly says, *All this indced is
Brahman’ (K% Up. III, 14, 1). That' the cffect is in
reality not different from the cause, we shall prove later on,
under Siitra IT, 1, 14.  Devout meditation on Bralunan under
the form of certain effects (of Brahuman) is scen to be men-
tioned in other passages also, so, for instance, Ait. Ar. III,
2, 3, 12, ‘For the Bahvriltas consider him in the great
hymn, the Adhvaryus in the sacrificial fire, the A'Zandogas
in the Mahidvrata ccremony,” Although, thercfore, the
previous passage speaks of the metre, Brahman is what is
meant, and the saine Brahman is again referred to in the
passage about the light, whosc purport it is to enjoin
another form of devout mcditation.
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Another commentator? is of opinion that the term
Gayatrf (does not denote Brahman in so far as viewed under
the form of Gayatri, but) directly denotes Brahman, on
account of the equality of number; for just as the Gayatri
metre has four feet consisting of six syllables each, so
Brahman also has four feet, (i.c. quarters) Similarly we
sce that in otherspassages also the names of metres are used
to denote other things which resemble those metres in
certain_ numerical relations; cp. for instance, XK. Up. IV,
3, 8, where it is said at first, *Now these five and the
other five make ten and that is the Krsta,’ and after that
‘these are again the Virfg which eats the food, If we
adopt this interpretation, Brahman only is spoken of, and
the metre is not referred to at all, In any case Brahman is
the subject with which the previous passage is concerned.

26. And thus also (we must conclude, viz. that
Brahman is the subject of the previous passage), be-
causé (thus only) the declaration as to the beings,
&cy. being the feet is possible,

That the previous passage has Brahman for its topic, we
must assume for that reason also that the text designates
the beings and so on as the feet of Gayatri. For the text
at first speaks of the beings, the earth, the body, and the
heart %, and then goes on ‘ that Gayatri has four fecet and is
sixfold! For of the mere metre, without any reference to
Brahman, it would be impossible to say that the beings and
so on are its feet, Morcover, if’ Brahman were not meant,
there would be no room for the verse, ‘ Such is the great-
ness,’ &c.  For that verse clearly describes Brahman in its
own nature ; otherwise it would be impossible to represent
the Gayatri as the Self of everything as is done in the words,
*One foot of it arc all the beings ; three fect of it arc what
is jmmortal in heaven The purusha-sikta also (R7k

1 Thevrtiikira according 1o Go. An. in his fiki on the bhishya

10 the next Siitra.
2 Concesning the dificully involved in this interpretation, cp.

Deussen, p. 183, nole.
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Samh. X, 9o} exhibits the verse with sole reference to
Brahman., Smriti- likewise ascribes to Brahman a like
nature, ¢ I stand sipporting all this world by a single portion
of myself’ (Bha. Gitd X, 42). Our interpretation moreover
cnables us to take the passage, ‘that Brahman indeed
which,’ &c. (III, 12, 7), in its primary sense, (i.e. to under-
stand the word Brahman to denote nothing but Brahman.)
And, morcover, the passage, ‘these are the five men of
Brahman’ (111, 13, 6), is appropriate only if the former
passage about the Giyatri is taken as referring to Brahman
(for otherwise the ‘ Brahman’ in “men of Brahman’ would
not be connected with the previous topic). Hence Brahman
is to be considered as the subject-matter of the previous
passage also. .And the decision that the same Brahman is
referred to in the passage about the light where it is recog-
nised (to be the same) from its connexion with heaven,
remains unshaken.

27. The objecticn that (the Brahman of the former
passage cannot be recognised in the latter) on account
of the difference of desngnatlon is not valid because
in cither (designation) there is nothing contrary (to
the recognition].

The objection that in the former passage (‘three feet of
it are what is immortal in heaven’), heaven is designated
as the abodc, while in the latter passage (“ that light which
shines above this heaven’), heaven is "designated as the
boundary, and that, on account of this difference of desig-
nation, the subject-matter of the former passage cannot be
recognised in the latter, must likewise be refuted.  This we
do by remarking that in cither designation nothing is
contrary to the rccognition. Just as in ordinary language
a falcon, aithough in contact with the top of a tree, is not
only said to bc on the trec but also above the tree, so
Brahman also, although being in heaven, is here referred to
as being beyond hcaven as well

Another (commentator) explains: jusl,as in ordinary
language 2 falcon, although not in contact with the top of a
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tree, is not only said’to be above the top of the tree but also

_on the top of the tree, so Brahman also, which is in reality
beyond heaven, is (in the former of the two passages) said
to be in heaven, Therefore the Brahman spoken of in the
former passage can be recognised in the latter also, and it
remains therefore a settled conclusion that the word *light’
denotes Brahman.

28. Prina (breath) is Brahman, that being under-
stood from a connected consideration (of the passages
referring to priza).

In the Kaushitaki*brihmazna-upanishad there is recorded
a legend of Indra and Pratardana which begins with the
words, * Pratardana, forsooth, the son of Divodisa came by
means of fighting and strength to the beloved abode of
Indra’ (Kau, Up. III, 1). In this legend we read: ‘He
said: I am prdwa, the intelligent Self (pragAdtman}, medi-
tate on me as Life, as Immortality’ (III, 2). And later on
(111, 3), * Prisxa alene, the intelligcnt Self; having faid hold,
of this body, makes it rise up.’ Then, again (III, 8), {Let
no man try to find out what speech is, let him know the
speaker’ And in the end (III, 8), * That breath indeed is
the intelligent Self, bliss, imperishable, immortal’—Here the
doubt presents itself whether the word prina denotes
merely breath, the modification of air, or the Self of some
divinity, or the individual soul, ar the highest Brahman, —

But, it will be said at the outset, the Sitra I, 1, 21 already
has shown that the word préiva refers to Brahman, and as
here also we meet with characteristic marks of Brahman, viz.
thewords *bliss, imperishable, immortal,” what reason is there
for again raising the same doubt p—We reply : Because there
are observed here characteristic marks of different kinds.
For in the legend we meet not only with marks indicating
Brahman, but also with marks pointing to other beings.
Thus Indra’s words, ¢ Know me only’ (IIf, 1), point to the
Self of a divinity; the words, ‘Having laid hold of this
body it makes it rise up,’ point to the breath; the words,
¢Let no man try to find out what specch is, let him know
1

[34]
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the speaker,’ point to the individual soul. There is thus
room for doubt.

If, nGw, the plrvapakshin maintains that the term praza
here denotes the well-known modification of air, i.e. breath,
we, on our side, assert that the word priuza must be under-
stood to denote Brahman.—For what reason?—On account .
of such being the consecutive meaning of the passages.
For if we examine the connexion of the entire section
which ‘treats of the prina, we observe that all the single
passages can be construed into a whole only if they arc
viewed as referring to Brahman. At the beginning of the
legend Pratardana, having been allowed by Indra to choose
a boon, mentions the highest good of man, which he
selects for his boon, in the following words, ‘Do you your-
self choose that boon for me which you deem most beneficial
for a man’ Now, as later on prana is declared to be what
is most beneficial for man, what should priza denote but
the highest Self? For apart from the cognition of that
Self a man cannot possibly “atfain what is most beneficial
for him, as many scriptural passages declare, Compare, for

instance, Sve. Up. III, 8, * A man who knows him passcs
over death; there is no other path to go) Again, the
further passage, * He who knows me thus by no deed of his
is his life harmed, not by theft, not by bhrQnahaty4 * (111, 1),
has a meaning only if Brahman is supposed to be the object
of knowledge. For, that subsequently to the cognition of
Brahman ail works and their eficcts entirely ccase, is well
" known from scriptural passages, such as the following, * All
works perish when he has been beheld who is the higher
and the lower® (Mu. Up. 1I, 3, 8), Morcover, prina can
be identified with the intelligent Sclf only if it is Brahman.

For the air which is non-intelligent can clearly not be the

intelligent.Self. Those characteristic marks, again, which
‘arc mentioned in the concluding passage (viz. thosc inti-

mated by the words * bliss,™* imperishable,’ ¢ immortal ) can,
if taken in their full sense, not be reconciled with any being
except Brahman. There are, orcover, the fSllowing
passages, * He does oot increase by a good actien, nor de-
crease by a bad action.  For he makes him whom he wishes
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to lead up from these worldsdo a good deed; and the same
makes him whom he wishes to lead down from these worlds
do a bad deed ;* and, ‘ He is the guardian of the world, he
is the king of the world, he is the Lord of the world " (Kau.
Up. IIL,8). All this can be properly understood only if the
highest Brahman is acknowledged to be the subject-matter
of the whole chapter, not if the vital air is substituted in its
place. Hence the word praza denotes Brahman.

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) not (denoted)
on account of the speaker denoting himself; (we
reply that this objection is not valid) because there
is in that (chapter) a multitude of references to the
interior Self.

An objection is raised against the assertion that prina de-
notes Brahman. The word priina, it is said, does not denote
the highest Brahman, because the speaker designates him-
self. The speaker, who is a certain powerful god called
Indra, at first says, in order to, reveal himself to Pratardana,
fKnow me only, "and later on, ‘I am présa, the intelligent
Self! How, it is asked, can the prina, which this latter
passage, expressive of personality as it is, represents as the
Self of the speaker, be Brahman to which, as we know from
Scripture, the attribute of being a speaker canmot be
ascribed; compare, for instance, Brs. Up.I11, 8,8, It iswithout
speech, without mind.” Further oo, also, the speaker, L.e,
Indra, glorifies himself by enumerating 2 number of attri-
butes, 2l of which depend ori personal existence and can in
no way belong to Brahman, ‘I slew the three-headed son
of Tvashtri; I deli d the Ar khas, the d , to
the wolves,’ and so on. Indra may be called priza on*
account of his strength. . Seripture says, ‘Strength indeed
is prasa,’ and Indra is known as the god of strength; and
of any deed of strength people say, ‘It is Indra’s work.’
The personal Self of a dejty may, morcover, be called an

intelligent Self; for the ‘gods, pcople say, possess unob-

structed knowledge. It thus being a scttled matter that

some passages convey inft ion about the personal Self
H2
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of some deity, the other passages also—as, for instance, the
one .about what is most beneficial for, man—must be inter-
preted as well as they may with reference to the same deity.
Hence prina does not denote Brahrhan.

.This objection we refute by the remark that in that
chapter there are found a multitude of references to the in-
terior Self. - For the passage, ¢ As long as priza dwells in this
body so long surely there is life, declares that that praza
only which is the intelligent interior Self—and not some
particular outward deity—has power to hestow and to take
back life. And where the text speaks of the eminence of
the prizas as founded on the existence of the priwua, it
shows that that prdza is meant which has reference to the
Self and is the abode of the sense-organs’.

Of the same tendency is the passage, ‘ Prana, the intel-
ligent Self, alone having laid hold of this body makes it rise
up;’ and the passage (which occurs in the passus, ‘ Let no
man try to find out what speech is, &c.), ‘For as in a car
the circumference of the wheel is sct on the spokes and the
spokes on the nave, thus are these objects set on the subjects
(the senses) and the subjects on the prdwa. And that
prina indeed is the Self of prag#d, blessed, imperishable,
immortal! So also the following passage which, referring
to this¢interior Self, forming as it were the centre of the
peripherical interaction of the objects and senses, sums up
“as follows, * He is my Self, thus let it be known ;* a summing
up which is appropriate only if priza is meant to denotc
not some outward cxistence, but the interior Self. And
another scriptural passage declares ‘ this Self is Brahman,
omniscient?’ (Bri, Up. 11, 5, 19). We thercfore arrive at

! The text runs, *astitve 4 prininim nifsicyasam,’ and Go. An.
explains *astitve prinasthitau prininim indriyisim sihitic ity
arthatak srutim b2’ He as well as An. Gi. quotes as the text of
the scriptural passage referred 1o *athito niksreyasddinam ity adi
But if instead of *astitve 42° we read “asti tv ev,’ we get the con-
cluding clause of Kau, Up. I, 2, as given in Cowcll’s edition.

? Whence we know that the interior Self referred ta in the
Kau. Up. is Brahman,
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the conclusion that, on account of the multitude of references -
to the interior Self, the chapter contains information regard-
ing Brahman, not regarding the Self of some deity.—How
then can the circumstance of the speaker (Indra) referring
to himself be explained ?

30. The declaration (made by Indra about himself,
viz. that he is one with Brahman) (is possible) through
intuition vouched for by Scripture, as in the case of
Vémadeva, .

The individual divine Self called Indra perceiving by
means of #ishi-like intuition’—the existence of which is
vouched for by Scripture—its own Self to be identical with
the supreme Self, instructs Pratardana (about the highest
Self) by means of the words * Know me only.’

By intuition of the same kind the r4shi Vamadeva reached
the knowledge expressed in the words, ‘I was Manu and
Sdrya;’ in accordance with the passage, ¢ Whatever deva was
awakened (so as to know Brat ) he indeed b that’
(Bri. Up. 1, 4, 10). The assertion made above (in the
plrvapaksha of the preceding Sitra) that Indra after saying,
“Know me only,’ glorifies himself by enumerating the slaying
of Tvashsri's son and other deeds of strength, we refute as
follows. The death of Tvashsrs’s son and similar deeds are
referred to, not to the end of glorifying Indra as the object
of knowledge—in which casec the sense of the passage would
be, ¢ Because I accomplished such and such deeds, therefore
know me’—but to the end of glorifying the cognition of the
highést Self. For this reason the text, after having referred
to the slaying of Tvash##’s son and the like, goes on in the
clause next following to exalt knowledge, ‘And not ong’

bair of me is harmed there. He who kmows me thus by no’
deed of his is his life harmed.’—(But how does this passage
canvey praise of knowledge?)—Because, we reply, Its
meaning is as follows: ‘ Although I do such cruel deeds,

derad
'y 3

1 intuition of sup ible truth
ledge acquired in former

Le. sp
possible through the k
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yet not even a hair of ‘mine is harmed because I am one
with Brahman; therefore the life of any other persont also
who knows me thus is not harmed by any deed of his.’,
And the obicct of the knowledge - (praised by Indra) is

- nothing else but Brahman which is set forth in a subsequent
passage, ‘I am prazna, the intelligent Self. Therefore the
entire chapter refers to Brahman, '

31. If it be said (that Brahman is) not (meant), on
account of characteristic marks of the individual soul
and the chief vital air (being mentioned) ; we say no,
on account of the threefoldness of devout meditation
(which would result from your interpretation); on
account of (the meaning advocated by us) being ac-
cepted (elsewhere) ; and on account of (characteristic
marks of Brahman) being connected (with the pas-
sage under discussion).

Although we admit, the pirvapakshin resumes, that the
chapter about the priza does not furnish any instruction
regarding some outward deity, since it contains a multitude
of references to the interior Self; still we deny that it is
concerned with Brahman.—For what reason?--Because it
mentions characteristic marks of the individual soul on the
one_hand, and of the chicf vital air on the other hand. The
passage, ‘ Let no man try to find out what speech is, Iét him
know the speaker,” mentions a characteristic mark of the
individual soul, and must thercfore be held to point
out as the object of knowledge the individual soul which
rules and employs the dilferent organs of action such as
speech and so on.  On the other hand, we have the passage,
+But prina alone, the intelligent Sclf, having laid hold of
this body makes it rise up,’ which points to the chicf vital
\ir ; for the chief attribute of the vital air is that it sustains
the body. Similarly, we read in the colloquy of the vital
airs (Pra. Up. 11, 3), concerning speech and the other vital
airs, *Then prina (the chicf vital air) as the best said to
them: Be not deceived; 1 alone dividing my-clf fivefold
support tliis body and keep it” Thosc, again, who in the
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passage quoted above read * this one (masc.), the body !* must
give the following explanation, Prina having laid hold of
this one, viz, either the individual soul or the aggregate of
the sense organs, makes the body rise up. The individual
soul as well as the chief vital air may justly be designated
as the intelligent Self; for the former is of the nature of
intelligence, and the latter (although non-intelligent in
itself) is the abode-of other prinas, viz. the sense organs,
which are the instruments of intelligence. Moreover,
if the word prina be taken to denote the individual
soul as well as the chief vital air, the prama and the
intelligent Self may be spoken of in two ways, either as
being non-different on account of their mutugl concomit-
ance, or as being different on accouat of their (essentially
different) individual character; and in these two different
ways they are actually spoken of in the two following
+ passages, ‘ What is prina that is prag/#a, what is prag#a that
is prina;’ and, ¢ For together do these two live in the body
and together do they depart. If, on the other hand, prina
denoted Brahman, what then could be different from what?
For these reasons prina does not denote Brahman, but
cither the individual soul or the chief vital air or both,

All this argumentation, we reply, is wrong, ‘on” account
of the threefoldness of devout meditation.” Your inter-
pretation would involve the assumption of devout medi-
tation of three different kinds, viz. on the individual soul,
on the chief vital air, and on Brahman. But it is inap-
propriate to assume that a single sentence should enjoin
three kinds of devout meditation ; and that all the passages
about the prina really constitute one siagle sentence (one
syntactical whole) app from the beginning and the
concluding part. In the beginning we have the clause
+Know mc only,’ followed by I am prixa, the intelligent
Self, meditate on me as Life, as Immortality;’ and in
the end we read, ‘ And that prira indeed is the intelligent
Self, blessed, imperishable, immortal." The beginning and
the concluding part are thus seen to be similar, and we

1 Imam sarfram instead of idam rasiram
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therefore must conclude that they refer to one and the
same matter. Nor can the characteristic mark of Brahman
be so turned as to be applied to something else; for the
ten objects and the ten subjects (subjective powers)? cannot
rest “on anything but Brahman. Moreover, praza must
denote Brahman ‘on account of (that meaning) being
accepted,’ i.e. because in the case of other passages where
characteristic marks of Brahman are mentioned the word
priza is taken in the sense of ¢ Brahman. And another.
reason for assuming the passage to refer to Brahman is
that here also, i.e. in the passage itself there is * connexion’
with characteristic marks of Brahman, as, for instance, the
reference to what is most beneficial for man. The assertion
that the passage, ‘ Having laid hold of this body it makes
it rise up,’ contains a characteristic mark of the chief vital
air, is untrue; for as the function of the vital air also
ultimately rests on Brahman it can figuratively be ascribed
to the latter. So Scripture also declares, ¢ No mortal lives
by the breath that goes up and by the breath that goes
down. ‘We live by another in whom these two repose’
(Ka. Up. 11, 5, 5). Nor does the indication of the in-
dividual soul which you allege to occur in the passage,
‘Let no man try to find out what speech is, let him know
the speaker,’ preclude the view of prana denoting Brahman.
For, as the passages, ‘I am Brahman,’ * That art thou,’ and
others, prove, there is in reality no such thing as an individual
soul absolutely different from Brahman, but Brahman, in
so far as jt differentiates itself through the mind {buddhi)
and other limiting conditions, is called individual soul,
agent, enjoyer. Such passages therefore as the one alluded
to, (viz. ‘let no man try to find out what speech is, let him
know the speaker,’) which, by setting aside all the dif-
ferences due to limiting conditions, aim at dirccting the
mind on the internal Self and thus showing that the

t Pajika saabdddayak paska prahivyidayas £a dam bhitamitrds
pafka buddhindriyisi padda buddhaya iti dasa pragAimitrdd.
Yadv4 gainendriyinhiks patia karmendriyinthls 4a partketi dasa
bhOtamAtrds dvividbdntndriydni prag#imitrd daseti bhisak An. Gi.
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individual soul is one with Braliman, are by no means out of
place. That the Self which is active in speaking and the
like is Brahman appears from another scriptural passage also,
viz. Ke, Up. I, 5, “ That which is not expressed by speech
and by which speéch is expressed that alone know as
Brahman, not that which people here adore.” The remark
that the statement about the difference of prima and
pragsid (contained in the passage, ‘Together they dwell
in this body, together they depart’) does not agree with
that interpretation according to which prina is Brahman,
is without force; for ‘the mind and the vital air which ate
the respective abodes of the two powers of cognition
and action, and constitute the limiting conditions of the
internal Self may be spoken of as different. The internal
Self, on the other band, which is limited by those two
adjuncts, is in itself non-differentiated, so that the two
may be identified, as is done in the passage ‘prana is
pragfia’

The second part of the Sitra is explained in a differcnt
manner alsol, as follows: Characteristic marks of the
individual soul as well as of the chief vital air are not
out of place even in a chapter whose topic is Brahman.
How s0? “On account of the threefoldness of devout
meditation” The chapter aims at enjoining three kinds '
of devout meditation on Brahman, according as Brahman
is viewed under the aspect of priwa, under the aspect
of prag#4, and in itself. The passages, ‘ Meditate (on me)
as life, as immortality. Life is praza,’ and ‘Having laid
hold of this body it makes it rise up. Therefore let man
worship it alone as uktha, refer to the prina aspect.
The introductory passage, ‘ Now we shall explain how all
things become one in that prag#i,’ and the subsequent
passages, * Speech verily milked one portion thereof;. the
word is its object placed outside ;* and, * Having by prag#d
taken possession of speech he obtains by speech alf words
&c.,' refer to the pragha aspect, The- Brahman aspect
finally is referred to in the following passage, * These ten

% Viz, by the vrliikira,
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=
‘objects have reference to prag#a, the ten subjects have
reference to objects. If there were no  objects there
would be no subjects; and if there were mo subjects
there would be no objects. For on either side alone no-
thing could be achieved.. But that is not many. For as
in a car the circumference of the wheel is set on the spokes
and the spokes on the nave, thus are these objects set on
the subjects and the subjects on the priwa’ Thus we
se¢ that the one meditation on Brahman is here repre-
sented as threefold, according as Brahman is viewed either
with reference to two limiting conditions or in itself. In
other passages also we find that devout meditation on
Brahman is made dependent on Brahman being qualified
by limiting adjuncts; so, for instance (K% Up. III, 14, 2),
‘He who consists of mind, whose body is priza.’ The
hypothesis of Brahman being meditated upon under three
aspects perfectly agrees with the prina chapter?; as, on the
one hand, from a comparison of the introductory and the
concluding clauses we infer that the subject-matter of
the whole chapter is one only, and as, on the other hand,
we meet with characteristic marks of prina, prag#i, and
Brahman in turns. It therefore remains a settled con-
clusion that Brahman is the topic of the whole chapter.

! 1hapi tad yugyate explaining the ‘iha tadyogdt’ of the Sftra.
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SECOND PADA.
REevERENCE TO THE HIGHEST SELF!

IN the first pida Brahman has been shown to be the cause
ofthe origin, subsistence, and reabsorption of the entire
world, comprising the ether and the other elements, More-
over, of this Brahman, which is the cause of the entire world,
certain qualities have (implicitly) been declared, such as all-
pervadingness, eternity, omniscience, its being the Self of
all, and so on. Further, by producing reasons showing that
some words which arc generally used in a different sense
denote Brahman also, we have been able to determine that
some passages about whose sense doubts are entertained
refer to Brahman. Now certain other passages present
‘themselves which because containing only obscure indica-
tious of Brahman give rise to the doubt whether they refer to
the highest Self or to something else., We tlierefore begin the
second and third pidas in order to scttle thase doubtful points,

1. (That which consists of mind is Brahman) be-
cause there is taught what is known from everywhere.

Scripture says, “All this indeed is Brahman, beginaing,
ending, and breathing in it ; thus knowing let a man meditate
with calm mind. Now man is made of determination
(kratu) ; according to what his determination is in this world
so will he be when he has departed thislife. Let him there.
fore form this determination: he who consists of mind, whose
body is breath (the subtle bady),’ &c. (K4 Up. III, 14},
Councerning this passage the doubt presents itself whether
what is pointed out as the object of meditation, by means
of attributes such as consisting of mind, &c., is the embodied
(individual) soul or the highest Brahman.

The cmbodied Self, the plrvapakshin says.—\Vhy:
Because the embodied Sclf as the ruler of the organs of
action is well known to be connccted with the mind and so
on, while the highest Brahman is not, as is declared in
several scriptural passages, so, for instance (Mu. Up. IT, 1, 2),
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*He is without breath, without mind, pure.’—But, it may be
abjected, the passage, * Al this indeed is Brahman,” mentions
Brahman directly; how then can you suppose that the
embodied Self forms the object of meditation ?—This objec-
tion does not apply, the plrvapakshin rejoins, because the
passage does not aim at enjoining meditation on Brahman,
but rather at enjoining calmness of mind, the sense being:
because Brahman is all this, taggalin, let a man meditate
with a calm mind. That is to say: because all this
aggregate of effects is Brahman oaly, springing from it,
ending in it, and breathing in it; and because, as everything
constitutes one Self only; there is no room for passion;
thercfore 2 man is to meditate with a calm mind. And since
the sentence aims at enjoining calmness of mind, it cannot
at the same time epioin meditation on Brahman?; but
meditation is separately enjoined in the clause, ‘ Let him
form the determination, i.e. reflection. And thereupon
the subsequent passage, ‘ He who consists of mind, whose
body is breath,’ &c. states the object of the meditation in
words indicatory of the individual soul. For this reason we
maintain that the meditation spoken of has the individual
soul for its object. The other attributes also subsequently
stated in the text, * He to whom all works, all desires belong,
&c. may rightly be held to refer to the individual soul.
The attributes, finally, of being what abides in the heart and
of being extremely minute which are mentioned in the pas-
sage, * He is my Self within the heart, smaller than a corn of
rice, smaller than a comn of barley,” may be ascribed to the
individual soul which has the size of the point of a goad,
but not to the unlimited Brahman. If it be objected that the
immediately following passage, * greater than the carth,’ &c.,
cannot refer to something limited, we reply that smallness
and greataess which are mutually opposite cannot indecd be
ascribed to one and the same thing ; and that, if one attribute

} The clause *he is to meditate with a calm mind’ if taken 35 3
gunavidhi, i.e. as cnjoining some sccondary matter, viz. calmness
of mind of the meditating person, cannot at the same time enjoin
meditation; for that would involve aso-called split of the sentence
(v3kyabheda).
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only is to be ascribed to the subject of the passage, smallness
is preferable because it is mentioned first ; while the great~
ness mentioned later on may be attributed to the soul in so
far as it is one with Brabman. If it is once settled that the
whole passage refers to the individual soul, it follows that
the declaration of Brahman also, contained in the passage,
“That is Brahman’ (IIl, 14, 4), refers to the individual
soul?, as it is clearly connected with the general topic.
Therefore the individual soul is the object of meditation
indicated by the qualities of consisting of mind and so on.
To all this we reply: The highest Brahmah only is what
is to be meditated upon as distinguished by the attributes
of consisting of mind and so on.—Why?—°On ‘account of
there being taught here what is known from everywhere.’
What is known from all Vedinta-passages to be the sense
of the word Braliman, viz. the cause of the world, and what
is mentioned here in the beginning words of the passage,
(*ail this indeed is Brahman,’) the same we must assume to
be taught here as distinguished by certain qualities, viz.
consisting of mind and so on. Thus we avoid the fanlt of
dropping the subject-matter under discussion and needlessly
introducing a new topic.—But, it may be said, it has been
shown that Brahman is, in the beginning of the passage,
“introduced merely for the purpose of intimating the injunc-
tion of calmness of mind, not for the purpose of intimating
Brahmaa itself.—True, we reply; but the fact nevertheless
remains that, where the qualities of consisting of mind, &c.are
spoken of, Brahman only is proximate (i.e. mentioned not
far off so that it may be concluded to be the thing referred
to), while the individual soul is neither proximate nor
intimated by any word directly pointing to it. The cases
of Brahman and the individual soul are therefore not equal,

2. And because the qualities desired to be ex-
pressed are possible (in Brahman; therefore the

passage refers to Brahman),

1 Givespidebidibrinhanig gydstvanyiyid vi brahmatety arthak
An. Gi
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Although in the Veda which is not the work of man no
wish in the strict sense can be expressed?, there being no
speaker, still such phrases as ‘ desired to be expressed,’ may
be figuratively used on account of the result, viz. (mental)
comprehension, For just as in ordinary language we speak
of something which is intimated by a word and is to be
reccived (by the hearer as the meaning of the word), as
‘desired to be expressed;’ so in the Veda also whatever is
denoted as that which is to be received is ‘desired to be
expressed,’ everything clse *not desired to be expressed.’
What is to be received as the meaning of a Vedic sentence,
and what not, is inferred from the general purport of
the passage. Those qualities which are here desired to
be expressed, i.e. intimated as qualities to be dwelt on in
meditation, viz. the qualities of having true purposes, &¢.
are possible in the highest Brahman; for the quality of
having true purposes may be ascribed to the highest Self
which possesses unimpeded power over the creation, subsist-
ence, and reabsorption of this world. Similarly the qualities
of having true desires and tiue purposes are attributed to
the highest Self in another passage, viz. the one beginning,
‘The Self which is free from sin’ (K4 Up. VIIL 7, 1)
The clause, ‘He whose Self is the ether,’ means ‘he whose

Self is like the ether;’ for Brahman may be said to be
like the ether on account of its omnipresence and other
quelities. This is also expressed by the clause, * Greater
than the carth.’ And the other explanation also, accord-
ing to which the passage means ‘he whose Self is the
cther’ is possible, since Brahman which as the cause of the
whole world is the Self of everything is also the Scif of the
cther. For the same reasons he is callcd “he to whom all
works belong, and so on.'  Thus the gualitics here intimated
as topics of meditation agree with the nature of Brahman:

We further maintain that the terms ¢ consisting of mind,’ and

¢having breath for its body,’ which the pdrvapakshin asserts

1 The discussion is brought on by the term “vivakshita’ in the
Shitra whose meaning is ‘ cxpressed, aimed at,’ but more literally
¢ decired to be axnressed.”
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cannot refer to Brahman, may refer toit.© For as Brahman is
the Self of everything, qualities such as consisting of mind
. and the like, which belong to the individual soul, belong to
Brahman also. Accordingly Sruti and Smsiti say of
Brahman, ‘ Thou art woman, thou art man ; thou art youth,
thou art maiden ; thou as an old man totterest along on thy
staff; thou art born with thy face turned everywhere * (Sve.
Up. IV, 3), and ‘its hands and feet are everywhere, its eyes
and head are everywhers, its ears are everywhere, it stands
encompassing all in the world’ (Bha. Gitd III, 13).

The passage (quoted above against our view), * Without
breath, without mind, pure, refers to the pure (unrelated)
Brahman, Theterms* consisting of mind ; having breath for
its body, on the other hand,refer to Brahman as distinguished
by qualities. Hence, as the qualities mentioned are possible
in Brahman, we conclude that the highest Brahman only is
represented as the object ?f meditation.

3. On the other hand, as (those qualities) are not
possible (in it), the embodied (soul is) not (denoted
by manomaya, &c.).

The preceding Sttra has declared that the qualitics
mentioned are possible in Brahman; the present Sitra
states that they are not possible in the embodied Self.
Brahman only possesses, in the manner explained, the
qualities of consisting of mind, and so on; not the em-
bodied individual soul. For qualities suth as expressed in
the words, ¢ He whoase purposes are true, whose Self is the
cther, who has no speech, who is not disturbed, who is
greater than the earth,’ cannot casily be attsibuted to the
embodied Self. By the term ‘embodicd’ (sdrira} we have
to understand ‘resid.ing' in a body. If it be objected that
the Lord also resides in the body3, we reply, True, he
does reside in the body, but not in the body only; for sruti
declares him to be all-pervading ; compare, ‘He is greater
than the carth; greater than the atmosphere, omnipresent
like the ether, eternal’ The individual soul, on the other

* Because be is vydpin.
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hand, is in the body only, apart from which as the abode of
fruition it does not exist.

4. And because there is a (separate) denotation
of the object of activity and of the agent.

The attributes of consisting of mind, and so on, cannot
belong to the embodied Self for that reason also, that there.
is a (separate) denotation of the object of .activity and of
the agent. In the passage, ¢ When I shall have departed
from hence I shall obtain him' (XZ Up. III, 14,y), the
word ‘him” refers to that which is the topic’of discussion,
viz. the Self which is to be meditated upon as possessing
the attributes of consisting of mind, &e., as the object of an
activity, viz. as something to be obtained ; while the words,
‘I shall obtain,” represent the meditating individual Self as
the agent, i.e. the obtainer. Now, wherever it can be
helped, we must not assume that one and the same being is
spoken of as the agent and the object of .the activity at the
same time. The relation existing between a person medi-
tating- and the thing meditated upon requires, moreover,
different abodes.—And thus for the above reason, also, that
which is characterised by the attributes of *consisting of
mind, and so on, cannot be the individ_ual soul.

5. On account of the difference of words.

That which possesses the attributes of consisting of mind
and so on, cannot be the individual soul, for that reason alsc
that there is a difference of words.

That is to say, we meet with another scriptural passage of
kindred subject-matter (Sat. Bri. X, 6, 3, 2), * Like a rice
grain, or a barley grain, or a canary sced or the kemel of a
canary seed, thus that golden person is in the Self.” There
onc word, i.e. the locative ¢ in the Sclf,” denotes the embodied
Self, and a different word, viz. the nominative *person,’
denotes the Self distinguished by the qualities of con-
sisting of mind, &, We therefrom conclude that the two
are different.”

6. And on account of Smryti.
Smriti abo declares the difference of the embodicd Self
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and the highest Self, viz. Bha. Gitd XVIII, 61, *The Lord,
O Arguna, is seated in the heart of all beings, driving round
by his magical power all beings (as if they were) mounted
on a machine.’

But what, it may be asked, is that so-called embodied
Self different from the highest Self which is to be set aside
according to the preceding Siitras? Sruti passages, as well
as Smuriti, expressly deny that there is any Self apart from
the highest Self; compare, for instance, BrZ Up. (11, 7, 33,
¢There is no other seer but he; there is no other hearer
but he;’ and Bha. Gitd XIII, 2, ‘And know me also, O
Bhérata, to be the kshetragna in all kshetras,’

True, we reply, (there is in reality one universal Self only.)
But the highest Self in so far as it is limited by its adjuncts,
viz. the body, the senses, and the mind (mano-buddhi), is,
by the ignorant, spoken of as if it were embodied. Simi-
larly the ethier, although in reality unlimited, appears limited
owing to certain adjuncts, such as jars and other vessels.
With regard to this (unreal limitation of the one Self) the
distinction of objects of activity and of agents may be
practically assumed, as long as we have not, learned—
from the passage, ‘That art thou'—that the Self is one
only. As soon, however, as we grasp the truth that there
is only one universal Self, there is an end to the whole
practical view of the world with its distinction of bondage,
final release, and the like

7. If it be said that (the passage does; nat (refer
to Brahman) on account of the smallness of the
abode (mentioned), and on account of the denotations
of that (i.e. of minuteness); we say, no; because
(Brahman) has thus to be contemplated, and be-
cause the case is analogous to that of ether.

On account of the limitation of its abode, which is men-
tioned in the clause, ‘ He is my Self within the heart,’ :md
on account of the declaration as to its mil
in the direct statement, ¢ He is smaller than a grain of rice,
&¢. ; the embodied soul only, which is of the size of ard awl’s
point, is spoken of in the passarve ander discussion, and not

(343
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the highest Self. This assertion made above (in the porva-
paksha of Sfitra I, and restated in the pdrvapaksha of the
present Sftra) has to be refuted. We therefore maintain
that the objection raised does not invalidate our view of the
passage. It is true that d thing occupying a lithited space
. only cannot in any way be spoken of as-omnipresent; but,
on the other hand, that which is omnipresent, and therefore
in all places may, from a certain point of view, be said to
occupy a limited space. . Similarly, a prince may be called
the ruler of Ayodhy4 although he is at the same time the
ruler of the whole earth.—But from what point of view can
the omnipresent Lord be said to occupy a limited space and
to be minute?—He may, we reply, be spoken of thus, ‘because
he is to be contemplated thus.’ The passage under discus-
sion teaches us to contemplate the Lord as abiding within
the lotus of the heart, characterised by minuteness and
similar qualities—which apprehension of the Lord is ren-
dered possible through a modification of the mind—just as
Hari is contemplated in the sacred stone called Salagram.
Although present everywhere, the Lord is pleased when
meditated upon as dwelling in the heart. The case is,
moreover, to be viewed as analogous to that of the ether.
The ether, although all-pervading, is spoken of as limited
and minute, if considered in its connexion with the eye of a
needle ; so Brahman also. But it is an understood matter
that the attributes of limitation of abode and of minuteness
depend, in Brahman's case, entirely on special forms of con-
templation, and are not real. The latter consideration dis-
poses also of the objection, that if Brahman has its abode
in the heart, which heart-abode is a different one in each
body, it would follow that it is affected by all the imper-
fections which attach to beings having different abodes, such
as parrots shut up in different cages, viz. want of unity,
being made up of parts, non-permanency, and so on.

8. If it is said.that (from the circumstance of
Brahman and the individual soul being one) there
follows fruition (on the part of Brahman); we say,
no ; on account of the difference of nature (of the two).
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But, it may be-said, as Brahman is omnipresent like ether,
and therefore connected with the hearts of all living beings,
and as it is of the nature of intelligence and therefore not difs
ferent from the individual soul, it follows that Brahman also
has the same fruition of pleasure, pain, and so on (as the indi-

_ vidual soul). The same result follows from its unity. For
in reality there exists no transmigratory Self different from
the highest Seif; as appears, from the text, * There is no
other knower but he’ (Bri. Up. IIJ, 7, 23), and similar pas-
sages. Hence the highest Self is subject to the fruition
connected with transmigratory existence.

“This is not sp, we reply; because there is a difference of
nature. From the ci ance that Brah is |
with the hearts of all living beings it does not folfow that it
is, like the embodied Self, subject to fruition. For, between
the embodied Self and the highest Self, there is the dif:
ference that the former acts and enjoys, acquires merit and
demerit, and is affected by pleasure, pain, and so on; while
the latter is of the opposite nature, i.e. ch ised by being
free from all evil and the like. On account of this difference
of the two, the fruition of the one does not extend to the

other. To assume merely on the ground of the mutual
proximity of the two, without considering their essentidlly
different powers, that a connexion with cflects exists (in”
Brahman’s cuealso), would be no better than to suppose
that space is on fire (when something in space is on fire),
The same objection and refutation apply to the case of
those also who teach the existence of more than one omai-
present Self. In reply to the assertion, that because
Brahman is one and there are no other Selfs outside
it, Brahman must be subject to fruition since the individual
soul is so, we ask the question: How have you, our wise
opponent, ascertained that there is no other Self? You will
reply, we suppose, from scriptural texts such as, “That art
thou,”* I am Brahman,’ * Therc is no.other Jmower but he,
and so on., Very wcll, then, it appears that “the truth aboue
seriptural mattcrs is to be ascertained from-~Scripture, and
that Seripture is not sometimes to be appealed to, and o

other occasions to be disregaided.
1]
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Scriptural texts,-such as “that art thou,’ teach that
Brahman which is free from all evil is the Self of the
embadied soul, and thus dispel even the opinion that the em-
bodied soul is subject to fruition ; how then should fruition
on the part of the embodied soul involve fruition on the
part of Brahman ?—Let, then, the unity of the individual
soul and Brahman not be apprehended on the ground of
Scripture~—In that case; we reply, the fruition on the part
of the individual soul has wrong knowledge for its cause,
and Brahman as it truly exists is not touched thereby, not
any more than the ether becomes really dark-blue in con-
sequence of ignorant people presuming it to be so. For
this reason the Sdtrakira says! ‘no, on account of the
difference. In spite of their unity, fruition on the part of
the soul does not involve fruition on the part of Brahman;
because there is a difference. For there is a difference
between false knowledge and perfect knowledge, fruition
being the figment of false knowledge while the unity (of
the Self) is revealed by peifect knowledge. Now, as the
substance revealed by perfect knowledge cannot be affected
by fruition which is nothing but the figment of false
knowledge, it is impossible to assume even a shadow of
fruition on Brahman’s part.

9. The eater (is the highest belf) since what is
movable and what is immovable is mentioned (as
his food).

We read in the KazZavallt (I, 2, 25), * Who then knows
where He is, He to whom the Brahmans.and Kshattsiyas
are but food, and death -itself a condiment?’ This passagc
intimates; by means of the words ‘food’ and ¢ condiment,’
that there is some eater. A doubt then ariscs whether the
cater be Agni or the individual soul or the highest Sclf;
for no distinguishing characteristic is stated, and Agni as
well as the individual soul and the highest Self is obscrved
to form, in that Upanished, the subjects of questions?.

* Another interpretation of the later part of Satra.
t Cp. Kuda Up. I, 1, 135 205 I, 2, 14.
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The plirvapakshin maintains that the cater is Agni, fire
being known from Scripture as well (cp. Bri. Up. 1, 4, 6)
as from ordinary life to be the eater of ‘food Or else
the individual soul may be the eater, dccording to the
passage, ‘One of them eats the sweet fruit’ (Mu. Up. III,
1,1). Od the other hand, the eater cannot be Brahman
on account of the passage (which forms the continuation
of the one quoted from the Mu. Up.), ‘The other looks
on without eating.’

The eater, we reply, must be the highest Self ‘because
there is mentioned what is movable and what is immov-
able! For all things movable and immovable are here
to be taken as constituting the food, while death is the
condiment. But nothing beside the highest Self can be
the consumer of all these things in their totality; the
highest Self, however, when reabsorbing the entire aggre-

- gate of effects may be said to eat everything. If it is
objected that here no express mention is made of things
movable and things immovable, and that hence we have
no right to use the (alleged) mention made of them as a
reason, we reply that this objection is unfounded; firstly,
because the aggregate of all living beings is seen to be
meant from the circumstance of death being the condiment ;
and, secondly, because the Brahmans and Kshattriyas may
here, on of their pri H position, be viewed
as instances only (of all beings). Concerning the objection
that the highest Self cannot be an eater on account of the
passage quoted (‘the other looks on without eating’), we
remark that that passage aims-at denying the fruition (on
the part of the highest Self) of the results of works, such
Truition being mentioned in immediate proximity, but
is not meant to negative the reabsorption of the world
of effects (into Brahman); for it is well established by all

the Vedinta-texts that Brahman is the cause of the

creation, subsistence, and reabsorption of the world. There-
fore the cater can here be Brahman only.

10. And on account of the topic under discussion,
That the highest Self only can be the cater relerred to
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is moreover evident from the pdssage (Ka. Up. I, 2, 18),
(‘ The knowing Self is not born, it dies not’), which shows
that the highest Self is the general topic. And to adhere
to the general topic is the proper proceeding. Further, the
cliuse,” ‘ Who then, knows where he is, shows that the
cognition is connected with difficulties ; which circumstance
again points to the highest Self,

11. The ‘two entered into the cave’ (are the in.
dividual soul and the highest Self), for the two are
(mtelllgent) Selfs (and therefore of the same nature),
as it is seen (that numerals-denote beings of the
same nature).

In the same Kassavallt we read (1, 3, 1), ¢ There are the
two drinking the reward of their works in the world, (i.c.
the body,) entered into the cave, dwelling on the highest
summit. Those who know Brahman call them shade and
light ; likewise those householders who perform the Trirnd-
kiketa sacrifice.’

Here the doubt arises whether the mind (buddhi) and
the individual soul are referred to, or the individual soul
and the highest Self, If the mind and the individual soul,
then the individual soul is here spoken of as different from
the aggregate of the organs of action, (i.e. the body,) among
which the mind occupies the first place. And a statement

- on this point is to be expected, as a question concerning
it is asked in a preceding passage, viz. I, 1, 20, ¢ There is
that doubt when a man is dead—some saying he is;
others, he is not. This I should like to know taught by
thee; this is the third of my boons. If, on the other
hand, the passage refers to the individual soul and the
highest Self, then it intimates that the highest Self is
different from the individual soul; and this also requircs
to, be declared here, on account of the question contained
in the passage (I, 2, 14), ¢ That which thou scest as different
from rcligious duty and its contrary, from cficet and causc,
from the past and the future, tell me that.!

The doubt to which the passage gives risc having thus
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been stated, a caviller starts the following objection : neither
of the stated views can be maintained.—Why?—On account
of the characteristic mark implied in the circ nce that
the two are said to drink, i.e. to enjoy, the Truit of their
works in the world! For this can apply to the intelligent
individual soul only, not to the non-intelligent buddhi.
And as the dual form *drinking’ (pibantau) shows that
both are drinking, the view of the two being the
buddhi and the individual soul is not temable. For the
same reason the other opinion also, viz. of the'two being
the individual soul and the highest Self, cannot be main-
tained ; for drinking (i.e. the fruition of reward) cannot
be predicated of the highest Self, on account of the mantra
(Mu. Up. III, 1, 1), * The other looks on without eating.’

These objections, we reply, are without any force, Just

as we see that in phrases such as ‘the mens with the
umbrella (lit. the umbrella-men) are walking,’ the attri-
bute of being furnished with an umbrella which properly
speaking belongs to one man only is secondarily ascribed
to many, so here two agents are spoken of as drinking
because one of them is really drinking. Or else we' may
explain the passage by saying that, while the individual
soul.only drinks, the Lord also is said to drink because
he makes the soul drink. On the other hand, we may
also assume that the two are the buddhi and the individual
soul, the instrument being figuratively spoken of as the
agent—a figure of speech exemplified by phrases such as
* the fuel cooks (the food)." And in a chapter whose topic
is the soul no two other beings can well be represented
as enjoying rewards. Hence there is room for the doubt
whether the two are the buddhi and the individual soul,
or the individual sout and the highest Self.

Here the pdrvapakshin maintains that the former of
the two stated views is the right one, because the two
beings are qualified as ‘entered into the cave” Whether
we understand by the cave the body or the heart, in either
case the buddhi and the individual soul may be spoken
of as * entered into the cave,’ Nor would it be appropriate,
as long as another interpretation is possible, to assume
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that"a special place is here ascribed to the omnipresent
Brahman.* Moreover, the words ‘in the world of their
good deeds show that the two do not pass beygnd the
sphere of the resnlts of their good works, But the highest
Self is not in the sphere of the results of either good or
bad works; according to the scriptural passage, ¢ It does
not grow larger by works nor does it grow smaller.” Further,
the words *shade and light’ properly designate what is
intelligent and what is non-intelligent, because the two are
opposed 10 each other like light and shade. Hence we con-
clude that the buddhi and the individual soul ate spoken of,
-To this we make the following reply :—In the passage
‘under discussion the individual soul (vig#dnitman) and the
highest Self are spoken of, because these two, being both
intelligent Selfs, are of the same nature. For we see that
in ordinary life also, whenever a number is mentioned; beings
of the same class are understood to be meant; when, for
instance, the order is given, ‘ Look out for a sccond (i.e. a
fellow) for this bull,” people look out for a second bull, not
for a horse or a man. So here also, where the mention of
the fruition of rewards enables us to determine that the
individual soul is meant, we understand at once, when a
second is required, that the highest Self has to be understood;
for the highest Self is intelligent, and therefore of the same
nature as the soul.—DBut has it not been said above that the
highest Self cannot be ‘meant here, on account of the text
stating that it is placed in the cave >~—Well, we reply, sruti as
well as smriti speaks of the highest Self as placed in the
cave. Comparc, for instance (Ka. Up. 1, 2, 12), * The Ancient
who is hidden in the cave, who dwells in the abyss;’ Taitt.
Up. II, 1, *He who knows him hidden in the cave, in the
highest cther;’ and, * Search for the Self entered into the
cave.! That it is not contrary to rcason to assign to the omni-
present Brahman a special locality, for the purpose of clearer
perception, we have already demonstrated.  The attribute of
existing in theworld of its good works, which properly belongs
to onc of the two only, viz. to the individual soul, may be
assigned to both, analogously to the case of the men, onc of
whom carries an umbrella.  Their being compared to light
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and shade also is unobjectionable, because the qualities of
belonging and not belonging to this t ig y world
are opposed to each other, like light and shade; the quality
of belonging to it being due to Nescience, and the quality of
not belonging to it being real. We therefore understand by
the two “entered into"the cave,’ the individual soul and the
highest Self.—Another reason for this interpretation follows.

12. And on account of the distinctive qualities
(mentioned).

Moreover, the distinctive qualities mentioned in the text
agree only with the individual Self and the highest Self.
For in a subsequent passage (I, 3, 3), * Know the Sclf to be
the chariotter, the body to be the chariot,’ which contains the
simile of the chariot, the individual soul is representeaas a
charioteer driving on through transmigratory existence and
final release, while the passage (9), * He reaches the end of
his journey, and that is the highest place of Vishuu,’ repre-
sents the highest Self as the goal of thé driver's course.
And in a preceting passage also, (I, 2, 12, ‘The wisc, who by
means of meditation on his Sclf, recognises the Ancient who
is difficult to be seen, who has entered into the dark, who is
hidden in the cave, who dwells in the abyss, as God, he
indeed leaves joy and sorrow far bechind,’) the same two
beings are distinguished as thinker and as object of thought.
The highest Self is, morcover, the general topic. And fur-
ther, the clause, * Those who know Brahman call them,” &c.,
which brings forward a special class of speakers, is in its
place only if the highest Self is accepted (as onc of the two
beings spoken of). It is therefore evident that the passage
ander discussion refers to the individual soul and the highest
Self.

The same rcasoning applies to the passage (Mu. Up. III,
1, 1), *Two birds, inseparable friends,” &c.  There also the
Self is the general topic, and hence no two ordinary birds
can be meant ; we thercfore conclude from the characteristic
mark of cating, mentioned in the passage, * Onc of them cats
the swect fruit,” that the individual soul is meant, and from
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the characteristic marks of abstinence from eating and of in-
telligence, implied in the words, ‘ The other looks on without
eating,’ that the highest Self is meant. In a subsequent
mantra again the two are distinguished as the seer and the
object of sight. ¢ Merged into the same tree (as it were into
water) man grieves at his own impoterice (anisa), bewildered ;
but when he sees the other Lord (isa) contented and knows
his'glory, then his grief passes away.’

‘Another (commentator) gives a different interpretation of
the mantra, * Two birds inseparable,’ &c. To that mantra,
he says, the final decision of the present head of discussion
does not apply, because it is differently interpreted in the
Paingi-rahasya Brihmana. According to the latter the being
which eats the sweet fruit is the sattva ; the other being which
looks on without eating, the individual soul (g#a); so that
the two are the sattva and the individual soul (kshetragsa).
The objection that the word sattva might denote the indi-
vidual soul, and the.word kshetrag#a, the highest Self, is to
be met by the remark that, in the first place, the words
sattva and kshetrag#a have the settled meaning of internal
organ and individual soul, and are, in the second place,
expressly so interpreted there, (viz. in the Paingi-rahasya,)
¢The sattva is that by means of which man sees dreams;
the embodicd one, the seer, is the kshetragiia; the two are
therefore the internal organ and the individual soul’ Nor
does the mantra under discussion fall under the pfirvapaksha
propounded above. For it does not aim at setting forth
the embodied individual soul, in so far as it is characterised
by the attributes connected with the transmigratory state,
such as acting and cnjoying; but in so far rather as it
transcends all attributes connected with the samsira and is
of the nature of Brahman, i.c. is pure intelligence; as is
evident from the clause, *The other looks on without cating.’
That agrees, morcover, with sruti and smriti passages, such
as, “That art thou,' and * Know me also to be the individual
soul® (Bha. Gita XIII, 2). Only on such an explanation
of the passage as the preceding one there is room for the
declaration made in the concluding passage of the section,

+ These twoarc the sattva and the kshetragia ; 1o him indeed
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who knows this no impurity attaches‘ —But how can, on
the above interpretation, the non-intelligent sattva (i.e the
internal organ) be spoken of as an enjoyer, as is actually done
in the clause, ‘One of them eats the sweet fruit?'—The whole
passage, we reply, does not aim at setting forth the fact
that the sattva is an enjoyer, but rather the fact that the
intelligent individual soul is not an enjoyer, but is of the nature
of Brahman. To that end? the passage under discussion
metaphorically ascribes the attribute of being an enjoyer to
the internal organ, in so far as it is modified by pleasure,
pain, and the like. For all acting and enjoying is at the
bottom based on the non-discrimination (by the soul) of
the respective nature of internal organ and soul; while in
reality nelther the internal organ nor the soul either act or
enjoy; not the former, because it is non-iatelligent; not the
latter, because it is not capable of any modification. And
the internal organ can be considered as acting and enjoying,
all the less as it is a mere presentment of Nescience, Inagree-
ment with what we have here maintained, Scripture (‘For
- whére there is as it were duality there ‘one sees the other,’
&c.; Bri. Up. IV, 5, 15) declares that the practical assump-
tion of agents, and so on—comparable to the assumption of
the existence of elephants, and the like, seen in a dream—
holds good in the sphere of Nescience only; while the pas-
sage, * But when the Self anly is all this, how should he sce
another?’ declares that all that practically postulated exist-
ence vanishes for him who has arrived at discriminative
knowledge.
13. The person within (the eye) ys pranman) on
" account of the agreement (of the attributes of that
person with the nature of Brahman).

1 Freedom [rom impunty :-.an result only from the hnowledge
that the individual soul is in reality Brahman, The commentators

explam ragas by avidyi.
* Tadartham iti, givns)a brahmasnddh)nr(ham iti yhvat, taxun)-
WAiyipanni dhik P iti, tatra purushospi bhak-

tritvam ivinubhavati na tattvata iti vaktum adhyiropayati. Ananda
Giri.




124 VEDANTA-S0TRAS.

Scripture says, * He spoke: The person that is seen in the
eye that is the Self. This is the immortal, the féarless, this
is Brahman. Even though they drop melted butter or water
on it (the eye) it runs away on both sides,’ &c. (K% Up.
1V, 15, 1).

The doubt here arises whether this passage refers to'the
reflected Self which resides in the eye, or to the individual
Self, or to the Self of some deity which presides over the
sense of sight, or to the Lord.

With reference to this doubt the pdrvapakshin argues as

follows: What is meant (by the person in the eye)-is the
reflected Self, i.e, the image of a person (reflected in the eye
of another): for of that it is well known that it is seen, and
the clause, ¢ The person that is seen in the eye, refers to it
as something well known. Or clse we may appropriately
take the passage as referring to the individual Self. For
the individual Self (cognitional Self, vig#initman) which
perceives the colours by means of the eye is, on that account,
in proximity to the eye; and, morcover, the word * Self’
{which occurs in the passage) favours this interpretation.
Or else the passage is to be understood as referring to the soil
animating the sun which assists the scnse of sight; compare
the passage (BrZ. Up. V, 5, 2), ‘He (the person in the sun)
rests with his rays in him (the person in the right eye).” More-
over, qualities such as immortality and the like (which are
ascribed to the subject of the scriptural passage) may sosme-
how belong to individual deities, The Lord, on the other
hand?, cannot be meant, bCCause a particular locality is
spoken of,

Against this we remark that the highest Lord enly,
can be meant here by the peison within the cye.—Why ?—
*On account of the agreement.’ Tor the qualities men-
tioned in the passage accord with the naturc of the highest
Lord. The quality of being the Sclf, in the first place,
belongs to the highest Lord in its primary (non-figurative
or non-derived) sciise, as we know from such texts as ¢ That

' \Who, somebody might say, is to be understood here, because
immortality and similar qualitics belong (o him not somchow only,
but in their true sense.



' I ADHYAYA, 2 PADA, 14. 125

is the Self, ‘ That art thou.' Immortality and fearlessness
again are often ascribed to him in Scripture. The location
in the eye also is in consonance with the nature of the
highest Lord. For just as the highest Lord whom Scrip-
ture declares to be fiee from all evil is not stained by any
imperfections, so the station of the eye also is declared
to be free from all stain, as we sce from the passage, * Even
though they drop melted butter or water on it'it runs away
on both sides.” -The statement, moreover, that he possesses
the qualitics of samyadvima, &c. can be reconciled with
the highest Loid only (X7%. Up. IV, 15, 2, * They call him
Samyadvima, for all blessings (vima) go towaids him
(samyanti). He is also vidmani, for he leads (nayati) all
blessings (vima). He is also Bhamani, for he shines (bhdti)
in all worlds’). Therefore, on account of agreement, the
person within the eye is the highest Lord.

14. And on account of the statement of place, and
SO on.

But how does the confined locality of the eye agree
with Brahman which is ominipresent like the ether?—To
this question we reply that there would indeed be a want
of agrecment if that one locality only were assigned to
the Lord. For other localities also, viz. the earth and so
on, are attributed to him in the passage, ‘He who duwells
in the earth, &c. (Bri. Up. 111, 7, 3). And among those
the eye also is mentioned, viz.in the clause, ¢ He who dwells
in the eye, &c. The phrase ‘and so on,” which forms part
of the Sitra, intimates that not only locality is assigned
to Brahman, although not (really) appropriate to it, but that
also such things as name and form, although not appro-
priate to Brahman which is devoid of name and form, are
yet scen to be attributed to it. That, in such passages as
¢His name is ut, he with the golden beard’ (A4. Up. I,
6, 7, 6), Brahman although devoid of qualities is spoken
of, for the purposes of devotion, as possessing qualities
depending on name and forny, we have already shown. And
we have;, morcover, shown that to attribute to Brahmar
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a definite locality, in spite of his omnipresence, subserves
the purposes of contemplation, and is therefore not con-
trary to reasonl; no more than to contemplate Vishsu in
the sacred silagrim.

15. And on account of the passage referring to
that which is distingunished by pleasure (i. e. Brah-
man). )

There is, moreover, really no room for dispute whether
Brahman be meant in the passage under discussion or not,
because the fact of Brahman being meant is established
*by the reference to that which is distinguished by pleasure.’
For the same Brahman which is spoken of as characterised
by pleasure in the beginning of the chapter?, viz. in the
clauses, ‘ Breath is Brahman, Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brah-
man, that same Brahman we must suppose to be referred
to in the present passage also, it being proper to adhere
.to the subject-matter under discussion; the clause, * The
teacher will tell you the way?,' merely announcing that
the way will be proclaimed [by the teacher; not that a
new subject will be startedl—How then, it may be asked,
is it known that Brahman, as distinguished by pleasure,'is
spoken of in the beginning of the passage?—We reply:
On hcaring the speech of the fires, viz. ¢ Breath is Brahman,
Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brahman,” Upakasala says, ‘I under-
stand that breath is Brahman, but I do not understand
that Ka or Kha is Brahman." Thereupon the fires reply,
*What is 'Ka is Kha, what is Kha is Ka* Now the word
Kha denotes in ordinary language the clemental ether.

If therefore the word Ka which means pleasure were not
applied to qualify the sense of * Kha,’ we should conclude

1 “hie Akds say that the contents of this last sentence are hinted
at by the word ‘and” in the Sttra.

* Le. at the beginning of the instruction which the sacred fires
give to Upakonaly, A%. Up. 1V, 20 11,

* Which words conclude the instruction given by the fires, and
introduce the instruction given by the tescher, of which the passage
sthe persoa that is scen inthe eye, &c. forms a part,
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that the name Brah is here symbolically? given to the
mere elemental ether as it is (in other places) givén to
mere names and the like. Thus also with regard to the
word Ka, which, in ordinary language, d the imperfect
pleasure springing from the contact of the sense-organs
with their objects. If the word Kha were not applied to
qualify the sense of Ka we should conclude that ordinary
pleasure is here called Brahman, But as the two words
Ka and Kha (occur together and therefore) qualify each
other, they intimate Brahman whose Self is pleasure.
If® in the passage referred to (viz. ‘Breath is Brahman,
Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brahman’) the second Brahman
(i.e. the word Brahman in the clause *Ka is Brahman’)
were not added, and if the sentence would run ‘Ka, Kha
is Brahman,’ the word Ka would be employed as a mere,
qualifying word, and thus pleasure as being a mere quality
would not’be represented as a‘subject of meditation. To
. prevent this, both words—Ka as well as Kha—are joined
with the word Brahman ( Ka (is) Brahman, Kha (is) Brah-
man’). For the passage wishcs to intimate that pleasure
also, although a quality, should be meditated upon as some-
thing in which qualities inhere. It thus appears that at
the beginning” of the chapter Brahman, as characterised
by pleasure, is spoken of. After that the Garhapatya and
the other sacred fires proclaim in turns their own glory,
and finally conclude with the words, ‘ This is our knowledge,
O friend, and the knowledge of the Self;’ wherein they point
back to the Brahman spoken of before, The words, ‘ The
teacher will tell you the way * (which form the last clause
of the concludit ge), merely p ise an explanation
of the way, and thus preclude the idea of another topic being
started. The tcacher thereupon saying, *As water does
not cling to a lotus leaf, so no cvil deed clings to one who
knows it’ (which words intervene between the concluding

: A:rayéntarapml)ayasﬁ:ra;ima.re kshep:l/l prallL:J;z hjf athd

* The l'ollmung sentences guc the reason uhy, although there is
Bral, the word Brah is rep

only one
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speech of the fires and the information given by the teacher
about-the person within the eye) declares that no evil
attacks him who knows the person within the eye, and
thereby shows the latter to be Brahman. It thus appeats
that the teacher’s intention is to speak about that Brahman
which had formed the topic of the instruction of the fires;
to represent it at first as located in the eye and possessing
the qualities of Samyadvima and the like, and to point dut
afterwards that he who thus knows passes on to light and,
so on, He therefore begins by saying, ¢ That person that
is scen in the eye that is the Self.’

16. And on account of the statement of the way,
of him who has heard the Upanishads.

The person placed in the eye is the highest lord " for
the following reason also. From sruti as well as smriti
we are acquainted with the way of him who has heard
the Upanishads or the secret knowledge, i.e. who knows
Brahman. That way, called the path of the gods, is
described (Pra. Up. I, 10), * Those who have sought the
Scif by penance, abstinence, faith, and knowledge gain
by the northern path the sun. This is the home of the
spirits, the immortal, free from fear, the highest. From
thence they do not return;’ and also (Bha. Gita VIII, 24),
¢ Fire, light, the bright fortuight, the six months of the
northern progress of the sun, on that way thosc who know
Brahman go, when they have died, to Brahman.! Now that
very same way is scen to be stated, in our text, for him
who knows the person within the cye. For we read (KA.
Up. 1V, 15, 5), ‘Now whether people perform obsequics
for him or no he goes to light;’ and later on, ‘ From the
sun (he goes) to the moon, from the moon to lightning.
There is a person not human, he leads them to Brahman,
This is the path of the gods, the path that leads to Brah-
man. Thosc who proceed on that path do not return to
the life of man.’ From this description of the way which
is known to be the way of him who knows Brahman we
ascertain that the person within the eyc is Brahman.
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17. (The person ‘within the eye is the highest),
not any other Self; on account of the non-perma-
nency (of the other Selfs) and on account of the im-
possibility (of the qualities of the person in the eye
being ascribed to the other Selfs).

To the assertion made in the pdrvapaksha that the
person in the eye is either the reflected Self or the cog-
nitional Self (the individual soul) or the Self of some deity
the following answer is given—No other Self such as, for
instance, the reflected Self can be assumed here, on account.
of non-permanency.—The reflected Self, in the first place,
does not permanently abide in the eye. For when some
person approaches the eye the reflection of that person
is seen in the eye, but when the person ‘moves away
the reflection is seen no longer. The passage ‘That
person within the eye’ must, moreover, be held, on the
ground of proximity, to intimate that the person seen in
2 man’s own eye is the object of (that man's) devout medi-
tation (and not the reflected image of his own person which’
he may see in the eye of another man). [Let, then, another
man approach the devout man, and let the latter meditate
on the image reflected in his own eye, but seen by the other

man only. No, we reply, for] we have no right to make
the (complicated) assumption that the devout man is, at
the time of devotion, to bring close to his eye another
man in order to produce a reflected image in his own
cye. Scripture, moreover, (viz. K4 Up. VIII, 9, 1,* It {the
reflected Self) perishes as soon as the body perishes,)
declares the non-permanency of the reflected Self—And,
further, ‘on account of impossibility® (the person in the
eye cannot be the reflected Sclf). For immortality and
the other qualities ascribed to the person in the eye are
not to be perceived in the reflected Sell—Of the cogni-
tional Sclf, in the second place, which is in general con-
nexion with the whole body and all the semscs, it can
likewise not be said that it has its permanent station in
the eye only. That, on the cther hand, Brahman although
all-pervading may, for the purpose of contemplation, be

(342 K
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spoken -of as connected with particalar places such as the
heart and the like, we have seen already. ~The cognitional
Self shares (with the reflected Self) the impossibility of
having the qualities of immortality and so on attributed to
it. Although the cognitional Self is in reality not different
from the highest Self, still there are fictitiously ascribed
to it (adhydropita) the effects of nescience, desire and
works, viz. mortality and fear ; so that neither immortality
nor fearlessness belongs to it. The qualities of being the
samyadvama, &c. also cannot properly be ascribed to the
cognitional Self, which is not distinguished by lordly power
{aisvarya).—In the third place, although the Self of a deity
(viz. the sun) has its station in the eye—according to the
scriptural passage, ‘ He rests with hig rays in him "—still
Selfhood cannot be ascribed to the sun, on account of
his externality (pardgripatva). Immortality, &c. also cannot
be predicated of him, as Scripture speaks of his origin and
his dissolution. For the (so-called) deathlessness of the
gods only means their (comparatively) long existence. And
their Jordly power also is based on the highest Lord and
does not naturally belong to them ; as.the mantra declares,
‘ From terror of it (Brahman) the wind blows, from terror
the sun rises; from terror of it Agni and Indra, yea, Death
runs as the fifth’—Hence the person in the eye must be
viewed as the highest Lord only.: In the case of this
explanation being adopted the mention (of the person in
the eye) as something well known and established, which
is contained in the words ‘is seen’ (in the phrase ‘the
person that is scen in the eye’), has to be taken as referring
to (the mental perception founded on) the sistra which
belongs to thase who know ; and the glorification (of devout
meditation) has to be understood as its purpose.

18. The internal ruler over the devas and so on
(is Brahman), because the attributes of that (Brah-
man) are designated,

In Bri. Up. 111, 7, 1 ff. we read, * He who within rules
this world_and the other world and all beings,’ and later
on, ¢ He who dwells in the earth and within the carth, whom
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the carth does not know, whose body the earth is, who. *
rules the earth within, he is thy Self, the ruler within, the
immortal,’ &c. The entire chapter (to sum up its contents)
speaks of a being, called the antarydmin (the internal rulef),
who, dwelling within, rules with reference to the gods,
the world, the Veda, the sacrifice, the beings, the Self.—
Here now, owing to the unusualness of the term (antar-
yAmin), there arises a doubt whether it denotes the Seif
of some deity which presides over the gods and so on,
or some Yogin who has acquired extraordinary powers,
such as, for instance, the capability of making his body
subtle, or the highest Self, or some other being. What
alternative then does recommend itself?

As the term is an unknown one, the plrvapakshin says,
we must assume that the being denoted by it is also an
unknown one, different from all those mentioned above.—
Or else it may be said that, on the one hand, we have no
right to assume something of an altogether. indefinite
character, and that, on the other hand, the term antaryi-
min—which is derived from antaryamana (ruling within)—
cannot be called altogether unknown, that therefore antar-
yamin may be assumed to denote some god presiding over
the earth, and so on. Similarly, we read (Brs. Up. I1I, 9,
16); * He whose dwelling is the earth, whose sight is fire,
whose mind is light,’ &¢. A god of that kind js capable of
ruling the easth, and so on, dwelling within them, because
he is endowed with the organs of action; rulership is there-
fore rightly ascribed to him.—Or else the rulership spoken
of may belong to'some Yogin whom his extraordinary powers
enable to enter within all things.—The highest Self, on the
other hand, cannot be meant, asit does not possess the organs
of action (which are required for ruling).

To this we make the following reply.—The internal ruler,
of whom Scripture speaks with reference to the gods, must
be the highest Self, cannot be anything else.—Why sop—
Because its qualities are desxg-mted in the passage under
discussion. The universal rulershi] lied in the
that, dwelling within, it rules the cnme aggregatc of created
beings, inclusive of the gods, and so on, is an appfnpnatc

K2
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attribute of the highest Self, since omnipotence depends
on (the omnipotent ruler) béing the cause of all created
things.—The qualities of. Selfhood and immortality also,
which are mentioned in the-passage, ‘He is thy Self, the
ruler within, the immortzl,” belong in their primary sense to
the highest Self.—Further, the passage, ‘He whom the earth
does not know, which declares that the internal ruler is not
known by the earth-deity, shows him to be different from
that deity ; for the deity 6f the earth knows itself to be the
earth.—The attributes ‘unseen,’ ‘unheard,’ also point to
the highest Self, which is devoid of shape and other sensible
qualities.—The objection that the highest Self is destitute
of the organs of action, and hence cannot be a ruler, is
without force, beeause organs of actisn may be ascribed to
him owing to the organs of action of those whom he rules.—
If it should be objected that [if we once admit an internal
ruler in addition to the individual soul] we are driven to
assume again another and another ruler ad infinitum ; we
reply that this is not the case, as actually there is no other
ruler (but the highest Self ). The objection would be valid

only in the case of a difference of rulers actually existing,

—TFor all these reasons, the internal ruler is no other but the

highest Sclf.

19. And (the internal ruler is) not that which the
Smyriti assumes, (viz. the pradhina,) on account of
the statement of qualities not belonging to it.

Good so far,a Sankhya opponent resumes. - The attributes,
however, of not being seen, &c., belong also to the pradhina
assumed by the Siakhya-smriti, which is acknowledged to
be devoid of formn and other sensible qualities. For their

' According to Scripture, Niraihusam sacvaniyantritvam srautam
m ka udmc sarvaniyanlari bhiedo na inuminam srutibhiditam
utish/4ati.  Ananda Giri. Or else, as Go. An. femarks, we may ex-
plain: as the highest Self is not really different from the individual
soul. ‘So also Bh imali: Na Linavasthd, na bi niyantrantaram tena
niyamyate hirs lu yo gho niyanti lolasiddhab sa paramitmavo-
pedly avatliedakalpitablicdak
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Smriti says, * Undiscoverable, unknowable, as if wholly in
sleep’ (Manu I, 5). To this pradhdna also the attribute of
rulership belongs, as it is the cause of all effects. Therefore ’
the internal ruler may be understaad to denote the pradhina,
The pradhina has, indecd, been set aside already by the
Sitra Iy 5 but we bring it forward again, because we find
that attributes belonging to it, such as not being seen and
the like, are mentioned in Scripture.

To this argumentation the Sitrakéra replies that the word
tiniternal ruler’ cannot denote the pradhina, because qualities
not belonging to the Jatter are stated. For, although the
pradbina may be spoken of as not being seen, &c,, it cannat
be spoken- of as seeing, since the Safikhyas admit it to be
non-intelligent. But the scriptural passage which forms the
complement to the passage about the internal ruler {BrZ. Up.
III, 7, 23) says expressly,  Unseen but seeing, unheard but
hearing, unperceived but perceiving, unknown but knowing,’
—And Selfhood also cannot belong to the pradhina.

Well, then, if the term *internal rulér’ cannot be admitted
to denote the pradbina, because the latter is neither a Self
nor seeing ; let us suppose it to denote the embodied (mdx-
vidual) soul, which is intelligent, and therefore hears, sees,
percgives, knows; which is internal (pratya##), and there-
fore of the nature of Self ; and which is immortal, because
it is able to enjoy the fruits of its good and evil actions,
It is, moreover, a settled matter that the attributes of not
being seen, &c., belong to the embodied soul, because the
agent of an action, such as seeing; cannot at the same time
be the object of the acfion. This is declared in scriptural
passages also, as, for instance (Brs. Up. 111, 4, 2}, * Thou
couldst not see the seer of sight.” The individual soul is,
moreaver, capable of inwardly ruling the complex of the
organs of action, as it is the enjoyer. Therefore the internal
ruler is the embodied soul.—To this reasoning the following .
Siitra replies.

20. And the embodied soul (also cannot be under-
stood by the internal ruler), for both also (i. e, both
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recensions of the Brihad Aranyaka) speak of it as
different (from the internal ruler).

The word ‘not’ (in the Satra) has to be supplied from

the preceding Satra. Although the attributes of seeing, &c,,
belong to the individual soul, still as the soul is limited by
its adjuncts, as- the ether is by a jar, it is not capable of
dwelling completely within the earth and the other beings
mentioned, and.to rule them. Moreover, the followers of
both sikhas, i.e. the Kanvas as well as the Madhyandinas,
speak in their texts of the individual soul as different from
the internal ruler, viz. as constituting, like the earth, and so
on, his abode and the object of his rule. The Kéanvas read
(Bri, Up. 111, 7, 22), ‘He who dwells in knowledge;’ the
Madhyandinas, f He who dwells in the Self’ If the latter
reading is adopted, the word * Self’ denotes the individual
soul ; if the former, the individual soul is denoted by the
word ‘knowledge;’ for the individual soul consists of
knowledge. It is therefore a settled matter that some
being different from the individual soul, viz. the lord, is
denoted by the term *internal ruler’—But how, it may be
asked, is it possible that there should be within onc body
two seers, viz. the lord who rules internally and the individual
soul different from him ?~~Why—we ask in return—should
that be impossible >——Because, the opponent replics, it is
contrary to scriptural passages, such as, ‘ There is no other
seer but he,’ &c.,, which deny that there is any secing, hearing,
pcr'ccl'vl'ng, knowing Self, but the internaf rufer under dis-
cussion.—May, we rejoin, that passage not have the purpose
of denying the existence of another ruler?>—No, the opponent
-replies, for there is no occasion for another ruler (and
therefore no occasion for denying his existence), and the
text docs not contain any specification, (but mercly denies
the existence of any other scer in generall)

We therefore advance the following final refutation of the
opponent's objection.—The declaration of the difference of
the embodicd Self and the internal ruler has its reason in
the limiting adjunct, consisting of the organs of action, pre-
scnted by Nescience, and is not absolutely true. For the
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Self within is one only ; two internal Selfs are not possible,
But owing to its limiting adjunct the one Self is practically
treated as if it were two; just as we make a distinction
between the ether of the jar and the universal ether, Hence
there is room for those scriptural passages which set forth
the distinction of knower and object of knowledge, for per-
ception and the other means of proof, for the intuitive
knowledge of the apparent world, and for that part of
Seripture which contains injunctions and prohibitions. In
accordance with this, the scriptural passage, ¢ Where there
is duality, as it were, there one sees another,’ declares that
the whole practical world exists only in the sphere of
Nescience; while the subsequent passage, ¢But when the
Self only is all this, how should he see another?’ declares
that the practical world vanishes in the sphere of true
knowledge.

21. That which possesses the attributes of invisi-
bility and so on (is Brahman), on account of the
declaration of attributes. ’

Scripture says, ¢ The higher knowledge .. ums oy which
the Indestructible is apprehended. That which cannot
be seen nor seized, which is without origin and qualities,
without eyes and ears, without hands and feet, the eternal,
all-pervading, omnipresent, infinitesimal, that which is im-
perishable, that it is which the wise regard as the source
of all‘beings' (Mu. Up. I, 1, 5; 6)—Here the doubt arises
whether the source of all beings which is spoken of as
characterised by invisibility, &c. be the pradhina, or the
embodied soul, or the highest Lord.

We must, the pfirvapakshin says, understand by the
source of all beings the non-intelligent pradhina because
(in the passage i diately sub to the one quoted)
only non-intelligent beings are mentioned as parallel in-

- stances. ‘As the spider sends forth and draws in its
thread, as plants grow on the earth, as from the living
man hairs spring forth on the head and the body, thus
cverything arises here from the Indestructible’—But, it
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may be objected, men and spiders which are_ here quoted
as parallel instances are of intelligent nature.—No, the
pﬁrvapakshm replies; for the intelligent being as such is
not the source of the threads and the hair, but everybody
knows that the non-intelligent body of the spider ruled
by intelligence is the source of the threads; and so in the
case of man also.—While, moreover, in the case of the
preceding Sttra, the pradhina hypothesis could not be
accepted, because, although some qualities mentioned, such
as invisibility and so on, agreed with it, others such as being
the seer and the like did not; we have here to do only
with attributes such as invisibility which agree with the
pradhina, no attribute of a contrary nature being men-
tioned.—But the qualities mentioned in the complementary
passage (Mu. Up. |, 1, g), * He who knows all and perceives
all; do not agree with the non-intelligent pradhina; how,
then, can the source of all beings be interpreted to mean the
. pradh&na ?—To this the pﬁwapakshm replies: The passage,
¢ The higher knowledge is that by which the Indestructible
is apprchended, that which cannot be seen,’ &c., points, by
mcans of the term  the Indestructible,’ to the source of all
beings characterised by invisibility and similar attributes,
This same f Indestructible’ is again mentioned later on in
the passage, ‘It is higher than the high Imperishable.
Now that which in this latter passage is spoken of as
higher than the Imperishable may possess the qualitics
of knowing and perceiving everything, while the pradhina
denoted by the term ‘the Imperishable’ is the source of
all beings.—If, however, the word *source’ (yoni) be taken
in the sense of operative cause, we may by ‘the source
of the beings’ understand the embodied Self also, which,
by means of merit and demerit, is the cause of the origin
of the complex of things,

To this we make the following reply.—That which here
is spoken of as the source of all beings, distinguished by
such qualities as invisibility and so on, can be the highest
Lord only, nothing clsc.—Wherecupon is this conclusion
founded ?—On the statement of attributes. For the clause,
+He who is all-knowing, all-percciving,’ clearly states an
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attribute belonging to the highest Lord only, since the
attributes of knowing all and perceiving all cannot be
predicated eithér of the non-intelligent pradhdna or the
embodied soul whose power of sight is narrowed by its
limiting conditions. To the objection that“the qualities
of knowing and perceiving all are, in the passage under
discussion, attributed to that which is higher than the
source of all beings—which latter is denoted by the term
¢ the Imperishable *—not to the source tself, we reply that
this explanation i{s inadmissible because the source of all
beings, which—in the clause,  From the Indestructible cvery-
thing here arises'—is designated as the material cause of
all created beings, is later on spoken of as all-knowing,
and again as the cause of all created beings, viz. in the
passage (I, 1, 9), ‘ From him who knows all and perceives
all, whose brooding consists of knowledge, from him is
born that Brahman, name, form, and food." As therefore
the Indestructible which forms the general topic of dis-
cussion is, owing to the identity of designation, recognised
(as being referred to in the later passage also), we understand
that it is the same Indestructible to which the attributes
of knowing and perceiving all are ascribed—We further
maintain .that also the passage, ¢ Higher than the high
Imperishable, does not refer to any being different from
the imperishable souice of all beings which is the general
topic .of discussion. We conclude this from the circum-
stance that the passage, ‘ He truly told that knowledge
of Brahman through which he knows the imperishable
true person, (I, 3, 13; which passage leads on to the
passage about that which is higher than the Imperishable)
merely declares that the imperishable source of all beings,
distinguished by invisibility and the like—which formed
the subject of the preceding chapter—will be discussed.
The reason why that imperishable source js called higher
than the high Imperishable, we shall explain under the next
Stitra.—Morcover, two kinds of knowledge arc cnjoined
there (it the Upanishad), a lower and a higher onc. Of
the lower one it is said that it comprises the Rig-veda and
so on, and then the text continues, * The higher knowledge
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is that by which the Indestructible is apprehended’ Here
the Indestructible is declared to be the subject of the
higher knowledge. If we now were to assume that the
Indestructible distinguished by invisibility and like qualities
is something different from the highest Lord, the know-
ledge referring to it would not be the higher one. For
the distinction of lower and higher knowledge is made on
account of the diversity of their results, the former leading
to mere worldly exaltation, the latter to absolute bliss; and
nobody would assume absolute bliss to result from the know-
ledge of the pradhina.—Moreover, as on the view we are
controverting the highest Self would be assumed to be
something higher than the imperishable source of all
beings, three kinds of knowledge would have to be ac-
knowledged, while the text expressly speaks of two kinds
only.—Further, the reference to the knowledge of every-
thing being implied in the knowledge of one thing—which
is contained in the passage (I, 1, 3), ¢Sir, what is that
through which if it is known everything else becomes
known ?’—is possible only if the allusion is to Brahman
the Self of all, and not either. to the pradhina which com-
prises only what is non-ntelligent or to the enjoyer viewed
apart from the objects of enjoyment.—The text, moreover,
by introducing the knowledge of Brahman as the chief
subject—which it does in the passage (1, 1, 1), * He told the
knowledge of Brahman, the foundation of all knowledge,
to his eldest son Atharvan’—and by afterwards declaring
that out of the two kinds of knowledge, viz. the lower
onc and the higher one, the higher one Ieads to the com-
prchension of the Imperishable, shows that the knowledge
of the Imperishable is the knowledge of Brahman. On the
other hand, the term ‘knowledge of Brahman' would
become meaningless if that Imperishable which is to be
comprehended by seans of it were not Brahman. The
lower knowledge of works which comprises the Rig-veda,
and so on, is mentioned preliminarily to the knowledge of
Brahman for the mere purpose of glorifying the latter;
as appears from the passages in which it (the lower know-
ledge) is spoken of slightingly, such as (I, 2, 7), * But frail



1 ADHYAYA, 2 PADA, 22, 139

indeed are those boats, the sacrifices, the eighteen in
which this lower ceremonial has been told. Fools who
praise this as the highest good are subject again and again
to old age and death.’ After these slighting remarks the
text declares that he who turns away from the lower
knowledge is prepared for the highest one (I, 2, 12),
‘Let a Brihmana after he has examined all these worlds
which are gained by works acquire freedom from all desires.
Nothing that is eternal (not made) can be gained by what
is not cternal (made). Let him in order to understand this
take fuel in his hand and approach a guru who is learned
and dwells entirely in Brahman.'—The remark that, because
the earth and other non-intelligent things are adduced as
parallel instances, that also which is compared to them,
viz. the source of all beings must be non-intelligent, is
without foundation, since it is not necessary that two
things of which one is compared to the other should be
of absolutely the same nature. The things, moreover, to
which the source of all beings is compared, viz. the earth
and the like, are material, while nobody would assume the
source of all beings ta be material—For all these reasons
the source of all beings, which possesses the attributes
of invisibility and so on, is the highest Lord.

22, The two others (i. e. the individual soul and
the pradhéna) are not (the source of all beings) be-
cause there are stated distinctive attributes and

difference.

The source of all beings is the highest Lord, not either
of the two others, viz. the pradhina and the individual soul,
on account of the following reason also. In the first place,
the text distinguishes the source of all beings from the
embodied soul, as something of a different nature; compare
the passage (II, I, 2), “That heavenly person is without
body, he is beth without and within, not produced, with-
out breath and without mind, pure.’ The distinctive attri-
butes mentioned here, such as being of a heavenly nature,
and so on, can in no way belong to the individual soul,
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which erroneously considers itself to be limited by name
and form as presented by Nescience, and erroneously imputes
their attributes to itself. Therefore the passage manifestly
refers to the Person which is the subject of all the Upanishads.
—In the second place, the source of all beings which forms
the general topic is represented in the text as something
different from the pradhéna, viz. in the passage, ‘ Higher
than the high Imperishable Here the term ‘ Imperishable ’
means that undeveloped entity which represents the seminal
potentiality of names and forms, contains the fine parts
of the material elements, abides in the Lord, forms his
limiting adjunct, and being itself no effect is high in com-
parison to all effects; the whole phrase, * Higher than the
high Imperishable, which expresses a difference then
clearly shows that the highest Self is meant here.—We do
not on that account assume an independent entity called
pradhéna and say that the source of all beings is stated
separately therefrom; but if a pradhdna is'to be assumed
at all (in agreement with the common opinion) and if being
assumed it is assumed of such a nature as not to be opposed
to the statements of Scripture, viz. as the subtle cause of all
beings denoted by the terms ‘the Undeveloped’ and so on,
we have no objection to such an assumption, and declare
that, on account of the separate statement thereflrom, i.e.
from that pradhina, ‘the source of all beings® must mean
the highest Lord.—A further argument in favour of the
same conclusion is supplied by the next Satra.

23. And on account of its form being mentioned.

Subsequently to the passage, ‘Higher than the high
Imperishable,” we meet (in the passage, ‘ From him is bom
breath,” &c.} with a description of the creation of all things,
from breath down to earth, and then with a statement of
the form of this same source of beings as consisting of
all created beings, ¢ Fire is his head, his eyes the sun and
the moon, the quarters his cars, his speech the Vedas dis-
closed, the wind his breath, his heart the universe; from
his feet camc the carth; he is indced the inncr Self of
all things.” This statement of form can refer only to the
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highest Lord, and not either to the embodied soul, which,
on account of its small power, cannot be the cause of all
cffects, or to the pradhana, which cannot be the inner Self
of all beings. We therefore conclude that the source of all
beings is the highest Lord, not either of the other two.—
But wherefrom do you conclude that the quoted declara-
tion of form refers to the source of all beings ?~—From the
, general topic, we reply. The word *he” (in the clause, « He
is indeed the inner Self of all things’) connects the passage
with the general topic. As the source of all beings consti-
tutes the general topic, the whole passage, from ¢ From him
is bern breath,’ up to, * He is the inner Self of all beings,”
refers to that same source. Similarly, when in ordinary
conversation a certain teacher forms the general topic of the
talk, the phrase, ¢ Study under him; he knows the Veda and
the Veddiigas thoroughly,’ as a matter of course, refers to
that same teacher.—But how can a bodily form be ascribed
to the source of all beings which is characterised by invisi-
bility and similar attributes?—The statement as to its nature,
* we reply, is made for the purpose of showing that the source
of all beings is the Self of all beings, not of showing that itis
of a bodily nature, The case is analogous to such passages
as, ‘I am food, I am food, T am the eater of food”’ (Taitt,
Up. 111, 10, 6)—Others, however, are of opinjon! that the
statement quoted does nat refer to the source of all beings,
because that to which it refers is spoken of as something
preduced. For, on the one hand, the immediately pre-
ceding passage (* From him is born health, mind, and all
organs of sense, ether, air, light, water, and the earth, the
support of all’) speaks of the aggregate of beings from air
down to earth as something produced, and, on the other

0. An, ; ekadesinam déshayati,

Ananda Giri; tad etat dksher Adhinibhydz vyi-
khydya svamatena vyilash/e, punak sabdos pi _pﬁr\nsmﬁd visesham
dyotayann asyeshsatim sbhayati, Bhimati.—"The statement of the
two former must be und d 10 agree-
ment with the Bhimali—that Sankara is now going to refute the
preceding explanation by the statement of his own vic:\. Thus
Go. An. later on explains “asmin pakshic? by “svapakshe.

! Vetikridvyikhy im dbshayati, G
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hand, a passage met with later on ( From him comes Agni,
the sun being his fuel,’ up to “All herbs and juices') ex-
presses itself to the same purpose. How then should all at
once, in the midst of these two passages (which refer to the
creation), a statement be made about the nature of the source
of all beings?—The attribute of being the Self of all beings
(which above was said to be mentioned in the passage about
the creation, ‘Fire is his head,’ &c., is not mentioned there but) |
is stated only later on in a passage subsequent to that which
refers to the creation, viz. * The Person is all this, sacrifice,’
&c. (11, 1, 10).—Now, we sec that sruti as well as smristi
speaks of the birth of Pragapati, whose body is this three-
fold world ; compare Rig-veda Samh. X, 121, 1, ‘ Hiranya-
garbha arose in the beginning; he was the one born Lord
of things existing. He established the earth and this sky;
to what God shall we offer our oblation?’ where the expres-
sion ‘arose’ means ‘he was born.” And in smriti we read,
¢ Ie is the first embodied one, he is called the Person; as
the primal creator of the beings Brahman was evolved in
the beginning.’ This Person which is (not the original
Brahman but) an effect (like other created beings) may be
called the internal Self of all beings (asit is called in I1, 1, 4),
because in the form of the Self of breath it abides in the
Selfs of all beings.—On this latter explanation (according to
which the passage, * Fire is his head,” &c., does not describe
the nature of the highest Lord, and can therefore not be
referred to in the Sitra) the declaration as to the Lord
being the ‘nature’ of all which is contained in the passage,
¢ The Person is all this, sacrifice,’ &c., must be taken as the
reason for establishing the highest Lord, (i. e. as the passage
which, according to the Sitra, proves that the source of all
beings is the highest Lord )

' The question is.to what passage the *r@popanyisit’ of the
Shtra refers.— According to the opinion set forth Lrst it relers to
Mu. Up. 11, 1, § .—But, according to the second view, IL, 1, 4 t0
11, 1, 9, cannot refer to the source of all beings, i e. the highest
Self, because that entire ge describes the ion, the inner
Sclf of which is not the highest Self but Pragipati, L e. the Hirauga-
garbha or Satritman of the Iater Vedinta, who is 1elf an
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24. Vaisvanara (is the highest Lord) on account of
the distinction qualifying the common terms (Vaisvi-
nara and Self).

(In K% Up. V, 11 ff.) a discussion begins with the words,
“What is oyr Self,.what is Brahman?’ and is carried on in
the passage, ‘ You know at present that Vaisvinara Self,
tell us that;’ after that it is declared with reference to
Heaven, sun, air, ether, water, and carth, that they are con-
nected with the qualities of having good light, &c,,’and, in
order to disparage devout meditation on them singly, that
they stand to the Vaisvinara in the relation of being his head,
&c., merely ; and then finally (V, 18) it is said, * But he who
meditates on the Vaisvinara Self as measured by a span, as
abhivimina?, he eats food in all worlds, in all beings, in all

. Selfs. Of that Vaisvanara Self the head is Sutegas (having
goodlight),the eye Visvar(ipa (multiform), the breath Prithag-
vartman (moving in various comises}, the trunk Bahula (full),
the bladder Rayi (wealth), the feet the earth, the chest the
altar, the hairs the grass on thealtar, the Heart the Gdrhapatya
fire, the mind the Anvihirya fire, the mouth the Ahavaniya
fire’'—Here the doubt arises whether by the termn * Vaisva-
nara’ we have to understand the gastric fire, or the elemental
fire, or the divinity presiding over the latter, or the embodied
soul, or the highest Lord.—But what, it may beasked, gives
rise to this doubt ?—The circumstance, we reply, of * Vaisva-
nara’ being employed as a common term for the gastric fire,
the elemental fire, and the divinity of the latter, while * Self*
is a term applying to the embodied soul as well as to the
highest Lord. Hence the doubt arises which meaning of

the term is to be accepted and which to be set aside.
Which, then, is the alternative to bt embraced P—Vai-

svinara, the plirvapakshin maintains, is the gastric fire,

because we meet, in some passages, with the term used in

*effect,’ and who is called the inner Self, because he 13 the breath
of life (prdna) in everything.—Hence the Sfitra must be connected
with another passage, and that passage is found in 1I, 1, 10, where
it is said that the Person (i. . the highest Self} is al! this, &c,

* About which term see later or .
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that special sense; so, for instance (B Up. V, g), “Agni
Vaisvanara is the fire within man by which the food that is
eaten is cooked.’—Orelse the term may denote fire in general,
as we see it used in that sense also; so, for instance (Rig-
veda Samh. X, 88, 12), ¢ For the whole world the gods have
made the Agni Vaisvinara a sign of the days.» Or, in the
third place, the word may denote that divinity whose body
is fire, For passages in which the term has that sense are
likewise met with ; compare, for instance, Rig-veda Samh. I,
98, 1, * May we be in the favour of Vaisvanara; for he is the
king of the beings, giving pleasure, of 1eady grace;’ this
and similar passages properly applying to a divinity
cndowed with power and similar qualities. Perhaps it
'will be urged against the preceding explanations, that,
as the word Vaisvinara is used in’co-ordination with the
term ‘¢ Self,’ and as the term ¢ Self’ alone is used in the intro-
ductory passage (‘ What is our Self, what is Brahman?’),
Vaisvinara has to be understood in a modified sense, so as
to be in harmony with the term Self. Well, then, the
plrvapakshin rejoins, let us suppose that Vaisvdnara is
the embodied Self which, as being an enjoyer, is in close
vicinity to the Vaisvinara fire,! (i.e. the fire within the
body,) and with which the qualification expressed by

the term, ¢ Measured by a span,’ well agrees, since it is .

restricted by its limiting condition (viz. the body and so.
on).—In any case it is evident that the term Vaisvinara
doces not denote the highest Lord. -

To this we make the following reply.—The word Vaisvd-
nara denotes the highest Self, on account of the distinction
qualifying the two general terms.—Although the term ¢ Sclfy’
as well as the term * Vaisvanara,' has various mcanings—
the latter term denoting three beings while the former
denotes two—yct we obscrve a distinction from which we
conclude that both terms can here denote the highest Lord
only ; viz.in the passage, * Of that Vaisvanara Self the head
is Sutegas, &c.  For it is clear that that passage refers to
the highest Lord in so far as he is distinguished by having
fheaven, and so on, for his hcad and limbs, and in ro far as

t Slilie luhshazayd vam dnarasabdopapattim ila tasyetic An, G
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he has cntered into a different state (viz. into the state of
being the Self of the threefold world); represents him, in
fact, for the purpose of meditation, as the internal Self of
everything. As such the absolute Self may be represented,
because it is the cause of everything; for as the cause
virtually contains all the states belonging to its effects, the
heavenly world, and so on, may be spoken of as the members
of the highest Self—Moreover, the result which Scripture
declares to abide in all worlds—viz. in the passage, * He eats
food inall worlds, in all beings, in all Selfs’—is possible only
if we take the term Vaisvanara to denote the highest Self.—
The same remark applies to the declaration that all the sins
are burned of him who has that knowledge, ¢ Thus all his
sins are burned,” &c. (K4 Up. V, 24, 3).—Moreover, we
meet at the beginning of the chapter with the words ¢ Self”
and ‘Brahman;’ viz. in the passage, * What is our Self,
what is Brahman?’ Now these are marks of Brahman, and
indicate the highest Lord only. Hence he only can be
meant by the term Vaisvinara.

25. (And) because that which is stated by Smziti
(i. e. the shape of the highest Lord as described by
Smyiti) is an inference (i. e. an indicatory mark from
which we infer the meaning of Sruti).

The highest Lord only is Vaisvanara, for that reascn also
that Smriti ascribes to the highest Lord only a shape con-
sisting of the threcfold world, the fire constituting his mouth,
the heavenly world his head, &c.  So, for instance, in the
following passage, * He whose mouth is fire, whose hcad
the heavenly world, whose navel the ether, whose feet the
carth, whose eye the sun, whose ears the regions, reverence
to him the Self of the world. The shape described here in
Smriti allows us to infer a Sruti passage on which the Smriti
rests, and thus constitutes an inference, 1. e. a sign indicatory
of the word ¢ Vaisvinara’ denoting the highest Lord. For,
although the quoted Smsvti passage contains a glorification',

' And as such might be said not 10 require a basis for us

statements.
[34) L
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still evena glorification in the form in which it there appears
is not possible, unless'it has a Vedic passage to rest on.—
Other Smriti passages also may be quoted in connexion
with this Sdtra, so, for’ instance, the following one, ‘He
whose head the wise declare to be the heavenly world, whose
navel the ether, whose eyes sun and moon, whose ears the

. regions, and whose feet the earth, he is the inscrutable
leader of all beings.’

26. Ifitbe maintained that (Vaisvanara is) not {the
highest Lord) on account of the term (viz. Vaisvi-
nara, having a settled different meaning), &c., and
on account of his abiding within (which is a, charac-
teristic of the gastric fire); (we say) no, on account
of the perception (of the highest Lord), being taught
thus (viz. in the gastric fire), and on account of the
impossibility (of the heavenly world, &c. being the
head, &c. of the gastric fire), and because they (the
Vigasaneyins) read of him (viz. the Vaisvinara) as
man (which term cannot apply to the gastric fire).

Here the following objection is raised. —VaisvAnara can-
not be the highest Lord, on accodnt of the term, &c., and
on account of the abiding within. The term, viz. the term
Vaisvanara, cannot be applied to the highest Lord, because
the settled use of language assigns to it a different sense.
Thus, also, with regard to the term Agni (fire) in the pas-
sage {Sat. Bra. X, 6, 1, 11), * He is the Agni Vaisvinara.
The word *&e.’ (in the Satra) hints at the fiction concerning
the three sacred fires, the girhapatya being represented as
the heart, and so on, of thé Vaisvinara Self (X4 Up. V,

18, 21).—Morcover, the passage, ‘ Therefore the first food
which a man may take is in the place of homa’ (X4 Up. V,
15,1), contains a glorification of (Vaisvinara) being the abode
of the oblation to Prina3. For these reasonswehave to under-

} Na ka girhapatyddibridayaditd brahmanak sambhavini, Bbi-
math,

-2 Na 4 prinfhutyadhikaransali « nyatra gaskarigner yugyate.
Bhimat.
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stand by Vaisvinara the gastric fire.—Moreover, Scripture
speaks of the Vauv.inara as abiding within, * He knows him
abiding within man ;” which again applies to the gastric fire
only.—With refercnce tathe averment that on account of the
specifications contained tn the passage, *His head is Sutegas,’
&c., Vaisvénara is to be explained as the highest Self, we
(the parvapakshin) ask: How do you reach the dccxsxon
that those specifications, although agreeing with both inter-
pretations, must be assumed to refer to the highest Lord
only, and not to the gastric fire ?—Or clse we may assume
that the passage speaks of the elemental fire which abides
within and without ; for that that fire is also connected with
the heavenly world,and so on, weunderstand from the mantra,
¢ He who with his light has extended himself over earth
and heaven, the two halves of the world, and the atmo-
sphere’ (Rig-veda Samh. X, 88, 3).—Or else the attribute of
having the heavenly world, and so on, for its members may,
on account of its power, be attributed to that divinity which
has the elemental fire for its body.—Therefore Vaisvinara
is not the highest Lord. -

To all this we reply as 1ounows.—Your assertions are
unfounded, *because there is taught the perception in this
manner.” The reasons (adduced in the former part of the
Sfitra), viz. the term, and so on, are not sufficicnt to make
us abandon the interpretation according to which Vaisvanara
is the highest Lord.—\Why?—On account of perception being
taught in this manner, i. e, without the gastric fire being set
aside. For the passages quoted teach the perception of the
highest Lord in the gastric fire, analogously to such pas.
sages as ‘Let a man meditate on the mind as Brahman’
(K4 Up. 11, 18, 1).—Or else they teach that the object of
perception is the highest Lord, in so far as he has the
gastric fire called Vaisvinara for his limiting condition ; ana-
logously to such passages as ‘He who consists of mind,
whose body is breath, whose form is light’ (X4, Up. 111,
14, a1). . If it were theaim of the passages about the Vais-

1 According to the former explanation the gastric fire is to be
Jooked on as the outward manifestation (pratiks) of the highest

Lord ; according to the latter as his limiting condition.
1.2
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vinara to make statements not concerning the highest Lord,
but merely concerning the gastric fire, there would be no
possibility of specifications such as contained in the passage
¢ His head is Sutegas,’ &. That also on the assumption of
Vaisvinara being either the divinity of fire or the elemefital
fire no room is to be found for the said specifications, we
shall show under the following Satra.—Moreover, if the
mere gastric firc were meant, there would be room only
for a declaration that it abides within man, not that it is
man. But, as a matter of fact, the Vigasaneyins speak of
him—in their sacred text—as man, * This Agni Vaisvinara
is man; he who knows this Agni Vaisvinara as man-like, as
abiding within man,’ &c. (Sat. Brj, X, 6, 1, 11). The highest
Lord, on the other hand, who is the Self of everything, may
be spoken of as well as man, as abiding within man.—Those
who, in the latter part of the Sitra, read ¢ man-like’ (puru-
shavidham) instead of ¢ man’ (purusham), wish to express
the following meaning: If Vaisvanara were assumed to be
the gastric fire only, he might be spoken of as abiding within
man indeed, but not as man-like. But the Vigasaneyins do
speak of him as man-like,  He who knowshim as man-like,
as abiding within man,’—The meaning of the term man-like
is to be concluded from the context, whence it will be seen
that, with reference to nature, it means that the highest Lord
has the heaven for his head, &c., and is bascd on the earth;
and with reference to man, that he forms the head, &c., and
is based on the chin (of the devout worshipper3).

27. For the same reasons (the Vaisvanara) cannot
be the divinity (of fire), or the element (of fire).

The averment that the fanciful attribution of members
contained in the passage * His head is Sutegas, &c. may
apply to the clemental fire also which from the mantras
is scen to be connected with the heavenly world, &c., or else
to the divinity whose body is fire, on account of its power,
is refuted by the following remark: For the reasons

i L e, that be nay be fancifully idenufied with the Lead and w0
on of the devout worshipper.
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already stated Vaisvanara is neither the divinity nor the
clement. For to the elemental fire which is miere heat
and light the heavenly world and so on cannot properly
be ascribed as head and so on, because an effect cannot
be the Self of another effect.—Again, the heavenly world
cannot be ascribed as head, &c. to the divinity of fire, in
spite of the power of the latter; for, on the one hand, it is
not a cause (but a mere effect), and on the other hand
its power depends on the highest Lord. Against all these
interpretations there lies moreover the objection founded
on the inapplicability of the term *Self.’

28, Gaimini (declares that there is) no contradic-
tion even on the assumption of a direct (worship of
the highest Lord as Vaisvénara).

Above (SAtra 26) it has been said that Vaisvinara is
the highest Lord, to be meditated upon as.having the
gastric fire cither for his outward manifestation or for his
limiting condition; which interpretation was accepted in
deference to the circumstance that he is spoken of as
abiding within—and so on.—The teacher Gaimini however
is of opinion that it is not necessary to have recourse to
the assumption of an outward manifestation or limiting
condition, and that there is no objection to refer the
passage about Vaisvanara to the dircct worship of the
highest Lord—But, if you reject the interpretation based
on the gastric fire, you place yourself in opposition to the
statement that Vaisvinara abides within, and to the reasons
founded on the term, &c. (St. 26).—To this we reply that.
we in no way place ourselves in opposition to the statement
that Vaisvinara abides within, For the passage,‘ He knows
him as man-like, as abiding within man,’ does not by any

means 1cfer to the gastric fire, the latter being neither
the general topic of discussion nor having been mentioned
by name before.—What then does it refer to?—It refers to
that which forms the subject of discussion, viz. that similarity
to man (of the highest Self) which is fancifully found in the
membeis of man from the upper part of the head down to
the chin; the text therefore say's, * He knows hin: as man-like,
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as abiding within man,” just as we say of a branch that it._
abides within the treeL.—Or clse we may adopt another
interpretation and say that after the highest Self has, been
represented as having the likeness to man as a.limiting
condition, with regard.to nature as well as to man, the
passage last quoted (‘He knows him as abiding within
man’) speaks of the same highest Self as the mere witness
(sdkshin; i.e. as the pure Self, non-related to the limiting
conditions).—The consideration of the context having thus
shown that the highest Self has to be resorted to for the
interpretation of the passage, the term ¢Vaisvinara’ must
denote the highest Self in some way or other. The word
‘Visvinara’ is to be explained either as ‘he who is all
and man (i. e. the individual soul),’ or “he to whom souls
belong’ (in so far as he is their maker or ruler), and thus
denotes the highest Self which is the Self of all, And the
form* Vaisvanara ’ has the same meaning as ¢ Visvinara,’ the
taddhita-suffix, by which the former word is derived from
the latter, not changing the meaning; just as in the casc
of rikshasa (derived from rakshas), and viyasa (derived
from vayas).—The word ‘Agni’ also may denote the
highest Self if we adopt the etymology agni=sagrani, i.e.
he who leads in front.—As the Garhapatya-fire finally, and
as the abode of the oblation to breath the highest Self
may be represented because it is the Self of all.
But, if it is assumed that Vaisvdnara denotes the highest

Self, how can Scripture declare that he is measured by a
span?—On the explanation of this difficulty we now enter.

29. On account of the manifestation, so Asmara-
thya opines.
The circumstance of the highest Lord who transcends

all mcasure being spoken of as mcasured by a span has
for its rcason * manifestation.’” The highest Lord manifests

' Whereby we mean not that it is inside the tree, but that it
forms a part of the tree.—The Vaisvinara Self is identificd with the
different members of the body, and these members abide withis,
i.e. form parts of the body,
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himself as measured by a span, i.c. he specially manifests
himself for the benefit of his worshippers in some special
places, such as the heart and the like, where he may be
perceived,  Hence, according to the opinion of the teacher
A:maradxya,' the scriptural passage which speaks of hinr
who is measured by a span may refer to the highest Lord.

30. Onaccount of remembrance; so Bédari opines.

Or clse the highest Lord may be called ¢ measured by
a span’ because he is remembered by means of the mind
which is seated in‘the hcart which is measured by a span.
Similarly, barley-corns which are measured by means of
prasthas are themselves called prasthas. It must be. ad-
mitted that barley-grains themselves have a certain size
which is merely rendered manifest through their being.
connccted with a prastha measure; while the highest Lord
himsclf does not possess a size to be rendered manifest
by his connexion with the heart. Still the remembrance
(of the Lord by means of the mind) may be accepted as
offering a certain foundation for the Sruti passage concern-
ing him who is mcasured by a span.— Or else! the Sotra
may be interpreted to mean that the Lord, although not
really measured by a span, is to be remembered (meditated
upon) as being of the measure of a span; whereby the
passage is furnished with an appropriate sense.—Thus the
passage about him who is measured by a span may, ac-
cording to the opinion of the teacher Bidari, be referred
to the highest Lord, on account of remembrance.

31. On the ground of imaginative identification
(the highest Lord may be called pridesamitra),
Gaimini thinks; for thus (Scripture) declares,

Or elsc the passage about him who is measured by a
span may be considered to rest on imaginative combin-

ation.—Why ?—B the passage of the Vig yi
1 Parim hridayadsy itasya smaryamdre katham &ropo

vishayavishagitvena bheddd ity dmankya vjikhyintaram Sha pri-
deseti.  Ananda Giri. |
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brahmana which treats of the same topic identifies heaven,
earth, and so on—which are the members of Vaisvinara
viewed as the Self of the threefold world—with certain
parts of the human frame, viz. the parts comprised betwecn
the upper part of the head and the chin, and thus declares
the imaginative identity of Vaisvinara with something
whose measure is a span. There we read, ¢ The Gods
indeed reached him, knowing him as measured by a span
as it were. Now I will declare them (his members) to
you so as to identify him (the Vaisvinara) with that whose
measure is a span; thus he said. Pointing to the upper
part of the head he said: This is what stands above (i. e
the heavenly world) as Vaisvanara (i. e. the kead of Vais-
vinaral). Pointing to the eyes he said: This is he with
good light (i.e. the sun) as Vaisvinara (i.e. the eye of
V.). Pointing to the nose he said : This is he who moves
on manifold paths (i.e. the air) as Vaisvapara (i.c. the
breath of V.). Pointing to the space (cther) within his
mouth he said: This is the full one (i.c. the cther) as
Vaisvinara. Pointing to the saliva within his mouth he
said: This is wealth as Vaisvinara (i.e. the water in the
bladder of V.). Pointing to the chin he said: This is
the base as Vaisvanara (i.e. the feet of V.).'—Although
in the Vigasaneyi-brahmawa the heaven is denoted as
that which has the attribute of standing above and the
sun as that which has the attribute of good light, while
in the K/Zidndogya the heaven is spoken of as having good
light and the sun as being multiform ; still this difference
does not interfere (with the unity of the vidyd) 2, because
both texts equally use the term ‘ measured by a span,” and
because all sikhis intimate the same.—The above cxplana-
tion of the term ‘mcasured by a span,” which rests on
imaginative identification, the teacher Gaimini considers the
most appropriate one.

32. Morcover they (the Gabilas) speak of him

' Atra sansatra vaiscdoarasabdas tadangapaad,  Go. An.
* Which unity entitles us to use the passage from the Sat. Drd.
for the explanation of the passyge from the &A% Up.
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(the highest Lord) in that (i. e. the interstice between
the top of the head and the chin which is measured
by a span),

Moreover the Gabalas speak in their text of the highest
Lord as being in the interstice between the top of the head
and the chin. ‘The unevolved infinite Self abides in the
avimukta (i.e. the non-released soul). Where does that
avimukta abide? It abides in the Varand and the Nist, in
the middle. What is that Varazd, what is that Nasi?' The
text thercupon ctymologises the term Varana as that which
wards off (virayati) all evil done by the senses, and the
term Nast as that which destroys (nisayati) all evil done
by the scnses ; and then continucs, ¢ And what is its place?
—The place where the eycbrows and the nose join. Thatis
the joining place of the heavenly world {represented by the
upper part of the head) and of the other (i.e. the carthly
world represented by the chin)’ (Gibila Up. I)—Thus
it appears that the scriptural statement which ascribes
to the highest Lord the measure of a span is appiopriatc,
That the highest Lord is called abhivimdina refers to his
being the inward Self of all. As such he is dircctly
measured, i.e. known by all animate beings. Or else
the word may be explained as *he who is near everywhere
—as the inward Self—and who at the same time is measure-
less’ (as being infinite). Or clse it may denotc the highest
Lord as him who, as the cause of the world, measures it
out, i.e. creates it. By all this it is proved that Vaisvinara
is the highest Lord.
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brahmana which treats of the same topic identifics heaven,
carth, and so on—which are the members of Vaisvinara
viewed as the Self of the threefold world—with certain
parts of the human frame, viz, the parts comprised betwecn
the upper part of the head and the chin, and thus declares
the imaginative identity of Vaisvinara with something
whose measure is a span. There we read, ‘The Gods
indeed reached him, knowing him as measured by a span
as it were. Now I will declarc them (his members) to
you so as to identify him (the Vaisvinara) with that whose
measure is a span; thus he said. Pointing to the upper
part of the head he said: This is what stands above (i. e.
the heavenly world) as Vaisvanara (i. . the kead of Vais-
vanaral), Pointing to the eyes he said: This is he with
good light (i.e. the sun) as Vaisvinara (i.c. the eye of
V.). Pointing to the nose he said : This is he who moves
on manifold paths (i.e. the air) as Vaisvidpara (i.e. the
breath of V.). PDointing to the space (cther) within his
mouth he said: This is the full one (i.e. the cther) as
Vaisvinara. Pointing to the saliva within his mouth he
said: This is wecalth as Vaisvinara (i.e. the water in the
bladder of V.). Pointing to the chin he said: This is
the base as Vaisvanara (i.c. the feet of V.)’—Although
in the Vigusaneyi-brihmara the heaven is denoted as
that which has the attribute of standing above and the
sun as that which has the attribute of good light, while
in the X /andogya the heaven is spoken of as having good
light and the sun as being multiform ; still this difference
does not interfere (with the unity of the vidyd) #, because
both texts equally use the term ‘ measured by a span,’ and
because all sikhis intimate the same.—The above explana-
tion of the term *measured by a span,’ which rests on
imaginative identification, the teacher Gaimini considers the
most appropriate onc.

2. Morcover they (the Gibilas) speak of him

' Atra sarvatra saissinarasabdas tdangaparik, Go. An.
* Which unity entitles us 1o use the passage from the Sat. Brd.
for the cxplanation of the passage from the K4 Up,
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(the highest Lord) in that (i. . the interstice between
the top of the head and the chin which is measured
by a span).

Moreover the Gibilas speak in their text of the highest
Lord as being in the interstice between the top of the head
and the chin, *The unevolved infinite Se)f abides in the
avimukta (i.e. the non-released soul). Where does that
avimukta abide? It abides in the Varax4 and the Nisi, in
the middle. What is that Vara»a, what is that Nasi?' The
text thercupon ctymologises the term Varan4 as that which
wards off (virayati) all evil done by the scnses, and the
term Nast as that which destroys (nisayati) all evil done
by the senses ; and then continues, * And what is its place?
—The place where the eyebrows and the nose join, Thatis
the joining place of the heavenly world (represented by the
upper part of the head) and of the other (i.c. the carthly
world represented by the chin)’ (Gabila Up. L)—Thus
it appears that the scriptural statement which ascribes
to the highest Lord the measure of a span is appropriate.
That the highest Lord is called abhivimina refers to his
being the inward Self of all. As such he is dircetly
measured, i.e. known by all animate beings. Or else
the word may be explained as ‘he who is near everywhere
—as the inward Self—and who at the same time is measure-
less’ (as being infinite). Or else it may denote the highest
Lérd as him who, as the cause of the world, measures it
out, 1.e. creates it. By all this it is proved that Vaisvinara
is the highest Lord.
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THIRD PADA.
REVERENCE TO THE UIGUEST SELF!

1. The abode of heaven, earth, and so on (is
Brahman), on account of the term ‘ own,’ i.e. Self.

We read (Mu. Up. 11, 2, 5), “ He in whom the hcaven, the
carth, and the sky are woven, the mind also with all the
vital airs, know him alone as the Self, and leave off other
words! He is the bridge of the Immortal’—Here the doubt
arises whether the abode which is intimated by the state-
ment .of the heaven and so on being woven in it is the
highest Brahman or something else.

The pdrvapakshin maintains that the abodc is something
clse, on account of the expression, ‘It is the bridge of the
Immortal’ For, he says, it is known from every-day ex-
perience that a bridge presupposes some further bank to
which it leads, while it is impossible to assume something
further beyond the highest Brahman, which in Scripture is
called ‘cndless, without a further shore’ (Br7, Up. II, 4, 12).
Now if the abode is supposed to be something different
from Brahman, it must be supposed to be either the pra-
dhina known from Smyti, which, as being the (gencral)
cause, may be called the (general) abode ; or the air known
from Sruti, of which it is said (Br4. Up. 111, 7, 2, * Airis that
thread, O Gautama. By air as by a thrcad, O Gautama,
this world and the other world and all beings are strung
together '), that it supports all things; or elsc the embodicd
soul which, as being the enjoyer, may be considered as an
abode with reference to the objects of its fruition.

Against this view we argue with the sitrakira as follows:—
+ Of the world consisting of heaven, carth, and so on, which
in the quoted passage is spoken of as woven (upon some-
thing), the highest Brahman must be the abode.'—Why ?—
On account of the word *own,’ i.c. on account of the word
sSclf! For we meet with the word ‘Sclf® in the pas-
sage, * Know him alonc as the Sell.’ This term *Self” is
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thorgughly appropriate only if we understand the highest
Self and not anything else.—(To propound another inter-
pretation of the phrasc ‘ svasabddt® employed in the Satra.)
Sometimes also Brahman is spoken of in Sruti as the
general abode by its own terms (i.e. by terms properly
designating Brahman), as, for instance (K. Up. VL, 8, 4),
*All these creatures, my dear, have their root in the being,
their abode in the being, their rest in the being’—(Or
else we have to explain ‘svasabdena’ as follows), In
the passages preceding and following the passage under
discussion Brahman is glorified with its own names?;
cp. Mu. Up. 11, 1, 10, ‘ The Person is all this, sacrifice,
penance, Brahman, the highest Immortal,} and II, 2, 11,
¢ That immortal Brahman is before, is behind, Brahman is
to the right and left” Here, on account of mention being
made of an abode and that which abides, and on account of
the co-ordination expressed in the passage, ‘Brahman is
'all ' (Mu, Up. I, 2, 11), a suspicion might arise that Brah-
man is of a manifold variegated nature, just as in the case
of a tree consisting of different parts we distinguish branches,
stem, and root. In order to remove this suspicion the text
.declares (in the passage under discussion), ‘Know him
alone as the Self’ The sense of which is: The Self is not
to be known as manifold, qualified by the universe of effects;
you are rather to dissolve by true knowledge the universe
of effects, which is the mete product of Nescience, and to
know that one Self, which is the general abode, as uniform.
Just as when somebody says,‘ Bring that on which Deva-
datta sits,’ the person addressed brings the chair only (the
abode of Devadatta), not Devadatta himsell; so the pas-
sage,  Know him alone as the Self; teaches that the object
to be known is the one uniform Self which constitutes the
general abode. Similarly another scriptural passage re-
proves him who believes in the uateal world of effects,

! From passages of which nature we may infer that in the
passage under discussion also the *abode” is Brahman,

* From which circumstance we may. conclude that the passage
under discussion also refers to Brahman.
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‘From death to death goes he who sees any difference
here’ (Ka. Up. II, 4, 11). The statement of co-ordination
made in the clause‘ All is Brahman’ aims at dissolving (the
wrong conception of the reality of) the world, and not in any
way at intimating that Brahman s multiform in nature?; for
the uniformity (of Brahman's nature) is expressly stated in
other passages such as the following one, ¢ As a mass of salt
has neither inside nor outside, but is altogether a mass of
taste, thus indecd has that Self ncither inside nor outside,
butisaltogethera mass of knowledge® (B2 Up. IV, 5, 13).—
For all these reasons the abode of heaven, earth, &c. is the
highest Brahman.—Against the objection that on account
of the text speaking of a *bridge,’ and a bridge requiring
a further bank, we have to understand by the abode of
heaven and earth something different from Brahman, we
remark that the word ‘bridge’ is meant to intimate only
that that which is called a bridge supports, not that it has
a further bank. We need not assume by any means that.
the bridge meant is like an ordinary bridge made of clay
and wood. For as the word setu (bridge) is derived from
the root si,” which means ‘to bind,’ the idea of holding
together, supporting is rather implied in it than the idea of
being conriected with something beyond (a further bank).
According to the opinion of another (commentator) the
word ¢ bridge ’ does not glorify the abode of heaven, earth,
&c., but rather the knowledge of the Self which is glorified
n the preceding clause, *Know him alone as the Self; and
the abandonment of speech advised in the clause, ‘ leave off
other words;’ to them, as being the means of obtaining
immortality, the expression ¢ the bridge of the immortal’
applies® On that account we have to set aside the assertion
that, on account of the word ‘bridge,’ something different
from Brahman is to be understood by the abode of heaven,
earth, and so on.

1 Yat sarvam awidydropitam tat sarvam paramirthato brahma
na u yad brahma tat sarvam ity arthaZ.  Bhimati,

? So that the passage would have to be translated, Th‘lt. viz.
knowledge, &c. is the bridge of the Immortal.’



I ADHYAYA, 3 PADA, 2. 157

2. And on account of its being designated as that
to which the Released have to resort.

By the abode of heaven, earth, and so on, we have to
understand the highest Brahman for that reason also that
we find it denoted as that to which the Released have to
resort.—The conception that the body and other things
coatained in the sphere of the Not-self are our Self,
constitutes Nescience; from it there spring desires with
regard to whatever promotes the well-being of the body
and so on, and aversions with regard to whatever tends to
injure it; there further arise fear and confusion when we
observe anything threatening to destroy it. All this con-
stitutes an endless series of the most manifold evils with
which we all aie acquainted, Regarding those on the other
hand who have freed themselves from the stains of Nescience
desire aversion and so on, it is said that they have to resort
to that, viz. the abode of heaven, earth, &c. which forms the
topic of discussion. For the text, after having said, ‘ The
fetter of the heart is broken, all doubts are solved, all his
works perish when He has been beheld who is the higher
and the lower’ (Mu. Up. 11, 2, 8), later on remarks, ¢ The wise
man freed from name and form goes to the divine Petson
who is greater than the great’ (Mu. Up. 111, 2, 8). That
Brahman is that which is to be 1esorted to by the released,
is known from other scriptural passages, such as  When all
desires which once enteied his heart are undone then does
the mortal become immortal, then he obtains Brahman’
(Bri. Up. IV, 4, 7). Of the pradhana and similar entities,
on the other hand, it is not known from any source that they
are to be resorted to by the released. Moreover, the text
(in the passage, *Know him alone as the Self and leave off
other words ') declares that the knowledge of the abode of
heaven and earth, &c. is connected with the leaving off of
all speech; a condition which, according to another scrip-
tural passage, attaches to (the kaowledge of) Brahman; ep.

Bri. Up. IV, 4, 21, “ Let a wise Brahmana, after he has dis-
covered him, practise wisdom. Let hint not seck after many
words, for that is mere weariness of the tongue.’—For that
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reason also the abode of heaven, earth, and so on, is the
highest Brahman.

3. Not (i.e. the abode of heaven, earth, &c. can-
- not be) that which is inferred, (i. e. the pradhana), on
account of the terms not denoting it.

While there has been shown a special reason in favour of
Brahman (being the abode), there is no such special reason
in favour of anything else. Hence he (the sQtrakdra) says
that that which is inferred, i. e. the pradhina assumed by
the Sankhya-smeiti, is not to be accepted as the ahode of
heaven, earth, &c.—Why ?P—On account of the terms not
denoting it. For the sacred text does not contain any
term intimating the non-intelligent pradhana, on the ground
of which we might understand the latter to be the general
cause or abode; while such terms as ‘he who perceives all
and knows all’ (Mu. Up. I, 1, 9) intimate an intelligent being
opposed to the pradhéna in nature.—For the same reason
the air also cannot be accepted as the abode of heaven,
eartl, and so on.

4. (Nor) also the individual soul (prazabhzzt).

Although to the cognitional (individual) Self the qualities
of Selfhood and intelligence do belong, still omniscience
and similar qualities do not belong to it as its knowledge
is limited by its adjuncts; thus the individual soul also
cannot be accepted as the abode of heaven, earth, &c.,
for the same reason, i.e. on account of the terms not
denoting it.—Morcover, the attribute of forming the abode
of heaven, earth, and so on, cannot properly be given to the
individual soul because the latter is limited by certain
adjuncts and therefore non-pervading (not omnipresent)’.
—The special enunciation (of the individual soul) is caused
by what follows®—The individual soul is not to be

' Bliogyasya bhoktriseshatvit tasy Ayatanatvam ukiam dsaiikyiha
na Aeti, gl\nsyfidnshlnd\érﬁ dyubh\"ﬁdxmmxlmue-pl na sikshit
taddy: avibk d ity arthas, Ananda Gir.
* It would not have been requisite to introduce a special Sitra
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accepted as the abode of heaven, earth, &c. for the follow-
ing reason also,

5. On account of the decldration of difference.

The passage * Know him alone as the Self” moreover
implies a declaration of difference, viz, of the difference of
the object of knowledge and the knower, Here the indi-
vidual soul as being that which is desirous of release is the
knower, and consequently Brahman, which is denoted by
the word *self”’ and represented as the object of knowledge,
is understood to be the abode of heaven, earth, and so on.
—For the following reason also the individual soul canaot be
accepted as the abode of heaven, earth, &e.

6. On account of the subject-matter.

The highest Self constitutes the subject-matter (of the
entirc chapter), as we see from the passage, ‘Sir, what is
that through which, when it is known, everything else
becomes known?* (Mu. Up. I, 1, 3), in which the knowledge
of everything is declared to be dependent on the knowledge
of onc thing. For all this (i.e. the entire world) becomes
known if Brahman the Self of all is known, not if only the
individual soul is known.—Another reason against the
individual soul follows.

7. And on account of the two conditions of stand-
ing and eating (of which the former is characteristic
of the highest Lord, the latter of the individual soul).

With reference to that which is the abode of heaven,
carth, and so on, the text says, ‘ Two birds, inseparable
frieads,” &c. (Mu. Up. 111, 1, 1). This passage describes
the two statcs of mere standing, i. e. mere presence, and of
eating, the clause, ¢ One of them eats the swéct fruit,” refer-
ring to the eating, i. . the fruition of the results of works,

for the individual soul—which, ke the air, is already excluded by
the preceding SAtra—if it were not for the new argument brought
forward in the following Sfitra which applies to the individual soul

only.
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and the clause, ‘ The cther one looks on without eating,’
describing the condition of mere inactive presence. The
two states described, viz. of mere presence on the one hand
and of enjoyment on the other hand, show that the Lord
and the individual soul are referred to. Now there is room
for this statement which represents the Lord as separate
* from the individual soul, only if the passage about the
abode of heaven and carth likewise refers to the Lord ; for
in that _éasc only there exists a continuity of topic. On
any other supposition the second passage would contain a
statement about something not connected with the general
topic, and would therefore be entirely uncalled for.—But, it
may be objected, on your interpretation also the second
passage makes an uncalled-for statement, viz. in so far as it
represents the individual soul as separate from the Lord.—
Not so, we reply. It is nowhere the purpose of Scripture
to make statements regarding the individual soul. TFrom
ordinary experience the individual soul, which in the different
individual bodies is joined to the internal organs and other
limiting adjuncts, is known to every one. as agent and
enjoyer, and we therefore must not assume that it is
that which Scripture aims at setting forth. The Lord, on
the other hand, about whom ordinary experience tells
us nothing, is to be considered as the special topic of
all scriptural passages, and we thercfore cannot assume
that any passage should refer to him merely casually t.— .

3 If the individual soul were meant by the abode of heaven,
cartl, &c., the statement regarding lsvara made in the passage
about the two birds would be altogether abrupt, and on that ground
objectionable.  The same difficulty does not present jtself with
regard to the abrupt mention of the indwidaal soul which is well
Lnown to cverybody, and to which thercfore casual allusions may
be made.—I subjoin Ananda Gin's commentary on the entire pas-
sage: Givasyopidbyaikyenivivakshitatvit tadgdines pi sarvagidina-
siddhes tasyd,atanatvidyabhive hetvantaram vikyan ity dsankya
sttresna panharai kutasfenyidind,  Tad vydfashie dyubinddii.
Nirdesan eva darsayati tayor iti.  Vibhaktyartham ha tibhydm detic
Sthity crvarasyddandy givasamgraheapi hatham Bivarasyaiva vind-
yatanatvam tadiha yadi. Livarasy iyanatvendprakritatve glvaprs~
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That the mantra "tyo birds,’ &c. speaks of the Lord and
the individual soul we have already shown under I, 2, 11.
—And if, according to the interpretation given in the Paingi-
upanishad (and quoted under I, 3, 11), the verse is under-
stood to refer to the internal organ (sattva) and the
individual soul (not to the individual soul and the Lard),
even then there is no contradiction (betwecn that intespre-
tation and our present averment that the individual soul is
not the abode of heaven and earth),—How so?—Here
(i.c. in the present Sdtra and the Sitras immediately
preceding) it is denied that the individual soul which, owing
to its fmagined connexion with the internal organ and other
limiting adjuncts, has a separate existence in separate
bodies—its division being analogous to the division of
universal space into limited spaces such as the spaces
within jars and the like—is that which is called the abode
of heaven and earth. That same soul, on the other hand,
which exists in all bodies, if considered apart from the limit-
ing adjuncts, is nothing clse but the highest Self. Just as
the spaces within jars, if considered apart from their limiting
conditions, are merged in universal space, so the individual
soul also is incontestably that which is denoted as the
abode of heaven and earth, since it (the soul) cannot really
be separate from the highest Self. That jt is not the
abode of heaven and earth, is therefore said of the indi-
vidual soul in so far only as it imagines itself to be con-
nected with the intefhal organ and so on. Heace it follows
that the highest Self is the abode of heaven, carth, and so
on.—The same conclusion has already been arrived at
under 1, 2, 21; for in the passage couceming the source
of all heings (which passage is discussed under the Sdtra
quoted) we meet with the clause, < In which heaven and

thahkathandnupapattir ity uktam eva vyatirekadviriha anyatheti.

Givasya prakritatve tulyAnupapattic iti safikate nanviti,
T kydrtham lokasiddhasyinunddatiin nmaivam ity 8ha ned,
Gh 2%) dp sbh eva prakasayati kshetragio

hiti, fxvarasyﬁpx loLmadxsxddh:md apratipidyatety sankyiha

fsvaras tv i,
[343 A
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earth and the sky are woven’ In the present adhikaraza
the subiect is resumed for the sake of further elucidation.

8. The bhOman (is Brahman), as the instruction
about it is additional to that about the state of deep
sleep (i. e. the vital air which remains awake even in
the state of deep sleep).

We read (K4 Up. VII, 23; 24), ‘ That which is much
(bhiman) we must desire to understand:—Sir, I desire to
understand it.—Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing
else, understands nothing else, that is what is much (bhiman),
Where one sees something else, hears something else, under-

. stands something else, that is the Little.’—Here the doubt
arises whether that which is much is the vital air (prina) or
the highest Self. —~Whence the doubt ?~The word ‘bhdman,’
taken by itself, means the state of being much, according to
its derivation as taught by Pdwini, VI, 4, 158. Hence
there is felt the want of a specification showing what con-
stitutes the Self of that muchness. Here there presents itself
at first the approximate passage, “The vital air is more than
hope’ (Xh. Up. V1I, 15,.1), from which we may conclude
that the vital air is bh@man.—On the other band, we meet
at the beginning of the chapter, where the general topic is
stated, with the following passage, ‘I have heard from men
like you that he who knows the Self overcomes grief. I am
in gricf. Do, Sir, help me over this grictof mine;* from which
passage it would appear that the bhGman is the highest

Self.—Hence there arises a doubt as to which of the two
alternatives is to be embraced, and which is to be set aside.

The plrvapakshin maintains that the bhman is the vital
ajr, since these is found no further series of questions and
answers as to what is more. For while we meet with a scries
of questions and answers (such as, ¢ Sir, is there something
which is more than a name? '—* Speech is more than name.'—
¢Is there something which is more thanspeech ? '—* Mind is
more than speech’), which extends from name up to vital air,
we do not meet with a similar question and answer as to what
might be more than vital air (such as, * Is these somcthing
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" which is more than vital air?’~—*Such and such a thing is
more than vital air’), The text rather at first declares at
length (in the passage, * The vital air is more than hope,’ &c.)
that the vital air is more than all the members of the series
from name up to hope; it then acknowledges him who
knows the vital air to be an atividin, i.e. one who makes
a statement surpassing the preceding statements (in the
passage, * Thou art an atividin. He may say I am an ati-
vadin; he need not deny it’); and it thereupon (in the
passage, ‘But he in reality is an atividin who declares
something beyond by means of the True’?),—not leaving
off, but rather continuing to refer to the quality of an
atividin which is founded on the vital air,—proceeds, by
means of the series beginning with the True, to lead over to
the bhiman; so that we conclude the meaning to be
that the vital air is the bhitman.—But, if the bhiiman is
interpreted to mean the vital air, how have we to explain
the passage in which the bhdman is characterised, * Where
one sees nothing else?’ &c.—As, the plrvapakshin replies,
in the state of deep sleep we observe a cessation of all
activity, such as seeing, &c., on the part of the organs
merged in the vital air, the vital air itself may be charac-
terised by a passage such as, * Where one sees nothing else.’
Similarly, another scriptural passage (Pra. Up. IV, 2; 3) de~
scribes at first (in the words, ¢ He does not hear, he doesnot
see,’ &c.) the state of deep sleep as characterised by the cessa-
tion of the activity of all bodily organs, and then by declaring
that in that state the vital air, with its five modifications,
remains awake { The fires of the prinas are awake in that
' town?), shows the vital air to occupy the principal position
in the state of deep sleep.—~That passage also, which speaks
of the bliss of the bhiman ( The bhiman is bhss, Klz. Up.
VII, 23), can be iled with our expl
Pra, Up. 1V, 6 declares bliss to attach to the state of deep
sleep (‘Then that god sees no dreams and at that time
that happiness arises in his body ’).—Again, the statement,
« The bhiiman is immortality® (K4 Up. VII, 24, 1), may
1 As might be the primi facie conclusion from the particle * but”
introducing the sentence * but he in reality,” &c.
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likewise refer to the vital air; for another scriptural passage
says, f Prina is immortality’ (Kau. Up. III, 2).—But how
can the view according to which the bhiiman is the vital air
be- reconciled with the fact that in the beginning of the
chapter the knowledge of the Self is represented as the
general topic ( He whé knows the Self overcomes grief,’ &c.)?
—By the Self there referred to, the pérvapakshin replies,
nothing else is meant but the vital air. For the passage,
*The vital air is father, the vital air is mother, the vital air
is brother, the vital air is sister, the vital air is teacher, the
vital air is Brahmara® (X% Up. VII, 15, 1), represents
the vital air as the Self of everything. As, moreover, the
passage, ' As the spokes of a wheel.rest in the nave, so
all this rests in prixa,’ declares the préna to be the Self of
all—by means of a comparison with the spokes and the
nave of a wheel—the priza may be conceived under the form
of bhiman, i.e. plenitude.—Bhiiman, therefore, means the
vital air.

To this we make the following reply.—Bhtman can mean
the highest Self only, not the vital air.——Why ?—* On account
of information being given about it, subsequent to bliss.’
The word bliss’ (samprasida) means the state of deep sleep,
as may be concluded, firstly, from the etymology of the
word (‘In it he, i.c. man, is altogether pleascd—samprasi-
dati’)—and, sccondly, from the fact of samprasida being
mentioned in the Brébaddranyaka together with the state
of dream and the waking state. And as in the state of
deep sleep the vital air remains awake, the word ¢ sampra-
sida’ is employed in the Siitra to denote the vital air; so
that, the Sitra mecans, ‘on account of information being
given about the bhiiman, subsequently to (the informa-
tion given about) the vital air’ If the bhGman were the
vital air itself, it would be a strange procecding to make
statements about the bhiman in addition to the statements
about the vital air. For in the preceding passages also we
do not meet, for instance, with a statement about name
subscqucnt to the prcv:ous statement about name (i.c. the
text does not say ‘name is more than name’), but after
something has been said about namc, a new statement is
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made about speech, which is somethmg different from name
(i.e. the text says, * Speech is more than name '), and so on
up to the statement about vital air, each subsequent state-
ment. referring to something other than the topic of the
preceding one. We therefore conclude that the bhiman
also, the statement about which follows on the statement
about the vital air, is something other than the vital air.—
But—it may be objected~we meet here neither with a ques-
tion, such as, ‘Is there something more than vital air?* nor
with an answer, such as, ‘ That and that is more than vital
air! How, then, can it be said that the information about the
bh is given subsequently to the information about the
vital air 7-——Moreover, we see that the circumstance of being
an atividin, which is exclusively connected with the vital
air, is referred to in the subsequent passage (viz. ‘But in
reality he is an atividin who makes a statement surpassing
(the preceding statements) by means of the True!). There
is thus no information additional to-the information about
the vital air.—To this objection we reply that it is impos-
sible to maintain that the passage last quoted merely con-
tinuesthediscussion of thequality of being an ativddin,ascon-
nected with the knowledge of the vital air; since the clause,
¢ He who makes a statement surpassing, &c. by means of
the True,’ states a specification.—But, the objector resumes,
this very statement of a specification may be explained as
referring to the vital air. If you ask how, we refer you to
an analogous case. If somebody says, *This Agnihotrin
speaks the truth, ‘the meaning is not that the quality of
being an Agmhotrm depends on speaking the truth; that
quality rather depends on the (regular performance n(‘ the)
agnihotra only, and speaking the truth is mentioned merely
as a special attribute of that speclal Agnihotrin. So
our passage also (‘But in reality he is an ativadin who
makes a statement, &c. by means of the True”) does fot
intimate that the quality of being an atividin depends on
speaking the truth, but merely. expresses that speaking
the truth is a special attribute of him who knows the vital
airy while' the quality of being an atividin must be con~
sidered to depend on the knowledge of the vital air~~This
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objection. we rebut by the remark that it involves an aban-
donment of ‘the direct meaning of the sacred text. For
from the text, as it stands, we understand that the guality
of being an ativAdin depends on speaking the truth ; the sense
being: An atividin is he who is an atividin by means of the
True. Thepassage does notin anyway contain a eulogisation
of the knowledge of the vital air. It could be connected
with the latter only on the ground of general subject-matter
(prakarana)?; which would involve an abandonment of the di-
rect meaning of the text in favour of prakaraza 2—Moreover,
the particle but (‘ But in reality he {s,” &c.), whose purport
is to separate (what follows) from the subject-matter of what
precedes, would not agree (with the prdma explanation).
The following passage also, * But we must desire to know
the True’ (VII, 16), which presupposes a new effort, shows
that a new topic is going to be entered upon.—For these
reasons we have to consider the statement about the ati-
védin in the same light as we should consider the remark—
made in a conversation which previously had turned on the
praise of those who study one Veda—that he who studies
the four Vedas is a great Brihmara; a remark which we
should understand to be laudatory of persons different from
thase who study one Veda, i.e. of those who study all the
four Vedas. Nor is there any reason to assume that a new
topic ¢an be introduced in the form of question and answer
only; for that the matter propounded forms a new topic is
sufficiently clear from the circumstance that no connexion
-can be cstablished between it and the preceding topic.
The succession of topics in the chapter under discussion
is as follows: Nirada at first listens to the instruction
which Sanatkumara gives him about various matters, the
last of which is Prana,and then becomes silent.  Thercupon
Sanatkumira explains to him spontancously (without being

¥ It being maintained that the passage referred to is 1o be viewed
in connexion with the general subject-matter of the preceding past
af the chapter.

* And would thus involve a violation of a fundamental principle
of the Mimimsi.
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asked) that the quality of being an‘ativadin, if mérely based
on the knowledge of the vital air—which knowledge, has
for its object an unreal product,—is devoid of substance, and
that he only is an atividin who is such by means of
the True. By the term ‘the True' there is meant the
highest Brahman; for Brahman is the Real, and ‘it is
called the ‘True® in another scriptural passage also, viz.
Taitt, Up. 11, 1, *The True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman,*
Narada, thus enlightened, starts a new line of enquiry
(‘ Might I, Sir, become an atividin by the True?’) and
Sanatkumé4ra then leads him, by a series of idstrumental
steps, beginning with understanding, up to the knowledge
of bhGman. We therefrom conclude that the bhiman is
that very True whose explanation had been promised in
addition to the (knowledge of the) vital air. We thus see
that the instruction about the bhdman is additional to the
instruction about the vital air, and bh@iman must therefore
mean the highest Self, which is different from the vital air.
With this interpretation the initial statement, according to
which the enquiry into the Self forms the general subject-
matter, agrees perfectly well. The assumption, on the
other hand (made by the pQirvapakshin), that by the Self
we have here to understand the vital air is indefensible.
For, in the first place, Self-hood does not belong to the
vital air in any non-figurative sense. In the second place,
cessation of grief cannot take place apart from the knowledge
of the highest Self; for, as another scriptural passage
declares, ‘ There is no other path to go’ (Svet. Up. VI, 15).
Moreover, after we have read at the outset, * Do, Sir, lead
me over to the other side of grief’ (K%. Up. VII, 1, 3), we
meet with the following concluding words (VII, 26, 2), ¢ To
him, after his faults had been rubbed out, the venerable
Sanatkumira showed the other side of darkness’ The
term ‘ darkness® here denotes Nescience, the cause of grief,
and so on.—Moreover, if the instruction terminated with the
vifal air, it would not be said of the latter that it rests on
something else. But the brahmara (K2 Up. VII, 26, 1)
does say, * The vital air springs from the Self’ Nor can it
be obijected against this last argument that the concluding
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part of the chapter may refer to tlie highest Self, while, all
the same, the bhiiman (mentioned in an earlier part of the
chapter) may be the vital air. For, from the passage (VII,
24, 1), (*Sir, in what does the bhGman rest? In its own
greatness,’ &c.), it appears that the bhiiman forms the con~
tinuous topic up to the end of the chapter.—The quality of
being the bhaman—which quality is plenitude—agrees,
moreover, best with the highest Self, which is the cause of
everything.

9. And on account of the agreement of the
attributes (mentioned in the text).

‘The attributes, moreover, which the sacred text ascribes
to the bhOman agree well with the highest Self. The
passage, * Where one sees nothing clse, hears nothing else,
understands nothing clse, that is the bhdman,’ gives us to
understand that in the bhiiman the ordinary activities of
seeing and so on arc absent; and that this is characteristic
of the highest Self, we know from another scriptural passage,
viz.  But when the Self only is all this, how should he see
another?’ &c. (Br7 Up. 1V, 5,15). What is said about the
absence of the activities of seeing and so on in the state of
deep sleep (Pra. Up. IV, 2) is said with the intention of
declaring the non-attachedness of the Self, not of describing”
the nature of the prana; for the highest Self (not the vital
air) is the topic of that passage. The bliss also of which
Scyipture speaks as connected with that state is mentioned
only in order to show that bliss constitutes the nature of
the Self. Tor Scripture says (Bri. Up. IV, 3, 32), ‘This is
his highest bliss. All other creatures live on a small por-
tion of that bliss’—The passage under discussion also
(* The bhdman is bliss. There is na bliss in that which is
little (limited). The bhoiman only s bliss’) by denying
the reality of bliss on the part of whatever is perishable
shows that Brahman only is bliss, as bhdman, i.c. in its
plenitude—Again, the passage, ‘The bhdman is immor-
tality, shows that the highest cause is meant; for the
immortality of all cfiected things is a merely relative onc
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and another scriptural passage says that ‘whatever is
different from that (Brahman) is perishable’ (Bri. Up.
II1, 4, 2).—Similarly, the qualities of being the True, and of
resting in its own greatness, and of being omnipresent, and
of being the Self of everything which thc text mentions (as
belonging to the bhfiman) can belong to the highest Self
only, not to anything else.~By all this it is proved that
the bhiiman is the highest Self.

10. The Imperishable (is Brahman) on account of
(its) supporting (all things) up to ether.

We read (Bri. Up. 11,8, 7; 8), ‘ Inwhat then isthe ether
woven, like warp and woof?—He said: O Gargi, the
Brabmanas call this the akshara (the Imperishable). It is
neither coarse nor fine,’ and so on.—Here the doubt arises
whether the word ¢ akshara’ means syllable or “the highest
Lord.

The porvapakshin maintains that the word *akshara’
muns ‘syllable’ merely, because it has, in such terms as

iya, the ing of *syllable;" because
we have no right to distegard the scttled ing ofa word;
and because another scriptural passage also (* The syllable
Om is all this,” &% Up. 11,23, 4} declares a syllable, repre-~
sented as the object of devotion, to Be the Self of all.

To this we reply that the highest Self only is denoted by
the word *akshara’—Why ?—Because it (the akshara) is
said to supporst the entire aggregate of effects, from earth
up to ether. For the sacred text declares at first that the
entire aggregate of effects begmnmg with earth and differ~
entjated by threefold time is based on ether, in which it is
¢ woven like warp and woof ;” leads then (by means of the
question, *In what then is the ether woven, like warp and
woof?’) over to the akshara, and, finally, concludes with the
words, ‘In that akshara then, O Gérgi, the ether is woven,
like warp and woof’-—Now the attribute of supporting
everything up to ether cannot be ascribed to any being
but Brahman. The text (quotcd from the X4 Up) says
indeed that the syllable Om is all this, but that statement
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is to be understood as a mere glorification of the syllable
Om considered as a means to obtain Brahman.—Therefore
we take akshara to mean either ¢ the Imperishable’ or “ that
which pervades ;' on the ground of either of which explana-
tions it must be identificd with the highest Brahman.

But—our opponent resumes—while we must admit that
the ahove reasoning holds good so far that the circum-
stance of the akshara supporting all things up to ether is to
be accepted as a proof of all effects depending on a cause,
we point out that it may be employed by those also who
declare the pradh&na to be the general cause. How then
does the previous argumentation specially establish Brah-
man (to the exclusion of the pradhina) ?——The reply to this
is given in the next SAtra.

11. This - (supporting can), on account of the
command (attributed to the Imperishable, be the
work of the highest Lord only).

The supporting of all things up to ether is the work ot tne
highest Lord only.—Why ?—On account of the command.—
For the sacred text speaks of acommand (* By the command
of that akshara, O Gargt,sun and moon stand apart}’ I11,8,9),
and command can be the work of the highest Lord only, not
of the non-intelligent pradhina, For non-intelligent causes
such as clay and the like are not capable of command, with
reference to their effects, such as jars and the like.

12. And on account of (Scripture) separating (the
akshara) from that whose nature is different (from
Brahman).

Also on account of the reason stated in this Suua
Brahman only is to be considered as the Imperishable, and
the supporting of all things up to ether is to be looked
upon as the work of Brahman only, not of anything clse.
The meaning of the Sittra is as follows. Whatever things
other than Brahman might possibly be thought to be
denoted by the term ‘akshara,’ from the nature of all thase
things Seripture scparates the akshara spoken of as the
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support of all things up to ether. The scriptural passage
alluded to is III, 8, 1, * That akshara, O Girgt, is unseen~
but seeing, unheard but hearing, unperceived but perceiving,
unknown but knowing’ Here the designation of being
unseen, &c. agrees indeed with the pradhana also, but not
so the designation of seeing, &c., as the pradhina is non-
intelligent.—Nor can the word akshara denote the embodied
soul with its limiting conditions, for the passage following
on the one quoted declares that there is nothing different
from the Seif (*there is nothing that sees but it, nothing
that hears but it, nothing that perceives but it, nothing that
knows but it’); and, moreover, limiting conditions are
expressly denied (of the akshara) in the passage, ‘It is
without eyes, without ears, without speech, without mind,’
&c. (111, 8, 8). An embodied soul without limiting con-
ditions does not existL—It is therefore certain beyond
doubt that the Imperishable is nothing else but the highest
Brahman.

13. On account of his being designated as the
object of sight (the highest Self is meant, and) the
same (is meant in.the passage speaking of the medi-
tation on the highest person by means of the syllable
Om). .

(fn Pra, Up. V, 2) the general topic of discussion is set
forth in the words, ¢ O Satyakdma, the syllable Om is the
highest and also the other Brahman; therefore he who
knows it arrives by the same means at one of the two.'
The text then goes on, * Again, he who meditates with this
syllable Om of three mitras on the highest Person,’ &c—
Here the doubt presents itself, whether the object of medi-
tation referred to in the latter passage is the highest Brahman
or the other Brahman; a doubt based on the former pas-
sage, according to which both are under discussion.

. The plirvapakshin maintains that the other, i. e the lower

1 A remark directed against the possible aitempt to explain the
passage Jast quoted as referring to the embodied soul.
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Brahman, is referred to, because the text promises only a
reward limited by a certain locality for him who knows it.
For, as the highest Brahman is omnipresent, it*would be
inappropriate to assume that he who knows it obtains a
fruit limited by a certain locality. The objection that, if
the lower Brahman were understood, there would be no
room for the qualification, ¢ the highest person,’ is not valid,
because the vital principal (prana) may be called * higher’

with reference to the body?.

To this we make the following reply : What is here taught
as the object of meditation is the highest Brahman only.
—Why ?—On account of its being spoken of as the object of
sight. For the person to be meditated upon is, in a com-
plementary passage, spoken of as the object of the act
of secing, ‘He sees the person dwelling“in the castle (of
the body ; purusham purisayam), higher than that one who
is of the shape of the individual soul, and who is himself
higher (than the senses and their objects).” Now, of an act
of meditation an unreal thing also can be the object, as, for
instance, the merely imaginary object of a wish. But of the
act of secing, real things only are the objects, as we know
from experience ; we therefore conclude, that in the passage
last quoted, the highest (only real) Self which corresponds
to the mental act of complete intuition 2 i spoken of as the
object of sight. This same highest Self we recognise inthe
passage under discussion as the object of meditation,in conse-
quence of the term, * the highest person.’~—But—an objection
will be raised—as the object of meditation we have the
highest person, and as the object of sight the person higher
than that one who is himself higher, &c.; how,then, are weto
know that those two are idestical 7—The two passages, we

1 Pindak sthilo dehas, prinah stritmi.  Ananda Giri.—The
lower Brahman (hiranyagarbha on siritman) is the vital principle
(prina) in all creatures.

t Samyagdarsana, ie. complete secing or intuition; the same
term which in other plac here it is not requisite to insist on
theidea of * seeing” in ¢ distinction from *reflecting’ or ¢ medi-
tating *~—is sendered by perfect knowledge.
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reply, have in common the terms ‘highest’ (or * higher,’
para) and ‘person’ And it must not by any means be
supposed that the term givaghana ! refers to that highest
person which, considered as the object of meditation, had
previously been introduced as the general topic. For the
consequence of that supposition would be that that highest
person which'is the object of sight would be different from
that highest person which is represented as the object of
meditation. We rather have to explain the word givaghana
as* He whose shape? is characterised by the givas;’ so that
what is really meant by that term is that. limited condition
of the highest Self which is owing to its adjuncts, and
manifests itself in the form of givas, i.e, individual souls; a
condition analogous to the limitation of salt (in general) by
means of the mass ofa particular lump of salt. That limited
condition of the Self may itself be called ¢ higher,’ if viewed
with regard to the senses and their objects.

Another (commentator) says that we have to understand
by the word ‘givaghana’ the world of Brahman spoken of
in the preceding sentence (‘ by the Siman verses he is led
up to the world of Brahman’), and again in the following
sentence (v. 7), which may be called “higher,’ because it is
higher than the other worlds. That world of Brahman.may
be called givaghana because all individual souls (giva) with
their organs of action may be viewed as comprised (saighita
=ghana) within Hiranyagarbha, who is the Self of all osgans,
and dwelis in the Brahma-world. We thus understand that
he who is higher than that givaghana, i. e, the highest Self,
which constitutes the object of sight, also constitutes the
object of meditation. The qualification, moreover, cx-
pressed in the term ‘the highest person’is in its place
only if we understand the highest Self to be meant. For
the name, *the highest person,’ can ke given only to the
highest Self, higher than which there is nothing. Soanother
scriptural passage also says, ¢ Higher than the person there

is nothing—this is the goal, the highest road.” Hence the

1 Translated above by “of the shape of che individual soul.
* Pinini 111, 3, 77, * micttam ghanat.’
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sacred text, which at first distinguishesbetween thehigherand
the }o(ver Brahman (‘ the syllable Om is the higher and-the
lower Brahman'),and afterwards speaks of the highest Person
to be meditated upon by means of the syllable Om, gives
us to understand that the highest Person is nothing clse but
the highest Brahman. That the highest Self constitutes the
object of meditation, is moreover intimated by the passage
declaring that release from evil is the fruit (of medita-
tion), * As a snake is freed from its skin, so is he freed from
evil”"—With reference to the objection that a fruit confined
to a certain place is not an appropriate reward for him who |
meditates on the highest Self, we finally remark that the
objection is removed, if we understand the passage to refer
to emancipation by degrees. He who meditates on the
highest Self by means of the syllable Om, as consisting of
three matrds, obtains for his (first) reward the world of
Brahman, and after that, gradually, complete intuition.

14. The small (ether) (is Brahman) on account of
the subsequent (arguments).

We read (X/. Up. VIII, 1, 1), There is this city of Brah-
man, and in it the palace, the small lotus, and in it that
small ether. Now what exists within that small ether that
is to be sought for, that is to be understood,’ &c.—Here the
doubt arises whether the small ether within the small lotus
of the heart of which Scripture speaks, is the elemental
ether, or the individual soul (vig#dnitman), or the highest
Self. This doubt is caused by the words ‘ether’ and ‘city
of Brahman. For the word ‘ether,’ in the first place, is
knawn to be used in the sense of elemental ether as well
as of highest Brahman. Hence the doubt whether the
small ether of the text be the elemental ether or the highest
ether, i. e. Brahman. In explanation of the expression * city
of Brahman,’ in the second place, it might be said cither
that the individual soul is here called Brahman and the
body Brahman's city, or clse that the city of Brahman
means the city of the highest Brahman. Here (i. . in con-
sequence of this latter doubt) a further doubt arises as to
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the nature of the small ether, according as the individual
soul or the highest Self is understood by the Lord of the
city.
The parvapakshin maintains that by the small ether we
have to understand the elemental ether, since the Iatter
meaning is the conventional one of the word &kisa. The
elemental ether is here called small with reference to its
small abode (the heart).—In the passage, ¢ As large as this
ether is, so large is that ether within the heart,’ it is répre-
sented as constituting at the same time the two terms of a
comparison, because it is possible to make a distinction
between the outer and the inner ether!; and it is said that
‘heaven and earth are contained within it,' because the whole
ether, in so far as it is space, is one 2—Or else, the prva-
pakshin continues, the ‘small one’ may be taken to mean
the individual soul, on account of the term, ‘the city of
Brahman,' The body is here called the city of Brahman
because it is the abode of the individual soul; for it is
acquired by means of the. actions of the soul. On this
interpretation we must assume that the individual soul is
here called Brahman metaphorically. The highest Brahman
cannot be meant, because it is not connected with the body
as its lord. The lord of thecity, i. €. the soul, {s represented
as dwelling in one spot of the city (viz. the heart), just as a
real king resides in one spot of his residence. Moreover, the
mind (manas) constitutes the limiting adjunct of the indi-
vidual sou), and the mind chiefly abides in the heart;
hence the individual soul only ¢an be spoken of as dwelling
in the heart. Further, the individual soul only can be
spoken of as small, since it is (elsewhere; Sver. Up. V, 8)
‘ compared in size to the point of a goad. That it is com-
pared (in the passage under discussion) to the ether must be
understood to intimate its non difference from Brahman.—

1 Sg that the interp jon of the ptrvapakshin cannot te
objected to on the ground of iis involving the comparison of a
thing 1o itsell. .

* So that no objection can be raised on the ground that heaven
and earth cannot be contained in the small cther of the heart.
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Nor docs the scriptural passage say that the ‘small’ one is
to be sought for and to be understood, since in the clause,
¢ That which is within that, &c., it is represented as’a mere
distinguishing attribute_of something clsel.

To all this we make the following reply :—The small ether
can mean the highest Lord only, not either the elemental
ether or the individual soul~~Why?—On account of the
subsequent reasons, i. €. on account of the reasons implied
in the complementary passage. For there, the text declares
at first, with reference to thé small ether, which .is enjoined
as the object of sight,‘If they should say to him,” &c.;
thereupon follows an objection, ¢ What is there that deserves
to be sought for or that is to be understood ?’ and thereon
a final decisive statement, * Then he should say: As large
as this ether is, so large is that cther within the heart.
Both heaven and earth are contained within it.’ Here the
teacher, availing himself of the comparison of the ether
within the heart with the known (universal) ether, precludes
the conception that the ether within the heart is small—.
which conception is based on the statement as tothesmallness
of the lotus, i. ¢. the heart—and thereby precludes the pos-
sibility of our understanding by the term * the small ether,’
the clemental ether. For, although the ordinary use of
language gives to the word *ether® the sense of clemental
ether, here the elemental cther cannot Yie thought of, because
it cannot possibly be compared with itself.—But, has it not
been stated above, that the ether, although one only, may
be compared with itself, in consequence of an assumed dif-
ference between the outer and the inner cther?—That
explanation, we reply, is impossible ; for we cannot admit
that a comparison of a thing with itsclf may be based upon
a tnerely imaginary difference, And cven if we admitted

} Viz, of that which is within it. Ananda Giri proposcs two
explanations: na Zeti, paraviseshasatvenety atra paro daharikism
upidinit inn iti sap ukkbabdasyeti seshak,  Yadvd
paranbdu-nulzalbwastunsln)as l:l.dvucsh:nal\cna tasminn it
daharikisasyohter ity arthas. Takblabdasya samnikrishsinvaya-
yoge viprakrashrinvayasya gaghanyatvid dkisintargatam dhyeyam

iti bhivak.
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the possibility of such a comparison, the extent of the outer
ether could never be ascribed to the limited inner ether.
Should it be said that to the highest Lord also the extent of
the (outer) ether cannot be ascribed, since another scriptural
passage declares that he is greater than ether (Sa. Bri. X;
6, 3, 2), we invalidate this objection by the remark, that the
passage (comparing the inner ether with the outer ether) has
the purport of discarding the idea of sihallness (of the inner
ether), which is prim4 facic established by the smallness of
the Iotus of the heart in which it is contained, and has not
the purport of establishing 2 certaln extent (of the inner
ether). [f the passage aimed at both, a split of the sen-
tence would result.—Nor, if we allowed the assumptive
difference of the inner and the outer ether, would it be
possible to represent that limited portion of the ether which
is enclosed’in the lotus of the heart, as containing within
itself heaven, earth, and so on. Nor can we reconcile with
the nature of the elemental ether the qualities of Self-hood,
freeness from sin, and so on, (which are ascribed to the
¢small’ ether) in the following passage, ‘It is the Self free
from sin, free from old age, from death and grief, from
hunger and thirst, of true desires, of true purposes,'~—Al-
though the term *Self’ (occurring in the passage quoted)
may apply to the individual soul, yet other reasons exclude
all idea of the individnal soul being meant (by the small
ether), For it would be impossible to dissociate from the
individual soul, which is restricted by limiting conditions
and elsewhere compared to the point of a goad, the attri-
bute of smallness attaching to it, on account of its being
enclosed in the lotus of the heart.—Let it then be assumed—
our opponent remarks—that the qualities of all-pervading-
ness, &c. areascnb:d to the individual soul with the intention
of iati g its difft e from Brahman.—Well, we
reply, if you suppose that the small ether is called all-
pervading because it is one with Brahman, our own-suppo-

1 A vakyabhed plit of the takes place
10 the Mim4msd when one and the same sentence contains wwo
new statements which are different
34 - N
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sition, viz. that the all-pervadingness spoken of is directly
predicated of Brahman itself| is the much more simple one.—
- Concerning the assertion that the term *city of Brahman'
can only be understood, on the assumption that the indi-
vidual soul dwells, like a king, in one paiticular spot of the
city of which it is the Lord, we remark that the term is
more properly interpreted to mean ‘the body in so far as
it is the city of the highest Brahman ;' which interpretation
enables us to take the term* Brahman in its primary sense "
The highest Brahman also is connected with the body, for
the latter constitutes an abode for the perception of Brah-
man?  Other scriptural passages also express the same
meaning, so, for instance, Pra. Up. V, 5, ‘ He sees the highest
person dwelling in the city’ (purusha=purisaya), &c., and
Byi. Up. 1II, 5, 18, * This person (purusha) is in all cities
(bodies) the dweller within the city (purisaya)’—Or else
{taking brahmapura to mean givapura) we may understand
the passage to teach that Brahman is, in the city of the
individual soul, near (to the devout worshipper), just as
Vishzu is near to us in the Salagrima-stone.—Moreover,
the text (VIII, 1, 6) at first declares the result of works
to be perishable {‘as here on earth whatever has been
acquired by works perishes, so perishes whatever is acquired
for the next world by good actions, &c.), and afterwards
declares the imperishableness of the results flowing from a
knowledge of the small ether, which forms the general sub-
ject of discussion (‘those who depart from hence after
having discovercd the Self and those true desires, for them
there is freedom in all worlds’). From this again it is
manifest that the small ether is the highest Self.~We now
turn to the statement made by the plrvapakshin, ‘that the
sacred text does not represent the small ether as that

! While the explanation of Brahman by giva would compel us

to assume that the word Brahman darily d the individual
soul.
: Upﬂabdhcr adhish/4nam brahmana deha ishyate
T dhd. deho brahniag bhavet

Bhﬂmmﬁ



1 ADHYAYA, 3 PADA, I5. 179

which is to be sought for and to be understood, because
it is mentioned as a distinguishing attribute of something
else,’ and reply as follows: If the (small) ether were not
that which is to be sought for and to be understood, the
description of the nature of that ether, which is given in
the passage (*as large as this ether is, so large is that ether
within the heart '), would be devoid of purport.—But—the
opponent might say—that descriptive statement also has the
purport of setting forth the nature of the thing abiding
within (the ether); for the text after having raised an objec-
tion (in the passage, * And if they should say to him: Now
with regard to that city of Brahman and the palace in it, f.e.
the small {otus of the heart, and the small ether within the
heart, what is there within it that deserves to be sought for
or that is to be understood ?°j declares, when replying to that
objection, that heaven, carth, and so on, are contained within
it (the ether), a declaration to which the comparison with
the ether forms a mere introduction.~—Your reasoning, we
reply, is faulty. If it were admitted, it would follow that
hecaven, earth, &c., which are contained within the small
ether, constitute the objects of search and enquiry. But
in that case the complementary passage would be out
of place. For the text carrying on, as the subject of dis-
cussion, the ether that is the abode of heaven, earth, &c.—
by means of the clauses, ‘In it all desires are contained,’
‘It is the Self free from sin,” &c., and the passage, * But
_those who depart from lhence having discovered the Self,
and the true desires’ (in which passage the conjunction ‘and
has the purpose of joining the desires to the Self}—declares
that tiie Seif as well, wiich is the abode of the desires, as
the desires which abide in the Self, are the objects of know:
ledge. From this we conclude that in the beginning of the
passage also, the small ether abiding within the lotus of
the heart, together with whatever is contained within it as
carth, true desires, aud so on, is represented as the object of
knowledge. And, for the rcasons explained, that ether is
the highest Lord.

15. (The small ether is Brahman) on account of ~
N2
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the action of going (into Brahman) and of.the word
(brahmaloka) ; for thus it is seen (i. e. that the indi-
vidual souls go into Brahman is seen elsewhere in
Scripture) ; and (this going of the souls into Brahman
constitutes) an inferential sign (by means of which
we may properly interpret the word ¢ brahmaloka’).

It has been declared (in the preceding Sttra) that the
small (ether) is the highest Lord, on account of the reasons
contained in the subsequent passages. These subsequent
reasons are now set forth.—For this reason also the small
(ether) can be the highest Lord only, because the passage
complementary to the passage concerning the small (ether)
contains a mention of going and a word, both of which
intimate the highest Lord. In the first place, we read (K%
Up. VIII, 3, 2), ¢ All these creatures, day after day going
into that Brahma-world, do not discover it This passage
which refers back, by means of the word ¢ Brahma-world,’
to the small ether which forms the general subject-matter,
speaks of the going to it of the creatures, i. e, the individual
souls, wherefrom we conclude that the small (ether) is
Brahman. For this going of the individual souls into
Brahman, which takes place day after day in the state of
deep sleep, is seen, Le. is met with in another scriptural
passage, viz. KZ. Up. VI, 8, 1, ¢ He becomes united with the
True, &c. In ordinary life also we say of a man who lies
in deep sleep, *he has become Brahman, *he is gone into
the state of Brahman.'—In the second place, the word
¢ Brahma-world,’ which is here applied to the small (ether)

urder discussion, excludes all thought of the individual
soul or the elemental ether, and thus gives us to understand
that the small (ether) is Brahman.—But could not the word
¢ Brahma-world * convey as well the idea of the world of him
whose throne is the lotus??—It might do so indeed, if we
explained the compound ¢ Brahma-world® as ¢ the world of
Brahman, But if we explain it on the ground of the co-
ordination of both members of the compound—so that

1 I.e. Brahm4, the Jower Brahman.
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‘Brahma-world’ denotes that world which is Brahman—
then it conveys the idea of the highest Brahman only.—
And that daily going (of the souls) into Brahman (mcrmoned
above) is; moreover, an inf ial sign for explaining the
compound ¢ Brahma-world,’ on the ground of the co-ordina-
tion of its two constituent members. For it would be
impossible to assume that all those creatures daily go into
the=wodld. of -thezeffected (lower) Brahman ; which world is

commonly called the Satyaloka, i.e. the world of the True.

16. And on account of the supporting also (attri-
buted to it), (the small ether must be the Lord)
because that greatness is observed in him {accord-
ing to-other scriptural passages).

And also on account of the ‘supporting che small etner
can be the highest Lord only.—How ?—The text at first
introduces the general subject of discussion in the passage,
¢In it is that small ether;’ declares thereupon that the small
one is to be compared with the universal ether, and that
everything is contained in it; subsequently applies to it
the term *Self,’ and states it to possess the qualities of
being free from sin, &c. ; and, finally, declares with reference
to the same general subject of discussion, ‘ That Self is a
bank, a limitary support (vidhrsti), that these worlds may
not be confounded” As ‘support’® is here predicated of
the Self, we have to understand by it a supporting agent.
Just as a dam stems the spreading water so- that the
boundaries of the fields are not confoundéd, so that Self
acts like a limitary dam in order that these outer and
iwnner worlds, and all the different castes and Asramas may
not be founded. In dance with this our text
declares_that greatness, which i is shown in the act of holding
asunder, to belong to the small (ether) which forms the subject
of discussion ; and that such greatness is found in the highest
Lord only, is seen from other scriptural passages, such as* By

" the command of that Imperishable, O Gargl, sun and moon
are held apart * (Bri. Up. 111, 8,'9). Similarly, we read in
another passage also. about whose referring to the highest
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Lord there is no doubt, * He is the Lord of all, the king of
all things, the protector of all things. He js a bank and a
limitary support, so that these worlds may not be con-
founded’ (Bri. Up. IV, 4, 22)—Hence, on account of the
‘supporting,’ also the small (ether) is nothing else but the
highest Lord.

17. And on account of the settled meaning.

The small ether within cannot denote anything but the
highest Lord for this reason also, that the word *ether’
has (among other meanings) the settled meaning of ‘highest
Lord’ Compare, for instance, the sense in which the word
‘ether’ is used in K. Up. VIII, 14, ‘ He who is called ether
is the revealer of all forms and names;’ and X% Up. I, 9,
1, * All these beings take their rise from the ether,’ &c. On
the other hand, we do not meet with any passage in which
the word ‘ether’ is used in the sense of ‘individual soul’
—We have already shown that the word cannot, in our
passage, denote the elemental ether; for, although the
word certainly has that settled meaning, it cannot have it
here, because the elemental ether cannot possibly be com-
pared to itself, &c. &c.

18. If it be said that the other one (i.e. -the indi-
vidual soul) (is meant) on account of a reference to
it (made in a complementary passage), (we say) no,
on account of the impossibility.

If the small (ether) is to be explained as the highest Lord on
account of a complementary passage, then, the parvapakshin
resumes, we point out that another complementary passage
contains a reference to the other one, i.c. to the individual
soul : *Now that serene being (literally : serenity, complete
satisfaction), which after having risen out from this earthly
body and having reached the highest light, appears in its tru¢
form, that is, the Self; thus he spoke’ (X4 Up. VIII, 3, 4>
For there the word *serenity,’ which is known to denote, in
another scriptural passage, the state of deep sleep, €30
convey the idea of the individual soul only when it is in
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that state, not of anything else, The ‘rising from the body*
also can be predicated of the individual soul only whose
abode the body is; just as air, &c., whose abode is the
ether, are said to arise from the ether. And just as
the word  ether, although in ordinary language not denoting
the highest Lord, yct is admitted to denote him in such
passages as, * The cther is the revealer of forms and names,’
because it there occurs in conjunction with qualities of the
highest Lord, so it may likewise denote the individual soul,
Hence the term ‘the small ether® denotes in the passage
under discussion the individual soul, *on account of the
reference to the other.
Not so, we reply, ‘on account of the impossibility.” In
the first place, the individual soul, which imagines itself to
-be limited by the intcrnal organ and its other adjuncts, can-
not be compared with the ether. And, in the second place,
attributes such as frecdom from evil, and the like, cannot be
ascribed to a being which erroneously transfers to itself the
attributes of its limiting adjuncts. This has already been
set forth in the first Sitra of the present adhikarasa, and
is again mentioned here in order to remove all doubt
as to the soul being different from the highest Self. That
the reference pointed out by the plrvapakshin is not to the
individual'soul will, moreover, be shown in one of the next
Satras (I, 3, 21).

19. If it be said that from the subsequent (chapter
it appears that the individual soul is meant), (we
point out that what is there referred to is) rather
(che individual soul in so far) as its true pature has
become manifest {i.e. as it is non-different from
Brahman).

The doubt whether, ‘on account of the reference to the
other,’ the individual soul might not possibly be meant, has
been discarded on the ground of ‘impossibility.’ But, like
a dead man on whom amrita has been sprinkled, that doubt
rises again, drawing new strength from the subsequent
chapter which treats of Pragdpati. For there he (Pragdpati)
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at the outset declares thab the Self, which is free from sia
and the like, is that which is to be searched ont, that which
we must try to understand (K. Up. VIII, 7, 1); after that
he points out that the seer within the eye, i.e. the individual
soul, is the Self (‘that persom that is seen in the eye is the
- Selfy VILI, 7, 3); refers again and again to the same entity
(in the clauses * I shall explain him further to you,’ VIII, g,
3; VIII, 10, 4); and (in the explanations fulfilling the given
promises) again explains the (nature of the) same individual
soul in its different states ( He who moves about happy
in dreams is the-Self; VIII, 10, 1; *When a man being
asleep, reposing, and at perfect rest sees no dreams, that is
the Self, VIII, 11, 1). The clause attached to both these
explanations (viz. ‘That is the immortal, the fearless;
that is Brahman’) shows, at the same time, the individual
soul to be free from sin, and the like. After that Pragipati,
having discovered a shortcoming in the condition of deep
sleep (in consequence of the expostulation of Indra, ‘In that
way he does not know himself that he is I, nor does he
know these beings,’ VIII, 11, 2), enters on a further expla-
nation (* I shall explain him further to you, and nothing more
than this’), begins by blaming the (soul’s) connexion with the
body, and finally declares the individual soul, when it has

risen from the body, to be the highest person. (*Thusdoes -

that serene being, arising from this body, appear in its own
form as soon as it has approached the highest light. That
is the highest person.’}—From this it appears that thereisa
possibility of the qualitics of the highest Lord belonging to the
individual soul also, and on that account we maintain that the
term, ‘the small cther within it,’ refers to the individual soul.
This position we counter-argue as follows. ¢ But in so far
as its nature has become manifest.” The particle “but’ (in
the Siitra) is meant to set aside the view of the pirvapakshin,
so that the sense of the Sitra is, ‘ Not even on account of
the subsequent chapter a doubt as to the small ether being
the individual soul is possible, because there also that which
is meant to be intimated is the individual soul, in so far only
as its (true) naturc has become manifest.” The Satra uscs
the cxpression ‘he whose nature has become manifest.
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which qualifies giva, the individual soul, with reference to
its previous condition.— The meaning is as follows.
Pragipati speaks at first of the scer characterised by the
eye (‘' That person which is within the eye, &c); shows
thereupon, in the passage treating of {the reRection in) the
waterpan, that he (viz. the seer) has not his true Self in
the body; refers to him repeatedly as the subject to be
explained (in the clauses ‘I shall explain him further
to you'); and having then spoken of him as subject to
the states of dreaming and deep sleep, finally explains
the individual soul in its real nature, i.e. in so far as
it is the highest Brahman, not in so far as it is indi-
vidual soul {* As soon as it has approached the highest
light it appeats in its own form’)., The highest light
mentioned, in the passage last quoted, as what is to be
approached, is nothing else but the highest Brahman,
which is distinguished by such attributes as freeress from
sin, and the like. That same highest Brahman constitutes
—as we know from passages such as *that art thou’—the
real nature of the individual soul, while its second nature,
i.e. that aspect of it which depends on fictitious limiting
conditions, is not its real nature. For as long as the indi-
vidual soul does not fre. itself from Nescience in the form of
duality—which Nescience may be compared to the mistake
of him who in the twilight mistakes a post for a man—and
does not rise to the knowledge of the Self, whose nature is
unchangeable, eternal Cognition—which expresses itself in
the form *I am Brahman '—so long it remains the individual
soul. But when, discarding the aggregate of body, sense-
organs and mind, it arives, by means of Scripture, at the
knowledge that it is not itsell that aggregate, that it does
not form part of transmigratory existence, but is the True,
the Rea), the Self; whose nature is pure intelligence; then

U Thé masculine *fvirbhfitasvarfipak’ qualifies the substantive
givak which has to be supplied. Properly speaking the gisa whose
truc nature has become manifest, I e. which has become Brabman,
is no longer giva; hence the explanatory statement that the term
giva is used with reference to what the chva was before it became

Brahman,
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knowing itself to be of the nature of unchangeable, eternal
Cognition, it lifts itself above the vain conceit of being one
with this body, and itself becomes the Self, whose nature is
unchanging, eternal Cognition. As is declared in such
scriptural passages as ¢ He who knows the highest Brahman
becomes even Brahman’ (Mu. Up. III, 2, 9). And thisis
the real nature of the individual soul by means of which it
arises from the body and appears in its own form.

Here an objection may be raised. How, it is asked, can we
speak of the true nature (svardipa) of that which is unchanging
and cternal, and then say that ‘it appears in its own form -
(true nature)?’  Of gold and similar substances, whose true
nature becomes hidden, and whose specific qualities are
rendered non-apparent by their contact with some other
substance, it may be said that their true nature is rendered
manifest when they are cleaned by the application of some
acid substance; so it may be said, likewise, that the stars,
whose light is during daytime overpowered (by the superior
brilliancy of the sun), become manifest in their true nature
at night when the overpowering (sun) has departed. But it
is impossible to speak of an analogous overpowering of the
eteinal light of intelligence by whatever agency, since, like
ether, it is free from all contact, and since, moreover, such
an assumption would be contradicted by what we actually
obscrve, For the (energies of) sceing, hearing, noticing,
cognising constitute the character of the individual soul,
and that character is observed to exist in full perfection,

even in the case of that individual soul which has not yet
risen beyond the body. Every individual soul carries on
the course of its practical existence by means of the activitics
of seeing, hearing, cognising; otherwise no practical existence
at all would be possible. If, on the other hand, that character
would realise itself in the case of that soul only which has
risen above the body, the entire aggregate of practical exis-
tence, as it actually presents itself prior to the soul's rising,
would lhcrcby be contradicted. We thereforeask: Wherein
cansists that (alleged) rising from the body? Whercin con-
sists that appearing (of the soul) in its own form?

To this we make the following reply.—Before the rise of
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discriminative knowledge the nature of the individual soul,
which is (in reality) pure light, is non-discriminated as it
“were from its limiting adjuncts consisting of body, senses,
mind, sense-objects and feelings, and appears as consisting
of the energies of seeing and soon. Similarly—to quote an
analogous case from ordinary experience~—the true nature
of a pure crystal, L.e. its transp y and whi 1S,
before the rise of discriminative knowledge (on the part of
the obscrver), non-discriminated as it were from any limiting
adjuncts of red or blue colour; while, as soon as through
some means of true cognition discriminative knowledge has
arisen, it is said to have now accomplished its true mture,’
i.e. transparency and whiteness, although in reality it had
already done so before. Thus the discriminative knowledge,
effected by Sruti, on the part of the individual soul which
previously is non-discriminated as it were from its limiting
adjuncts, is (according to the scriptural passage under dis-
cussion) the soul's rising from the body, and the fruit of that
discriminative knowledge is its accomplishment ia its true
nature, i.e. the comprehension that its pature is the pure
Self. Thus the embodiedness and the non-embodiedness of
the Self are due merely to discrimination and non-disctimi-
* pation, in agreement with the mantra, ‘ Bodiless within the
bodies,” &c. (Ka. Up. I, 2, 22), and the statement of Smriti
as to the non-difference between embodicdness and non-
embodiedness * Though dwelling in the body, O Kaunteya,
it does not act and, is not tainted” (Bha. Gi. XIHI, 31).
The individual soul is theiefore called * That whose true
nature is non-manifest’ merely on account of the absence of
discriminative knowledge, and it is called *That whose
nature has become manifest’ on account of the presence of
such knowledge. Manifestation and non-manifestation of
its nature of a different kind are not possible, since its
ature is nothing but its nature (i.e, in reality is always the
same). Thus the difference between the individual soul and
the highest Lord is owing to wrong knowledge only, not to
any reality, since, ke ether, the highest Self is not in real

contact with anything.
And whercfrom is allthis to be known?—From the instruc-
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tion given by Pragipati who, after having referred to the
giva (‘the person that is seen in the eye’ &c.), continues
*This is the immortal, the fearless, this is Brahman.' If
the well-known seer within the eye were different from
Brahman which is characterised as the immortal and fear-
less, it would not be co-ordinated (as it actually is) with the
immortal, the fearless,and Brahman. The reflected Self, on
the other hand, is not spoken of as he who is characterised
- by the eye (the seer within the eye), for that would render
Pragipati obnoxious to the reproach of saying deceitful
things.—So also, in the second section, the passage, ‘He
who moves about happy in dreams,” &c. does not refer to a
being different from the seeing person within the eye spoken
of in the first chapter, (but treats of the same topic) as
appears from the introductory clause, I shall explain him
further to-you. Moreover?, a person who is conscious of
having seen an clephant in a dream and of no longer seeing
it when awake discards in the waking state the object which
he had seen (in his sleep), but recognises himself when awake
to be the same person who saw something in the dream.—
Thus in the third section also Pragépati does indeed
declare the absence of all particular cognition in the state
of deep sleep, but does not contest the identity of the
cognising Self (‘ In that way he does not know himself that
he is I, nor all these beings’). The following clause also,
‘He is gone to utter annihilation,” is meant to intimate only
the annihilation of all specific cognition, not the annihilation
of the cogniser. For there is no destruction of the knowing
of the knower as—according to another scriptural pas-
sage (Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 30)—that is imperishable.—Thus,
again, in the fourtlr section the introductory phrase
of Pragipati is, *I shall explain him further to you and
nothing different from this;’ he thereupon refutes the con-
nexion (of the Self) with the body and other limiting
conditions (* Maghavat, this body is mortal,’ &c.), shows the
individual soul—which is there called ¢ the serence being"—

1 To state anothe, reason showing that the first and second
chapters of Pragipati’s instruction refer to the same subject.
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in the state when it has reached the nature of Brahman
(It appears in its own form’), and thus proves the soul to
be non-different from the highest Brahman whose charac-
teristics are immortality and fearlessqess, -
Some (teachers) however are of opinion that if the highest
%elf is meant (in the fourth section) it would be inappropriate
to understand the words * This (him) I will explain further,?
&c., as referring to the individual soul, and therefore suppose
that the reference is (not to the individual soul forming the
topic of the three preceding sections, but) to the Self
possessing the qualities of freeness from sin, &c., which Self
is pointed out at the beginning of the entire chapter (VII,
1).—Against this interpretation we remark that, in the first
place, it disregards the direct enunciation of the pronoun (i.e!
the “this’ in ¢ this I will explain’) which rests on something
approximate (i. e, refers to something mentioned not far off),
and, in the second place, is opposed to the word * further’ (or
¢ again ') met with in the text, since from that interpretation it
would follow that what had been discussed in the preceding
sections is not again discussed in the subsequent section.
Moreover, if Pragapati, after having made a pro.aise in the
clause, * This I shall explain’ (where that clause occurs for the
first time), did previously to the fourth section explain a
different topic in each section, we should havetoconcludethat
he acted deceitfully.—Hence (our opinion about the purport *
of the whale chapter remains valid, viz. that it sets forth how)
the unreal aspect of the individual soul as such—which is a
mere presentation of Nescience, is stained by all the desites
and aversions attached to agents and enjoyers, and is con-
nected with evils of various kinds—is dissolved by true
knowledge, and how the soul is thus led over into the
opposite state, i. e. into its true state in which it is one with
the highest Lord and distinguished by freedom from sin and
similar attributes.” The whole process is, imilar to that by
which an imagined snake passes over snto a rope as soon as
the mind of the beholder has freed itself from its erroneous
imagination,
Others again, and among them some of ours {asmadiyis
ka kekit), are of opinion that the individual soul as such
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is real. To the end of refuting all these speculators who
. obstruct the way to the complete intuition of the unity
of the Self this siriraka-sistra has been set forth, whose
aim it is to show that there is only one highest Lord ever
unchanging, whose substance is cognition?, and who, by
means of Nescience, manifests himself in various ways, just‘a
as a thaumaturg appears in different shapes by means of his
magical power. Besides that Lord there is no other sub-
stance of cognition.—If, now, the Sdtrakira raises and
refutes the doubt whether a certain’ passage which (in
reality) refers to the Lord does refer to the individual soul,
as he does in this and the preceding Sfitras?, -he does so
for the following purpose. To the highest Self which is
eternally pure, intelligent and free, which is never changing,
one only, not in contact with anything, devoid of form, the
opposite characteristics of the individual soul are errone-
ously ascribed ; just as ignorant men ascribe blue colour to
the colourless ether. In order to remove this erroneous
opinion by means of Vedic passages tending cither to prove
the unity of the Self or to disprove the doctrine of duality
—which passages he strengthens by arguments-—he insists
on the difference of the highest Self from the individual
soul, does however not mean to prove thereby that the soul
is different from the highest Self, but, whenever speaking of
the soul, refers to its distinction (from the Self) as forming
an item of ordinary thought, due to the power of Nescience.
For thus, he thinks, the Vedic injunctions of works which are
given with a view to the states of acting and enjoying,
natural (to the non-enlightened soul), are not stultified.—
That, however, the absolute unity of the Self is the real
purport of the sistra’s teaching, the Satrakira declares, for
instance, in I, 1, 30 The refutation of the reproach of

1 I. ¢. of whom cognition is not a mere attribute,

2 Althouzh in reality there is po such thing a3 an individual
soul. -
3 Nanu givabrahmazor aikyam na kvipi sQtrakiro mukhato
vadati kim tu sarvatra bhedam cva, ato naikyam ish/am tatriba

pratipidyam tv iti.
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futility raised against the injunctions of works has already
been set forth by us, on the ground of the distinction
between such persons as possess full knowledge, and such as
do not.

20. And the reference (to the individual soul) has
a different meaning.

The alleged reference to the individual soul which has
been pointed out (by the pirvapakshin) in the passage
compl y to the passage about the small ether
(*Now that serene being,” &c., VIII, 3, 4) teaches, if the
small ether is interpreted to mean the highest Lord, neither
the worship of the individual soul nor any qualification of
the subject under discussion (viz. the small ether), and is
therefore devoid of meaning.—On that account the Sidtra
declares that the reference has another meaning, i. e. that
the reference to the individual sou} is not meant to deter-~
mine the nature of the individual soul, but rather the nature
of the highest Lord. In the following manner. The indi-
vidual soul which, in the passage referred to, is called the
serene being, acts in the waking state as the ruler of the
aggregate comprising the body and the sense-organs;
permeates in sleep the nadis of the body, and enjoys the
dream visions resulting from the impressions of the waking

* state; and, finally, desirous of reaching an inner refuge, rises
in the state of deep sleep beyond its imagined connexion
with the gross and the subtle body, reaches the highest
fight, i e. the highest Brahmaa previously called ether, and
thus divesting itself of the state of specific cognition appears
in its own (true) nature. The highest light which the soul
is to reach and through which it is manifested in its true
nature is the Self, free from sin and so on, which is there
represented as the object of worship.—In this sense the ~
reference to the individual soul can be admitted by those
also who maintain that in reality the highest Lord is

meant.

21. If it be said that on account of the seriptural
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declaration of the smallness (of the ether) (the Lord
cannot be meant; we reply that) that has been €%
plained (before).

The parvapakshin has remarked that the smalloess of
the ether stated by Scripture (‘In it is that small ether)
docs not agree with the highest Lord, that it may howevef
be predicated of the individual soul which (in ano{hel:
passage) is compared to the point of a goad. Asthat remaéd
calls for a refutation we point out that it has been refut
already, it having been shown—under I, 2, 7-—that a rela-
tive smallness may be attributed to the Lord. The samé
refutation is—as the Satra points out—to be applied here
also.—That smallness is, moreover, contradicted b:V that
scriptural passa; : which compares (the ether within the
heart) with the known (universal) ether. (“As large as i
this ether, so large is the ether within the heart.’)

22. On account of the acting after (i. e. the shining
after), (that after which sun, moon, &c. are sax'd to
shine is the highest Self), and (because by the light)
of him (all this is said to be lighted). ’

We read (Mu. Up. II, 2, 10, and Ka. Up. V, 15), ‘The
sun does not shine there, nor the moon and the stars, nof
these lightnings, much less this fire. After him when he
shines everything shines; by the light of him all this is
lighted.” The question here arises whether he 'aftc; whom
when he shines everything shines, and by whose light all
this is lighted,” is some luminous substance, or the highest

Self (prigsa 4tman). . ..
luminous sulgstancc, the porvapakshin maintains.—

Why ?—Because the passage denies the shining only of
such Iuminous bodies as the sun and the like, It is knows
(from every-day experience) that luminous bodies such as
the moon and the stars do not shine at daytime when the
sun, which is itself a luminous body, is shining. Hence we
infer that that thing on account of which all this, includ--
ing the moon, the stars, and the sun himself, does not
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shine is likewise a thing of light. The ¢shining after’
also is possible only if there is a luminous body already,
for we know from experience that ‘acting after’ (imita- .
tion) of any kind takes place only when there are more
than one agent of similar nature; one mén, for instance,
walks after another man who ialks himself. Therefore
we consider it scttled that the passage refers to some
luminous body. N
To this we reply that the highest Self only can be

meant.—Why?>—On account of the acting after. The
shining after mentioned in the passage, ¢ After him when
he shines everything shines, is possible only if the prigia
Self, i.e. the highest Self, is understood. Of that prigsa
Self another scriptural passage says, *His form is light,
his thoughts are true’ (K4 Up. III, 14, 2). On the other
hand, it is not by any means known that the sun, &c. shines
after some other luminous body. Moreaver, on account
of the equality of nature of all luminous bodies such as
the sun and the like, there is no need for them of any other
luminous body after which they should shine; for we sce
that a lamp, for instance, does not ‘shine after! another
lamp. Nor is there any such absolute rule (as'the pir.
vapakshin asserted) that acting after is observed only
among things of similar nature. It is rather observed
among things of dissimilar nature also; for a red-hot iron
ball acts after, i. e. burns after the burning fire, and the dust
of the ground blows (is blown} after the blowing wind.—
The clause ‘on account of the acting after’ (which forms
part of the Sitra) points to the shining after (mentioned
in the scriptural sloka under discussion}; the clause *and
of him "’ points to the fourth ‘pida of the same sloka, The
meaning of this latter clause is that the cause assigned
for the light of the sun, &c. (in the passage *by the light
of him everything is lighted’) intimates the prig#a Self
For of that Self Scripture says,* Him the gods worship
as the light of lights, as immortal time” (Bri. Up. IV, 4,
16).. That, on the other haad, the light of the sun, the
moon, &c. should shine by some other (physical) light is, in
the first place, not known ; and, in the second place, absurd

) . | o
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as one (physical) light is counteracted by another.—Or
else the cause assigned for the shining dogs not apply only
to the sun-and the other bodies mentioned in the sloka;
but the meaning (of the last pida) rather is—as we may
conclude from the comprehensive statement ‘all this’—
that the manifestation of this entire world consisting of
names and forms, acts, agents and fruits (of action) has
for its cause the existence of the light of Brahman; just
as the existence of the light of the sun is the cause of the
manifestation of all form and colour.—Moreover, the text
shows by means of the word ‘there’ (‘the sun does not
shine there,’ &c.) that the passage is to be connected with
the general topic, and that topic is Brahman as appears
from Mu, Up. II, 2, 5, * In whom the heaven, the earth, and
the sky are woven,” &c. The same appears from a passage
subsequent (on the one just quoted and immediately pre-
ceding the passage under discussion). *In the  highest
golden sheath there is the Brahman without passion and
without parts; that is pure, that is the light of lights, that
is it which they know who know the Self’ This passage
‘giving rise to the question, * How is it the light of lights?’
there is occasion for the reply given in * The sun does
not shine there, &c.—In refutation of the assertion that
the shining of luminous bodies such as the sun and the
moon can be denied only in case-of there being another
luminous body—-as, for instance, the light of the moon and
the stars is denied only when the sun is shining—we point
out that it has been shown that he (the Self) only can be
the luminous being referred to, nothing elsc. And it is
quite possible to deny the shining of sun, moon, and so on
with regard to Brahman; for whatever is perceived is
perccived by the light of Brahman only so that sun, moon,
&e. can be said to shine in it; while Brahman as sclf-
luminous is not perceived by means of any other light.
Brahman manifests everything clse, but is not manifested
by anything clse; according to such scriptural passages as,
*By the Scif alonc as his Jight man sits,” &c. (Bri. Up.
1V, 3. 6), and * He is incomprchensible, for he cannot be
-compschended * (Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 4).
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23. Moreover Smriti also speaks of him (i.e. of
the prigfia Self as being the universal light).

Moreover that aspect of the prigia Self is spoken of
in Smriti also, viz. in the Bhagavad Gitd (XV, 6, 12),
¢ Neither the sun, nor the moon, nor the fire illumines that ;
having gone into” which men do not retumn, that is my
highest seat! And *The light which abiding in the sun
illumines the whole world, and that which+is in the moon
and that which is in the fire, all that light know to be

mine.’

24. On account of the term, (viz. the term ‘lord’
applied to it) the {person) measured (by a thumb) (is
the highest Lord).

We read (Ka. Up. II, 4, 12),  The person of the size of
a thumb stands in the middle of the Self, &c., and (II,
4, 13), ¢ That person, of the size of a thumb, is like a light
without smoke, lord of the past and of the future, he is
the same to-day and to-morrow. This is that’-—The
question here arises whether the person of the size of a
thumb mentioned in the text is the cognitional (individual)
Self or the highest Self.

The ptirvapakshin maintains that on account of the
, declasation of the person’s size the cognmou:d Self is
" meant. For to the highest Self which is of infinite length
and breadth Scripture would not ascribe the measure of
a span; of the cognitional Self, on the other hand, which
is connected with limiting adjuncts, extension of the size
of a span may, by means of some fictitious assumption, be
predicated. Smwiti also confirms this, * Then Yama drew
forth, by force, from the body of Satyavat the person of
the size of a thumb tied to Yama's noose and helpless’

(Mah4bh. III, 16763). For as Yama could not pull out by
force the highest Self, the passage is clearly seen to refer
to the transmigrating (individual soul) of the size of a
thumb, and we thence infer that the same Self is meant in
the Vedic passage under discussion.

To this we reply that the person a thumb long can enly

02
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be the highest Lord.—Why?—On account of the .term
‘lord of the past and of the future” For none but the
highest Lord is the absolute ruler of the past and the
future.—Moreover, the clause ‘this is that’ connects the
passage with that which. had been cnquired about, and
therefore forms the topic of discussion. And what had
been enquired about is Brahman, ¢ That which thou seest
as neither- this ‘nor that, as neither effect nor cause, as
neither past nor future; tell me that’ (I, 2, 14).— On ac-
count of the term, i.e on account of the direct statement,
in the text, of a designation, viz. the term ¢ Lord, we under-
stand that the bhighest Lord is meant!.—But still the question
-remains how a certain extension can be attributed to the
omnipresent highest Self—The reply to this is given in
the next Sotra.

25. But with reference to the hedrt (the highest
‘Self is said to be of the size of a span), as men are
entitled {to the study of the Veda).

The measure of a span is ascribed to the highest Lord,
although omnipresent with refercnce to his abiding within
the heart; just as to ether (space) the measure of a cubit
is ascribed with reference to the joint of a bamboo. For,
on the one hand, the measure of a span cannot be ascribed
directly to the highest Self which exceeds all mecasure,
and, on the other hand, it has been shown that none but
the highest Lord can be mecant here, on account of the
term * Lord,’ and so on.— But—an objection inay be raised—
as the size of the heart varies in the different classes of
living beings it cannot be maintained that the declaration

* This last sentence is directed against the possible ob;cr.u'on
that *sabda,’ which the Sltra brings forward as an argument m
favour of the hlghcsl Lord being meant, has the sense of ¢ sentence’
(vikya), and is therefore of less force than linga, i.e. indicatory of
inferential mark which is rep ted in our passage by the
ahgush/Aamitrati of the purusha, and favours the gha-interprctas
tion. Sabda, the text remarks, here means sruti, il e, direct cuun-
ciation, and sruti ranks, as 3 means of proof, higher than liaza.
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of the highest Self being of the size of a thumb an be
explained with reference to the heart—To this objection
the second half of the Sitra replies: On account of men
(only) being entitled. For the sastra, although propounded
without distinction (i. c. although not itself specifying
what class of beings is to proceed according to its pre-
cepts), docs in reality entitle men? only (to act according to
its precepts); for men only (of the three higher castes) are,
" firstly, capable (of complying with the precepts of the
sdstra}; are, secondly, desirous (of the results of actions
cnjoined by the sdstra); are, thirdly, not excluded by pro-
hibitions; and are, fourthly, subject to the precepts about
the upanayana ceremony and so on®  This point has been
explained in the section treating of the’definition of adhi-
kira (Pérva Mim. S. VI, 1)—Now the human body has
ordinarily a fixed size, and hence the heart also has a fixed
size, viz. the size of a thumb. Hence, as men (only) are
entitled to study and practise the sistra, the highest Self
may, with reference to its dwelling in the human heart,
be spoken of as being of the size of 'a thumb.—In reply
to the pfirvapakshin’s reasoning that on account of the
statement of size and on account of Smriti we can under-
stand by him who is of the size of a thumb the trans-
migrating soul only, we remark that—analogously to such
passages as * That is the Self, * That art thon’—our passage

1 I.e, men belonging to the three upper castes,

2 The first reason cxcludes animals, gods, and rishis. Gods
cannot themselves perform sacrifices, the essential feature of which
is the parting, on the part of the sacnficer, with an offering meant
for the gods. J2/shis cannot perform sacrifices in the course of
whose perf the 1 rishis of the ificer are invoked.
—The second reason excludes those men whose only desire is
emancipation and who therefore do not care for the perishable
fruits of sacrifices.—The third and fourth reasons exclude the
Sddras who are indirectly disqualified for sistric norks because the
Veda in different places gives rules for the three higher castes only,
and for whom the of the up indisp ble for
all who wish to study the Veda—is not prescribed.—Cp, Pirva

Mimims3 Shtras VI, 1.
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teaches that the transmigrating soul which is of the size
of a thumb is (in reality) Brahman. For the Vedinta-
passages have a twofold purport; some of them aim at

" setting forth the nature of the highest Self, some at
teaching the udity of the individual soul with the highest
Self.* Our passage teaches the unity of the individual
soul with the highest Self, not the size of anything. This
point is made clear further on in the Upanishad, ‘The
person of the size of a thumb, the inner Self, is always
settled in the heart of men. Let a man draw that Self
forth from his body with steadiness, as one draws the pith
from a reed. Let him know that Sclf as the Bright, as the
Immortal’ (I1, 6, 17)

26. Also (beings) above them, (viz. men) (are
qualified for the study and practice of the Veda),
on account of the possibility (of it), according to
Bédarayazna.

It has been said above that the passage about him who
is of the size of a thumb has reference to the human heart,
because men arc entitled to study and act according to the
sastra. Thisgives us an occasion for the following discussion.
—Tt is true that the sistra entitles men, but, at the same time,
there is no exclusive rule entitling men only to the know-
ledge of Brahman; the teacher, Bidardyana, rather thinks
that the sistra entitles those (classes of beings) also which
are above men, viz. gods, and so on.—On what account?—
On the account of possibility.—For in their cases also the
different causcs on which the qualification depends, such as
having certain desires, and so on, may exist. In the first
place, the gods also may have the desire of final release,
causcd by the reflection that all effects, objects, and powers
are non-permanent. In the second place, they may beé
capable of it as their corporeality appears from mantras,
arthavidas, ftibdsas, purinas,and ordinary experience. In
the third place, there is no prohibition (excluding them like

Sddras). Nor docs, in the fourth place, the seripural rule
about the upanayana-ceremony annul their title; for that
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ceremony merely subserves the study of the Veda, and to
the gods the Véda is manifest of itself (without study).
That the gods, morcover, for the purpose of acquiring
knowledge, undergo discipleship, and the like, appears
from such scriptural passages as ‘One hundred and one
years Indra lived as a disciple with Pragépati’ (X% Up.
VIII, 11, 3), and * Bhrigu Varuni went to his father Varuna,
saying, * Sir, teach me Brahman ”’ (Taitt. Up. III, 1)—And
the reasons which have been given above against gods and
rishis being entitled to perform religions works (such as
sacrifices), viz. the circumstance of there being no other gods
(to whom the gods could offer sacrifices), and of there being
no other rishis (who could be invoked during the sacrifice),
do not apply to the case of branches of knowledge. For Indra
and the other gods, when applying themselves to knowledge,
have no acts to perform with a view to Indra, and so on;
nor have Bhrigu and other réshis, in the same case, to do
anything with the ci of their belonging to the
same gotra as Bhrigu, & What, then, should stand in
the way of the gods’ and ##shis’ right to acquire knowledge?
~—Moreover, the passage about that which is of the sizeof 2
thumb remains equally valid, if the right of the gods, &c.
is admitted ; it has then only to be explained in each par-
ticular case by a reference to the particular size of the
thumb (of the class of beings spoken of).

2. If it be said that (the corporeal individuality
of the gods involves) a contradiction to (sacrificial)
works; we deny that, on account of the observation
of the assumption (on the part of the gods) of several
{forms).

If the right of the gods, and other beings superior to men,
to the acquisition of knowledge is founded on the ptior
of their corporeality, &c., we shall have to admit, in conser
quence of that corporeality, that Indra and the other gods
stand in the {on of subordi: b gaﬁga) to
sacrificial acts, by means of their being present in person
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just as the priests are, But this admission will lead to*a'
contradiction in the sacrificial acts,’ because the circumgtance
of the gods forming the members of sacrificial acts by means
of their personal presence, is neither actually observed nor
possible. For it is not possible that one and the same
Indra should, at the same time, be present in person at many
sacrifices. ,

To this we reply, that there is no such contradiction.—
Why ?—On account of the assumption of several (forms).
For it is possible for one and the same divine Sclf to assume
several forms at the same time.—How is that known?—From
observation.—For a scriptural passage at first.replies to the
question how many gods there are, by the declaration that
there are ‘ Three and three hundred, three and three thou-
sand,’ and subsequently, on the question who they are,
declares ¢ They (the 303 and 3003) are only the various
powers of them, in reality there are only thirty-three gods’
(Bri. Up. 111, g, 1, 2); showing thercby that one and the
same divine Self may at the same time appear in many
forms. After that it procceds to show that these thirty-
threc gods themsclves are in reality contained in six, five,
&c., and, finally, by replying to the question,  Who is the onc
god?’ that Breath is the one god, shows that the gods are
all forms of Breath, and that Breath, therefore, can at the
same time appear in many forms.—Smvriti also has a similar
statement, ‘A Yogin, O hero of the Bharatas, may, by his
power, multiply his Self in many thousand shapes, and in
them walk about on the earth. In some he may cnjoy
the objects, in others hie may undergo dirc penance, and,
finally, he may again rctract them all, just as the sun

retracts the multitude of his rays” If such Smysti pas-
sages as the above declare that even Yogins, who have
merely acquired various extracrdinary powers, such as
subtlety of body, and the like, may animate several bodics
at the same time, how much more capable of such feats must
the gods be, who naturally posscss all supernatural powers

The gods thus being able to assume several shapes, a god
may divide himself into many forms and enter into relation
with many sacrifices at the same’ time, remaining all the
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while unseen by others, in consequence of his power to
render himself invisible.
The latter part of the Sttra may be explained in a
different manner also, viz. as meaning that even beings
enjoying corporeal individuality are seen to enter into merc
subordinate relation to more than one action. Sometines,
-indeed, one individual does not at the same time enter into
subordinate relation to different actions ; one Brahmawa, for
instance, is not at the same time entertained by many enter-
+ tainers. But in other cases one individual stands in subor-
dinate relation to many actions at the same time; onc
Bréhmauna, for instance, may constitute the object of the
reverence done to him by many persons at the same time.
Similarly, it is possible that, as the sacrifice consists in the
parting (on the part of the sacrificer with some offering)
with a view (to some divinity), many persons may at the
same time part with their respective offerings, all of them
having in view one and the same individual divinity. The
individuality of the gods docs not, therefore, involve any
contradiction in sacrificial warks.

28. If 1t be said (that a contradiction will result)
in respect.of the word; we refute this objection on
the ground that (the world) originates from the

~ word, as is shown by perception and inference.

Lct it then be granted that, from the admission of the
corporeal individuality of the gods, no contradiction will
result in the case of sacrificial works. Still a contradic-
tion will result in respect of the ‘word’ (sabda).—How ?—
The authoritativeness of the Veda has been proved *from
its independence,” basing on the original (etemal) connexion
of the word with its sense (‘the thing signified’)’. But now,
although a divinity possessing corporeal individuality, such
as admitted above, may, by means of its supematural
powers, be able to enjoy at the same time the oblations

1 The reference is to Pdrva Mimfmsd S@iras I, 1, 5 (not t0 I, 2,
21, as stated in Muir's Sanskrit Texts, HI, p. 69).
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just as the priests are, But this admission will lead to *a'
contradiction in the sacrificial acts,’ because the circumgtance
of the gods forming the members of sacrificial acts by means
of their personal presence, is neither actually observed nor
possible. For it is not possible that one and the same
Indra should, at the same time, be present in person at many
sacrifices. i
To this we reply, that there is no such contradicuon.—
Why ?—On account of the assumption of several (forms).
For it is possible for one and the same divine Sclf to assume
several forms at the same time.—How is that known?—From
observation.—For a scriptural passage at first replies to the
question how many gods there are, by the declaration that
there are ‘ Three and three hundred, three and three thou-
sand,” and subsequently, on the question who they are,
declares They (the 303 and 3003) are only the various
powers of them, in reality there are only thirty-three gods’
(Bri. Up. I11, g, 1, 2); showing thereby that one and the
same divine Self may at the same time appear in many
forms. After that it proceeds to show that these thirty-
three gods themsclves are in reality contained in six, five,
&c., and, finally, by 1eplying to the question, * Who is the onc
god?’ that Breath is the one god, shows that the gods are
all forms of Breath, and that Breath, thercfore, can at the
same time appear in many forms.—Smpiti also has a similar
statement, * A Yogin, O hero of the Bharatas, may, by his
power, multiply his Self in many thousand shapes, and in
them walk about on the earth. In some he may cnjoy
the objects, in others he may undergo dirc penance, and,
finally, he may again retract them all, just as the sun
retracts the multitude of his rays. If such Smriti pas-
sages as the above declare that even Yogins, who have
mercly acquired various extraordinary powers, such as
subtlety of body, and the like, may animate scveral bodies
at the same time, how much morc capable of such feats must
the gods be, who naturally possess all supernatural powers
The gods thus being able to assume several shapes, a god
may divide himself into many forms and enter into relation
with many sacrifices at the same’ time, remaining all the



1 ADHYAVA, 3 PADA, 28. 201

while unseen by others, in consequence of his power to
render himself invisible.

The latter part of the Sitra may be explained in a
different manner also, viz. as meaning that even beings
enjoying corporeal individuality are seen to enter into merc
subordinate relation to more than one action. Sometimes,
-indeed, one individual does not at the same time enter into
subordinate relation to different actions ; one Brihmana, for
instance, is not at the same time entertained by many enter-

« tainers, But in other cases one individual stands in subor-
dinate relation to many actions at the same time; one
Brahmawna, for instance, may constitute the object of the
reverence done to him by many persons at the same time.
Similarly, it is possible that, as the sacrifice consists in the
parting {on the part of the sacrificer with some offering)
with a view (to some divinity), many persons may at the
same time part with their respective offerings, all of them
having in view onc and the same individual divinity. The
individuality of the gods does not, therefore, involve any
contradiction in sacrificial warks.

28. If 1t be said (that a contradiction will result)
in respect.of the word; we refute this objection on
the ground that (the world) originates from the

> word, as is shown by perception and inference.

Let it then be granted that, from the admission of the
corporeal individuality of the gods, no contradiction will
result in the case of sacrificial works. Still a contradic-
tion will result in respect of the ‘ word” (sabda).—How 2—
The authoritativeness of the Veda has been proved ‘from
its independence,’ basing on the original (eternal) connexion
of the word with its sense (the thing signified ). But now,
although a divinity possessing corporeal individuality, such
as admitted above, may, by means of its supernatural
powers, be able to enjoy at the same time the oblations

* The reference is to Pérva Mimimsi Sliras I, 1, 5 (not o I, 2,
23, as stated in Muir's Sanskrit Texts, III, p. 69).
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a divine voice, eternal, without beginning or end, formed
of the Vedas was uttered by Svayambhd, from which
all activities procceded,’ .By the ‘uttering’ of the voice
we have here to understand. the starting of the oral
tradition (of the Veda), because of a voice without
beginning or end ‘uttcring’in any other sense canvot
be predicated.—Again, we read, ‘In the beginning Ma-
hesvara shaped from the words of the Veda the names
and forms of all beings and the procedure of all actions.
And again, ‘ The several names, actions, and conditions o}
all things he shaped in the beginning from the words of the
Veda’ (Manu I, 21). Morcover, we.all know from observa-
tion that any one when setting about some thing which he
wishes to accomplish first remembers the word denoting
the thing, and after that sets to work. We therefore con-
clude that before the creation the Vedic words became
manifest in the mind of Pragépati the creator, and that
after that he created the things corresponding to thos¢
words. Scripture also, where it says (Taitt. Bra. 1], 2, 4, )

‘uttering bhar he created the carth,” &c., shows that.the
worlds such as the earth, &c. became manifest, i.e. were
created from the words bhar, &c. which had become mani-

fest in the 'mind (of Pragdpati).

Of what nature then is the ‘word’ with a view to which
it is said that the world originates from the *word ?’—It
is the sphofa, the plrvapakshin says!. For on the as-

! The plirvapakshin, i. e. here the grammarian maintains, for the
reasons specified further on, that there exists in the case of
words a supersensuous enlity called spho/a which is manifested by
the letlers of the word, and, if apprehended by the mind, jtself mani-
fests the sense of the word. The term sphofa may, according as it
is viewed in either of these lights, be explained as the manifestor of
that which is manifested.—The sphora is a grammatical fiction, the
word in so far as it is apprchended by us as a whole. That we
cannot identify it with the ‘notion” (as Deussen seems inclined to do,
p- 80) follows from its being distinctly called vitaka or abhidhiyaka,
and its being represented as that which causes the conception
of the sense of a word (arthadhihetu),
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sumptipn that the letters are the word, the doctrine that
the individual gods, and so on, originates from the eternal
words of the Veda could not in any way be proved,
since the lctters perish as soon as they are produced
(i. e. pronounced). These perishable letters are more-
over apprehended as differing according to the pronun-
ciation of the individual speaker.* For this reason we are
able to determine, mercly from the sound of .the voice
of some unseen person whom we hear reading, who is
reading, whether Devadatta or Yagi#adatta or some other
man. And it cannot be maintained that this apprehension
of difference regarding the letters is an erronecus one;
for we do not apprehend anything else whereby it is
refuted. Nor is it reasonable to maintain that the ap-
prehension of the sense of a word results from the letters.
For it can neither be maintained that each letter by itself
intimates the sense, since that would be too wide an assump-
tion!; nor that there takes place a simultaneous appre-
hension of the whole aggregate of letters; since the letters
succeed one another in time. Norcan we admit the explan-
ation that the last letter of the word together with the im-
pressions produced by the perception of the preceding
letters is that which makes us apprehend the sense. For
the word makes us apprehend the sense only if it is itself
apprehended in so far as having reference to the mental
grasp of the constant connexion (of the word and the
sense), just as smoke makes us infer the existence of fir
only when it is itself apprehended; but an apprehensi
of the last letter bined with the impressions produced
by the preceding letters does not actually take place,
because those impressions are not objects of perception?,
Nor, again, can it be maintained that (although thosc im-

* For that each letter by itself expresses the sense is not
observed; and if it did so, the otber letters of the word would bave
to be declared useless.

* In order to enable us to apprebend the sease from the word,
thete is required the actual consciousness of the last letter plus the
impressions of the preceding letters; just as smoke enables us to
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pressions are not objects of perception, yet they may be
inferred from their effects, and that thus) the actual per-
ception of the last: letter combined with the impressions
left by the preceding letters—which impressions are appre-
hended from their effects—is that which intimates the sense
of the word; for that effect of the impressions, viz. the -
remembrance of the entire word, is itself something con-
sisting of parts which succeed each other in time.—From
all this it follows that the sphofa is the word. After the
apprehending agent, i.e. the buddhi, has, through the ap-
prehension of the several letters of the word, received
rudimentary impressions, and after those impressions have
been matured through the apprehension of the last letter,
the sphosa presents itself in the buddhi all at once as the
object of one mental act of apprehension.—And it must not
be maintained that that one act of apprehension is merely
an act of remembrance having for its object the letters’
of the word; for the letters which are more than one
cannot form the object of one act of apprehension.—As
that sphota is recognised as the same as often as the word
is pronounced, it is eternal; while the apprehension of
difference referred to above has for its object the letters
, merely. From this eternal word, which is of the naturc
of the sphosa and possesses denotative power, there is
produced the object denoted, i. e. this world which consists
of actions, agents, and results of action,

Against this doctrine the reverend Upavarsha maintains
that the letters only are the word.—But—an objection is
raised—it has been said above that the letters no sooner
produced pass away !—That assertion is not true, we reply s
for they are recognised as the same letters (cach time they
are produced ancw).—Nor can it be maintained that the
recognition is due to similarity only, as in the case of hairs,
for instance; for the fact of the recognition being a re-
cognition in the strict sense of the word is not contradicted
by any other,means of proof.—Nor, again, can it be said

infer the cxistence of fire only if we are actually conscious of the
smoke. But that actnal conscicusness does not-take place because
the impressions are not objects of perceprive consciousness.
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that the recognition has its cause in the species (so that
not the same individual letter would be recognised, but only
a letter belonging to the same species as other letters
heard before); for, as a matter of fact, the same individual
letters are recognised. That the recognition of the letters
rests on the species could be maintained only if whenever
the letters are pronounced different individual lctters were
apprehended, just as several cows are apprchendcd as
different individuals belonging to the same species. But
this is actually not the case; for the (same) individual
letters arc recognised as often as they are pronounced. If,
for instance, the word cow is pronounced twice, we think
not that two difierent words have been pronounced, but
that the same individual word has been repeated.—But,
our opponent reminds us, it has been shown above, that
the letters are apptehended as different owing to differences
of pronunciation, as appears from the fact that we apprehend
a difference when merely hearing the sound of Devadatta or
Yagiiadatta reading.—Although, we reply, it is a scttled
matter that the letters are recognised as the same, yet we
admit that there are differences in the apprehension of the
lctters, but as the letters are articulated by means of the
tion and disjunction (of the breath with the palate,
the teeth, &c.), those differences are rightly ascribed, to the
various ck of the articulating agents and not to
the intrinsic nature of the letters themselves. Those,
moreover, who maintain that the individual letters arc
different have, in order to account for the fact of recogni-
tion, to assume species of letters, and further to admit
that the apprehension of difference is conditioned by ex-
ternal factors. Is it then not much simpler to assume,
as we do, that the apprehension of difference is conditioned
by external factors while the recognition is due to the
intrinsic nature of the letters? And this very fact of
recognition is that mental process which prevents us from
looking on the app fon of diffc as having the
letters for its object (so that the opponent was wrong in
denying the existence of such a process). For how should,
for instance, the onc syllable ga, when it is pronounced in
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the same moment by several persons, be at the same time
of different nature, viz. accented with the uditta, the
anudéitta, and the Svarita and nasal as well as non-nasal??
Or clse’—and this is the preferable explanation—we
assume that the difference of apprehension is caused not
by the letters but by the tone (dhvani). By this tone we
have to understand- that which enters the ear of a person
who is listening from a distance and not able to distinguish
the separate letters, and which, for a person standing near,
affects the letters with its own distinctions, such as high
or low pitch and so on. It is on this tone that all the
distinctions of uditta, anuditta, and so on depend, and not
on the intrinsic nature of the letters ; for they are recognised
as the same whenever they are pronounced.  On this theory
only we gain a basis for the distinctive apprehension of
the uditta, the anudatta, and the like. For on the theory
first propounded (but now rejected), we should have to
assume that the distinctions of uditta and so'on are due
to the processes of conjunction and disjunction described
above, since the letters themselves, which are ever re-
cognised as the same, are not different. But as those
processes of conjunction and disjunction are not matter
of perception, we cannot definitely ascertain in the letters
any differences based on those processes, and hence the
apprehension of the uditta and so on remains without
a basis.—Nor should it be urged that from _the dif-
ference of the uditta and so on- there results also
a difference of the letters recognised, For a difference
in one matter does not involve a difference in’ some
other matter which in itself is frece from difference.
Nobody, for instance, thinks that because the individuals

1 ¢How should it be s0?’ f.e. it cannot be s0; and on that
t the diffe pprehended do not belong to the letters
themselves, but to the external conditions mentioned above.

3 With ‘or elsc’ begins the exposition of the finally accepted
theory as to the cause why the same liters are apprehended a8
dsfferent.  Hitherto the cause had been found in the varicty of the
upidhis of the letters. Now a new distiuction is made between
articulated letters and non-articulated tone.
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are different from each other the species-also contams a
difference in itself.

The assumption of the sphofa is further gratuitous, be-
cause the sense of the'word may be apprehended from the
letters~—But—our opponent here objects—I do notassume
the existence of the sphosa. I, on the contrary, actually
perceive it; for after the buddhj has been impressed by the
successive apprehenswn of the letters of the word, the
sphota all at once presents itself as the object of cognition.
—Youare mistaken, wereply. The object of the cognitionaf
act of which you speak is simply the letters of the word.
That one comprehensive cognition which follows upon the
apprehension of the successive letters of the word has for
its object the entire aggregate of the letters constituting the
word, and not anything else. We conclude this from the
circumstance that in that final comprehensive cognition
there are included.those letters only of which a definite
given word consists, and not any other letters. If that
, cognitional act had for its object the sphofa—i. e. something
different from the letters of the given word—then those
letters would be excluded from it just as much as the letters
of any other word. But as this is not the case, it follows
that that final hensive act of cognition is nothing but
an act of remembrance which has the letters of the word
for its object.—Qur opponent has asserted above that the

lettérs of a word being several cannot form the object of
one mental act. But there he is wrong again. The ideas
which we have of a row, for instance, or a wood or an army,
or of the bers ten, hundred, th d, and so on, show
that also such things as compnsc several unities can become
the objects of one"and the same coguitional act. The idex
which has for its object the word as one whole is a derived
one, in so far as it depends on the determination of oae
sease in many letters?; in the same way as the idea o('a

11, e. it is not directly one ides, for it bas for its objest more'
than one letter; but it may be called one in a secondary sense,
because it is based on the detenminative knowledge that the letters,
although more than one, express one sease anly.

(341 L2
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wood, an army, and so on.—But—our opponent may here
object—if the word were nothing else but the letters which
in their aggregate become the object of one mental act,
such couples of words as gir& and rdgd or pika and kapi
would not be cognised as different words; for here the same
letters are presented to consciousness in each of the words
constituting one couple.—There is indeed, we reply, in
both cases a comprehensive consciousness of the same
totality of letters ; but just as ants constitute the idea of a
row only if they march one after the other,. so the letters
also constitute the idea of a certain word on]y if they follow
each other in a certain order. Hence it is not contrary to
reason that the same letters are cognised as different words,
in consequence of the different order in which they are
arranged.
The hypothesis of him who maintains that the letters arc
the word may therefore be finally formulated as follows.
The letters of which a word consists—assisted by a certain
order and number—have, through traditional use, entered
into a conncxion with a definite sense. At the-time when
they are employed they present themselves as such (i. e in
Ttheir definite order and number) to the buddhi, which, after
_having apprehended 'the several letters in succession, ﬁna"}’
eomprchends the entite aggregate, and they thus uncrringly
intimate to the buddhi their definite sense.  This hypothesis
is certainly simpler than-the omplicated-hypathesis of the
grammarians who teach that the sphosa is the word. For
they have to disregard what is given by perception, and to
assume something "which is never perceived; the letters
apprehended in a definite order are said to manifest the
sphosa, and the sphota in its turn is said to manifest the
sense.

Or let 1t even be admitted” that the letters arc differ-
ent ones each time they are pronounced; 'yet, as in that
case we necessarily must assume species of letters a3
the basis of the recognition of the individual letters, the
function of conveying the sense which we have demon-
strated In the case of the (individual) letters has then to be
attributed to the species. .
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From all this it follows that the theory according to which
the individual gods and so on originate from the eternal
words is unobjectionable,

. 29. And from this very reason there ronows the
eternity of the Veda.

As the eternity of the-Veda is founded on the absence
of the remembrance of an agent only, a doubt with regard
to it had been raised owing to the doctrine that the gods
and other individuals have sprung from it. That- doubt
has been refuted in the preceding SOtra-—-The present
Sitra now confirms the, already established, etemxty of
the Veda. The cternity of the word of the Veda has “to
be assumed for this very reason, that the world with its
definite (eternal) species, such as gods and so on, originates
from it—A mantra also ( By means of the sacrifice they
followed the trace of speech; they found it dwelling in
the rishis, Rigwveda Samh. X, 71, 3) shows that the
speech found (by the zishis) was .permanent.—On  this
point Vedavyisa also speaks as follows: ¢Formerly the
great rishis, being allowed to do so by Svayambhd, ob-
tained, through their penance, the Vedas together with
the jtihisas, which had been hidden at the end of the
yuga.’

30. And on account of the equality of names and
forms there is o contradiction (to the eternity of
the word.of the, Veda) in the repovation (of the
wor]d); as is seen from Sruti_and Sowyti, -

If—the plrvapakshi ~the'individual gods ana so
on did, like the mdwxdual animals, originate and pass away
in an unbroken succession so that there would be no break
of the course of practical ¢ includi ions,
things denominated ‘and agents d:nommaung, the con- -~
nexion (between word and thing) ‘would be eternal, and the
objcchon as to a contradiction with reference to the word
(raised in Sotra 27) would thereby be refuted. But'if,
as Snuti and Smnq declare, the whole threefold

P2
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world periodically divests itself of name and form, and is
entirely dissolved (at the end of a kalpa), and is after that
produced anew ; how can the contradiction be considered to
have been removed .

'To this we reply? * On account of the sameness of name
and form.—Even then the beginninglessness of the world
will have to be admitted (a point which the teacher will
prove later on: II, 1, 36). And in the beginningless sam-
sira we have to look on the (relative) beginning, and the
dissolution connected with & new kalpa in the same light
in which we look on the sleeping and waking states, which,
although in them according to Scripture (a kind of) dis-
solution and origination take place, do not give rise to
any contradiction, since in the later waking state (subse-
quent to the state of sleep) the practical existence is carried
on just as in the former one. That in the sleeping and the
waking states dissolution and origination take place is stated
Kaush, Up. III, 3, *When a man being asleep sees no
dream whatever he becomes one with that priza alone.
Then speech goes to him with all names, the eye with all
forms, the ear with all sounds, the mind with all thoughts.
And when he awakes then, as from a buming fire, sparks
proceed in all directions, thus from that Self the prinas
proceed, each towards its place; from the praras the gods,
from the gods the worlds.’

Well, the pdrvapakshin resumes, it may be that no
contradiction arises in the case of sleep, as during the slecp
of one person the practi¢al existence of other persons suffers

rio interruption, and as the sleeping person himself when
waking from sleep may resume the very same form of
practical existence which was his previously to his sleep.
The case of a mahdpralaya (i.e. a general annihilation of
the world) is however a different one, as then the entire
current of practical existence is interrupted, and the form of
existence of a previous kalpa can be resumed in a subsequent
kalpa no more than an individual can resume that form of
existeace which it enjoyed in a former birth.

This objection, we reply, is not valid. For although &
mahpralaya does cut short the entire current of practical
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existence, yet, by the favour of the highest Lord, the Lords
(isvara), such as Hirasyagarbha and so on, may continue the
same form of existence which belonged to them in the
preceding kalpa. Although ordinary animated beings do
not, as we see, resume that form of existence which belunged
to them in a former birth; still we cannot judge of the
Lords as we do of ordinary beings. For as in the series
of bemgs which descends from man to blades of grass a
successive diminution of knowlcdgc, power, and so on, is
observed—although they all have the common attribute of
being animated—so in the ascending series extendmg from
man up to Hiranyagarbha, a gradually increasing manifes-
tation of Lno\vledge, power, &c. takes place; a circumstance
which Sruti and Smyiti mention in many places, aid which
it is impossible to deny. On that account it may very well”
be the case that the Lords, such as Hiranyagarbha and so
on, who in a past kalpa were distinguished by superior
knowledge and power of action, and who again appear in
the present kalpa, do, if favoured by the highest Lord,
continue (in the present kalpa) the same kind of existence
which they enjoyed in the preceding kalpa; just as a man
who rises from sléep continues the same form’of existence
which he énjoyed previously to his slcep. Thus Scripture
also declares, ‘He who first creates Brahman (Hiranya-
gatbha) and delivers the Vedas to him, to that God who is
the light of his own thoughts, I, secking for release, go for
refuge’ (Svet. Up. VI, 18). Saunaka and others more-,
over declare (in the Anukramanis of the Veda) that the ten
books (of the Rig-veda) were seen by Madhukkkandas and
other rishist, And, sxm:IarIy, Smiti tells us, for every Veda,
of men of exalted mental vision (réshis) who ‘saw’ the sub-
divisions of their respective Vedas, such as kdwudas and so
on, Scripture also declares that the performance of the
sacrificial action by means of the mantra is to be preceded by
the knowledge of the #shi and so on, ' He who makes another
person sacrifice or read by means of a maatra of which hg

+ Which eipeurnstance proves that exalted hnowledge appertaing
notonlyto Hiranyagarbha, but to many beings.
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does not know the ishi, the metre, the divinity, and the
‘Brahmara, runs against a post, falls into a pit?, &e. &e,
therefore one must know all those matters for each mantra’
(Arsheya Brahmaya, first section).—Moreover, refigious duty
is enjoined and its opposite is forbidden, in order that the
animate beings may obtain pleasure and escape pain.
Desire and’ aversion have for their objects pleasure and
pain, known either from experience or from Scripture, and
do not aim at anything of a different nature. As therefore
cach new creation is (nothing but) the result of the religious
merit and demerjt (of the animated beings of the preceding
creation), it'is produced with a nature resembling that of
the preceding creation. Thus Smwiti also declares, ¢ To
whatever actions certain of these (animated beings) had
turned in a former creation, to the same they turn when
created again and again. Whether those actions were
harmful or harmless, gentle or cruel, right or wrong, true
or untrue, influenced by them they proceed; hence a cer-
tain person delights in actions of a certain kind,"—More-
over, this world when bemg dissolved (in 2 mahipralaya) is
_dissolved to that extent only that the potentiality (sakti)
of the world remains, and (when it is produced again) it
is produced from the root of that potentiality ; otherwise
we should have to admit an effect without a cause, Nor
have we the right to assume potentialitics of different kind
(for the different periods of the world). Hence, although
the series of worlds from the earth upwards, and the series
of different classes of animate beings such as gods, animals,
and men, and the different conditions based on caste,
Asrama, religious duty and fruit (of works), although all
“hese we say are again and again interrupted and thercupon
sroduced anew ; we yet have to understand that they are, in
he beginningless sanrsira, subject to a certain determinate-
ness analogous to the determinateness governing the con-
“nexion between the scnses and their objects. For it is
lmpOSsnblc to imagine that the relation of senses and sense-
objects should be a different one in different creations, 50

1 Viz. naraka, the commentaries say.
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that, for instance, in some new creation a sixth sense and a
corresponding sixth sense-object should manifest them-
selves.  As, therefore, the phenomenal world is the same in
all kalpns and as .the Lords are able to continue their
previous forms of existence, there manifest themselves, in
cach new creation, individuals bearing the same names and
forms as the individuals of the preceding creations, and,
owing to this equality of names and forms, the admitted
periodical renovations of the world in the form of general
pralayas and general creations do not conflict with the
authoritativeness of the word of the Veda. The permanent
identity of names and forms is declared in Sruti as well as
Smriti; compare, for instance, Kek. Samh, X, 190, 3, ‘As
formerly the creator ordered sun and moon, and the sky,
and the air, and the heavenly world ;' which passage means
that the highest Lord arranged at the beginning of the
present kalpa the entire world with sun and moon, and so
on, just as it had been arranged in the preceding -kalpa.
Compare also Taitt. Brahm, III, 1, 4, 1, ‘Agni desired:
May I become the consumer of the food of the gods; for
that end he offered a cake on eight potsherds to Agni and
the Krittikds. This passage, which forms part of the
injunction of the ishsi to the Nakshatras, declares equality of
name and form connecting the'Agni who offered and the
Agni to whom he offered *.
Smeiti alse c ins similar to be quoted
here; so, for instance, ¢ Whatever were the names of the
rishis and their powers to see the Vedas, the same the
Unborn one again gives to them when they are produced
afresh at the end of the night (the mahfpralaya). As the
various signs of the seasons return in succession in their due
time, thus the same beings again appear in the different
yugas. And of whatever individuality the gods of tho

® Asmin kalpe sarvesbim prinindm dihapdkaprakisakid yo
-yzm agnir drisyate so-yam agmh porvasmm kalpe manushya’
Asmin kalpa eug ganma
labdhavﬁn ank pon'asmm kalpe sa manushyo bhivinim samgaim

+ Asritygnir iti vyapadisyate—~Siyana on the quoted passige.
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past ages were, equal to them are the present gods in
name and form.'

31, On account of the impossibility of (the gods
being qualified) for the madhu-vidy4, &c. Gaimini
(maintains) the non-qualification {of the gods for
the Brahma-vidya).

A new objection is raised against the averment that the
gods, &c. also are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman.
The teacher, Gaimini, considers the gods and similar beings
not to have any claim.—Why ?—On account of the impos-
sibility, in the case of the so-called Madhu-vidya, & If
their claim to the knowledge of Brahman were admitted,
‘we should have to admit their claim to the madhu-vidy4 (‘ the
knowledge of the lioney’) also, because that also is a kind
-of knowledge not different (from the knowledge of Brahman).
But to admit this latter claim is not possible; for, according
to the passage, ¢ The Sun is indeed the honey of the devas’
(K% Up. 1LY, 1, 1), men are to meditate on the sun (the
god Aditya) under the form of honey, and how, if the gods
themselves are admitted as meditating worshippers, can
Aditya meditate upon another Aditya?—Again, the text,
after having enumerated five kinds of nectar, the red one,
&c. residing in the sun, and after having stated that the five
classes of gods, viz. the Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Maruts, and
Sadhyas, live on one of these nectars each, declares that ‘he
who thus knows this nectar becomes one of the Vasus, with
Agni at their head, he sees the nectar and rcjoices, &c., and
indicates thereby that those who know the nectars enjoyed
by the Vasus, &c., attain the greatness of the Vasus, &c
But how should the Vasus themselves know other Vasus
enjoying the nectar, and what other Vasu-grcatness should
they desire to attain?—We have also to compare the pas-
sages * Agni is one foot, Aditya is one foot, the quasters ar¢
one foot (K4 Up, 1,18, 2); * Air is indeed the absorber”
(KA. Up.1V,3,1); ¢ Adltya is Brahman, this is the doctrine.’
All these passages treat of the meditation on-the Self of
certain divinitics, for which meditation thesc divinitics them- °



1 ADHYAYA, 3 PADA, 32. 217

selves are not qualified.—So it is likewise impossible that the
rishis themselves should be qualified for meditations, con-
nected with rishis, such as expressed in passages like Bri.
Up. I1, 2, 4, * These two are the rishis Gautama and Bharad-
viga; the right Gautama, the left Bharadviga.’—Another
reason for the non-qualification of the gods is stated in the
following Sitra.

32. And (the devas, &c. are not qualified) on
account of (the words denoting the devas, &c.) being
(used) in the sense of (sphere of) light.

To that sphere of light, the plirvapakshin resumes, which
is stationed in the sky, and during its diumal revolutions
illumines the world, terms such as Aditya, i. . the names of
devas, are applied, as we know from the use of ordinary
language, and from Vedic complementary passagesl. But
of a mere sphere of light we cannot understand how it should
be endowed with either a bodily form, consisting of the heart
and the like, or intelligence, or the capability of forming
wishes®, For mere light we know to be, like earth, entirely
devoid of intelligence. The same observation applies to
Agni (fire), and so on. It will perhaps be said that our
objection is not valid, because the personality of the devas
is known from.the mantras, arthavddas, itihisas, purinas,
and from the conceptions of ordinary life?; but we contest
the relevancy of this remark. For the conceptions of ordi-
nary life do not constitute an independent means of know-
ledge; we rather say that a thing is known from ordinary
life if it is known by the {acknowledged) means of konow-
ledge, perception, &c. But none of the recognised means
of knowledge, such as perception and the like, apply to the

3 As, for instance, ¢ So long as ﬂdil)n rises in the east and sets
in the west’ (&%, Up. 111, 6, 4).

* Whence it follows that the devas are not personal beings, and
therefore not qualified for the knowledge of Brahman.

3 Yama, for instance, being ordinarily represented as a person
with a staff in his hand, Varuzsa with a noose, Indra with a thunder-

bolt, &c. &c.
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matter under discussion. Itihlsas and purizas again being
of human origin, stand themselves in need of other means
of knowledge on which to base. The arthavida passages
- also, which, as forming syntactical wholes with the injunctory
passages, have merely the purpose of glorifying (what is
enjoined in the latter), cannot be considered to constitute
by themselves reasons for the existence of the personality,
&e. of the devas, The mantras again, which, on the ground
of direct enunciation, &c., are to be employed (at the dif-
ferent stages of the sacrificial action), have merely the
purpose of denoting things connected with the sacrificial
petformance, and do not constitute an independent means
of authoritative knowledge for anything*.—For these reasons
the devas, and similar beings, are not quallﬁed for the
knowledge of Brahman. .

33. Badariyaxa, on the other hand,.(maintains)
the existence (of qualification for Brahma-vidyi on
the part of the gods); for there “are (passages
indicatory of that).

‘The expression-‘on the other hand’ is meant to rebut
the pitrvapaksha. The teacher, Bidardyana, maintains the
existence of the qualification on the part of the gods, &c.
For, although the qualification of the gods cannot be ad-
mitted with reference to the madhu-vidya, and similar topics
of knowledge, in which the gods themselves are implicated,
still they may be qualified for the pure knowledge of Brah-
man, qualification in-general depending on the presence of
desire, capability, &c.*  Nor does the impossibility of quali-
fication in certain cases interfere with the presence of qualifi-
cation in thosc other cases where it is not impossible. To the
case of the gods the same reasoning applies as to the case of
men; for among men also, all are not qualified for everything,
Brihmanas, for instance, not for the rgnsdya-sacrifice>

¥ On the proper function of arthavida and mantra according to
the Mimimsd, cp. Arthasamgraha, Introduction.

3 See above, p. 197.

3 \Which can be offered by kshattriyas only.
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And, with reference to the knowledge of Brahman, Serip-
ture; moreover, contains express hints notifying that the
devas are qualified ; compare, for instance, Bri. Up. 1, 4, 10,
¢ Whatever Deva was awakened+(so as to know Brahman).
‘he indeed became that; and the same with rishis;’ Kk
Up. VIII, 7, 2, ‘They sa!d: Well, let us search for that
Self by which, if one has searched it out, all worlds and all
desires are obtained. Thus saying, Indra went forth from
the Devas, Viroana from the Asuras’ Similar statcments
are met with in Smr2ti, so, for instance, in the colloquy of the
Gandharva and Yagavalkya'.—Against the objection raised
in the preceding Sftra (32) we argue-as follows. Words
like 4ditya, and so on, which denote devas, although having
reference to light and the like, yet convey the idea of
certain divine Selfs (persons) endowed with intelligeuce and
pre-eminent power; for they are used in that sense in
mantras and arthavida passages. For the devas possess,
in. quence of their pr i power, the capability of
residing within the light, and so on, and to assunie any form
they like. Thus we read in Scripture, in the arthavida
passage explaining the words ‘ram of Medhdtithi which
form part of the Subrahmanya-formula, that ¢ Indra, having
assumed the shape of a ram, carried off Medhatithi, the
descendant of Kanva’ (Shadv. Br. I, 1).  And thus Smsti
says that ¢ Aditya, having assumed the shape of a man; came
to Kuntd? Moreover, even in such substances as earth, in-
telligent ruling beings must be admitted to reside, for that
appears from such scriptural passages as * the carth spoke,’
“the waters spoke,’ &c. The non-intelligence of light and
the like, in so far as they are merc material elements, is
admitted in the casc of the sun (4ditya), &c. also; but—as
already remarked—from the use of the words in maotras and

12 4k

Anabidham darsayitvd

1 Srautalin
datsayati .smirtam fti. Kim aua brahma amridam Lim svid
vedyam ammamam, Aintayet tatra ¥ai gnl\‘i gandhar\o mﬁm
aprikkiata, Vi m(o mgm dintag m‘
dharme ganakayigi dit prahlidigag a8k bok-

mnuminislddhu' lly arthat.
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arthavadas it appears that there are intelligent beings of
divine nature (which animate those material elements).
We now turn' to the objection (raised above by the plr-
vapakshin) that mantras and arthavidas, as merely sub-
serving other purposes, have no power of setting forth the
personality of the devas, and remark that not.the cir-
cumstance of subordination or non-subordination to some
other purpese, but rather the presence or absence of 2
certain idea furnishes a reason for (our assuming) the
existence of something. This is exemplified by the case
of a person who, having set out for some other purpose,
(nevertheless) forms the conviction of the existence of leaves,
grass, and the like, which he sees lying on the road.—But,
the plirvapakshin may here object, the instance quoted by
you is not strictly analogous. In the case of the wanderer,
perception, whose objects the grass and leaves are, is active,
and through it he forms the conception of their existence.
In the case of an arthavida, on the other hand, which, as
forming a syntactical unity with the corresponding injunctory
passage, merely subserves the purpose of glorifying (the
latter), it is impossible to determine any energy having 2
special object of its own. For in general any minor syntac-
tical unity, which is included in a2 more comprehensive
syntactical unity conveying a certain meaning, does not
possess the power of expressing a separate meaning of its
own. Thus, for instance, we derive, from the combination
of the three words constituting the negative sentence, * (Do)
not drink wine; one meaning only, i.c. a prohibition of
drinking wine, and do not derive an additional meaning,
viz. an order to drink wine, from the combination of the last
two words, ‘drink wine.—To this objection we reply, that
the instance last quoted is not analogous (to the matter
under discussion). The words of the sentence prohibiting
the drinking of wine form only one whole, and on that
account the separate sense which any minor syatactical unity
included in the bigger sentence may possess cannot bé
aceepted, In the case of injunction and arthavida, on the
other hand, the words constituting the arthavida form 3
scparate group of their own which refers to some accom-
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plished thing?, and only subsequently to that, when it comes
to be considered what purpose they subserve, thiy enter on
the function of glonfymg the injunction, Let us examine,
as an illustrative example, the injunctive passage, ¢ He.who
is desirous of prosperity is to offer to Vayu a white animal.’ ’
Al the words confained in this passa'ge are directly con-
nected with the injunction. This is, however, not the case
with the words constituting the cotresponding arthavida
passage, ‘For Viyu is the swiftest deity; Viyu he ap-
proaches with his own share; he leads him to prosperity.’
The single words of this arthavdda are not grammatically
connected with the single words of the injunction, but form
a subordinate unity of their own, which contains the praise
of Viyu, and glorify the injunction, only in so far as they
give us to understand that the action enjoined is connected
with a distinguished divinity. If the matter conveyed by the
subordinate (arthavida) passage can be known by some other
means of knowledge, the arthavida acts as a mere anuvida,
i.e, a statement referring to something (already known)%.
‘When its contents are contradicted by other means of
knowl:dge it acts as a so-called gunavida, i. e a statement
of a quality. Where, again, neither of the two mentioned
conditions is found, a doubt may arise whether the arthavida
is to be taken asa g 4da on t of the ab of
“other means of knowledge, or as an arthavida referring to
something known (i.e. an anuvdda) on account of the ab-
sence of contradiction by other means of proof. The latter
altenative is, h , to be embraced by reflecting people.
—The saate reasoning applies to mantras also.

There is a further reason for assuming the personality of
the gods. The Vedic injunctions, as enjoining sacrificial
offerings to Indra and the other gods, presuppose certain
characteristic shapes of the individual divinities, because

t As opposed to an action to be accomplished. .

* Of(hxsnamrcns,formmnoe,lbeankavida,‘f'uehamdy
for cold.

'Oftbxswu:eu,l'onnsunoe,thepunge'!hemﬁculpon
is the sun’ (Le. p the i ol't.be sun,

&c.; 3 dicted by p >
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without’ such the sacrificer could not represent Indra and
the other gods to his mind. .And if the divinity were not
represented to the mind it would not be possible to make
an offering to it. So Scripture also says, ¢ Of that divinity
for whicli the offering is taken he is to think when about to'
say vaushas’ (Ai. Br. I1I, 8, 1). Nor is it possible to con-
sider the essential form (or character) of  thing to consist
in the word énly !; for word (denoting) and thing (denoted)
are different. He therefore who admits the aithoritas
tiveness of the scriptural word has no right to deny
that the shape of Indra, and theé other gods, is such.as we
understand it to be from the mantras and arthavidas—
Moreover, itihdsas and purdras also—because based on
mantra and arthavida which possess authoritative power in
the manner described—are capable of setting forth the per-
sonality, &, of the devas, Itih4sa and. purina can, besides,
be considered as based on perception also. For what is
not actessible to our perception may have been within the
sphere of perception of people in ancient times. Shriti,
also declares that Vy4sa and others conversed with the gods
face to face. A person maintaining that the people of
ancient times were'no more able to converse with the gods
than people are at present, would "thereby deny the (incon-
testable) variety of the world, He might as well maintain
that becausg therc is at present no prince ruling over the
whole earth, there were no such princes in former times ;
a position by which the scriptural injunction of the ragasiya-
sacrifice® wauld be stultified.  Or-he might maintain that
in former times the spheres of duty of the different castes
and Asramas were as generally unsettled as they are'now,
and, on that account, declare thase parts of Scripture which
define those different dutics to be purposeless. It is theres
forc altogethier unobjectionable to assume that the men of
ancient times, in consequence of their eminent rcligilﬂu’

v And therefore to suppose that a divinity is nothing but @
certain word furming part of a mantra. .

* The rigashya-sacrifice is 10 be offered by a prince who wishes
1o become the ruler of the whole earth.
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merit, conversed with the gods face to face. Smriti also
declares that ‘ from the reading of the Veda there results
intercourse with the favourite divinity ' (Yoga Sttra I, 44).
And that Yoga does, as Smriti declares, lead to the
acquirement of extraordinary powers, such as subtlety of
body, and so on, is a fact which cannot be set aside by a
mere arbitrary denial, Scripture also proclaims the great-
ness of Yoga, * When, as earth, water, light, heat, and ether
arise, the fivefold quality of Yoga takes place, then there is
no longer illness, old age, or pain for him who has obtained
a body produced by the fire of Yoga® (Svet. @p. II, 12).
Nor have we the right to measure by our capabilities the
capability of the rishis who see the mantras and brihmana
passages (i. e. the Veda).—From all this it appears that the
itihisas and purdzas have an adequate basis.—And the
conceptions of ordinary life also must not be declared to
be unfounded, if it is at all possible to accept them.

The general result is that we have the right to conceive
the gods as possessing personal existence, on the ground
of ‘mantras, arthavidas, itihisas, purdmas, and ordinarily
prevailing ideas. And aj the gods may thus be in the con-
dition of having desires and so on, they must be considered
as qualified for the knowledge of Brahman. Moreover,
the declarations which Scripture makes conceming gradual
emancipation? agree with this latter supposition only.

34. Grief of him (l.e. of Ganasruti) (arose) on
account of his hearing a disrespectful speech “about
himself; on account of the xjushmg on of that (grief)
(Raikva called him Sidra); for it (the grief) is
pointed at (by Raikva).

(In the p di 3hik ) the Tusis of the
claim of men to Lnowledga has been refuted, and it has

been declared that the gods, &c. also possess such a claim,
The present adhikarana is entered on for the purpose of
removing- the doubt whether, as the exclusiveness of the

1 In one of whose stages the being desirous of final emancipation
becomes a deva.
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claiim of twice-born men is capable of refutation, the
Stidras also possess such a claim.

The plrvapakshin maintains that the Stdras also have
such a claim, because they may be jn the position of
desiring that knowledge, and because they are capable of
it; and because there is no scriptural prohibition (ex-
cluding them from knowledge) analogous to the text,
¢ Therefore? the Stdra is unfit for sacrificing’ (Taitt. Samh.
VII, 1, 1, 6). The reason, moreover, which disqualifies the
Stdras for sacrificial works, viz. their being without the
sacred fires, does not invalidate their qualification for know-
ledge, as knowledge can be apprehended by those also who
are without the fires, There is besides an inferential mark
supporting the claim of the Sddras; for in the so-called
samvarga-knowledge he (Raikva) refers to Ginasmuti
Pautriyana, who wishes to learn from him, by the name
of Stdra *Fie, necklace and carriage be thine,"O Stdra,
together with the cows’ (K4 Up. IV, 2, 3). Smssti
moreover speaks of Vidira and others who were born from
Sldra mothers as possessing eminent knowledge.—Hence
the Stdra has a claim to the Knowledge of Brahman.

To this we reply that the Stdras have ne such claim,
on -account of their not studying the Veda. A person
who has studied the Veda and uaderstood its sease is
indeed qualified for Vedic matters; but a Stdra does not
study the Veda, for such study demands as its antecedent
the upanayana-ceremony, and that ccremony belongs to
the three (higher) castes only. The merg circumstance
of being in a- condition of desirc does not fumish a
reason for- qualification, if capability is absent. Mere
temporal capability again does not constitute a rcason
for qualification, spiritual capability being required in
spiritual matters. And spiritual capability is (in the case
of the S0dms) excluded by their being excluded from
the study of the Veda.—The Vedic statcment, moreovef,
that the Stdra is unfit for sacrifices intimates, because

1 The-c ies explain *therefore* by fon t of bis
being devoid of ihe three sacred Sres.”  This explanaton docs b
however, agree with the context of the Taite. Samh.
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founded on reasoning, that he is unfit for knowledge also H
for the argumentation.is the same in both cases!.—With
reference to the plrvapakshin's opinion that the fact of the
word ¢ Siidra* being enounced in the samvarga-knowledge
constitutes an inferential mark (of the Sidra’s qualifica-
tion for knowledge), we remark that that inferential mark
has no foree, on account of the absence of arguments. For
the statement of an inferential mark possesses the power
of intimation only in consequence of arguments being
adduced; but no such arguments are brought forward in
the passage quoted®, Besides, the word ‘Sidra’ which
occurs in the arga-vidyA would blish a claim on the
part of the Sitdras to that one vidya only, not to all vidyas,
In reality, however, it is powerless, because occurring in an
arthavada, to establish the Stdras’ claim to anything.—The
word ‘ Siidra * can moreover be made to agree with the con-
text in which it occurs in the following manner. When
Ganasruti- Pautrdyana heard himself spoken of with dis-
respect by the flamingo (‘ How can you speak of him, being
what he is, as if he were like Raikva with the car?’ IV, 1, 3),
grief(suf) arose in his mind, and to that grief the r/shi Raikva
alludes with the word Sidra, in order to show thereby his
knowledge of what is remote. This explanation must be ac-
cepted because a (real) born Sddra is not qualified (for the
sdmvarga-vidys). If it be asked how the grief (suf) which
had arisen in Ginasruti's mind can be refesred to by nieans
of the word Siidra, we reply: On account of the rushing
on (Adravana) of the grief. For we may etymologisc the
word Sidra by dividing it inta its parts, cither as *he rushed
into grief” (Sufam abhidudrdva} or as ‘geiel rushed on

1 The Sdra not having acquired a knowledge of Vedic matters
in the legitimate way, i. ¢. through the study of the Veda under the
guidance of a guru, is unfit for sacrifices as well as for vidyi.

* The lifga contained in the word ‘Sidra’ has no proving
power as it occurs in in arthavida-passage which has no hori
if not d witha ¢ pomding injunctive passage. In our
case the linga in the anthavida-passage is even directly contradicted
by those injunctions which militate against the Sikdras’ qualification
for Vedic matters.

(34} Q :
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him,’ or as ‘he in his grief rushed to Raikva;’ while on
the-other hand it is impossible to accept the ward in its
ordinary conventional sense. The circumstance (of the
king actually being grieved) is morcover expressly touched
upon in the legend 1. '

35.- And because the kshattriyahood (of Ganasruti)
is understood from the inferential mark (supplied by
his being mentioned) later on with Aaitraratha (who
was a kshattriya himself ).

Génasruti cannot have been a Sildra by birth for that
reason also that his being a kshattriya is understood from
an infercntial sign, viz. his being mentioned together (in onc
chapter) with the kshattriya Kaitraratha Abhipratirin. For,
later on, i.e. in the passage complementary to the samvarga-
vidy4, a kshattriya Kaitrarathi Abhipratirin is glorified,
*Once while Saunaka Képeya and Abhipratarin Ké4kshaseni.
were being waited on at their meal a religious student begged
of them’ (K% Up. IV, 3, 5). That this Abhipratirin wasa
Kaitrarathi (i. e. 2 descendant of X itraratha) we have to
infer from his connexion with a Kipeya. For we know
(from Sruti) about the connexion of Kitraratha himself with
the Kapcyas (“the Kapcyas made Kitraratha perform that
sacrifice ;* Ta#sdya Br. XX, 12, 5), and as a rule sacrificers
of one and the same family employ officiating priests of
one and the same family. Morcover, as we understand
‘front Scripture (* from him a Kaitrarathi descended who was
a prince?’) that. he (Kaitraratha) was a prince, we must

' Hamsavikyid Atmanosnidaram srunvid ginasruteh sug ul-
pannety etad eva katham gamyate yenisau slidrasabdena sidyale
tatriha sprisyate Aeti.  Ananda Giri.

* I transhate this passage as I find it in all MSS. of Sankara
consulted by me (noting, however, that some MSS. read Aaitrarathi-
nimaika4). Ananda Giri expressly exphms tasmid byblmrnlhid
ity arthaZi—The text of the Tindya Br. runs: tasmit kaitrarathinim
ekak kshatrapatir giyale, and the commentary explains: tasmit
kirasrdd adydpi ditravamsotpanninim madhye eka eva rigd hshatra®
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understand him to have been a kshattriya. The fact now
of Ganasruti being praised in the same vidy4 with the
kshattriya Abhipratdrin intimates that the former also was
a kshattfiya. For as a rule equals are mentioned together
with equals. That GAnasruti was a kshattriya we more-
over conclude from his sending his door-keeper and from”
other similar signs of power (mentioned in the text).—
Hence the Siidras are not qualified (for the knowledge of
Brahman).

36. On account -of the reference to ceremonial
purifications (in the case of the higher castes) and
on account of their absence being declared (in the
case of the Sidras).

That the Sidras arc not qualified, follows from that
circumstance also that in different places of the vidy4s such
ceremonies as the upanayana and the like are referred to.
Compare, for instance, Sat. Br. X1, 5, 3, 13, ¢ He initiated
him as a pupil;' K4 Up. VII, 1, 1, * Teach me, Sir! thus
he approached him;’ Pra. Up. 1, 1, * Devoted to Brahman,
firm in Brahman, secking for the highest’ Brahman they,
carrying fuel in their hands, approached .the venerable
Pippalada, thinking that he would teach them all that.—
Thus the following passage also, ¢ He without having made
them uhdergo the upanayana (said) to them’ (KA Up. V,
11, 7), shows that the upanayana is a well-established cere-
mony *—With reference to the Stdras, on the othcr hand,
the absence of © is fi ly J; 50,
for instance, Manu X, 4, where Lhey are spokcn of as ‘once
born " only (‘the Sidra is the fourth caste, once-born '), and
Manu X, 126, ‘In the Sidra there is not any sin, and
he is not fit for any ceremony.’

patir balidhipatir bhavati—G does not authorise the form
Aaitracatha used in the SQtra.  ~

* The king Anapati reccives some Brihmanas as his pupils
withiout insisting on the upanayana. | This express statement of the
upanayana having been omited in a certain case shows it 10 be the

general rule.
Q2
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37. And on account of {(Gautama) proceeding'(to
initiate GAbéla) on the ascertainment of (his) not
being that (i. e. a Stdra).

The Sddras are not qualified for that reason alse that
Gautama, having ascertained G4bila not to be a Stdra
from his speaking the truth, proceeded to initiate and
instruct him. ¢None who is not a Brihmana would thus
speak out. Go and fetch fuel, friend, I shall initiate you.
You have not swerved from the truth® (X2, Up. IV, 4, 5);
which scriptural passage furnishes an inferential sign (of
the Stdras not being capable of initiation).

38. And on account of the prohibition, in Sm#ti,
of (the Stdras’) hearing and studying (the Veda) and
(knowing and performing) (Vedic) matters.

The Stdras are not qualified for that reason also that
Smriti prohibits their hearing the Veda, their studying the
Veda, and their understanding and performing Vedic matters.
The prohibition of hearing the Veda is conveyed by the
following passages: ‘The ears of him who hears the Veda
arc to be filled with (molten) Jead and lac,’ and “For a
Stidra is (like) a cemetery, therefore (the Veda) is not to be
read in the vicinity of a Sadra.’ From this latter passage
the prohibition of studying the Veda results at once; for
how should he study Scripture in whose vicinity it is not
even to be read ? There is, moreover, an express prohibition
(of the Sidras studying the Veda). -¢His tongue is to be
slit if he pronounces it; his body is to be cut through if he
preserves it The prohibitions of hearing and studying
the Veda alrcady imply the prohibition of the knowledge

and performance of Vedic matters; there arc, however,
express prohibitions also, such as *he is not to impart
knowledgc to the Sidra,’ and ‘to the twice-born belong
study, sacrifice, and the bestowal of gifts/—From those
Stidras, however, who, like Vidura and * the religious hunter,’
acquire knowledge in conscquence of the after cffects of
former deeds, the fruit of their knowledge cannot be with-



1 ADHYAYA, 3 PADA, 39. 229

held, since knowledge in all cases brings about its fruit,

Smriti, moreover, declares that all the four castes are

quahﬁcd for acquiring the knowledge of the itihssas and

P pare the passage, ‘He is to teach the four

castes’ (Mahﬂbh J—It remains, however, a settled point that

31ey do not possess any such qualification with regard to the
‘eda,

39. (The prana is Brahman), on account of the
- trembling (predicated of the whole world).

The discussion of qualification for Brahma-knowledge—
on which we entered as an opportunity offered—being
finished we return to our chief topic, i.c. the enquiry into
the purport of the Vedinta-texts.—We read (Ka. Up. II,
6, 2), * Whatever there is, the whole wosld when gone forth
trembles in the prira. It (the prim) ks a great terror, a
raised thunderbolt. Those who know it become immortal 1’
—This passage declares that this whole world trembles,
abiding in prina, and that there is raised something very
terrible, called a thunderbolt, and that through its knowledge
immortality is obtained. But as it is.not immediately clear
what the priza is, and what that terrible thunderbolt, a
discussion arises.

The pitrvapakshin maintains that, in d: with the
ordinary meaning of the term, priza denotes the air with
its five modifications, that the word ‘ thunderbolt’ also is to
be taken in its ordinary sense, and that thus the whole
passage contains a glorification of air. For, he says, this
whole world trembles, abiding within air with its five forms
—which is here called prisa--and the terrible thunderbolts
also spring from air (or wind) as their cause. For in the
air, people say, when it manifests itself in the form of
Parganya, lightning, thunder, rain, and thunderbolts manifest
themselves.—Through the | ledge of that air i) lity

¥ As the words stand in the original they might be translated
as follows (and are so translted by the plrvapakshin), ¢ Whatever
there is, the whole world trembles in the prima, there goes forth
(from it) a great terror, viz. the raised thunderbolt’
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also can be obtained ; for another scriptural passage says,
¢ Air is cvcrythmg by nself and air is all things together.
He who knows this Lconquers death.'—We therefore con-
clude that the same air is to be understood in the passage
under discussion.

To this we make the following reply.—Brahman only can
be meant, onaccount of what precedes as well-as what
follows. In the preceding as well as the subsequent part
of the chapter Brahman only is spoken of;; how then can it
be supposed that in the intermediate part all at once the
air should be referred to? The immediately preceding
passage runs as follows, * That only is called the Briglit, that
is called Brahman, that alone is called the Immortal. All
worlds are contained in it, and no one goes béyond it.
That the Brahman there spoken of forms the topic of our
passage also, we conclude, firstly, from proximity; and,
sccondly, from the circumstance that in the clause, ‘The
whole world trembles in prana,’ we recognise a quality of
Brahman, viz. its constituting the abode of the whole world.
That the word prdza can denote the highest Sclf also,
appears from such passages as ‘the prisa of priwa’ (Bri.
Up. 1V, 4, 18). Being the causc of trembling, morcover,
is a quality which properly appertains to the highest Self
only, not to mere air, Thus Scripture says, ¢ No mortal
lives by the priza and the breath that goes down. We
live by another in whom these two repose ’ (Ka. Up. 11, 5,
5 And also in the passage subsequent to the onc under
discussion, (‘From terror of it firc burns, from terror the
sun burns, from terror Indra and Viyu, and Death as the
fifth run away,’) Brahman, and not the air, must be sup-
posed to be spoken of, since the subject of that passage is
represented as the cause of fear on the part of the whole
world inclusive of the air itself. Thence we again conclude
that the passage under discussion also refers to Brahman,
firstly, on the ground of proximity; and, secondly, because
we recognise a quality of Brahinan, viz. its being the cause
of fear, in the words, A great terror, a raised thunderbolt.
The word *thunderbolt’ is Iiere used to denote a cause of
fear in general. Thus iu'onlinary fife also a man strictly
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'tan-is out a king's command because he fearfully considers
in his mind, ‘A thunderbolt (i.e. the king’s wrath, or
thrc;fteued punishment) is hanging over my head; it might
fall if T did not carry out his command.' In the same
manner this whole world inclusive of five, air, sun, and so
on, regularly carries on its manifold functions from fear of
Brahman; hence Brahman as inspiring fear is compared to
a thunderbolt.  Similarly, another scriptural passage, whase
topic is Brahman, dcclares, * From terror of it the wind
blows, from terror the sun rises; from terror of it Agni and
Indr, yea, Death runs as the fifth.'—That Brahman is what
1s referred to in our passage, further follows from the declara-
tion that the fruit of its cognition is immortality, For that
immortality is the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman is
known, for instance, from the mantra, ‘A man who knows
him only passes over death, there is no other path to go®
{Svet. Up. VI, 15).—That immortality which_ the parva-
pakshin asserts to be sometimes represented as the fruit of
the knowledge of the air s a merely relative one; for there
(i- e in the chapter from which the passage is quoted) at first
the highest Self is spoken of, by means of a new topic
being started (Bri. Up. 111, 4), and thereupon the inferior
nature of the air and so on is referrcd to. (* Everything
else is evil’}—That in the passage under discussion the
highest Self is meant appears finally from the general subject-
matter; for the question {asked by Naliketas in I, 2, 14,
«That which thou scest as neither this nor that, as neither
cffect nor cause, as acither past nor future tell me that’)
refers to the highest Self.

40. The light (is Brahman), on account of that
(Brahman) being seen (in the seriptural passage).

We read in Scriptuce, ¢ Thus docs that screnc being,
arising from this body, appear in its own form as soon as it
fas approached the highest lighe” (K4 Up. VI, 12, 3)
Iere the doubt ariscs whether the word *light* denotes the
(physical) light. which is the object of'sight and dispels dack.
ness, or the highest Brabman.
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“also can be obtained ; for another scriptural passage says,
¢ Air is everything by nself and air is all things together.
He who knows this conquers death’—We therefore con-
clude that the same air is to be understood in the passage
under discussion.
To this we make the following rcply.——]irahman only can
be meant, on account of what preccdes as well as what
follows. In the preceding as well as the subsequent part
of the chapter Brahman only is spoken of; how then can it
be supposed that in the intermediate part all at once the
air should be referred to? The immediately preceding
passage runs as follows, ¢ That only is called the Bright, that
is called Brahman, that alone is called the Immortal. All
worlds are contained in it, and no one goes béyond it.’
That the Brahman there spoken of forms the topic of our
passage also, we conclude, firstly, from proximity; and,
secondly, from the circumstance that in the clause, ‘ The
whol¢ world trembles in prana,’ we recognise a quality of
Brahman, viz. its constituting the abode of the whole world.
‘That the word prina can denote the highest Sclf also,
appears from such passages as ‘the prina of prina’ (Bri.
Up. 1V, 4, 18). Being the cause-of trembling, morcover,
is a quality which properly appertains to the highest Sclf
only, not to merc air. Thus Scripture says, ¢ No mortal
lives by the prdwa and the breath that goes down, We
live by another in whom these two repose’ (Ka. Up. 11, 5,
5 And also in the passage subsequent to the one under
discussion, (*¥rom terror of it fire burns, from terror the
stn burns, from terror Indra and Viyu, and Death as the
fifth run away,’) Braliman, and not the air, must be sup-
posed to be spoken of, since the subject of that passage is
represeated as the cause of fear on the part of the whole
world inclusive of the air itself.  Thence we again conclude
that the passage under discussion also refers to Brahman,
firstly, on the ground of proximity; and, secondly, because
we recognise 3 quality of Brahwman, viz. its being the cause
of fear, in the words, ¢ A great terror, a raised thunderbolt.!
The word *thundesbolt’ ls here used to denote a cause of
fear in gencral. Thus in"ordinary %ife also a man strictly
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carries out a king's command because he fearfully considers
in his mind, ‘A thunderbolt (i.e. the king’s wrath, or
threatened punishment) is hanging over my head; it might
fall if T did not carry out his command.’ In the same
manner this whole world inclusive of fire, air, sun, and so
on, regularly carries on its manifold functions from fear of
Brahman; hence Brahman as inspiring fear is compared to
a thunderbolt, Similarly, another scriptural passage, whose
topic is Brahman, declires, * From terror of it the wind
blows, from terror the sun rises ; from terror of it Agni and
Indra, yea, Death runs as the fifth./—That Braliman is what
1s referred to in our passage, fusther follows from the declara-
tion that the fruit of its cognition is immortality, For that
immortality is the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman is
known, for instance, from the mantra, ‘ A man who knows
him only passes over death, there is no other path to go’
(Svet, Up. VI, 15).—That immoctality which.the parva.
pakshin asserts to be sometitnes represcated as the fruit of
the knowledge of the air is a mercly relative one; for there
(i. ¢. in the chapter from which the passage is quoted) at first
the highest Sclf is spoken of, by means of a new topic
being started (Bré. Up. 111, .4), and thereupon the inferior
nature of the air and so on is referrcd to. (‘ Everything
else is cvil’}~—That in the passage under discussion the
highest Self isincant appears finally from the general subject-
matter; for the question (asked by Nakiketas in I, 2, 14,
+ That which thou scest as neither this nor that, as neither
clfect nor cause, as neither past nor future teil me that’)
sefers to the highest Self,

40. The light (is Brahman), on account of that
(Brahman) being scen (in the seriptural passage).

We read @ Scripture, ¢ Thus docs that sercue bcing,
arising from this body, appear in its own form as soon 4s it
has approached the highest light* (/4. Up. VIIL 12, 3).
flere the doubt arises whether the word *light * deqotes the
(physical) light, which is the object of sight and dispels dark-
ness, or the highest Bralunan.

«
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‘The pitrvapakshin maintains that the word ‘ light’ denotes
the well-known (physical) light, because that is'the conven-
tional sense of the world. For while it is to be admitted
that in another passage, discussed under 1, 1, 24, the word
-light” does, owing to the general topic of the chapter, divest
itself of its ordinary meaning and denote Brahman, there
is in our passagc no similar reason for setting the ordinary
meaning aside. Moreover, it is stated in the chapter
treating of the nidis of the body, that a man going to final
release reaches the sun (* When hea departs from this body
then he departs upwards by those very rays ;’ K4 Up. VIII,
6, 5). Hence we conclude that the word ‘light’ denotes,
in our passage, the ordinary light.

To this we make the following reply.—~The word *light’
can denote the highest Brahman only, on account of that
being seen.  We see that in the whole chapter Brahman is
carried on as the topic of discussion. For the Self, which
is frec from sin, &c. is introduced as the general subject-
matter in VIII, 7, 1 (‘the Self which is free fromsin’) ; it is
thergupon sct forth as that which is to be searched out and
to be understood (VIII, 7, 1) ; it is carried on by mecans of

the ¢lauses, ‘I shall explain that further to you' (VIII, g,
3 fT.); after that freedom from body is said to belong to it,
because it is one with light ( when hc is free from the body
thea ncither pleasure nor pain touches him,’ VIII, 12, 1)—
and frcedom from body is not possible outside Brahman—
and it is finally qualified as *the highest light, the highest
person” (VIII, 12, 3).—Against the statement, made by the
plrvapakshin, that Scripture speaks of a man going to re-
Icase as reaching the sun, we remark that the release there
referred to is not the ultimate onc, since it is said to be con.
nected with going and departing upwards.  That the ulti-
mate relcase has nothing to do with going and dcpqrging

upwards we shall show later on.
41. The ether is (Brahman), as it is designated ag
something different, &c. (from name and form),

Scripture 33ys, *He who is called cther (\kidsa) is q,
revealer of all forms and names.  That withiy which lhn::
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forms and names are contained is the Brahman, the Immor-
tal, the Self* (X/4. Up. VIII, 14, 1).

There arising a doubt whether that which here is called
ether is the highest Brahman or the ordinary elemental
ether, the pirvapakshin declares that the latter alternative
is to be embraced, firstly, because it is founded on the con-
ventional meaning of theword * ether;’ and, secondly, because
the circumstance of revealing names and forms can very well
be reconciled with the clemental cther, as that which affords
room (for all things). Moreover, the passage contains no
clear indicatory mark of Brahman, such as creative power,
and the like.

To this we reply, that the word *ether’ can here denote

the highest Bral only, b it is designated as a
different thing, &c. For the clause, ‘That within which
these two are ined is Bral ; desig the ether

as something different from names and forms. Buat,
excepting Brahman, there is nothing whatever different
from name and form, since the entire world of effects is
evolved cxclusively by names and forms. Moreover, the
complete revealing of names and forms cannot be accom-
plished by anything elsc but Brahman, according to the
text which declares Brahman's creative agency, ‘Let me
enter (into those beings) with this living Sclf (giva 4tman),
and evolve names and forms' (X4 Up. VI, 3,2). But—it
may be said— from this very passage it is apparent that the
living Self also (i.e. the individual soul) possesses revealing
power with regard to names and forms~—True, we reply,
but what the passage really wishes to intimate, is the non-
difference (of the iadividual soul from the highest Self).
And the very statement concerning the revealing of names
and forms implies the of signs indi y of
Brahman, viz. creative power and the like.—Moreover,
the terms *the Brahman, the Immortal, the Self’ (VIII, 14)
indicate that Brahman is spoken of.

42. And (on account of the designation) (of the
highest Self) as different (from the individual soul)
in the states of deep sleep and departing.
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In the sixth prapithaka of the Brihadaranyaka there
is given, in reply to the question, ‘Who is that Self?’ a
lengthy exposition of the nature of the Self, ¢ He who is
within the heart, among the priras, the person of light,
consisting of knowledge® (BrZ. Up. 1V, 3, 7). Here the
doubt arises, whether.the passage merely aims at making
an additional statement about the naturc of the transmi-
grating soul (known already from other sources), or-at
establishing the nature of the-non-transmigrating Sclf.

The plrvapakshin maintains that the passage is concerned
with the nature of the transmigrating soul, on account of
the introductory and concluding statements. For the intro-
ductory statement, * He among the prizas who consists of
knowledge,” contains marks indicatory of the' embodied
soul, and so likewise the concluding passage, *And that
great unborn Self is he who consists of cognition,! &c.
(IV, 4,22). We must therefore adhere to the samc subject-
matter in the intcrmediate passages also, and look on them
as setting forth the same embodied Sclf, represented in
its different statcs, viz. the waking statc, and so on.

In reply to this, we maintain.that the passage aims only
at giving information about the highest Lord, not at making
additional statements about the cmbddied soul, —Why ?—
On account of the highest Lord being designated as different
from the embodied soul, in the states of deep sleep and of
departing from the body. His differeace {rom the embodied
soul in the state of deep sleep is declared in the following
passage, ¢ This person embraced by the intelligent (prigia)
Self knows nothing that is without, nothing that is within.'
Here the term, * the person,” mnust mean the embodied soul ;
for of him it is possible to deny that he knows, because he,
as being the knower, may know what is within and without.
The ¢ intelligent Self, on the other hand, is the highest Lord,
beeause he is never dissociated from intelligence, i.e—in his

case—all-embracing  knowledge.—Similarly, the passige

treating of departure, i, e, death (¢ this bodily Self mounted
by the intelligent Self moves along groaning "), refurs to the
highest Lond as different from the individual Self, 7There
also we lave to undenstand by (he ‘ embodicd one ’ the indi-



T ADNYAYA, 3 PADA, 42. 235

vidual soul which is the Lord of the body, while the *intel-
ligent one’ is again the Lord. We thus understand that
‘on account of his being designated as something different,
in the statcs of deep sleep and departure,” the highest Lord
i forms the subject of the passage.~—With reference to the
plrvapakshin's assertion that the entire chapter refers to
the embodied Seif, because indicatory marks of the latter
are found in its beginning, middle, and end, we remark
that in the first place the introductory passage (‘He
among the prinas who consists of cognition’) docs not
aim at setting forth the character of the transmigrating
Self, but rather, while mcrely referring to the nature of
the transmigrating Self as something already known, aims
at declaring its identity with the h:ghcst Brahmﬂn for
it is ifest that” the i diately
‘as if thinking, as-if moving!, mms at dlscardmg thc
attributes of the t igrating Self. The concluding pas-
sage again is analogous to the initial one; for the words,
‘And that great unborn. Sclf is he who &c, mean:
We have shown that that -same’ cognitional Self, which is
obscrved among the prinas, is the great unborn Self, i. e
the highest Lord.—He, again, who imagines that the pas-
sages intervening (between the two quoted) aim at sctting
forth the nature of the. trausmigrating Self by represeat-
ing it in the waking state, and so on, s like a man who
setting out towards the east, wants to sct out at the same
time towards the west. For in represcnting the states of
waking, and so on, the passage does not aim at describing
the soul as subject to different states or transmigration, but
rather as fice from al} particular conditions and trans-
migration. This is evident from the circumstance that
on Ganaka’s qucstwn which is repeated In every scction,
*Spcak on for the sake of emancipation,’ Yigiavalkya
replics each time, ¢By all that he is not affected, for that
person is not attached to anything * (Brd. Up. IV, 3, 14-16).
And later on he says (IV, 3, 22), *He is not followed by

' ‘The stress lies here on the ¢ as if)’ whieh mlmu\e that the Self
does not really think or move.
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good, not followed by evil, for he has then overcome all the
sorrows of the heart.” We have, therefore, to conclude that
the chapter exclusively aims at setting forth the nature of
the non-transmigrating Self.

43 And on account of such words as Lord, &c.

That the chapter aims at setting forth the nature of the
non-transmigrating Self, we have to conclude from that
circumstance also that there occur in it terms such as Lord
and so on, intimating the nature of the non-transmigrating
Self, and others excluding the nature- of the transmigrating
Self. To the first class belongs, for instance, * He is the lord
of all, the king of all things, the protector of all things.’
To the latter class belongs the passage, ‘ He does not be-
come greater by good works, nor smaller by evil works.'—
From all which we conclude that the chapter refers to the
non-transmigrating highest Lord.
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FOURTH PADA.
REVERENCE TO THE HIGHEST SELF!

1. If it be said that some (mention) that which is
based on inference (i. . the pradhana); we deny this,
because (the term alluded to) refers to what is con-
tained in the simile of the body (i. e. the body itself);
and (that the text) shows.

In the preceding part of this work—as whose topic there
has been set forth an enquiry into Brahman—we have at
first defined Brahman (I, 1, 2) ; we have thefeupon refuted
the objection that that definition applies to the pradhina
also, by showing that there is no scriptural authority for the
latter (I, 1, 5), and we have shown in detail that the common
purport of all Vedénta-texts is to set forth the doctrine that
Brah and not the pradhésa, is the cause of the world.
Here, however, the Saikhya again raises an objection which
he considers not to have been finally disposed of.

It has not, he says, been satisfactorily proved that there
is no scriptural authority for the pradhéna ; for some sikhis
contain expressions which scem to convey the idea of the
pradhana. From this it follows that Kapila and other
sspreme rishis maintain the doctrine of the pradhina
being the general cause only because it is based on the
Veda.—As long therefore as it has not been proved that
those passages to which the Sanikhyas refer have a different

meaning (i. e. do not allude to the pradhina), all our previous

ion as to the iscient Bral being the cause
ol’ the world must be considered as unsettled, We there-
fore now begin a new chapter which aims at proving that
those passages actually have a different meaning.

The Sinkhyas maintain that that also which is based on
inference, i. ¢. the pradhina, is percrived in the text of some
sAkhis. We read, for instance, they say, in the Kitlaka
(1, 3, 11), * Beyond the Great there is the Undeveloped,
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beyond the Undeveloped there is the Person’ There we
recognise, named by the same names and coumerated in the
same order, the three entities with which we are acquainted
from the Sankhya-smriti, viz. the great principle, the Un-
developed (the pradhana), and the soul'. That by the Un-
developed is meant the pradhéna is to be concluded from
the common usc of Smriti and from the etymological inter-
pretation of which the word admits, the pradhidna being
-cafled undeveloped becausc it is devoid of sound and other
qualities. It cannot therefore be asserted that there is no
scriptural authority for the pradhdna. And this pradhna
vouched for by Scripture we declare to be the causc of the
world; on the ground of Scripture, Smyiti, and ratiocination.
Your rcasoning, we reply, is not valid. The passage
from the K4#Zaka quoted by you intimates by no means the
cxistence of that great principle and that Undeveloped
which arc known from the Sinkhya-smsiti. We do not
recognise there the pradhina of the Sankhyas, i.c. an inde-
pendent general causc consisting of three constituting
clements; we merely recognise the word ‘ Undeveloped,’
which does not denote any particular determined thing, but
may—owing to its ctymological meaning, ‘that which is
not developed, not manifest'—denote anything subtle
and -difficult to distinguish. The Sankhyas indced give to
the word a scttled micaning, as they .apply it to the
pradhlna; but then that meaning is valid for their system
only, and has no force in the determination of the scnsc of
the Veda. Nor does mere cquality of position prove
cquality of being, unless the latier be recognised indepen-
dently, Nonc but a fool would think a cow to be a horse
because he sces it tied in the usual place of a horse. W,
moreovcr, conclide, on the strength of the gencral subject-
matter, that the passage docs not refer 1o the pradbina the
fiction of the Siainkhyas, ‘ on account of there being referred

' The Great onc is the technical Sankhya-term for buddi,
avyakta is a comnion designation of pradhana or praksiti, and
purasha is the technical name of the soul. Compare, for instance,
Sankhya Kir. 2, 3.
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to that which is contained in the simile of the body.” This
means that the body which is mentioned in the simile of
the chariot is here referred to as the Undeveloped. We
infer this from the general subject-matter of the passage and
from the circumstance of nothing else remaining.—The
Immediately preceding part of the chapter exhibits the
simile in which the Self, the body, and so on, are compared
to the lord of a chariot, a chariot, &c., ‘Knaow the Self to
be the lord of the chatiot, the body to be the chariot, the
intellect the charioteer, and the mind the reins. The scnses
they call the horses, the objects of the scnses their roads.
When he (the Self) is in union with the body, the scnses
and the mind, then wise people call him the enjoyer.'” The
text then goes on to say that he whose scnses, &c. are not
well controlled enters into samsira, while he who has them
under control reaches the end of the journey, the highest
place of Vish#u.  The question then arises: What is the end
_of the journey,-the highest place of Vishuu? Whercupon
the text explains that the highest Self which is higher than
the senses, &c., spoken of is the end of the journéy, the
highest place of Vishau. * Beyond the senses there are the
objects, beyond the objects there is the mind, beyond the
mind there is the intellect, the great Sclf, is beyond the in-
tcllect.  Beyond the great there is the Undeveloped, beyond
the Undeveloped there is the Person. Beyond the Person
there is nothing—this is the goal, the highest Road.”  In this
passage we recognise the senses, &c. which in the preceding
simile had been compared to horses and so on, and we thus
avoid the mistake of abandoiting the matter in hand and
taking up a new subject. The senses, the intellect, and the
mind are referred to in both passages under the same names.
The objects (in the sccond passage) arc the objects which
arc (in the former passage) designated as the roads of the
senses ; that the objects arc beyond (higher than) the senses
is known from the scriptural passage representing the senscs
as grahas, i. e, graspers, and the objects as atigrahas, i.c.
superior to the grahas (Bri. Up. I11, 2).  The mind (manas)
again is superior to the objects, because the refation of the
senses and their objects is based on the mind., Theintellect
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(buddhi) is higher than the mind, since the objects of enjoy-
ment are conveyed to the soul by means of the intellect.
Higher than the intellect is the great Self which was repre-’
sented as the lord of the chariot in the passage,  Know the
Self to be the lord of the chariot” That the same Self is
referred to in both passages is manifest from the repeated
use of the word ‘ Self;’ that the Self is superior to intelli-
gence is owing to the circumstance that the enjoyer is
naturally superior to the instrument of cnjoyment. The
Self is appropriately called great as it is the master.—
Or clse the phrase ‘the great Self’ may here denote the
intellect of the first-born Hiranyagarbha which is the basis
of all intellects; in accordance with the following Smriti-
passage* it is czlled mind, the great one; reflection, Brahman ;
the stronghold, intellect; enunciation, the Lord ; highest
knowledge, consciousness ; thought, remembrance?,’ and like~
wise with the following scriptural passage, ‘ He (Hiranya-
garbha) who first creates Branman and delivers the Vedas
to him’ (Svet. Up. VI, 18). The intellect, which in the
former passage had been referred to under its common name
buddhi, is here mentioned separately, since it may be repre-
sented as superior to our human intellects. On this latter
explanation of the term ‘the great Self;’ we must assume
that the personal Self which in the simile had been compared
to the charioteer is, in the latter passage, included in the
highest person (mentioned last) ; to which there is no objec-
tion, since in reality the personal Self and the highest Self
are identical.—Thus there remains now the body only which
had before been compared to a chariot.  We therefore con.

1 Samkalpavikal, saktyd hairanyagarbhi  buddhir
manas lnsy\/t vyashfnnamlrsu s1mnshliuyi vyiptim iba mahin
iti. Samkalpidisaktitayi tarhi feh4 satriha matir iti.

Mahatvam upnpadn) ati brahmeti. Bhogyagilidhiratvam &ha ple
iti. Niskay dha buddhir i Kirtisakti sha
khyitir iti. Nigamanasakiimatvam 3ha fsvara iti, Loke yat
prakrish/am gainam tatosnatirckam iha pragieti.  Tatphalam api
tato narthimaravishayam ity iba samnid ith  Ritpradhinatvam
aha Atr iti.  Gritasaevisthivusamdhinankim iha smrais deti,

Ananda Girl.
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clude that the text after having enumerated the senses and
all the other things mentioned before, in order to point
out the highest place, points out by means of the one
remaining word, viz. avyakta, the only thing remaining out
of those which had been mentioned before, viz. the body.
The entire passage aims at conveying the knowledge of the
unity of the inward Self and Brahman, by describing the
soul’s passing through samsdra and release under the form
of a simile in which the body, & of the soul—which is
affected by Nescience and thercfore joined to a body, senses,
mind, intellect, objects, sensations, &c.—are compared to 2
chariot, and so on.—In accordance with this the subsequent
verse states the difficulty of knowing the highest place of
Vishzu (‘the Self is hidden in all beings and does not shine
forth, but it is seen by subtle seers through their sharp and
subtle intellect’), and after that the next verse declares Yoga
to be the means of attaining that cognition. ‘A wise man
should keep down speech in the mind, he should keep down
the mind in intelligence, intelligence he should keep down
within the great Self, and he should keep that within the quict
Self.’—That means: The wise man should restrain the
activity of the outer organs such as speech, &c, and abide
within the mind only; he should further restrain the mind
which is intent on doubtful external objects within intelli-
gence, whose ch istic mark is decisi gnising that
indecision is evily he should further restrain intelligence
within the great Self, i.e. the individual soul or clse the
fundamental intellect; he should finally fix the great Self
on the calm Self, i. e, the highest Self, the highest goal, of
which the whale chapter treats.—If we in this manner review
the ganeral context, we perceive that there is no room for
the pradhina imagined by the Siikhyas.

2. But the subtle (body is meant by the term
avyakta) on account of its capability (of being so
designated).

It has been asserted, under the preceding Sotra, that the
term *the Undeveloped® signifies, on account of the geheral

34} R
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subject-matter and because the body only remains, the
body and not the pradhina of the Siikhyas.—But here
the following doubt arises: How can the word ‘unde-
veloped® appropriately denote the body which, as a gross
and clearly appearing thing, should rather be called vyakta,
i.e. that which is developed or manifested ?

To this doubt the Satra replies that what the term
avyakta denotes is the subtle causal body. Anything
subtle may be spoken of as Undeveloped. The gross
body indeed cannot directly be termed ‘undeveloped,
but the subtle parts of the elements from which the gross
body originates may be called so, and that the term de-
noting the causal substance is applied to the effect also is
a matter of common occurrence ; compare, for instance, the
phrase ‘mix the Soma with cows, i. e. milk ' (R7g-veda S. IX,
46, 4). Another scriptural passage also—*now all this was
then undeveloped’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 7)—shows that this, i.e.
this developed world with its distinction of names and
forms, is capable of being termed undeveloped in so far
as in a former condition it was in a merely seminal or
potential state, devoid of the later evolved distinctions of
name and form

3. (Such a previous seminal condition of the world
may be admitted) on account of its dependency on
him (the Lord); (for such an admission is) according
to reason

Here a new objection is raised.—If, the opponent says,
in order to prove the possibility of the body being called
undeveloped you admit that this world in its anteccdent
seminal condition before either names or forms are evolved
zan be called undeveloped, you virtually concede the
doctrine that the pradhina is the cause of the world. For
we Siakbyas understand by the term pradhina nothing
but that antccedent condition of the world.

Things lic differently, we sejoin. If we admitted some
antecedent state of the world as the independent cause of
the actual world, we should -indeed implicitly admit the
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pradhidna doctrine, \What we.admit is, however, only 2
previous state dependent on the highest Lord, not an
independent state, A previous stage of the world such as
the one assumed by us must necessarily be admitted, since
it is according to sense and reason. For without it the
highest Lord could not be conceived as creator, as he
could not become active if he were destitute of the po-
tentiality of action, The existence of such a causal poten-
tiality renders it morcover possible that the released souls
should not enter on new courses of existence, as it is
destroyed by perfect knowledge. For that causal potenti-
ality is of the nature of Nescience; it is rightly denoted
by the term ‘undeveloped ;’ it has the highest Lord for
its substratum; it is of the nature of an illusion; it is
a universal sleep in which are lying the transmigrating
souls destitute for the time of the consciousness of their
individual character’, This undeveloped principle is some-
times denoted by the term 4kasa, ether; so, for instance,
in the passage, ‘In that Imperishable then, O Girgl, the
ether is woven like warp and woof’ (Bri. Up. IIT, 8, 11).
Sometimes, again, it is denoted by the term akshara, the
Imperishable; so, for instance (Mu. Up. 11, 1, 2), * Higher,
_than the high Imperishable’ Sometimes it is spoken of
as Maya4, illusion ; so, for instance (Sve. Up. IV, 10}, Know
then Praksiti is May4, and the great Lord he who is
affected with Maya! For Miyd is propesly called un-
developed or non-manilested since it cannot be dcfined
either as that which is or that whick is not-—The statement
of the Kdfiala that < the Undeveloped is beyond the Great
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one’ is based on the fact of the Great one originating from
the Undeveloped, if the Great one be the intellect of
‘Hiranyagarbha. If; on the other hand, we understand by
the Great one the individual soul, the statement is founded
on the fact of the existence of the individual soul depending
on the Undeveloped, i.e. Nescience. For the continued
existence of the individual soul as such is altogether owing
to the relation in which it stands to Nescience. The
quality of being beyond the Great one which in the first
place belongs to the Undeveloped, i.e. Nescience, is attri~
buted to the body which is the product of Nescience, the
cause and the effect being considered as identical. Al-
though the senses, &c. are no less products of Nescience,
the term “‘the Undeveloped’ here refers to the body only,
the senses, &c. having already been specially mentioned
by their individual names, and the body alone being left.—
Other interpreters of the two last Sfitras give a somewhat
different explanation '.—~There are, they say, two kinds of
body, the gross one and the subtle one. | The gross body
is the one which is perceived ; the nature of the subtle one
will be explaincd later on. (Ved. St III, 1, 1) Both
these bodics together were in the simile compared ‘to the
chariot; but here (in the p ge under di jon) only
the subtle body is referred to as the Undeveloped, since
the subtle body only is capable of being denoted by that
term, And .as the soul's passing through bondage and
release depends on the subtle body, the latter is said to be
beyond the soul, like the things (arthavat), i.e. just as the
objects arc said to be beyond the senses because the activity
of the latter depends on the objects.—But how—we ask those
interpreters—is it possible that the word *Undeveloped’
should refer to the subtle body only, while, according to
your opinion, both bodies had in the simile been represented
as a chariot, and so equally constitute part of the topic of
the chapter, and equally remain (to be mentioned in the

' Stiradvayasya vrttikriddvyhhyinam utthipajati. Go. An.
Atdryadesiyamatam utthipayat,  An. Gi.
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passage uader discussion)?—If you should rejoin that you
are authorised to settle the meaning of what the text
actually mentions, but not to find fault with what is not
mentioned, and that the word avyakta which oceurs in
the text can denote only the subtle body, but not the
gross body which is vyakta, i.e. developed or manifest ; we
invalidate this rejoinder by remarking that the determin-
ation of the sense depends on the d e of the
- passages interpreted constituting a syntactical whole. For
if the earlier and the later passage do not form a whole
they convey no sense, since that involves the abandonment
of the subject started and the taking up of a new subject.
But syntactical unity cannot be established unless it be
on the ground of there being a want of a complementary
part of speech or'sentence. If you therefore construe the
connexion of the passages without having regard to the
fact that the latter passage demands as its complement'
that both bodies (which had been spoken of in the former
passage) should be und d as referred to, you destroy
all syntactical unity and so incapacitate yourselves from
arriving at the true meaning of the text. Nor must you
think that the second passage occupies itself with the subtle
body only, for that reason that the latter is not easily
distinguished from the Self, while the gross body is easily
so distinguished on account of its readily perceived loath-
For the passage does not by any means refer
to such a distinction—as we conclude from the circumstance
of there being no verb enjoining it—but has for its only.
subject the highest place of Vishau, which had been men-
tioned immediately before. For after having enumerated a
series of things in which the subscquent one isjalways
superior to the one preceding it, it concludes by saying
that nothing is beyond the Person—We mlght hO\\cVCf,
accept the mtcrprctahon just di d imaging
our general arg ; for which lanation we
receive, so much remains clear that the Kazaka passage

does not refer to the pradhana.

4. And (the Pmdhﬁna-mnnot be meant) because
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there is no statement as to (the avyakta) being
something to be cognised.

The Sankhyas, moreover, represent the pradhina as some-
thing to be cognised in so far as they say that from the
knowledge of the difference of the constitutive elements
of the pradhina and of the soul there results the desired
jsolation of the soul. For without a knowledge of the
nature of those constitutive elements it is impossible to
cognise the difference of the soul from them. And some-
where they teach that the pradhéna is to be cognised by
him who wishes to attain special powers.—Now in the
passage under discussion the avyakta is not mentioned
as an object of knowledge ; we there meet, with the mere
word avyakta, and there is no sentence intimating that the
avyakta is to be known or meditated upon. And it is
impossible to maintain that a knowledge of things which
(knowledge) is not taught in the text is of any advantage
to man.~—For this reason also we maintain that the word
avyakta cannot denote the pradhina.—Qur interpretation,
on the other hand, is uncbjectionable, since according to it
the passage mentions the body (not as an object of know-
ledge, but merely) for the purpose of throwing light on
the highest place of Vishnu, in continuation of the simile in
which the bodv had been compared to a chariot.

5. And if you maintain that the text does speak
{of the pradh4na as an object of knowledge) we deny
that; for the intelligent (highest) Self is meant,
on account of the general subject-matter.

Here the Sankhya raises a new objection, and maintains
that the averment made in the last Siitra is not proved, since
the text later on speaks of the pradhina—which had been
referred to as the Undeveloped—as an object of knowledge.
¢ He who has perccived that which is without sound, without
touch, without form, without decay, without taste, cternal,
without smell, without beginning, without end, beyond the
great and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws of death”’
(Ka. Up. 11, 3.£3). For here the text speaks of the pradhina,
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which is beyond the great, describing it as possessing the
same qualities which the Saakiya-smiti ascribes to it, and
designating it as the object of perception. Hence we con-"
clude that the pradhdna is denoted by the term avyakfa,

To this we reply that the passage last quoted does repre-
sent as the object of perception not the pradbana but the
intelligent, i.e, the highest Self. We conclude this from’
the gencral subject-matter. For that the highest Self
continues to form the subject-matter is clear from the fol-
lowing reasons. In the first place, it is referred to in the
passage, ‘ Beyond the person there is nothing, this js the goaf,»
the highest Road;’ it has further to be supplied as the
object of knowledge in the passage, * The Self is hidden
in all beings and does not shine forth,” because it is there
spoken of as difficult to know; after that the restraint of
passion, &c. is enjoined as conducive to its cognition, in the
passage, ‘A wise man should keep down speech within
the mind;’ and, finally, release from the jaws of death is
declared to be the fruit of its knowledge. The Sdikhyas,
on the other hand, do not suppose that a man is freed from
the jaws of death merely by perceiving the pradhina, but
connect that result rather with the cognition of ‘the intelli-
gent Self~—The highest Self is, moreover, spoken of in all
Vedanta-texts as possessing just those qualities which are
mentioned in the passage quoted above, viz, absence of
sound, and the like. Hence it follows, that the pradhana is
in the text neither spoken of as the object of knowledge nor
denoted by the term avyakta.

6. And there is question and explanation reiative
to three things only (not to the pradhina)

To the same conclusion we are led by the consideration
of the circumstance that the Kasdavalli-upanishad brings
forward, as subjects of discussidn, only three things, viz. the
fire sacrifice, the individual soul, and the highest Sclf.
These three things only Yama explains, bestowing thereby
the boons he had granted, and to them only the questiany
of Nakiketas sefer. Nothing else is mentioned or enquired
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about. The question relative to the fire sacrifice is con-
tained in the passage (Ka. Up. I, 1, 13),  Thou knowest, O
Death, the fire sacrifice which leads us to Heaven; tell it
to me, who am full of faith.” The question as to the indi-
vidual soul is contained in I, 1, 20, ‘ There is that doubt
when a man is dead, some saying, he is; others, he is not.
This I should like to know, taught by thee; this is the third
of my boons.’ And the question about the highest Self is
asked, in the passage (I, 2, 14), ‘ That which thou scest as
neither this nor that, as neither cffect nor cause, as neither
past nor future, tell me that'—The corresponding answers
are given in 1, 1, 15, “ Yama then told him that fire sacrifice,
the beginning of all the worlds, and what bricks are required
for the altar, and hiow many ;’ in the passage met with con-
siderably later on (I, 5, 6; 7),* Well then, O Gautama, I shall
tell thee this mystery, the old Brahman and what happens
to the Self after reaching death. Some cnter the womb
in order to have a body as organic beings, others go into
inorganic matter according to their work and according to
their knowledge ;* and in the passage (I, 2, 18), * The knrowing
Self is not born nor does it dic,” &c.; which latter passage
dilates at length on the highest Self.  But there is no ques-
tion relative to the pradhina, and hence no opportunity
for any remarks on it.

Here the Sinkhya advances a new objection.  Is, he asks,
the question relative to the Sclf which is asked in the pas.
sage, ‘ There is that doubt when a man is dead,’ &, again
resumed in the passage, ¢ That which thou scest as neither
this nor that,” &c., or docs the latter passage raisc a distinct
new question?  If the former, the two questions about the
Self coalesce into one, and there are therefore altogether
two questions only, one relative to the fire sacrifice, the
other rclative to the Self. In that case the Sitm has no
right to speak of questions and explanations rclating to
three subjects.—If the latter, you do not consider it a
mistake to assume a question in excess of the number of
teons granted, and can thesefore not object to us if we
azsume an explanation about the pradhina in excess of the
npumber of questions asked.
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To this we make the following reply.—We by no means
assume a question in excess of the number of boons granted,
being prevented from doing so by the influence of the
opéning part of that syntactical whole which constitutes the
Katkavalli-upanishad. The Upanishad starts with thé topic
of the boons granted by Yama, aud all the following part of
the Upanishad—which is thrown into the form of a colloquy
of Yama and Nakiketas—carrics on that topic up to the very
end. Yama graats to Nakiketas, who had been sent by his
father, three bogns. For his first boon Nadiketas chooses
kindness on the part of his father towards him, for his second
boon the knowledge of the fire sacrifice, for his third boon
the knowledge of the Self.  That the knowledge of the Self
is the third boon appears from the indication contained in the
passage (I, 1, 20), ¢ There is that doubt—; this is the third
of my boons.’—If we therefore supposed that the passage,
* That which thou seest as neither this nor that,’ &e, raises
a new question, we should thercby assume a question in
excess of the number of boons grantes, and thus destroy the
conaexion of the entire Upanishad.—But—the Saikhya will
pethaps interpose—it must nceds be admitted that the pas-
sage last quated does raise a new question, because the subject

enquired about isa new one.  For the former question refers
to the individual soul, as we conctude from the doubt ex-
pressed in the words, ‘ There is that doubt when a man is
dead—some saying, he is; others, he is not” Now this
individual soul, as having dcfinite attributes, &c., cannot
constitute the object of a question expressed in such terms
as, * This which thou seest as neither this nor that &e.;
the highest Self, on the other hand, may be enquired about
in such terms, since it is above all attributes, Theappearance
of the two questions is, morcover, seen to differ; for the
former question refers to existence and non-existence, while
the latter is concerned with an entity raised above all definite
attributes, &c. Hence we conclude that the latter question,

. in which the former one cannot be recognised, is a scparate
question, and does not mercly resume the subject of the
former one.~All this argumentation is not valid, we reply,
since we maintain the unity of the highest Self and the
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individual Self. If the individual Self were different from
the highest Self, we should have to declare that the two
questions are separate independent questions, but the
two are not really different, as we know from other scrip-
tural passages, such as * Thou art that.' And in the Upani-
shad under discussion also the answer to the question, ¢ That
which thou seest as neither this nor that,’ viz. the passage,
¢ The knowing Self is not born, it dies not "—which answer
is given in the form 6f a denial of the birth and death of the
Self—clearly shows that the embodicd Self and the highest
Self are non-different. For there is room for a denial of
something only when that something is possible, and the
possibility of birth and death exists in the embodied Self
only, since it is connected with the body, but not in the
highest Self.—There is, moreover, another passage conveying
the same meaning, viz. II, 4, 4, ¢ The wise when he knows
that that by which he perceives all objects in sleep or in
waking, is the great omnipresent Self, grieves no more.” This
passage makes the cessation of all grief dependent on the
knowledge of the individual Self, in so far as it possesses
the qualities of greatness and omnipresence, and thereby
declares that the individual Self is not different from the
highest Self. For that the cessation of all sorrow is con-
sequent on the knowledge of the highest Self, is a recognised
Vedinta tenet.—There is another passage also warning
men not to look on the individual Sclf and the highest Self
as diffeient entitics, viz. I1, 4, 10, ¢ What is here the same is
there ; and what is there the same is here.  He who sces
any diffcrence here goes from death to death.’—The fol-
lowing circumstance, too, is worthy of consideration. When
Nakiketas has asked the question relating to the existence or
non-existence of the soul after death, Yama tries to induce
him to choosc another boon, tempting him with the offer of
various objects of desire. But Nakikctas remains firm,
Thereupon Death, dwelling on the distinction of the Good
and the Pleasant, and the distinction of wisdom and ignor-
ance, praises Natiketas, * I believe Nakiketas to be onc who
desires knowledge, for even many pleasures did not tear
thee away” (I, 2, 4); and later on prises the question
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asked by Nakiketas, ¢ The wise who, by means of meditation
on his Self, recognises the Ancient who is difficult to be
seen, who has entered into the dark, who is hiddeu in the
cave, who dwells in the abyss, as God, he indeed leaves joy
and sorrow far behind’ (I, 2, 12).  Now all this means to
intimate that the individual Self and the highest Self are
non-different.  For if Nakiketas set aside the question, by
asking which he had earned for himself the praise of Yama,
and after having received that praise asked a new question,
all that praise would have been bestowed on him unduly.
Hence it follows that the question implied in 1, 2, 14, ¢ That
which thou secst as neither this nor that,’ merely resumes
the topic to which the question in I, 1, 20 had referred.—
Nor is there any basis to the objection that the two questions
differ i~ form. The second question, in reality, is concerned
with the same distinction as the first. The first enquires
about the existence of the soul apart from the body, &ec.;*
the second refers to the circumstance of that soul not being,
subject to samsira. For as long as Nescience remains, so
long the soul is affected with definite attributes, &c.; but
as soon as Nescience contes to an end, the soul is one
with the highest Self, as is taught by such scriptural texts
as “Thou art that' But whether Nescience be active ar
inactive, no difference is made thereby in the thing itself (viz.
the soul). A man may, in the dark, mistake a picce of rope
lying on the ground for a snake, and run away from it,
frightened and trembling; thercon another man may tell
him, * Do not be afraid, it is only a rope, not a snake;" and he
may then dismiss the fear caused by the imagined snake,
and stop running. But all the while the presence and subse-
quent absence of hifs erraneous aotion, as ta the rope being
a snake, make no difference whatever in the rope jtself,
Exactly analogous is the case of the individual soul whicl
is in reality one with the highest soul, although Nescieace
makes it appcar different. Hence the reply containcd in
the passage, * It is not born,-it dics not,’ is also to be con-
sidered as furnishing an answer to the question asked in I,
1, 20.~The Sdtra is to be understood with reference to the
distinction of the individual Self and the highest Self which
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followers of Kapila claim the authority of Scripture for their
pradhina hypothesis.

To this argumentation we reply, that the quoted mantra
by no means proves the Sdikhya doctrine to be based on
Scripture. That mantra, taken by itself, is not able to give
additional strength to any doctrine. For, by means of
some supposition or other, the terms aga, &c. can be
reconciled with any doctrine, and there is no reason for
the special assertion that the Siikhya doctrine only is meant.
The case is analogous to that of the cup mentioned in the
mantra, ‘There is 2 cup having its mouth below and its
bottom above’ (Bri. Up. 11, 2, 3).  Just as it is impossible to
decide on the ground of this mantra taken by itself what
special cup is meant—it being possible to ascribe, somehow
or other, the quality of the mouth being turned downward
to any cup— ; so here-also there is no special quality stated,
so that it is not possible to decide from the mantra itself
whether the pradhina is meant by the term agd, or some-
thing else.—But in connexion with the mantra about the
cup we have a supplementary passage from which we learn
what kind of cup is meant,  What is called the cup having
its mouth below and its bottom above is this head.’—Whence,
however, can we learn what special being is meant by the
agh of the Svetasvatara-upanishad?~—To this question the
next SGtra replies

9. But the (elements) beginning with light (are
meant by the term agd}; for some read so in their
text.
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(agni) is the colour of the elementary fire (tegas), its white
colour is the colour of water, its black colour the colour of
carth,’ &c. Now those three elements—fire, water,and earth—
we recogmse in the Sveta:vatara passage, as the words red,
white, and black are common to both passages, and as thcse
words primarily denote special colours and can be applied
to the Siakhya gunas in a secondary sense only. That
passages whose sense is beyand daubt are to be used for the
interpretation of doubtful passages, is a generally acknow-
ledged rule. Aswe therefore find that in the Svetisvatara—
after the general topic has been started in I, 1, The Brahman-
students say, Is Brahman the cause?’—the text, previous
to the passage under discussion, speaks of a power of the
highest Lord which arranges the whole world (*the Sages
devoted to meditation and concentration have seen the
power belonging to God himself, hidden in its own
qualities’); and as further (hat same power is referred
to in two sul t: ges (Know
then, Praksiti is Mﬁy& and the great Lord he who is
affected with Maya ;’ * who being one only rules over cvery
germ;’ IV, 10, 11); it cannot possibly be asserted that the
mantra treating of the aghi refers to some independent causal
matter called pradhina. We rather assert, on the ground
of the general subject-matter, that the wmantra describes
the same divine power referred to in the other passages, in
which names and forms lie unevolved, and which we assume
as the antecedent condition of that state of the world
in which names and forms are evolved. And that divine
power is rep ted as three~coloured, b its products,
viz. fire, water, and earth, have three distinct colours.—But
how can we maintain, on the ground of fire, water, and earth
having three colouts, that the causal matter is appropriately
called a three-coloured agA ? if we consider, on the one hand,
that the exterior form of the genus aga (i. ¢. goat) does not
inhere in fire, water, and earth; and, on the cther hand, that
Scripture teaches fire, water, and easth to have been pro-
duced, so that the word agd cannot be faken in the sense
¢ non-produced 1.'—To thxs question the next Sitra replies.

1 Here there seems to be a certain discrepancy between the
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1o. And on account of the statement of the
assumption (of a metaphor) there is nothing con-
trary to reason (in agd denoting the causal matter);
just as in the case of honey (denoting the sun) and
similar cases,

The word agd ncither expresses that fire, water, and earth
belong to the goat species, nor is it to be explained as
meaning ‘unborn;’ it rather expresses an assumption, i. e.
it intimates the assumption of the source of all beings (which
source comprises fire, water, and carth), being compared to
a she-goat. For as accidentally some she-goat might be
partly red, partly white, partly black, and might have many
young goats rescmbling her in colour, and as some he-goat
might love her and lic by her, while some other he-goat
might leave her after having enjoyed her; so the universal
causal matter which is tri-coloured, because comprising fire,
water, and earth, produces many inanimate and animate
beings similar to itself, and is enjoyed by the souls fettered
by Nescicnce, while it is abandoned by those souls which
have attained true knowledge.—Nor must we imagine that
the distinction of individual souls, which is implied in the
preceding explanation, involves that reality of the multi-
plicity of souls which forms one of the tencts of other philo-
sophical schools. For the purport of the passage is to
intimate, not the multiplicity of souls,- l{ut the distinction of

views of the Sfitra writer and Sagkara. Govindinanda notes that
according to the Bhishyakrst agd means simply miyi—which
interpretation is based on prakarasa—while, according to the Stra-
krit, who explains agd on the ground of the A4indogya-passage
treating of the three primary elements, agd denotes the aggregate of
those three clements constituting an avintamprakril.—On San-
Lara's cxplanation the term agd presents no difficultics, for miyd is
agd, & c. unborn, not produced,  On the cxplanation of the Sdtra
wniter, hosever, 33l cannot mean unborn, since the three primary
claments are products,  Hence we are thrown back on the t0d4i
s:gmificaton of 3gd, according to which it means she-goat. But
Low can the avintara prakriti be ‘called a she-goat} To this
question the neat Sdua replies.
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the states of bondage and release. This latter distinction
is explained with reference to the multiplicity of souls as
ordinarily conceived; that multiplicity, however, depends
altogether on limiting adjuncts, and is the unreal product
of wrong knowledge merely ; as we know from scriptural
passages such as, ‘ He is the one God hidden in all beings,
all-pervading, the Self in all beings,’ &c.—The words *like
the honey ’ (in the Sitra) mean that just as the sun, although
not being honey, is represented as honey (K7, Up. 111, 1),
and speech as a cow (Bri. Up. V, 8), and the heavenly
world, &c. as the fires (Bri. Up. VI, 2, g), so here the
causal matter, although not being a she-goat, is metaphori-
cally represented as one, There is therefore nathing coa-
trary to reason in the circumstance of the term aga being
used to denote the aggregate of fire, water, and earth.

11. (The assertion that there is scriptural autho-
rity for the pradhana, &c. can) also not (be based)
on the mention of the number (of the S&akhya
categories), on account of the diversity (of the
categories) and on account of the excess (over the
number of those categories).

The attempt to base the Sidkhya doctrine on the mantra
speaking of the aga baving failed, the Safikhya again comes
forward and points to another mantra: ¢ He in whom the five
* five~people " and the cther rest, him alone I believe to be the
Self'; I who know believe him to be Brahman* (Bri. Up. 1V,
4,17). In this mantra we have one word which expresses
the number five, viz. the five-people, and then another
word, viz, five, which qualifies the former ; these two words
together therefore convey the idea of five pentads, ie.
twenty-five. Now as many beings as the number twenty-
five presupposes, just so many categories the Sdakhya
system counts. Cp. Sankhya Kinkd, 3: ‘The funda-
mental causal substance (i.c. the pradhina) is not an effect,
Secven (substances), viz. the Great one (Intellect), and so
on, are causal substances as well as effects.  Sixteen are
cffects. The soul is neither a causal substance nor an effect.’

[34] S
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As therefore the number twenty-five, which occurs in the
scriptural passage quoted, clearly refers to the twenty-five
categories taught in the Sankhya-smriti, it follows that the
doctrine of the pradhéna, &c. rests on a scriptural basis.
To this reasoning we make the following reply.—It is
impossible to base the assertion that the pradhina, &c.
have Scripture in their favour on the reference to their
number wh1Ch you pretend to find in the text, ‘on account
of the dwersnty of the Sainkhya categories.” The Sinkhya
categones have each their individual difference, and there
are no attributes belonging in common to cach pentad on
account of which the number twenty-five could be divided
into five times five. For a number of individually separate
things can, in general, not be combined into smaller groups
of two or three, &c. unless there be a special reason for
such combination.—Here the Sinkhya will perhaps rejoin
that the expression five (times) five is used only to denote
the number twenty-five which has five pentads for its
constitucnt parts; just as the poem says, ¢ five ycars and
seven Indra did not rain,” meaning only that there was no
rain for twelve years.—But this cxplanation also is not
tenable. In the first place, it is liable to the objection that
it has recourse to indirect indicationt—In the sccond
place, the second ‘five’ constitutes a compound with the
word ‘pcople, the Brihmawa-accent showing that the
two form one word only% To the same conclusion we
are led by another passage also (Taitt. Samh. I, 6, 2, 2,
paiikinim tvd paikaganinim, &c.) where the two terms
constitute onc word, have one accent and one casc-

1 Indication (lakshang, which consists in this casc in five times five
being used instcad of twenty-five) is idered
mode of expression, and therefore to be assumed in interpretation
only where a term can in no way be shown to have a dxrcct
meaning.

? That padkaganih is only one word ajyxars from ity having
only one accent, viz. the uditta on the Jast syllable, which uditta
becomes anuditta according to the rules Jaid down in the Bhishika
Shitra for the accentuation of the Satapatha-britimana.
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termination. The word thus being a compound there
is neither a repetition of the word ‘five, involving two
pentads, nor does the one five qualify the other, as the
mere secondary member of 3 compound cannot be qualified
by another word.—But as the people are already denoted
to be five by the compound * five-people; the effect of the
other ‘five’ qualifying the compound will be that we
understand twenty-five people to be meant; just as the
expression * five five-bundles’ (paiika paiikapilya’) conveys
the idea of twenty-five bundles.—The instance is not an
analogous one, we teply. The word ‘padifaplli’ denotes
a unity (i.e. one bundle made up of five bundles), and hence
when the question arises, How many such bundles are
there?” it can be qualified by the word ‘five,’ indicating
that there are five such bundles. The word paidéaganis,
on the other hand, conveys at once the idea of distinction
(i.e. of five distinct things), so that there is no room at all
for a further desire to know how many people there are,
and hence no room for a further qualification. And if the
word ‘five’ be taken as a qualifying word it can only
qualify the numeral five (in five-people); the objection
against which assumption has already been stated.—For
all thesc reasons the expression the five five-people cannot
denote the twenty-five categories of the Sdnkhyas.~—This
is further not possible ‘on account of the excess.” For on
the Saakhya intcrpretation there would be an excess over
the number twenty-five, owing to the circumstance of the
cther and the Self being mentioned separately. The Self
is spoken of as the abode in which the five five-pcople rest,
the clavse  Him I believe to be the Self’ being connected
with the ‘in whom' of the antecedcnt clause. Now the
Sclf is the intelligent soul of the Sdikhyas which is
already included in the twenty-five categorics, and which
therefore, on their interpretation of the passage, would
here be mentioned once as constituting the abode and once
as what rests in the abode! If, on the other hand, the
soul were supposcd not to be comprised in the twenty-five
categorics, the Safikhya would thereby abandon his own
doctrine of the categories being twenty-five. The same
52
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remarks apply to the separate mention made of the ether.
—How, finally, can tlie mere circumstance of a certain
pumber belpg referred to in the sacred text justify the
assumption that what is meant are the twenty-five Safikhya
categories of which Scrigture speaks in no dther place?
especially if we consider that the word gana has not the
settled meaning of"category, and that the number may be
satisfactorily accounted for on another interpretation of the
passage. '

How, then, the Sankhya will ask, do you interpret the
phrase ‘the five five-people?’—On the ground, we reply,
of the rule Pixini II, 1, 50, according to which certain
compounds formed with numerals are mere names. The
word pafikagani/ thus is not meant to convey the idea of
the number five, but merely to denote certain classes of
beings. Hence the question may present itself, How many
such classes are there? and to this question an answer
is given by the added numeral ‘five, There are certain
classes of beings called five-people, and these classes are
five. Analogously we may speak of the seven séven-
rishis, where again the compound denotes a class of beings
merely, not their number.—~Who then arc those five-
people?—To this question the next Satra replies.

t2. {The pafifaganat are) the breath and so
on, (as is seen) from the complementary passage.

“ The mantra in which the pafifagandZ arc mentioned is
followed by another one in which breath and four other
;hings arec mentioned for the purpose of describing the
nature of Brahman. *They who know the breath of
breath, the eye of the cye, the ecar of the ear, the food of
food, the mind of mind’’ Hence we conclude, on the
ground of proximity, that the five-people are the beings
mentiened in this latter mantra.~But how, the Saikhya
asks, can the word ¢people’ be applied to the breath, the
eye, thc ear, and so on?—IJow, we ask in return, can it be

} So in the Midhyaudina secension of the Upanishad; the
Xinva recension has not the clause ‘the food of food.”
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applied to your categories? In both cases the common
meaning of the word *people’ has to be disregarded;
but in favour of our explanation is the fact that the breath,
the eye, and so on, are mentioned in a complementary
passage. The breath, the eyc, &c. may be denoted by the
word ‘people’ because they are connected with people.
Moreover, we find the word * person,” which means as much
as ‘people,’ applied to the prasas in the passage, ¢ These
are the five persons of Brahman’ (K4 Up. IIT, 13, 6) ; and
another passage runs,  Breath is father, breath is mother,’
&c. (Kh Up. VII, 13, 1). And, owing to the force of
composition, there is no objection to the compound being
taken in its settled conventional meaning .—But how tan
the conventional meaning be had recourse to, if there is no
previous use of the word in that meaning ?—That may be
dane, we reply, just as in the case of udbhid and similar
words®% We often infer that a word of unknown meaning -
refers to some known thing because it is used in connexion
with the latter. So, for instance, in the case of the fol-
lowing words: “ He is to sacrifice with the udbhid ; he cuts
the yOpa; he makes the vedi’ Analogously we conclude
that the term paffaganifZ, which, from the grammatical
rule quoted, is known to be a name, and which there-
fore demands a thing of which it is the name, denotes
the breath, the eye, and so on, which are connected with
it through their being mentioned in a complementary
—Some s explain the word paika-

P 4

1 This in answer to the Sidkhya who objects to gana when
applied 1o the prins, &c. being interpreted with the help of
Iakshani; while if referred to the pradbina, &c. it may be
explained to have a direct meaning, on the ground of yaugika
interpretation (the pradhina being gana because it produces, the
1mahat &¢. being gana because they are produced). The Vedintin
points out that the compound paféagandh has jts own rdhi-
meaning, just as asvakarsa, literally horse-ear, which coaventionally
denotes a certain plant.

* We infer that udbhid is the name of a sacrifice because it is
mentioned in connexion with the act of sacrificing ; we infer that
the yiipa is 2 wooden post becausé it is said to be cut, and so on.
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gani/ to mean the Gods, the Fathers, the Gandharvas,
the Asuras, and the Rakshas. Others, again, think that
the four castes together with the Nishidas are meant,
Again, some scriptural passage (Rig-veda Sash. VIII, 53, 7)
speaks of the tribe of ‘the five-people,” meaning thereby
the created beings in general; and this latter explanation
also might be applied to the passage under discussion.
The teacher (the Sitrakara), on the other hand, aiming at
showing that the passage does not refer to the twenty-five
categories of the Sankhyas, declares that on the ground of
the complementary passage breath, &c. have to be under-
stood.

‘Well, let it then be granted that the five-people mentioned
in the Madhyandina-text are breath, &c. since that text
mentions food also (and so makes up the number five).
But how shall we interpret the Kanva-text which does not
mention food (and thus altogether speaks of four things
only) 2—To this question the next Sitra replies.

13, In the case ot (the text of) some (the Kéaznvas)
where food is not mentioned, (the number five is
made full) by the light (mentioned in the preceding
mantra).

The Kianva-text, although not mentioning food, makes up
the full number five, by the light meationed in the mantra
preceding that in which the five-people are spoken of. That
mantra describes the nature of Brahman by saying, * Him
the gods worship as the light of lights”'—If it be asked
liow it is accounted for that the light mentioned in both
texts cqually is in one text to be employed for the expla-
nation of the five-pcople, and not in the other text; we reply
that the reason lics in the difference of the requirements.
As the Midhyandinas mect in one and the same mantra
with breath and four other entities enabling them to interpret
the term, * the five-people,’ they are in no need of the light
mentioned in another mantra. The Kiuvas, on the other
hand, cannot do without the light. The case is analogous
to that of the Shodasin-cup, which, according to different
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passages, is either to be offered or not to be offered at the
atirdtra-sacrifice,

We have proved herewith that Scripture offers no basis’
for the doctrine of the pradhina. That this doctrine can-
not be proved either by Smyiti or by rauocmatxon will be
shown later on,

14. (Although there is a conflict of the Veddnta-
passages with regard to the things created, such as)
ether and so on; (there is no such conflict with
regard to the Lord) on account of his being re-
presented (in one passage) as described (in other
passages), viz. as the cause {of the world).

In the preceding part of the work the right definition of
Brahman has been established ; it has been shown that all the
Vedanta-texts have Brahman for their common topic; and
it has been proved that there is no scriptural authority for
the doctrine of the pradhina.—But now a new objection
presents itself.

It is not possible—our opponent says—to prove either
that Brahman is the cause of the origin, &ec. of the world,
or that all Vedinta-texts refer to Brahman; because we
observe that the Vedanta-texts contradict one another.
All the Vedinta-passages which treat of the creation
-cnumierate its successive steps in different order, and s2 in
reality speak of different creations. In one place it is said
that from the Self there sprang the ether (Taitt. Up. 1L 1) ;
in another place that the creation began with fire (A4 Up.
V1, 2, 3); in another place, again, that ‘the Person created
breath and from breath faith (Pr. Up.VI, 4); in another place,
again, that the Self created these worlds, the water (above
the heaven), light, the mortal (earth), and the water (below
the earth} (Ait. A I, 4,1,2; 3). There no order is stated
at all. Somewhere clse it is said that the creation osigi-
nated from the Non-existent. ¢ In the beginning this was
non-existent; from it was born what exists’ (Taitt. Up. 1L, 7);

and, ‘In the bcgmnm" this was non-existent; it became
cxistent; it grew’ (A% Up. 111, 19, 1). In another place,
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again, the doctrine of the Non-existent being the ante-
cedent of the creation is impugned, and the Existent men-
tioned in its stead. ¢Others say, in the beginning there
was that only which is not; but how could it be thus, my
dear? How could that which is be born of that which is
not?’ (K% Up. VI, 2,1; 2.) And in another place, again,
the development of the world is spoken of as having taken
‘place spontancously, ‘ Now all this was then undeveloped.
It became developed by form and name’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 7).
—As therefore manifold discrepancies are observed, and
as no option is possible in the case of an accomplished
matter?, the Vedapta-passages cannot be accepted as
authorities for determining the cause of the world, but we
must rather accept some other cause of the world resting
on the authority of Sm##ti and Reasoning.

To this we make the following seply.—Although the
Vedanta-passages may be conflicting with regard to the
order of the things created, such as ether and so on, they
do not conflict with regard to the creator, ‘ on account of
his being represented as described.’ That means: such as
the creator is described in any one Vedénta-passage, viz. as
all-knowing, the Lord of all, the Self of all, without a
second, so he is represented.in all other Vedanta-passages
also. Let us consider, for instance, the description of
Brahman (given in Taitt. Up. I, 1 ff.). There it is said at
first, ¢ Truth, knowledge, infinite is Brahman’ Here the
word ‘knowledge, and so likewise the statement, made
later on, that Brahman desired (I1, 6), intimate that Brah-
man is of the nature of intelligence. Further, the text
declares ?® that the causc of the world is the general Lord, by
representing it as not dependent on anything else. 1t further
applics to the cause of the world the term  Self* (1T, 1),and
it represents it asabiding within the series of sheaths begin-

1 Option being possible only in the case of things to be accom-
plished, Le. actions,

* According 1o Go. A, m the Passage, “That, made itself its
Self* (11, 7); according to An. Giri in the passage, ‘ He created
au' (1, 6)-
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ning with the gross body ; whereby it affirms it to be the
internal Self within all beings. Again—iu the passage,
*May I be many, may I grow forth’—it tells how the Self
became many, and thercby declares that the creator is non-
different from the created effects. And—in the passage,
‘He created all this whatever there is '—it represents the
creator as the Cause of the entire world, and thegeby declares
him to have been without a second previously to the
creation. The same characteristics which in the above
passages afe predicated of Brahman, viewed as the Cause of
the world, we find to be predicated of it in other passages
also, so, for instance, * Being only, my dear, was this in the
beginning, one only, without a second. It thought, may I
be many, may I grow forth. It scnt forth fire’ (A% Up.
VI, 2,1; 3), and ‘In the beginning all this was Self, one
only; theic was nothing else blinking whatsoever. He
thought, shall I send forth worlds?* (Ait. Ar. 11, 4,1, 1; 2.
The Vedinta-passages which are concerned’ with scmng
forth the cause of the world are thus in harmony through-
out.—QOn the other hand, there are found conflicting state-
ments concerning the worsld, the creation being in some
Places szid to begin-with ether, in other places with fire, and
so ot But, in the first place, it cannat be said that the
conflict of. statements concerning the world afiects the
statements concerning the cause, i.e. Brahman, in which all
the Vedinta-texts arc seen to agree—for that would be an
altogether unfounded generalization ;—and, in the second
place, the teacher will reconcile later on (I, 3) those con-
flicting passages also which refer to the world, And, to
consider the matter more thoroughly, a conflict of state-
ments regarding the world would not even matter greatly,
since the creation of the world and similar topics are not at
all what Scripture wishes to teach. For we neither observe
nor are told by Scripture that the welfare of man depends
on those matters in any way; nor have we the right to
assume such a thing; because we conclude from the intro-
ductoty and concluding clauses that the passages about the

creation and thc like form only subordinate members of
of Brah That all the passages

¥
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setting forth the creation and so on subserve the purpose of
teaching Brahman, Scripture itself declares; compare K7,
Up. VI, 8, 4, * As food too is an offshoot, seck after its root,
viz. water. And as water too is an offshoot, seck after its
root, viz. fire. And as fire too is an offshoot, seek after its
root, viz. the True’ We, moreover, understand that by
means of comparisons such as that of the clay (K% Up. VI,
1, 4) the creation is described merely for the purpose of
teaching us that the effect is not really different from the
cause. Analogously it is said by those who know the sacred
tradition, ¢ If creation is represented by means of (the
similes of) clay, iron, sparks, and other things ; that is only
a means for making it understood that (in reality) there is
no difference whatever’ (Gaudap. Ka. I, 15)—On the
other hand, Scripture expressly states the fruits connected
with the knowledge of Brahman, * He who knows Brahman
obtains the highest ' (Taitt. Up. II, 1); ‘He who knows the
Self overcomes grie{’ (A4 Up. VII, 1, 3); * A man who
knows him passes over decath’ (Sve. Up. III, 8). That
fruit is, moreover, apprehended by intuition (pratyaksha),
for as soon as, by means of the doctrine, * That art thou,’ a
man has arrived at the knowledge that the Self is non-
transmigrating, its transmigrating nature vanishes for him.

It remains to dispose of the assertion that passages such
as f Non-being this was in thebeginning’ contain conflicting
statements about the nature of the causc.- This is donc in
the next Sitra.

15. On account of the connexion (with passages
treating “of Brahman, the passages speaking of the
Non-being do not intimate absolute Non-existence).

The passage * Non-being indeed was this in the beginning®
(Taitt. Up. 1l, 7) does not declare that the cause of the
world is thc absolutely Non-existent which is devoid of
all Selfhood. For in the preceding sections of the Upani-
shad Brahman is distinctly denied to be the Non-existing,
and is defined to be that which is ( He who knows the
Brahman as non-cxisting becomes himself non-existing.
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He who knows the Brahman as existing him we know
himself as existing’} ; it js further, by mcans of the series
of sheaths, viz. the sheath of food, &c., represented as the
inner Self of everything. This same Brahman is agam
referred to in the clause, ¢ He wished, may I be many;’
is declated to have originated the entire creation; and is
finally referred to in the clause, * Therefore the wise call
it the true) Thereupon the text goes on to say, with
reference to what has all along been the topic of discussion,
“On this there is also this sloka, Non-being indeed was
this in the beginning,’ &c. If here the term  Non-being*
denoted the absolutely Non-existent, the whole context
would be broken; for while ostensibly referring to one
matter the passage would in reality trcat of a second
altogether different matter. We have thercfore to conclude
that, while the term * Being’ ordinarily denotes that which
is differentiated by names and forms, the term * Non-being*
denotes the same substance previous to its differentiation,
i.e. that Brahman is, in a sccondary sense of the word,
called Non-being, previousy to the origination of the world.
The same interpretation has to be applied to the passage
¢ Non-being this was in the beginning” (A4 Up. 111,19, 1) ;
for that passage also is connected with another passage which
runs, ‘It became being;’ whence it is evident that the “ Non-
being’ of the former passage canpot mean absolute Non-
existence. And in the passage, ‘ Others say, Non-being
this was in the beginning’ (K. Up. VI, 2, 1), the reference
to the opinion of ¢ athers’ dees not mean that the doctrine
referred to {according to which the world was originally
absolutely non-existent) is propounded somewhere in the
Veda; for option is possible in the casc of actions but not
in the case of substances. The passage has therefore to
be looked upon as a refutation of the tenet of primitive
absolute non-existence as fancifully propounded by some
teachers of inferior intelligence ; a refutation undertaken for
the purpose of strengthening the doctrine that this world
has.sprung from that which is—The following passage
again, ‘Now this was_then undeveloped,” &e (Bri Up. T,
4, 7), does not by any means assert that the cvolution of
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the world took place withont a ruler; as we conclude from
the circumstance of ijts being connected .with another
passage in which the ruler is represented as’entering into
the evolved world of effects, ‘He entered thither to the
very tips of the finger-nails,” &c. - If it were supposed that
the evolution of the world takes place without a ruler, to
whom could the subsequent pronoun ‘he’ refer (in the
passage last quoted) which manifestly is to be connected
with something previously intimated? And as Scripture
declares that the Self, after having entered into the body,
is of the nature of intelligence ( when seeing, eye by name;
when hearing, ear by name; when thinking, mind by
name’), it follows that it is intelligent at the time of its
entering also..—We, moreover, must assume that the world
was cvolved at the beginning of the creation in the same
way as it is at present seen to develop itself by names and
forms, viz. under the rulership of an intelligent creator;
for we have no right to make assumptions contrary to
what is at present actually observed. Another scriptural

passage also declares that the evolution of the world took

place undes the superintendence of a ruler, ¢ Let me now

enter these beings with this living Self, and let me then

evolve names and forms’ (K4 Up. VI, 3, 2). The in-

transitive expression ‘It developed itself’ (vyakriyata;

it became devcloped) is to be viewed as having reference to

the case with which the real agent, viz. the Lord, brought

about that evolution. Analogously it is said, for instance,

that *the cornficld reaps itself’ (i.c. is reaped with the

greatest case), although there is the rcaper sufficient (to

account for the work being donc).—Or clse we may look

on the form vydkriyata as having reference to a necessarily

implied agent; as is the case in such phrases as*the village

is being approached ' (where we necessarily have to supply

¢ by Devadatta or somebody clse’).

16. (He whose work is this is Brahman), because
(the * work ') denotes the world.

In the Kaushitaki-brihmarna, in the dialogue of Balaki
and Agitasatru, we read, O Biliki, he who is the maker of
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the other Selfs, thus those Sclfs feed on the conscious
Self’ (Kau. Up. IV, 20). And as the individual soul is the
support of the prina, it may itself be called prina.—We
thus conclude that the passage under discussion refers
either to the individual soul or to the chief vital air; but
not to the Lord, of whom it contains no inferential marks
whatever.

To this we make the following reply.—The Lord only
can he the maker of the persons enumerated, on account
of the force of the introductory part of the section. Balaki
begins his colloquy with Agatasatru with the offer, ‘ Shall

I tell you Brahman?’ Thereupon he enumerates some
“individual souls residing in the sun, the moon, and so on,
which participate in the sight of the secondary. Brahman,
and in the end becomes silent, Agdtasatru then sets aside
Biliki’s doctrine as not referring to the chief Brahman—
with the words, ¢ Vainly did you challenge me, saying, Shall
I tell you Brahman,’ &c.—-and proposes the maker of all
those individual souls as a new object of knowledge. If
now that maker also were merely a soul participating in
the sight of the sccondary Brahman, the introductory
statement which speaks of Brahman would be futile.
Hence it follows that the highest Lord himself is meant.—
None, morcover, but the highest Lord is capable of being
the maker of all those persons as he only is absolutely
independent.—Further, the clausc ‘of whom this is the
work’ does not refer cither to the activity of motion nor
to meritorious and non-meritorious actions; for neither
of those two is the topic of discussion or has been men-
tioned previously. Nor can the term ‘work’ denote the
cnumerated persons, since the latter are mentioned scpar-
atcly—in the clause, * He who is the maker of those per-
sons"—and as inferential marks (viz. the neuter gender and
the singular number of the word karman, work) contradict
that assumption. Nor, again, can the term * work’ denote
cither the activity whose object the persons are, or the
result of that activity, since those two are alrcady implied
in the mention of the agent (in the clause, * He who is the .
maker’). Thus there remains no other alternative than to
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take the pronoun * this’ (in * He of whom this is the work’}
as denoting the perceptible world and to understand the
same world—as that which is made—by the term * work.’
—We may indeed admit that the world also is not the
previous topic of discussion and has not been mentioned
before ; still, as no specification is mentioned, we conclude
that the term ‘worl’ has to be understood in a general
sense, and thus denotes what first presents itself to the
mind, viz. everything which exists in general, It is, more-
over, not tre that the world is not the previous topic of
discussion ; we are rather entitled to conclude from the cir-
cumstance that the various persons (in the sun, the moon,
&¢.) which constitute a part of the world had been specially
mentioned before, that the passage in question is concerned
with the whole world in general. The conjunction ‘or”’ (in
‘or hic of whom,’ &c.) is meant to exclude the idea of limited
makership; so that the whole passage has to be inter-
preted as follows, ¢ He who is the maker of those persons
forming a part of the world, or rather—to do away with
this limitation—he of whom this entire world without any
exception is the work.’” The special mention madc of the

persons having been created has for its purpose to show
that those persons whom Béliki had proclaimed to be

Brahman arc not Brahman., Thc passage .therefore sets

forth the maker of the world in a double aspect, at first as

the creator of a special part of the world and thercupon as

the crcator of the whole remaining part of the world ; a way

of speaking analogous to such cvery-day forms of ex-

pression as, ¢ The wandering mendicants are to be fed, and

then the Brihmaras?’, And that the maker of the world

is the highest Lord is affirmed in all Vedinta-texts.

17. If it be said that this is not so, on account of
the inferential marks of the individual soul and the
chief vital air; we reply that that has already heen
“explained. .

T By the Hrnlxm'm 1s being meant alf those Brihmanas who are
not at the same time \nndcnn" mendicants,”
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It remains for us to refute the objection that on account
of the inferential marks of the individual soul and the
chief vital air, which arc met with in the complementary
passage, either the one or the other must be meant in the
passage under discussion, and not the highest Lord.—We
thercforc remark that that objection has alrcady been
disposed of under I, 1, 31.  There it 'was shown that from
an interpretation similar to the one here proposed by the
pirvapakshin there would result a threefold meditation,
one baving Brahman for its object, a second one directed
on the individual soul, and a third one connected with the
chief vital air. Now the same result would present itself
in our case, and that would be unacceptable as we must
infer from the introductory as well as the concluding
clauses, that the passage under discussion refers to Brah-
man. With reference to the intioductory clause this has
been already proved; that the concluding passage also
refers to Brahman, we infer from the fact-of there being
stated in it a pre-eminently high reward, ¢ Warding off all
evil he who knows this obtains pre-cminence among all
beings, sovercignty, supremacy.—But if this is so, the
sense of the passage under discussion is already settled by
the discussion of the passage about Pratardana (I, 1, 31);
why, then, the present Sitra 7—No, we reply ; the sense of
our passage is not yet settled, since under-I, 1, 31 it has
not been proved that the clause, * Or he whose work is this,’
refers to Brahman. Hence there arises again, in con-
nexion with the present passage, a doubt whether the
individual soul and the chief vital air may not be meant,
and that doubt has again to be refutedi—The word prina
occurs, morcover, in the sense of Brahman, so in the passage,
*The mind scttles down on prina’ (K. Up, VI, 8, z).—
The inferential marks of the individual sou! also have, on
account of the introductory and concluding clauses refersing
to Brahman, to be explained so as not to give rise to any
discrepancy.

18. But Gaimini thinks that (the reference to the
individual soul) has another purport, on account of
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the question and answer; and thus some also (read
in their text).

Whether the passage under discussion is concerned with
the individual soul or with Brahman, is, in the opinion of
the teacher Gaimini, no matter for dispute, since the
reference to the individual soul has a different purport, i.e.
aims at intimating Brahman. He founds this his opinion
on a question and a reply mst with in the text. After
Agitasatru has taught Biliki, by waking the sleeping
man, that the soul is different from the vital air, he asks
the following question, * B&liki, where did this person here
sleep? Where was he? Whence came he thus back?’
This question clearly refers to something different from the
individual soul. And so likewise does the reply, ¢ When
sleeping he sees no dream, then he becomes one with-that
praza alone; " and, ¢ From that Self all pranas proceed, each
towards its place, from the prizas the gods, from the gods
the worlds.'—Now it is the general Vedinta doctrine that
at the time of deep sleep the soul becomes one with the
highest Brahmaa, and that from the highest Brahmang the
whole world proceeds, inclusive of prina, and soon. When
Scripture therefore represents as the object of knowledge
lhat in which there takes place the deep sleep of the soul,

ised by ab of i and utter tran-
quillity, i.e. a state devoid of all those specific cognitions
which are produced by the limiting adjuncts of the soul,
and from which the soul returns when the sleep is broken;
we understand that the highest Sclf is meant—>Moreover,
the Vigasaneyisikh4, which Jikewise contains the colloquy
of Biliki and Ag:lta.mtru, clearly rcf:ts to the individual
soul by means, of the term, ‘the person consisting of cog-
nition* (vig ), and distinguisbes from it the highest
Self { Where was then the person consisting of cognition?
and from whence did he thus come back?® Br. Up. II; 1,
16); and later on, in the reply-to the abdve question,
declares that *the person coasisting of coguition lics in the
ether within theheart! Now we know that the word *cther’
may be used to denote the highest Self, as, for instance, in

[341 T
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the passage about the small ether within the lotus of the
heart (K. Up. VHI, 1, 1), Further on the Bri, Up.,says,
* All the Selfs came forth from that Self;’ by which state-
ment of the coming forth of all the conditioned Selfs it
intimates thdt the highest Self is the one general cause.
~The dactrine conveyed by the rousing of the sleeping
person, viz, that the individual soul is different from the
vital air, furnishes at the same time a further argument
against the opinion that the passage under discussion refers
to the vital air, ’

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, &c. is the
highest Self) on account of the connected meaning
of the sentences.

We read in the Brihaddrasyaka, in the Maitreyi-brih-
masna the following passage, ¢ Verily, a husband is not dear
that you may love the husband, &c. &c.; verily, everything

. is not dear that you may love everything; but that you
‘may love the Self therefore everything is dear.  Verily, the
Self is-to be seen, to be heard, to be perceived, to be
marked, O Maitreyit When the Self has been seen, heard,
perceived, and known, then all this is known’ (Bri. Up. 1V,
5, 6).—Here the doubt arises whether that which is repre-
sented. as the object to be seen, to be heard, and so on, is
the cognitional Self (the individual soul) or the highest
Seclf—But whence the doubt?—DBecause, we reply, the
Self is, on the one hand, by the mention of dear things such
as husband.and so on, indicated as the enjoyer whence it
appears that the passage refers to the individual soul; and

because, on the other hand, the declaration that through the
knowledge of the Self everything becomces kndwn points to
the highest Self,

The plrvapakshin maintains that the passage rcfers to
the individual soul, on account of the strength of the initial
statement. The text declares at the outsct that all the
objccts of cnjoyment found in this world, such as husband,
wife, riches, and so on, are dear on account of the Self, and
thereby gives us 'to understand that the enjoying (i.c. the
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individual) Self is meant; if thereupon it refers to the Self
as the object of sight and so on, what other Self shauld it
mean than the same individual Self P—A subsequent passage
also (viz. ‘Thus does this great Being, endless, unlimited,
consisting of nothing but knowledge, rise froni out of these
elements, and vanish again after them. When he has departed
there is no more knowledge'), which describes how the
great Being under discussion riscs, as the Self of knowledge,
from the elements, shows that the object of sight is no
other than the cognitional Self, i.e. the individual soul.
The concluding clause finally, ¢ How, O beloved, should he
know the knower?’ shows, by means of the term ¢ knower,”
which denotes an agent, that the individual souf is meant.
The declaration that through the cognition of the Self
everything becomes known must therefore not be inter-
preted i the literal sense, but must be taken to mean that
the world of objects of enjoyment is known through its
relatian to the enjoying soul.
To this we make the following reply.—The passage
makes a statement about the highest Self, on account of °
the connected meaning of the entire section.” If we consider
the different passages in their mutual connexion, we find
that they all refer to the highest Self. After Maitreyi has
heard from Yég#avalkya that there is no hope of immor-
tality by wealth, she expresses her desire of immortality in
the words, ¢ What should I do with that by which I do not
become immortal? What my Lord knoweth tell that to
me;’ and thereupon Yig#avalkya expounds to her the
knowledge of the Self Now Scripture as well as Smriti
declares that immortality is not to be reached but through
the knowledge of the highest Self.—The statement further
that through the knowledge of the Self everything becomes
known can be taken in its direct literal sense only if by the
Self we uuderstand the highest cause. And to takeitina
non-literal sense (as the pﬁmpakshin proposes) is inad-
missible, on account of the explanation given of that state-
ment in a subsequent passage, viz. * Whosoever looks for
the Brahman class clsewhere than in the Self, is abaan-
doned by the Brahman class” Here it is said that who-
T2
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‘ever erroneously views this world with its Brahmans and so
on, as having an independent existence apart from the Self,
is abandoned by that very world of which he has taken an
esroneous view ; wherchby the view that there exists any
difference is rel’uted. And the immediately subsequent
clause, * This everything is the Self,’ gives us to understand
that the entire aggregate of existing things is non-different
from the Self; a doctrine further confirmed by the similes .
of the drum and so on.—By explaining further that the
Self about which he had been speaking is the cause of the
universe of names, forms, and works (* There has been
breathed forth from this great Being what we have as Kig-
veda,’ &c.) Yagavalkya again shows that it is the highest
Self.—To the same conclusion he leads us by declaring, in
the paragraph which treats of the natural centres of things,
that the Self is the centre of the whole world with the
objects, the senses and the mind, that if has ncither inside
nor outside, that it is altogether 2 mass of knowledge.—
From all this it follows that what the text represents as the
object of sight and so on is the highest Selfl
We now turn to the remark made by the pfirvapakshin

that the passage teaches the individual soul to be the
object of sight, because it is, in the early part of the chapter,
denoted as something dear.

20. (The circumstance of the soul being repre-
sented as the object of sight) indicates the fulfil-
ment of the promissory statement; so Asmarathya
thinks.

The fact that the text proclaims as the object of sight
that Sclf which is denoted as something dear indicates
the fulfilment of the promise made in the passages,
¢When the Self is known all this is known,’ *All this is
that Self’  For if the individual soul were different from
the highest Self, the knowledge of the latter would not
imply the knowledge of the former, and thus the promisc
that through the knowledge of onc thing cverything is
to be known would not be fulfilled. Hence the initial
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statement aims at representing the individual_ Self and the
highest Self as non-different for the purpose of fulfilling
the promise made.—This is the opinion of the teacher
Asmarathya”

21. (The initial statement identifies the individual
soul and the highest Self) because the soul when it
will depart (from the body) is such (i.e. one with the
highest Self) ; thus Audulomi thinks.

The individual soul which is inquinated by the contact
with its different limiting adjuncts, viz. body, senses, and
mind (mano-buddhi), attains through the instrumentality
of knowledge, meditation, and so on, a state of complete
serenity, and thus enables itself, when passing at some
future time out of the body, to hecome one with the
highest Self; hence the initial statement in which it is
represented as non-different from the highest Self. This
is the opinion of the teacher Audulomi—Thus Scnp
ture says, ‘That serene being arising from this body,
appears in its own form as soon as it has approacned
the highest light’ (K4 Up. VIII, 12, 3)—-In anotner
place Scripture intimates, by means of the simile of the
rivers, that name and forin abide in the individual soul, * As

1 The comment of the Bhimaif on the Sfitra runs as follows ' Ag
the sparks issuing from 2 fire are not absolutely different front the
fire, because they participate in the nature of the fire; and, on the:
other hand, are not absolutely non-different from lhe fire, bcuuu
in that case they could be distinguished neither from the fire nop
from cach other; so the individual souls also—which are effects
of Bral neither absolutely different from Brabman, for
that would mean that lhcy are not of the nature of mlelhg:ncc,
nor lutel diffe from Brah becanse in that case”
they could not be distinguished from each other, and becznse,
they were identical with Brah and therefc it
would be useless to give them any iostruction. Hence the
individual souls arc somehow différent from Brabman and some-
how' nan—d:ﬂ'ercnt.—Tbe !ec.bmcd name of the doctripe “here

Lea i Bh

P d by Asmaratbya is
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the flowing rivers disappear in the sea, having lost their
name and their form, thus a wise man freed from name and
form goes to the divine Person who is greater than the great’
(Mu. Up. II1, 2, 8). ILe. as the rivers losing the namesand
forms abiding in them disappear in the sea, so the individual
soul also losing the name and form abiding in it becomes
‘united with the highest person. ~ That the latter half of the
passage has the meaning here assigned to it, follows from
the parallelism which we must assume to exist between the
two members of the comparisonl.

22, {The initial statement is made) because (the
highest Self) exists in the condition {of the individual
soul); so Kasaksitsna thinks.

Because the highest Self exists also in the condition of the
individual soul, therefore, the teacher Késaksstsna thinks, the
initial statement which aims at intimating the non-difierence
of the two is possible. That the highest Self only is that which
appears as the individual soul, is evident from the Brihmasa-
passage, ‘ Let me enter into them with this living Self and
evolve names and forms,” and similar passages. We have
also mantras to the same effect, for instance,  The wise one
who, having produced all forms and made all names, sits
calling the things by their names’ (Taitt. Ar. III, 12, 7) %

* Bhimatf: The individual soul is absolutely different from the
highest Self; it is inquinated by the contact with its different Jimiting
adjuncts. But it is spoken of, in the Upanishad, as non-different
from the highest Self because after having purified itself by means
of knowledge and meditation it may pass out of the bLody and
become one with the highest Sell. The text of the Upanishad
thus transfers a future state of non-difforence to that time when
difference actually exists, Compare the saying of the Piskarftrikas :
* Up to the moment of emancipation being reached the soul and the
highest Self are different.  But the emancipated soul is no longer
different from the highest Self, since dhere is no funther cause of
difference.’ —The technical name of the doctrine advocated by
Audulomi is satyabhedavida. .

* Compare the note fo the same mantra as quoted above under
Iz, 11,
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And where Scripture relates the creation of fire and the
other elements, it does not at the same time relate a sepa~
rate creation of the individual soul; we have therefore no
tight to look on the sou! as a product of the highest Selfi
different from the latter-—In the opinion of the teacher
Késakritsna the non-modified highest Lord himself is the
ndividual soul, not anything else. A:mamthya, althaugh
neaning to say that the soul is not (absolutely) different
from the highest Self, yet intimates by the expression,
“On account of the fulfilment of the promise’—which de-
clares a certain mutual dependence—that there does exist
a certain relation of cause and effect between the highest
Self and the individual soul®. The opinion of Audulomi
again clearly implies that the difference and non-difference
of the two depend on difference of condition® Of these
three opinions we conclude that the one held by Kisa-
kritsra accords with Scripture, because it agrees with what
all the Vedinta-texts (so, for i the passage, ‘That
art thou’) aim at inculcating. Only on the opinion of
Kasakritsna immortality can be viewed as the result of
the knowledge of the soul; while it would be impossible
to hold the same view if the soul were a meodification
(product) of the Self and as such liable to lose its exist-
ence by being merged in its causal substance. For the
same reason, name and .form cannot abide in the soul (as
was above attempted to prove by means of the simile of the
rivers), but abide in the limiting adjunct and are ascribed to
the soul itself in a figurative sense only. For the same
reason the origin of the souls from the highest Self, of
which Scripture speaks in some places as analogous to the
issuing of sparks from the fire, must be viewed as based
only on the limiting adjuncts of the soul. '
‘The Jast three Sttras have further to be interpreted so as
ta furnish replies to the second of the porvapakshin’s argu-

Byhad ka s as

ments, viz: that the Br yaka passage rep!

* And not the rektion of absolute identity.
* Le. upon the state of emancipation and its absence,
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the object of sight the individual soul, because it declares
that the great Being which is to be seen arises from out of
these elements. *There is an indication of the fulfilment
of the promise; so Asmarathya thinks! The promise is
made in the two passages,  When the Self is known, all this
is known,’ and ¢ All this is that Self,” That the Self is every-
thing, is proved by the declaration that the whole world of
names, forms, and works springs from one being, and is
merged in one being?; and by its being demonstrated, with
the help of the similes of the drum, and. so on, that effect
and cause'are non-different.  The fulfilment of the promise is,
then, finally indicated by the text declaring that that great
Being rises, in the form of the individual soul, from out of these
elements ; thus the teacher A.‘rmarathya thinks. For if the
soul and the highest Self are non-different, the promise that
through the knowledge of one everything becomes known
is capable of fulfilment.— Because the soul when it will
depart is such; thus Audulomi thinks.” The statement as
to the non-difference of the soul and the Self (implied in the
declaration that the great Being rises, &c) is possible,
because the coul when—after having purified itself by
knowledge, and so on—it will depart from the body, is
capable of becoming one with the highest Self This
is Audulomi's opinion.—* Because it exists in the con-
dition of the soul; thus Kasaksitsna opines.’ Because
the highest Self itself is that which appears as the indivi-
dual soul, the statement as to the non-differeace of the
two is well-founded. This is the view of the teacher
Késakritsna,

But, an objection may be raised, the passage, * Rising from
out of these elements he vanishes again after them. When
he has departed there is no more knowledge,’ intimates the
final destruction of the soul, not its identity with the highest
Scift—By no means, we reply. The passage means to say

* Upapdditas 4eti, sarvasyd ftratvam it seshas. Upapi-
danaprakiram sDfayati cketi.  Sa yathirdrendhandgner ityddinai
kaprasavatyam, Ayalhi sarvisim apim ityAdind Kaikapralayatvam
sarvasyoktam.,, An. Gi.
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oaly that on the soul departing from the body all specific
cognition vanishes, not that the Self is destroyed. For
an objection being raised—in the passage, * Here thou hast
bewildered me, Sir, when thou sayest that having departed
there is no more knowledge '—Scripture itself explains that
what is meant is not the annihilation of the Self;* I say nothing
that is bewildering. Verily, beloved, that Selfis imperishable,
and of an indestructible nature, But there takes place non-
connexion with the mitrds’ That means: The cternally
unchanging Self, which is one mass of knowledge, cannot
possibly perish; but by means of true knowledge there is
effected its dissociation from the mitris, i.e._the elements
and the sense organs, which are the product of Nescience.
When the connexion has been solved, specific cognition,
which depended on it, no longer takes place, and thus it can
be said, that ‘When he has departed there is;/no more
knowledge.

The third argument also of the pirvapakshif, viz. that
the word *knower’~—which accurs in the cancluding pas-
sage, ‘How should he know the knower?*~denotes an agent,
and therefore refers to the individual soul as the object of
sight, is to be refuted according to the view of K4sakrstsna.—
Moreover, the text after having enumerated—in the passage,
‘For where there is duality as it were, there one sees the
other,’ &c.—all the kinds of specific cognition which belong
to the sphere of Nescience declares—in the subsequent
passage, ‘ But when the Self only is all this, how should he
see another?’—that in the sphere of true knowledge all
specific cognition such as seeing, and so on, isabsent. And,
agrain, in order to obviate the doubt whether in the absence
ot abjects the knower migiit not know Aimself] Yd giavaitya
goes on, fHow, O beloved, should he know himself; the
knower?’ As thus the latter passage evidently aims at
proving the absence of specific cognition, we have to con-
clude that the word ‘knower’ is here used to denote that
being which is knowledge, 1. ¢. the Sclf.~—That the view of
Kdsakratsna is scriptural, we have already shown above.
And as it is 0, all the adherénts of the Vedinta must admit
that the difference of the soul and the highest Self is not
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real,-but due to the limiting adjuncts, viz. the body, and so
on, which are the product of name and form as presented
by Nescience. That view receives ample confirmation from
Scripture ; compare, for instance, ¢ Being only, my dear, this
was in the beginning, one, without a second’ (K4. Up. VI,
2, 1); *The Seif is all this’ (X4 Up. VI, 25,2) ; * Brahman
“alone is all this” (Mu. Up. II, 2, 11); * This cverything is
that Self’ (Bri, Up. 11, 4, 6); ¢ There is no other secr but
he’ (Bri, Up. 111, 7,23); ‘ There is nothing that sces but it’
(Bri. Up. II1, 8, 11).—It is likewise confirmed by Smyiti;
compare, for instance, *Visudeva is all this’ (Bha. Gi.
VII, 19); ‘Know me, O Bhirata, to be the soul in all
bodies® (Bha. Gi. XIII, 2); * He who sces the highest Lord
abiding alike within all creatures’ (Bha. Gi. XIII, 27).
—The same conclusion is supported by those passages
which deny all difference; compare, for instance, ‘If he
“thinks, that is one and 1 another; he does not know’ (Bri.
Up. I, 4, 10); ¢ From dcath to death he goes whe sces here
any diversity’ (Br7. Up. IV, 4, 19). And, again, by those
passages which negative all change on the part of the Self;
compare, for instance, ¢ This great unborn Self, undecaying,
undying, immortal, fearless is indeed Brahman’ (Brs, Up.
IV, 2.4).—Morcover, if the doctrine of gencral identity were
not true, those who are desirous of rclease could not be in
the possession of irrcfutable knowledge, and there would be
no possibility of any matter being well scttied ; while yet
the knowledge of which the Self is the object is dcclarcd to
be irrefutable and to satisfy all desire, and Scripture speaks
of those, *Who have well ascertained the object of the
knowledge of the Vedanta® (Mu. Up. 111, 2,6). Compare
also the passage, * What trouble, what sorrow can there be
to him who has once beheld that unity?® {Is. Up. 7.)—And
Smriti also represents the mind of him who contemplates
the Scil as steady (Bha, Gi. 11, 54).

As therefore the individual soul and the highest Self differ
in name only, it being a settled matter that perfect know-
ledge has for its object the absolute onencss of the two; it
is scnscless to insist (a3 some do) on a plurality of Selfs, and
to maintain that the individual soul is different from’ the
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highest Self, and the highest Self from the individual soul,
For the Self is indeed called by many different names, but
it s one only. Nor does the passagc, ‘ He who knows
Brahman which is real, knowledge, infinite, as hidden in the
cave’ (Taitt. Up, II, 1), refer to some one cave (different
from the abode of the individual soul}%. And that nobody
else but Brahman is hidden in the cave we know from a
subsequent passage, viz. ¢ Having sent forth he entered into
it” (Taitt. Up. II, 6), accarding to which the creator only
entered into the created beings.—Those who insist on the
distinction of the individual and the highest Self oppose
themselves to the true sense of the Vedinta-texts, stand
thereby in the way of perfect knowledge, which is the door
to per{ect beatitude, and groundh‘.ssly assume release to be

d, and therefore ternal®,  (And if
they attcmpt to show that moksha, although effected, is
cternal) they involve themsclves in a conflict with sound

logic.

23. (Brahman is) the material cause also, on
account of {this view) not being in conflict with
the promissory statements and the illustrative in-

~ stances,

It has been said that, as practical religious duty has to
be enquired into because it is the cause of an increase of
bappiness, so Brahman has to be enquired into because it is
the cause of absolute beatitude. And Brahman has been
defined as that from which there proceed the osigination,
sustentation, and retractation of this world. Now as this
definition comprises alike the rclation of substantial caus-
ality in which clay and gold, for instance, stand to golden
ornaments and eartlien pots, and the relation of operative

t So according to Go. An. and An. Gi, although their inter-
pretations seem not to account su{ﬁcxcnﬂy for the chdm of the text.
—Kamkid evaikim iti givasthinid any: Am ity arthah. Go. An—
Givabhivena Limbidhariiikiim uy anthak,  An. Gi.

s While rclcnsc, as often rcmarked 1s c(cmal it being in fact

1]
o

not diffe from the
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real,-but due to the limiting adjuncts, viz. the body, and so
on, which are the product of name and form as presented
by Nescience. That view receives ample confirmation from
Scripture ; compare, for instance, ¢ Being only, my dear, this
was in the beginning, one, without a second’ (X4 Up. VI,
2, 1); *The Self is all this’ (K4 Up. VI, 25,2) ; * Brahman
* alone is all this' (Mu. Up. II, 2, 11); * This everything is
that Self’ (Bri. Up. 11, 4, 6); ‘ There is no other scer but
he’ (Bri. Up. 111, 7,23); ‘ Therc is nothing that sces but it’
(Bri. Up. II1, 8, 11).—It is likewisc confirmed by Smyiti;
compare, for instance, ‘Visudeva is all this’ (Bha. Gi.
VII, 19); ‘Know me, O Bhirata, to be the soul in all
bodies " (Bha. Gi. XIII, 2) ; ¢ He who sces the highest Lord
abiding alike within all creatures® (Bha. Gi. XIII, 27).
~—The same conclusion is supported by those passages
which deny all difference; compare, for instance, ‘If he
“thinks, that is one and [ another; he does not know’ (Brs.
Up. 1, 4, 10); ¢ From death to death he goes who sces here
any diversity’ (Bri. Up. IV, 4, 19). And, again, by those
passages which negative all change on the part of the Self;
compare, for instance, ¢ This great unborn Self, undecaying,
undying, immortal, fearless is indeed Brahman’ (BrZ Up.
IV, 24).—Morcover, if the doctrine of general identity were
not true, those who are desirous of release could not be in
the possession of irrcfutable knowledge, and there would be
no possibility of any matter being well settled ; while yet
the knowledge of which the Self is the object is declared to
be jrrefutable and to satisfy all desire, and Scripture speaks
of those,  Who have well ascertained the object of the
knowledge of the Vediinta’ (Mu. Up. 111, 2, 6). Compare
also the passage, ' What trouble, what sorrow can there be
to him who has once beheld that unity?’ (Is. Up. 7.)—And
Smriti also represents the mind of him who contemplates
the Self as steady (Bha. Gi. I, 54).

As therefore the individual soul and the highest Sclf differ
in name only, it being a settled matter that perfect know-
ledge has for its objcct the absolute oneness of the two; it
is senscless to insist (as some do) on a plurality of Sclfs, and
to maintain that the individual soul is different from the
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causality in which the potter and the goldsmith stand to
the things mentioned ; a doubt arises to which of these
two kinds the causality of Brahman belongs.

The phirvapakshin maintains that Brahman evidently 1s
the operative cause of the world only, because Scripture
declares his creative energy to be preceded by reflection.
Compare, for instance, Pra. Up. VI, 3; 4: ‘Hec reflected, he
created prina. For observation shows that the action of

" operative causes only, such as potters and the like, is pre-
ceded by reflection, and moreover that the result of some
activity is brought about by the concurrence of several
factors!. It is therefore appropriate that we should view
the prime creator in the same light. The circumstance of
his being known as ‘the Lord’ furnishes another argu-
ment. For lords such as kings and the son of Vivasvat are
known only as operative causes, and the highest Lord also
must on that account be viewed as an operative cause
only.—Further, the effect of the creator’s activity, viz. this
world, is seen to consist of parts, to be non-intelligent and
impure ; we therefore must assume that its cause also is of
the same nature; for it is a matter of general observation
that cause and effect are alike in kind. But that Brahman
does not resemble the world in nature, we know from many
scriptural passages, such as ‘It is without parts, without
actions, tranquil, without fault, without taint’ Sve. Up.
VI, 19). Hence there remains no other alternative but to
admit that in addition to Brahman there exists a material
cause of the world of impure nature, such as is known from
Smriti? and to limit the causality of Brahman, as declared
by Scripture, to operative causality,

To this we make the following reply.~—tsrabman 1s to be
acknowledged as the material cause as well as the operative
cause ; because this latter view does not conflict with the
promissory statements and the illustrative instances. The
promissory statemeat chiefly mecant is the following one,

* Le, ibat the operatife cause and the.subsiantial cause are
scparate things, .
* Viz. the Siakhya-smritl.
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‘Have you cver asked for that instruction by whichthat which
is not heard’ becomes heard; that which is not perceived,
perceivéd ; that which is not kuown, known?* (X4 Up. VI,
1,3) This passage intimates that through the cognition of
onc thing everything clse, even if (previously) unknown,
becomes known. Now the knowledge of everything is
possible through the cognition of the material cause, since
the effect is non-different from the material cause, On the
other hand, effects are not non-different from’ their operative
causes; for we know from ordinary experience that the
carpenter, for instance, is different from the house he has
built—The illustrative example referred tois the one
mentioned (K4 Up. VI, 1, 4),*My dear, as by one clod
of clay all that is made of clay is known, the modification
(i.e. the effect) being a name merely which bas its origin in
speech, while the truth is that it is clay merely;’ which
passage again has refc to the material cause. The
text adds a few more illustrative instances of similar
nature, * As by one nugget of gold all that is made of gold
is known; as by one pair of nail-scissors all that is made of
iron is known.'—Similar g issory stat are made
in other places also, for instance, *What is that through
which if it is known everything else becomes known?’ (Mu
Up.1,1,3) An illustrative instance also is given in the
same place, ¢ As plants grow on the earth’ (I, 1, 7).—Com-
pare also the promissory statement in BrZ Up. IV, 5, 6,
*When the Self has been seen, heard, perceived, and
known, then all this is known ;* and the illustrative instance
quoted (IV, 5, 8),  Now as the sounds of a drum if beaten
cannot be seized externally, but the sound is seized when
the drum is seized or the beater of the drum.'—Similar
promissory statements and illustrative instances which are
to be found in all Vedinta-texts are to be viewed as
proving, more or less, that Brahman is also the material
cause of the world. The ablative case also in the passage,
¢That from whence (yataZ) these beings are bom,’ has to
be considercd as indicating the material cause of the beings,
according to the gramuatical rule, Pax. I, 4, 30.—That
Brahman is at the same ¢ime the operative cause of the
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world, we have to conclude from the circumstance that
there is no other guiding being. - Ordinarily material causes,
indeed, such as lumps of-clay and pieces of gold, are
dependent, in order to shape themselves into vessels and
omaments, on extraneous operative causes such as potters
and goldsmiths; but outside Brahman as material cause
there is no other operative cause to which the material cause
could look ; for Scripture ‘says that previously to creation
Brahman was one without a second.~—The absence of a
guiding principle other than the material cause can more-
over be established by means of the argument made use of
in the Sftra, viz. accordance with the promissory state-
ments and the illustrative examplés. If there were ad-
mitted a guiding principle different from the material
cause, it would follow that everything cannot be known
through one thing, and thereby the promissory statements
as well as the illustrative instances would be stultified.—The
Self is thus the operative cause, because theré is no other
ruling principle, and the material cause because there is
1o other substance from which the world could originate.

24. And on account of the statement of reflection
{on the part of the Self).

‘The fact of the sacred texts declaring that the Self
reflected likewise shows that it is the operative as well as
the material cause, Passages like ‘He wished, may I be
many, may I grow forth, and ¢ He thought, may I be many,
may I grow forth,’ show, in the first place, that the Self is
the agent in the independent activity which is preceded by
the Sclf's reflection; and, in the second place, that it is the
material cause also, since the words ‘May I be many*
intimate that the reflective desire of multiplying itself has
the inward Self for its object.

25. And on account of both (i. e. the origin and
the dissolution of the world) being directly de-
clared (to have Brahman for their material cause).

This Sitra supplies a further argument for Brahman’s
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being the general material cause.~Brahman is the material
cause of the world for that reason also that the origination
as well 'as the dissolution of the world is directly spoken
of in the sacred texts as having Brahman for their material
cause, *All these beings take their rise from the ether
and return into the ether’ (K% Up. I, g, 1). That that
from which some other thing springs and into which it
returns is the material cause of that other thing is well
known. Thus the earth, for instance, is the material cause
of rice, barley, and the like.—The word * directly’ (in the
Sltra) notifies that there is no other material cause, but that
all this sprang from the ether only.—Observation further
teaches that effects are not re-absorbed into anything else
but their material causes

26. (Brahman is the material cause). on account
of (the Self) making itself; (which is possible) owing
to modification.

Brahman is the material cause for that reason also that
Scripture—in the passage, ¢ That made itself its Self’ (Taitt.
Up. 11, 7y—represents the Self as the object of action as
well as the agent.—But how can the Self which as agent
was in full existence previously to the action be made out to
be at the same time that which is effected by the action ?—
Owing to modification, we reply.. The Self, although in full
existence previously to the action, modifies itself into some-
thing special, viz. the Self of the effect. Thus we sec that
causal substances, such as clay and the like, are, by uander-
going the process of modification, changed into their pro-
ducts.—The word ‘itself’ in the passage quoted intimates
the absence of any other operative cause but the Self.

The word * parindmit’ (in the Sltra} may also be taken
as constituting a separate Sitra by itself, the sense of
which would be: Brahman s the material cause of the
world for that reason also, that the sacred text speaks
of Brahman and its modification into the Self of its effect
as co-ordi d, viz. in the passage, ‘It b sat and
tyat, defined and undefined ' (Taitt. Up, 1T, 6).




288 VEDANTA-SUTRAS.

27. And because Brahman is called the source.

‘Brahman is the material cause for that reason also that it

is spoken of in the sacred texts as the source (yoni); compare,
for instance, ¢ The maker, the Lord, the person who has his
source in Brahman’ (Mu. Up. I1I, 1, 3); and * That which
the wise regard as the source of all beings’ (Mu. Up. L 1,
6). For that the word ‘source’ denotes the material cause
is well known from the use of ordinary language; the
carth, for instance, is called the yoni of trees and herbs,
In some places indeed the word yoni means not source, but
merely place ; so, for instance, in the mantra, ‘A yoni, O
Indra, was made for you to sit down upon’ (Rik. Sawmh.
1,104,1). But that in the passage quoted it means ‘source’
follows from a complementary passage, ‘As the spider sends
forth and draws in its threads,’ &c.—1It is thus proved that
Brahman is the material cause of the world—Of the ob-
Jection, finally, that in ordinary life the activity of operative
causal agents only, such as potters and the like, is preceded
by reflection, we dispose by the remark that, as the matter
in hand is not one which can be known through inferential
reasoning, ordinary experience cannot be used to settle it.
For the knowledge of that matter we rather depend on’
Scripture altogether, and hence Scripture only has to be
appealed to. And that Scripture teaches that the Lord
who reflects before creation is at the same time the material
cause, we have already explained. The subject wili, more-
over, be discussed more fully later on.

28. Hereby all (the doctrines concerning the
origin of the world which are opposed to the
Vedénta) are explained, are explained.

The doctrine according to which the pradhina is the
cause of the world has, in the Sitras beginning with I,
1, 5, been again and again brought forward and refuted.
The chief reason for the special attention given to-that
doctrine is that the Veddnta-texts contain some passages
which, to people deficient in mental penctration, may
appear to contain inferential marks pointing to it. The
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doctrine, moreover, stands somewhat near to the Vedinta
doctrine since, like the latter, it admits the non-difference
of cause and effect, and it, moreover, has been accepted by
some of the authors of the Dharma-sitras, such as Devala,
and so on. For all these reasons we have taken special
trouble to refute the pradhina doctring, without paying
much attention to the atomic and other theories. These
Jlatter theorics, however, must likewise be refuted, as they
also are opposed to the doctrine of Brahman being the
general cause, and as slow-minded people might think that,
they also are referred to in some Vedic passages. Hence
the Sitrakira formally extends, in the above Siitra, the
refutation already accomplished of the pradhina doctrine
to all similar doctrines which need not be demolished in
detail after their great protagonist, the pradhina doctrine,

has been so completely disposed of. They also are, firstly,

not founded on any scriptural authority ; and are, secondly,

directly contradicted by various Vedic passages.— The

repetition of the phrase ‘are explained’ is meant to in-

timate that the end of the adhydya has been reached.

[34]



SECOND ADHYAYA.
FIRST PADA.
REVERENCE TO THE HIGHEST SELr!

1. If ‘it be objected that (from the doctrine ex-
pounded hitherto) there would result the fault of
there being no room for (certain) Smyritis; we do
not admit that objection, because (from the rejection .
of our doctrine) there would result the fault of want
of room for other Smztis.

1t has been shown in the first adhy4ya that the omniscient
Lord of all is the cause of the origin of this world in the
same way as clay is the material cause of jars and gold of
golden ornaments; that by his rulership he is the cause of
the subsistence of this world once originated, just as the
magician is the cause of the subsistence of the magical
illusion; and that he, lastly, is the cause of this emitted
world being finally reabsorbed into his essence, just as the
four classes of creatures are reabsorbed into the carth, It
has further been proved, by a d ration of the connected
meaning of all the Vedinta-texts, that the Lord is the Self
of all of us, Moreover, the doctrines of the pradhdna, and
so on, being the cause of this world have been refuted as
not being scriptural.—The purport of the seccond adhydya,
which we now begin, is to refute the objections (to the
doctrine cstablished hitherto) which might be founded on
Smriti and Reasoning, and to show that the doctrines of the
pradhina, &c. have only fallacious arguments to Ican upon,
and that the different Vedinta-texts do not contradict one
another with regard to the mode of creation and similas
topics—The first point is to refute the objections based on
Smriti.

Your doctrine (the plrvapakshin says) that the omaiscient
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Brahman only is the cause of this world cannot be nmin-
tained, ‘because there results from it the fault ‘of there
being no room for (certain) Smritis.” Such Smritis are the
one called Tantra which was composed by a réshi and
_ is accepted by authoritative persons, and other Smritis
based on it?; for all of which there would be, no room if
your interpretation of the Veda were the true one. For
they all teach that the non-intelligent pradhina is the
independent cause of the world. There is indeed room (a
raison d’étre} for Smritis like the Manu-smriti, which
give information about matters connected with the whole
body of religious duty, characterised by injunction? and
comprising the agnihotra and similar performances. They
tell us at what time and with what rites the members of the
different castes are to be initiated ; how the Veda has to be
studied ; in what way the cessation of study has to take
place ; how marriage has to be performed, and so on. They
further lay down the manifold religious duties, beneficial to
man, of the four castes and &sramas?® The Képila Smriti,
on the other hand, and similar books are not concerned with
things to be done, but were composed with exclusive refer-
ence to perfect knowledge as the means of final release.  If
thes no room were left for them in that connexion also, they
would be altogether purposeless ; and hence we must explain
the Vedanta-texts in such a manner as not to bring them
into conflict with the Smritis mentioned 4—But how, some-
body may ask the piirvapakshin, can the eventual fault of
there being left no room for certain Smristis be used as an
objection against that sense of Sruti which—from various

° 1 The Smrii called Tantra is the Sifkhyasistra as taught by
Kapila ; the Smriti-writers depending on him are Asuri, Pasifasikha,
and others,

* Mimimsi SQ. I, 1, 21 Zodanflakshanosrtho dharmak.  Com-
mentary: fodand iti kriydyi4 pravartakam vadanam Shak

3 Purushirtha; in opposition to the rules referred to in the
preceding sentence which are kratvartha, i e. the acting acvcording
1o which secures the proper performance of certain rites.

¢ Tt having been decided by the Parvi Miminsi already that
Smratis contradicted by Sruti are to be disregarded.

va2
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reasons as detailed under I, 1 and ff.—has been ascertained
by us to be the true one, viz. that the omniscient Brahman
alone is the cause of the world »—Qur objection, the pir-
vapakshin replies, will perhaps not appear valid to persoris
of independent thought; but as most men depend in their
reasonings on others, and are unable to ascertain by them-
selves the sense of Sruti, they naturally rely on Smyitis,
composed by celebrated authorities, and try to arrive at the
sense of Sruti with their assistance; while, owing to their
esteem for the authors of the Smyitis, they have no trust in
our explanations, The knowledge of men like Kapila
Smriti declares to have been 7sshi-like and unobstructed,
and moreover there is the following Sruti-passage, ¢Itis he
who, in the beginning, bears in his thoughts the son, the
rishi, kapila, whom he wishes to look on while he is born’
(Sve. Up. V, 2). Hence their opinion cannot be assumed
to 13e erroneous, and as they moreover strengthen their
position by argumentation, the objection remains valid, and
we must therefore attempt to explain the Vedinta-texts in
sonformity with the Smyitis,

This objection we dispose of by the remark, ¢ It is not so
because therefrom would result the fault of want of room
for other Smritis.'—If you object to the doctrine of the Lord
being the cause of the world on the ground that it would
render certain Smsitis purposeless, you thereby render
purposcless other Smritis which declare themselves in
favour of the said doctrine. These latter Smriti-texts we
will quote in what follows. In one passage the highest
Brahman is introduced as the subject of discussion, ¢ That
which is subtle and not to be known ;’ the text then goes
on, *That is the internal Sclf of the creatures, their soul,
and after that remarks ¢ From that sprang the Uncvolved,
consisting of the three gumas, O best of Brihmaras.
And in another place it is said that ‘the Uncvolved is

% On the mcaning of *kapila’ in the above passage, compare the
Introduction to the Upanishads, translatd by Max Muoller, vol. i,
p. xxxviis To—As will be scen later on, Saukara, in this Lhdshya,
tahes the Rapila nuferred 1o 10 be some rishic
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dissolved in the Person devaid of qualities, O Brih<
mana’'—Thus we read also in the Purlxa, ‘Hear thence
this short statement: The ancient Ndréy:wa is all thrs-
he produces the creation at the due time, and at the
time of reabsorption he consumes it agal'n.’ And so
in the Bhagavadgiti also (VII, 6), ‘I am the origin and
the place of reabsorption of the whole world” And
Apastamba too says with reference to the highest Self,
*From him spring all bodies; he is the primary cause,
he is eternal, he is unchangeable’ (Dharma Sotra I, 8,
23, 2). In this way Smyriti, in many places, declares the
Lord to be the efficient as well as the material cause
of the world, As the plrvapakshin opposes us on the,
ground of Smyiti, we reply to him on the ground of Smrsti
only ; hence the line of defence taken up in the Sttra. Now
it has been shown already that the Sruti-texts aim at con-
veying the doctrine that the Lord is the universal cause, and
as wherever different Smritis conflict those maintaining one
view must be accepted, while those which maintain the
opposite view must be set aside, those Smritis which follow
Sruti arc to be considered as authoritative, while all others
are to be disregarded ; according to the Sttra met with in
the chapter treating of the means of proof (Mim. Sdtra 1, 3,
3),* Where there is contradiction (between Sruti and Smriti)
(Smaiti) is to be disregarded ; in case of there being no
(contradiction) (Smriti is to be recognised) as there is infer-
ence (of Smriti being founded on Sruti)’—Norcanweassume
that some persons are able to perceive supersensuous matters
without Sruti, as there exists no efficient cause for such per-
ception. Nor, again, can it be said that such perception
may be assumed in the case of Kapila and others who
possessed supernatural powers, and consequeatly unob-
structed power of cognition. For the possession of super-
natural powers itself depends on the p:rformance of religions
duty, and religious duty is that which is characterised by
injunction?; hence the sense of injunctions (i.e. of the Veda)

1 I, e, religious duty is known only from the m;uncme pxsszges
of the Veda.
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which is established first must not be fancifully interpreted
in reference to the dicta of men established’ (i.e. made
perfect, and therefore posséssing supernatural powers) after-
wards only. Moreover, even if those ‘perfect’ men were
accepted as authorities to be appealed to, still, as there are
many such perfect men, we should have, in all those cases
where the Smritis contradict each other in the manner
described, no other means of final decision than an appéal
to Sruti—As to men destitute of the power of inde-
pendent judgment, we are not justified in assuming that
they will without any reason attach themselves to some
particular Smriti; for if men's inclinations were so alto-
gether unregulated, truth itself would, owing to the
multifogmity of human opinion, become unstable. We
must therefore try to lead their judgment in the
right way by pointing out to them the conflict of the
Smritis, and the distinction founded on some of them
following Sruti and others not—The scriptural passage
which the plrvapakshin has quoted as proving the eminence
of Kapila's knowledge would not justify us in believing in
such doctrines of Kapila (i. ¢. of some Kapila) as are contrary
to Scripture; for that passage mentions the bare name of
Kapila (without specifying which Kapila is meant), and we
meet in tradition with another Kapila, viz. the one who
burned the sons of Sagara and had the surname Visudeva,
That passage, morcover, serves another purpose, (viz. the
establishment of the doctrine of the highest Self,) and has on
that account no force to prove what is not proved by any
other means, (viz. the supereminence of Kapila’s know-
ledge.) On the other hand, we have a Sruti-passage which
proclaims the excellence of Manu?, viz. ¢ Whatever Manu
said is medicine* (Taitt. Samh. I, 2, 10, 2). Manu himself,
where he glorifies the secing of the one Self in cverything
( he who cqually sees the Self in all beings and all beings
in the Sclf, he as a sacrificer to the Sclf attains self-

' After it has been shown that Kapila the dvaitavidin is not
mentioned in Sruti, it is now shown that Manu the siniunavidin is
mentioned there,
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lumi; ' i.e. b Brahman, Manu Smriti XII,
91), implicitly blames the doctrine of Kapili. For Kapila,
by acknowledging a plurality of Selfs, does not admit the
doctrine of there being one universal Self, In the Mahi-
bhirata also the question is raised whether there are many
persons (souls) or one; thereupon the opinion of others is -
mentioned, ‘ There are many persons, O King, according to
the Sankhya and Yoga philosophers;’ that opinion is contro-
verted * just as there is one place of origin, (viz. the earth,)
for many persons, so I will proclaim to you that universal
person raised by his qualities;’ and, finally, it is declared
that there is one universal Self, * He is the internal Self of

—me, of thee, and of all other embodied beings, the internal
witness of all, not to be apprehended by any one. He the
all-headed, all.armed, all-footed, all-eyed, ‘all-nosed one
moves through all beings according. to his will and
liking.! And Scripture also declares that there is one
universal Self, * When to a man who understands the Self
has become all thifigs, what sorrow, what trouble can
there be to him who once beheld that unity?’ (fs. Up.
7}; and other similar passages. All which proves that the
system of Kapila contradicts the Veda, and the doctrine of
Manu who follows the Veda, by its hypothesisof a plurality
of Selfs also, not only by the ption of an independ.
pradhdna. The authoritativeness of the Veda with regard
to the matters stated by it js independent and direct, just
as the light of the sun is the direct means of our knowledge
of formand colour; theauthoritativeness of human dicta, en
the other hand, is of an altogether different kind, as it
depends on an extrancous basis (viz. the Veda), and is (not
immediate but) mediated by a chain ,of teachers and
tradition.

Hence the circumstance that the result (of cur doctrine)
is want of room for certain Smyitis, with regard to matters
contradicted by the Veda, furnishes no valid objection.—
An additional reason for this our opinion is supplied by the

following Sitra.

2. And on account of the non.perception of the
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others (i.e. the effects of the pradhina. according
to the Sankhya system).

The principles different from the pradhina, but to be
viewed as its modifications which the (Sankhya) Smriti
assumes, as, for instance, the great principle, are perceived
neither in the Veda nor in ordinary experience. Now things
of the nature of the elements and the sense organs, which
are well known from the Veda, as well as from experience,
may be referred to in Smriti ; but with regard tothingswhich,
like Kapila’s great principle, are known neither from the Veda
nor from experience—no more than, for instance, the objects
of a sixth sense—Smyitiis altogether impossible. That some
scriptural passages which apparently refer to such things
as the great principle have in reality quite a different
meaning has already been shown under I, 4, 1. But if
that part of Smriti which is concerned with the cflects
(i. e. the great principle, and so on) is without authority,
the part which refers to the cause (the pradhina) will be
so likewise, This is what the Sitra means to say.—We
have thus established a second reason, proving that the
circumstance of there being no room left for certain Smritis
does not constitute a valid objection to our doctrine.—The
weakness of the trust in reasoning (apparently favouring
the Sankhya doctrine) will be shown later on under II, 1,

4 fl.

3. Thereby the Yoga (Smr4ti) is refuted.

This Satra extends the application of the preceding argu-
mentation, -and remarks that by the refutation of the
Sankhya-smriti the Yoga-smriti also is to be considered
as refuted ; for the latter also assumes, in opposition to
Seripture, a pradhina as the independent cause of the world,
and the * great principle,’ &c. as its cflccts, although neither
the Veda nor common experience favour these views.—But,
if the same rteasoning applies to the Yoga also, the fatter
system is already disposed of by the previous arguments ;
of what use then is it formally to cxtend them to the
Yoga? (as the Sltra does.)—We reply that here an ad-
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ditional cause of doubt presents itsclf; the practice of Yoga
being enjoined in the Veda as 2 means of obtaining perfect
knowledge; so, for instance, Br4. Up. 11, 4,5, *(The Self) is
to be heard, to be thought, to be meditated upon’ In
the Svetisvatara Upanishad, moreover, we find various in-
junctions of Yoga-practice connccted with the assumption
of different positions of the body, &c.; so, for instance,
¢ Holding his body with its three ercct parts even,’ &c. (11, 8).
Further, we find very many passages in the Veda which
(without expressly enjoining it) point to the Yoga, as, for
instance, Ka. Up. 11, 6, 11, ¢ This, the firm holding back of
the senses, is what is called Yoga;® * Ilaving rcceived this
knowledge and the whole rule of Yoga' (Ka. Up. II, 6,
18); and so on. And in the Yoga-sistra itself the passage,
¢ Now then Yoga, the means of the knowledge of truth,” &c.
defines the Yoga as a means of reaching perfect knowledge.
As thus one topic of the sistra at least (viz. the practice
of Yoga) is shown to be authoritative, the entire Yoga-
smriti will have to be accepted as unobjectionable, just
as the Smriti referring to the ashfakis 2—To this we reply
that the formal extension (to the Yoga, of the arguments
primarily directed against the Sankhya) has the purpose
of removing the additional doubt stated in the above lines;
for in spite of a part of the Yoga-smriti being authoritative,
the disagreement (between Smriti and Sruti) on other topics
remains as shown above-—Although? there are many
Smritis treating of the soul, we have singled out for refu-
tation the Sinkhya and Yoga because they are widely
known as offering the means for accomplishing the highest

3 In which passage the phrase ‘to be meditated upon' (nidi-
dhy4si) indicates the act of mental concentration characleristic of
the Yoga.

* The ashsakis (certain oblations to be made on the eighth days
after the full moons of the seasons hemanta and sisira} furnish the
stock illustration for the doctrine of the Pind Mim. that Smrali
is authoritative in so far as it is based on Sruti.

s But why—it will be asked—do you 2pply roursell to the
refutation of the Siakhya and Yoga only, and not also to that of
other Smrilis conflicting with the Veddnta views?
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end of man and have found favour with many competent
persons. Moreover, their position is strengthened by a
Vedic passage referring to them, ‘He who has known
that cause which is to be apprehended by Sinkhya and
Yoga he is frced from all fetters’ (Sve. Up. VI, 13). (The
claims which on the ground of this last passage might be
set up for the Sankhya and Yoga-smritis in their entirety)
we refute by the remark that the highest beatitude (the
highest aim of man) is not to be attained by the know-
ledge’ of the Sinkhya.smriti irrespective of the Veda, nor
by the road of Yoga-practice. For Scripture itself declares
that there is no other means of obtaining the highest beati-
tude but the knowledge of the unity of the Self which is
conveyed by the Veda, ‘ Over death passes only the man
who knows him ; there is no other path to go’ (Sve. Up.
II1, 8). And the Saskhya and Yoga-systems maintain
duality, do not discern the unity of the Self. In the
passage quoted (* That cause which is to be apprehended
by Siiakhya and Yoga’) the terms ¢ Saiikhya” and ‘ Yoga’
denote Vedic knowledge and meditation, as e infer from
proximity ', We willingly allow room for those portions
of the two systems which do not contradict the Veda. In
their description of the soul, for instance, as free from all
qualities the Sankhyas are in barmony with the Veda
which teaches that the person (purusha) is essentially pure;
cp. Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 16, * For that person is not attached to
anything,’ The Yoga again in giving rules for the con-
dition of the wandering religious mendicant admits that
statc of retirement from the concerns of life which is known
from scriptural passages such as the following one, * Then
the partivrigaka with discolourcd (yellow) dress, shaven,
without any possessions,’ &c. (Gibila Upan. IV).

The above remarks will serve as a reply to the claims
of all argumecntative Smrdtis. If it be said that those
Smirstis also assist, by argumentation and proof, the cogni-
tion of truth, we do not object to so much, but we maintain

' Lc. from the fact of these terms being employed in a passage

standing close to othier passages which refer to Vedic knowledge,
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all the same that the truth can be known from the Ved4nta-
texts only ; as is stated by scriptural passages such as
*None who does not know the Veda perceives that great
one’ (Taitt. Br. ITI, 12, 9, 7) ; *I now ask thee that person
taught in the Upanishads’ (Brs. Up. I11, 9, 26) ; and others.

4. (Brahman canjnot (be the cause of the world)
on account of the difference of character of that,
(viz. the world); and its being such, (i.e. different
from Brahman) (we learn) from Scripture, - -

The objections, founded on Smriti, against the doctrine
of Brahman being the efficient and the material cause of
this world have been refuted; we now proceed to refute
those founded on Reasoning.—DBut (to raise an objection at
the outset) how is there room for objections founded on
Reasoning after the sense of the sacred texts has once been
settled? The sacred texts are certainly to be considered
absolutely authoritative with regard "to Brahman as well
as with regard to religious duty (dharma).—(To this the
plrvapakshin replics), The analogy between Brahman and
dharma would hold good if the matter in hand were to be
known through the holy texts only, and could not be ap-
proached by the other means of right knowledge also.
In the casc of religious duties, i. ¢ things to be done, we
indecd entirely depend on Seripture. But now we arc
concerned with Brahman which is an accomplished existing
thing, and in the case of accomplished things there is room
for other means of right knowledge also, as, for instance,
the case of carth and the other elements shows. And
justas in the case of scveral conflicting scriptural passages
we explain all of them in such a manner as to make them
accord with onc, so Sruti, if in conflict with other means
of right knowledge, has to be bent so as to accord with
the latter. Morcover, Reasoning, which cnables us to infer
something not actually perccived in conscquence of its
having a certain equality of attributes with what is :{cma.lly
perceived, stands nearer to pereeption than Sruti which
conveys its sense by tradition merely. And lhc‘knowlcdgc
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of Brahman which discards Nescience and effects final
relcase terminates in a peiception (viz. the intuition—
sikshitkira—of Brahman), and as such must be assumed
to have a seen result (not ‘an unscen one like dhatma) ™.
Moreover, the scriptural passage, ¢ He is to be heard, to
be thought, cnjoins thought in addition to hearing, and
thereby shows that Reasoning also is to be resorted to
with regard to Brahman. Hence an objection founded on
Reasoning is set forth, * Not so, on account of the difference
of nature of this (effcct).’—The Vedintic opinion that the
intelligent Brahman is the material cause of this world
is untenable because the cffect would in that case be of
an altogether different character from the cause. For
this world, which the Vedantin considers as the effect
of Brahman, is perccived to be non-intelligent and im-
pure, consequent]y different in character from Brahman;
and Brahman again is declared by the sacred texts to be
of ‘a character different from the world, viz. intclligent
and pure. But things of an altogether different character
cannot stand to cach other in the relation of mu.terial
cause and cffect. Such effects, for instance, as golden orna-
ments do not have earth for their material cause, nor is

t The cognition of Brahman terminates in an act of anubbava;
hence as it bhas been shown that reasoning is more closely con-
nected with anubhava than Sruti is, we have the right to apply
seasoning to Stuti,—Ananda Giti comments on the passage from
anubhavivesinam as follows: brahmasikshatkirasya mohshopi-
yatayd pradhinyit tatra sabdid api parokshagokardd aparckshir-
thasidharmyagokaras tarkosntarangam iti tasyaiva balavavam ity
arthaZ.  Adtihyamitrena pravidapiramparyamitrena parokshatayeti
yivat. Anubhavasya pmdhm)c tarkasyoktanydyena tasminn an-

1arah id ag 42 bahirangatvid antarangabahirangayor
anmrnng:un balavad ity nydyid uktam tarkasya balavativam,
Anubharapridhinyam tu nidydpi siddh ity d4sankyihinubhaveti.

Nanu Brahmagninam vaidikawvid dharmavad adrishfapbalam
eshfavyam tat kutossyinubhavdvasindvidydnivartakatvam tateiba
moksheti. Adhish/Ainasikshitkirasya suktyddigiine tadavidydtat-
L:Ar)am\ambuulluhlcl: brahmagainasyipi tarkavasid asambhi-
vanidinirisadvird  sikshithdrivasiyinas  tadavidyddinivartakatve-
naiva muktihetuteti nidrishaphalatety arnthak.
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gold the material cause of earthen vessels; but effects of
an earthy nature originate from earth and effects of the
nature of gold from gold. In the same manner this world,
which is nop-intelligent and comprises pleasure, pain, and
dulness, can only be the effect of a cause itself non-in-
telligent and made up of pleasure, pain, and dulness; but
not of Brahman which is of an altogether different character,
The difference in character of this world from Brahman
must be understood to be due to its impurity and its want
of intclligence. It is impure because being itself made
up of pleasure, pain, and dulness, it is the cause of delight,
" grief, despondenty, &c., and because it comprises in itself
abodes of various character such as heaven, hell, and so on.
It is devoid of intelligence because it is observed to stand
to the intelligent principle in the relation of subserviency,
being the instrument of its activity. For the relation of
subserviency of one thing to another is not possible on
the basis of equality; two lamps, for instance, cannot be
said to be subservient to each other (both being equally
{uminous).—But, it will be said, an intelligent instrument
ilso might be subservient to the enjoying soul; just as
i intelligent servant is subservient to his master—
This analogy, we reply, does not hold good, because in the
case of servant and master also only the non-intelligent
clement in the former is subservient to the intelligent
master. For a being endowed with intelligence subserves
another intelligent being only with the non-intelligent part
belonging to it, viz. its internal organ, sease organs, &ec.;
while in so far as it is intelligent jtself it acts ncither for
nor against any other being. For the Sankhyas are of
opinion that the intelligent beings (i.e. the souls)‘ are ig-~
capable-of cither taking in or giving out anything 4, and
are non-active. Hence that only which is devoid of in-
telligence can be an instrument. Nor?is there anything

! Nintisayis, upaganipiyadt ¥
An. Gi.

* A sentence replying to the possible objection that lh.c world,
as being the effect of the intelligent” Brahman, nught atselfl be

intelligent.
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to show that things like pieces of wood and clods of earth
are of an intelligent nature ; on the contrary, the dichotomy
of all things which exist into such as are intelligent and
such as are non-intelligent is well established. This world
thercfore cannot have its material cause in Brahman from
which it is altogether different in character.—Here some-
body might argue as follows. Scripture tells us that this
world has originated from an intelligent cause; therefore,
starting from the obscrvation that the attributes of the cause
survive in the effect, I assume this whole world to be in-
telligent. The absence of manifestation of intelligence
{in this world) is to be ascribed to the particular nature of
the modification®, Just asundoubtedly intelligent beings do
not manifest their intclligence in certain states such assleep,
swoon, &c., so the intelligence of wood and earth also is
not manifest (although it exists). In consequence of this
difference produced by the manifestation and non-mani-
festation of intellizence (in the case of men, animals, &c., on
the one side, and wood, stones, &c. on the other side), and
in consequence of form, colour, and the like being present in
the one case and absent in the other, nothing prevents the
instruments of action (earth, wood, &c.) from standing to
the souls in the relation of a subordinate to a superior thing,
although in reality both arc equally of an intelligent nature.
And just as such substances as flesh, broth, pap, and the
like may, owing to their individual differcnces, stand in the
relation of mutual subscrviency, although fundamentally
they arc all of the same nature, viz, mere modifications of
carth, so it will be in thc casc under discussion also, with-
out there being done any violence to the well-known
distinction (of beings intelligent and non-intelligent).—This
reasoning—the prvapakshin replies—if valid might remove
to a certain extent that difference of character between

t In the case of things ly considered intelligent,
intelligence is not influenced by an internal organ, and on that
account remains unperceived; samaste gagati sato«pi Aaitanyasya
tara tatrintaAkaranapariziminuparigid anupalabdhir aviruddbi.
An. Gi.
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Brahman and the world which is due to the circumstance
of the one being intelligent and the other non-intelligent ;
there would, however, still remain that other difference which
results from the fact that the onc is pure and the other
impure. But in reality the argumentation of the objector
docs not cven remove the first-named difference; as is
declared in the latter part of the Sitra, ¢ And its being such
we learn from Scripture” For the assumption of the in-
tellectuality of the entirc world—which is supported neither
by perception nor by inference, &c—must be considered
as resting on Scripture only in so far as the latter speaks
of the world as having originated from an intelligent causc;
but that scriptural statement itsclf is contradicted by other
texts which declare the world to be *of such a nature,’
i.c. of a nature different from that of its material cause.
For the scriptural passage, ¢ It becamc that which is know-
ledge and that which is devoid of knowledge’ (Taitt. Up.
11, 6), which teaches that a certain class of beings is of a
non-intelligent nature intimates thereby that the non-intel-
ligentworld is different from the intelligent Brahman.—But—
somebody might again object—the sacred texts themselves

sometimes speak of the elements and the bodily organs,
which ate generally considered to be devoid of intelligence,

as intelligent beings. The following passages, for instance,

attribute intelligence to the el ts. ¢ The earth spoke;’

“The waters spoke’ (Sat. Br. VI, 1, 3,25 4); and, again,

¢Firc thought;’ ¢ Water thought’ (K4 Up. VI, 2, 3; 4).

QOther texts attribute intelligence to the bodily organs,

These pranas when quarrelling together asto who was the

best went to Brahman’ (Bri. Up. VI, 1, 7); and, again,

“They said to Speech: Do thou sing out for us’(Bri. Up.

1, 3, 2).—To this objection the piirvapakshin replies in the

following Sttra.

5.. But (there takes place) denotation of the super-
intending (deities), on account of the difference and

the connexion,

The word ‘but’ discards the doubt mised. We are
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nét entitled to base the assumption of the elements and
the sense organs being of an intellectual nature on such
passages as ‘the earth spoke, &ec. because ‘there takes
place denotation of that which presides. In the case of
actions like speaking, disputing, and so on, which require
intelligence, the scriptural passages denote not the mere
material clements and organs, but rather the intelligent
divinities which preside over earth, &c., on the one hand,
and Speech, &c., on the other hand. And why so? ‘On
account of the difference and the connexion’ The
difference is the one previously referred to between the
enjoying souls, on the one hand, and the material elements
and organs, on the other hand, which is founded on the
distinction between intelligent and non-intelligent beings ;
that difference would not be possible if all beings were
intelligent. Moreover, the Kaushitakins in their account of
the dispute of the primas make express use of the word
¢ divinitiés’ in order to preclude the idea of the mere material
organs being meant, and in order to include the super-
intending intelligent beings. They say,‘The deities con-
tending with each for who was the best; ’ and, again, ¢ All
these deities having recognised the pre-eminence in prisa’
(Kau. Up. II, 14).—And, sccondly, Mantras, Arthavidas,
Itihasas, Purdnas, &c. all declare that intelligent presiding
divinities are connected with everything. Moreover, such
scriptural passages as * Agni having become Speech entered
into the mouth’ (Ait. Ar. 11, 4, 2, 4) show that each
bodily organ is.connected with its own favouring divinity.
And in the passages supplementary to the quarrel of the
prizas we fgact in one place how, for the purpose of
settling their relative excellence, they went to Pragdpati,
and how they settled their quarrel on the ground of presence
and absence, cach of them, as Pragdpati had advised, de-
parting from the bedy for some time (* They went to their
father Pragipati and said,’ &c.; &% Up. V, 1,7); and in
another place it is said that they made an offering to prira
(Bri. Up. VI, 1, 13), &c.; all of them proceedings which are
analogous to thosc of men, &c, and therefore strengthen
the hypothesis that the text refers to the superintending
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deities. In the case of such passages as, ¢ Fire thought,’
we must assume that the thought spoken of is that of
the highest deity which is connected with its effects*as
a superintending principle.—From all this it follows that
this world is different in nature from Brahman, and hence’
cannot have it for its material cause.

To this objection raised by the pdrvapakshin e next
Sdtra replies,

6. But it is seen.

The word *but”’ discards the ptirvapaksha,

Your assertion that this world cannot have originated
from Brahman on account of the difference of its character
is not founded on an absolutely true tenet. For we see
that from man, who is acknowledged to be intelligent, non-
intelligent things such as hair and nails originate, and that,
on the other hand, from avowedly non-intelligent matter,
such as cow-dung, scorpions and similar animals are pro-
duced.—But—to state an objection—the real cause of the
non-intelligent hair and nails is the human body which is
itself non-intelligent, and the non-intelligent bodies only of
scorpions are the effects of non-intelligent dung.—Even
thus, we reply, there remains a difference in character
(between the cause, for instance, the dung, and the effect,
for instance, the body of the scorpion), in so far as some
non-intelligent matter {the bod*) is the abode of an
intelligent principle (the scorpion’s soul), while other
non-intelligent matter {the dung) is not. Moreover, the
difference of nature—due to the cause passing over
into the cffect—between the bodies "of men on the one
side and hair and nails on the other side, is, on account’
of the divergence of colour, form, &c., very considerable
after all. The same remark holds good "with regard to
cow-dung and the bodies of scorpions, &e. If absolute
equality were insisted on (in the case of onc thing being
the effect of another), the relation of material cause and
effect (which after all requires a distinction of the two)
would be annihilated. If, again, it be remarked that in the
case of men and hair as well as in that of scorpions and

{343 x
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cow-dung there is one characteristic feature, at least, which
is found in the effect as well as in the cause, viz. the quality
of being of an earthy nature; we reply that in the case of
Brahman and the world also one characteristic feature, viz.
that of existence (satta), is found in ether,-&c. (which are
the effects) as well as in Brahman (which is the cause)—
He, moreover, who on the ground of the difference of the
attributes tries to invalidate the doctrine of Brahman
being the cause of the world, must assert that he uander-
stands by difference of attributes either the non-occurrence
(in the world) of the entire complex of the characteristics
of Brahman, or the non-occurrence of any (some or other)
characteristic, or the non-occurrence of the characteristic
of intelligence. The first assertion would lecad to the
negation of the relation of cause and eflect in general,
which relation is based on the fact of there being in the cffect
something over and above the cause (for if the two were
absolutely identical they could not be distinguished). The
second assertion is open to the charge of running counter
to what is well known ; for, as we have already remarked,
the characteristic quality of existence which belongs to
Brahman is found likewise in cther and so on. For the
third assertion the requisite proving instances are wanting ;
for what instances could be brought forward against the
upholder of Brahman, in order to prove the gceneral
assertion that whatever is devoid of intelligence is scen not
to be an effect of Brahman? (The upholder of Brahman
would simply not admit any such instances} because he
maintains that this cntire complex of things bas Brahman
for its material cause. And that all such assertions arc
contrary to Scripture, is clear, as we have already shown it
to be the purport of Scripture that Brahman is the cause
and substance of the world. It hasindeed been maintained
by the plrvapakshin that the other means of proof also’
(and not merely sacred tradition) apply to Brahman, on
arcount of its being an accomplished entity (not something
to be accomplished as religious duties are); but such an
assertion is entirely gratuitous.  For Brahman, as being
devoid of form and so on, cannot become an object of
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perception ; and as there are in its case no characteristic
marks (on which conclusions, &c. might be based), inference
also an? the other means of proof do not apply to it; bat,
like religious duty, it is to be known solely on the ground
of holy tradition. Thus Seripture also declares, .* Thdt
doctrine is not to be obtained by argument, but when it is
declared by another then, O dearest! it is easy to under-
stand’ (Ka. Up. 1, 2, ). And again, ¢ Who in truth knows
it? Who could here proclaim it, whence this creation
sprang ?’ (Rig-v. Samh. X, 129, 6). These two mantras show
that the cause of this world is not to be known even by
divine beings (isvara)? of extraordinary power and wisdom.
There are also the following Smriti passages to the same
cffect: “Do not apply reasoning to those things which are
uncognisable®;’ ‘Unevolved he is called, uncognisable,
unchangeable;’ ‘Not the legions of the gods know my
origin, not the great séshis. For I myself am in every way
the origin of the gods and great #sshis’ (Bha. Gi. X, 2).
—And if it has been maintained above that the scriptural
passage enjoining thought (on Brahman) in addition to
mere learing {(of the sacred texts treating of Brahman)
shows that reasoning also is to be allowed its place, we
_reply that the passage must not deceitfully be taken
as enjoining bare independent ratiocination, but must be
understood to represent reasoning as a subordinate auxiliary
of intuitional knowledge. By reasoning of the latter type
we may, for instance, arrive at the following conclusions;
that because the state of dream and the waking state exclude’
cach other the Self is not connected with those states;
that, as the soul in the state of deep sleep leaves the
phenomenal world behind and becomes ore with that
whose Self is pure Being, it has for its Self pure Being
apart” from the phenomenal world; that as the world
springs from Brahman it cannot be separate from Brahman,

1 0On tsvara in the abdve meaning, compare Deussen, p. 69,

note 4¥.
s The line * prakriibhyat param,’ &c. is wanting in all MSS,
1 have consulted.
X 2
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according to the principle of the non-difference of cause
. and ‘effect, &' The fallaciousness of mere reasoning wi.ll
moreover be demonstrated later on (I1, 1, 11).—He?, more-
over, who merely on the ground of the sacred tradition
about an intelligent cause of the world would assume this
entire world to be of an intelfectual nature would find room
for the other scriptural passage quoted above (‘ He became
knowledge and what is devoid of knowledge’) which
teaches a distinction of intellect and non-intellect; for
he could avail himself of the doctrine of intellect bcx'n_g
sometimes manifested and sometimes non-manifested. His
antagonist, on the other hand (i. e. the Sikhya), would not
be able to make anything of the passage, for it distinctly
teaches that the highest cause constitutes the Self of t.hc
entire world,

If, then, on account of difference of character that which
is intelligent cannot pass over into what is non-intelligent,
that also which is non-intelligent (i.e. in our case, the
non-intelligent pradhina of the Siakhyas) cannot pass over
into what is intelligent.—(So much for argument’s sake,)
but apart from that, as the argument festing on difference
of character has already been refuted, we must assume an
intelligent cause of the world in agreement with Scripture.

' Ananda Giri on the above passage: stuty&kinkshitam tarkam
eva idhivishay diharati svap i. Svapnagigaritayor
mithovyabhitirdd fimanak bhii tad bhivdd avasthi-
dvayena tasya  svatossampriktatvam ato  givasyivasthivatvena
nibrahmatvamity arthak.  Tathipi dehiditiditmyenitmano bhivin
na nisprapadiabrahmatety &saikyiha sampraside £eti,  Satd somya
tadd sampanno bhavatiti sruteh sushupte nidprapadtasaditmatviva-
gamid & tathisidhabrah ddhir ity artha’, Dvaita-
grihipratyalshidivirodhit hatham Stmanosdvitfyabrahmatvam ity
Anikya tagpatvidibetund brahmitiribtavasvabhivasiddher adbyas
kshidinim  atanivedakaprimingid aviredhid juktam Stmano
» dhitfyabsahimatvam ity dha prapasddasyeti,

* Let us finally assume, merely for argument’s sake, that a
vailakshanya of cauwe and effect is not admissible, and enquire
whether that assumption can be reconciled more casily with an
intelligent or & non-intelligent cause of the world.
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7. If (it is said that the effect is) non-existent .
(before “its origination); we do not allow that
because it is a mere negation (without an object).

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and devoid of-
qualities such as sound, and so on, is supposed to be the
cause of an effect which is of an opposite nature, i.e.
non-intelligent, impure, possessing the qualities of sound,
&c., it follows that the effect has to be considered as
non-existing before its actual origination. But this con-

- sequence cannot be acceptable to you—the Vedintin-—
who maintain the doctrine of the effect \e'xisting in. the
cause already.

This objection of yours, we reply, is without any force,
on account of its being a mere negation, If you negative
the existence of the effect previeus to its actual origina-
tion, your negation is a mere negation without an object to _
be necgatived, The negation (implied in ‘non-existent’)
can certainly not have for its object the existence of the
effect previous to its origination, since the effect must be
viewed as *existent,’ through and in the Self of the cause,
before its origination as well as after it ; for at the present
moment also this effect does not exist independently, apart
from the cause; according to such scriptural passages as,
*Whosoever looks for anything elsewhere than in the Self
is abandoned by everything' (Bri. Up. II, 4, 6). In so
far, on the other hand, as the effect exists through the Self
of the cause, its existence is the same before the actual be-
ginning of the efcct {as after it).—But Brahman, which is
devoid of qualities such as sound, &c., is the cause of this
world (p ing all those qualities)!—True, but the effect
with all its qualities does not exist without the Self of the
cause cither now or before the actual beginning (of the
cffect) ; hence it cannot be said that (according to our
doctrinc) the eflect is non-existing before its actual begin-
ning.—This point will be elucidated in detail in the section
treating of the non-difference of cause and effect.

S. On account of such consequences at the time
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of reabsorption {the doctrine maintained hitherto)
is objectionable,

The pirvapakshin raises further objections.—If an effect
which is distinguished by the qualities of grossness, con-
sisting of parts, absence of intelligence, limitation, impurity,
&c., is admitted to have Brahman for its cause, it follows
that at the time of reabsorption (of the world into Brah-
man), the effect, by entering into the state of non-division
from its cause, inquinates the latter with its properties. As
therefore—on your doctrine—the cause (i.c. Brahman) as
well as the effect is, at the time of reabsorption, charactet-
ised by impurity and similar qualitics, the doctrine of the
Upanishads, according to which an omniscient Brahman is
the cause of the world, cannot be upheld.—Another ob-
jection to that doctrine is that in consequence of all
distinctions passing at the time of reabsorption into the
state of non-distinction there would be no special causes
left at the time of a new beginning of the world, and con-
sequently the new world could not arise with all the
distinctions of enjoying souls, objects to be enjoyed and so
on (which are actually observed to exist).—A. third ob-
jection is that, if we assume the origin of a new world even
after the annihilation of all works, &c. (which are the causes
of a new world arising) of the enjoying souls which enter
into the state of non-difference from the highest Brahman,
we are led to the conclusion that also those (souls) which
have obtained final release again appear in the new world.—
1If you finally say, ¢ Well, let this world remain distinct from
the highest Brahman cven at the time of reabsorption,’ we
reply that in that casc a reabsorption will not take place
at all, and that, morcover, the cffect’s existing scparate
from the causc is not possible.—For all these reasons the

Vedinta doctrine is objectionable,
To this the next Sdtra replics, -

9. Not so; as there are parallel instances.

There is nothing objectionable in our system.—The
obicction that the effect when being reabsoshed iato its



11 ADHYAYA, I PADA, g, 311

cause would inquinate the latter with its qualities does not
damage our position ¢ because there are parallel instances,’
i.e because there are instances of effects not inquinating
Wwith their qualities the causes into which they are re-
absorbed.  Things, for instance, made of clay, such as pots,
&e., which in their state of separate existence are of various
descriptions, do not, when they are reabsorbed into their
original matter (l.e. clay), impart to the latter their in-
dividual qualities; nor do golden ornaments impart their
individual qualities to their elementary material, i. e. gold,
into which they may finally be reabsorbed. Nor does the
fourfold complex of organic beings which springs from
earth impart its qualities to the latter at the time of re-
absorption. You (i. e. the plrvapakshin}, on the other hand,
have not any instances to quote in your favour. For re-
absorption could not take place at all if the effect when
passing back into its causal substance continued to subsist
there with all its individual propesties, And? that in spite
of the non-difference of cause and effect the effect has its
Self in the cause, but not the cause in the cffect, is a point
which we shall render clear later on, under 11, 1, 14.
Morcover, the objection that the effect would impart its
qualities to the cause at the time of reabsorption is formu-
lated too narrowly because, the identity of cause and effect
being admitted, the same would take place during the time
of the subsistence (of the efiect, previous to its reabsorption).
That the identity of cause and effect {of Brahman and the
world) holds good indiscriminately with regard to all time
(not only the time of reabsorption), is declared in many
seriptural passages, as, for instance, * This everything is that
Self’ (Bri. Up. I1, 4, 6); * The Self is all this® (K4. Up.
V11, 25, 2); *The immortal Brahman is this before’ (Mu.
Up. I1, 2, 13} ; “All this is Brahmau’ (X4 Up. 111, 14, 1).
With regard to the casc referred to in the Srutispassages
we refute the assertion of the cause being affected by the

t Nanu pralzjakile Mryadharmis den nivatishieran na tarhi
Liranadharmd api tishobeyus tayor abliedit tardbinanyatsespiit

Au. Gi.
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effect and its qualities by showing that the latter are the
mere fallacious superimpositions of nescience, and the very
same argument holds good with reference to reabsorption
also.—We can quote other examples in’ favour of our
doctrine, As the magician is not at any time affected by
the magical illusion produced by himself, because it is un-
real, so the highest Self is not affected by the world-
illusion. And as one dreaming person is not affected by
the illusory visions of his dream because they do not
accompany the waking state and the state of dreamless
sleep; so the one permanent witness of the three states
(viz. the highest Self which is the one unchanging witness of
-the creation, subsistence, and teabsorption of the world) is
not touched by the mutually exclusive three states. For
that the highest Self appears in those three states, is a mere

illusion, not more substantial than the snake for which the

ropeis mistaken in the twilight, With reference to this point

teachers knowing the true tradition of the Veddnta have

made the following declaration, * When the individual soul

which is held in the bonds of slumber by the beginningless

MAya awakes, then it knows the etemnal, sleepless, dream-

less non-duality * (Gaudap. Kar. I, 16).

So far we have shown that—on our doctrine—there is no
danger of the cause being affected at the time of reabsorp-
tion by the qualities of the effect, such as grossness and the
like.—With regard to the second objection, viz. that if we
assume all distinctions to pass (at the time of rcabsorption)
into the state of non-distinction there would be no special
reason for the origin of a new world affected with dis-
tinctions, we likewise refer to the *existence of parallel
instances.”  For the case is parallel to that of decp sleep
and trance. In those states also the soul enters into an
esseatial condition of non-distinction ; nevertheless, wrong
knowledge being not yct finally overcome, the old state of
distinction re-establishes itsclf as soon as the soul awakes
from its sleep or trance.  Compare the scriptural passage,
¢ Alf these creatures when they have become merged in
the Truc, know not that they arc merged in the True.
Whatever these creatures are here, whether a lon, or a
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wolf, or a boar, or a worm, or a midge, or a gnat, or a
musquito, that they become again’ (K% Up. VI, 9, 2; 3).
For just as during the subsistence of the world the phe-
nomenon of multifarious distinct cxistence, bascd on wrong
knowledge, proceeds unimpeded like the vision of a dream,
although there is only one highest Self devoid of all dis-
tinction; so, we conclude, there remains, even after re-
absorption, the power of distinction (potential distinction)
founded on wrong knowledge.—Herewith the objection
that—according to our doctrine—even the finally released
souls would be born again is already disposed of. They
will not be born again becausc in their case wrong know-
ledge has been entirely discarded by perfect knowledge.
—The last alternative finally (which the pirvapakshin had
represented as open to thie Vedantin), viz. that cven at the
time of reabsorption the world should remain distinct from
Brahman, precludes itself because it is not admitted by the
Vedintins themsclves.~—Hence the system founded on the
Upanishads is in every way unobjectionable.

10. And because the objections (raised by the
Sankhya against the Vedinta doctrine) apply to his
view also. 5

‘The doctrine of our opponent is liable to the very same
objections which he urges against us, viz. in the following
manner.~—The objection that this world cannot have
sprung from Brahman on account of its difference of
character applies no less to the doctrine of the pradhina
being the cause of the world ; for tifat doctrine also assumes
that from'a pradhina devoid of sound and other qualities a
world is produced which possesses those very qualities.
The beginning of an effect different in character being thus
admitted, the Sankhya is cqually driven to the doctrine
that before the actual beginning the cifect was non-existent. *
And, moreover, it being admitted (by the Saikhya also)
that at the time of reabsorption the cflect passes back into
the state of non-distinction from the cause, the case of
the Saakbya here also is the sameas ours.—aAnd, further, if
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(as the Sankhya also must admit) at the time of reabsorp-
tion the differences of all the special effects are obliterated
and pass into a state of general non-distinction, the special
fixed conditions, which previous to reabsorption were the
causes of the different worldly existence of each soul, can,
at the time of a new creation, no longer be determined,
there being no cause for them ; and if you assume them to
be determined without a cause, you are driven to the
admission that even the released souls have to re-enter a
state of bondage, there being equal absence of a cause (in
the case of the released and the non-released souls). And
if you try to avoid this conclusion by assuming that at the
time of reabsorption some individual differences pass into
the state of non-distinction, others'not, we reply that in
that case the latter could not be considered as effects of the
pradhana L.—It thus appears that all those difficultics (raised
by the Sdakhya) apply to both views, and cannot therefore

be urged against cither only. But as cither of the two

doctrines must necessarily be accepted, we are strengthened

~—by the outcome of the above discussion—in the opinion

that the alleged difficultics are no real difficulties?.

11, If it be said that, in consequence of the ill-
foundedness of reasoning, we must frame our con-
clusions otherwise; (we reply that) thus also there
would result non-release.

In matters to be known from Scripture mere reasoning is
not to be relied on for the following reason also. As the
thoughts of man are altogether unfettered, reasoning which
disregards the holy texts and rests on individual opinion
only has no proper foundation. We sce how arguments,
which some clever men had excogitated with great” pains,
are shown, by people still more ingenious, to be fallacious, and
how the arguments of the latter again are refuted in their turn

* Yorif they are cffects of the pradhina they must as such be
teabsorbed into 1t at the time of gencral reaboorption.

* And that the Vedinta view is preferable because the nullity of
the objections has already been demonstrated in its case,
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hy other men ; so that, on account of the diversity of men's
opinions, it is impossible to accept mere reasoning as having
a sure foundation. Nor can we get over this difficulty by
accepting as well-founded the reasoning of some person of
recognised mental eminence, may he now be Kapila or any-
body else; since we observe that even men of the most
undoubted mental eminence, such as Kapila, Kasdda, and
other founders of philosophical schools, have contradicted
ane another. -

But (our, adversary may here be supposed to say), we will
fashion our reasoning otherwise, i.e. in such a manner as
not to lay it open to the charge of having no proper foun-
dation. You cannot, after all, maintain that no reasoning
whatever is well-founded ; for you yourself can found your
assertion that reasoning has no foundation on reasoning only;
your assum ption being that because some argumentsare seen
ta be devoid of foundation other arg as belonging to
the same class are likewise devoid of foundation. Morcover,
if ail reasoning were unfounded, the whole course of practical
human life would have to come toanend. For we see that
men act, with a view to obtaining pleasure and avoiding
pain in the future time, on the assumption that the past, the
present, and the future are uniform.—Further, in the case of
passages of Scripture (apparently) contradicting each other,
the ascertainment of the real sense, which depends on a
_preliminary refutation of the apparent sense, can be effected
only by an accurate definition of the meaging of sentences,
and that involves a process of rcasoning. Thus Manu also
expresses himself: * Perception, inference, and the sistra
according to the various traditions, this triad is to be known
well by one desiring clearness in regard to right.—He who
applies reasoning not contradicted by the Veda to the Veda
and the (Smyriti) doctrine of law, he, and no other, knows the
law’ (Manu Smriti XII, 105, 106). And that ‘want of
foundatmn to which you object, really constitutes the beauty
of g, b it enables us to arrive at unobjection~
able arguments by means of the previous refutation’of
objectionable arguments’, (No fear that because the

* The whole style of argumentation of the Miminsd would be
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plrvapaksha is ill-founded the siddhinta should be ill-
founded too ;) for there is no valid reason to maintain that
a man must be stupid because his elder brother was stupid.
—For all these reasons the want of foundation cannot be
used as an argument against reasoning. ’
Against -this argumentation we remark that thus also
there results * want of release.” For although with regard
to some things reasoning is obscrved to be well founded,
with regard to the matter in hand theie will result ¢ want of
release,” viz. of the reasoning from this very fault of ill-
foundedness. The true natwe of the cause of the world
on which final emancipation depends cannot, on account of
its excessive abstrusencss, cven be thought of without the
help of the holy texts; for, as alrcady remarked, it cannot
become the object of perception, because it does not possess
qualities such as form and the like, and as it is devoid of
characteristic signs, it does not lend itself to inference and
the other mcans of right knowledge.—Or else (if we adopt
another explanation of the word avimoksha ’) all thosc who
teach the final release of the soul are agreed that jt results
from perfect knowledge. Perfect knowledge has the cha-
racteristic mark of uniformity, becausc it depends on accom-
plished actually existing things; for whatcver thing is
permanently of onc and the same nature is acknowledged
to be a true or real thing, and knowledge conversant about
such is called perfect knowledge; as, for instance, the
knowledge embodied in the proposition, * firc is hot.' Now,
it is clear that in the case of perfect knowledge a mutual
conflict of men’s opinions is impossible. But that cognitions
founded on reasoning do conflict is generally known; for
we continually observe that what one logician cndeavours
to cstablish as perfect knowledge is demolished by another,
who, in his turn, is treated alike by a third. How thercfore
can knowledge, which is founded on reasoning, and whose
object is not something permancntly uniform, be perfect
knowledge 2—Nor can it be said that he who maintains the

impoasible, ifall reasoning were sound; for then no plrvapaksha
vicw could be maintained.
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pradhina to be the cause of the world (i.e. the Saikhya) is
the best of all reasoncrs, and accepted as such by all philoso-
phers; which would cnable us to accept his opinion as perfect
knowledge.—Nor can we collect at a given moment and on
a given spot all the logicians of the past, present, and future
time, 5o as to scttle (by their agreement) that their opinion
regarding some uniform object is to be considered perfect
knowledge. The Veda, on the other hand, which is eternal
and the source of knowledge, may be allowed to have for -
its object firmly established things, and hence the perfection
of that knowledge which is founded on the Veda cannot be
denied by any of the logicians of the past, present, or future.
We have thus established the perfection of this our know-
ledge which reposes on the Upanishads, and as apart from
it perfect knowledge is impossible, its disregard would Iead
to ‘absence of final release’ of the transmigrating souls.
Our final position therefore is, that on the ground of Scrip-
ture and of reasoning subordinate to Scripture, the intelli-
gent Brahman is to be considered the cause and substance
of the world.

12. Thereby those (theories) also which are not
accepted by competent persons are explained.

Hitherto we have refuted those objections against the
Vedanta-texts which, based on reasoning, take their stand
on the doctrine of the pradhina being the.cause of the world ;
(which doctrine deserves to be refuted first), because it stands
near to our Vedic system, is supported by somewhat weighty
arguments, and has, to a certain extent, been adopted by
some authotities who follow the Veda.—But now some dull-
witted persons might think that another objection founded
on reasoning might be raised against the Vedanta, viz. on the
ground of the atomic doctrine, The Siltrakira, thercfore,
extends to the latter objection the refutation of the former,
considering that by, the conquest of the most dangerous
ndvcrsa;-y the conquest of the minor enemies is already
virtually accomplished. Other doctrines, as, for instance,
the atomic doctrine of which no part has been accepted by
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either Manu or Vyasa or other authorities, are to be con-
sidered as ‘explained,’ i.e. refuted by the same reasans
which enabled us to dispose of the pradhédna doctrine. As
the reasons on which the refutation hinges are the same,
there is no room for further doubt. Such common argu-
ments are the impotence of reasoning to fathom the depth
of the transcendental cause of the world, the ill-foundedness
of mere Reasoning, the impossibility of final release, even
in case of the conclusions being shaped ‘ atherwise’ (sce the
preceding Sitra), the conflict of Scripture and Reasoning,
and so on,

13. If it be said that from the circumstance of (the
objects of enjoyment) passing over into the enjoyer
(and vice vers4) there would result non-distinction
(of the two) ; we reply that (such distinction) may exist
(nevertheless), as ordinary experience shows.

Another objection, based on reasoning, is raised against
the doctrine of Brahman being the cause of the world,—
Although Scripture is authoritative with regard to its own
special subject-matter (as, for instance, the causality of
Brahman), still it may have to be taken in a sccondary scnse
in those cases where the subject-matter is taken out of its
grasp by other means of right knowledge; just as mantras
and arthavidas have occasionally to be explained in a
secondary sense {when the primary, literal sense is rendesed
impossible by other means of right knowledge!). Ana-
logously reasoning is to be considered invalid outside its,
legitimate sphere; so, {or instance, in the case of religious
duty and its opposite 2. —Hence Scripture cannot be acknow-
ledged to refute what is scttled by other means of right
knowledge. And if you 9sk.‘\thm docs Scripture oppose
itsclf to what is thus established?’ we give you the fol-

3 The following arthavida-passage, for i ¢ the sacrificial
post is the sun,” is to be taken in a metaphorical sense; because
perception senders it impossible for us to take it in its literal
meaning.

* Which are to be known from tae Veaa only,
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lowing instance, The distinction of enjoyers and objects
of enjoyment is well known from ordinary experience, the
enjoyers being intelligent, embodied souls, while sound and
the like arc the objects of enjoyment. Devadatta, for instance,
is an enjoyer, the dish (which he eats) an object of enjoy-
ment. The distinction of the two would be reduced to
non-existence if the enjoyer passed over into the object
of enjoyment, and vice versi. Now this passing over of.
one thing into another would actually result from the doc-
trine of theworld bcmg non-different {rom Brahman, Butthe
sublation of a well-established distinction is objectionable,
not only with regard to the present time when that distinc-
tion is obscrved to exist, but also with regard to the past
and the future, for which it is inferred. The doctrine of
Brahman’s causality must thercfore be abandoned, as it
would lead to the sublation of the well-cstablished dis-
tinction of enjoyers and objects of enjoyment.

To the preceding objection we reply, ‘It may exist asn
ordinary experience.”  Even on our philosophic view the dis-
tinction may exist, as ordinary expericnce fumnishes us with
analogous instances. We see, for instance, that waves, foam,
bubbles, and other modifications of the sea, although they
really are not different from the sea-water, exist, sometimes
in the statc of mutual separation, sometimes in the state of
conjunction, &c.  From the fact of their being non-different
from the sea-water, it does not follow that they pass over
into each other; and, again, although they do not pass
over into cach other, still they are not different from the
sea, So it is in the case under, discussion also. The
enjoyers and the objects of en_;oylrcnt do not pass over
into cach other, and yet they are not difficrent from the
highcst Brahman. And although the enjoyer is not really
an cffect of Brahman, since the unmedified creator himself,
in so far as he enters into the effect, is called the enjoyer
(accordmg to the passage, ¢ Having created hie entered into
it Taitt. Up. II, 6), still after Brahman has entered into its
effects it passcs into a state of distinction, in consequence of
the effect acting as a limiting adjunct; just as the universal
ether is divided by its contact with jars and other limiting
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adjuncts. The conclusion is, that the distinction of enjoyers
and objects of enjoyment is possible, although both are non-
different from Brahman, their highest cause, as the analogous
instance of the sea and its waves demonstrates.

14. The non-difference of them (i. e. of cause and
effect) results from such terms as ‘origin’ and the
like. ’

. The? refutation contained in the preceding Sftra was set
forth on the condition of the practical distinction of en-
joyers and objects of enjoyment being acknowledged. 1In
reality, however, that distinction does not exist because
there is understood to be non-difference (identity) of cause
and effect. The effect is this manifold world consisting of
cther and so on; the cause is the highest Brahman. Of
the effect it is understood that in reality it is non-different
from the cause, i. e. has no existence apart from the cause.—
How s ?—* On account of the scriptural word “origin" and
others,” The word ‘origin’ is used in connexion with a
simile, in a passage undertaking to show how through the
knowledge of one thing everthing is known; viz. X4 Up.
VI, 1, 4,°As, my dear, by one clod of clay all that is made
of clay is known, the modification (i. e. the effect; the thing
made of clay) being a name mercly which has its origin
in speech, while the truth is that it is clay merely; thus,
&c.~The meaning of this passage is that, if there is known
a lump of clay which really and truly is nothing but clay 3,
there are known thereby likewise all things made of clay,
such as jars, dishes, pails, and so on, all of which agr ¢ in
having clay for their truc nature. For these modifications
or cffects are names only, exist through or originate
from specch only, while in reality there exists no such thing
as a modification. In so far as they arc names (individual
effeets distinguished by names) they are untruc; in so far

b Parizimavidam avalambydpitato virodham samidhiya vivare
tavidam Arritya paramasamidhinam dba. . An. Gi.

3 Ananda Giri construes differently ¢ eta-* uktam iti, paramisthato
vigAltam i sambandhak.
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astheyare clay they are true—~This parallel instance is given-
wi.lh reference to Brahman ; applying the phrase ‘having its
origin in speech’ to the case illustrated by the instance quoted
we understand that the entire body of effects has no existence
apart from Brahman.—Later on again the text, after having
declared that fire, water, and earth are the effects of Brahman,
maintains that the effects of these three elements have no
existence apart from them, * Thus has vanished the specific
nature of burning fire, the modification being a mere name
which has its origin in speech, while only the three colours
are what is true’ (K& Up. VI, 4, 1).—Other satred texts
also whose purport it is to intimate the unity of the Self
are to be quoted bere, in accordance with the ‘and others’
of the Sitra.  Such texts are,  In that all this has its Self;
it is the True, it is the Self, thou aft that’ (X% Up. VI,
8, 7); ¢ This everything, all is that Self’ (Bs. Up. II, 4, 6):
¢ Brahman alone is all this® (Mu. Up. II, 2, 11); *The Self
i%all this’ (K. Up. VII, 25, 2) ; * There is in it no diversity’
(Bri. Up. IV, 4, 25).—O0n any, other assumption it would
not be possible to maintain that by the knowledge of one
:hing everything becomes known (as the text quoted above
jeclares). We therefore must adopt the following view.
in the same way as those parts of ethereal space which
are limited by jars and waterpots are not really different
from the universal ethereal space, and as the water of a
mirage is not really different from the surface of the salty
steppe—for the nature of that water is that it is seen in
one moment and has vanished in the next, and moreover,
it is not to be perceived by its onn nature (i.e. apart from
the surface of the desert!)—; so this manifold world with its
objects of enjoyment, enjoyers and so on has no existence
apart from Brahman.—But—it might be objected—Brah-
man bas in itself elements of manifoldness. As the tree
has many branches, so Brahman possesses mapy powers

'

3 Drichfeti kadadid drish/am punar nash/am anityam iti yivat.—
h & Stikilespi hif tatraiva hetvan-

Drishiag 7 praifikil
taram 4ha svarfipeneti. An. GL

(341 ¥
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and energies dependent, on those powers. . Unity and mani-
foldness are therefore both true. Thus, a tree considered
in itself is one, but it is manifold if viewed as baving
branches ; so the sea in itself is one, but manifold as having
waves and foam ; so the clay in itself is one, but manifold
if viewed with regard to the jars and dishes made of it.
On this assumption the process of final release ‘resulting
from right knowledge may be established in connexion
with the element of unity (in Brahman), while the two
processes of common worldly activity and of activity ac-
cording to the Veda—which depend on the karmakinda—
may be established in connexion with the element of mani-
foldness. And with this view the parallel instances of clay
&c. agree very well.

This theory, we reply, is untenable because in the in-
stance (quoted in the Upanishad) the phrase ‘as clay they
are true’ asserts the cause only to be true while the phrase
*having its origin in speech’ declares the unreality of all
effects.. And with reference to the matter illustrated by the
instance given (viz. the highest cause, Brahman) we read,
¢In that all this has its Self;’and, again, *That is true;’
whereby it is asserted that only the one highest cause is
true. The following passage again, * That is the Self; thou
art that, O Svetaketul’ teaches that the embodied soul
(the individual soul) also is Brahman. (And we must note
that) the passage distinctly teaches that the fact of the em-
bodied soul having its Sclf in Brahman is self-established,
not to be accomplished by endeavour. This doctrine of
the individual sowm having its Self in Brahman, if once
accepted as the doctrine of the Veda, docs away with the
independent existence of the individual soul, just as the
idea of the rope does away with the idea of the snake
(for which the rope had bcen mistaken). And if the
doctrine of the independent existence of the individual
soul has to be set aside, then the opinion of the entire
phenomenal world—which is based on the individual soul—
having an indcpendent existence iz likewise to be set aside.
But only for the establishment of the latter an clement
of manifoldness would have to be assumed in Brahman, in
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addition to the element of unity.—Seriptural passages also
(suchi as, * When theSelf only is all this, how should he see
another?’ Bri, Up. 11, 4, 13) declare that for him who sees
that everything has its Self in, Brahman the "whole
phenomenal world with its actions, agents, and results of
actions is non-existent. Nor can it be said that this
non-existence of the phenomenal world is declared (by
Seripture) to be limited-to certain states; for the passage
‘Thou art that’ shows that the general fact of Brahman
being the Self of all js not limited by any particular state,
Moreover, Scripture, showing by the instance of the thief
(K. VI, 16) that the false-minded is bound while the true-
minded is released, declares thereby that unity is the one
true existence while manifoldness is evolved out of wrong
knowledge. For if both were true how could the man
who acquiesces in the reality of this phenomenal world
be called false-minded :? Another scriptural passage (‘ from
death to death goes he who perceives therein any diversity,’
Bri. Up. IV, 4, 19) declares the same, by blaming those
who perceive any distinction.—Morcover, on the doctrine,
which we are at present impugning, release cannot result
from knowledge, because the doctrine does not acknow-
ledge that some kind of wrong knowledge, to be removed
by . perfect knowledge, is the cause of the phenomenal
world.. For how can the cognition of unity remove the
cognition of manifoldness if both are true?

Other objections are started,—If we acquiesc~ in the
doctrine of absolute unity, the ordinary means of right
) ledge, perception, &c., b invalid b the
absence of manifoldness deprives them of their objects;
just as the idea of a man becomes invalid after the right
idea of the post (which at first had been mistaken for a
man) has presented itself. Morcover, all the texts em-
bodying injunctions and prohibitions will lose their pur-
port if the distinction on which their validity depends

1 Ta the passage altuded to he is called so by implication, being
compared to the *false-minded” thief who, Laowing himself to be
guilty, undergoes the ordeal of the heated batchets

Y2
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does not really exist. And further, the entire body of
doctrine which refers to final release will collapse, if the .
distinction of. teacher and pupil on which it depends is
not real. And if the doctrine of release is untrue, how
can we'maintain the truth of the absolute unity of the
Self, which forms an item of that doctrine?
These objections, we reply, do not damage our position
because the entire complex of phenomenal existence is
considered as true as long as the knowledge of Braliman
being the Self of all has not arisen; just as the phantoms
of a dream are considered to be true until the sleeper
wakes. For as long as a person has not reached the true
knowledge of the unity of the Self, so long it.does not
enter his mind that the world of effects with its means and
objects of right knowledge and its results of actions is
untrue; he rather, in consequence of his ignorance, looks
on mere effects (such as body, offspring, wealth, &c.) as
forming part of and belonging to his Self, forgetful of
Brahman being in reality the Self of all. Hence, as long
as true knowledge does not present itself, there is no reason
why the ordinary course of secular and religious activity
should not hold on undisturbed. The case is analogous to
that of a dreaming man who in his dream sees manifold
things, and, up to the moment of waking, is convinced that
his ideas are produced by real perception without sus-
pecting the perception to be a merely apparent one.—But
how (to restate an objection raised above) can the Vedanta-
texts if untrue convey information about the true being
of Brahman? We certainly do not observe that a man
bitten by a rope-snake (i.e. a snake falsely imagined in
a rope) dies, nor is the water appearing in a mirage used
for drinking or bathing },—This objcction, we reply, is with-
out force (because as a matter of fact we do see real effects
to result from unreal causes), for we observe that death
somectimes takes place from imaginary venom, (when a man
imagines himself to have been bitten by a venomous snake,)

1 Je. ordinary cxperience does not teach us that rea) effects
spring from unreal causes.
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and effects (of what is perceived ine dream) such as the
bite of a snake or bathing in a river. take place with regard
to a- dreaming person.—But, it will be said, these effects
themselves are unreal l—These effects themselves, we reply,
are unreal indeed ; but not so the consciousness which the
dreaming person has of them. This consciousngss isa real
result; for it is not sublated by the waking consciousness.
The man who has risen from sleep does indeed consider
the effects perceived by him in his dream such as being
bitten'by a snake, bathing in a river, &c. to be uareal, but
he does not on that account consider the consciousness he °
had of them to be unreal likewise.—(We remark in passmg
that) by this fact. of the i of the d g
person not being sublated (by.the waking conscxcusncss)
the doctrine of the body being our true Self is ta be con-
sidered as refuted L,—Scripture also (in the passage, ‘If a
.man who is engaged in some sacrifice undertaken for some
special wish sees in his dream a woman, he is to infer there- -
fiom success in his work’) decfares that by the unreal
phautom of a dream a real result such as prosperity may
be obtained. And, again, another scriptural passage, after
having declared that from the observation of certain un-
favourable omens a man is to conclude that he will not
live long, continues *if somebody sees in his dream a black
man with black teeth and that man kills him, intimating
theteby that by the unteal dream-phaatom a real fact, viz.
death, is notified.—It is, moreover, known from the ek
perience of. persons who carefully observe positive and
negative instances that such and such drean.s are auspicious
-omens, others the reverse. And (to quote another examplé
that something true can result from or be known thrcnglx
something untrue) we see that the knowledge of the real’
sounds A. &c. is reached by means of the unreal written
"letters. Moreover, the reasons which establish the unity of the
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Selfare altogether final, so that subsequently to them nothing
more is required for, full satisfaction®.. An injunction as,
for instance, * He is to sacrifice’ at once renders us desirous
of knowing what is to be effected, and by what means and in
what manner it is to be effected ; but passages such as, Thou
art that,"* I am Brahman,’ leave nothing to be desired because
‘the state of consciousness produced by them has for its object
the unity of the universal Self. For dslong as something else
remains a desire is possible ; but there is nothing else which
could be desired in addition to the absolute unity of Brah-
man. Nor can it be maintained that such states of con-
sciousness do not actually arise; for scriptural passages
such as,- He understood what he said’ (K Up. VII, 18,2),
declare them to occur, and certain means are enjoined to
bring them about, such as the hearing (of the Veda from
a teacher) and the recital of the sacred texts. Nor, again,
can such consciousness be objected to on the ground either
of usel or of erronec because, firstly, it is seen
to have for its result the cessation of ignorance, and because,
secondly, there is no other kind of knowledge by which it
could be sublated. And that before the knowledge of the
unity of the Self has been reached the whole real-unreal
course of ordinary life, worldly as well as religious, goes on
unimpeded,we have already explained. When,however, final
authority having intimated the unity of the Self, the entire
course of the world which was founded on the previous
distinction is sublated, then there is no longer any oppor-
tunity for assuming a Brahman comprising in itself various
clements.
But—it may be said—(that would not be a mere assump-
tion, but) Scripture itself, by quoting the parallel instances
of clay and so on, declares itsclf in favour of a Brahman

1
1 As long as the * vyavahira’ presents itself 1o our mind, we might
feel inclined to assume in Brahman an clement of manifoldness
whereby to account for the vyavahira; but as soon as we arme
at true hnowledge, the vyavahira vanishes, and there remains no
longer any reason for qualifying in any way the absolute unity of
Brahman.
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capable of modification ;_for we know from experience that
clay and similar things do undergo modifications.—This
objection—we reply—is without force, because a number
of scriptural passages, by denying all modification of Brah-
man, teach it to be absolutely changeless (kdzastha). Such
passages are, ‘ This great unborn Self, undecaying, undying,
immortal, fearless, is indeed Brahman’ (Bri. Up. IV, 4,25);
‘That Self is to be described by No, no’ (Bri. Up. III,
9, 26); ‘It is neither coarse nor fine’ (Bri. Up.1Il, 8, 8).
For to the one Brahman the two qualities of being subject
to modification and of being free from it cannot both be
ascribed. And if you say, * Why should they not be both
predicated of Brahman (the focmer during the time of the
subsistence of the world, the latter during the period of
reabsorption)” just as rest and motion may be predicated
(of one body at different times)?" we remark that the quali-
fication, ‘absolutely changeless’ (ki/astha), precludes this.
For the changeless Brahman cannot be the substratum of
varying attributes. And that, on account of the negation
of all attributes, Brahman really is eternal and changeless
has already been demonstrated.~—Moreover, while the
cognition of the unity of Brahman is the instrument of final
release, there is nothing to show that any independent
result is connected with the view of Brahmaa, by undergoiag
a modification, passing over into the form of this world.
Scripture expressly declares that the knowledge of the
changeless Brahman being the universal Self leads to a
result; for in the passage which begins, *That Self is to
be described by No, no,’ we read later on, ¢ O Ganaka, yon .
have indeed reached fearlessness’ (Bri. Up. IV, 2, 4). We
have then! to accept the following conclusion that, in the
sections treating of Brahman, an independent result belongs
only to the knowledge of Brahman as devoid of all attributes
and distinctions, and that hence whatever is stated as having
no special fruit of its own—as, for instance, the passages
about Brahman modifying itself into the form of this

distutinim svirthe phalavaikalye satiti yivap.

1 Tatreli,
An. Gi.
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world—is merely to be applied as a means for the cogni-
tion of the absolute Brahman, but does not bring about
an independent iresult; according to the principle that
whatever has no r;suh: of its own, but is mentioned in con-
nexion with something else which has such. a result, is
subordinate to the Tatter’, For to maintain that the result
of the knowledge of Brahman undergoing modifications
‘would be that the Self (of him who knows that) would
undergo corresponding ntodifications ? would be inappro-
‘Priate, as the state of final release (which the soul obtains
through the knowledge of Brahman) is eternally urthanging.
But, it is objected, he who maintains the nature of Brah-
man to be changeless thereby contradicts the fundamentat
tenet accordmg fo which the Lord is the cause'of the world,
since the doctrine of absolute unity leaves.no room for the
distinction of a Ruler and something raled.—This objection
we ward off by remarking that omniscience, &c. (f. e. those
qualities which belong to Brahman only in so far as it is
related to a world)'depend on the evolution of the germinal
principles called name and form, whose essence is Nescience.
THe fundamental tenet which.we maintain (in accordance
‘with such scriptural passages as, ‘From that Self sprang
ether,’ &c. ; Taitt. Up: II, 1) is that the creation, sustentation,
and reabsorption of the world proceed from an omniscient,
omnipotent Lord, not from a non-intelligent pradhina or
any other principle. That tenet we have stated in I, 1, 4,
and here we do not teach anythine contrary to it.—But
how, the question may be asked, san you ma} 2 this last
assertion while all the while you maintain the absolute unity
and non-duality of the SelfP—Listen how. Belonging to
the Self, as it were, of the omniscient Lord, there are name
2nd {orm, the figients of Nescience, not to be defined either

! A Mimimsd principle. A& sacrificial act, for instance, is inde~
pendent when a spécial result is assigned fo it by the sacred texts;
a0 act which™s enjoined without such a specification is merely
auxiliary to another act.

* According to the Sruti ‘in whatever mode he- worshipd” bim
into that mode he passes himself.
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as being (i.e. Brahman), nor as different from it the
germs of the entire expanse of the phenomenal world, called
in Sruti and Smriti the illusion (méy4), power (sakti), or
nature (prakeiti) of the omniscient Lord. Different from
them is t!'le omniscient Lord himself, as we learn from scrip-

. tural passages such as the following, ‘ He who is called

ether is the revealer of all forms and names; that within
whiclithese forms and names are contained is Brahman’ (X4,
Up. VIII, 14, 1) ; ‘ Letme evolvenames andforms’ (X Up.
VI, 3, 3); ‘He, the wise one, who having divided all forms
and given all names, sits speaking (with thase names)* (Taitt.
Ar.II1,12,7); *He who makes the one seed manifold ’ (Sve.
Up. VI, 12).—Thus the Lord depends (as Lord) upon the
linfiting adjuncts of name and form, the products of Nes-
Cience; just as the universal ether depends (as limited
ether, such as the ether of a jar, &c.) upon the limiting ad-
juncts in the shape of jars, pots, &. He (the Lord) stands
in the realm of the phenomenal in the relation of a ruler to
the so-called givas (individual sotls) or cognitional Selfs
(vig#anatman), which indeed are one with his own Self—just
as the portions of ether enclosed in jars and the-like are
one with the universal ether—but are limited by aggregates’
of instruments of action (i. e. bodies) produced from.name
and form, the.presentations of Nescience. Hence the
Lord's being a Lord, his omniscierice, his ip s

* &c. all depend on the limitation due to the adjuncts whose

Self is Nescience ; while in reality none of these qualitiex
belong to the Self whose true nature is cleared, by. right
knowledge, from all adjuncts whatever. Thus Scripture

" also says, * Where one sees uothing else, hears nothing else,

understands nothing else. that is the Infinite’ (K% Up. V11,
24, 1); ‘But when the Self only has become all this, how
should he see ancther?* (Bri. Up. 1L, 4, 13.) In this manner
.the VedAnta-texts declare that for him who has reached the

1 Tatwinyatvibbyimiti, nat i te nirutj ete gadigadayor
abheddyogit nipi tatosnyatvena niruktim .arhatak svitmtryenac

" sattfisphlrtyasaimbhavit na hi gadam agadinapehshyam sattisphttr-
/atvabhai gt tasmid
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state of truth and reality the whole apparent world does
not exist. The Bhagavadgitd also (‘The Lord is not the
cause of actions, or of the capacity of performing actions, or
of the connexion of action and fruit; all that ‘proceeds
according to its own nature, The Lord receives no one's
sin or merit. Knowledge is enveloped by Ignorance; hence
all creatures are deluded;” Bha. Gi. V, 14; 1 5) declares
that in redlity the relation of Ruler and ruled does not exist.
That, on the other hand, all those distinctions are valid, as
far as the phenomenal world is concerned, Scripture as well
as the Bhagavadgitd states; compare ' Bri. Up. 1V, 4, 22,
‘He is the Lord of all, the king of all things, the protector
of all things; he is a bank and boundary, so that these
worlds thay not be confounded;’ and Bha, Gi. XVIII,
61, *The Lord, O Arguna, is seated in the region of the

heart of all beings, turning round all beings, (as though)

mounted on a machine, by his*delusion.’ The Siitrakdra

also asserts the non-difference of cause and effect only with

regard to the state of Reality; while he had, in the pre-

ceding Sitra, where he looked to the phenomenal world,

compared Brahman to the ocean, &c, that comparsison

resting on the assumption of the world of effects not yet

having been refuted (i.e. seen to be unreal).—The view of

Brahman as undergoing modifications will, morcover, be of

use in the devout meditations on the qualified (saguna)

Brahman.

15. And because only on the existence {of the

cause) (the effect) is observed. ,

For the following reason also the effect is non-different from’
the cause, because only when the cause exists the cffect is
observed to exist, not when it does not exist. For instance,
only when the clay exists the jar is observed to exist, and
the cloth only when the threads exist.  That it is not a genc-
ra! rule that when one thing exists another is also observed
to exist, appears, for instance, from the fact, that a horse
which is other (diffcrent) from a cow is not observed to cxist
only when a cow exists. Nor is the jar observed to exist
only when the potter exists; for in that casc non-differcnce
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does not exist, although the relation between the two is that of
an operative cause and its effect L.-—But—it may be objected
—even in the case of things other (i.c. non-identical) we
find that the abservation of one thing regularly depends on
the existence of another; smoke, for instance, is observed
‘only when fire exists.—We reply that this is untrue, because
sometimes smake is observed even after the fire has been ex-
tinguished ; as, for instance, in the case of smoke being kept
by herdsmen in jars,—Well, then—the objector will say—let
us add to smoke a certain qualification enabling us to say that
smoke of such and such a kind? does not exist unless fire
exists,—Even thus, we reply, your objection is not valid,
because we declare that the reason for assuming the non-dit-
ference of cause and effect is the fact of the internal organ
(buddhi) being affected (impressed) by cause and effect
jointly %, And that does not take place in the case of fire
and smoke.—Or else we have to read (in the Shtra) ¢ bhavat,’,
‘and to translate, ‘and on t of the exist or obser~
vation” The non-difference of cause and effect results not
only from Scripture but also from: the existence of percep-
tion, For the non-difference of the two is perceived, for
instance, in an aggregate of threads, where we do not per-
ceive a thing called “cloth,” in addition to the threads, but
merely threads running lengthways and crossways. So
again, in the threads we perceive finer threads (the aggre-

1 So that from the instance of the potter and the jar we cannot
conclude that the relation of clay and the jar is only that of nimitta
and naimittika, not that of non-difference,

* For instance, sinoke extending in a long live whose base
is connected with some object on the surface of the earth,

* Le. (as An. Gi explains) because we assume the relation of
cause and effect not merely on the ground of the actual existence .
of one thing depending on that u‘p‘on another, but on the additional
ground of the mental existence, the cousciousness of the one

not bemg posslblc without the consciousness of the other.—Tad-
1 bh am dbhd idhdyibhinatvam fa | L’lr—
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gate of which is identical with the grosser threads), in them
again finer threads, and so on.  On the ground of this our
perception we conclude that the finest parts which we can

perceive are ultimately identical with their causes, viz. red,

white, and black (the colours of fire, water, and earth,

according to K4 Up. VI, 4) ; those, again, with air, the latter *
with ether, and ether with Brahman, which is one and

without a second. That all means of proof lead back to

Brahman (as the ultimate cause of the world ; not to pra-

dhina, &c.), we have already explained.

16. And on account of that which is posterior
(i. . the effect) being that which is.

For the following reason also the effect is to pe con-
sidered as non-different (from the cause). That which is
posterior in time, i.e. the effect, is declared by Scripture, to
have, previous to its actual beginning, its Being in the
cause, by the Self of the cause merely. For in passages
like, * In the beginning, oy dear, this was that only which
is’ (K. Up. VI, 2, 1); and, * Verily, in the beginning this
was Sclf, onc only’ (Ait. Ar. 11, 4, 1, 1), the cffect which is
denoted by the word * this’ appears in grammatical co-ordi-
nation with (the word denoting) the cause (from which it
appears that both inhere in the same substratum). A thing,
on the other hand, which does not exist in another thing
by the Self of the latter is not produced from that other
thing; for instance, oil is not produced from sand. Hence
as there is non-difference before the production (of the
cffect), we understand that the effect even after having been
produccd continites to be non-different from the cause. As
the cause, i, ¢. Brahman, is in all time ncither more nor less
than that which is, so the effect also, viz. the world, is in all
time only that which is. But that which is is onc only;
therefore the effect is non-different from the cause.

17. 1tit be sud that on account of being denoted
as that which is not (the.effect does) not (exist before
it is actually produced); (we reply) not so, (because
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the term ‘that which is not'-denotes) another
quality (merely); (as appears) from the comple-

mentary sentence. .

But, an objection will be raised, in some places Scripture
speaks of the effect before its production as that which is
not; so, for instance, "da the begianing this was that aply
which is not’ (K% Up, III, 19, 1); and ‘ Non-existent!
indeed this was in the beginning’ (Taitt. Up. II, 7). Hence
Being (sattvam) cannot b2 ascribed to the efiect before its
production.,

This we deny. ror by the Non-existence of the effect

previous to its production is not meant absolute Non-
existence, but only a different quality or state, viz. the state
of name and form being unevolved, which state is.different
from the, state of name and form being evolved. With
reference to the latter state the cffect is called, previous to
its production, non-existent although thén also it existed
identicat with its cause. We conclude this from the
complementary passage, according to the rule that the
sense of a passage whose earlier part is of doubtful meaning
is determined by its complementary part., With reference
to the passage, ‘In the beginning this was non-existent
“only,’ we remark that what is there denoted by the word
V‘,Non-existing’ is—in the complementary passage, ¢ That
became existent '—referred to by the word ‘that/ and
qualified as ¢ Existent.”

The word ‘was’ would, moreover, not apply to the
(absolutely) Non-existing, which cannot be conccived as
connected with prior or posterior time.—~Hence with refer-
ence to the other passage also, *Non-existing indeed,
&ec., the complementary part, ‘That made itseff its Self,”
shows, by the qualification which it coqtains, that absolutc
Non-existeace is not meant.—It follows from all this that -
the desiguation of ¢Non-existence’ applied to the effect
before its production has reference to a different state of
being merely.  And as those things which arc distinguished

* For simplicity’s sake, asat will be translated hencefoith by non-

existing.
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by name and form are in ordinary Janguage called ‘ existent,
the term ‘ non-existent’ is figuratively applied to them to
denote the state in which they were previously to their
differentiation.

18. From reasoning and from another Vedic
passage.

That the effect exists before its origination and is non-
different from the cause, follows from reasoning as well as
from a further scriptural passage. ‘

We at first set forth the argumentation.—Ordinary expe-
rience teaches us that those who wish to produce certain
effects, such as curds, or carthen jars, or golden ornaments,
employ for their purpose certain determined causal sub-
stances such as milk, clay, and gold; those who wish to
produce sour milk do not employ clay, nor do those who
intend to make jars employ milk and soon. But, according
to that doctrine which teaches that the effect is non-existent
{before its actual production), all this should be possible.
For if before their actual origination all effects are equally
non-existent in any causal substance, why then should curds
be produced from milk only and not from clay also, and jars
from clay only and not from milk as well >—Let us then main-
tain, the asatkdryavadin rejoins, that there is indeed an equal
non-cxistence of any effect in any cause, but that at the same
time cach causal substance has a certain capacity reaching
beyond itself (atisaya) for some particular cffect only and not
for other effects ; that, for instance, milk only, and not clay,
has a certain capacity for curds ; and clay only, and not milk,
an analogous capacity for jars.—What, we ask in retum, do
you understand by that ‘atisaya?’ If you understand by it
the antecedent condition of the effcct (before its actual origi-
nation), you abandon your doctrine that the cffect does not
exist in the cause,and prove our doctrine according to which
it docs 50 exist.  If, on the other hand, you understand by
the atimya a certain power of the cause assumed to the end
of accounting for the fact that only one determined cffect
springs from the cause, you must admit that the power can
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determine the particular effect only if it neither is other
(than cause and effect) nor non-existent ; for if it were either,
it would.not be different from anything else which is either
non-existent or other than cause and effect, (and how then
should it alone be able to produce the particular effect?)
Hence it follows that that power is identical with the Self of
the cause, and that the effect is identical with the Self of that
power.—Moreover, as the ideas of cause and effect on the one
hand and of substance and qualities on the other hand are
not separate ones, as, for instance, the ideas of a horse and
a buffalo, it follows that the identity of the cause and the
effect as well as of the substance and its qualities has to be
admitted. (Let it then be assumed, the opponent rejoins,
that the cause and the effect, although really different, are
not apprehended as such, because they are connected by the
so-called samavéya connexion L)—If, we reply, you.assume
the samaviya connexion between cause and effect, you have
either to_admit that the samavéya itself is joined by a
certain connexion to the two terms which are connected by
samaviya, and then that connexion will again require a new
connexion (joining it to the two terms which it binds
together), and you will thus be compelled to postulate an
infinite series of connexions; or else you will have to main-
tain that the samavdya is not joined by any connexion to the
terms which it binds together, and from that will result the
dissolution of the bond which connects the two terms of
the samavdya 1elation %—\Well then, the opponent rejoins,
Jet us assume that the samaviya connexion as itself being a
connexion may be connected with the terms which it joins
without the help of any furthéc connexian.—Then, we reply,
conjunction (sazzyoga) also must be connected with the two
terms which it joins without the help of the samaviya

18 i ! tated by inb or intimate rela-
tion, is, according to the Nyfya, the relation connecting a whole and
its parts, substances, and qualilies, &c.

* Samavdyasya svitantryapaksham déshayati anabhyupagamya-
méneketi, Samaviyasya samavAyibhik sambandbo neshyate kim

tu svitantryam evety inor dravyagusidinim &
iprakarshak syit i kibhAv4d ity anbak, An. GL

P
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connexion ; for conjunction also is 2 kind of connexion *.—
Moreover, as substances, qualities, and so on are apprehended
as standing in the relation of identity, the 1ssumption of the
samaviya relation has really no vurport,

In what manner again de you—who maintain that the '
cause and the effect are joined by the samav4ya relation—
assume a substance consisting of parts which is an effect.to
abide in its causes, i.e. in the material parts of which it
consists? Does it abide in all the parts taken together or
in each particular part?~—If you say that it abides in all
parts together, it follows that the whole as such cannot be
perceived, as it is impossible that all the parts should be in
contact with the organs of perception. (And let it not be
objected that the whole may be apprehended through some
of the parts only), for manyness which abides in all its
substrates together (i.e. in ali the many things), is not
apptehended so long as only some of those substrates are
apprchended.—Let it then be assumed that the whole
abides in all the paits by the mediation of intervening
aggregates of parts®~—In that case, we reply, we should
have to assume other parts in addition to the primary
originative parts of the whole, in order that by means of
those other parts the whole could abide in the primary .
parts in the manner indicaged by you. For we sce (that
one thing which abides in another abides there by means
of parts different from those of that other thing), that the
sword, for instance, pervades the sheath by means of parts
different from the parts of the sheath. But an assumption
of that kind would lead us in.o a regressus in infinitum,
because in order to explain how the whole abides ia certain

' A conclusion which is in conflict with the Nydya tenet thaf
samyoga, conjunction, as, for i msnncc, of the jar and the ground
on which it stands, is a quality (gura) i in the two c
substances by means of the samaviya relation,

* So that the whole can be apprehended by us as such if we
apprehend a certain part only; analogously to our apprehending
the whole thread on which a gailand of floners is strung as soon as
we apprehend some few of the flowers,

2}
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given parts we should always have to assume further parts‘
~~Well, then, let us maintain the second altcrnafive, viz. that
the wholc abides in cach particular part.~That also cannot
be admitted; for if the whole is present in one part it cannot
be present in other parts also; not any more than Devadatta
can be present in Srughna and in Pasliputra on one and
the same day. If the whole were present in more than one
part, several wholes would result, comparable to Devadatta
and Yag#adatta, who, as being two different persons, may
live one of them at Srughna and the other at Pasaliputra,—
If the opponent should rejoin that the whole may be fully
present in each part, just as the generic character of the cow
is fully present in each individual cow; we point out that
the generic attributes of the cow are visibly perceived in
each individual cow, but that the whole is not thus perceived
in each particular part. If the whole were fully present in
each part, the consequence would be that the whole would
produce its effects indifferently with any of its parts; a cow,
for instance, would give milk from her horns or her tail. But
such things are not seen to take place.

We proceed to consider some further arguments opposed
to the doctrine that the effect does not exist in the cause,.—
That doctrine involves the conclusion that the actual origi-
nation of an effect is without an agent and thus devoid of
substaptial being. For origination is an action, and as such
requires an agent?, just as the action of walking does. To
speak of an action without an agent 1t would be a contradic-

1 Kalpantaram uuhapa)au alheu, tathd £a ya:hiva) avaik sitram
h grihyate tathi

p Ly
Kati) vagrah bhavaty yaving grat ity arthak,

Talra. kxm 5rzmbbal.5vayavaxr eva teshv avayav$ varteta kim vi
tadalirik iti tydha tadipiti. Yatra yad.
vartiate tat tadatiriktivayavair eva tatra vartaminam drishfam id
dnshlanwgarbh‘;m hetum Akashze Lo:eu. Duuram dﬂsh:\ym

ishat palz-ya Da syﬁd ii bhivas,

df " Jarshit

An. Gi.
2 e a something in which the acuon inheres; noz a causal
agent. . .
z

[34]
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tion. But if you deny the pre-existence of the effect in the
cause, it would have to be assumed that whenever the origi-
nation of a jar, for instance, is spoken of the agent is not the
jar (which before its origination did not exist) but something
else, and again that when the origination of the two halves
of the jar is spoken of the agent is not the two halves but
something else. From this it would follow that the sentence,
‘the jar is originated,’ means as much as ‘ the potter and
the other (operative) causes are originated’.’ But as a
matter of fact the former sentence is never understood to
mean the latter ; and it is, moreover, known that at the time
when the jar originates, the potter, &c. are already in exist-
ence.—Let us then say, the opponent resumes, that origi-
nation is the connexion of the effect with the existence of
its cause and its obtaining existence as a Self.—How, we
ask in reply, can something which has not yet obtained
existence enter into connexion with something else? A
connexion is possible of two existing things only, not of one
existing and one non-existing thing or of two non-existing
things. To something non-existing which on that account
is indefinable, it is moreover not possible to assign a limit
as the opponent does when maintaining that the effect is
non-existing before its origination ; for experience teaches -
us that existing things only such as fields and houses have
limits, but not non-existing things. Ifsomebody should use,
for instance, a phrase such as the following one, ¢ The son
of 2 barren woman was king previously to the coronation of
* Plrnavarman,’ the declaration of a limit in time implied in
that phrase does not in reality determine that the son of the
barren woman, i.e. a mere non-entity, either was or is or will
be king. If the son of a barren woman could become an
existing thing subsequently to the activity of some causal

-3 Every action, Sankira says, requires an agent, i. e, a substrate
in which the action takes place. If we deny that,the jar exists in
the clay even before it is actually origi i, we lose the sub
for the action of origination, i. ¢. entering into existence (for the
non-cxisting jar cannot be the substratum of any action), and have
to assume, for that action, other substrates, such as the operative
causes of the jar,
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agent, in that case it would be possible also that the non-
existing effect should be something existing, subsequently
to the activity of some causal agent. But we know that the
one thing can take place no more than_the other thing ; the
non-existing effect and the son of the barren woman are
both ecqually non-entities and can never be.—But, the
asatkiryavadin here objects, from your doctrine there
follows the result that the activity of causal agents is alto-
gether purposeless. For if the effect were lying already
fully accomplished in the cause and were non-different from
it, nobody would endeavour to bring it about, no more than
anybody endeavours to bring about the cause which is
already. fully accomplished previously to all end: 4
But as a matter of fact causal agents do endeavour to bring
about effects, and it is in order not to have to condemn
their efforts as altogether useless that we assume the non-
“existence of the cffect previously to its origination.—Your
objection is refuted, we reply, by the consideration that the
endeavour of the causal agent may be looked upon as having
a purpose in so far as it arranges the causal substance in
the form of the effect. That, however, even the form of the
effect (is not something previously non-existing, but} belongs
to the Self of the cause already because what is devoid of
Selfhood cannot be begun at all, we have already shown
above.—Nor does a substance become another substance
merely by appearing under a different aspect. Devadatta
may at one time be seen with his arms and legs closely
drawn up to his body, and another time with his arms and
legs stretched out, and yet he remains the same substantial
being, for he is recognised as such. Thus the persons also
by whom we are surrounded, such as fathers, mothers,
brothers, &c¢., remain the same, although we see them in_
continually changing states and attitudes; for they are
always recognised as fathers, mothers, brothers, and so on. .
If our opponent objects to this last illustrative example on
the ground that fathers, mothers, and so on remain the
same sub ial beings, b the dirfe states in which
they appear are not separated from c.ach other by birth or
death, while the effect, for instance a jar, appears only after
z2
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the cause, for instance the clay, has undergone destruction
as it were (so that the effect may be looked' upon as some-
thing altogether different from the cause); we rebut this
objection by remarking that causal substances also such as
milk, for instance, are perceived to exist even after they
have entered into the condition of effects such as curds and
the like (so that we have no right to say that the cause
undergoes destruction). And even in those cases where the
continued existence of the cause is not perceived, as, for
instance, in the case of sceds of the fig-tree from which there
spring sprouts and trees, the term ‘birth’ (when applied to
the sprout) only means that the causal substance, viz. the
seed, becomes visible by becoming a sprout through the
continual accretion of similar particles of matter; and
the term ‘ death’ only means that, through the secession of
those particles, the cause again passes beyond the sphere of
visibility. Nor can it be said that from such separation by
birth and death as described just now it follows that the
non-existing becomes existing, and the existing non-
existing ; for if that were so, it would also follow that the
unborn child in the mother’s womb and the new-born babe
stretched out on the bed are altogether different beings.

It would further follow that a man is not the same person
in childhood, manhood, and old age, and that terms such as
father and the like are illegitimately used.—The preceding
arguments may also be used to refute the (Bauddha 'doctrine)
of all existence being momentary oaly?

The doctrine that the effect is non-existent previously to
its actual origination, morcover, lcads to the conclusion that
the activity of the causal agent has no object ; for what does
not exist cannot possibly be an object; not any more than
the ether can be cleft by swords and other weapons for
striking or cutting. The object can certainly not be the
inherent cause; for that would lead to the erroneous con-
clusion that from the activity of the causal agent, which has
for its object the inherent cause, there results something else

* Which doctrine will be fully discussed in the sccond pida of
this adhylya.
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(viz. the effect). And if (in-order to preclude this erronsous
conclusion) the opponent should say that the effect is {not
something different from the cause, but) a certain relative
power (atisaya) of the inherent cause; he thereby would
simply concede our doctrine according to which the effect
exists in the cause already. )

We maintain, therefore, as our final conclusion, that milk
and other substances are called effects when they are in the
state of curds and so o, and that it is impossible, even
within hundreds of years, ever to bring about an effect which
is different from its cause. The fundamental cause of all
appears in the form of this and that effcet, up to the last
effect of all, just as an actor appears in varicus robes and
costumes, and thereby becomes the basis for all the current
notions and terms conceruing the phenomenal world.

The conclusion here established, oa the ground of rex-
soning, viz. that the ¢ffect exists already before its origina-
tion, and is non-different from its cause, results akso from
a different scriptural passage. As under the preceding
Sitra a Vedic passage was instanced which speaks of the
nou-existing, the different passage referred to in the present
Siitra is the one (X4 Up. VI, 2, 1) which refers to that
which is. That passage begins, * Being only was this in the
beginning, one without a second,” refers, thereupon, to
the doctrine of the Nen-existent being the cause of the
world (*Others say, Noa-being was this in the beginaing »
raises an objection against that doctrine (* How could that
which is be-born of that which is not2’), and, finally, re.
affirms the view first set forth, * Only Being was this in the
beginning.’ The cdirc e that in this passage the

effect, which is denoted by the word *this is by Scripture,
with reference to the time previous to its origination, co~
ordinated with the cause denoted by the term *Being,'
proves that the effect exists in—and is non-different from—
the cause. If it were before its origination non-existing
and after it inhered in its cause by samavdyz, it would be
something differcat from the cause, and that \)'ould virtually
imply an aband t of the promise made in the passage.
«That instruction by which we hear what is not heard,” &c
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the cause, for instance the clay, has undergone destruction
as it were (so that the effect may be looked" upon as some-
thing altogether different from the cause); we rebut this
objection by remarking that causal substances also such as
milk, for instance, are perceived to exist even after they
have entered into the condition of effects such as curds and
the like (so that we have no right to say that the cause
undergoes destruction). And even in those cases where the
continued existence of the cause is not perceived, as, for
instancé, in the case of sceds of the fig-tree from which there
spring sprouts and {rees, the term *birth’ (when applied to
the sprout) only means that the causal substance, viz. the
seed, becomes visible by becoming a sprout through the
continual accretion of similar particles of matter; and

the term ‘ death” only means that, through the secession of
those particles, the cause again passes beyond the sphere of
visibility. Nor can it be said that from such separation by

birth and death as described just now it follows that the

non-existing becomes existing, and the existing non-

existing ; for if that were so, it would also follow that the

unborn child in the mother's womb and the new-born babe

stretched out on the bed are altogether different beings.

It would further follow that a man is not the same person
in childhood, manhood, and old age, and that terms such as
father and the like are illegitimately used.—The preceding
arguments may also be used to refute the (Bauddha'doctrine)
of all existence being momentary only?.

The doctrine that the effect is non-existent previously to
its actual origination, mareaver, leads to the canclusion that
the activity of the causal agent has no object ; for what does
not exist cannot possibly be an object; not any more than
the ether can be cleft by swords and other weapons for
striking or cutting. The object can certainly not be the
inherent cause; for that would lead to the erroncous con-
clusion that from the activity of the causal agent, which has
for its object the inherent cause, there results something clse

* Which doctrine will be fully discussed in the second pida of
this adhydya
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(viz. the effect). And if (in.order to preclude this erroneous
conclusion) the opponent should say that the effect is {not
something different from the ‘cause, but) a certain reltiveé
power (atisaya) of the inherent cause; he thereby would
simply concede our doctrine according to which the effect
exists in the cause already. )
. We maintain, therefore, as our final conclusion, that milk
and other substances are called effects when they are in the
state of curds and so on, and that it is impossible, even
- within hundreds of years, ever to bring about an effect which
is different from its cause. The fundamental cause of all
appearsin the form of this and that effect, up to the last

effect of all, just as an actor appears in various robes and -

costumes, and thereby becomes the basis for all the current
notions and terms concerning the phenomenal world.

The conclusion here established, on the ground of rea~
soning, viz. that the effect exists already before its origina~
tion, and is non-different from its cause, results also from
a different scriptural passage. As under the preceding
Sltra a Vedic passage was instanced which speaks of the
non-existing, the different passage referred to in the present
Sftra is the one (K4 Up. VI, 2, 1) which refers to that
which is, That passage begins, * Being only was this in the
beginning, one without a second,’ refers, thereupon, to
the doctrine of the Non-existent being the cause of the
world (‘Others say, Non-being was this in the beginning’),
raises an objection against that doctrine (* How could that
which is besborn of that which is not?’), and, finally, re-
affirms the view first set forth, ¢ Only Being was this in the
beginning.” The cil that in this passage the
effect, which is denoted by the word ‘this,” is by Scripture,
with reference to the time previous to its origination, co-
ordinated with the cause denoted by the term *Being,’
proves that the effect exists in—and is non-different from—
the cause. If it were before its origination non-existing
and after it inhered in its cause by samavdya, it would be
something differcnt from the cause, and that would virtually
imply an abandonment of the promise made in the passage,

+ That instruction by which we hear what is not heard,” &c.
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(VI, 1, 3). The latter assertion is ratified, on the other
hand, through the comprehension that the effect exists in—
and is not different from—the cause,

19. And like a piece of cloth.

As of a folded piece of cloth we do not know clearly
whether it is a piece of cloth or some other thing, while on
its being unfolded it becomes manifest that the folded thing
was a piece of cloth ; and as, so long as it is folded, we per-
haps know that it is a piece of cloth but not of what definite
length and width it is, while on its being unfolded we know
these particulars, and at the same time that the cloth is not
different from the folded object; in the same way an effect,
such as a piece of cloth, is non-manifest as long as it exists
in its causes, i. e. the threads, &c. merely, while it becomes
manifest and is clearly apprehended in conscquence of the
operations of shuttle, loom, weaver, and so on.—Applying
this instance of the picce of cloth, first folded and then
unfolded, to the general case of cause and effect, we con-
clude that the latter is non-different from the former.

20, And as’in the case of the different vital
airs.

It is a matter of observation that when the operations of
the different kinds of vital air—such as priza the ascending
vital air, apina the descending vital air, &c.—arc suspended,
in conscquence of the breath being held so that they exist in
their causes mercly, the only cffect which continues to be ac-
complished is life, while all other cffects, such as the bending
and stretching of the limbs and so on, are stopped.  \When,
thereupon, the vital airs again begin to act, those other cfiects
also are brought about, in addition to mere life.—Nor must
the vital airs, on account of their being divided into classes,
be considered as something clse than vital air; for wind (air)
constitutes their common character. Thus (i.c. in the
manner illustrated by the instance of the vital airs) the non-
difference of the cffect from the cause is to be conceived—

As, therelore, the whole world is an cifect of Brahman and
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non-different from it, the promise held out in the scriptural
passage that ¢ What is not heard is heard, what is not per-
ceived is perceived, what is not known is known’ (K. Up.
VI, 1, 3) is fulfilled %,

21. On account of the other (i.e., the individual

. soul) being designated (as non-different from Brah-

man) there would attach (to Brahman) various

faults, as, for instance, not doing what is bene-
ficial.

Another objection is raised against the doctrine of an
intelligent cause of the world.—If that doctrine is accepted,
certain faults, as, for instance, doing what is not beneficial,
will attach (to the intelligent cause, i.e. Brahman), “on ac-
count of the other being designated.” For Scripture declares
the other, i. e. the embodied soul, to be one with Brahman,
as is shown by the passage, ¢ That is the Self ; that art thou,
O Svetaketu!’ (K% Up. VI, 8, 7.)—Or else (if we interpret
‘the other” of the Sfitra in a different way) Scripture declares
the other, i.e. Brahman, to be the Self of the embodied
soul. For the passage, *Having created that he entered
into it declares the creator, i.e. the unmodified Brahman,
to constitute the Self of the embodied soul, in consequence
of his entering into his products. The following passage
also, ¢ Entering (into them) with this living Self I will evolve
names and forms’ (X% Up. VI, 3,2), in‘which the highest
divinity designates the living (soul) by the word *Self;
shows that the embodied Self is not different from Brahman.
Therefore the creative power of Brahman belongs to the
embodied Self also, and the latter. being thus an inde-
pendent agent, might be expected to produce only what is
beneficial to itself, and not things of a contrary nature, such
as birth, death, old age, discase, and whatever may be the
other meshes of the net of suffering. For we know that no
free person will build a prison for himself, and take up his

abode init. Nor would a being, itself absolutely stainless,

1 Because it has been shown that cause and effect are idenliml‘:
hence if the cause is known, the effect is &nown aso.
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look on this alfogether unclean body as forming part of
its Self. It would, moreover, free itself, according to its
liking, of the consequences of those of its former actions
which result in pain, and would enjoy the consequences of
those actions only which are rewarded by pleasure. Fur-
ther, it would remember that it had created this manifold
world ; for every person who has produced some clearly
appearing effect remembers that he has been the cause of it.
And as the magician easily retracts, whenever he likes, the
magical illusion which he had emitted, so the embodied
soul also would be able to reabsorb this world into itself. The
fact is, however, that the embodied soul cannot reabsorb its
own bod# even. As we therefore see that ¢ what would be
beneficial is not done,’ the hypothesis of the world having
proceeded from an intelligent cause is unacceptable.

22. But the separate (Brahman, i.e. the Brahmar
separate from the individual souls) (is the creator);
(the existence of which separate Brahman we learn)
from the declaration of difference.

The word ‘but’ discards the pirvapaksha.—We rather
declare that that omniscient, omnipotent Brahman, whose
essence is eternal pure cognition and freedom, and which
is additional to, i. . different from the embodied Self, is the
creative principle of the world. The faults specified above,
such as doing what is not beneficial, and the like, do not
attach to that Brahman ; for as cternal freedom is its charac-
teristic nature, there is nothing cither beneficial to be done
by it or non-beneficial to be avoided by it. Nor is there
any impediment to its knowledge and power; for it is
omniscient and omnipotent. The cmbodied Self, on the
other hand, is of a different nature, and to it the mentioned
faults adhere. But then we do not declare it to be the
crcator of the world, on account of ‘the declaration of
diffcrence,’  For scriptural passages (such as; ¢ Verily, the
Sclf is to be scen, to be heard, to be perccived, to be marked,
Bri. Up. I, 4, 5; * The Scif we must scarch out, we must
try to undenstand,” A4, Up, VHI, 7, 1; * Then he becomes
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linilcd with the True, X4 Up. VI, 8, 1; ¢ This embodied
Self mounted by the intelligent Self,’ Bri. Up. IV, 3, 35)
declare differences founded on the relations of agent, object,
and 50 on, and thereby show Brahman to be different fram
the individual soul.—And if it be objected that there are
other passages declaratory of non-difference (for instance,
‘That art thou’), and that difference and non-difference
cannot co-exist because contradictory, we reply that the
possibility of the co-existence of the two is shown by the
parallel instance of the universal ether and the ether limited
by a jar.—Moreover, as soon as, in consequence of the decla~
ration of non-difference contained in such passages as ‘that
art thou,’ the consciousness of non-difference arises in us, the
transmigratory state of the individual soul and the creative
quality of Brahiman vanish at once, the whole phenomenon of
plurality, which springs from wrong knawledge, being sub-
lated by perfect knowledge, and what becomes then of the
creation and the faults of not doing what is beneficial, and
the like? For that this entire apparent world, in which good
and evil actions are done, &c; is a mere illusion, owing to
the non-discrimination of {the Self’s) limiting adjuncts, viz.a
body, and so on, which spring from name and form the pre-
sentations of Nescience, and does in reality not exist at all,
we have explained more than once. The illusion is analogous
to the mistaken notion we entertain as to the dying, being
born, being hurt, &c. of ourselves (our Selfs; while in
reality the body only dies, is born, &c). And with
regard to the state in which the appearance of plurality is
not yet sublated, it follows from passages declaratory of
such difference (as, for instance, * That we must search for,
&c.) that Brahman is superior to the individual soul;
whereby the possibility of faults adhering to it is excluded.

23. And because the case is analogous to that
of stones, &c. (the objections raised) cannot be
established.

As among minerals, which are all mere modifications of
casth, nevertheless great varicty is observed, some being
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precious gems, such as diamonds, lapis lazuli, &c., others,
such as crystals and the like, being of medium value, and
others again stones only fit to be flung at dogs or crows;
and as from seeds which are placed in one and the same
ground various plants are seen to spring, such as sandal-
wood and cucumbers, which show the greatest difference
in their leaves, bléssoms, fruits, fragrancy, juice, &c. ; and
as one and the same food produces various effects, such
as blood and hair; so the one Brahman also may contain
in itself the distinction of the individual Selfs and the highest
Self, and may produce various effects. Hence the objec-
tions imagined by others (against the doctrine of Brahman

being the cause of the world) cannot be maintained.—Fur-

ther! arguments are' furnished by the fact ofall effects*
having, as Scripture declares, their origin-in speech only,

and by the analogous instance of the variety of dream phan-

toms (while the dreaming person remains one).

24. If you object on the ground of the observation
of the employment (of instruments); (we say), No;
because as milk (transforms itself, so Brahman
does).

Your assertion that the intelligent Brahman alone, without
a sccond, is the cause of the world cannot be maintained, on
account of the observation of employment (of instruments).
For in ordinary lifc we scc that potters, weavers, and other
handicraftsmen produce jars, cloth, and the like, after having
put themselves in possession of the mcans thercto by pro-
viding themselves with various implements, such as clay,
stafls, wheels, string, &c.; Bralman, on the other hand,
you congeive to be without any help; how thencanitactas
a creator without providing itself with instruments to work
with 2—\We thercfore maintainthat Brahman is not the cause
of the world.

This objection is not valid, because causation is possible

b Which arguments, the commentators say, are hinted at by the
“am}’ of the Sdura,
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In consequence of a peculiar constitution of the causal sub-
stance, as in the case of milk. Just as milk and water turn
into curds and ice respectively, without any extraneous
means, so it is in the case of Brahman also. And if you
object to this analogy for the reason that milk, in order to
turn into curds, does require an extraneous agent, viz. heat,
we reply that millk by itself also undergoes a certain amount
of definite change, and that its turning is merely accelerated
by heat. If milk did not possess that capability of itself,
heat could not compel it to turn; for we see that air or ether,
for instance, is not compellcd by the action of heat to turn
into sour milk. By the co-operation of auxiliary means the
milk’s capability of turning into sour milk is merely com-
pleted. The absolutely complete power of Brahman, on
the other hand, does not require to be supplemented by any
extraneous help. Thus Scripture also declazes, * There isno
effect and no instrument known of him, no one is seen like
unto him or better; his high power is revealed as manifold,
as inherent, acting as force and knowledge’ (Sve. Up, VI,

8). Therefore Brahman, although one only, is, owing to

its manifold powers, able to transform itself into manifold

effects ; just as milk is. .

25. And (the case of Brahman is) like that of
gods and other beings in ordinary experience.

Well, et it be admitted that milk and other non-intelli-
gent things have the power of turning themselves into sour
milk, &c. without any extraneous means, since it is thus
observed. But we observe, on the other hand, that intelli-
gent agents, as, for instance, pottérs, proceed to their several
work only after having provided themselves with a complete
set of instruments. How then can it be supposed that
Brahman, which is likewise of an intelligent nature, should
proceed without any auxiliary ?

We reply, Like gods and others.  As gods, fathers, rishis,
and other beings of great power, who are all of intelligent
nature, arc scen to crcate many and various objects, such
as palaces, chariots, &c., without availing themselves of any
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extraneous means, by their mere intention, which is effective
in consequence of those beings’ peculiar power—a fact
vouchsafed by mantras, arthavidas, itihdsas, and purdnas;—
and as the spider emits out of itself the threads of its
web; and as the female crane conceives without a male;
and as the lotus wanders from one pond to another without
any means of conveyance; so the intelligent Brahman also
may be assumed to create the world by itself without ex-
traneous means. .

Perhaps our opponent will argue against all this in the
following style—The gods and other beings, whom you
have quoted as parallel instances, are really of a nature
different from that of Brahman. For the material causes
operative in the production of palaces and other material
things are the bodies of the gods, and not their intelligent
Selfs. And the web of the spider is produced from its saliva
which, owing to the spider’s devouring small insects, acquires
a certain degree of consistency, And the female crane con-
ceives from hearing the sound of thunder. And the lotus
flower indeed derives from its indwelling intelligent principle
thé impulse of movement, but is not able actually to move
inso far as it is a merely intelligent being!; it rather wanders
from pond to pond by means of its non-intelligent body,
just as the creeper climbs up the tree~FHence all these
illustrative examples cannot be applied to the casc of
Brahman,

To this we reply, that we meant to show merely that the
case of Brahman is different from that of potters and similar
agents, For while potters, &c., on the one side, and gods,
&., on the other side, possess the common attribute of intelli-
gence, potters require for their work extrancous mieans (i. c.
means lying outside their bodies) and gods do not. Hence
Brahman also, although intelligent, is assumed to require
no extrancous means. So, much only we wanted to show
by the parallel instance of the gods, & Our intention is
to point out that a peculiarly conditioned capability which

¥ The right reading appears to be *svayam cva £etani” as found
in some MSS. Other MSS. read etanah,
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is observed in some one case {as in that of the patter) is not
necessarily to be assumed in all other cases also

26. Either the consequence of the entire {Brah-
man undergoing change) has to be accepted, or else
a violation of the texts declaring Brahman to be

without parts,

Hitherto we have established so much that Brahman,
intelligent, one, without a sccond, modifying itself without
the employment of any extrancous means, is the cause of the
world.—Now, another objection is raised for the purpose of
throwing additional light on the point under discussion—
The consequence of the Vedinta doctrine, it is_said, will be
that we must assume the entire Brahman to undergo the
change into its effects, because it is not camposed of parts.
If Brahman, like earth and other matter, consisted of
parts, we might assume that a part of it undergoes the
change, while the other part remains as it is, But Seripture*
distinctly declares Brahman to be devoid of parts. Com-
pare, ‘ He who is without parts, without actions, tranquil,
without fault, without taint’ (Sve. Up. VI, 18); ‘That
heavenly person is without body, he is both without and
within, not produced ’ (Mu. Up. II, 1,2); ¢ That great Being
is endless, unlimited, consisting of nothing but knowledge*
(Bri. Up. I, 4, x2); ‘He is to be described by No, no’
(Bri. Up. II1, 9, 26) ; It is neither coarse nor fine’ (Bri.
Up. I, 8, 8); all which passages deny the existence of
any distinctions in Brahman.—As, therefore, a partial modi-
fication is impossible, a modification of the entire Brahman
has to be assumed. DBut that invalves a cutting off of
Brahman'from its very basis.—Another consequence of the
Vedintic view is that the texts exhorting us to strive ‘to
-see* Brahman become purp ; for the effects of Brahman
may be seen without any endeavour, and apart from them
no Brahman exists.—And, finally, the texts declaring Brah-
man to be unborn arc contradicted thereby.—1f, on the other
hand—in arder to escape from these difficulties—we assume
Brahman to consist of parts, we thereby do violenceto those
texts which declare Brahman not to be made up of parts.
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extraneous means, by their mere intention, which is effective
in consequence of those beings’ peculiar power—a fact
vouchsafed by mantras, arthavadas, itihasas, and purdnas;—
and as the spider emits out of itself the threads of its
web; and as the female crane conceives without a male;
and as the lotus wanders from one pond to another without
any means of conveyance; so the intelligent Brahman also
may be assumed to create the world by itself without ex-~
traneous means. ' .

Perhaps our opponent will argue against all this in the
following style.—The gods and other beings, whom you
have quoted as parallel instances, are really of a nature
different from that of Brahman. For the material causes
operative in the production of palaces and other material
things are the bodies of the gods, and not their intelligent
Selfs.  And the web of the spider is produced from its saliva
which, owing to the spider’s devouring small insects, acquires
a certain degree of consistency, And the female crane con-
ceives from hearing the sound of thunder. And the lotus
flower indeed derives from its indwelling intelligent principle
the impulse of movement, but is not able actually to move
inso faras it is a mercly intelligent being?* ;" it rather wanders
from pond to pond by means of its non-intelligent body,
just as the creeper climbs up the tree.—Hence all these
illustrative cxamples cannot be applied to the case of.
Brahman.

To this we reply, that we meant to show merely that the
case of Brahman is different from that of potters and similar
agents. For while potters, &c., on the one side, and gods,
&c., on the other side, possess the common attribute of intelli-
gence, potters require for their work extrancous means (i. e
means lying outside their bodies) and gods do not. Hence
Brahman also, although intelligent, is assumed to require
no cxtrancous means. So, much only we waated to show
by the parallel instance of the gods, &e  Our intention is
to point out that a peculiarly conditioned capability which

' The right reading appears to be ‘svayam eva detani’ as found
in some MSS, Othker MSS. read 4ctanah.
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is observed in some one case (as in that of the potter) is not
necessarily to be assumed in all other cases also

26. Either the consequence of the entire (Brah-
man undergoing change) has to be accepted, or else
a violation of the texts declaring Brahman to be

without parts.

Hitherto we have established so much that Brahman,
intelligent, one, without a sccond, modifying itself withont
the employment of any extraneous means, is the cause of the
world.~—Now, another objection is raised for the purpose of
throwing additional light on the point under discussion.—
The consequence of the Vedinta doctrine, it is said, will be
that we must assume the entire Brahman to undergo the
change into its effects, because it is not composed of parts,
If Brahman, like earth and other matter, consisted of
parts, we might assume that a part of it undergoes the
change, while the other part remains as it is. But Scripture
distinctly declares Brahman to be devoid of parts. Com-
pare, ‘He who is without parts, without actions, tranquil,

- without fault, without taint’ (Sve. Up. VI, 19); ‘That
heavenly person is without body, he is bath without and
within, not produced * (Mu. Up. I, 1,2); ¢ That great Being
is endless, unlimited, consisting of nothing but knowledge’
(Bri, Up. 11, 4, 12); ‘He is to be described by No, no’
(Bri. Up. II1, 9, 26) ; * It is neither coarse nor fine’ (Bri.
Up. 111, 8, 8); all which passages deny the existence of
any distinctions in Brahman.—As, therefore, a partial modi-
fication is impossible, a modification of the entire Brahman
has to be assumed. But that involves a cutting off of
Brahman from its very basis.— Another consequence of the
Vedantic view is that the texts exhorting us-to strive ‘to
- see’ Brahman become purposeless ; for the effects of Brahman
may be seen without any eadeavour, and apart from them
no Brahman exists.—And, finally, the texts declaring Brah-
man to be unborn arc contradicted thereby.—1If, on the other
hand—in order to escape from these difficulties—we assume
Brahman to consist of parts, we thereby do violenec to those
texts which declare Brabiman not to be made up of parts.
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Moreover, if Brahman is made up of parts, it follows that it
is non-eternal.—Hence the Vedintic point of view cannot be
maintained in any way.

27. But (this is not so), on account of scriptural
passages, and on account of (Brahman) resting on
Scripture (only).

The word ‘but’ discards the objection.—We deny this
and maintain that our view is not open to any objections.—
That the entire Brahman undergoes change, by no means
follows from our doctrine, ‘on account of sacred texts.” For.
in the same way as Scripture speaks of the origin of the
world from Brahman, it also speaks of Brahman subsisting
apart from its effects. This appears from the passages
indicating the difference of cause and effect ( That divinity
thought) let me enter into these three divinities with this
living Self and evolve names and forms;’ and, ‘Such is
the greatness of it, greater than it is the Person; one foot
of him are all things, three feet are what is immortal in
heaven’ (KA. Up. 111, 12, 6); further, from the passages
declaring the uninodified Brahman to have its abode in
the heart, and from those teaching that (in dreamless sleep)
the individual soul is united with the True. For if the
entire Brahman had passed into its cffects, the limitation
(of the soul's union with Brahman) to thestatc of dreamless
sleep which is declared in the passage, ‘thet it & wiited
with the True, my dear,’ would be out of place; since the
individual soul is always united with the effects of Brah-
man, and since an uamodificd Brahman docs not exist (on
that hypothesis). Morcover, the possibility of Brahman
becoming the object of perception by means of the senses

is denied while its cffects may thus be perecived. For

these reasons the existence of an unmodificd Brahman has
to be admitted,—Nor do we violate thosc texts which
declare Brahman to be without parts; we rather adinit

Brahman to be without parts just because Scripture reveals

it. For Brahman which rests exclusively on the holy tuxts,

and regarding which the holy texts alone are authari-
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tative—not the senses, and so on—must be accepted such
as the texts proclaim it to be. Now those texts declare,
on the one hand, that not the entire Brahman passes over
into its effects, and, on the other hand, that Brahman is
without parts. Even certain ordinary things such as gems,
spells, herbs, and the like possess powers which, owing to
difference of time, place, occasion, and so on, produce
various opposite effects, and nobody unaided by instruc-
tion is able to find out by mere reflection the number
of these powers, their favouring conditions, their objects,
their purposes, &c.; how much more impossible is it to
conceive without the aid of Scripture the true nature of
Brahman with its powers unfathomable by thought! As
the Purina says: ‘Do not apply reasoning to what is
unthinkable! The mark of the unthinkable is that it is
above all material causes!.’ Therefore the cognition of
what is supersensuous is based on the holy texts only.
But—our opponent will say—even the holy texts can-
not make us understand what is contradictory, Brahman,
you say, which is without parts undergoes a change, but
not the entire Brahman, If Brahman is without parts, it
does either not change at all or it changes in its entirety.
If, on the other hand, it be said that it changes partly and
persists partly, a break is effected in its nature, and from that
it follows that it consists of parts. It is true that in matters
connected with action (as, for instance, in the case of the two
Vedic injunctions *at the atiritra he is to take the shodasin-
cup,’ and *at the atiritra heisnot to take the shodasin-cup ')
any contradiction which may present itself to.the under-
standing is removed by the optional adoption of one of
the two alternatives presented as action is dependent on
man ; but in the case under discussion the adoption of one of
the alternatives does not remove the contradiction because
an existent thing (like Brab ) does not {like an action
which is to be accomplished) depend on man. We are
therefore met here by a real difficulty.

-+ Prakraibhya i, prayyakshadrishapadinbasvabbdrebbyo yat
param ilaksh akiryadyupad am tad afinty ity
arthat, An. Gi,
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" No, we reply, the difficulty is mercly an apparcnt one;
as we maintain that the (alleged) break in Brahman's
nature is a mere figiment of Nescience. By a break of
that nature a thing is not really broken up into parts, not
any more than the moon is really multiplied by appearing
double to a person of defective vision. By that element
of plurality which is the fiction of Nescience, which is
characterised by name and form, which is- evolved as well
as non-evolved, which is not to be defined either as the
Existing or the Non-existing, Brahman becomes the basis
of this entiré apparent world with its changes, and so on,
while in its true and real nature it at the same time remains
unchanged, lifted above the phenomenal universe. And as
the distinction of names and forms, the fiction of Nescience,
originates entirely from spcech only, it does not militate
against the fact of Brahman being without parts.—Nor
have the scriptural passages which speak of Brahman as
undergoing change the’ purpose of teaching the fact of
change; for such instruction would have no fruit. They
rather aim at imparting instruction about Brahman’s Self
as raised above ‘this apparent world; that being an in-
struction which we know to have a result of its own. For
in.the scriptural passage beginning ‘He can only be
described by No, no’ (which passage conveys instruction
about the absolute Brahman) a'result is stated at the end, in
the words * O Ganaka, you have indeed reached fearlessness’
(Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 4).—Hence our view does not involve any
real difficulties.

28. For thus it is in thée (individual) Self also,
and various {creations exist in gods?, &c.).

Nor is there any reason to find fault with the doctrine
that there can be a manifold creation in the onc Self,
without destroying its character. For Scripture tcaches
us that there exists a multiform creation in the one Self

1 This is the way in which Saiikara divides the SQtra; An. Gi.
remarks to ¢ lokespo, &c.: Atmani keti vidkhyiya vikitris £a hid
wrifashse!
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of a dreaming person, ¢ There are no chariots in that state,
10 horses, no roads, but he himself creates chariots, horses,
and roads’ (Bri. Up. IV, 3, 10). In-ordinary life too
multiform creations, elephants, horses, and the like are
seen to exist in gods, &c., and magicians without in-
terfering with the unity of their being. Thus a multiform
creation may exist in Brahman also, one as it is, without
divesting it of its character of unity.

29. And because the objection (raised against
our view) lies against his (the opponents) view
likewise.

Those also who maintain that the world has sprung
from the pradhina implicitly teach that “something not
made up of parts, unlimited, devoid of sound and other
qualities—viz. the pradhna—is the cause of an effect—viz.
the world—which is made up of parts, is limited_and is
characterised by the named qualities. Hence it follows
from that doctrine also- either that the pradhdna as not
consisting of parts has to undergo a change in its entirety,
or else that the view of its not consisting of parts has to be
abandoned,—But—it. might be pleaded in favour of the
Sankhyas—they do not maintain their pradhinato be with-

_out parts; for they define it as the state of equilibrium -
of the three éunas, Goodness, Passion; and Darkness, so_
that the pradhina forms a whole containing }he three
gunas as its parts—\We reply that such a partiteness a3

is here proposed does not remove the objection in hand

because still each of the three qualities is declared to be
in itself without parts®. Add each gusa by itself assisted
merely by the two other gunmas mare

cause of that part of the world which ra_cmbls it in its
nature®—So that the objection’ lies against the Stikhya

* So that if it undergocs modiications it must cither change in
its entirety, or else—agzinst the as'sump:ion—tonsxskol’pan&

* The last cluse precludes the jusificatory remack that the
stated difficulties can be avoided if we assume the three"gss 2
combination only to undergo modification; if this were so the
inequality of the different effects could not be

[341 AR

accounted fore



354 VEDANTA-SOTRAS. -

view likewise—~Well, then, as the reasoning (on which the
doctrine of the impartiteness of the pradhina rests) is not
absolutely safe, let us assume that the pradhna consists
of parts.—If you do that, we reply, it follows that the
pradhdna cannot be eternal, and so on.—Let it then be said
that the various powers of the pradhina to which the
variety of its effects is pointing are its parts—Well, we
reply, those various powers arc admitted by us also who
sce the cause of the world in Brahman,

The same objections lie against the doctrine of the
world having originated from atoms, For on that doctrine
one atom when combining with afiother must, as it is not
made up of parts, enter into the combination with its
whole extent, and as thus no increase of bulk takes place
we do not get beyond the first atom®. 1f, on the other
hand, you maintain that the atom enters into the com-
bination with a part only, you offend against the assumption
of the atoms having no parts.

As therelore all views are equally obnoxious to the objec-
tions raised, the latter cannot be urged against any one view
in particular, and the advocate of Brahman has consequently
cleared his doctrine.

30. And (the highest divinity is) endowed with all
(powers) because that is seen (from Scripture).

We have stated that this multiform world of effects is
possible to Brahman, because, although one only, it is
endowed with “various powers.—How then—it may be
asked—do you know that the highest Brahman is endowed
with various powers?—Hc is, we reply, endowed with all
powers, * because that is scefi.” For varjous scriptural pas-
sages declare that the highest divinity possesses all powers,
* He to whom all actions, all desires, all odours, all tastes
belang, he who embraces all this, who never speaks, and is

' Asanatom has no parts it cannot enter into partial contact
with another, and lhc only way in which the two can combinc is
entire interpe: 3 in quence of which the compound of
two atums would not occupy more space than one atom,
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never surprised* (KA. Up. I, 14, 4); ‘He who desires
what is true and finagines what is truc’ (&4 Up. VIIL, 7,
1); ‘He who knows all (in its totality}, and cognizes all (in-
its detail) (Mu. Up. I, 1, 9); ‘ By the command of that Im-
perishable, O Gargi, sun and moon stand apart® (Bri, Up.
I1L, 8, 9); and other similar passages.

31. If if be said tmat (Brahman is devoid of
powers) on account of the absence of organs; (we
reply that) this has been explained (before):

Let this be granted.—Scripture, however, declares the
highest divinity to be without (bodily) organs of action?;
s, for instance, in the passage, * It is without cyes, without
cars, without speech, without mind* (Bri. Up. III, 8, 8).
Being such, how should it be able to produce effects,
although it may be endowed with all powers? For we
know (from mantras, arthavadas, &c) that the gods and
other intelligent beings, though endowed with"all powers,
arecapable of producing certain cflects only because they are
furnished with bodily instruments of action. And, moreover,
how can the divinity, to whom the scriptural passage, *No,.
no,’ denies all attributes, be endowed with all powers?

The appropriatc reply to this question has been already
given above. The t dent highest Brah. can be
fathomed by means of Scripture only, not by mere reasoning.
Nor are we obliged to assume that the capacity of one being
is exactly like that which i5 observed in another. It has
likewise been explained above that although.all qualities are
denied of Brahman we nevertheless may consider it to be
endowed with powers, if we assume in its nature an element
of plurality, which is the mere figment of Nescience.
Moreover, a scriptural passage (¢ Grasping without hands,
hastening without feet, he secs without eyes, he heus
withont ears;” Sve. Up. III, 19) declares that Brahman,

t “The Sitra is concerned with the body only as far as it is an
instrument; the case of extrancous inswuments having already

beeu disposed of in Satra 24.
Aaz -
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although devoid of bodily‘ organs, possesses all possible
capacities, -

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of the world),
on account of (bemors engaging in any actlon) having
a motive,

Another objection is raised against the doctrine of an

intelligent cause of the world.—The intelligent highest Self
cannot be the creator of the sphere of this world, * on account
.of actions having a purpose.’—We know from ordinary ex-
pericnce that man, who is an intelligent beidg, beging to act
after due consideration only, and does not engage even in
Ap unimportant undertaking unless it serves some purpose
of his own; much less so in important business. There is
also a scriptural passage confirming this result of common
experience, ‘ Verily everything is not dear that’you may love
everything ; but that you may love the Self therefore every-
thing is dear’ (Bri. Up. I1, 4, 5). Now the undertaking of
creating the sphere of this'world, with all its various con-
tents, is certainly a weighty one. If, then, on the one hand,
you assume it to serve some purpose-of the intelligent highest
Sclf, you thereby sublate its self-sufficiency vouched "for by
Scripture ; if, on the othcr hand, you affirm absence of
motive on jts part, you must affirm absence of activity
also.—Let us then assume that just as sometimes an intel-
ligent person when in a state of frenzy proceeds, owing to
his mental aberration, to action without a motive, so the
highest Self also created this world without any motive.—
That, we reply, would contradict the omniscicnce of the
highest Seclf, which is vouched for by Seripture.—IHence
the doctrine of the creation proceeding from an intelligent
Being {s untenable,

33. But (Brahman's cfeative activity) is mere
sport, such as we sce in ordinary life

The word ‘ but * discards the objection raised.—We sec in
every-day life that certain doings of princes or other men
of high poesition who have no unfulfilled desires left have no
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reference to any extraneous purpose, but proceed from mere
sportfulness, as, for instance, their recreations in places of
amusement. We further see that the process of inhalation
and exhalation is going on without reference to any
extraneous purpose, merely following the law of its own
nature. Analogously, the activity of the Lord also may be
supposed to be mere spost, proceeding from his own nature b
without reference to any purpose. For on the ground
neither of reason nor of Scripture can we construe any other
purpose of the Lord. Nor can his nature be questioned 3—
Although the creation of this world appears to us a weighty
and difficult undertaking, it is mere play to the Lord, whose
power is unlimited. And if in ordinary life we might pos-
sibly, by close scrutiny, detect some subtle motve, even for
sportful action, we cannot do so with-regard to the actions
of the Lord, all whose wishes are fulfilled, as Scripture says.
——Nor can it be said that he either does not act or acts like
a senseless person ; for Scripture affirms the fact of the crea-
tion on the one hand, and the Lord's omniscience on the
other hand, And, finally, we must remember that the scrip-
tural doctrine of creation does not refer to the highest reality ;
it refers to the apparent world only, which is characterised by
name and form, the figments of Nescience, and it, moreaver,
aims at intimating that Brahman is the Self of everything.

ensation) and cruélty (the

34. Inequality (of disp
hed “with), on account of

Lord can)not (be reproac
1 The nature (svabh:i\'a) of the Lord ic, the commentators say.
Miy3 joined with time and karman.
* This clause is an answer {0 the objection that the Lord_might
d of creating 2 world useless to himself and
the cause of pain to others. For in consequence of hi.s conjunction
with My the creation is ondvoidable. Go.An. Avidsd naturally
tends towards effects, without any purpose. Bhi.
An. Gi. remarks: Namu Kilidiv asmadidinim ak
nivetter api darsanid tsvarasyapl miyimy):i{u:hla{in mhﬁ‘-
bhive vinipi szmyaggiinam ir iti tatriba na detic

samsirasamudbAilt
Anirvidyd khalv avidyd parasyesvarasya -h svabhi:a lileti & dyate
tatra na pratiuk hiviyim papal anthak,

remain at rest instea
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his'regarding (merit and demerit) ; for so (Scripturc)
declares,

In order to strengthen the tenet which we are at present
defending, we follow the procedure of him who shakes a pole
planted in the ground (in order to test whether it is firmly
planted), and raise another objection against the doctrine
of the Lord being the cause of the world.—The Lord, it is
said, cannot be the cause of the world, because, on that
hypothesis, the reproach of inequality of dispensation and
cruclty would attach to him. Some beings, viz. the gods
and others, he renders eminently happy; others, as for
instance the animals, cminently unhappy ; to sonie again, as
for instance nien, he allots an intermediate position. Toa
Lord bringing about such an unequal condition of things,
passion and malice would have to .be ascribed, just as to
any common person acting similarly; which attributes
would be contrary to the essential goodness of the Lord
affirmed by Sruti and Smriti. Moreover, as the infliction of
pain and the final destruction of all creatures would form
part of his dispensation, he would have to be taxed with
great cruclty, a quality abhorred by low people even.  For
these two reasons Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.

The Lord, we reply, cannot be reproached with incquality
of dispensation and cruelty, * because he is bound by regards.”
If the Lord on his own account, without any cxtrancous
regards, produced this unequal creation, he would exposc

himself to blame ; but the fact is, that in creating he is bound
by certain fegards, i. c. he has to look to merit and demerit.
Hence the circumstance of the creation being unequal is duc
to the merit and demerit of the living creatures created, and
is ot a fault for which the Lotd is to blame.  The position
of the Lord is to be looked on as analogous -to that of
Parganya, the Giver of rain.  For as Pasganya is the com-
mon cause of the production of rice, barley, and otherplants,
whilc the diffesence betwcen the various specics is due to the
various, potentialitics lying hidden in the respective sceds,
50 the Lord is the common cause of the creation of guds,
men, &c., while the differences between these elasses of beings
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are due to the different merit belonging t6 the individual
souls. Hence the Lord, being bound by regards, cannot be
reproached with inequality of dispensation and cruelty.—
.And if we are asked how we come’to know that the Lotd,
In creating this world with its various conditions, is bound
by .regards, we seply that Scripture declares that; compare,
for instance, the two following passages, * For he (the Lord)

.makes him, whom he wishes to lead up from these worlds,

do a gaod deed ; and the same makes him, whom he wishes
to lead down from these worlds, do a bad deed* (Kaush,
Up. III, 8)*; and,* A man becomes good by good work,
bad by bad work ' (Bri. Up. 111, 2, 13). Smriti passages
also declare the favour of the Lord and its opposite to de-
pend on the different quality of the works of living beings;
50, for instance, ‘I serve men in the way in which they

approach me' (Bha. Gi. IV, 11).

35. If it be objected that it (viz. the Lord’s
baving regard to merit and demerit) is impossible
on account of the non-distinction {of merit and
demerit, previous to the first creation); we refute
the objection on the ground of (the world) being
without 2 beginning.

But—an objection is raised—the passage, ‘Being only
this was in the beginning, one, without a second,’ affirms
that before the creation there was no distinction and conse-
quently no merit on account of which the creation might
have become unequal. ~And if we assume the Lord to have
been guided in his dispensations by the actions of living_
beings subsequent to the creation, we involve ourselves in
the circular reasoning that work depends- cn diversity of

infe

* From this passage we must not—th Y o oy
injustice on the part of the Lord; for the previous merit or demerit
of a being determines the specific quality of.the actions which he

( in his present the Lord acting 23 the commion

cause only (as Parganya does).
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condition of life, and diversity of condition again on work.
The Lord may be considered as acting with regard to reli-
gious merit after distinction had once arisen; but as before
that the cause of inequality, viz. merit, did not exist, it
follows that the first creation must have been free from
inequalities.

This objection we meet by the remark, that the transmi-
gratory world is without beginning.—The objection would
be valid if the world had a beginning ; but as it is without
beginning, merit and jnequality are, like seed and sprout,
caused as well as causes, and there is therefore no logical
objection to their operation.—To the question how we know
that the world is without a beginning, the next Stitra replies.

36. {The beginninglessness of the world) recom-
mends itself to reason and is seen (from Seripture).

The beginninglessness of the world recommends itself to
reason. For if it had a beginning it would follow that, the
world springing into existence without a cause, the released
souls also would again enter into the circle of transmigratory
existence; and further, as then there would exist no deter-
mining causc of the unequal dispensation of pleasure and
pain,-we should have to acquiesce in the doctrine of rewards
and punishments being allotted, without reference to previous
good or bad actions. That the Lord is not the causc of the
inequality, has already been remarked. Nor can Nescience
by itself be.the cause, as it is of.a uniform nature. On
the other hand, Nescicnce may be the cause of incquality,
if it be considered as having regard to merit accruing from
action produced by the mental impressions of wrath, hatred,
and other afllicting passions?®, Without merit and demerit
nobody can enter into existence, and again, without a body
merit and demerit cannot be formed ; so that—on the doc-

' Rigadveshamoht ragadayas te £ puiusham dukbddibhis
klisyanthii klerds tesbdmr vAsanih larmapravriliyanugusls tibhie
shijtam charmiddakshasam karma 1adapekshividyd, An. Gi
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tmx_c of the world having a beginning—we are led into a
»l°glCil.1 sce-saw. The opposite doctrine, on the other hand,
explains all matters fn 2 manner analogous to the case of the-
seed and sprout, so that no difficulty remains.—Morgover,
the fact of the world being without a beginning, is seen in
Sruti and Smeiti. In the first place, we have the scriptural
* passage,‘ Let me enter with this living Self (giva),’ &e. (K
Up. vI, 3, 2)." Here the circumstance of the embodied
Self (the individual sou]) being called, previously to creation,
‘the living Self'——a name applying to it in so far as it is
the sustaining principle of the prinas—shows that this
phenomenal world is without a beginning.  For i it had 2
beginning, the prénas would not exist before that beginning,
and how, then could the embodied Self be denoted, with
refercnce to the time of the world’s beginning, by a name
which depends on the existence of those pranas? Nor can
it be said that it is so designated with a view to its future
relation to the pidnas; it being a settled principle that a
Ppast relation, as being already existing, is of greater force than
a mere future relation.~—Moreover, we have the mantra, *As
the creator formerly ‘devised (akalpayat) sun and moon’
(Ri. Samh. X, 190, 3), which intimates the existence of
former Kalpis. Smreti’also declarés the world to be
without a beginning, * Neither its form is known here, nor
its end, nor its beginning, nor its support’ {Bha, Gi. XV,
3). And the Purixa also declares that there is no measure
of the past and the future Kalpas.

37. And because all the qualities (required in the
cause of the world) are present (in Brahman).

., The teacher has now refuted all the objections, such as
difference of character, and the like, which other teachers
have brought forwazd against what be had established as .
the real sensc of the Veda, viz. that the intelligent Brahman
is the causc and matter of this world.

Now, before entering on a new chapter, whose chief aim it
will be to refute the (positive) opinions held by other teack-
ers, he sums up the foregoing chapter, the purport of which
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it was to show why his view should be accepted. —Because,
if that Brahman is acknowledged as the cause of the world,
all attributes required in the cause (of the world) are seen
to be present—Brahman being all-knowing, all-powerful,
and possessing the great power of May4,~on that account
this our system, founded on the Upanishads, is not open to
any objections.
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SECOND PADA.
REVERENCE TO THE HIGHEST SELK!

L. That which is inferred (by the Saikhyas, viz.
the pradhana) cannot be the cause (of the world),
on account of the orderly arrangement (of the world)

-being impossible {on that hypothesis).

Although it is the object of this system to define the truc
feaning of the Vedinta-texts and not, like the science of
Logic, to establish or refute some tenct by mere ra'tiocin-
ation, still it is incumbent on thorough students of the
Vedanta to refute the Saikhya and other systems which
are obstacles in the way of perfect knowledge. For this
purpose a new chapter is begun. (Nor must it be said that
the refutation of the other systems ought to have preceded
the establishment of the Vedinta position; for) as the
determination of the sense of the Vedinta-passages directly
subserves perfect knowledge, we have at first, by mcans of
such a determination, established our own position, since
this is a task more important than the refutation of the

views entertained by others,
Here an opponent might come forward and say that we

are indecd cntitled to establish our own position, so as to
define’ perfect knowledge which is the means of release to
those desitous of it, but that no use is apparent of a refuta-
tion of other opinions, a procceding productive of nothing
but hate and anger.—There is a use, we rcply.  For therc
is some danger of men of inferior intelligence Jooking upon
the Sdikliya and similar systems as requisite for perfect
knowledge, because those systems have a weighty appear-
ance, have been adopted by authoiitative persons, and
profess to lead to perfect hnowledge.  Such people might
therefore think that those systems with their abstruse argu-
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ments were propounded by omniscient sages, and might on
that account have faith in them. For this reason we must
endeavour to demonstrate their intrinsic worthlessness.

- But, it might be said, the Sankhya and similar systems
have already been impugned in several Satras of the first
adhydya (I, 1, 5, 18; T, 4, 28); why, then, controvert them
again ?—The task—we reply—which we are now about to
undertake differs from what we have already accomplished.
As the Sinkhya and other philosophers also quote, in
order to establish their own positions, the Veddnta-passages
and interpret them in such a manner as to make them agree
with their own systems, we have hitherto endeavoured to
show that their interpretations are altogether fallacious.
Now, however, we are going to refute their arguments in an
independent manner, without any reference to the Vedinta-
texts.

The Sinkhyas, to make a beginning with them, argue
as follows,—Just as jars, dishes, and other products which
possess the common quality of consisting of clay are scen
to have for their cause clay in general; so we must suppose
that all the outward and inward (i.e. inanimate and ani-
mate) effects which are endowed with the characteristics of
pleasure, pain, and dulness ? have for their causes pleasure,
pain, and dulness in gencral.  Pleasure, pain, and dulness in
their gehcraljty together constitute the threefold pradhdna.
This pradhdna which is non-intelligent evolves itself spon-
tancously into muitiform modifications?, in order thus to
cffcct the” purposes (i.c. enjoyment, release, and so on) of
the intelligent soul.—The existence of the pradhdna is to
‘be inferred from other circumstances also, such as the limita-
tion of all cffects and the like®

Against this doctrine we argue as follows.—If you Sii=
khyas base your theory on paralicl instances merely, we point

' The characteristics-of Goodness, Passion, and Darkness, the
three constituent clements {(gura) of the pradhina, Sid. K. 13, 13-
? Viz. the great principle (mabat), ahaikira, &e. S Ki. 3.

* The arguments here referred 10 are enumerated in the S1, Ki.
15; SA. Sitras I, 129 M.
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out that a non-intelligent thing which, without being guided
by an intelligent being, spontancously produces effects -
capable of subserving the purposes of some particular
Person is nowhere observed in the world. We rather
observe that houscs, palaces, couches, pleasure-grounds, and
the 'like-—things which according to circumstances are con-
du.cm: to the obtainment of pleasure or the avoidance of
pain—are made by workmen endowed with intelligence.
Now look at this entire world which appears, on the one
hand, as external {i. . inanimate} in the form of carth and the -
Other elements- enabling (the souls) ta enjoy the fruits of
their various actions, and, on the other hand, as animate, in
the form of bodies which belong to the differeat classes of
beings, possess a definite arrangement of organs, and are
therefore capable of constituting the abodes of fruition ;
look, we say, at this world. of which the most ingenious
workmen cannot even form a conception in their minds, and
then say if a non-intelligent principle like the pradhéna is
able to fashion it! Other non-intelligent things such as
stonies and clods of earth are certainly not seen to possess
analogous powers. We rather must assume that just as
clay and similar substances are seen to fashion themselves
into various forms, if worked upon by potters and the like,
so the pradhina also (when modifying itself into its effects)
is ruled by some intelligent principle. When endeavouring
to detérmine the nature of the primal cause (of the world),
there is no need for us to take our stand on those attributes *
only which form part of the nature of material causes such
as clay, &c, and not on those also which belong to
extrancous agents such as potters, &' Nor (if remem-
bering this latter point) do we enter into conflict with any
means of right knowledge; we, ont the contrary, are in direct
agreement with Scripture which teaches that an intelfigent

* If we attempt to infer the naire of the universal cause from
its effects on the ground of parallel instances, as, for instance, that
of an <arthen jar whose material cause ig clay, we must remember
that the jar has sprung from clay not without the co-opsration of

an intelligent being, viz, the potter.
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cause cXists.—I7or the rcason detailed in the above, i.c. on
account of the impossibility of the ¢ orderly arrangcment
(of the world), a non-intelligent causc of the world is not to
be inferred.—The word ‘and’ (in the Sétra) adds other
reasons on account of which the pradhina cannot be inferred,
viz. ‘on account of the non-possibility of endowment,’ &c.
For it cannot be maintained ! that all outward and inward
cffects are ‘ endowed’ with the nature of pleasure, pain, and
dulness, because pleasure, &c. are known as inward (mental)
states, while sound, &c, (i.e. the sense-objects) are known
as being of a different nature (i. e. as outward things), and .
moreover as being the operative causes of pleasure, &c.?
And, further, although the sense-object such as sound and
so on is one, yet we observé that owing to the difference of
the mental impressions (produced by it) differences exist in
the effects it produces, one person being affected by it
pleasantly, another painfully, and so on%—(Turning to the
next Sdikhya argument which infers the existence of the
pradhina from the limitation of all effects), we remark that
he who concludes that all inwardand outward effects depend
on a conjunction of several things, because they are limited
(a conclusion based on the obscrvation that some limited
cffects such as root and sprout, &c. depend on the conjunc-
tion of scveral things), is driven to the conclusion that the
three constituents of the pradhina, viz. Goodness, Passion,
and Darkness, likewisc depend on the conjunction of several

' As had becn asserted above for the purpase of inferring there-
from, according to the principle of the equality of cause and effect,
the existence of the three constituents of the pradhina.

* And a thing cannot consist of that of which it is the cause.

* Which differences cannot be reconciled with the Siakhya
hypothesis of the object itsclf consisting of cither pleasure or pain,
&c.~* If things isted in th Ives of pl; , pain, &c., then
sandal ointment (which is cooling, and on that account pleasant in
summer) would be pleasant in winter also; for sandal never is
anything. but sandal—-And as.thisiles neyer are anyihing but
thistles they ought, on the Siakhya bypothesis, to be caten with
enjoyment not only by camels but by men also”  Bhi.
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flllteccdents '; for they also are limited %—Further 5 it is
impossible to use the iclation of cause and cffect asa reason
fOl: assuming that all cffects whatever have a non-intelligent
principle for theic antecedent ; for we have shown already
that that relation exists in the case of couches and chairs
also, over whose production intelligence presides

L2 And on account of (the impossibility of) ac-
tivity.

Lcaving the arrangement ot the world, we now
the activity by which it is produced.—The thiee guzas,
passing out of the state of equipoise and entering into the
condition of mutual subordination and superordination,
originate activities tending towards the production of
particular cffects.—Now these activities also cannot be
ascribed to a non-intelligent pradhina, left to itself, as no
such activity is scen in clay and similar substances, or in
chariots and the like. For we observe that clay and the
like, and chariots—which are in their own nature non-
intelligent—cater on activities tending towards particular
effects only when they are acted upon by intelligent beings
such as potters, &c. in the one case, and horses and the like
in the other case. From what is seen we determine what is
not seen. Hence a non-intelligent cause of the world is not
to be inferred becausc, on that hypotflesis, the activity
without which the world carmnot be produced would be

pass on to

impossible.

But, the Saakhya rejoins, we do likewise not observe
activity on the part of mere intelligent beings.—True ; we
however see activity on the part of non-intelligent things
such as chariots and the like when they are in conjunction
with intelligent beings.—DBut, thé Saikhya again objects,

we never actually observe activity on the part of an intel-

1 Samsargaprvak prasafiga iti g 3 sam
slupmkn\iknl\‘apms:klir jty arthak. An. Gi

* For they limit one another.

s To proceed lo the arg]
and effect* (S3. KA. 15).

* from the sep: of cause
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ligent being even when in conjunction with a non-intelligent
thing.—Very well; the. question then ariscs: Does the
activity belong to that in which it is actually observed (as
the Sankhya says), or to that on account of the conjunction
with which it is observed (as the Vedintin avers)?—We
must, the Sankhya replies, attribute activity to that in
which it is actually seen, since both (i. e. the activity and its
abode) are matter of observation, A mere intelligent
being, on the other hand, is never observed as the abode of
activity while a chariot is, The! existence of an intelligent
Self joined to a body and so on which are the abode of
activity can be established (by inference) only ; the inference
being based on the difference observed between living bodies
and mere non-intelligent things, such as chariots and the like.
For this very reason, viz. that intelligence is observed only
where a body is observed while it is never seen without a
body, the Materialists consider intelligence to be a mere
attribute of the body.—Hence activity belongs only to
what is non-intelligent.

To alt this we—the Vedintins—make the following
reply.—We' do not mean to say that activity does not
belong to those non-intelligent things in which it is observed;
it does indeed belong to them; but it results from an
intelligent principle, because it exists when the latter is
present and does not exist when the latter is absent.  Just
as the effects of burning and shining, which have their abode
in wood and similar material, are indeed not observed when
there is nicre fire (i.c. are not duc to merc fire; as mere
fire, i.e. fire without wood, &c., does not exist), but at the
same time result from fire only as they are seen when fire
is present and arc not scen when fire isabsent; so, as the
Materialists also admit, only intelligent bodies are obscrved

! The next sentences furnish the answer to the question how
the intelligent Self is known at all if it is not the object of per-
cepion.—Pratyakshatvibhive katham dtmasiddhic ity Asaikya
anumdndd ity iha, pravtilt.  Anuminasiddhasya dctanasya na
pravrity lragateti darsayitum evaldrah,  Katham anuminam ity
apekshiy im tatprakdcam silayati hevaleti,  Vailalshanyawm peiul-
dmatinam, An. G
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to. be the movers of chariots and other non-intelligent
fhmgs. The motive power of intelligence is therefore
ncontrovertible—But~—an objection will be raised—your
§elf even if joined to a body is incapable of exercising mov-
Ing power, for motion cannot be effected by that the nature
fzf which is pure intelligence.—A thing, we reply, which is
itsclf devoid of motion may nevertheless move other things.
The maguet is itself devoid of motion, and yet it moves
iron; and colours and the other objects of sense, although
themselves devoid of motion, produce movements in the
eyes and the other organs of sense. So the Lord also whe
is all-present, the Self of all, all-knowing and all-powerful
may, although himself unmoving, move the universe—If it
finally be objected that (on the Vedinta doctrine) there is
no room for a moving power as in consequence of the
oneness (aduality) of Brahman no motion can take place;
we reply that such objections have repeatedly been refuted
by our pointing to the fact of the Lord being fictitiously
connected with May4, which consists of name and form
presented by Nescience.—Hence motion can be reconciled
with’ the doctrine of an all-knowing first cause; but not
with the doctrine of a non-intelligent first cause.

3 If it be said (that the pradhina moves) like
milk or water, (we reply that) there also (the motion
is due to intelligence).”

Well, the Sddkhya resumes, listen then to the following
instances.—As non-sentient milk flows forth from its own
nature merely for the nourishment of the young animal, and
as non-sentient water, from its own nature, flows along for
the benefit of mankind ; so the pradhina also,although nen-
intelligent, may be supposed to move from its own nature
merely for the purpose of effecting the highest end of man,

This argumentation, we reply, is unsound again; for as
the adherents of both doctrines admit that mation is not
obscrved in the case of merely non-intelligent things sucht
as chariots, &c., we infer that water and il also move
only because they are dirccted by intelligent powers
Scriptural passages, moreovér (such as* He who dwells in

[34) ub
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the water and within the water, who ‘rules the water within,’
Bri. Up. 111, 7, 4; and, < By the command of that Akshara,
O Gargt, some rivers flow to the East,’&ec., Br2. Up. I11, 8,9),
declare that everything in this world which flows is directed
by the Lord. Hence the instances of milk and water as
belonging themselves to that class of cases which prove our
general principle? cannot be used to show that the latter is
too wide.—Morcover, the cow, which is an intelligent being
and loves her calf, makes her milk flow by her wish to do
so, and the milk is in addition drawn forth by the sucking
of the calf. Nor does water move either with absolute
independence—for its flow depends on the declivity of the
soil and similar circumstances—or independently of an
intelligent principle, for we have shown that the latter is
present in all cases.—If, finally, our opponent should point
to Sotra II, 1, 24 as coptradicting the present Sitra, we
remark that there we have merely shown on the ground of
ordinary experience that an effect may take place in itself
independently of any external instrumental cause; a con-
clusion which does not contradict the doctrine, based on
Scripture, that all effects depend on the Lord.

4. And because (the pmdhﬁfm), on account of
there existing nothing beyond it, stands in no rela-
tion ; (it cannot be active.)

The three guwas of the Sinkhyas when in a state of cqui-
poise form the pradhina, Beyond.the pradhina there
exists no external principle which could either impel the
pradhina to activity or restrain it from activity. The soul
(purusha), as we know, is indiffereat, ncither moves to—nor
restrains from-—-action, As therefore the pradhina stands
in no relation, it is impossible to sce why it should somctimes
modify itself into the great principle (mahat) and sometimes
not. The activity and nen-activity (by turns) of the Lord,

* Viz, that whateser moses or acts does so under the inlluence
of intelligence. — Sidhyapahshanihshiptatvam sddbyavati pakshie
pravishaatvam eva tak A2 sapalshanikshiptanasy ipy upalakshasam,
aaupanydso na vyabhilirabhdmir ity anthad,  An. Gi
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on the other hand, are not contrary to reason, on account
of his omniscience and omnipotence, and his being con-
nected with the power of illusion (maya).

5. Nor (can it be said that the pradhina modifies
itself spontaneously) like grass, &c. (which turn into
milk); for {milk) does not exist elsewhere (but in

the female animal).

Let this be (the Saikhya resumes). -Just as grass, herbs,
water, &c. independently of any other instrumental cause
transform themselves, by their own nature, into milk; so,
we assume, the pradhina also transforms itself into the
great principle, and so on. And, if you ask how we know
that grass transforms itself independently of any instru-
mental cause; we reply, * Because’ no such cause is ob-
served.” For if we did perceive some such cause, we certainly
should apply it to grass, &c. according to vur liking, and
thereby produce milk, But as a matter of fact we do no
such thing, Hence the transfoimation of grass and the like
must be considered to be due to its own nature merely ;
and we may infer therefrom that the transgformation of the
pradhana is of the same kind.  *

To this we make the following reply.—The transformation

of the pradhina might be ascribed to its own nature merely

if we really could admit that grass modifies itself in the
manner stated by you; but wc are unable to admit that,
since another instrumcntal cause is observed. How?
“Because it docs not exist elsewhere.”  For grass becomes
milk only when it is eaten by a cow or some other female
animal, not if it is left either uncaten or is caten by a bull
If the transformation had no special cause, grass would
become milk even on other conditions than that of entering
a cow’s body. Nor would the circumstance of men not
being able to produce milk according to their liking prave.
that there is no instrumental cause; (‘or'while soare effects®
can be produced by men, others resilt from divine action®
only?, The fact, however, is that men also are able, -by.
+ It might be held that for the transformation of grass inty milk
no other cause is required xbm'u‘:e digestive beat of the cow's-
B. .
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applying a means in their power, to produce milk from
grass and herbs; for when they wish to procure a more
abundant supply of milk they feed the cow more plentifully
and thus obtain more milk from her.—For these reasons
the spontancous modification of the pradhina cannot be
proved from the instance of grass and the like,

6. Even if we admit (the Safikhya position refuted
in what precedes, it is invalidated by other ob-
jections) on account of the absence of a purpose
(on the part of the pradhina).

Even if we, accommodating ourselves to your (the Saa-
khya's) belief, should admit what has been disproved in the
preceding Siitra, viz. that the pradhana is spontaneously
active, still your opinion would lie open to an objection ‘on
account of the absence of a purpose.’” For if the spontaneous
activity of the pradhina has, as you say, no reference to
anything elsc, it will have no reference not only to any aiding

. principle, but also fo any purpose or motive, and conse-
quently your doctrine that the pradhéna is active in order
to effect the purpose of man will become untenable, | If you
reply that the pradhina does not indeed regard any aiding
principle, but does regard a purpose, we remark that in
that casc we must distinguish between the different pos-
sible purposcs, viz. either cnjoyment (on the part of the
soul), or final rclease, or both.  If enjoyment, what enjoy-
ment, we ask, can belong to the soul which is naturally
incapable of any aceretion (of pleasure or pain)'? Morcover,
there would in that case be no opportunity for release®.
—If release, then the activity of the pradhina would be
purposeless, as cven antecedently to it the soul is in the

body ; but a seflecting person will acknowledge that there also the
omniscicnt Lord is active. Bhi,

! Anidheydtisayasya sukhadubhapriptipanhiragipitisayasinyas-
yety anthak, An, Gi,

* For the soul as being of an cntirely inactive nature cannot of
itsell aim at release, and the pradhina aims—cx hypothesi—
only at the soul's undergoing varied cxpericnce.



1L ADBYAYA, 2 PADA, 7. 373

state of release ; moreover, there would then be no occasion
for the perception of sounds, &c!—If both, then, on account
of the infinite number of the objects of pradhina to be
enjoyed (by the soul)?, there would be no opportunity for
final release. Nor can the satisfaction of a desire be con-
sidered as the purpose of the activity of the pradhéna ; for
ncither the non-intelligent pradhina nor the essentially
pure soul can feel any desire—1If, finally, you should assume
the pradhdna to be active, because otherwise the, power of
sight (belonging to the soul dn account of its intelligent
nature) and the creative power (belonging to the pradhana)
would be purposeless ; it would follow that, as the creative
power of the pradhina does not cease at any time any more
than the soul's power of sight does, the apparent world
would never come to an end, so that no final release of the
soul could take place®—It is, therefore, impossible to
maintain that the pradhina enters on its activity for the
purposes of the soul.

7. And if you say (that the soul may move the
pradhina) as the (lame) man (moves the blind one)
or as the magnet (moves the iron); thus also (the
difficulty is not overcome).

" Well then—the Saiakhya resumes, endeavouring to defend
his potition by paralle! instances—let us say thatjas some
lamc man devoid of the power of motion, but possessing
the power of sight, having mounted the back of a blind
man who is able to move but not to sce, makes the latter
move; or as the magnet not moving itself, moves the iron,
so the soul moves the pradhana.—Thus also, we reply, you
o pot free your doctrine from all shortcomings; for this
'our new position involves an abandonment of your old

t I.e. for the various items joy

% Traiyespi katipayasabdidy upalabdhbir v d abdhir

vi bhoga iri vihalpyidye sarveshim ekadaiva mukiiz s3ad iy
manvino dvitiyaz pratyiha ublayarthateti.  An. Gi.

* The MSS. of Ananda Giri omit samsisinuébledit ; the Bhi-

1 tisedavad drikaht tifedit

or experi
dug labdhir

mati's, reading is: Saru.
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position, according to which -the pradh&na is moving of
itself, and "the (indifferent, inactive) soul possesses no
moving power. And how should the indifferent soul move
the pradhina? A man, although.lame, may make a blind
' man move by means of words and the like ; but the soul
which is devoid of action and qualities cannot possibly put
forth any moving energy. Nor can it be said that it moves
the pradhéna by its mere proximity as the magnet moves
the iron; for from the permanency of proximity (of soul
and pradhdna) a permanency of motion would follow, The
proximity. of the magnet, on the other hand (to the iron), is
not permanent, but depends on a certain activity and the
adjustment of the magnet i a certain position; hence
the (lame) man and the magnet do not supply really
parallel instances—The pradhina then being non-intelligent
and the soul indifferent, and there being no third principle
to connect them, there can be no connexion of the two. If
we attempted fo establish a connexion on the ground of
capability (of being seen on the part of the pradhina, of
seeing on the part of the soul), thc permanency of such
capability, would imply the impossibility of final release.—
Morcover, here as well as before (in the preceding Sfitra)
the different alternatives connected with the absence of
purpose (on the pradhdna’s part) have to be considered L.—
The highest Self, on the other hand (which is the cause of
the world, according to the Vedintins), is characterised by
nonsactivity inhcrent in its own nature, and, at the same
time, by moving power inherent in Miyd and is thus
superior (to the soul of the Sinkhyas).

8. And, again, (the pradb&na cannot be active)
because the relation of principal (and subordinate
matter) is m1p0551b1e (between the three gunas).

For the following reason also activity on the part of the
pradhina is not possiblc.—The condition of the pradhina

' On the theory that the soul is the cause of the pradhina’s
aclhity we again have 10 ask whether the pradhina acts for the
soul's enjoyment or for its release, &c.
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consists in the three gunas, viz. goodness, passion, and
dz}rkncss, abiding in themselves in a state of equipoise
without standing to one another in the relation of mutual
superiority or inferiority- In that state the guras cannot
possibly enter into the relation of mutual subscrviency
Pecausc thereby they would forfeit their essential character-
istic, viz. absolute indcpendence. And as there exists no
extraneous principle to stir up the guxas, the production of
the great principle and the other effects—which wpuld
require for its operative cause non-balanced state of the

gunas—is impossible.

9. And although another inference be made, (the
objections remain in force) on account of the (pra-
dhina) being devoid of the power of intelligence.

But—the Sankhya resumes—we draw another inference,
so as to leave no room for the objection just stated. Wedo
not acknowledge the gunas to be chamcterised by absolute
irrelativity and unchangeableness, since there is no proof
for such an assumption. Ve rather infer the character-
istics of the guuas from those of their effects, presuming
that their nature must be such as to render the production
of the cffects possible: Now the guuas are admitted to be
of an unsteady nature; hence the gu#as themselves are
able to enter into the relation of mutual incquality, cven
while they arein a state of equipoise.

Even in that casc, we reply, the objections stated above
which were founded of the impossibility of an orderly
arrangement of the world, &c- remain in force on account
of the pradhana being devoid of the power of intelligence.

And if (to escape those objections) the Sankhya should
ngement of the world, &c), that

infer (from the orderly arra
the primal cause is intelligent, he would cease to be an
rine that there is one intelligent.

antagonist, since the doct
cause of this multiform wof
Vedantic doctrine of Brah
were capable of entering i
cquality even while in the

1d would be nothing elsc but the
man.——.\lorcovcr, if the 'guuu
nto the relation of mutual in-
state of cquipoisc, one of two
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things would happen ; they would either not be in the con-
dition of incquality on account of the absence of an opcra-
tive cause; or else, if they were in that condition; they
would always remain in it; the absence of an operative
cause being a non-changing circumstance. And thus the
doctrine would again be open to the objection stated
before %

10. And moreover (the Sarnkhya doctrine) is ob-
jectionable on account of its contradictions.

The doctrine of the SAnkhyas, moreover, is full of contra-
dictions. Sometimes they enumerate seven senses, some-
times eleven® In some places they teach that the subtle
elements of material things proceed from the great prin-
ciple, in other places again that they proceed from self-
consciousness. Sometimes they speak of three internal
organs, sometimes of one only®. That their doctrine, more-
over, contradicts Sruti, which teaches that the Lord is the,
cause of the world, and Smriti, based on Sruti, is well
known.—For these reasons also the Sénkhya system is
objectionable.

Here the Sankhya again brings a countercharge,.—The
system of the Vedantins also, he says, must be declared to
be objectionable ; for it does not admit that that which suffers
and that which causes suffering? are different classes of
things (and thercby renders futile the well-cstablished dis-
tinction of causes of suffering and suffering beings). For

' Anantaro dosho mahadidihiryotpidiyogak,  An. Gi.

* In the former case the fise intellectual senses are looked upon
as mere modifications of the sense of touch.

* Buddhi in the latter case being the generic name for buddhi,
abanhira, and manas. .

* Lit. that which burns and that which is burned, which literal
rendering would perhaps be preferable throughout.  As 1t s,
the context has necessitatud its retention in some places,—The
sufferers are the indivudul souls, the cause of suffering the world
in which the souls lne.
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those who admit the one Brahman to be the Sclf of every-
thing and the cause of the whole world, have to admit also
that the two attiibutes of being that which causes suffering
and that which suffers belong to the one supreme Self ({not
to different classes of beings). If, then, these two attributes
belong to one and the same Self, it never can divest itsclf of
them, and thus Scripture, which teaches perfect knowledge
for the purpose of the cessation of all suffering, loses all its
meaning. For—to adduce a parallel casc—a lamp as long
as it subsists as such is never divested of the two qualitics
of giving heat and light. Aund if the Vedintin should
adduce the case of water with its waves, ripples, foam,
&e.l, we remark that there also the waves, &c. constitute
attributes of the water which remain permanently, although
they by turns manifest themselves, and again cuter into
the state of non-manifestation; hence the water is mever
really destitute of waves, not any more than the lamp is
cver destitute of heat and light.—That that which causes
suffeting, and that which suffers constitute different classes
of things is, moreover, well known fiom ordinary expeii-
cnce. For (to consider the matter [rom a more general
point of view) the person desiring and the thing desircd 2
are understood to be separate existences. If the object
of desire were not essentially diffesent and separate from
the person desiring, the state of being desirous could not be
asciibed to the Jatter, because the object with reference to
whicls alone he can be called desiting would alrcady essen-
tially be established in him (belong to him). The latter
statc of things exists in the casc of a lamp and its light, for
instance. Light essentially belongs to the lamp, and hence
the latter never can stand in want of light; for want or
desire can exist only if the thing wanted or desired is not

yet obtained.

1 In the case of the lamp, light and heat are admittedly

cssential; hence the Vedintin is supposed to bring forvard the
ishing a case where attrit

sea with its waves, and so on, as fi
pass away while the substance remains. X .
7 < Artha,” a uscful or beneficial thing, an object of desire.
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(And just as there could be no desiring person, if the
object of desirc and the desiring person werc not essentially
separate), so the object of desirc also would cease to be an
object for the desiring person, and would be an object for
itself only. As a matter of fact, however, this is not the
case; for the two ideas (and terms),  object of desire’ and
¢ desiring person,’ imply a relation (are correlative), and a
relation exists in two things, not in one only. Hence the
desiring person and the object of desire are separate.—The
same holds good with regard to what is not desired (object
of aversion ; anartha) and the non-desiring person (anarthin). -
An object of desire is whatever is of advantage to the de-
siring person, an object of aversion whatever is of disadvan-
tage; with both one person enters into relation by turns.
On account of the comparative paucity of the objects of
desire, and the comparative multitude ofi the objects of
aversion, both may be comprised under the general term,
‘object of aversion” Now, these objects of aversion we
mean when we use the term ‘causes of suffering,’ while by
the term ‘sufferer’ we understand the soul which, being
one, enters into successive relations with both (i€ the
objects of desire and the objects of aversion). I then, the
causes of suffering and the sufferer constitute one Self
(as the Vedanta teaches), it follows that final release is im-
possible.—But if, on the other hand, the two are assumed to
constitutc separate classes, the possibility of release is not

excluded, since the cause of the connexion of the twe (vie.
wrong knowledge) may be removed.

All this reasoning—we; the Vedintins, reply—is futile,
because on account of the unity of the Self the relation,
whose two terms are the causes of suffering, and the suf-
ferer cannot exist (in the Sclf).—Our doctrine would be
liable to your objection if that which causes suffering and
that which suffers did, while belonging to one and the same
Sclf, stand to cach other in the relation of object and sub-
ject. But they donot stand in that relation just because they
are onc.  If fire, although it possesses different attributes,
such as heat and light, and is capable of change, does neither
buen nor illumine itsclf since it is onc only ; how can the
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one unchangeable Brahman enter with 1eference to itself into
the relation of cause of suffering and sufferer>—Where then,
it may be asked, docs the relation discussed (which after all
cannot be denied altogether) exist?~—That, we reply, is not
difficult to see’. The living body which is the object of the
action of burhing is the sufferer ; the sun, for instance, is
a cause of suffering (burning).—But, the opponent rejoins,
burning is a pain, and as such can affect an intelligent being
only, not the non-intelligent body ; forif it wercan affection
of the mere body, it would, on the destruction of the body,
cease of itself, so that it would be needless to seek for
means to make it ccase.—But it is likewise not obserscd, we
reply, that a mere intelligent being destitute of a body is
burned and suffers pain.—Nor would you (the Sankhya)
also assume that the affection called burning belongs to a
mere intelligent being. Norcanyou adinit 2 a real connexion
of the soul and the body, because through sucha connexion
impurity and similar imperfections would attach to the
soul®, Nor can suffering itself be said to suffer. And how
then, we ask, can you explain the refation existing between a
sufferer and the causes of suffering? If(asalast refuge) you
should maintain that the sattva-guna is that which suffers,
and the gura called passion that which causes suffering, we
again object, because the intelligent principle (the soul) can-~
not be really connected with these two *. And if you should
say that the soul suffers as it were because it leans towards®
the sattva-guwa, we point out that the employment of the
phrase, ‘as it were; shows that the soul docsnot really suffer.

nor sufferers exist, as the Vedintin
had pointed out in the first sentences of his reply ; but there can of
course be no doubt as to who suffers and what causes suffering in
the vyavahirika-state, i.e. the phcnomcnnl world. . .
% In order to explain thereby how the soul can experience pain.
s And that would be against the Sankhya dogma of the soul's

essential purity.

« So that the fact of suffering which cannot tahe place apart
from an intelligent principle again remains uncx‘phme‘d. o

3 Atmanas tapte sative pmubimimuﬁd yuhtd taptir iti sankate
saltveti.  An, Gi.

1 In reality neither suffering
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If it is understood that its suffering is not real, we do not
object to the phrase ‘as it were” For theamphisbena also
does not become venomous because it is ‘a serpent as it
were’ (‘like a serpent’), nor does the serpent losg its venom
because it is ‘like an amphisbena.” You must therefore
admit that the relation of causes of suffering and of sufferers
is not real, but the effect of Nescience. And if you admit
that, then my (the Vedantic) doctrine also is free from
objections 2

But perhaps you (the Sankhya) will say that, after all,
suffering (on the part of the soul) is real®. In that case,
however, the impossibility of release is all the more unde-
niable, especially as the cause of suffering (viz. the pra-
dhiina) is admitted to be cternal.—And if (to get out of this
difficulty) you maintain that, although the potentialities of
suffering (on the part of the soul) and of causing suffering
(on the part of the pradhina) are eternal, yet suffering, in
order to become actual, requites the conjunction of the two
—which conjunction-in its turn depends on a special 1eason,
viz, the non-discrimination of the pradhina by the soul—
and that hence, when that reason no longer exists, the con-
junction of the two comes to an absolute termination,
whereby the absolute release of the soul becomes possible;
we are again unable to accept your explanation, becausc
that on which the non-discrimination depends, viz. the guna,
called Darkaness, is acknowledged by you to be cternal.

' For it then indicates no nore than a fictitions resemblance.

* The Siakhya Plrvapahshin had objected to the Vedinia
deetrine that, on the latter, we cannot account for the fact known
from ordinary experience that there arc Leings sulfering pain and
things causing suffering.—~The Veddntin in his turn endeavours to
show that on the Siakhya doctrine also the fact of sulfering
remains inexplicable, and is therefore to be considered not real,
Lut fictitious merely, the product of Nescience.

* Not only “suffering asit were,’ as it had been called abaove.

¢ For real suffesing cannat be removed by mere distinctive
huouledge on which- according to the Sinkhya also—iclase
depends,
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i%nd as ™ there is no fixed rule for the (successive) rising and
sinking of the influence of the particular gunas, there is also
no fixed rule for the termination of the cause which
cﬂr:cts the conjunction of soul and pradhana (i e. non-dis-
crimination) ; hence the disjunction of the two is uncer-
tain, and so the Safikhyas cannot escape the reproach of
absence of final reléase resulting from their doctrine. To
the Vedantin, on the other hand, the idea of final release
being impossible cannot occur in his dreams cven ; for the
Self he acknowledges to be one only, and one thing cannot
enter into the relation of subject and object, and Scripture,
morcover, declares that the plurality of effects originates
from speechi only. For the phenomenal world, on the other
!xand, we may admit the relatior of sufferer and suffering
just as it is observed, and need neither object to it nor

refute it.
Herewith we have refuted the doctrine which holds the
We have now to

pradhina to be the cause of the world.
dispose of the atomic theory.
We begin by refuting an objection raised by the atomists
against the upholders of Brahman,—The Vaiseshikas argue
as follows : The qualities which inhere in the substance con- "~

stituting the cause originate qualities of the same- kind in
the substance constituting the effect; we see, for instance,
produced, but do not

that from white threads white cloth is
observe what is contrary (viz. white threads resulting in a .
piece of cloth of a different colour). Hence, if the intelli-
gent Brahman'is assumed as the cause of the world, we
should expect to find intelligence inherent in the effect also,
viz. the world. But this is not the case, and consequently
the intelligent Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.
—_This reasoning the Sitrakira shows to be fallacious, on the
ground of the system of the Vaiseshikas themselves.

r1. Or (the world may originate from Brahman)

1 This in answer to the remark that possibly the conjunction of
soul and pradhina may come to an end when the influence
'of Darkness declines, it being overpowered by the knowledge of

Truth.
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as the great and the long originate from the short
and the atomic. -

The system of the Vaiseshikas is the following:—The
atoms which possess, according to their special kind !, the
qualities of colour, &c., and which arc of spherical form 2,
subsist during a ccrtain period ¢ without producing any
effects®.  After that, the unscen principle (adrishza), &e.%
acting as operative causes and conjunction constituting the
non-inherent cause®, they produce the entire aggregate of
cffected things, beginning, with binary atomijc compounds,
At the same time the qualitics of the causes (i.g. of the
simple atoms) produce corresponding qualitics in the effects.
Thus, when two atoms produce a binary atomic compound,
the special qualities belonging to the simple atoms, such as
white colour, &c., produce a corresponding white colour in
the binary compound. One special quality, however, of the
simple atoms, viz. atomic sphericity, does not produce cor~
responding sphericity in the binary compound; for the
forms of extension belonging to the latter are said to be
minuteness (anutva) and shortness. And, again, when two
binary compounds combining produce a quaternary atomic
compound, the qualities, such as whiteness, &c., inhcrent in
the binary compounds producc corrcsponding qualitics

in the quaternary compounds; with the exception, owever,
of the two qualities of minuteness and shortness. For it is

b I.c. according as they are atoms of earll, water, fire, or air.

* Parimandala, spherical is the technical term for the specific
form of extension of the atoms, and, secondarily, for the atoms
themselves.  The lalter must apparently be imagined as infinitcly
small spheres.  Cp. Vais, 8. VI, 1, zo.

* Viz. during the period of each pralaya. At that time all the
atoms arc isolated and motionless.

* When the time for a new creation has come.

* The &c. implies the activily of the Lord.

* The inherent (naterial) cause of an alomic compound are the
constitucut atoms, the inl cause the conjunction of those
atoms, the operative causes the adrish/a and the Lord’s activity
which make them enter into conjunction.
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admitted that the forms of cxtension belonging to quater-
nary compounds are not minuteness and shortness, but
bigness (mahattva) and fength. The same happens 1 when
many simple atoms or many binary compounds or a simple
atom and a binary compound combine to produce new

cffects.

Well, then, we say, just as
compounds are produced, which
ternary compounds whichare big and long, but not anything
spherical ; or as from binary compounds, which are minute
and short, ternary compounds, &c., are produced which are
big and long, not minute and short ; so this non-intclligent
world may spring from the intclligent Brahman. This isa
doctrine to which you—the Vaiscshika—cannot, on your
own principles, object.
. Here the Vaiseshika will perhaps comc forward with the
following argumentation ¥ As effected substances, such as
binary compounds and so on, are engrossed by forms of
extension contrary to that of the causal substances, the
forms of cxtension belonging to the latter, viz. sphericity
and so on, cannot produce similar qualitics in the cffects.
The world, on the other hand, is not engrossed by any
quality contrary to intelligence owing to which the intclli-
gence inherent in the cause should not be able to originate
a new intelligencein the effect.  For non-intclligence isnota
quality contrary to intelligence, but mercly its negation.
As thus the case of sphericity is not an exactly parallel
ong, intelligence may very well produce an effect similar to

itself.

This argumcnmtion, Wi
qualities of sphericity and so ©
do not produce correspo

.
from spherical atoms binary
are minute and short, and

¢ rcjoin, is not sound. Just as the
n, although existing in the
cause, nding cflects, so it is with

11 cases the special form of extension of the effect
depends not on the spe:ial extension of the cause, but on the number

of aloms composing the cause {and thereby the effect).
s In order to escape the conclusion that the non-acceptance

of the doctrine of Braluman involves the abandonment of a funda-

mental Vaiseshika princivle.

1 Le. in al
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intelligence also; so that the two cases are parallel so far.
Nor can the circumstance of the cffects being engrossed by
a different form of extension be alleged as the reason of
sphericity, &c. not originating qualities similar to them-
“selves; for the power of originating effects belongs to
sphericity, &c. before another form of extension begins
to exist. For it is admitted that the substance pro-
duced remains for a moment devoid of qualities, and that
thereupon only (i. c. after that moment) its qualities begin
to exist. Nor, again, can it be said that sphericity, &c.
concentrate their nc'tivity on originating other forms of
extension?, and therefore do not originate forms of exten-
sion belonging to the same class as theic own; for it is
admitted that the origin of other forms is due to other
causes ; -as the Sdtras of Kanabhug (Karida) themselves
declare (Vais, Sit. VII, 1, 9, “ Bigness is produced from
plurality inherent in the causes, from bigness of the cause
and from a kind of accumulation ;' VII, 1, 10, ¢ The con-
trary of this (the big) is the minutc;’ VII, 1, 17, * Thereby
length and shortness are explained 2*).—Nor, again, can it
be said that plurality, &c. inherent in the cause originate
(like cffects) in consequence of some peculiar proximity (in
which they are supposed to stand to the effected substance),
while sphericity, &c. (not standing in a like proximity) do
not; for when a new substance or a new quality is origin-

' Le. forms of extension different from sphericity, &c.

* The first of the three Slitras quoted comprises, in the present text
of the Vaiseshika-sfitras, only the following words, * Kirambahutvi4
ka;’ the 4a of the Sitra implying, according to the
mahativg and prakaya.—According to the Vaiseshikas the form of
extension called anu, minute, has for its cause the dvitva inherent
in the material causes, i.e. the two atoms from which the minute
binary atomic compound originates.—The form of extension called
mahat, big, has different causes, among them bahutva, i.c. the
plurality residing in the material cavses of the resulting ‘big’
thing; the cauce of the mabattva of a ternary atomic compound,
for insiance, is the tritva inkerent in the three constituent atosns.

In other cases mahattva is due 10 antecedent mahaltvs, in otlers
to | rakaya, i.e. accumulation.  Secthe Upaskira on Vais, Sa1. VII,
1, 93 1o,
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ated, all the qualities of the cause stand in the same rela-
tion of inherence to their abode (i.e. the causal substance
in which they inhere). For these reasons the fact of
*sphericity, &c. not originating like effects can be explained
from the essential nature of sphericity, &c. only, and the
same may therefore be maintained with regard to intelfi-
gencel. Moreover, from that observed fact also, that from
conjunction (samyoga) there originate substances, &e. be-
longing to a class different (from that to which conjunction
itself belongs), it follows that the doctrine of effects belong-
ing to the same class as the cavses from which they spring
is too wide. If you remark against this last argument that,
as we have to do at present with a substance (viz. Brah-
maan), it is inappropriate to instance a quality (viz. con-
junction) as a parallel case; we point out that at present
we only wish to explain the origination of effects belonging
to a different class in general. Nor is there any reason for
the restriction that Substances only are to be adduced as
examples for substances, and qualities only for qualities.
Your own Sitrakira adduces a quality as furnishing a
parallel case for a substance (Vair. Sit. IV, z, 2, ‘On
account of the conjunction of things perceptible and things
imperceptible being imperceptible the body is not com-
posed of five elements’), Just as the conjunction which
inheres in the perceptible easth and the imperceptible ether
is not perceptible, the body also, if it had for its inhereat
cause the five elements which are part of them perceptible,
part of them imperceptible, would itself be imperceptible ;
but, as a matter of fact, it is perceptible; hence it x's.not

compased of the five ek Here conjunction is a

quality and the body a substance.—The origin of effects
different in nature {from the cause) has, moreover, been
already treated of under 11, 1, 6—Well then, this bcmg 50,
the matter has been settled therc already (why then is it
again discussed here?)—Because, we reply, there we argued

1 I, if the Vaiseshikas have to admut that it is the pature of

sphenctty, &c. not to produce hle effects, the Vedintin also may
an unhike effecs, viz. the non

P

intelligent “orltL
[54] cc
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against the Sinkhya, and at present we have to do with
the Vaiseshika.—But, already once before (II, 1, 3) a line
of argument equally applicable to a second case was simply
declared to extend to the latter also; (why then do you
not simply state now that the arguments used todefeat the
Sankhya are equally valid against the Vaiseshika?)—
Because here, we reply, at"the beginning of the examina-
tion of the Vaiseshika system we prefer to discuss the
point with arguments specially adapted to the doctrine of
the Vaiseshilas.

12. In both cases also (in the cases of the adrishsa
inhering either in the atoms or the soul) action (of
the atoms) is not (possible) ; hence absence of that
{viz. creation and pralaya).

The Sftrakira now proceeds to refute the doctrine of
atoms being the cause of the world.—This doctrine arises
in the following manner. We see that all ordinary sub-
stances which consist of parts as, for instance, pieces of
cloth ariginate from the substances connected with them by
the relation of inherence, as for instance threads, conjunc-
tion co-operating (with the parts to form the whole). We
thence draw the general conclusion that whatever consists
of parts has originated from those substances with which it
is connected by the relation of inherence, conjunction co-
operating. That thing now at which the distinction of whole
and parts stops and which marks the limit of division into
minuter parts is the atom.—This whole world, with its
mountains, oceans, and so on, is composed of parts; becausc
it is composed of parts it has a beginning and an end?; an
effect may not be assumed without a causc; therefore the
atoms are the cause of the world. Such is Kanida's
doctrine.—As we observe four clementary substances con-
sisting of parts, viz. earth, water, fire, and air (wind), we have
to assume four different kinds of atoms. These atoms
marking the limit of subdivision into minuter parts can-

' Like other things, let us say a piece of cloth, which consists of
parts. :



.
11 ADIVAYA, 2 PADA, 12. 387

not be divided themselves ; hence when the elements are
destroyed they can be divided down to atoms only; this
state of atomic division of the elements constitutes the
pl:alaya (the periodical destruction of the world). After
‘tha‘t when the time for creation comes, motion (karman)
springs up in the aerial atoms. This motion which is due
to the unseen principle ! joins the atom in which it resides to
another atom ; thus binary compounds, &c. are produced,
and finally the element of air. In a like manner are pro-
duced fire, water, earth, the body with its organs. Thus
the whole world originates from atoms. From the qualities
inhering in the atoms the qualities belonging to the binary
compounds are produced, just as the qualities of the cloth
result from the qualities of the threads.~—Such, in short, is
the teaching of the followers of Kandda.

This doctrine we controvert in the following manner.—It
must be admitted that the atoms when they are in a state
of isolation require action (motion) to bring about their
conjunction ; for we observe that the conjunction of threads
and the like is effected by action. Action again, which is
itself an effect, requires some operative cause by which it is
brought about; for unless some such cause exists, no original
motion can take place in the atoms. If, then, some operative
cause is assumed, we may, in the first place, assume some
cause analogous to seen causes, such as endeavour or impact,
But in that case original motion could not occur at all in
the atoms, since causes of that kind are, at the time, im-
possible. For in the pralaya state endeavour, which is a
quality of the soul, cannot take place because no body exists
then. For the quality of the soul called endeavour origi-
nates when the soul is connected with the il:ltcmal organ
which abides in the body. The same reason preciudes the
assumption of other seen causes such as impact and the
like. For they all are possible only after the creation of
the world has taken place, and cannot therefore be the

t Or, more panticulaly, to the conjunction of the atoms with
the souls to which merit and demerit belong.——Ahdnsh{apeksham
adrsshiavatkshictragidasan) ogipehsham i yivat.  An, Gi.

cc2
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causes of the original action (by which the world is
produced).—If, in the second place, the unseen principle is
assumed as the cause of the original motion of the atoms,
we ask: Is this unseen principle to be considered as
inhering in the soul or in the atom? In both cases it can-
not be the cause of motion in the atoms, because it is. non-
intelligent. For, as we have shown above in our examina-
tion of the Sinkhya system, a non-intelligent thing which
is not directed by an intelligent principle cannot of itself
either act or be the cause of action, and the soul cannot be
the guiding principle of the adrsshza because at the time of
pralaya its intelligence has not yet arisen %. If, on the other
hand, the unseen principle is supposed to inhere in the soul,
it"cannot be the cause of motion in the atoms, because there
exists no connexion of it with the latter. If you say that
the soul in which the unseen principle inheres is connected
with the atoms, then there would result, from the continuity
of connexion?, continuity of action, as there is no other
restricting principle.—Hence, there being no definite cause

of action, original action cannot take place in the atoms;

there being no action, conjunction of the atoms which

depends on action cannot take place; there being no con-

junction, all the effects depending on it, viz. the formation

of binary atomic compounds, &c., cannot originate.

How, moreover, is the conjunction of one atom with
another to be imagined? Isit to be total interpenetration
of the two or partial. conjunction? If the former, then no
increase of bulk could take place, and consequently atomic
size only would exist; moreover, it would be contrary to
what is observed, as we see that conjunction takes place
between substances having parts (pradesa). If the latter,
it would follow that the atoms are composed of parts.—Let
then the atoms be imagined to consist of parts.—If so,
imagined things being unreal, the conjunction also of the
atoms would be unreal and thus could not be the non-

' According to the Vaiseshikas intelligence 15 not essential to
the soul, but a mere adventitious quality arising only when the soul
is joined to an internal organ.

* The soul being all-penading,
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inherent cause of real things. And without non-inherent
causes effected substances such as binary compounds, &c,
could not originate. And just as at the time of the first
creation motion of the atoms leading.to their conjunction
could not take place, there being no cause of such motion ;
thus at the time of a general pralaya also no action could
take place lgading to their separation, since for that occur«
rence also no definite seen cause could be alleged. Nor
could the unseen principle be adduced as the cause, since its
purport is to effect enjoyment (of reward and punishment
on the part of the soul), not to bring about the pralaya,
There being then no possibility of action to effect either the
conjunction or the separation of the atoms, neither conjunce
tion nor separation would actually take place, and hence
neither creation nor pralaya of the world.—For these reasons
the doctrine of the atoms being the cause of the world must

be rejected.

13. And because in consequence of samaviya
being admitted a regressus in infinitum results
from parity of reasoning.

You (the Vaiseshika) admit that a binary compound which
originates from two atoms, while absolutely different from
them, is connected with them by the relation of inherence;
but on that assumption the doctrine of the atoms being the
general cause cannot be established, ‘ because parity involves
here a retrogressus ad infinitum.' For just as a binary

pound which is lutely different from the two con-
stituent atoms is connected with them by means of the
relation of inherence (samavdya), so the relation of inherence
itself being absolutely different from the two things which
it connects, requires another relation of inherence to connect
it with them, there being absolute difference in both cases.
For this second relation of inherence again, a third rclation
of inhcrence would have to be assumed and so on.ad
infinitum, —But—the Vaiseshika is supposed to reply—ie
are conscions of the so-called samavdya relation as eternally
connected with the things between which it exists, not as
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either non-connected with them or as depending on another
connexion ; we are therefore not obliged to assume another
connexion, and again another, and so on, and thus to allow
ourselves to be driven into a regressus in infinitum.—
Your defence is unavailing, we reply, for it would involve the
admission that conjunction (sanyoga) also as being eternally
connected with the things which it joins does, like samaviya,
not require another connexion. If you say that conjunc-
tion does require another connexion because it is a different
thing?, we reply that then samavéya also requires another
connexion because it is likewise a different thing. Nor can
you say that conjunction does require another connexion
because it is a quality (guxa), and samavdya does not
because it is not a quality ; for (in spite of this difference)
the reason for another connexion being required is the same
- in both cases? and not that which is technically called
‘ quality ' is the cause (of another connexion being required)*.
—Forthese reasons those who acknowledge samavﬁya tobe
a s:parate existence are driven into a regressus in infini-
tum, in consequence of which, thc xmpcssnblhty of one term
involving the impossibility of the entire series, not even the
origination of a binary compound from two atoms can be
accounted for.—For this reason also the atomic doctrine is
inadmissible.

14. And on account of the permanent existence
_{of activity or non-activity).

Moreover, the atoms would have to be assumed as cither

* \Which 15 inadmissible on Vaiseshika' principles, because sam-
yoga as being a quality is connected wuh the things it joins by
samaviya.

% Viz. from those things which are united by conjunction, The
argument is that conjunction as an independent third entity requires
another connexion to connect it with the two things related 1o cach
other in the way of conjunction.

¥ Viz. the absolute difference of samaviya and samyoga from
the terms which they conncct.

¢ Action (karman), &¢. also standing in the‘samaviya relauon
10 their substrates.




It ADHYAYA, 2 PADA, I135.° 391

essentially active (moving) or essentially non-active, or-both
or neither ; there being no fifth alternative, But none of the
four alternatives stated is possible. If they were essentially
active, their activity would be permanent so that no pralaya
could take place. If they were essentially non-active, their
non-activity would be permanent, and no creation could take
place, Their being both is impossible because self-con~
tradictory. If they were neither, thelr activity and non-
activity would have to depend on an operative cause, and
then the operative causes such as the adrishsa being in
permanent proximity to the atoms, permanent activity
would resitlt ; or else the adrishéa and so on not being taken
as operative causes, the consequence would be permanent
non-activity on the part of the atoms,—For this reason also

the atomic doctrine is untenable.

15. And on account of the atoms having colour,
&c., the reverse (of the Vaiseshika tenet would take
place) ; as thus it is observed.

Let us suppose, the Vaiseshikas say, all substances com-
posed of parts to be disintegrated into their parts; a limit
will finally be reached beyond which the process of disin-
tegration cannot be continued. What constitutes that limit
are the atoms, which are eternal (permanent), belong to
four different classes, possess the qualities of colour, &c.,
and are the originating principles of this whole material
world with its colour, form, and other qualities.

This fundamental assumption of the Vaiseshikas we
declare to be groundless b from the ci ance of
the atoms haviag colour and other qualities there would
follow the contrary of atomic minuteness and perma-
nency, i.e. it would follow that, compared to the ultimate
cause, they are gross and non-permanent, For ordinary
experience teaches that whatever things possess colour and
other qualities are, compared to their cause, gross and non-
permanent. A piece of cloth, for instance, is gross compared
to the threads of which it consists, and nen-perimanent;
and the threads again are non-permancnt and gross com-
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either non-connected with them or as depending on another
connexion; we are therefore not obliged to assume another
connexion, and again another, and so on, and thus to allow
ourselves to be driven into a regressus in infinitum.—
Your defence is unavailing, we reply, for it would involve the
admission that conjunction (samyoga) also as being eternally
connected with the things which it joins does, like samaviya,
not require another connexion®. If you say that conjunc-
tion does require another connexion because it is a different
thing %, we reply that then samaviya also requires another
connexion because it is likewise a different thing, Nor can
you say that conjunction does require another connexion
because it is a quality (gusa), and samaviya does not
because it is not a quality ; for (in spite of this difference)
the reason for another connexion being required is the same
- in both cases3, and not that which is technically called
“quality* is the cause (of another connexion being required)*.
—TFor these reasons those who acknowledge samaviya to be
a separate existence are driven into a regressus in infini-
tum, in consequence of which, the impossibility of one term
involving the impossibility of the entire series, not even the
origination of a binary compound from two atoms can be

accounted for.—For this reason also the atomic doctrine is
inadmissible.

14. And on account of the permanent existence
(of activity or non-activity),

Moreover, the atoms would have to be assumed as either

* Which is inadmissible on Vaiseshik " principles, L sam>
¥oga as being a quality is connected with the things it joins by
samaviya. -

! Viz. lrom those things which are united by conjunction. The
41gument is that conjunction a3 an independent third entity requires
another connexion to connect it with the two things related to each
other in the way of conjunction.

' Vi the absoldte” difference of samaviya and samyoga {rom
the terms which they connecet,

* Action (karman), &¢, also sanding in the‘samaviya relauon
10 their sulatrates,
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essentially active (moving) or essentially non-active, or-both
or neither ; there being no fifth alternative. But none of the
four alternatives stated is possible, If they were essentially
active, their activity would be permanent so that no pralaya
could take place. If they were essentially non-active, their
non-activity would be permanent, and no creation could take
place., Their being both is impossible because self-con-
tradictory, If they were neither, their activity and non-
activity would have to depend on an operative cause, and
then the operative causes such as the adrishsa being in
permanent proximity to the atoms, permanent activity
would result ; or else the adrish#a and so on not being taken
as operative causes, the ¢ e would be per
non-activity on the part of the atoms,—For this reason also
the atomic doctrine is untenable.

15. And on account of the atoms having colour,
&ec., the reverse (of the Vaiseshika tenet would take
place) ; as thus it is observed.

Let us suppose, the Vaiseshikas say, all substances com-
posed of parts to be disintegrated into their parts; a limit *
will finally be reached beyond which the process of disin-
tegration cannot be continued. What constitutes that limit
are the atoms, which are eternal (permanent), belong to
four different classes, possess the qualities of ¢olour, &c.,
and are the originating principles of this whole material
world with its colour, form, and other qualities.

This fundamental assumption of the Vaiseshikas we
declare to be groundless because from the circumstance of
the atoms having colour and other qualities there would
follow the contrary of atomic minuteness and perma-
nency, i.c. it would follow that, compared to the ultimate
cause, they are gross and non-permanent, For ordinary
experience teaches that whatever things possess colour and
other qualities are, compared to their cause, gross and non-
permanent. A piece of cloth, for instance, is gross compared
to the threads of which it consists, and non-permanent;
and the threads again are non-permanent and gross com-
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pared to the filaments of which they are made up.
Therefore the atoms also which the Vaiseshikas admit to
have colour, &c. must have causes compared to which
they are gross and non-permanent. Hence that reason
alsé which Kanada gives for the permanence of the atoms
(IV, 1, 1, ‘that which exists without having a cause is
permanent ') does not apply at all to the atoms because, as
we have shown just now, the atoms are to be considered as
having a cause.—The second reason also which Kanida
brings forward for the permanency of the atoms, viz. in
1V, 1, 4, “the special negation implied in the term non-
eternal would not be possible?" {if there did not exist some-

thing eternal, viz. the atoms), does not necessarily prove the *

permanency of the atoms; for supposing that there exists
_not any permanent thing, the formation of a negative com-
pound such as ‘non-eternal’ is impossible. Nar does the
existence of the word ‘non-permanent’ absolutely pre-
suppose the permanency of atoms; for there exists (as we
Vedintins maintain) another permanent ultimate Cause,
viz, Brahman. Nor can the existence of anything be
cstablished merely on the ground of a word commonly
being used in that scnse, since there is room for common
use only if word and matter are well-established by some
other means of right knowledge.—The third reason also
given in the Vais, Sdtras (IV, 1, 5) for the permanency of
the atoms (*and Nescience’) is unavailing. For if we
explain that Sttra to mean ¢ the non-perception of those
actually existing causes whose cffects are seen is Nescience,’
it would follow that the binary atomic compounds also are
permanent.  And if we tricd to escape from that difficulty
by including (in the explanation of the Sitra as given above)
the qualification ¢ there being absence of (originating) sub-

¢ Our Vaucshika-sGtras read * pratishedhabhivad;* but as all
JISS. of Saikara have ¢ pratishedhibhivas’ I have hept the latter
teading and translated according to Anandagiri's cxplanation :
Karyan anityam iti Lirye vizeshato pityatanishedlio na syad yadi
karanespy anityatvam atosndndm hiranindz nityateti sGirdsthad,

* Because they also ate not perceptible; the ternasy aggregates,
Ui socallcd trasarenus, constitating the minima perceptibilia.
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stances,’ then nothing else but the absence of a cause would
furnish the reason for the permanency of the atoms, and
as that reason had already been mentioned before (in IV, 1,
1) the Sfitra IV, 1, 5 would be a useless restatement.—Well,
then (the Vaiscshika might say), let us understand by
‘Nescience* (in the SGtra) the impossibility of conceivinga
third reason of the destruction (of effects), in addition to
the division of the causal substance into its parts, and the
destruction of the causal substance; which impossibility
involves the permanency of the atoms .—There is no neces-
sity, we reply, for assuming that a thing when perishing:
must perish on account of either of those two reasons.
That assumption would indeed have to be made if it were
generally admitted that a new substance is produced only
by the conjunction of several causal substances. But if it
is admitted that a causal substance may originate a new
substance by passing over into a qualified state after having
previously existed free from qualiﬁcaﬁons, in its pure
generality, it follows that the effected substance may be
destroyed by its solidity being dissolved, just as the hard-
ness of ghee is dissolved by, the action of fire 2—Thus th.ere
would result, from the circumstance of the atoms having
colour, &c., the opposite of what the Vaiseshikas mean.
For this reason also the atomic doctrine cannot be main-
tained.
16. And as there are difficulties in both cases.
Earth has the qualities of smell, taste, colour, :md.touch:
and is gross; water has colour, taste, and touch., apd is fine;
fire has colour and touch, and is finer yet; airis _ﬁnest of
touch only. The question now

all, and has the quality of
arises whether the atoms constituting the four elements are
¢ smaller

to be assumed to possess the same greaier o

! As they have no cause which could either be disintegrated or
destroyed. - .

* This according to the Vedinia view.
might have originated from avidsd by a mere
again be dissolved into avidyd, without eit
destruction of their cause taking place.

1f atoms existed thcy
parimdma and might
her disintegration or
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number of qualities as the respective elements.—Either
assumption leads to unacceptable consequences. For if we
assume that some kinds of atoms have more numerous
qualities, it follows that their solid size (mirti) will be
increased thereby, and that implies their being atoms.no
longer. That an increase of qualities cannot take place
without a simultaneous increase of size we infer from our
observations concerning effected material bodies.—If, on the
other hand, we assume, in order to save the equality of
atoms of all kinds, that there is no difference in the number
of their qualities, we must either suppose that they have all
one quality only; but in that case we should not perceive
touch in fire nor colour and touch in water, nor taste,

colour, and touch in earth, since the qualities of the effects

have for their antecedents the qualities of the causes. Or

else we must suppose all atoms to have all the four quali-

ties ; but in that case we should necessarily perceive what

we actually do not perceive, viz. smell in water, smell and

taste in fire, smell, taste, and colour in air,—Hence on this

account also the atomic doctrine shows itself to be unac-

ceptable.

17. And as the (atomic theory) is not accepted
(by any authoritative persons}it is to be disregarded
altogether.

While the theory of the pradhina being the cause of the
world has been accepted by some adherents of the Veda—
as, for instance, Manu-—with a view to the doctrines of the
cffect existing in the cause already, and so on, the atomic
doctrine has not been accepted by any persons of authority
in any of its parts, and therefore is to be disregarded
entirely by all those who take their stand on the Veda.

There are, morcaver, other objections to the Vaiseshika
doctrine.—The Vaiseshikas assume six categories, which
constitute the subject-matter of their system, viz, substance,
quality, action, gencrality, particularity, and inherence.
These six categorics they maintain to be absolutely dif-
ferent from cach other, and to have different characteristics;
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just as a man, a horse, 2 hare differ from one another.
Side by side with this assumption they make another which
contradicts the former one, viz. that quality, action, &e.
have the attribute of depending on substance. But that is
altogether inappropriate ; for just as ordinary things, such
as animals, grass, trecs, and the like, being absolutely
different from each other do not depend on each other, s0
the qualities, &c. also being absolutely different from sub-
stance, cannot depend on the latter. Orelse let the qualities,
&c. depend on substance; then it follows that, as they are
present where substance is present, and absent where it is
absent, substance only exists, and, according to its various
farms, becomes the object of different terms and conceptions
(such as quality, action, &c.) ; justas Devadatta, for instance,
according to the conditions in which he finds himself is the
object of various conceptions and names. But this latter
alternative would involve the acceptation of the Sankhya
doctrine? and the abandonment of the Vaiseshika stand-
point.—But (the Vaiseshika may say) smoke also is different
from fire and yet itis dependent on jt—True, we reply;
but we ascertain the difference of smoke and fire from the
fact of their being apperceived in separation. Substance
and quality, on the other hand, are not 50 apperceived ; for
when we are conscious of a white blanket, or a red cow, or
a blie lotus, the substance is in each case cognised by means
of the quality; the latter therefore has its Self in the sub-
stance. The same reasoning applies to action, generality,
patticularity, and inherence.

If you (the Vaiseshika) say that qualities, actions, &e.
(although not non-different from substances) may yet
depend on the latter because substances and qualities stand
in the relation of one not being able to exist without the
other (ayutasiddhi 2); we pqint out that th’ugs which are

n everything {except the soul) 2s
s.—There is no need of
¢ Sankhya of the text we

* The Saikhyas looking Ol
being the pradhina in various form
assuming with Govindinanda that by th
have to understand the Vedinta.

* Yayor dvayor madhya eka

m avinasyad aparisitam €vavas
ishiate tiv ayutasiddbau yathivay u.
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ayutasiddha must either be non-separate in place, or non-
separate in time, or non-separate in nature, and that none
of these alternatives agrées with Vaiseshika principles. For
the first alternative contradicts your own assumptions ac-
cording to which the cloth originating from the threads
occupies the place of the threads only, not that of the cloth,
while the qualities of the cloth, such as its white colour,
occupy the place of the cloth only, not that of the threads.
So the Vaiseshika-siitras say (I, 1, 10),  Substances originate
another substance and qualities another quality. The
threads which constitute the causal substance originate the
cffected substance, viz. the cloth, and the qualities” of the
threads, such as white colour, &c., produce in the cloth new
corresponding qualities. But this doctrine is clearly contra-
dicted by the assumption of substance and quality being
non-separate in place.—1If, in the second place, you explain
ayutasiddhatva as non-separation in time, it follows also
that, for instance, the right and the left horn of a cow would
be ayutasiddha.—And if, finally, you explain it to mean
‘non-separation in character, it is impossible to make any
further distinction between the substance and the quality, as
then quality is conceived as being identical with substance.
Moreover, the distinction which the Vaiseshikas make
between conjunction (samyoga) as being the connexion of
things which can exist separately, and inherence (samaviya)
as being the connexion of things which arce incapable of
separate existence is futile, since the cause which exists
before the efiect ! cannot be said to be incapable of separate
cxistence. Perhaps the Vaiseshika will say that his defi-
nition refers to onc of the two terms only, so that samaviya
is the connexion, with the cause, of the cffect which is
incapable of scparate existence. But this also is of no
avail; for as a connexion requires two terms, the effect as
long as it has not yet entered into being cannot be con-
nected with the cause. And it would be equally unavailing
to say that the cffect enters into the connexion after it has
begun to cxist; for if the Vaiscshika admits that the effect

* The connexigp of cause and effect is of course samavdya.
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may exist previous to its connexion with the cause, it is
1o longer ayutasiddha (incapable of separate existence), and
thereby the principle that between effect and cause con-
junction and disjunction do not take place is violated L
And? just as conjunction, and not samaviya, is the con-
nexion in which every effccted substance as soon as it has
been produced stands with the all- -pervading substances as
cther, &c.—although no motion has taken place on the part
of the effected substance~so also the connexion of the
effect with the cause will be conjunction merely, not sama-
vaya,

Noris there any proof for the existence of any connexion,
samavdya or samyoga, apart from the things which it con.
nects.  If it should be maintained that samyoga and sama-
vaya have such an existence because we observe that there
are names and ideas of them in addition to the names and
ideas of the things connected, we point out that one and
the same thing may be the subject of several names and
ideas if it is considered in its relations to what lies without
it. Devadatta although being one only forms the object of
many different names and notions according as he is con-
sidered in himself or in his relations to others; thus he is
thought and spoken of as man, Brihmana, lcarned in the
Veda, generous, boy, young man, old man, father, son,
grandson, brother, son-in-law, & So, again, one and the
same stroke is, according to the place it is connected with,
spoken of and conceived as meaning cither ten, or hundred,
or thousand, &c. Analogously, two connected things are
not only conceived and denoted as connected things, but

in addition constitute the ob;cct of the ideas and terms
) ¢inh e, which however do not prove

tion® or

. If the effect can exist before iming entered inlo conaexion

with the cause, the subsequent connexion of the two is no longer
iya but samyoga; and that dicts a fund. I Vaise
shika principle.

* This clause replies w the objection that only those connexions
which have been produced by previous motion are to be considered

conjunctions.
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themselves to be separate entities.—Things standing thus
the non-existence of separate entities (conjunction, &c.).
which entities would have to be established on the ground
of perception, follows from the fact of their non-perception.
—Nor, again?, does the circumstance of the word and idea
of connexion having for its object the things connected
involve the connexion’s permanent existence, since we have
already shown above that one thing may, on account of its
relations to other things, be conceived and denoted in dif-
ferent ways.

Further?, conjunction cannot take place between the
atoms, the soul, and the internal organ, because they have
no parts; for we observe that conjunction takes place only
of such substances as consist of parts. If the Vaiseshika
should say that parts of the atoms, soul and mind may be
assumed (in order to explain their alleged conjunction),
we remark that the assumption of actually non-existing
things would involve the result that anything might be
cstablished ; for there is no restrictive rule that only such
and such non-existing things—whether contradictory to
reason or not—should be assumed and not any other, and
assumptions depend on one's choice only and may be carried
to any extent. If we once allow assumptions, there is no
reason why there should not be assumed a further hundred
or thousand things, in addition to the six categorics assumed
by the Vaiseshikas. Anybody might then assume anything,
and we could ncither stop a compassionate man from
assuming that this transmigratory world which is the causc
of so much misery to living beings is not to be, nor a

malicious man from assuming that cven the released souls
“are to enter on a new cycle of existences,

!} A clause meant to preclude the ption that the y t
existence of the things connected involves the permanent existence
of the connexion.

2 It having been shown alove that atoms cannot enter into
samyoga with cach other, 1t 1t shown now that samyoga of the soul
with the atomis cannot be the cause of the motion of the lauer,
and that samyoga of soul and manas cannot be the cause of
coguition.
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l“'urthcr,it is not possible that a binary atomic compound,
}th'ch consists of parts, should be connected with the simple
indivisible atoms by an iatimate conaexion (sanslesha)
any more than they can thus be connected with ether; for
between ether and earth, &c. there does not exist that kind
of intimate connexion which exists, for instance, between

~wood and varnish !,

Let it then be said (the Vaiseshika resumes) that the
samaviya relation must be assumed, because otherwise
the relation of that which abides and that which forms the
abode—avhich relation actually exists between the efected
substance and the causal substance—is not possible.—That
would, we reply, involve the vice of mutual dependence ; for
only when the separateness of cause and effect is established,
the relation of the abode and that which abides can be
established ; and only when the latter relation s estab-
lished, the relation of scparatencss can be established.
For the Vedintins acknowledge neither the scparateness
of cause and cffect, nor their standing to each other i+ the

. relation of abode and thing abiding, since according to their
doctrine the effect is anly a certain state of the causei—
Moreover, as the atoms arc limited (not of infinite exten-
sion), they must in reality consist of as many parts as we
acknowledge regions_of space? whether those be six or
cight or ten, and consequently they cannot be permanent;
conclusions contrary to the Vaiseshika doctrine of the indi-
visibility and permanency of the atoms.—If the Vaiseshika
replies that those very parts which are owing to the exist-
ence of the different regions of space are his (indestructible)

* EL bandhyiharshave yatra bandk skarsh
Jtatra leshas, sa fu inim g Lishilidinim drishie
na tu niravayavaik sivayavinim, ato dvyanukasya sdvayavasya-
i i d Brahmanridyibb.
ena sa

Yy ¥ (it A .
2 In answer 1o the question how, in that case, the practically
recognised relation of abode, &c. existing between the cause and

the effect is accounted for.
3 For they must in that case have a northem end, au eastern

end, &c.
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atoms; we deny that because all things whatever, forming
a series of substances of cver-increasing minutencss, -are
capable of dissolution, until the highest cause (Brahman) is
reached. Earth—which is, in comparison with a binary com-
pound, the grossest thing of all—undergoes decomposition;
so do the substances following next which belong to the
same class as earth; so does the binary compound; and so
does, finally, the atom which (although the minutest thing of
all) still belongs to the same general class (i. e. matter) with
earth, &c. The objection (which the Vaiseshika might pos-
sibly raise here again) that things can be decomposed only
by the separation of their parts !, we have already disposed of
above, where we pointed out that decomposition may take
place in a manner analogous to the melting of ghee. Just as
the hardness of ghee, gold, and the like, is destroyed in con-
scquence of those substances being rendered liquid by their
contact with fire, no separation of the parts taking place all
the while; so the solid shape of the atoms also may be
decomposed by their passing back into the indifferenced
condition of the highest cause. In the same way the origi-
nation of effects also is brought about not merely in the
way of conjunction of parts; for we see that milk, for
instance, and water originate effects such as sour milk and
ice without there taking place any conjunction of parts.

It thus appears that the atomic doctrine is supported by
very weak arguments only, is opposed to those scriptural
passages which declare the Lord to be the general cause, and
is not accepted by any of the authoritics taking their stand
on Scripture, such as Manu and others. Hence it is to be
altogether disregarded by highminded men who have a
regard for their own spiritual welfare.

18. {If there be assumed) the (dyad of) aggregates
with its two causes, (there takes place) non-cstab-
lishment of those {two aggregates).

The rcasons on account of which the doctrine of the

* And that on that account the atoms which he considess as the
ulimate simple constituents of matter cannot be decomposed.
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Vaiseshikas cannot be accepted have been stated” above.
T.h?F. doctrine may be called semi-destructive (or semi-
ml}xllstic 1), That the more thorough doctrine which teaches
universal non-permanency is even less worthy of being
taken into consideration, we now proceed to show.

2 That doctrine is presented in a variety of forms, due
either to the difference of the views (maintained by Buddha
at different times), or clse to the difference of capacity on
the part of the disciples (of Buddha). Three principal

_ opinions may, however, be distinguished; the opinion of
these who maintain the reality of everything (Realists,
sarvistitvavadin) ; the opinion of those who maintain that
thought. only is real (Idealists, vigiianavadin) ; and the

opinion of those who maintain that everythiog is void {un~
real ; Nihilists, sGnyavadin %) —We first controvert those

1 Because according to their opinion difference of size constitutes

difference of sut so that the inuous change of size in

animal bodies, for instance, inv ohes the continual perishing of ald
and the continual origination of new subst

* The following notes on Bauddha doctrines are taken exclusively

from the iaries on the Sabkarabbishya, and no attempt

has been made to contrast of reconcile the Brahminical accounts
of Bauddha psychology with the teaching of genuine Bauddha
books. Cp. on the chief sects of the Buddhistic philosophers the

Bauddha chapter of the ‘Sarvadarsamasamgraba.—The Nihilists are

the Midbyamikas; the Idealists are the Yogikiras; the Sautrin-
tikas and the Vaibbshik together itute the class of the
Realists.—I subjoin the account given of those sects in the Brah-
ma\idyﬁbhwz.—Buddhasya hi mﬁdhpmikz-)ogéﬁr&sauu-in-
tika-vaibbishikasamgrakis anirak sishydh, Tatra buddbena
sarvam sQoyam ity upadishfam te midhya-

: 1t 12 it

prathamam yin prati

mikis te hi gumnd ¥ Loktam tathaiva sraddhayd g7 D

krtvi nipakrish/ih punas 4 tadubtasyrthasya buddhyanusi-
Aleh . wvAn  nothris S oddhaya  iti adhy ik

Anyais tu sishyair gurusd sarvasiinyatva upadishe giiniunhasya
sarvasya sfinyatvam asti pimeti gurtktir yoga it baudda.x{;_ padi-
na ti

bhishitopetdh tad upari £ giiinasya tu Juny s i

tathitve gagadi prasagat sioy ddber apy 323 Aeti

buddhamate dfdratiend paribbashita jkshepoapi krita 11 yogi~

Mrih, vighi Astitvaridinak. d’r anyaik sishyaik
D

[3¢]



402 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

who maintain that everything, external as well as internal, is
- real. What is external is either element (bhiita) or elementary
(bhautika) ; what is internal is either mind (%itta) or mental
(kaitta). The elements are earth, water,and soon; clemental
are colour, &c. on the one hand, and the eye and.the other
sense-organs on the other hand. Earth and the other three
elements arise from the aggregation of the four different
kinds of atoms; the atoms of carth being hard, those of
water viscid, those of fire hot, those of air mobile—The
inward world consists of the five so-called ‘ groups’ (skan-
dha), the group of sensation (rdpaskandha), the group of
knowledge (vig#inaskandha), the group of feeling (vedané-
skandha), the group of verbal knowledge (samgiidskandha),
and the group of impressions (samskaraskandha)! ; which

‘pratitisiddhasya katham stnyatvam vaktum sakyam ato gAdnavad
vihyirthospi satya ity ukte tarhi tathaiva sosstu, param tu so
snumeyo na tu pratyaksha ity ukte tathingikrityaivam sishyamatim
anusritya kiyatparyantam siram bhavishyatiti taik prish/am atas
1¢ sawrdnuikdh, Anye punar yady ayam ghafa it pratitibaldd
vihyoxrtha upeyate “tarhi tasyi eva pratiter aparokshalvit sa
katham paroksho=to vihyosrtho na pratyaksha iti bhishd viruddh-
ety Gkshipann atas te vaibhishikis. ’

! The rlipaskandha comprises the senses and their objects,
colour, &c.; the sense-organs were above called bhautika, they here
re-appear as Aailtika on account of their connexion with thought.
Their objects likewise are classed as faiuika in so far as they are
perceived by the senses—The vigainaskandha comprises the
series of scll-cognitions {ahamaham ity Alayasiginapravihak),

Jing 10 all ; and in addition, according to the
Brahmavidyibhiarana,the knowledge, determinate and indeterminate,
of external things (savikalpakam nirvikalpakam #a pravritlivigii-
pasamgititam).—The vedaniskandha comprises pleasure, pain, &«
~+The samgiiiskandba comprises the cognition of things by their
pames (gaur asva ityidisabdasamgalpuapratyayad, An. Gi; gaur
aava ilyevam nimavinshfasavikalpakak pratyayak, Go. An. ; samgid
yogaadatidipadatadullehbl  savikalpapratyayo v, dvitiyapakshe
vigrinapadena savhalpapratyayo na grahyas, Brahmavidyalh.)
‘The samshisashandha comprses passion, aversion, &c., dharma
and adharma.—Comypare aiso the Bhimath.—The vigiinashandha
1 Aatta, the other skandhas 2,
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taken together onstitute the basls of all personal exist-
encel,
With reference to this doctrine we make the following
remarks~—Those two aggregates, constituting two different
classes, and having two different causes which the Bauddhas
assume, viz. the aggregate of the elements and elementary
things whose cause the atoms are, and the aggregate of the
five skandhas whose cause the skandhas are, cannot, on Baud-
dha principles, be established, i.e. it cannot be explained
how the aggregates are brought about, For the parts con-
stituting 'the (material) aggregates are devoid of intelligence,
and the kindling (abhigvalana) of intelligence depends on an
aggregate of atoms having been brought about previously 2,
And the Bauddhas do not admit any other permanent intelli- -
gent being, such as either an enjoying soul or a ruling Lord,
which could effect the aggregation af the atoms. Nor can
the atoms and skandhas be assumed to enter on activity on
their own account; for that would imply their never ceasing
to be active®  Nor can the cause of aggregation be looked
for in the so-called abode (i.e. the 4layavigiiina-praviha,
the train of self-cognitions) ; for the latter must be described
either as different from the single cognitions or as not dif-
ferent from them. (In the former case it is either permanent,
and then it is nothing else but the permanent soul of the
Vedantins; or non-permanent ;) then being admitted. to be
momentary merely, it canuot exercise any influence and
cannot therefore be the cause of the motion of the atoms*,

* Trhas to be kept in view that the sarvistitvavidins as well as
the other Bauddha sects teach the momentariness (kshaxikatva),
the eternal flux of everything that exists, and are on that ground
© d by the upholders of the p Brah

* Mind, on the Banddha doctsi

1 aggregate of atoms, viz, the body.
of which no release could take piace,

the exi ot

* 1n consequence
4 The Brahniavid: plains the last ¢l from ksna-
ikanvad Az hat differently: Api #a p b1 api
LshanikateAbE N ; m bhavati, p
X paramdmzkrl 3dhinam, tathi Za syakriylm prati params-

ulnim ki;au:u".‘u kri)ﬁpﬂruLsha‘;:c paramdnubhbic bhivyam, Liiyd
DY
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tAnd in the latter case we are not further advanced than
before.)—For all these reasons the formation of aggregates
cannot be accounted for. But without aggregates there
would be an end of the stream of mundane existence which
presupposes those aggregates

19. If it be said that {the formation ot aggregates
may be explained) through (Nescience, &c.) standing
in the relation of mutual causality; we say ‘No,
because they merely are the. efficient causes of the
origin (of the immediately subsequent links).

Although there exists no permanent intelligent principle
of the nature either of a ruling Lord or an enjoying soul,
under whose influence the formation of aggregates could
take place, yet the course of mundane existence is rendered
possible through the mutual causality? of Nescience and
50 on, 50 that we need not look for any other combining
principle.

The series beginning with Nescience comprises the fol-
lowing members: Nescience, impression, knowledge, name

and form, the abode of the six, touch, feeling, desire,
activity, birth, species, decay, death, gricf, lamentation,
pain, mental affliction, and the like?.  All these terms con-

stayatayd kriyikshancspi teshim avasthinam apekshitam evam
melanakshaneapi, nahi melanisrayasyibhive melanarGpsd pravratir
upapadyate, tathi fa sthirapar: sidhyd melanar@pd pravrattis
katharm teshim kshanikatve bhavet.—Ananda Giri also divides and
transfates differently from the translation in the text.

* The kiramatvit of Sapkara explains the pratyayatvit of the
Stira; kiryam praty ayate ganakatvena gakdlati,

3 The commentators agree on the whole in their expanauons ot
the terms of this series.—The following is the substance of the
comment of the Brahmavidydbharana: Nescience is the error of
considering that which is momentary, impure, &c. 1o be permanent,
pure, &c.——Impression (affection, samskira) comprises desire,
aversios, &%, and the activity caused by them.— Knowledge
{vgrdna) is the sell-consciousness (aham ity AlayavigAinasya
wratulibbad) spiinging up in the embryo.—Name and form is the
sudiz.entary tade- or bubble-lde eondition of the embeyo,—The
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stitute a chain of causes and are as such spoken of in'the
Bauddha system, sometimes cursorily, sometimes at length.
They are, morcover, all acknowledged as existing, not by
the Bauddhas only, but by the followers of all systems.
And as the cycles of Nescience, &e. forming uninterrupted
chains of causes and effects revolve unceasingly like water-
wheels, the existence of the aggregates (which constitute
bodies and minds) must needs be assumed, as without such
Nescience and so on could not take place.

This argumentation of the Bauddha we are unable to
accept, because it merely assigns efficient causes for the
origination of the members of the series, but does not
intimate an efficient cause for the formation of the aggre-
gates, If the Bauddha reminds us of the statement made
above that the existence of aggregates must needs be
inferred from the existence of Nescience and so on, we
point out that, if he means thereby that Nescience and so

on cannot exist without aggregates and hence require the
existence of such, it remains to assign an cfficient cause for
the formation of the aggregates. But, as we have already
shown—when examining the Vaiseshika doctrine—that the
formation of aggregates cannot be accounted for even ont

the assumption of permanent atoms and individual souls in

is the further developed stage of
the abode of the six senses—
of cold, warmth, &c. on the
sensations of pleasure and

pain resulting therefrom.—Desire (trishnd) is the wish to enjoy
the pleasurable sensations and to shun the painful ones—Activity
{upadina) is the effort resulting from desire—Birth is the passing

out from the uterus.—Species (gati) is the class of beings to which
the new-born creature belongs.—Decay ri).—Death (magazam)
is explained as the condition of the creature \gh\ex)n about to dig
(mum(\rshﬁ).—Griel’ (soka) the frustration of A\gl;hes.ccnnected
lierewith.—Lament (pari } the I fons on that ac-
count.—Pain (dullkha) is such pain as caused by the five senses.—
Durmanas is mental afftiction.— The ¢and the hKe? implics death;
the departure 1o another world and the subsequent return from=

there.

abode of the six (shadiyatana)
the embryo in which the latter is
Touch (sparsa) is the sensations
embryo’s part.—Feeling (vedani) the
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which the adrish#a abides?; how much less then are aggre-
gates possible if there exist only momentary atoms not
connected with enjoying souls and devoid of abodes (i.e. .
souls), and that which abides in them (the adrishza).—Let
us then assume (the Bauddha says) that Nescience, &c.
themselves are the efficient cause of the aggregate.—But
how—we ask—can they be the cause of that without which
—as their abode—they themselves are not capable of exist-
ence? Perhaps you will say that in the eternal samsira
the aggregates succeed one another in an unbroken chain,
and hence also Nescience, and so on, which abide in those
aggregates. But in that case you will have to assume
either that each aggregate necessarily produces another
aggregate of the same kind, or that, without any settled
rule, it may produce either a like or an unlike one. In the
former case a human body could never pass over into that
of a god or an animal or a being of the infernal regions; in
the latter case a man might in an instant be turned into an
elephant or a god and again become a man; either of which
consequences would be contrary to your system.—Moreover,
that for the purpose of whose enjoyment the aggregate is
formed is, according to your doctrine, not a permanent
enjoying soul, so that enjoyment subserves itself merely and
cannot be desired by anything else ; hence final release also
must, according to you, be considered as subserving itself

% Ananda Giri and Go. Ananda explain: Asraysrayibhlteshy
iti bhoktriviseshazam adrishfistayeshv ity arthak—The Brahma-
vidyibharana says: Nityeshv dsraydsrayibhiteshy anushv abhyupa-
gamyaméneshu bhoktrishu fa satsv ity anvayak Asrayismayibht-
teshv ity asyopakiryopakirakabhivapripteshv ity artha—2A&nd with
regard to the subsequent ﬁsm)asra)u(lnycs\m ma)ura)xl\mﬁ-
nycshu, ayam bhivas, sthireshu par. ¥ ye parami-

nQnim samghitipattis )advynurckc #a na tad vpakirakam upakir-
yih paramimavak yena tatkrito bhogak prirthyate s3 tatra karteti
grahitum salyate, kshasikeshu tu paramimushu anvayavyatireka-,
grahasyinchakst Adhyasy dsambhavin nopakiryopakisakabhive
nirdhirayitum sakyak.—Ananda Gisi remarks on the latter: Adri~
s\\lnn)akmlnnlm)am dhisrayeti.  Another reading appears to be
m)m,uﬁn’cshu
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only_, and no being desirous of release can be assumed. If
a bclrfg desirous of both were assumed, it would have to be
conceived as permanently existing up to the time of enjoy-
mcnt' and release, and that would be contrary to your
dot;‘.mne of general impermanency.—There may therefore
cxts{: a causal relation between the members of the series
consisting of Nescience, &c., but, in the absence of a
Permanent enjoying soul, it is impossible to establish on
that ground the existence of aggregates.

20. (Nor can there be a causal refation between
Nescience, &c.), because on the origination of the
subsequent (moment) the preceding one ceases to be. ~

. ‘We have hitherto argued that Nescience, and so on, stand
In a causal relation to each other merely, so that they can-
not be made to account for the existence of aggregates; we
are now going to prove that they cannot even be considered
as efficient causes of the subsequent members of the series
to which they belong.

Those who maintain that everything has a momentary
existence only admit that when the thing existing in the
second moment ? enters into being the thing existing in the
first moment ceasestobe.  On this admission it is impossible
to establish between the two things the relation of cause and
effect, since the former momentary existence which ceases
or has ceased to be, and so has entered into the state of
non-existence, cannot be the cause of the later momentary
cxistence.—Let it then be said that the former momentary
existence when it has reached its full development becomes
the cause of the later momentary existence.~—That also is
impossible; for the ption that a fully developed
existence exerts a further energy, involves the conclusion
that it is connected with a second moment {which contra-
dicts the docttine of universal momentariness)—Then let
the mere existence of the antecedent entity constitute its

1arth

1 Bauddhinis hshazapadena ghatidir eva p vyavahbriys
na tu tadatinktas kastit hshano nima hilossti.  Brahmavidyibh.
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causal energy.—That assumption also is fruitless, because we
cannot conceive the originationofaneffect which is notimbued
with the nature of the cause (i. e. in which the nature of the
cause does not continue to exist). And to assume that the
nature of the cause does continue to exist in the effect is im--
possible (on the Bauddha doctrine), as that would involve the
permanency of the cause, and thus necessitate the abandon-
ment of the doctrine of general non-permanency.—Nor can it
be admitted that the relation of cause and effect holds good
without the cause somehow giving its colouring to the effect;
for that doctrine might unduly be extended to all cases’.—
Moreover, the origination and cessation of things of which the
Bauddha speaks must either constitute a thing’s own form or
another state of it, or an altogether different thing. ~But
none of these alternatives agrees with the general Bauddha
principles. If, in the first place, origination and cessation
constituted the form of a thing, it would follow that the
word ‘thing’ and the words ‘origination’ and *cessation’
are interchangeable (which is not the case),—Let then,
secondly, the Bauddha says, a certain difference be assumed,
in consequence of which the terms * origination’ and *cessa-
tion” may denote the initial and final states of that which in
the intermediate state is called thing—In that case, we
reply, the thing will be connected with three noments, viz.
the initial, the intermediate, and the final one, so that the
doctrine of gencral momentariness will have to be abandoned.
—Let then, as the third altemative, onigination and cessation
be altogether different from the thing, as much as a buffalo
is from a horse.—That too cannot be, we reply ; for it would
lcad to the conclusion that the thing, because altogether
disconnected with origination and cessation, is everlasting.
And the same conclusion would be led up to, if we uander-
stood by the origination and cessation of a thing mercly its
perception and non-perception ; for the latter are attributes
of the percipicnt mind only, not of the thing itself.—[ence

+ And whereupon then could be established the differeace of
mese cfficient causes such as the potter’s stall, &e., and aterial
causes such as clay, &c.?
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we have again to declare the Bauddha doctrine to be
untenable,

21, On the supposition of there being no (canse;
while_yet the effect takes place), there results con-
tradiction - of the admitted principle; otherwise
simultaneousness (of cause and effect).

It |has been shown that on the doctrine of general non-
Perma.ncncy, the former momentasy existence, as having
already been merged in non-existence, cannot be the cause
of the later one.—Perhaps now the Bauddha will say that
an effect may arise even when there is no cause—~That, we
reply, implies the abandonment of a principle admitted by
Yourself, viz. that the mind and the mental modifications
originate when in conjunction with four kinds of causesl
Moreover, if anything could originate without a cause, there
would be nathing to prevent that anything might originate
at any time—If, on the other hand, you should say that
We may assume the antecedent momentary existence to last
until the succeeding one has been produced, we point out
that that would imply the simultaneousniess of cause and
effect, and so run counter to an accepted Bauddha tenet, viz.
that all things? are momentary merely-

! These four causes are the so-called defining cause (adl‘upm-

pratyay a), the auxiliary cause {sahakinp ), lhe

cavse (! y2), and the sk ) cavse {
pratyaya},—I extract the explanation from the Brak idyibh
Adh)paur indriyam tad dhi fakshurddiripam wtpannasya g#inasya
ripidivishayatdm niyabbkati niyimakas 42 loke-db;p.mr ny ukyztc.
Szhakan lokaz. §: p yad plrvagsid

hi kshanikagainasamtatan pﬁnagnanam uttaraginasya kimavam
tad eva &2 mana ity nlyate, Alambanam ghatidis, Eidn hetin
pratiya pripya Aakshurddiganyam ity adi.

* Samskira i, tanmate plrvaksh eva
visaneti fa vy: iyate kiryam tu tadvish i karmavyutpattyi
samskirak, tathd &2 Kiryahdrasdupakam sarvam bhivarOpam ksha-
nikam iti pratiginhad. Brahmiidyibh

hetubhtak L4
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22. Cessation dependent on a sublative act of the
mind, and cessation not so dependent cannot .be
established, there being no (complete) interruption.

The Bauddhas who maintain that universal destruction is
going on constantly, assume that  whatever forms an object
of knowledge and is different from the triad is produced
(samskrita) and momentary.” To the triad there mentioned
they give the names ¢ cessation dependent on a sublative act
of the mind,’ *cessation not dependent on such an act,’ and
‘space’ This triad they hold to be non-substantial, of a
merely negative character (abhdvamitra), devoid of all
positive characteristics. By * cessation dependent on a sub- -
lative act of the mind,’ we have to understand such destruc-
tion of entitics as is preceded by an act of thought!; by
‘cessation not so dependent’ is meant destruction of the
‘opposite kind 2; by ‘space’ is meant absence in general of
something covering (or occupying space). Out of these
three non-existences *space’ will be refuted later on (Sitra
24) ; the two other ones are refuted in the present Satra.

Cessation which is dependent on a sublative act of the
mind, and cessation which is not so dependent are both
impossible, ‘on account of the absence of interruption,’
For both kinds of cessation must have reference cither to the
serics (of momentary existences) or to the single members
constituting the series.—The former alternative is impossible,
because in all series (of momentary cxistences) the members
of the series stand in an unbroken relation of cause and
cffect so that the series cannot be interrupted 3—The latter

! As when a man smashes a jar having presiously formed the
intention of doing so.

t e the insensible comtinual decay of things—Viparita iti

ratikshwram ghasidinim yuktyd sidhyaminoskusalair avagantum
asakyak sOkshmo vinisos pratisamhhy dnirodhas.  Brahmav.

3 A series of momentary existences constituting a chain of
causes and cffects can never be entirely stopped; for the last
momentary existence must be suppbscd cither to produce its effect
ot not to produce it.  In the former case the scries is continued;
the latter allernatise would imply that the last link does not seally
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ahe_mafivc is likewise inadmissible, for it is impossible to
maintain _that any momentary existence should undergo
COfnph:tc annthilation entirely undefinable and disconnected
(wul_m thc.: previous state of existence), since we observe that
a thing is recognised in the various states through which it
may pass and thus has a connected existence!, And in
those cases also where a thing is not clearly recognised
(after having undergone a change) we yet infer, on the
ground of actual observations made in other cases, that one
a.nd the same thing coutinues to exist without any interrup-
tion.—For these reasons the two kinds of cessation which
the Bauddhas assume cannot be proved.

23. And on account of the objections presenting
themselves in cither case. '

* The cessation of Nescience, &c, which, on the agsumption
of the Bauddhas, is included in the two kinds of ccssation
discussed hithero, must take place either in consequence of
perfect kno_wledge together with its auxiliaries, or else of
its_own accord. But the former altemative would imply
the abandonment of the Bauddha doctrine that destruction
takes place without a cause, and the latter alternative would
involve the uselessness of the Bauddha instruction as to
the ‘path’s As thercfore both alternatives are open to
objections, the Bauddha doctrine must be declared unsatis-

factory.

exist, since the Bauddhas define the satti of a thing as its cansal
fhicl {cp. Sarvad: graha), And the i of
the Tast Jink would retrogressively fead to the non-existence of the

whole series.
t Thus clay is recognised as such whether it appears in the form

of a jar, or of the potsherds into which the jar is broken, or of the
powder into which the potsherds are ground.—Analogously we
infer that even things which scem to vanish altogether, such as
a drop of water which has fallen on heated iron, yet continue to
exist in some form.

* The knowledge that everything is transitory, pain, &c.
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24. And in the case of space also (the doctrine of
its being a non-entity is untenable) on account of
its not differing (from the two other kinds of non-
entity).

We have shown so far that of the triad declared by the
Bauddhas to be devoid of all positive characteristics, and
therefore non-definable, two (viz. prati-samkhyavirodha and
aprati’) cannot be shown to be such; we now proceed to
show the same with regard to space (ether, dkasa).

With regard to space also it cannot be maintained that
it is non-definable, since substantiality can be established in
the case of space no less than in the case of the two so-
called non-entities treated of in the preceding Stras. That
space is a real thing follows in the first place from certain
scriptural passages, such as ‘space sprang from the Self’—
To those, again, who (like the Bauddhas) disagree with us
as to the authoritativeness of Scripture we point out that
the real existence of space is to be inferred from the quality
of sound, since we observe that earth and other real things
are the abodes of smell and the other qualities—Moreover,

if you declare that space is nothing but the absence in
general of any vovering (occupying) body, it would follow
.that while one bird is flying—whecreby space is occupied—
there would be no room for a second bird wanting to fly at
the same time. And if you should reply that the second
bird may fly there where there is absence of a covering
body, we point out that that something by which the
absence of covering bodies is distinguished must be a
positive entity, viz. space in our sense, and not the mere
non-cxistence of covering bodies '.—>Moreover, the Bauddha
places himself, by his view of space, in opposition to other
parts of his system.  For we find, in the Bauddha Seriptures,

a serics of questions and answers (beginning, *On what, O

reverend Sir, is the carth founded ?’), in which the following

* What dues enable us to declare that there is Jvaranibliva in
one place and not in another?  Space; which therefore is scme-

thing real
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f}ucsti<?n occurs, ¢ On what is the air founded ?’ to which it
is veplied that the air is founded on space (ether). Now it
1s cfc.ar that this statement is appropriate only on the sup-
POSItI?n of space being a positive entity, not a mere
negation—Further, there is a self-contradiction in the
l?auddha statements regarding all the three kinds of nega-
tive entities, it being said, on the one hand, that they are
not positively definable, and, on the other hand, that they
are cternal.  Of what is naot rcal neither eternity nor non-
cternity can be predicated, since the distinction of subjects
and predicates of attribution is founded entirely on real
things. Anything with regard to which that distinction
holds good we conclude to be a real thing, such as jars and
the like are, not a mere undefinable negation.

25. And on account of remembrance.

The philosopher who maintains that all things are
momentary only wounld have to extend that doctrine to
the perceiving person (upalabdh#d) also; that is, however,
not possible, on account of the remembrance which is con-
sequent on the origiudl perception. That remembrance can
take place only if it belongs to the same person who pre-
viously fmade the perception ; for we observe that what ene
man has experienced is not remembered by another man.
How, indeed, could there arise the conscious state expressed
in the sentences, ‘I saw that thing, and now I see this
thing,’ if the seeing person were not in both cases the same?
That the conscl of r ition takes place only in
the case of the observing and remembering subject being
one, is a matter known to cvery one; for if there were, in
the two cases, different subjects, the state of consciousness
arising in the mind of the remembering person would be, */
remember ; another person made the observation” But no
such state of consciousness does arise—When, on the other
hand, such a state of consciousness does arise, then every-
body knows that the person who made the original observa-
tion, and the person who remembers, are different persons,
and then the state of consciousncss is expressed as follows,
¢ ] remember that that other person saw that and that'—
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In the case under discussion, however, the Vainisika him-
self—whose state of consciousness is, ‘I saw that and that’
—knows that there is one thinking subject ‘only to which
the original perception as well as the remembrance belongs,
and does not think of denying that the past perception
belonged to himself, not any more than he denies that fire
is hot and gives light.

As thus one agent is connected with the two moments of
perception and subsequent remembrance, the Vaindsika has
necessarily to abandon the doctrine of universal momentari-
ness. And"if he further recognises all his subsequent
successive cognitions, up to his last breath, to belong to one
and the same subject, and in addition cannot but attribute
all his past cognitions, from the moment of his birth, to the
same Self, how can he maintain, without being ashamed of
himself, that everything has a momentary existence only?
Should he maintain that the recognition (of the subject as
one and the same) takes place on account of the similarity
(of the different self-cognitions; cach, however, .being
momentary only), we-reply that the cognition of similarity
is based on two things, and that for that reason the advo-
cate of universal momentariness who denies the existence of
one (permaneat) subject able mentally to grasp the two
similar things simply talks deceitful nonsense when
assérting that recognition is founded on similarity.
Should he admit, on the other hand, that there is one
mind grasping the similarity of two successive momens
tary existences, he would thereby admit that one cntity
endures for two moments and thus contradict the tenct of
universal momentariness.—Should it be said that the cog-
nition *this is similar to that”’ is a different (ncw) cogaitioa,

not dependent on the apperception of the caclicr and
later momentary existences, we refute this by the remark
that the fact of different terms—viz. ‘this® and ‘that’—
being used poiats to the existence of different things (which
the mind grasps in a judgment of similarity). If the
mental act of which similarity is the object were an
altogether new act (not concerncd with the two separate
similar entitics), the expression *this is similar to that’
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wquld be devoid of meaning ; we should in*that case rather
speak of *similarity’ only.—Whenever (to add a general
reflexion) something perfectly well known from ordinary
experience is not admitted by philosophers, they may indeed
est'abh'sh their own vi¢w and demolish the contrary opinion
by means of words, but they thereby neither convince
others nor even themselves. Whatever has been ascertained .
to be such and such must also be represented as such and
such; attempts to represent it as something else prove
nothing but the vain talkativeness of those who make those
attempts, Nor can the hypothesis of mere similarity being
cognised account for ordinary empirical life and thought; for
(in recognising a thing) we are conscious of it being that
which we were formerly conscious of, not of it being merely
similar to that. We admit that sometimes with regard to
an external thing a doubt may arise whether it is that or
merely is similar to that; for mistakes may be made
concerning what lies outside our minds. But the con-
scious subject never has any doubt whether it is itself or
only similar to itself; ‘it rather is distinctly conscious that
it is one and the same subject which yesterday had a
certain sensation and to-day remembers that sensation.—
For this reason also the doctrine of the Nihilists is to
be rejected.

26. (Entity) does not spring from non-entity on
account of that not being observed.

The system of the Vainésikas is objectionable for this
reason also that thosc who deny the existence of permanent
stable causes are driven to maintain that entity springs from
non-entity. This latter tenet is expressly enunciated by
the Bauddhas where they say, *On account of the mani-
festation (of cffects) not without previous destruction (of
the cansc).’” For, they say, from the decomposed seed only
the young plant springs, spoilt milk only turns into curd‘s,.
and the lump of clay has ccased to be a lump when it
becomes a jar. If effects did spring from the unchanged
causes, all effects would originate {mm all causes at once,
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as then no specification would be required!. Hence, as we
see that young plants, &c. spring from seeds, &c. only after
the latter have been merged in non-existence, we hold that
entity springs from non-entity.

To this Bauddha tenet we reply, (‘Entity does) not
(spring) from non-entity, on account of that not being
observed” If entity did spring from non-eatity, the as-
sumption of special causes would be purportless, since -
non-entity is in all cases one and the same. For the
non-existence of seeds and the like after they have been
destroyed is of the same kind as the non-existence of horns
of hares and the like, i.c. non-existence is in all cases
nothing else but the absence of all character of reality, and
hence there would be no sense (on the doctrine of origination
from non-existence) in assuming that sprouts are produced
from sceds only, curds from milk only, and so on. And
if non-distinguished non-cxistence were admitted to have
causal cfficiency, we should also have to assume that
sprouts, &c. originate from the horns of hares, &c.—~a thing
certainly not actually observed.—If, again, it should be
assumed that there are different kinds of non-existence
having special distinctions—just as, for instance, bluencss
and the like are special qualities of lotuses and so on—
we point out that in that casc the fact of there being such
special distinctions would turn the non-entitics into eatities
no less rcal than lotuses and the like. In no casc non-
existence would possess causal cfficicncy, simply because,
like the horn of a hare, it is non-existence merely.—Further,
if cxistence sprang from non-cxistence, all eflects would be
affected with non-existence; while as 3 matter of fact they
arc observed to be merely positive entities distinguished by
their various special characicristics. Nor? docs any onc

3 If the cause were able, without basing undergone any change,
10 produce effecty, it would at the }ame moment produce all the
etfects of which it ts capable~Cp. on this .ot the Sarvadatrana-
samgtaha.

PPl ae added to obniate the semark that it is not a pencral
rute that edects ase of the aaine pature 3 their canes, and that
thercfuie, aficr all, cxntent thnge may sptu g from Leneexasenr,
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think that things of the nature of clay, such as pots and
the like, are the effects of \hreads and the like; but every-
body knows that things of the nature of clay are the effects
of clay only.—The Bauddha's tenet that nothing can
become a cause as long as it remains unchanged, but has
to that end to undergo destruction, and that thus existence.
springs from non-existence only is false; for it is observed
that only things of permanent nature which are always
recognised as what they are, such as gold, &c., ate the causes
of effects such as golden ornameants, and so on. In those
cases where a destruction of the peculiar nature of the
cause is observed to take place, as in the case of seeds, for
instance, we have to acknowledge as the cause of the sub-
sequent condition (i. e. the sprout) not the earlier condition
in so far as it is destroyed, but rather those permanent
particles of the seed which are not destroyed (when the seed
as a whoale undergoes decomposition).—Hence as we see
on the one hand that no entities ever originate from non-
entities such as the horns of a hare, and on the other hand
that entities do originate from entities such as gold and the ~
like, the whole Bauddha doctrine of existence springing
from pon-existence has to be rejected.—We finally point
out that, according to the Bauddhas, all mind and all mental
modifications spring from the four skandhas discussed
above and ail material aggregates from the atoms; why
then do they stultify this their own doctrine by the fancify]
assumption of entity springing from non-entity and thus
needlessly perplex the mind of every one?

27. And thus (on that doctrine} there would pe
an accomplishment {(of ends) in the case of nop.

active people also.

If it were admilted that entity issues from non-eatity,
lazy inactive people also would obtain their putpases, sine é
¢non-existence’ is a thing to be had without much trouble.
Rice would grow for the husbandman even jf pe did not
cultivate his field ; vessels would shape themselyes even if
the potter did not fashion the clay; and the Weaver 100

ras} ke
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lazy to weave the threads into a whole, would nevertheless
have in the end finished pieces of cloth just as.if he had.
been weaving. And nobody would have to exert himself
in the least either for going to the heavenly world or for
o’btaining final release, All which of course is absurd and
not maintained by anybody.—Thus the doctrine of the
origination of entity from non-entity again shows itself to
be futile.

28. The non-existence (of external things) cannot
be maintained, on account of {our) consciousness (of
them).

“There having been brought forward, in what precedes,
the various objections which lie against the doctrine of the
reality of the external world (in the Bauddha sense), such
as the impossibility of accounting for the existence of
aggregates, &c., we arc now confronted by those Bauddhas
who maintain that only cognitions (or ideas, vig#ina)
exist—~The doctrine of the reality of the external world
was indeed propounded by Buddha conforming himself to
the mental state of some of his disciples whom he perceived
to be attached to external things; but it does not represent
his own trueview according to which cognitions alone are real.

According to this latter doctrine the process, whose con-
stituting members are the act of knowledge, the object of
knowledge, and the result of knowledge?, is an altogether
internal one, existing in so far only as it is connccted with
the mind (buddhi). Even if external things cxisted, that
process could not take place but in connexion with the
mind. If, the Bauddhas say, you ask how it is known that
that entirc process is internal and that no outward things
exist apart (rom consciousness, we reply that we base our

* According to the vigiinavidin the cognition specialised by its
various contents, such as, for instance, the idea of blue colour is the
object of knowledge; the cognition in so far as it is consciousness
(avabhisa) is the result of knowledge; the cognition in so far as it
is power is mina, hnowledge; in so far as it is the abode of that
power it 13 pramitrs, knowing subject.
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doctrine on the impossibility of external things, For if
external things are admitted, they must be either atoms or
aggregates of atoms such as posts and the like. But atoms
cannot be comprehended under the ideas of posts and the
like, it being impossible for cognition to represent (things
as minute as) atoms. Nor, again, can the outward things
be aggregates of atoms such as pillars and the like, because
those aggregates ‘can neither be defined as different nor
as‘non-different from the atoms'.—In the same way we
can show that the external things are not universals and
so ond,

Moreover, the cognitions—which are of a uniform nature
only in’so far as they are states of consciousness—undergo,
according to their objects, successive modifications, so that
there is presented to the mind now the idea of 2 post, now
the idea of a wall, now the idea of a jarand so on, Now
this is not possible without some distinction on the part of
the ideas themsclves, and hence we must necessarily admit
that the ideas have the same forms as their objects, But if
e make this admission, from which it follows that the form
of thé objects is determined by the ideas, the hypothesis of
the existence of external things becomes altogether gratuit-
ous. From the fact, moreover, of our always being con-
scious of the act of knawledge and the object of knowledge
simultaneously it follows that the two are in reality identical.
When we are consciousof the one we are conscious of the other
also ; and that would not happen if the two were essentially
‘distinct, as in that case there would be nothing to prevent
our being conscious of one apart from the other. For this

reason also we maintain that there are no outward things.—
ent from the atoms they can no

ed of atoms; if they are non-
t be the cause of the mental

* If they are said to be differ
longer be considered as compos!

different from atoms they canno
tomic bodies. |
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Perception is to be considered as similar to a dream and
the like, The ideas present to our minds during a dream, a
magical illusion, 2 mirage and so on, appear in the twofold
form of subject and object, although there is all the while
no external object; hence we conclude that the ideas of
posts and the like which occur in our waking state are like-
wise independent ‘of external objects; for they also are
simply ideas—If we be asked how, in the absence of ex-
ternal things, we account for the actual variety of ideas,
we .reply that that variety is to be explained from the
impressions left by previous ideas!. In the beginningless
samsara ideas and mental impressions succeed each other
as causes and effects, just as the plant springs from the seed
and seceds are again produced from the plant, and there
exists therefore a sufficient reason for the variety of ideas
actually experienced. That the variety of ideas is solely
due to the impressions left on the mind by past ideas
follows, moreover, from the following affirmative and
negative judgments: we both (the Vedantins as well as
the Bauddhas) admit that in dreams, &c. there presents
itself a variety of ideas which arise from mental im-
pressions, without any external object; we (the Bauddhas)
do not admit that any variety of ideas can arise from
external objects, without mental impressions.—Thus we
are again led to conclude that no outward things exist.
Toall this we (the Vedantins) make the following reply.—
The non-existence of external things cannot be maintained
because we are conscious of external things. In every act
of perception we are conscious of some external thing cor-
1esponding to the idea, whether it be a post or a wall or 2
picce of cloth or a jar, and that of which we are conscious
cannot but exist. Why should we pay attention to the
words of a man who, while conscious of an outward thing
through its approximation to his senses, affirms that he is
conscious of no outward thing, and that no such thing exists,
3

! Visani, above translated by mental impression, strictly means
any member of the infinite series of ideas which precedes the
present actual idea.

I
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any more than we listen to a man who while he is gating
and experiencing the feeling of satisfaction avers that he
does not cat and does not feel satisfied >—If the Bauddha
should reply that he does not affirm that he is conscious of,
no object but only that he is conscious of no object apart
from the act of consciousness, we auswer that he may
indeed make any arbitrary statement he likes, but that he.
has no arguments to prove what he says. That the out-
ward thing exists apart from consci , has r ily
to be accepted on the ground of the nature of consciousness
itsell. Nobody when perceiving a post or a wall is conscious
of his perception only, but all men are conscious of posts and
walls and the like as objects of their perceptions. That such*
is the consciousness of all men, appears also from the fact that
even those who contest the existence of external things bear
witness to their existence when they say that what is an
internal object of cognition appears like something external,
For they practically accept the general consciousness, which
testifies to the existence of an external world, and being at
the same time anxious to refute it they speak of the external
things as ‘like something external.’  If they did not them-
selves at the bottom acknowledge the existence of the ex-
ternal world, how could they use the expression ‘like
something external?’ No one says, * Vishnumitra appears
_like the son of a barren mather,” If we accept the truth as
it is given to us in our consciousness, we must admit that
. the objér.t of perception appears to usas something exfernal,
not like something external.—But—the Bauddha may reply
——we conclude that the object of perception is only fike
something external because external things are impossible.
+ —This conclusion we rejoin is improper, since the possibility
or impossibility of things is to be determiued only on the
ground of the operation of non-operation of the means of
right knowledge; while on the other hand, the operation
and non-operation of the means of right knowledge are not
to be made dependent on preconceived possibilities or
‘impossibnities. Possible is whatever is apprehended by
perception or some other mcans of proof; impossible is
what is not so apprehended. Now the external things are,
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according to their nature, apprehended by all the instru-
ments of knowledge ; how then can you maintain that they
are not possible, on the ground of such idle dilemmas as
that about their difference or non-difference from atoms ?—
Nor, again, does the non-existence of objects follow from
the fact of the ideas having the same form as the objects;
for if there were no objects the ideas could not have the’
forms of the objects, and the objects are actually appre-
hended as external.—For the same reason (i. e, because the
distinction of thing and idea is given in consciousness) the
invariable concomitance of idea and thing has to be con-
sidered as proving only that the thing constitutes the means
of the idea, not that the two are identical. Morcover, when
we are conscious first of a pot and then of a piece of cloth,
consciousness remains the same in the two acts while what
varies are merely the distinctive attributes of consciousness ;
justas when we see at first a black and then a white cow, the
distinction of the two perceptions is due to the varying
blackness and whiteness while the generic character of the
cow remains the same. The difference of the one per-
manent factor (from the two—or more—varying factors) is
proved throughout by the two varying factors, aud vice
vers4 the difference of the latter (from the permanent factor)
by the presence of the one (permanent factor). Thereflore
thing and idea are distinct. The same view is to be held
with regard to the perception and the remembrance of a
jar; there also the perception and the remembrance only
are distinct while the jar is one and the same; in the same
way as when conscious of the smell of milk and the taste of
milk we are conscious of the smell and taste as different
things but of the milk itself as one only.
Further, two ideas which occupy different moments of
time and pass away as soon as they have become objects
. of consciousness cannot apprehend—or be apprchended by
} —cach other. From this it follows that certain doctrines
forming part of the Bauddha system cannot be upheld; so
the doctrine that ideas are different from each other; the
dactrine that cverything is momentary, void, &c. ; the doc-
trine of the distinction of individuals and classes; the

N
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doctrine that a former idea leaves an impression giving rise
to a later idea; the doctrine of the distinction, owing to
the influence of Nescience, of the attributes of existence and
non-existence; the docttine of bondage and release ‘(de-
pending on absence and presence of right knowledge) L )
) Further, if you say that we are conscious of the idea, you
must admit that we arc also conscious of the external thing.
And if you rejoin that we are conscious of the idea on its
own account because it is of a luminous nature like a lamp,
while the external thing is not so; we reply that by main-
taining the idex to be illuminated by itself you make your-
sclf guilty of an absurdity no less than if you said that fire
burns itself. And at the same time you refuse to accept
the common and altogether rational opinion that we are
conscious of the external thing by means of the idea
different from the thing! Indeed a proof of extraordinary
philosophic insighti—It cannot, moreover, be asserted in
any way that the idea apart from the thing is the object of
our consciousness; for it is absurd to.speak of a thing as
the object of its own activity. Possibly you (the Bauddha)
will rejoin that, if the idea is to be apprehended by some-
thing different from it, that something *also must be appre-
hended by something different and so on ad infinitum.
And, moreover, you will peshaps object that as each cogni-
tion is of an essentially illuminating nature like a lamp, the
assumption of a further cognition is uncalled for; for as
they are both equally illuminating the one cannot give
light to the other.—But both these objections are unfounded.
As the idea only is apprehended, and there is consequently
no necessity to assume something to apprehend the Self
swhich witnesses the idea (is conscious of the idea), there re-
sults no regressus ad infinitum. And the witnessing Self
and the idea are of an essentially different nature, and may
therefore stand to each other in the relation of knowing
subject and object known. The existence of the witness-

3 For all these doctrines depend on the eomparison of ideas
which is not possible unless there be 2 pernunent hnosing subject

in addition to the transitory ideas.
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ing Self is self-proved and cannot therefore be denied.—
Moreover, if you maintain that the idea, lamplike, manifests
itself without standing in necd of a further principle to
illuminate it, you maintain thereby that ideas exist which
are not apprehended by any of the means of knowledge,
and which aie without a knowing being ; which is no better
than to assert that a thousand lamps burning inside some
impenetrable mass of rocks manifest themselves. And if
you should maintain that thereby we admit your doctrine,
since it follows from what we have said that the idea itself
implies consciousness ; we reply that, as observation shows,
the lamp in order to become manifest requires some other
intellectual agent furnished with instruments such as the

' eye, and that therefore the idea also, as equally being a thing

to be illuminated, becomes manifest only through an ulterior

intelligent principle. And if you finally object that we,

when advancing the witnessing Self as self-proved, merely
express in other words the Bauddha tenet that the idea .
is self-manifested, we refute you by remarking that your

- ideas have the attributes of originating, passing away, being
manifold, and so on (while our Self is one and permanent).—
We thus have proved that an idea, like a lamp, requires an
ulterior intelligent principle to render it manifest.

29. And on account of their difference ot nature

(the ideas of the waking state) are not like those of
a dream. ’

We now apply ourselves to the refutation of the averment
made by the Bauddha, that the ideas of posts, and so on, of
which we are conscious in the waking state, may arise in
{he absence of external objects, just as the ideas of 2 dream,
both being ideas alike—The two sets of ideas, we maintain,
canuot be treated on the same footing, on account of the
difference of their character. They differ as follows.—
The things of which we ‘are conscious in a dream are
negated by our waking consciousness. I wrongly thought
that I had a mceting with a great man; no such meeting
took place, but my mind was dulled by slumber, and so the
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false idea arose” In an analogous manner the things of
}vhich we are conscious when under the influence of a magic
xll:.lsion, and the like, are negated by'our ordinary con-
sciousness. Those things, on the other hand, of which we
are conscious in our waking state, such as posts and the like,
are never negated in any state.—Moreover, the visions of a
drea.m are acts of remembrance, while the visions of the
waking state are acts of immediate consciousness; and
the distinction between remembrance and immediate con-
sciousness is directly cognised by every one as being
founded on the absence oF presence of the object. \When,
for instance, 3 man remembers his absent son, he does not
directly perceive him, but merely wishes so to perceive
him. As thus the distinction between the two states is
evident to every one it is impossible to formulate the
inference that waking consciousness is false because it is -
mere consciousness, such as dreaming consciousness; for
we certainly cannot allow would-be philosophers to deny
the truth of what is directly evident to themselves- Just
because they feel the absurdity of denying what is evident

to themselves, and aré consequently unable to demonstrate

the baselessness of the ideas of the waking state from those
ideas themselves, they attempt to demonstrate it from their
having certain attributes in commos with the ideas of the
dreaming state. But if some attri
thing on account of the latter's own
to it on account of the thing having certain attributes in
common with some other thing. Fire, which is felt to be
hot, cannot be demonstrated 10 be cold, on the ground of
its having attributes in common with water. And the dif-
ference of nature between the waking and the sleeping state

we have already shown.

bute cannot belong toa
nature, it cannot belong

o. ‘I'he existence (of mental impressions) is not
possible (on the Bauddha view) on account of the .
absence of perception (of external things)-

We now proceed 0 that theory of yours according

to which the varicty of ideas can be cxplained from the
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vatiety of mental impressions, without any veference to
external things, and remark that on your doctrine the
existence of mental impressions is impossible, as you
do not admit the perception of cxternal things. For the
variety of mental impressions is caused altogether by
the variety of the things perceived. How, indeed, could
various impressions originate if no external things were
perceived? The hypothesis of a2 beginningless series of
mental impressions would lead only to a baseless regressus
ad infinitum, sublative of the entire phenomenal world, and
would in no way establish your position.—The same argu-
ment, i.e. the one founded on the impossibility of mental
impressions which are not caused by external things, refutes
also the positive and negative judgments, on the ground of
which the denier of an external world above attempted to
show that ideas are caused by mental impressions, not by
external things. We rather have on our side a positive and
a negative judgment whereby to establish our doctrine of
the existence of external thmgs viz. “the perception of
external things is admitted to take place also without
mental impressions, and ‘mental impressions are not ad-
mitted to originate independently of the perception of
external things.—Moreover, an impression is a kind
of modification, and modifications cannot, as experi-
ence teaches, take place unless there is some substratum
which is modified. But, according to your doctrine, such a
substratum of impressions does not exist, since you say that
it cannot be cogaised through any means of knowledge.
*. 31. And on account of the momentariness {of the
dlayavigiiina, it cannot be the abode of mental
, impressions).
If you maintain that the so-called internal ‘cognition
(dlayavigiiina ) assumed by you may constitute the abode

! The vigiinaskandha comprises vig#dnas of two different kinds
the dlayavigZina and the pravesitivigsidna. The layavigdina com-
prises the series of cognitions or ideas which refer to the ego; the
pravrillivigZina comprises those ideas which refer to apparently
external objects, such as colour and the like. The ideas of the
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of the ‘mental impressions,” we deny that, because that
cognition also being admittedly momentary, and hence
non-permanent, cannot be the abode of impressions any
more than the quasi-external cognitions (pravritti-vigiina).
For unless there exists one continuous principle equally
connected with the past, the present, and the future?, or an

* absolutely unchangeable (Self) which cognises everything,
we are unable to account for remembrance, recognition, and
so on, which are subject to mental impressions dependent
on place, time, and cause. If, on the other hand, you
declare your Alayavigiiina to be something permanent,
you thereby abandon your tenet of the dlayavig#ina as
“well as everything else being momentary.~Or (to explaia
the Sfitra in a different way) as the tenet of general momen-
tariness is characteristic of the systems of the idealistic
as well as the realistic Bauddhas, we may bring forward
against the doctrines of the former all those arguments
dependent on the principle of general momentariness which
we have above urged against the latter,

We have thus refuted both nihilistic doctrines, viz. the
doctrine which maintains the (momentary) reality of the ex-
ternal world, and the doctrine which asserts that ideas only
exist. The third variety of Bauddha doctrine, viz. that
cverything is empty (i.e. that absolutely nothing exists), is
contradicted by all means of right knowledge, and therefore
requires no special refutation. For this apparent world,
whose existence is guaranteed by all the means of know-'
ledge, cannot be denied, unless some one should find out
“some new truth (based on which he could impugn its
existence)—for a general principle is proved by the absence
of contrary instances,

32. And on account of its general deficiency in

probability.
No further special di

is in fact req 1. From

Jeft by the d

latter class are due to the mental imp

ideas of the former class, i .
' Viz in the present case the principle that what presents itself

10 ¢ is not tent.
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whatever new points of view the Bauddha system is tested
with reference to its probability, it gives way on all sides, like
the walls of 2 well dug in sandy soil. It has, in fact, no foun-
_dation whatever to rest upon, and hence the attempts to use
it as a guide in the practical concerns of life are mere folly.
—Moreover, Buddha by propounding the three mutually
contradictory systems, teaching respectively the reality of
the external world, the reality of ideas only, and general
nothingness, has' himself made it clear either that he
was a man given to make incoherent assertions, or
else that hatred of all beings induced him to propound
absurd doctrines by accepting which they would become
thoroughly confused.—So that—and this the Sttra means
to indicate--Buddha’s doctrine has to be entirely dis-

regarded by all those who have a regard for their own
happiness. :

33. On account of the impossibility (of contra-
. dictory attributes) in one thing, {the Gaina doctrine
is) not (to be accepted).

Having disposed of the Bauddha doctrine we now tum
to the system of the Gymnosophists {(Gainas).

The Gainas acknowledge seven categories (tattvas), viz.
soul (giva), non-soul (agiva), the issuing outward (asrava),
restraint (sasmvara), destruction (nirgara), bondage (bandha),
and release (moksha)Y. Shortly it may be said that they
acknowledge two categories, viz. soul and non-soul, since
the five other categories may be subsumed under these two:
~—They alsoset forth a sct of categories different from the
two mentioned. They teach that there are five so-called

1 Soul and non-soul are the enjoying souls and the objects of
their enjoyment; 4srava is the forward movement of the senses
towards their objects ; sasvara is the restraint of the aclivity of the
senses; nirgara is sell-mortification by which sin is destroyed ;
the works constitute bondage ; andrrelease is the ascending of the
soul, after bondage has ceaseds 1o the highest regions.—For the
details, see Professor Cowell's translation of the Arhata chapler
of the Sarvadarsanasamgrahia.
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astikdyas (‘existing bodies, i.e categories), viz. the-cate-
gories of soul (giva), body (pudgala), merit (dharma),
demerit (ndharma),and space (akdsa). All these categories
they again subdivide in vasious fanciful ways}—Teo all things
they apply the following method of reasoning, which they
call the saptabhax‘:ginaya: somehow it is; somehow it is
not; somehow it is and is not; somehow it is indescrib-
able; somehow it is and is indescribable ; somehow it is
not and is indescribable; somehow it is and is not and is
indescribable. ’

To this unsettling style of reasoning they submit even
such conceptions as that of unity and etesnity %

This doctrinc we meet as follows.—Your reasoning, we
say, is inadmissible ‘ on' account of the impossibility in onc
thing’ That is to say, it'is impossible that contradictory
attributes such as being and non-being should at the same
time belong to oné and the same thing ; just as observation
teaches us that 2 thing cannot be hot and cold at the same
“moment. The scven categories asserted by you must either
be so\many and such or not be so many and ‘such; the
third alternative expressed in the words ‘they either are
such or not such’ results in 3 cognition of indefinite nature

which is no more 2 source of true knowledge than doubt is.
If you should p

tead that the cognition that a thing Is of
more than oné nature is definite and therefore a source of

true knowledge, We deny this. For the unlimited assertion
that all things ar¢ of a non-exclusive nature is itself some-
thing, falls as such under the alternative predications ‘some-
how it is,’ ¢ somchow it is not,’ and so ceases to be a definite
assertion. The same happens to the person making the
f the assertion ; partly they are,

assertion and to the result o
partly they are not. Asthus the means of kmowledge, the
object of knowledge, the Lnowing subject: and the act of
kmowledge 2r¢ all alike indefinite, how can the Tirthakara
(Gina) teach with any daim to authority, and how can his
followers act on 2 doctrine the matter of which is altogether

: Cp. translation of Smadxmwgnhz. P 59- )
‘Andsoimpugulhedocuin:ohh:oucc rahman.
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indeterminate? Observation shows that only when a course
of action is kinown to have a definite result people set about
it without hesitation. Hence a man who proclaims a doc-
trine of altogether indefinite contents does not deserve to be
listened to any more than a drunken man or a madman.—
Again, if we apply the Gaina reasoning to their doctrine of
the five categories, we bave to say that on one view of the
matter they are five and on another view they are not five;
from which latter point of view it follows that they are
either fewer or more than five. Nor is it logical to declare
the categories,to be indescribable. For if they are so, they
cannot be described; but, as a matter of fact, they arc
described so that to call them indescribable involves a
contradiction. And if you go on to say that the categories
on being described arc ascertained to be such and such, and
at the same time are not ascertained to be such and'such,
and that the result of their being ascertained is perfect
knowledge or is not perfect knowledge; and that imperfect’
knowledge is the opposite of perfect knowledge or is not
+ the opposite; you certainly talk more like a drunken or
insane man than like a sober, trustworthy person.—If you
further maintain that the heavenly world and final release
. exist or do not exist and are cternal or non-cternal, the
absence of all determinate knowledge which is implied in
such statements will result in nobody’s acting for the
purpose: of gainjng the heavenly wodd and final release.
And, morcover, it follows from your doctrine that soul, non-
soul, and so on, whose nature you claim to have ascertained,
and which you describe as having existed from all cternity,
rclapse all at once into the condition of absolute indeter-
mination.—As therefore the two contradictory attributes of
being and non-being cannot belong to any of the categories
~being excluding non-being and vice versad non-being ex-
cluding being—the doctrinc of the Arhat must be rejected.
—Tke above remarks dispose likewise of the assertions
made by the Gainas as to the impossibility of deciding
whiether of one thing therc is to be predicated oncness or
plurlity, pesmancncy or non-permancncy, scparatencss or
non-separatencss, and so on.—The Gaina doctrine that
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aggregates ar¢ formed from the atoms—by them called
pudgalas—we do not undertake to refute separately as its
refutation is already ‘comprised in that of the atomistic
doctrine given in a previous part of this work.

34. And likewise (there results from the Gaina
doctrine) non-universality of the Self.

We have hitherto urged against the Gaina doctrine an
objection resulting from the syidvida, viz. that one thing
cannot have contradictory attributes. We now turn to the
objection that from their doctrine it would follow that the
individual Self is not universal, i.e. not omnipr&sent.—'l‘he
hat the soul has thesame size as the

Gainas are of opinion t!
body. From this it would follow that the,soul is not of
infinite extension, but limited, and hence non-etern§| like

iars and similar things. Further, as the bodies of different
classes of creatures are of different size, it might happen
that the soul of a man—which is of the size of the‘human

" body—when entering, in consefuence of its former deeds,on

a new state of existence in the body of an elephant would
not be able to fill the whole of it; or else that a human
soul being relegated t0 the body of an ant would not be
.able to find sufficient room init. Thesamedifficulty would,
moreover, arise with regard to the successive stages of one
state of existence, infancy, youth, and old age.—But why,
the Gaina may ask, should we not look upon the soul as
consisting of an infinite number of parts capable of under-
going compression in 2 small body and dilatation in a big
one?—Do you, we ask in return, admit or not admit that
those countless particles of the soul may occupy the same
place or notp—1f you do not admit it, it follows that the
infinite number of particles cannot be contained in a body
of limited dimensions.—I1[ you do admit it, it follows that,
as then the space occupied by all the particles may be the
space of one particle only, the extension of all the par-
ticles together will remain inconsiderable, and hence the
soul be of minute size (not of the size of the body)
You have, moOreovern no right to assume that a body
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of limited size contains an infinite number of soul par-
ticles.

Well then, the Gaina may reply, let us assume that by
turns whenever the soul enters a big body some particles
accede to it while some withdraw from it whenever it
enters a small body.—To this hypothesis the next Sitia
furnishes a reply,

35. Nor is non-contradiction, to be derived from
the succession {of parts acceding to and departing
from the soul), on account of the change, &c. (of
the soul).

Nor can the doctrine of the soul having the same size as
the bedy be satisfactorily established by means of the
hypothesis of the successjve accession and withdrawal of
pasticles. For this hypothesis would involve the soul’s
undergoing changes and the like, If the soul is continually
being repleted and depleted by the successive addition and
withdrawal of parts, it of course follows that it undergoes
change, and if it is liable to thange it follows that it is non-
permanent, like the skin and similar substarices. From that,
again, it follows that the Gaina doctrine of bondage and
release is untenable; according to which doctrine ¢ the soul,
which in the state of b“on‘dageisencompassed by the ogdoad ~
of works and sunk in the ocean of samsira, rises when its
bonds are sundered, as the gourd rises to the surface of the
water when it is freed from the encumbering clayl’'—
Morcover, those particles which in turns come and depart
have the attributes of coming and going, and cannot, on
that acqount, be of the nature of the Self any more than the
body is. And if it be said that the Sclf consists of some
permanently remaining parts, we remark that it would be
impossible to determine which are the permanent and which
the temporary parts.—\We have further to ask from whence
those particles originate whea they accede to the soul, and
into what they arc merged when they detach themselves
from it. They cannot spring from the material clements

¥ Cp. Sarvadarramasamgraha translation, p. 58.
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1 and re-cnter the elements; for the soul fs immaterial. Nor
have we any meaus to prove the existeace of some other,
gencral or special, reservoir of soul-particles.——Morcover, on
the hvpuhcsxs under discussion the soul would be of in-
definite nature, as the size of the particles acceding and
departing is itself indefinite.—On account of all these and
similar difficulties it cannot be maintained that certain
particles by turns attach themsefves to, and detach them-
selves from, the soul.

The Sttra may be taken in a different sense afso. The
preceding Stitra has proved that the soul if of the same
size as the body cannot be permanent, as its entering into
bigger and smaller bodies involves its Hmitation. To

; this the Gymuosophist may be supposed to rejoin that
although the soul’s size successively changes it may yet be
permanent, just as the stream of water is permanent (al-

.though the water continually changes). An analogous
\instance would be supplied by the penmanency of the
stream of ideas while the individual ideas, as that of a red
cloth and so on, are non-permanent.—To this rejoinder
our Sitra replies that if the stream is,nmot real we are
led back to the doctrine of a general void, and that, if it
is something rea), the difficulties connected with the soul's
c)nngmg, . present themselves and sender the Gaina

view xmposxblc.

" 36. And on account of the permanency of the
final (size of the soul) and the resulting permanency
of the two (preceding sizes) there i is no difference (of
size, at any time).

Morcover, the Gainas th tves admit the per
of the final size of the soul which it has ia the state c(
release.  From this it follows also that its initial size and

its intervening sizes must be permanent’, and that hence
’

7
5 The inference being that the initial and intervening sizes of the
soul must be pcxmanenl because they are sizes of the sau! like its
final size.
fa4] Ff
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there is no difference between the three sizes. But this
would involve the conclusion that the different bodies of
the soul have one and the same size, and that the soul
cannot enter into bigger and smaller bodies—Or clse (to
explain the Sdtra in a somewhat different way) from the
fact that the final size of the soul is permanent, it follows
that its size in the two previous conditions also is perma-
nent. Herice the soul must be considered as being always
of the same size—whether minute or infinite—and not of
the varying size of its bodies.—For this reason also the
doctrine of the Arhat has to be set aside as not in any way
more rational than the doctrine of Buddha.

37. The Lord (cannot be the cause of the world),

on account of the inappropriateness (of that doc-
trine).

The Sitrakira now applies himself to the refutation of
that doctrine, according to which the Lord is the cause of
the world only in so far as he is the gencral ruler.—But how
do you know that that is the purport of the Satra (which
speaks of the Lord * without any qualification’)>—From the
circumstance, we reply, that the teacher himself has proved,
in the previous sections of the work, that the Lord is the
material cause as well as the ruler of the world. Hence, if

* the present Sttra were meant to impugn the doctrine of
the Lord in general, the carlier and later pamts of the
work would be mutually contradictory, and-the Sdtrakira
would thus be in conflict with himself. We thercfore must
assume that the purport of the present Sttra i to make
an encrgetic attack on the doctrine of those who main-
tain that the Lord is not the material cause, but merely
the ruler, i.c. the operative cause of the world ; a doctrine
entircly opposed to the Vedintic teaet of lhc unity of
Brahman,

The theories about the Lord which are independent of
the Vedinta are of various nature. Some taking their
stand on the Sinkhya and Yoga systans assume that the
Lord acts as a micre operative cause, as the ruler of the
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- pradhina and of the souls, and that pradhéina, soul, and
Lord are of mutually different nature—The Mahesvaras
(Saivas) maintain that the five categories, viz. effect, cause,
union, ritual, the end of pain, were taught by the Lord
Pasupati (Siva) to the end of brcakmg the bonds of the
animal (i.e. the soul); Pasupati is, according to them,
the Lord, the operative cause.~Similarly, the Vaiseshikas
and others also teach, according to their various systems,
that 'the Lord is somehow the operative cause of the
world.

Against all these opinions the Sitra remarks ¢ the Lord,
on account of the inappropriateness.’ I.e. it is not possible
that the Lord as the ruler of the pradhina and the soul
should be the cause of the world, on account of the inap.
propiiateness of that doctrine.  For if the Lord is supposed
to assign to the various classes of animate creatures low,
intermediate, and high positions, according to his liking, it
follows that he is animated by hatred, passion, and so on,
is hence like one of us, and is no real Lord. Nor can we

' get over this difficulty by assuming that he makes his
dispositions with a view to the merit and demerit of*the
living peings; for that assumption would lead us to a
logical see-saw, the Lord as well as the works of living
beings having to be considered in turns both as acting and
as acted upon. This difficulty is not removed by the con-
sideration that the works of living bcmgs and the result-
ing dispositions made by the Lord form a chain which has
no beginning ; for in past time as well as in the present
mutual mterdependcncc of the two took place, so that the
beginningless series is like an endless chain of blind men
leading other blind men, It is, moreover, a tenet set forth
by the Naiydyikas themselves that ‘xmperfectmns have the
characteristic of being the causes of action’( Nydya Siitra
I, 1, 18). Expericnce shows that all agents, whether they
be active for their own purposes or for the purposes of
something else, ate impelled to action by some imperfection,
And even if it'is admitted that an agent even when acting
for some extrinsic purpose is impelled by an intrinsic
wotive, your doctrine rcmain; faulty all the same ; for the

Fta
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Lord is no longer a Lord, even if he is actuated by intrinsic
motives only (such as the desire of removing the painful
feeling connected with pity)—VYour doctrine is finally
inappropriate for that reason also that you maintain the
Lord to be a special kind of soul ; for from that it follows
that he must be devoid of all activity.

38. And on account of the impossibility of the
connexion (of the Lord with the souls and the
pradhina).

Against the doctrine which we are at present discussing
there lies the further objection that a Lord distinct from
the pradhina and the souls cannot be the ruler of the latter
without being connected with them in a certain way. But
of what nature is that connexion to be? It cannot be con-
junction (samyoga), because the Lord, as well as the pra-
dhana and the souls,-is of infinite extent and deveid of
parts. Nor can it be inherence, since it would be impossible
to define who should be the abode and who the abiding
thing. Nor js it possible to assume some other connexion,
the special nature of which would have to be inferred from
the cffect, because the relation of cause and effect is just
what is not settled as yet®.—How, then, it may be asked,
do you—the Vedintins—establish the relation of cause and
effect (between the Lord and the world) ?—There is, we
reply, no difficulty in our case, as the connexion we assume
is that of identity (tiditmya). The adherent of Brahman,
morcover, defines the nature of the cause, and so on, on the
basis of Scripture, and is thercfore not obliged to render his
tencts throughout conformable to observation. Quradver-
sary, on the other hand, who defines the nature of the cause
and the like according to instances furnished by experience,

! The special nature of the connexion belueen the Lord and
the pradhina and the souls cannot be ascertained from the world
considered as the effect of the pradhina acted upon by the Lord;
for that the woild is the cffect of the pradbina is a point which
the Vedintins do not accept as prosed
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may be expected to maintain only such doctrines as agree
with experience. Nor can he put forward the claim that
Scripture, because it is the production of the omniscient
Lord, may be used to confirm his doctrine as well as that
of the Veddntin; for that would involve him in a logical
sce-saw, the omniscience of the Lord being established on
the doctrine of Scripture, and the authotity of Scripture
again being established on the omniscience of the Lord.—
For all these reasons the Sankhya-yoga hypothesis about
the Lord is devaid of foundation. Other similar hypothescs
which likewise arc not based on the Veda are to be refuted
by corresponding arguments.

39. And on account of the impossibility of ruler-
ship {on the part of the Lord).
il hess is an un-

The Lord of the arg ive ph o

tenable hypothesis, for the following reason glso—Those
philosophers ate obliged to' assume that by his influence
the Lord produces action in the pradhdna, &c. just as the
potter produces motion in the clay, &c. But this cannot
be admitted; for the pradhana, which is devoid of colour
and other qualities, and therefore not an object of percep-
tion, is on that account of an altogether different naturc
from clay and the like, and hence cannot be looked upon
as the object of the Lord's action. ¢

40. If you say that as the organs (are ruled by
the soul so the pradhina is ruled by the Lord), we
deny that on account of the enjoyment, &c. |

Well, the opponent might reply, let us suppose that_the
Tord rules the pradhina in the same way as the soul rules
the organ of sight and the other organs which are devoid
af colour, and so on, and hence not objccts of perception.

This analogy also, we reply, proves nothing. For we
infer that the organs are ruled by the soul, from the
observed fact that the soul fecls pleasure, pain, and the like
(which, affect the soul through the organs). But we do not
obscrve that the Lord expericnces pleasure, pain, &c. caused

i
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by the pradhina. If the analogy between the pradhina
and the bodily organs were a complete ong, it would follow
that the Lord is affected by pleasure and pain no less than
the transmigrating souls are.

Or else the two preceding Stitras may be explained in a
different way. Ordinary experience teaches us that kings,
who are the rulers of countries, are never without some -
material abode, i.e. a body ; hence, if we wish to infer the
existence of a general Lord from the analogy of carthly
rulers, we must ascribe to him also some kind of body to
serve as the substratum of his organs. But such a body
cannot be ascribed to the Lord, since all bodies exist only
subsequently to the creation, not previously to it. The
Lord, therefore, is not able to act because devoid of a
material substratum; for experience teaches us that action
requires a materjal substrate.—Let us then arbitrarily
assume that the Lord possesses some kind of body serving
as a substratum for his organs (even previously to creation).
—This assumption also will not do; for if the Lord has a
kody he is subject to the sensations of ordinary transimigra-
tory souls, and thus no longer is the Lord.

41. And (there would follow from that doctrine)
either finite duration or absence of omniscicnce (on
the Lord’s part}.

The hypotliesis of the argumentative philosophers is
invalid, for the following reason also~They tcach that
the Lord is omniscicnt and of infinitc duration, and like-
wise that the pradbina, as well as the individual souls, is
of infinite duration. Now, the omaiscient Lord either
defines the measure of the pradhina, the souls, and himsclf,
or does not define it. Both alternatives subvert the doc-
trinc under discussion. For, on the former alternative, the
pradhina, the souls, and the Lord, being all of them of
definite measure, must necessarily be of finite duration;
since ordinary experience teaches that all things of definite
extent, such as jars and the like, at somc tiine cease to exist.
The numerical measure of pradhina, souls, and Lord is
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defined by their constituting a triad, and the individual ’
measure of each of them must likewise be considered as
defined by the Lord (because he is omniscient). The
number of the souls is a high one’ From among this
limited number of souls some obtain release from the
samsira, that means their samsdra comes to an end, and
their subjection to the samsira comes to an end. Gra-
dually all souls obtain release, and so there will finally be
an end of the entire samsira and the samsira state of all
souls. But the pradhina which is ruled by the Lord and®
which modifies itself for the purposes of the soul is what is
meant by samsira. Hence, when the latter no longer
exists, nothing is left for the Lord fo rule, and his om-
niscience and ruling power have no longer any objects.
But if the pradhéna, the souls, and the Lord, all have an
end, it follows that they also have a beginning, and if they
have a beginning as well as an end, we are driven to the
doctrine of a general voxd .~—Let us then, in order to avoid
these d 1 intain the second alterative,
i.e. that the measure of the Lord himself, the pradhina,
and the souls, is not defined by the Lord.—But that
also is impossible, because it would compel us to aban-
don a tenet granted at the outset, viz. that the Lord is

omniscient.
For all these reasons the doctrine of the argumentative

philosophers, according to which the Lord fs the operative
cause of the world, appears unacceptable.

42. On account of the impossibility of the ori-
gination (of the individual soul from the highest
Lord, the doctrine of the Bhﬁgavatas cannot be

accepted)

-We have, in what precedes, refuted the op.nion of those
who think that the Lord is not the material cause but only
_the ruler, the operative cause of the world. We are now

! Le. a high one, but not an indefinite one; since the omniscient
Lord knows its measure.
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going to refute the doctrine of those according to whom he
is the material as well as the operative cause.—But, it may
be objected, in the previous portions of the present work a
Lord of exactly the same nature, i.e. a2 Lord who is the
material, as well as the operative, cause of the world, has
been ascertained on the basis of Scripture, and it is a recog-
nised principle that Smriti, in so far as it agrees with
Scripture, is authoritative; why then should we aim at
controverting the doctrine stated p—~It is true, we reply,
that a part of the system which we are going to discuss
agrees with the Vedanta system, and hence affords no
matter for controversy ; another part of the system, how-
ever, is open to objection, and that part we intend to
attack.

The so-called Bhigavatas are of opinion that the onc holy
(bhagavat) Visudeva, whose nature is pure knowledge, is
what really exists, and that he, dividing himself fourfold,
appears in four forms (vydha), as Visudeva, Sankarshasna,
Pradyumna, and Aniruddha. Vésudeva denotes the highest
Self, Sankarshana the individual soul, Pradyumna the mind
(manas), Aniruddha the principle of egoity (ahankira).
Of these four Visudeva constitutes the ultimate causal
essence, of which the three others are the effects.—The
believer after having worshipped Visudeva for a hundred
years by means of approach to the temple (abhigamana),
procuring of things to be offered (upidana), oblation (igya),
recitation of prayers, &c. (svidhydya}, and devout meditation
(yoga), passes beyond all affliction and reaches the highest
Being.

Concerning this system we remark that we do not intend
to controvert the doctrine that Nirdyasa, who s higher
than the Undeveloped, who is the highest Sclf, and the
Sclf of all, reveals himself by dividing himself in multiple
ways ; for various scriptural passages, such as ‘ He is onc-
fold, he is threefold’ (K74 Up. VII, 26, 3}, teach us that
the highest Sclf appears in manifold forms. Nor do we
mean to object to the inculcation of unccasing concentra-
tion of mind on the highest Being which appears in the
Bhigavata doctrine under the forms of severential approach,
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&c.; for that we arc to wncditatc on the Lord we know
full well from Smwiti and Scripture.  We, however, must
take exception to the doctrine that Sankarshawa springs
from Visudeva, Pradyumna from Saikarshana, Aniruddha
from Pradyumna. It is not possible that from Visudeva,
i.e. the highest Self, there should originate Safkarshara, i.e.
the individual soul; for if such were the case, there would
attach to the soul non-permanency, and all the other imper-
fections which belong to things originated. And thence
release, which consists in reaching the highest " Being,
could not take place; for the effect is absorbed only by
entering into its cause.—That the soul is not an originated
thing, the teacher will prove later on (II, 3, 17). For this
" reason the Bhagavata hypothesis is unacééptable.

" 43. And (it is) not (observed that) the instrument
is produced from the agent, -

The Bhdgavata hypothesis is to be rejected for that
reason also, that observation never shows us an instrument,
such as a hatchet and the like, to spring from an agent such
as Devadatta, or any other workman. But the Bhigavatas
teach that from an agent, viz. the individual soul termed
Saitkarshana, there springs its instrument, viz. the internal
organ termed Pradyumna, and again from this offspring of
the agent another instrument, viz. the ahafkira termed
Anirt idha.  Such doctrines cannot be settled without
abserved instances. And we do not mect with any scriptural
passage in their favour.

44. Or (if)"in consequence of the existence of
knowledge, &c. (Visudeva, &c be taken as Lords),
yet there is non-exclusion of that (i.e. the objection
raised in Sdtra 42).

Let us then—the Bhigavatas may say—understand by
Saikarshana, and so on, not the individual soul, the mind,
&e., but rather Lords, i. c. powerful beings distinguished by
all the qualities characteristic of rulers, such as pre-cminence
of knowledge and ruling capacity, strength, valour, glory.
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All these arc Visudevas free from faults, without a sub®
stratum (not sprung from pradhina), without any imper-
fections. Hence the objcction urged in Siitra 42 does
not apply.
Even on this interpretation of your doctnne, we reply,
the ‘non-exclusion of that, i.e. the non-exclusion of the,
impossibility of origination, can be established.—Do you, in
the first place, mean to say that the fows individual Lords, -
Vasudeva, and so on, have the same attributes, but do not
constitute onc and the same Sclf ?—If so, you commit the
fault of usclessly assuming more than one Lord, while all
the work of the Lord can be done by one. Moreover, you
offend thercby against your own principle, according to
which there is only one real cssence, viz. the holy Visu-
deva—Or do you perhaps mean to say that from the onc
highest Being there spring those four forms possessing equal
attributes?—In that case the objection urged in Sitra 42
remains valid. TFor Sankarshaza cannot be produced
from Visudeva, nor Pradyumna from Sankarshana, nor
Aniruddha from Pradyumna, since (the attributes of all of
them being the same) there is no supereminence of any one
of them. Observation shows that the relation of cause and
cffect requires some supcriority on the part of the cause—
as, for instance, in the case of the clay and the jar (where
the cause is more extensive than the effect)~—and that
without such superiority the relation is simply impossible.
But the followers of the I"dsZfaritra do not acknowledge any
difference founded on superiority of knowledge, power, &e.
between Vasudeva and the other Lords, but simply say that
they all are forms of Visudeva, without any special distine-
tions. The forms of Vasudeva cannot properly be limited
to four, as the whole world, from Brahman down to a blade
of grass, is understood to be a manifestation of the supreme
Being.

45. And on account of contradictions.

Moreover, manifold contradictions are met with in ‘the
Bhigavata system, with refe c to the ption of
qualities and their bearers.  Eminence of knowledge and
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ruling capacity, strength, valour, and glory are enumerated
as qualities, and then they are in some other place spoken
of as Selfs, holy Visudevas, and so on.—Morcover, we
meet with passages contradictory of the Veda. The follow-
ing passage, for instance, blames the Veda, ‘Not having
found the highest bliss in the Vedas Sindi ifya studied this
_ sastra’—Tor this rcason also the Bhigavata doctrine can-

not be aceepted,
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