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P EFACE. -

This is one of the two essays selected by the Bombay
Uuiversity for the Sujna Gokulji Zala Vedant Prize 1915,
The essay was submitted in -June 1915; and the result
w s declared in December 1917. Esxcept Appendix A
and a footnote on page 90, no new matter has been added
- to the original, and no material change made. I have
to th nk Mr, Tribhuvandas Pitambardas Shah of Nadiad,
for defraying the expenses of printing this essay from the
Nadiad Pushtim rgiya Library Funds, and Mr. D. V.
Sankalia, . A., LL. B., for revising it and reading the proofs.

Bo bay,
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“yvr g Remre ool &
“Discuss how far S'ankardchdrya truly

represents the view of the author
of Brahmastitras.”

&G he Bujna Gokulji Zala

Vedanta Prize
Essay for the Year 1915.

Before taking up the main subject, let u advert
to some preliminary points, which are worked out
by commentators of the Brahma-sttras. The first of
these is:-who is the Adhikirin of this S’4stra? In the
S'ughdhikarana ( 1-3-34-38, B. S.), the Stitrakira de-
clares that, among mortals, S'idras have no A.dhikéra in
this Vedic S'dstra, though a god has. Among the member
of the first three castes who is the Adhikirin? Of course
‘the Traivarnika must be learned in the Vedas, he must
be capable of undertaking S'ravana, manana ete., he must
be possessed of some desire for spiritual elevation. These .
requirements are necessary, they re suggested, arthd- -
kshipta, but beyond this, in the whole of the Brahma
miméinsd, the Sttrakéra does not consider the question of '
Adhikira. However, S'ankara maintain that before one |
undertakes Brahma-Jijnis4, he ought to be possessed of
the four requirements, viz. (1) frenFaagtds, (2) gagnd
Awfreer, (8) wagmfkamesad, and (4) mgga. These
four requirements are, according to S'ank ra, sine qua non
to the inquiry of Brahman, and these are, he think ,
suggested by the Sttrakira by the word ‘esr’ in the ‘erarar
sErgrar. This ‘era’ is used in the sense of sm=wI, and
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presupposes the existence of the four requirements menti-
oned, above and not a WM. A knowledge of the
Karma-miménsi is no condition precedent to the study of
Brahma-miménsd. This is the view of S'ankarichirya as
regards sTf¥.

Bhéskara' and Rémanuja® both maintain w&=, and
reJect the ar= of the above-mentioned four requlrements

Tt appears that the SttrakAra has in his mind neither
of the two views. The ‘era’ suggests neither this nor that.
¢ ey srsrforgrar’ is the first Sttra of the Brahmamiminsd
mtroducmg the reader to the S'4stra. S'ankarichirya
rejects TaiH=T on the grounds that smfSgrar may precede
safETET of one who has studied Vedanta and that there is
nothing to establish the custom that wdsfratar must be
studied before s +fiafar. By similar arguments, Vallabha?®
also comes to the same conclusion. To add to this, BAdariyana
and Jaimini are opposed in their views on this point, and
as Prof. A. B. Dhruva remarked in his recent University
lectures, a reader cannot be expected to study the works
of the opponent before he studies his own, so a student of
sgretatar does not necessarily need study ad#iiar before
sErtatar. It is not disputed that some of the gEsfimiarars
ave referred to here, but that does not compel us to come
to the conclusion that a knowledge of wdsftatar is a condi-
tion precedent. EM%J@&E?:?«EQQR?& FraFERgy=d, and says that
this is the view of Béidardyana expressed in ‘@aider T qanf-

L ‘feerfrarRasmea: st g@amssan g aifatier: safa
wame frafiar @ sfmg g W W p. 4

2. ‘afy 7 fearfrageagfiamg: Duimsmmomain 7 dome, FesHr

fr dmiERfRrierEy MesaTserteRareRamtEadat @
ararer sfsreT, p. 13.

8. ‘a aenlawadn, Fodgdwam, @7 waat fraw:, anfagn a9
TG 34T, AT{Y erferqmetvana, gearaagoma’ A. B, pp. 26-27.

et <R
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gaAT, (3-4-26). Even accepting for a moment Bhiskara’s
suggestion of grsdwg=®, it does not in the least invalidate
S'ankara’s argument—adfagramm: iy sreflaa=ae war-
fFrretaat:’ The Sttra ( 8-4-26. ) only says that a know-
ledge of #sftatar is also recommended, but does not say
it should necessarily precede the study of =srefiwtar. One
may as well study smrfwtar first, and then FAAALET, or vice
versa. There is no sy prescribed whichever one
begins first. Hence S'ankarichirya, on this very argu-
ment alone, is right in rejecting ad=ad.  But is he then
right in prescribing the srrragzrw=td? It is undoubted
that this view does not suggest itself from the words of the
Sttrakira. Sankara’s swemiaragaRy is based on the
passage of the Brihadiranyaka 4-4-23, but that passage
refers to the stage of a person who has' known Brahman.
Before one knows Brahman it is impossible for him to be
possessed of =mwgarRy, while according to S'ankara’s view
THFAR must precede smmfwamar. This is rather placing
| the cart before the horse. One may never have zrazarRy,
- and then he will always he debarred from studying this
- srsfwtar. The result would be amat=yz. Vallabha? says that
this view is opposed to our daily experience. The *stitra
(1-1-1) only introduces the reader to the study of
' Brahmamiménsi, and there neither appears any sugges-
- tion of wHiT=T nor gawIgEAEaS. Both the views are
- hot countenanced by the Sttrakira. Of course a know.
ledge of the Upanishads seems to be necessary for the
right understanding of serftafar. This knowledge of the
Veda and a sort of earnest desire for knowledge of

1. ‘gw foelt afer amger 00 @ ©§ 3 4-4-23. Br. Upa.

2. Tt greaffae Rt teRadamimests A, B,
B.S. 8782 o

3. errAY AP,
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- A Nimbarka writer comes very near this view when he
says:—P age  agwal Amferar RER getent gEwe %
R T A TRdsreTEr AR (waatifas p. 18). il
Hence if the era=qaid is insisted upon, we cannot go '
 further than the suggestion made above. Vallabha seems
" to be driving at the truth when he accepts ARSI after
 examining and rejecting the sn=aeidl, saying that it is full
' of objections ‘&t FxAugTARRIFTE €T AT’ (e .
“B.S. 8. p. 33.). . ‘ |

! Brahman seem to be sine qua non to the study of sertrwiar. .;
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The method of composition adopted by Badariyana
leads one to suppose that the Stitrakira had a double
object in view, viz. to remove doubts, and at the same
: time to summarise the teachings of the Upanishads, It
¥ is therefore necessary to consider in what light he views
the Vedas. After undertaking n inquiry of Brahman in

% “srgrt s 1@ 1-1-1, and giving the definition of Brahman
: in ‘searErer 37, he goes on to say that Brahman is reveal- L
§ ed from the S'dstra 4. e. Veda. He means thereby to s y! W :
that his conception of Brahman is based on Veda alone, ( A
)

S'ankara s ys in grrfrm 1-1-3, that this Stitra has been f
written with a view to emphasize the omniscience of { i
Brahman, which has been suggested in the definition of} t
Brahman in ‘swararer 777, This may be as Sankara says, ' "{"
or may not be as Jayatirtha says. It is clear that when

once Brahman is defined to be one from which origination, :
existence and absorption take place, when it is said to ‘be '
%q the creator of the universe, its omniscience is established,
and no further Sttr is needed to repeat it. Whatever
it may be, this Sttra an A gives us an opportunity
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to consider the attitude of the Sttrakira and S’ankara to-
wards the Veda, By declaring the maaifim of Brahman,
the Stitrakira declares that his conception of Brahman is

" entirely based on Veda. He further on declares that
« g% is @77y, Independent reasoning has mnothing to do

with his conception of Brahman. All contradictions are
removed by taking shelter in the word of the gf.
S'ankara’s attitude on the whole is undetermined. Once
he says F@AAEFGAREFT T @EAd:, g¥Ea 2. 16, B. S.
but on good many occasions he departs from this rule.
In ¢ y3eg Fsaqeatd,’ 2-1-27, we have a very clear instance.
Bmdarayana removes the difficulty raised by Séinkhy

in his usual way, viz. taking shelter in the text of the gf¥,
but S'ankara goes further and says ‘ag @s¥mrfy 7 gy fArg:
ard: wiegd.  Slankara’s shelter is s, (srfamfoaisrg-
grAra ). Throughout the whole of the Brahma-miméansa the
Sttrakira never resorts to any other authority except sere
and srgar which respectively mean gt and wafy which is

. g& @il Independent rationation has no place in his

system. S'ankara fails very badly in representing the view
of the Sttrakira in not submlttmg himself to the ideal of
the Sﬁtrak’ira Even if S'ankara’s attitude may be justi-
fied on phllosophmal grounds 1ndependent of gfx, the fact
remains that that is not the way in which the Stitrakira
would look at it, and so long as he would not, it is useless
to discuss that question here, To the Sttrakéira, any reason-
ing, not in strict harmony with the letter of the Veda, is
useless (armrsri%rmmﬁrmgwﬁﬁr Sreawfy erfrtemET: $2-1-11).

To the Sttrakéra, Veda is eternal ( s T = ey 1-8-29).

From the words of the Sttra we do not learn much
further than this, but it is quite clear that the attitude of
the Stitrakéra is very devout. Like S'apkara he has no
courage to say:—'afimaed sgm: EEEETRRA 9@, T,
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ARErERraTItEa, e, T e A R
ATzl & aff, searadT s afvgrstersied Safg-
SEATAFATTAR’ 1-1-4. V. S. From the very undertaking of
investigation and definition of Brahman by the Sttrakéra,
it is quite clear that S'ankara is not justified in making the

. above remark. Bidariyana’s whole system is entirely
based on the words of gfy, so the duty of his commentator

- is not to modify or correct his statements, but simply to
'put them in their true light. The aim of the S'astra is not
i merely the removal of sifafeaairz but the realisation of
- Brahman. Except gy and aggarikeafy, the Sttrakira does
not take the aid of any other s in support of his system.
S'ankara also does not say that he accepts any more s#ors.
The later S'Ankara writers accept six Praminas, but with
that we are not concerned. If S’ankara had maintained

" the position as declared* by him in =y 3 (2-1-6)
throughout, we should have seen him entirely at one

| with the Stitrakira. Looking at S'ankara’s Bhishya as
+a whole, one sees a sort of contradiction running through-
-out, so far as his attitude to the Sistra 13 concerned.
"While meeting the Miménsakas, he draws a distinction?
between gevases and FEGAAT. 99 is gEwas, and as such
~does not admit of any reasoning independent of Veda,
while Brahman is a&ga=r, and as such, admits the claims of
reasoning. But when the Sankhya opposes him, he declares,

- as Is said above, that the conception of Brahman like
¥4 is based on Scripture alone, and does not admit of any
‘marer independent of Veda (2-1-6 ). If S'ankara had

L < TR s sy dwagRfy, axft wecqam,
TrEErE, i qr sk serarer W, R ATGATTIART, STTHAT-
GARRT w7 g wimwdl gdagg X X X AYITAT T =@ qRISTHATTT
LTt 17 2-1-6.

2. oA A goTATIRATT =@fEr, & arg, SR TGy
FegaaT g | 1-1-4-S. B.

RN 5 -
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avoided this contradiction, and adhered to the view
expressed in 2-1-6, his faithfulness to the Sttrakira would
have been greatly enhanced.

Bidardyana’s attitude towards his opponents, though
queer, is justified on the ground that it is consistent. When
difficulties are raised against his system by a Sankhya or
a Vais'eshika, he says his system is based on gy alone, and
as such has nothing to do with reasoning, 2-1-29. But
his opponents, as they accept a%, cannot take advantage
of this position. As they resort to @#, he challenges
their position by @%. S'ankara fitly remarks on this point
thus—fr 7 smgeea sEad FRokesd Mewadi e
T JAETRT GIATGIT-qqRE Radisha, @ g eorqaeT so-
frasd feT gawsee  edmgTTIeTRTE R 2-2-38.
This is a very faithful way of expressing the Sttrakira’s
view, and had S'ankara followed the same, he would not
have embodied two contradictory interpretations as in
1-1-11-18, 2-1-27, 2-1-29, ete. ete.

rh

Brahman is the centre round which the whole
philosophy and theology of the Upanishads turn, In
the first Sttra, ‘erarat smframar, the Sttrakira undertakes
an investigation of Brahman, and then immediately in the
next Stitra gives the definition of Brahman, ‘sr=arrer 74,
as that in which the world has origination, existence and
absorption. It is worthy of note that the Sttrakira,
instead of defining Brahman as ‘@ f19 s1a+d e ‘@&t 19

. AT =7, instead of giving wEwwyw, gives Frdwaw, by

declaring that the Brahman of which he has undertaken
investigation, is the creator of the Universe. In ‘amaratfiemy,
he declares further that his definition of Brahman is

—
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ntirely based on Scripture. Brahman is erwaafawey, The
Sttra ‘weamge 7@’ is very important. S’ankara also says
that it gives the definition of Brahman, This s&w must
be referred to the Brahman whose fasmar has been under-
taken in the first Stra. Instead of defining Brahman as
‘giggm+g’, Bidarayana declares Brahman as that which
creates, sustains and absorbs the universe, the reason for
this being that the Sttrakdra has not in his mind only
the summary of the leading tenets of the Upanishads, but
a desire to clear every Vedic passage of importance of
any doubt or difficulty by giving its interpretation. 'To
the mind of the Stitrakéra, the tenets of the Sankl}yas
were most promment This fact can be inferred from the
boundless zeal with which he refutes the prineipal dogmas
of the Sankhyas. On every occasion, he makes a polemic
remark against the SAnkhya. Now these Sinkhyas attribut-
ed activity not to Brahman—or more correctly to Purusha,
but to jade sFk, while the g&7 was chetana but fafesy ete.
Many of the Vedic thinkers themselves were under the
spell of the Sankhyas. Thus, this was the crucial point, on
which it was essential for the Sttrakéra, interpreter as
he was of the Upanishads, to pronounce a very definite
opinion, and this the Sttrakira has done by declaring that
Brahman is that which creates, sustains, and resolves the
world in itself, thereby tacitly rejecting the Sinkhya
doctrines of g&w's being ffi®s and s5fy’s being #sff. Simi-
larly, by writing the Sttra ‘amditivarm, he boldly declares
that his definition of Brahman is entirely based on scrip—
| ture, meaning thereby that the S'astra teaches the #gw of
| Brahman and not of wsf. Thus it appears that the
learned Sttrakira at one stroke achieves two objects, viz.

he sets aside the doubts of the Vedic passages, and then
with it pronounces a definite view that, Brahma , the



|
K
|

highest entity of the Upanishads, is possessed of a,ctivity;
and therefore of knowledge also. Thus in ‘s=amger aa:,’
Brahm n as sad is shown to be the cause In gl

' Brahman, as chetana, is shown to be the cause of the
‘umverse In srm=gwaifisor, the same Brahman, as Ananda-

maya is declared to be the cause. In s=arfy®aor Brahman
as sad, in SaafERwT as chetana, and in an?r*?{wrﬁmm as
dnanda,is declared to be the cause of the universe, I hshati
and kdma being the attributes of chetana something, the
causality of the non-intelligent prakriti ete.,, is out of
question. Similarly ‘Ha’ftﬁqﬁ sets aside the causality of
the human soul, though he is chetana. Thus, the Jearned
Sttrakira, while setting aside the doubt asto#j= and

Froer of the universe, suggests and establishes that the

s i m.‘..-,.mw..mm_...‘,,... by

nd efﬁment cause of the universe, and not jada Pmlc:rztz
nor chetana jive. Thus by showing the causality of Brah-
man alone, and suggesting thereby Brahman’s unfettered
ctivity, the Stitrakira has established that the same Brah-
man is @fugrasg. After once declaring in brief
his conception of Brahma , the Sttrakira proceeds
to show that, words bearing other senses elsewhere,
refer to Brahman alone in the TUpanishads, and
even while doing so, he does bring o t some
essential characteristics of Brahm n. With this double
end in view, he seems to arrange his latter portion of the
first chapter. Hence, sra=g#y, st sufe, s, s, o
&N SR, 3w, gANT ST, oW, SR, SRR STeE,
AT, FETIEEA, AT, JGT, T, axgm AT, SAR:, AR

! and Rarew are all Brahman. gt & Y vefers to Brahman
* and jivAtman, Sc&mpmsdda refers to Brahman. One clearly

sees here that the aim of the Sttrakira is not only to say

that these words refer ‘to Brahman, but that they do

2 T
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individually bring out a certain attnbute of Bxahman
The Sttrakara, by following this method, develops, and
perfects his conception of Brahman, the investigation of
which he has proposed to undertake in ‘srarqt smRrar,
and whose definition he has given in ‘s=arrer T4,
S'ankara in ‘st=Arrer 937 1-1-2. observes as follows:

I I ARG, A SN ARSI SATFAR AT FII T
TR AT MR RIRETE AR TS TE SRR
I GAFE, FIR: FWONE, WA G AART R, From this
it can be seen that Brahman which is being investigated by
the Sttrakira is sarvajna, sarvashaktimat, and, therefore,
karérialso according to his view as interpreted by S'ankara
here. The Sttrakéra’s jzyndsci thus refers to Brahman
Wlnch is E{ﬁ"T H&ﬂﬁﬁ'ﬂ?{ ko ete,, and §rr AT, estabhshed
while according to S’aukara the Rrarar and the Eﬂﬁl?r
Doth refer to RfRy Blahman In ‘aq @q=97m (1-1-4),
S'ankara observes:—gg g wrcarfie FTd e A adefy
SIRPERRT Mogd Fomd edsifead x x X s, aw
T e sgar’  In Cagaemmrasieer ((2-1-14 ),
S'ankara labours to show that, in adopting the ideal of
@< WfEAw Brahman, he does not violate the pratijnd
of the Sutrakira expressed in ‘s=qrger o=’ 1-1-2. The fact
that throughout the latter portion of the Brahmamimansi,
Brahman is described as possessed of some attributes,
confirms the view that the Sttrakira lhas not in his
mind the fSgrar and ar @wear that Sankara wants to
| impose upon him in the AT, 1-1-4, Vallabha also
b says, ‘T 7 89 S0 gE=A wared: fEria: aa gy fo /)
1-1-4. p. 115, Kes'ava Bhatta Kis'mirin, after showing the
contradiction between the views of the Sﬁtwkara and
S'ankara, observes that, according to the reasoning of
Sankara, there can neither be anything like fwremarT,
hor even MG, ‘awd g ff rel goama: X X X WA g
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e gieeEn W RAISEET UF X x feerasa ete., 1-1-1.
FggTafy, pp. 22. 28, Feardesy.  Thus the srafSmrar of
the Shtrakira, and that of Sankara are different.
S'ankara’s smfmrar does not refer to Sttrakira’s Brahman
strictly speakmg S'ankara tries to bridge over this
difficulty by splitting the Stitrakira’s conception of one
Brahman into twofold. Sfankara’s introduction to
ST=REATRERT gives a very clear insight into his view of
two Brahmans. According to S'ankara’s own statement,
the first ten Sttras of B‘Ldarayana refer to Brahman which
is 997, gduitaad, $9¢ and sS=wfafew®mir of s, and that

it is chetana, and not jada prakriti. The scope of the
* Vedanta sGtras then following is thus explained by him:—
| fEET Ty AEmETEd, ameTRErIRInRRRE, aedd 1 qdlafiie-

R x x x CaRFAl g7 Aifaiaiudesd femtgasy -

AT FAAT T YIS TR FRAMG 78 T2 sreqd’. Again in

 the next adhikarana—‘st=aagairana’, he says: —f T g

ey Al &7 STRER, Tak aF g, ‘qmsgaTiaEd-

TR, QEROETg RERaat FRfR ¢ tde sTeds

e ‘adwar gawm: a3 g%’ gankar.  This is how
S'ankara draws a distinction between ffor stz and @gor sar,
So far as his #fE3w agr.is concerned, the lakshana of Brah-
man, given by the Sttrakira in ‘sr=arger 7:,” has no bearing
whatevel. In srrromtyeor, S'ankava says that ‘steareer
7’ ete., has been written by the Sttrakira to refute the

Sankhyas and others, but that definition has only reference

to the gger Brahman. Its $ae@, ad3a@, afafene ete,, are
not to be attributed to Brahman in the highest sense
(7earda:). Brahman is called $47, ads, wdafwaa, so far as
there is stRmmeREITRTRE" . ‘G AR TR=STVAN 4T
VAT g9 FAR0ATE T, 7 [HEa Rrammrmaattest ey

| SRR gdTafeagER graqa’ 2-1-14.  Thus according to

- S'ankara’s view, the Brahman, whose definition is given
by the Sttrakira, refers iny to the &g 51717, and the
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concluding Sttra, ‘eramfy: asgra wwERn: srearm’,lteaching
. the non-return of those who have reached Brahman, would,
by a parity of reasoning, refer to the lower or suguna
i Brahman, a creature of avidyd. We fail to trace this view
“to ny Sttra, neither does S'ankara support it by any
Stitra, hence, in the absence of any convincing proof, we
cannot take this to be the view of the Stitrakdra. Looking
at the Veddnta Miméinsi as a whole, one sees that, in ‘srarar
sgirgrar, the Sdtrakira undertakes the investigation
of the Brahma , in ‘searaer @ ete., declares that -
@ 18 Brahman’s Wﬂr'eri%m&a'w, in sttras like ‘ta3at-
WEEW,, “FTAE AFATAAET, he removes the sFRERaar of s,
nd in Sttras like AalsgarR’, he removes the
‘#§@ of jivAtman, in the second chapter, the Stitra-
' kAr  declares that even though Brahman and JivAtman
jare anonya, still Brahm n is adhika, this being the
‘reason why unlike Brahman he does sometimes ahita
- to himself; that Jivitman is the anse of Brahm n, that
his Brahmanhood, omnipresence, ete., are through his
‘relation with Brahman, that the Jivitman is a kartr
.under the control and guidance of para Brahman; in the
third chapter, the Sttrakéra teaches how faswmads secure
| body fit for the acquirement of & a4, and in the fourth
* chapter, this Jivitman, by the aid of w&m= a1, reaches
“Brahman by sifiant from where he does not return; vide
Anubhashya 2-3-29. Dr. Deussen, in his ‘System of the
Vedanta, on pp. 98~99, thus summarises the teachings of
the Brahmasttras:—The first part contains, in Adhyiya
I, the theology, which, on the basis of seven times four
passages of the Upanishads, discusses the essence of the
Brahman, its relation to the world as creator, ruler,
destroyer, its relation to the soul, and its various names
and aftributes. This is followed, in Adhyiya II, by
cosmology which is concerned with the relation of the
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world to the Brahman as cause, 1ts gxadual evolution
frgn} and reabsorptlon in it and, from II-3-15 on, the
ps z_chology, in which are thoroughly ~discussed the nature
of the soul and its organs, its relation to God, to the body,
nd to its own deeds. In Adhyaya III comes - first the
doctrine of transmigration, then a supplement to psyeho—
loo*y (III 2, 1-10 ) another to the theology ( III, 2,
11-41); the rest of the AdhyAya contains a miscellaneous
assemblage of discussions, for the most part exegetic in
character, as the chief content of which weca , in any
case, with S'apkara, consider the teaching of the means
(mrams ) to attain the higher and lower doctrine, that is
the knowledge and worship of the Brahman. For the most
part these discussions deal with the strange question
whether certai passages of the Veda are to be compre-
hended in one Vidy4 or to be separated,  question which
has me ni g only for the lower doctrine, with its im
of woxshlp Fi ally, the conclusion of the work, Adhyiya
IV cont iis eéchai;ology, it sketches in detail the depar-
ture of the soul after death, and how some souls follow
the way of the Fathers (figar@) to new incarnation, while,
on the contrary, others, the worshippers of the Brahm n
re led along the way of gods (%= ) higher and higher
upwards to the Brahma , ¢whence there is no retur ’
ceording to the Upanishads,”
After thus summarisi g the syste , he goe on to

-say ‘but not without further conditions, according to the

reasoning of our ( S'ankara’s ) system, for this Brahman i
only the ‘Jower’ Brahman, that is, as considered as posses-
sing ttributes ‘gun ’, it is the object of worship, and no
of ¢perfect knowledge’ “@wig ‘ww’; o ly after this latter,
th t is, the esoteric doctri e is imparted to the pious in
the world of Brahman, is he also liberated; until then,

lthough he is in the wo Id of Brah an, nd a part ker of
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Lordship ¥xdg’ ‘his darkness is not yet driven away’,
‘his ignorance not yet destroyed’, that is, he possesses
only the lower doctrine ‘errar far, whose content consists
of all that has hitherto been mentioned, not the opposed
higher doctrine, the @ frar or Htmﬂaq, that is, the pure
philosophic, esoteric doctrine, which, in every “part of
this ploture of the world with its empiric colouring,

crops up in eontxadletlon with it, and whose 1esu1t§
according to the metaphysical standpoint which we
occupy, we may find strange, or admirable” Thus Dr.
Deussen says that there is a contradiction between
the system which is deduced from the express Sttras
of Bidariyana, and the esoteric doctrine of S'ankara,
and then proceeds thus to explain S'ankara’s esoteric
doctrine:—‘In the department of Theology it teaches that
the Brahman is not thus or thus, but altogether without
attributes ‘gor, distinctions ‘3w’ and limitations ‘Farfy’, and
therefore in no way capable of being defined or conceived.
And this Brahman, devoid of all limitations, is only being,
outside which nothing is; therefore in the department of
cosmology, there can be as little question of the origin of
the world as of its existence, but only of there being
neither anything different ¢mar from the Brahm n, nor
any plurality of things ‘g7=’, and that the world extended
in names and forms is non-existent ‘erag’, is only a glamour
‘@rr’ which Brahman of course ‘@yw’, as master-magician
‘@rTE, projects ‘sar@@’, as the dreamer projects dream-
forms, . In the same way all further Psychology falls
way after the saying ‘aa @ s, ‘that thou art’ is com-
prehended, according to which the soul of each human
being is not an emanation, not a part of the Brahman,
but fully and completely the Brahman. For him who
knows this, there is no more migration for the soul,
nor. even liberation; for he is already liberated; the con-
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tinued existence of the world and of his own body appear’
to him only as an illusion, the appearance of which he
cannot remove, but which cannot further deceive him, #ill
the time when, after the decease of the body, he wanders
not forth, as the others, but remains where he is and what
he is and eternally was, the first principle of all things,
‘the originally eternal, pure, free, Brahman.’

This is a very fairly accurate view of S/ankara as
laid down by Dr. Deussen. Sankara’s views about
cosmology, psychology and eschatology are examined in
the sections of Jagat, JivAtman and moksha respectively,
and have been shown not to flow naturally from the
Sttras of Badariyana as they stand at present. Here
we are concerned with the consideration of Brahma , 80
we shall examine here his view as to whether Sankara’s
distinction of higher and lower Br hman can nat rally
be worked out from the Sttras of BéidarAyana. It has
been suggested above that so far as our casual survey of
the Brahmasfitras is concerned, S'ankara’s distinctio ,
between the higher ffidw, ffw, femfy, and the lower,
g, gqo, s Brahman, is not found to be counte
nanced by the sfitras of Bidardyana. '

The most important Stitras, on this point, are to be
found in the second pAda of the third Adhydya. The adhi-
karana, beginning with ‘7 eraqisft wwer Sl ado &, and
ending with the sutra T (8-2-11-21 ), deals with the

e —

question, whether Brahman is abm or &Sy or both.

- The next adhikarana, beginning with “sgtamred & afiaf

gﬁf‘ig 'pr?, and ending WithﬁiéAs-ﬁfra ‘TR :'(3_'-2"-23-30),
deals with .the question of & which refers to the TIE
of Brahman, and not to Brahman itself, or in the words
of Deussen, deals with the question of the possibility of
knowing the ®f#& Brahman or esoteric Brahman. This
is the scope of these sttras as stated by S'ankara.

I |
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At the outset, it may be remarked that it is r the
somewhat stra ge to find these Sutras (3-2, 11-30) in
the third chapter, which, as its very name suggests,
purports to deal with the question of sidhanas. But as
none of the Vedanta doctors have questioned their legiti-

~ macy, we shall deal with them as they are to be seen ab

‘present.  These Stitras seem to be rather obscure, and this .
seems to account for the vast divergence to be noticed in
the existing Bhashyas regarding the sense of these Sttras,

s well as the arrangement of them into the adhikaranas.
From the first adhikarna ( 3-2-11-21), S'ankara thus
works out the ffFmea of his Brahman. According to
S'ankara, the human soul,when fresd from all3arfirs, becomes
identical with Brahman in stages like dreamless sleep. In
his Bhishya on the Chhindogy also, S'ankara says that
by the word ‘@ the gfr suggests the identity of the
jivAitman and Brahman. The Swarfipa of this Brahman
is being investigated in this section by the aid of the

' Vedic passages. Concerning Brahm n, says S'ankar ,

| ' there are Vedic passages of two kinds. One set of Vedic
passages like ‘ai=di, @dwm:, @dveq:, W@: teaches that

| Brahm n is i@y, while anothel set of Vedic passages

{ like ‘oreefs HAoqgEwday, teache the ffi¥we of Brahma .
Now the Brahman in itself, continues S'ankara, cannot -
be both, for it is not possible that one and the same thing
in itself should be w2 and @f¥w. Itis true that we

| ight think that Brahman in itself is @f33iw, and becomes
gy by Swifrs. But one thing cannot become nother
by the fact that it appears to be connected with limitations

(STfus ); the crystal remains clear even when it has
SSIITOENT; § it is an error to take it red in itself,
so m case of Brahma,n also, the R @is due to limit tions
ete., nd restsonly on Ignorance (Wﬁmﬁmﬁ"q’ﬁ)
Therefore S’ankara, concludes that Brahman is free from



17

all differences and perfectly unchangeable, and not the
contrary, ‘A RIRERSt  gARtEAwRd AT
A AR T qfgadan,” the reason being that in all the
passaaes like ¢ sraregy” ete., where the swartipa of Brahman
is taught, it is declared to be devoid of all limitations ete.,
amaqq@%ﬁq Having worked out the e of
Brahman thus, in the next sttra, ‘7 ¥kl I9_m3Fqag-
ara’ 8-2-12, Sapkara further elaborates the same by
declaring that Brahman is iR, How does it happen
then that in many passages of scripture, manifold forms
are attributed to Brahman? Should we not admit that
by such passages a difference of form is actually brought
out? ‘gEm aRRw@afl sgosegTsasry.”  For otherwise
what is the purpose of the passages of scripture which
attribute %z differentiation to Brahman? To this it is
! replied that in every passage where limitations appear, it
) is further said that Brahman is not affected by them, ‘aeg-
TR @R AR Ay aee. Having thus emphasized
the ff¥2rea of Brahman,S'ankara 1emarLs ‘st 7 frmrwa
 FTEI: (T SR A agH, SeenTraaseEyy . The
I next Sttra, ¢ afy S7%%’, has been written to teach the
cognition of abheda Whmh is preceded by a censure of
the perception of bheda. How is it that only the st
Brahman is insisted upon when the Vedic passages des-
cribe Brahman as both ? To this question, an answer is
7 furnished by ‘srswa’a & gewaraeaa’ 3-2-14.  Brahman is
not &urfend, because Vedic passages like sreqeq ete. expressly
» declave that #fZw Brahman is sar. Then what about
] the Vedic passages teaching Brahman as sreraz? To
V this an answer is given in ‘Sr%rir'cr%nar?r%“qra 2-3-15. . As the
light of the sun and the moon, when it falls on the finger,
shares in the finger’s limitations, and in conformity with
it, seems crooked, when it is crooked, straight, when it is
straight, so also Brahman, when it is united with gesarguify

. ’gfa#—‘ s
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assumes its forms. Such an ‘eysFrRiRMTRE’ is not Ry,

for it is taught for the purpose of sargar. It is therefore

by no means purposeless. All the words of the Upa-

nishads have a purpose, and are authoritative, but this

does not prevent this view of Brahman’s @f@me ete., from

resting on Ignorance all the same, for on inborn Ignorance

depends worldly action as well as those prescribed by the

Y. Veda. The Sttra, ‘g = Er'rrr:rg 3-2-16, also teaches the

- Bfidwer of Brahman, The Sttra ‘gimfy =maisf =g’

3-2-17, emphasises the Fffdwe of Brahman by quotations

T Fha yfl’Ol’l’l gﬁ and wgfy. After explaining the Sttras, ‘7 w3

T a;qwaarri, and ‘rEgagHREOY A aexrcqra 3-2-18-19, in

the same strain, S'ankara remarks in IM%TH‘T(@‘WHP

X a‘rgwmmw%w’ 3-2-20 :—Just as the SeTqgIaRiaE

increases with the increase of water, moves with its

motion, is sregaigarty, in the same way, the cne siRFaas,

Brahman assumes the gds of Iwmfe, In the last sttra,

GEam’ 8-2-21, S'apkara concludes again emphasising the

game view on the authority of certain passages of the

Veda. In the end, S'ankara gives it as his opinion that

Brahman is fififers. ¢ aand RiaFerawemHg 57 7 SHIfsT, 7
Rrodaf Ity few 3-2-21.

=

The interpretation of these Stitras by S'ankara can-
not be taken to be convincing, because it is not consistent
with what the Stitrakira has said before, and even if we
do not mind this inconsistency with the previous Satras,
the interpretation of the Sttras and Vedic passages can-
not be denied to be very forced. In ‘¥ wrradisfy weaiwafest
wae ', Sankara explams the words ‘@a= &’ by ‘meress-
srﬁwrﬁr&g e{ir'zrrwim@wrzmmarﬁg FfSweEmaa’.  The
W01d1ng of the Stfra does not in the least suggest this
meaning, nor is it to be found in this third chapter, nor in
whole of th Miménsh S4stra. The word Servatra is
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once found before in ‘gd= sRigaam 1-2-1, and there also,
no suggestion is to be found in favour of S'ankara’s inter-

pretation. Hence that explanation owes its existence to |

S'dnkara’s zeal for the Nirvis esha Brahman. Even the
Tatter halves of the sentences, quoted by S'ankara in sup-
port of Nirvisesha Brahman, do not support his view,
but go against him, The ﬁxst sentence quoted is this—
‘am'axrwwgm“w GRING ﬁfazm"arara T\ SAGA qTA: T
g4 ey qegeggerd SgeTY 5o 3-15.  In this passage the
same Bralman which is As'abdam ete. ., 18 described to be
Anadyananta, mahatah para and dhruwwa, which, in their
turn, imply the sawiseshatva of Brahman. Moreover,
when it is established here, that Brahman is Nirvisesha,
the following Stitra, ST, AR, becomes redundant.
To consider that thls doctrine, which is to be proved there, is
proved here, is also rather incongruous. ~Again, the inter-
pretation of the Sttra, ‘ergvaq aerareara’, does not appear
to be supported by the very texts, which S’ankara, quotecs
in his support. The first text, quoted by S'ankara, is
‘ereygAAy’ ete., gzo 3-8-8. This sentence has been spoken
by the sage Yagnavalkya, to explain to Gargi the nature of

‘ Brahman, so first he says Asthdlam etc., and then at once
teaches the prasdsitritva, ambar dntc&dkcwakcatva begin- -

ning with drashiritva, and ending with @kds’ opc’éddno&tvm
Hence to lay unnecessary stress on the negative words
like asthalam ete., and to say that the nirvisesha Brah-
man alone is taught, and to disregard completely the
context teaching divine attributes of Brahman like pras'd-
sitritva ete,, is not fair.  Asthdlam ete., can be reconciled
by saying tha,t the nishedha, there 1eferred to, is only the

1

negation of what is to be found in the world of prakriti,

it is only a nishedha of prdkrita or laoukike things, and not
a wholesale negation of everything including even attri-
butes divine like prasdsitritva ete, The second kathakes

4
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sentence ‘eErsTaETAN’ ete., does not, as already shown above,
support S'ankara’s contention that Brahman is absolutely
devoid of any attributes,  Fgsffzwmsg’. The third
quotation is from the Chhindogya, ‘At I ArasTalHafar
3 s;gmaaga’, 8-14-1. This sentence is very clear. It
distinctly teaches that the revelation of names and forms
is an (Hrqﬁqﬁmﬁca) attribute of Brahman. It teaches
Brahman as possessed of attributes, savis'esha, and it is
rather strange to find S'ankara quoting it in his support.
The fourth is quoted from Mundaka ‘feal @myd: gew:
T argnwr'ai’( CEE (2-1-12). That also cannot be taken to
{each the out and out nirvis'eshatva of Brahman, By
calling the purusha amdria, it does not deny mérts abso-
lutely, it may be iyattd-parindma, for it, at the same time,
says that purushae Brahman is divine-divys, Srama-aiaies
or amEmIRET.  But the passage quoted goes further, and
declares that the purusho is greater than the great akshara
Brahman, ‘erguerea: 93, Thus this passage also. goes
against the nirvideshatva of Brahman. The last sentence,
quoted by S'ankara, is from the Brihaddranyaka ‘Gimesar
YA T A GATAHAT ST ‘gatgy 2-5-19.  Even when
we consider this sentence without any reference to the
context, the very word sarvdnubhth suggests an inference
against S’ankara’s absolute negation of any attributes in
Brahman. If there was no sarva, how was Brahman
to be sarvdnubhdh ? ‘@facty ug @aguRgaaeTar’.  Taken
with the context it further goes against Sapkara’s

view. This quotation is at the end of the M adhu-Brah-

mana. In the beginning of the Madhu-vidya ‘srada @ Iis-
AAEEHITNE FE G99 is repeated fourteen times in order
to teach the swrvatve of Brahman. Then is further
taught the ‘@fymfrafis,” then as an explanation to ‘&t &F
gREN W@ is added ‘e AT I qW W wEARr T gt T
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srazarty’ which directly declares not the absclute negation
in S'ankara’s sense, but the anantardpatd or sarvatve of
Brahman. Hence the so-called prominence-pradhdnatd of
nirvisesha Brahman, according to S'ankara, cannot bhe
fairly worked out here. S'ankara’s very appropriate
remark ‘afy Iz FerREdTed swtRadRafl g Ifwy,
gamrerEdma’ loses much of its force, when he says that
the stwrRANiadz of Brahman is due to waifer, because
according to him, what is due to smfa, cannot be said to
belong to the thing itself, and also because all the warfas

are enﬁrarm",' ‘garfaffaer a’zgﬂﬁ%qrawa’ ‘gardrAIREEAT.

? Even Vedic passages like ot art fadey ermier anar @5
| ered srEolt R @ RO Faea’ ab best teach the argwwarda

} and Brahmavid’s wararg and not its _m'qauz{-aﬁfq”%rqzar The
quotation from Geeta ‘4 I, TeAALNM ASFEATSTAALT, ST
AL AE 7 geArgga’ 18-12, vefers to sww and ewwER
stages of Brahman on the authority of 2:1-17-B..S.
Moreover this conclusion is strengthened by the fact that
the Geeta further describes Brahman as @dq: grfrqreas
ete. Attributes like ‘@aq:mfrigr=aea’ etc., cannot be prdkrita

E laukika, heyw. The illustrations given in the ‘zfezra’

| sutra 3-2-20, can be explained by the fact that there is no
difference in the =ffdsr either in less or more water
wrsTsaEn, pp. 945-946, B. S. S.

Thus it has been shown that so far as the sfitras
and the texts of the Upanishads are concerned, S’ankara’s
effort to work out the absolute Rfiziwea of Brahman in
this stfseo ( 3-2-11-21 ) cannot be justified. Now in the

- next arfqFEr (3-2-22-30) he works out his interpretation in

the same strain, and concludes: mﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬁw SR, T
AR qgEm:’ (8-2-22 ). The sutra ‘ggaaracd 1%

Rt ?rc"?r HA T 9’ 3-2-22 s thus explained by S'ankara,
The f%'wanafzr [ A SR ete., here chosen, is from the gagrwrs,
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In the passage in question, “afy &R’ follows a statement
of the two ripas of Brahman viz,, ¥ and sgd. Both
these forms according to S'ankara, are denied of Brahman
by &fy &fw.’ It is by the aid of this Sttra that S'ankara
establishes his strict sZaars. By denying everything
except Brahman which is %=% Ja77,” he distinguishes his
system from the g of the Bauddhas. Everything
except the Brahman is to be denied, and the Brahman

ibself is to be if at all discribed by all negations. This

is the essence of the Vedanta according to him. Thus
his system should be very aptly called, not the ‘sEaar’,
the doctrine of non-duality, but Q%Err?{ or ‘singularism’ in
the words of Sir Ramkushna Bhandarkeu

Thus there are two sorts of passages to be found in
the Upanishads, one teaching the Brahman as@fiiy, and
the other teaching it as fafdgw. S'ankara subordinates,

- nay rejects, the Vedic passages teaching Brahman as
' gRRM, as shown above, calling them useful only in

gqraars, which in their turn, are products of sif¥am, accord-
ing to him. On what authority S'ankara bases this theory
of his, we are unable to trace. No Stitra of Bidariyana
can with certainty be taken as an authority for drawing

" this distinetion. In doing so, he, it appears, departs from

the lines of the Sttrakira, In (8-2-15 ), he remarks ‘¥ f¥
AT F@REEITd FARRTITEME I IRTY TR,
Thus according to the principle laid down by S'ankara
himself ( and this seems to be the view of the Sttrakira,
who, as a true Vaidika, has undertaken to set aside fadv,
and to work out harmony of the conflicting Vedic
passages ) the R@w would not be set aside, if some
passages are subordinated or deprived, as is done by him,
of their primary importance and significance. Being
passages of the Veda, their authoritativeness is equal, and
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* they deserve to be equally respected. The difficulty of

contradiction should have been set aside on the principle
laid down by Bédarbyana in ‘g¥tg mwggwar, 2-1-27.
This seems to be a very strong piece of argument to refute
S’ankara’s theory of sr@ea ﬁr'\“q Brahman. The argu-
ment that, because the ‘wwamFmar is to be worked out,
Sankara is Jusmﬁed in subordinating, or rather rejecting,
g Vedic passages to ®fE2w ones, and thereby re-
moving the Ty between them, would not stand a
moment’s consideration; the hollowness of this argument
is not difficult to be seen. The 4w as such, can rightly
be said to be reconciled, when both sorts of Vedic passages
deserving of equal weight as they ave, are given their due

and equal weight and scope. S'ankara’s way of looking at.

the s, one must admit, not onl y subordmates the afaRmy
gfis, but renders them meaningless ultimately. What
prevented S'ankara from an unqualified submission to the
letter of the Veda, in complete disregard of the so-called
gfafa, as was done by the learned Stitrakéra in 2-1-26-27,
is a question, which cannot be satisfactorily solved.
S'ankara ought to have accepted the principle, which he
himself expresses so very tersely in 2-1-27. ‘arsgys =1 s,
AN, AEEATAGE, TE, TIRNIACGTNTEIT, N5 SHIAT
FEm: AR, yEEnats NEgaE T, efswEmy qatm etr-
T RS NRGIREITA, awd ReEMEEEATa ey, ar
Y qEIAMIIMAIOT FART qHAEATG AFIRA, F qEGA  QAAA
TAREEAT UAENAr CaagieeaEr owny 3R, frgaiReraewEe s
& faar wsed 7 fecdq, qur =ng: Goden afvean @g ¥ e A
qETET NI, FERE |9 qaRege sgny s, qEe
| weRyE ug sEfermdacEfyaa:’  Thus Brahman’s @sT

« | being srregera@g< there is no fda. What seems im-

. possible to us becomes possible in the case of Brahman.

| Thus has the Sttrakira set aside © & wwfQa’, o, follow-
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i ing the same reasoning he rsmoves in 8-2-11-30, th-
! : g, which appears to exist in the various attributes of
! *  Brahman. The Sttra ‘agerwarg & 8-2-23, declares that
N Brahman is st —that which cannot be comprehended.

But this want of comprehension or zgw is not due to

Brahman’s being devoid of any &3; &7 etc.,, can be seen
77 from the next sutra ‘uff = Fwad TALGAARAT,  3-2-24,
* whereit is taught that Brahman is seén in  GerTaa.
Now if Brahman is absolutely fff3w, what is to be seen
or realised in the ®rqw ?  Again, it would not be fair to
say that what is seen in &waw is a product of nescience,
for as S'ankara remarks, this g3 is grwarg, and hence, it
should e accepted as srarérs.  Thus the Sttrakfra seems
to accept that Brahman is ‘e’ without AT or
wiw, while it is e when there is wiw and grawars,
and as such, the latter T3 would be srarfi.  S’ankara’s
absolute negation of friws in Brahman, is a view, which
seems never to have occurred to the mind of the
Sttrakira. This view is strengthened by the answers
given by the Satrakira to the objection raised by the
Sankhya, where the Sttrakara distinctly says that Brah-
man is g3ggiar and @RTdgw. ‘@R 7 qEAE” A@dedt-
TR’ 2-1-80 and 2-1-37 respectively.

7 Again, the Sltra ‘gwrsatism_shgsers 9227,
seems to answer the view, put forth above. It does not
appear to be a w7 stitra, but a fig=a sttra. Nimbarka
and Vallabha take it to be such. In ‘7 ey qeer wwa-
T gaT & 8-2-11, it is declared that Brahman’s swafémg
camnot be due to 3ws, for it is described _everyiwhare as
such (T ). ( Vide Nimbarka’s Bhashya on thi
stitra). To this question, this Sttra seems to furnish an
answer by saying that just as it is natural in a serpent to
assume &g and 753 forms, so Brahman ab will assumes
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forms of all sorts. This view is not singular. Vall bha
also says the same thing when he observes ‘ar q: wFEH-
F: FOL N WIR, qUT AAGET GHIFR AHRT AT JAT THAA X X

T GFSETEIAT WaaT q9vq g T @y gRerafaEt fed
8-2-27. The above view is again supported by the Upani-
shads which frequently describe Brahman by contraries'.
Vallabha gives another explanation of the negative gf¥s.
‘geitd 7 FsTE, T wadd, @ gadd, quagay AitEan, aa@ g9
%Y g @7 wia. Anubhishya B. S.S. p.537. The
fayr should have reference to what one sees, and not to
the attributes of Brahman, which have been spoken of in
the Veda. The Stitra ‘Tedarrd & sREafy qat shfy =T a7’

3-2- 22 does not.‘den‘y &4, ete,, in Brahman, but snnply
‘g (Vide Nlmbarka-Bhashya, and Anu-Bhishya on
this Sttra ). Hence in the absence of any Sttra directly
supporting S'ankara’s view, it appears clear that his ac-
ceptance of the negative gfis alone is not sanctioned by the
Sttrakara. The Strakira seemsto ccept that Brahman is
possessed of all wts, ( @dataaes 2-1-87.), and also those
that appear to be contrary. It is possessed of all wonderful
powers, ( ‘@ditar 7 qEdar’ 2-1-80, ‘ewAl T Rfmme &
2-1-28 ). The negation of negative gfis refers not to the
divine attrlbutes “described of Blahman 111 the Upanlshads
but to the Sif5F or A T or mﬁm ones. This seems to
be the gfss to explain to those who cannot see their way
to accept Brahman as possessed of even contrary attributes
on the authority of the Vedic texts and the srfr=3gdaw

- of Brahman, for in that case there is no &0+, but a &=r-

g, an $(SFR, resulting in suggesting the glory of the
great Brahman, and sowing the seed of devotion to it.

1 sqfie) sEa oflar TeadEy: @ st | Aargace 3-19,
SOrCoitaTs, AEAT AT AT gETat MRArser swa: 1 e 3-20 Hzo 2-10,
ARy TRt agg waafa | o 5-L. ey EEL AT AT @da
Fwso 2-20.

4
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! | This view, thus it appears, is in perfect harmony with the
- Stitras of Badarayana Nimbirka nd Riminuja also
favour this view. S'ankara’s Rfa3wsg does not seem to
| have any connection with the Sttras of Béidariyana.

f This view is supported by the fact that none of the
Vedinta writers accept S'ankara’s view of ffi2w Brahman
to be the view of the Sttrakira.

Thus, according to Badardyana, the same Brahman
is both ffsw and =gudgw. Sankara’s theory of ffw
and ggor 397 Brahman is further shaken of by Bidardyana
o in 8-2-21, and the Sttras following. There the question
is raised whether there is any gt greater Brahman than
which has been described before. The answer given to
~ this question in the following Stitras is in the negative.
Not only is this Brahman the highest, but another
its equal is prohibited. Thus the same Brahman which
is gwafén is the highest. wtam: YqramaraqRTsqTaR:
X X! AT, X X auwer ‘am‘qsrﬁrwrct 3-2-31,32,33,34,
| 85,36, Dr. Thibaut® agrees with the view that S'ankara’s
~ theory of Saguna and Nirguna Brahmans isnot recogmzed
by the Sttrakéra, but he thinks that S’ankara by recogniz-
mg Saguna and Nirguna Brahmans gives scope to all
l ' sorts of divergently conflicting sfy texts. But thissounds
‘rather strange. To say that S'apkara understood or
harmonised the Upanishads better than Béidarfyana is
‘placing the cart before the horse, Sankara’s lower
- Brahman being a creature of nescience, a non-entity
in the highest sense, the scope given to GRRW gRis is
also illusive. BéidarhAyana does not even dream of such
a method, a fact evidenced by the absence of any Stitra
quoted by Sankara in support of this theory. If in

1. Vide Vedanta Sttra I. Introduction p. 128. Sacred Books
of the BEasb.
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numerous places the Upanishads describe Brahman by
contrary attributes, Badardyana like a true, Vaidic with
the great regard that he had for the letter of the Veda,

- without subjecting one set to another, or accepting one

set and rejecting another, refers both the sets to the same
Brahman, and says that it is the highest. When the g
is pressed against him, he falls back on the letter of the
Veda as in 2-1-27, ‘yleg wsgqean,’ saying that Brah-
man is to be learnt only from seriptures, and that indepen-
dent reasoning as such has nothing to do with it. Thus
it will be seen that Dr, Thebaut’s claim for S’apkara that
he gives scope to all the gfs is very weak. Bidariyana
decidedly has done better justice to all the gfts by refer-
ring them to one and the same Brahman, while S’ankara’s
insistence on the M2y gfis alone has rendered his concep-
tion of Brahman open to the charge that it owes its
origin not to Veda or Sttras of Bidariyana but to
Buddhism. ( Vide Bhaskara’s wmsr p. 124.).

Thus it will be seen that the investigation of the
Stitrakara refers to Brahman ‘which _is Gra?&ﬂ-’rg__w and d &%
'v'ga?r and therefore %y, but not to FfiAw Brahma,n as
S'ankar repeatedly says. Except Bhaskara all the
Bhéshyalkiras are almost agreed with the view _expressed
above, and even Bhiskara’s ﬁfrarmrﬂa is very mild as
compaled to that of Sankara. Valla.bhas commentator
truly remarks:—‘erar =it ar a%% q& ﬂavﬁsmaamt

gty @ gﬂé s 'er“rﬁr{ar%r%rr(, Pp- 953 " Anu-Bhéshya
Prakisa B.S. 8.

Bédardyana has established that Brahman whose
investigation he has undertaken, and whose definition he
has given in ‘s=rrger a2’ is possesqed of wonderful powers,
creates universe ete., for its sport, is #3. S’ankara wants [
to refer the =g not to Brahman but to s, the
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yeasons for this being fwmar and frgwrar. Here also he
departs from the lines of the Sttrakéra. The Sttrakér
considers this question in ‘wFaRgwd 7 FRFE, qATR AR
2-1-34. Badariyana says that Brahman is not to be
charged with partiality or cruelty, for it allots fruits
ccording to wAlEd; Brahman is ##Rarde, Veda teaches
so. Though here the Sttrakéra gives wdtdtwrieres as the
reason why Brahman is neither frr nor fgw, he feels
conscious of the difficulty that if Brahman were to
allot fruits according to watad, its @msa would to that
extent be controlled by it, and so far its f4wa, ‘@q@ =,

g¥eRm’, ete, would be limited. Hence, to avoid this

objection he says in ‘“Gewq SRy’ that Brahman alone

" allots fruits and not garad. Méfving fruits according to

gatds Brahman is not controlled by them. This seems
to be the reasoning of Badarfyana. Of course he says
sTeyaTe is e, and hence it is possible for Brahman to
allot fruits according to ##s, but then the difficulty arises-
if the swrewarg is e, how is Brahman to create it ? To
this his reply is that 3f¥ and & teach both. After remov-
ing this doubt, he cuts short the argument by the Sttra
‘ggudiqr’ meaning thereby that Brahman is possessed
of all &dis, and that is in fitness of things. gf word is
Biadarfyana’s shelter in case of difficulty, while S’ankara’s
is srfemr. Slapkara’s interpretation of these Sdtras is
correct, though according to the reasoning of S’ankara’s
system the answer would be different. According to
S'ankara’s reasoning there is no question of Jwwr and Hgvey,
Brahman’s #ij is @@®, hence its wegrg@ much more
s0, happiness and misery are sffa@®, and the human soul is
also a creature of nescience. How does Brahman become
joined with srfyar? Of this the Stras give no trace.
Even S'ankara does not give any reason for this, as is re-
marked by Dr. Deussen:—“In reality ( uzards:, ) there is
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nothing else besides Brahman alone. If we imagine we
perceive a transformation (R&r) of Him into the world,
division (%%) of Him into a plurality of individual souls, this
depends on #fiar.  But how does this happen ? ! Howdo
we manage to deceive ourselves into seeing a transformation’

and a plulahty, where in reahty Brahman alone is ? On
this question our authors give us no information.” System

‘of Vedanta pp. 302. Badariyana does not give ny

information on this point, because as shown above, he does
not hold this view, and S'ankara does not give any reason

‘because it is not possible to do so. Hence Dr. Deussen’s

remark: ‘But the system gives no real ground for this
assumption’ (S.V. p. 303) can be applicable only to
S'ankara’s reasoning. ‘When Jiva’s %7 is due to Brah-
man (UL g Er?ng@ ), when Brahman is itself the source
from which all activities flow, how can Brahman be s 2
Since Brahman is unfettered by anything like srfdar, #wm,
"oty ete., at will it becomesqa&or ami Hence Badariyana’

system is not to be charged with eqﬁm?asrw neither hxs‘
Brahman is to be chalged with partiality or cruelty, for
Brahman S eleamon is sewrgf , srerEfy or @ r@fy. One cann-
of be unjust to one’s sélf, one cannot be said to be unjust
or cruel, if one were to do anything for the sake of fun, ter,
similarly Brahman cannot be said to be unjust or cruel to-
wards its own creation created for the sake of @ only.

Thus the Brahman whose investigation Bidariyana
has undertaken is—possessed of all w#s,® all wonderful
powers,? it is independent doer,® attd;* it is untouched® by

the short-comings of the Jivitman; it resides in the heart;®

L ghetioeer 2-1-37. 2. gdigar 9 qgadem 2-1-30. 3. swAr-
aer qa: 1-1-2. 4 srr sreRereo, 1-2-9. 5. dmifaR dw 3w
1-221. 6, ggi sl st R aeeew 1-2-11
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it is o myeaRamer b is  wad;? it is eraatRes® it is st

it is stygarer® it is ¥yt it is o} @' and aew; it is
Fet it is @a® Rg, et It is everything'® It is*®
beyond wsf, T, sfr, Ty, @ik, ete.,Gunas of sFRY™, ete.,
have no g¥a=y with it, hence it is Mdw, It is SETTHRG;"

| it is smaege,” it is the support’ of heaven and earth;

these attributes are divine. The subject™ of negative gf¥s
has reference to attributes of #fy etc. The negative gfus

- do not deny the divine attributes of Brahman spoken of

in other Vedic passages.

This Brahman whose investigation BAdariyana has
undertaken, and in whom harmony of all the Vedic
passages (@i=37" ) has been worked out by him, for its
own sport®, develops® itself into Jadajivitmaka universe,
without undergoing the least change,® and without ceas-
ing to be MT @, It alone shapes,™ and names the Jada-
jivitmaka universe making it N&marupitmaka also.
Just as Brahman, by its mysterious powers, makes @da
and R perceptible, while smasgimr imperceptible, thus
developing itself into s sfawew®sws, similarly by making

1. srz@rRIerat gaish: 1-2-21, 2. wdtyegrareg 1-2-23. 3. ereqal-
sy aedeanaaT 1-2-18. 4.yt daaeresg i 1-3-8. 5. m=gr-
¥ oaR@ 1-3-24 6. Tamu ammomesRwa 1-2-24 7. swafa

1-2-32. 8. =y sadw: 1-3-14. 9. SEATEE A 1-1-2. 10. 3g-
Fefrgeasy 1-1-5. 11 srememdiswrang 1-1-11. 127 qae sivameaa 121
13. Arorrmrerrera, 117, 14, st ft skt aat ey = sga: 3-2-22.
15. gregarq 1-3-39. 16. gvaramas @xrsarg 1-3-1. In Jaracriyacon, 3amag
is described as segATT and siyRare according to scripture 1-2-32,
This also goes to show that there is no fyy in Brahman it
the contradictions are sanctioned by Veda, because the wwy of
Brahman is su8manfrmg. S'ankara’s interpretation of these two
words is forced, and consequently is rejected by Ra anuja,
Bhaskara, Vallabha, Madhva, Deussen and others. 17 EAJCECCEICY
L4 18 & agdfier daaw 2183 19, s aRorrang 1-4. 26.

o e

20. g FewEm 127 2L g fieg  Bragda sRaw 24 20




i perceptible the adsws and gdaraer, dovelop wawwrmw d
g producing thus an infinite beautiful variety.
Giving fruits to Jivas according to their ##¥s, Brahman is
not controlled by them. In becoming ¥4, it does not
become partial or cruel. Brahman is srsgge. Ratiocination
has nothing to do with it. On the strength of the letter
of the Veda, this Brahman, all-pervading® as it is, is to be
reached from whence there is no return. It is one nd
infinite. It is everything. S’ankara’s theory negativing
everything in Brahman cannot be supported by any of
the stitras of Bidariyana. Badarayan s view seems to
be to affirm that Brahman is everything, rather than to
deny everything of Brahman.

HU AN
It has been shown that so far as the Sttras of
Badarfyana are concerned, one fails to find any trace of
the theory of ‘Mf¥% ° higher Brahman and @fRw lower
ggor Brahman, that all the passages of the Upanishads
describing Brahman as ‘@fy 3 or ‘@g=ar, ete., refer to

the same Brahman; and the f4Q% between these two sets °

of Vedic passages, transforms itself into a RQurra the
moment % as such is dismissed from our consideration,

and the letter of the Veda is with implicit faith (star)

followed, without the least attempt to better or modify
its natural significance, and thereby accepting Brahman

to be possessed of wonderful powers fafy @RRes and all

attributes “@fe’y’s; or if one fails to see his way to srfr=da3-

I 5EF, then he may set aside the & by referri g the

negative Vedic passages to ‘st @ or ‘1% wxrds nd the

firmative to ‘= divine ones, as is sudgested by ‘

Réménuja, Nimbirka, or even by V llabha in ‘sgar = &

fdufr aqt s =7 w2 8-2-22. V. S, thus givi g equal )

L srmafie qrr st weaw 4-4-22.

e e e gt e w i e me o e e



4

82

scope to both sets of Vedic pass ges” without following

i S'ankara’s method of subordinating the affirmative to the

negative ones, a method which on its face is not justified
by the fact that the Vaidikas like Bidariyana are alw ys
anxious to revere all the Vedic passages whether like afy
TR’ or like “@dz’ with the same reverence. _

Now let us take up the consideration of the human
soul-JivAtman. The whole body of the Vedinta Sttras
dealing with the nature of the JivAtman, is to be found in
the third pidda of the second chapter of the Brahmami-
méinsd ( 2-8-16-53 ). BAdarAyana begins thus: In ‘swrx-

SR WA TEITRAN_ W TEEAEER 2-8-16, it is said
that birth, death, etc., refer to the body of the human soul.

In ‘aramsya: R arar:,” it is taught that Ji ivitman has 'f:

no Sarfy, Vedic passages deny the ‘seafsr’ of JivAtman, they
on the contrary teach the S@a of Jiva. In‘fisq g’ 2-3-18,
it is taught that Jiva, though by nature =q,is a ¢ @r,” on
the authority of the Veda. S'ankara’s insistence that Jiva
is only ‘Sq=ree? and not a knower goes directly against
the wording of the Sutra. In Sttras 2-3-19-2 , it is

taught that Jivitman is of the size of an atom, because %)

“gemf, T and TR are spoken of ‘him in the Veda;even
if semfa be otherwise explamed the wify and s do refer
to Jivitman as such; that yfy passages describing Jivét-
man as non-Anu describe him as such in his capacity of
Brahman; where Jivitman’s Brahmanhood is to be em-.
phasized, there only he is described as non-anu-frg; Vedic
passages do teach Anutva of Jivitman as well as suggest
it; the objection that the ¥rq=r of JivAtman as he is atomic
cannot be ‘@dzrii=nfy’ pervading the whole body, does not
stand. Just as w177 though applied to one part produces
‘coolness in the whole body, similarly the %= of Jivatman, | §
atomic as he is, spreads over the whole e body; like chandan ,

o

Jivitman has his abode in the heart, the Ved icp ges’b)
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teach the same thing. On the analogy of the diamond or
the lamp, also the Jivitman’s Jw=r spreads over the whole
body. These latter instances seem to be given because some
one might urgethat minute particles produce coolness in the
case of chandana, and that the JivAtman has no particles,
hence just as the light of a diamond spreads over a wider
space than is occupied by the diamond, in the same way
even though the JivAtman resides in the heart, his chaitan-
ya spreads over the whole body. “yn’ cannot exist without
&=, hence if the Jivitman resides in the heart, and is of the
size of an atom, his chaitanya would not be @Fz{wemfy;
this objection is set aside by Bédariyana on the analogy
of wmq.! Vedic passages also teach the anputva of the
Jivitman, The yfr passage, ‘ogam =l garea’, teaches
that by J@=rmw the Jivitman pervades the whole body.
Hence the conclusion is that the Jivitman is of the size of
an tom. Why is the JivAtman then said to be fryg, ete., if
it is really anu ? If the Jivitman is really different from
Brahman, why is ‘@q @af’ ete., taught by the Vedic
passages? These questions the author of the slitras
answers in ‘TEIAICA, § qoTaR: MFaw 2-8-29.  The Jivat-
man is described as frg Brahman, etec., because he derives
| these attributes from Brahman on the analogy of the .

Just as the 13, though a gyfharfad, is, in Brihadiranyaka,

| deseribed as possessing the attributes like srrgaumm, ete.,

' which are Brahman’s srrargds, snmlla.rly when the =
| . of the Jivatman is to be emphasised, he is described as
: | frg, ete.  This is the interpretation favoured by Nimbérka
| and Vallabha, and it is strengthened by the preceding sfitra

{‘am{a*g‘aﬁf%r Sy’ 2-3-23, where Ry, ete., are said

1. quern sclence.ma.y detect a flaw in this reasoning, but
Badarayana’s view is clear. He wants to say that the Jivat an’s resi-
dence in the heart, his’ a,nutva., and hls qq{m(oznﬁ 3q ? are a.]l
possible, -

5

|
;
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" to be attributed to the JivAtman to declare his Brahman-
hood. Hence, according to BAdardyana, the Jivitman is anu,
- when in Brahmabhéiva he experiences ®ya, etc., on account
~ of his Brahmanhood. Réméanuja, Madhva, Nimbirka and
- S'reekantha all accept the Jivitman to be anu. '

S'ankara interprets the sttras 2-3- 19-28 as belongmcr
to gimy, and 2-3- 29— TgITARAT g Eram%ir 5T A9 as-
ﬁ@r’ﬂ'{{ﬂ' 1efut1ng ‘and rejecting the Jivitman’s anutvae and
accepting his frgrm. With some reservation, Bhaskara
follows S'ankara, and VijnanaBhikshu, though breaking
the adhikarana from ‘gagazaa’, says that Jiva’s anutve is
due to =wifr. S'ankara explains the stitra thus:—the first

“ag’ of the stitra 2-3-29 refers to ‘gfg srfr’, ete., and the sec-
ond ¢ a{ o s, etc that the Ji tvitman throucrh the adjuncts
of gﬂ‘i Ecnf%r etc., is described as any, just as the ‘g, the
supreme soul, though devoid of any fdws, is descrlbed E
Eossessed of all s, and called H‘q‘ﬁ H#ﬂﬁﬁm, ete., which
are SIS, S’anka.ras 1nterpretat10n has one advantacre
over that of RAminuja, Madhva, and S'reekantha in the
fact that he explains the instance of ‘ar > somehow, while
the other writers fail to make out much of it. In fact,
they seem to have lost sight of its importance. Dr.
Thibaut has also neglected to consider its importance.
But Vallabha manages to interpret it, in an exactly
opposﬂ:e way, by showing the appropuateness of the
instance. e says, just as s who is merely a i,
who is not Brahman, is attrlbuted Ergre‘{frs on account of
h1s Brahmanhood, so the Jivitman on account of his Bra-
hmanhood is described as ﬁg etc., though he is 3.
Vallabha’s explanation has this advantage that he has not
to add words like gfg or Saifr which re never suggested
in any of the sttras of B‘%dara,yana, either preceding or
followi g this sitra. Bh sk ra’ reference to  ‘BErmw
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2-3-15, in support of his reference of first ‘@z’ to saifir, does
not improve the case by the absence of any reason for
tr nslating ‘BFREE not as gfaws but gy and swy.
The distance between the two sltras suggests an inference
against Bhéskara.

But S’ankara’s arguments in favour of frger deserve to
be considered independently. He observesin 2-3-29, ‘Yazfi
SURTEARY, SATAHAV,, T G TAT: TIAHTA, ATIREANTRZIT
g A7 o g, WA g A ST, AL HE, qraraT

f whigadl, @@ T FEm: Ryewmred, e fap g

i S’ankara thus advances three arguments in favour of  the

Jivitman’s By, viz., (1) Sowgwam, (2) w@T s@o: 534,

| (8) ararermaar. It is worthy of note that none of these argu-

ments find any support from thestitras of BAdaryana. The
first rgument, which S'ankara gives, in favour of the CR
of the Jivitman, has been used by Bédariyana to establish
the eternity of the human soul, hence it cannot be taken to
be conclusive. The denial of swaf does not conclusively
prove that the JivAtman is &g. It cannot be said because
Jiva’s it has been denied, it is Brahman, and hence fiy.
The very argument goes against S'ankara’s view of esrfar,
which he accepts to be without smft—swy. It cannot
be said because srtrar has no seifq it issma.  To this, it
may be urged on behalf of S'ankara that the acceptance

of any duality being opposed to the wmfigr of ‘wwfamys -

ﬁg{r:n{ the @ suggested by the denial of werfy, results

e

in srg-=§F, while sarfey alone suggests ®eAreT as in the

c se of srier, that 1 18, there cannot be two thmors etérnél
he ce the @ of Jiva, taught by the Sﬁtrakﬁra, teaches
th t Jiva is Brahman, and hence fy, while stfrar though
sr=rig has an end, hence 1t 18 ﬁrun

To this argument, an answer is furnished from the
Utras of Bidarfiyana. Even accepting the Jivatman to

1
g

- g Y
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' be frar and e, there is no R of the sfvar of R
@ifgram’  This sfEr can be fulfilled by accepting

the Jivitman to be' an siwr of Brahman, as taught by
Bidarfyana later on in ‘it smEgeRan, ete, or by
taking the human soul to be a afts of Brahman as done
by Nimbérka, or s%R or f¥ww by RAméinuja, and by

taking the sfar jiva to be sra=r with Brahman on the

principle laid down by the Sttrakira in ‘aga=aamryuassr-

. e’ 2-1-14.  The i, according to Badarfiyana, is sawg

with sifqq Brahman, the @if is er=r with miewa Brah-
man, the fagww is sw=y with f2sy Brahman; hence the
knowledge of sifiry, Brahman includes the knowledge of st
Jivitman. The gRsr on the other hand goes radically
- gainst S'ankara’s view, because it can be possible of fulfil-
ment only when there is ‘one’ and ‘all’, and that ‘one’ is
‘all.  The difficulty arising from the Vedic passages teach-
ing the FraFaes of Brahman can well be answered on the
principle laid down by Bidariyana in ‘gitg seqemr
2-1-27. Thus the denial of the SRy of the human soul
cannot be worked out to prove that jiva is Brahman .

- It cannot be taken to be the view of the author of the
Stitras. '

The second argument of S'ankara is based on
passage from the g ( VL), ‘e 37 emear S GEIEED)
sk sEERar’. Para Brahman’s entrance is taught in this

i, hence says S'apkara, that the JivAtman is the same
as Para Brahman fy.  According to the reasoning of
S'ankara, in the first place, there can be no 533, the geasrT
being =a19%. Nor can we interpret w3 in the sense of g,
for Brahma being sq1a% inside and outside the |f¥, even
without the declaration of 53z Brahman could have develop-
ed names and forms. With this gfy if we read ‘G g
gfT teaching co-existence of Brahman and Jiva, the sense

~
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that can be made out is this, that the supreme enters . with

the Jivdtman, and then develops names and forms.

The difficulties, presented by the srgaghis and cqm‘qgﬁs
can be answered by Bidarfyana on the authority of
‘e aeggeEr 2-1-27. Hence the argument of Para
Brahman’s 3maw is not conclusive on the point of
Jiva’s frges.

The third argument of S'ankara is Tt This
argument is based on the passage of the s=gvq which runs
thus: ‘@ oy eifomr, TAIred 58 @9, 9999, @ ARAT, qd @
sf’. It is taught by Uddalaka to his son S'vetaketu. This
argument is on the whole stronger than the two preceding
ones. But even here one cannot say that this a'rqr:a‘m%ir
is in the sense of S’ankara. The qa of e @Ay, as' Ranga
Réiminuja remarks, refers to tagierr.  The Vedic passage
has been spoken with a view to teach Ja%g ‘the knowledge
of everything by the knowledge of one’. With this end
in view Uddalaka teaches his son that ‘s% g%° this whole
visible, universe is YagrFr—a FFR of @Y, it is g&r becauss
wg is its syram, Fa%g, thou art that qaqr‘:zr—-_ T#1 of gg,
a, being a pronoun refers to the noun ¥agrers.  But apart
from this, the fact remains that Jiva as such is not
Brahman; then why does gfq say so? To the Vaidika
the letter of the Veda isall in all. Its authoritativeness
cannot be questioned by him. :

According to S'ankara, ‘aq @q &1’ is' possible thus.
aq. refers to Brahman, freed from wif¥ar and its produects,
viz. omniscience, omnipotence, ete., while ca’I{ refers to the ,
human soul, freed fromsrfagr and 1ts adjuncts srerges, s, !
siued, #3a, ebe.  Thus in both & and @ a srerfors second- i
ary sense is to be preferred in perfect disregard of the
Afip—primary sense. Sankara’s preferenee for secondar v

1 SR AHT, ArA=TH¥ Series.
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! sense cannot be supported by any stitr of BAdarfyana.
In addition to this, the result is that all swrgarsgs of
Brahman become the produets of sfar, theF&s and sis of
Brahman become f=a1, and gftr passages and sttras, teach-
ing #wwer and sifrm of Brahman, become srgg wdargs.
The result is that one arrives at a point where the demar-
cation line between Sankara’s ffaag—absolutely
negative system, singularism, and zzgare of Madhyamika
becomes a problem of doubt and difficulty. One cannot
seriously dispute that there is Buddhistic influence work-
ing here somewhere in one form or ancther.

But if we take Jiva as st of _Brahman following the

letter of Badarbyana, then there is war only of “ra, and -

this 0o is not sraerdawrr, but as Vallabha says, justas
the crown-prince becomes king, so J iva becomes Brahman,
and he experiences srarara, he experiences e, ete., the a3s
of aara, side by side with his s, The result here is
werdaars. The Vedic passage, ‘@ sma=am #=a%’, also favours
this view; besides the theories of Baguna Nirguna Brah-
mans, SEFAS, ete., resulting from S'ankara’s reasoning,
have not to be resorted to. On the acceptance of ‘srm=ea’ of

‘@i Brahman and st Jiva on the principle taught by

Bédariyana in the stitra, ‘azaeraararmsiier:’ 2-1-1 4,the

argreFnTed can well be explained. The Frswgfy teaches that

Just as water, coming in contact with pure water, becomes

qrEE, so the soul of the muni, knowing Brahman, becomes ;

arex:  The word is @iz and not g, If Jiva were weada: g

Brahman, then this illustration cannot be explained. ¥

‘IrEEARBEE 9 T gaqgTR’.  Thus we are driven

to the conclusion that the Stitrakira’s long list of stras 5

confirms the view that Jiva is srw, his finger is spoken in i

the state of srgrar to establish his Brahmanhood. Dr.

Thibaut also remarks that it is strange that gdwer could
be so very lengthy.




If the reasoning above adopted is correct, then
S'ankara’s remark, ‘qeg g WenREEREAUEATRGIEEAREE
a1 g955, has no bearing ™ whatever so far as the_sitras of
Badarayana are concerned. It also follows from what
has been said above that Sankara’s interpretation of the
next three sutras 2-3-30-31-32 does not seem to bring out
the view of the Sttrakira. The SOtrakira nowhere
suggests this gﬁma‘fn or gatagAw. The stitra, ‘aragrarar-
fear @ g: , is not very clear. The obJeetlon why
low &w-Jiva is said to be the highest Brahman is set aside
by saying that once the Brahmanhood of the JivAtman
becomes manifest, he continues for ever to experience
Brahmatva and with it fager also. Tt is well said:—

SHIFALRET FTIAT JQ |
FTATIIOTTRI T HETSHZT: |

S CiCY qﬁm‘t T T a& LW
Anu Bhadya. 2 3-30.

The Brahmanhood—fngs, ete., before the Jivatman
experiences g, is latent in him; in the state of =gra, &-
¥, etc., develop in him on the analogy that g&s which is
latent in a child develops in him when he attains puberty.

“GeRAq g A@_FaisheaReiaa 2-3-31. The next stitra i

confirms this view. Hence the Jivatman according to
Béidardyana is s, and not =q9® or &y as S'ankara says;
the Jivitman is spoken of as Brahmanin  secondary
sense so long as he is in Fwwzar, but when he is in
gimaar, when his 5@ becomes sz —his sErasTey is gea-
g9—in primary sense. Thus it appears that S'ankara
has clearly misunderstood the sfitra 2-8-29. Regarding
this Dr. Thibaut also observes:—‘Now, in the first place,
nothing in context warrants the explanation of the first
‘tat’ by Buddhi. And—which is more important in the
~second place, it is more th _ doubtful whether ccording

-
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- to S’ank ra’s own system the qualities of the Buddhi such

s pleasure, pain x x ete., can with any propriety be said

. to constitute the essence of the soul even in the samsAra,
_state: The essence of the soul in whatever state, accord-

ing' to Sankara’s system, is knowledge or intelligence;

- whatever is due to its association with the buddhj
 is nonessential or, more strictly, unreal, false’. ( Vedanta

Sttra 1-page 55.) Hence S'ankara is not right in turning
the sftar @AYE stibras s belonging to gdqsy.

The next adhikarana, consisting of sfitras 33 to 89,
establishes that the Jivitman is a karta. In support of the
JivAtman’s kartritva, the Sitrakira gives the following
reasons:—( 1) amamdaer, (2) f Qekw, (3 ) swimem and
(4) Pearsda. The o’ in the sitra 2-3-36, ‘sqaimma
Ferat & Ifafoda’ ends the list of reasons given
by the Stitrakira in support of the Jivitman’s kartrivve.
The next three sGtras deal with the question how it is
that Jiv who is a kartd does sometimes good or bad to
himself. The sfitra says just as the eye sees pleasant as well
as unpleasant objects, so the Jivitman does actions which
are sometimes beneficial or harmful to himself, because
his powers are crippled, and he has no @mfy which helps
one to perceive whatis & or s, ‘srefadafem:’, afeh- q-
A, A, 2-8-37-38-39, Tho o in the last sttra,
“‘garsrararE’ ends the list-of reasons given for Rarfygwto.
After once referring the sitra ‘SreRyaaim:’ to I%?IT%EIEF{-‘%
nR, S'ankara’s referring the next sitra ‘afERdaE to :
refute Buddhi’s Kartritva, and then again the last sutra |
‘@aTEEE to show that the Jivitman is a kartd, is rather!
foreed. The propriety of =¥ comes in the way; and Bad- }
arayana’s reading ‘garewrar’ instead of ‘GwiRrEE s also
~ difficulty to meet which we have to strain ourselves
to make out the s6 e, - - R

533
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- The next sttra is ‘gurs gefhwrar. 2-3-40. - It is very
important. The diversity in the interpretations of this
sttra by different BhAshyakéiras has enhanced our interest
in it. S'aukara in this sitra puts forth the view that
the kartrito of the JivAtman, established by Bédarayina
in the previous adhikarana, is not Jivitman’s @ kartr-
itve but sTfrE@T.  the Jivitman’s kartritve is a product
of nescience, as a matter of fact, the human soul is eral.
‘With this end in view, S'ankara ploceeds to interpret the
sitra thus: The ‘o in the stitra is used in the sense of
i , and thereby it refutes the view, put forth in the pre-
vious adh1karana that JivAtman is a @marfssat. The Jivit-
m n’s &3, accordmg to S'ankara, is not =marE® in the
sense that heat is @rar® in fire; on the contrary as in the
case of ggr who busies himself with the axe and ether
tools in his hands, and feels pain, but afterwards goes
home, lays aside his axe and other tools, and in hisn tural
state rejoicing and at ease feels pleasure, so too the soul

s long as it is affected by the duality founded on ignorance,
is bumed in the st te of dreaming nd waking, and feels
pain, but when it enters into itself to throw off weariness
into the highest self, it is freed from the complexity

of the organs of work, is not an agent and feels pleasure in

the state of deep sleep, it is the same in the state of libera-
tlon ‘where it is 37w, reposes, and is happy after gloom of
Ignorance is driven away by the torch of kmowledge.
The simile of the ¢ rpenter is to be taken s follows:—
the carpenter is, in respect of various kinds of work ﬁEEI}
s ﬁttmg, etc., and with rega.rd to certain tools ‘s ch as
his axe, _etc. an agent but not an agent so fir as his body
goes 80 ﬁoe the soul 1n 1ts exertlons W1th regard to the
'org ns manas ete 1s n gent bub not an agent with,

LT ———

penter, b s noh hk h1, hmbs w1th whlch it could. t k
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up the org ns, m nas, ete,, or 1 y them side, as the ¢ r-
’penter with his hands ta,kes up; and 1 ys aside his tools.

Though this interpretation ppears to have been
worked out very ingeniously, it is nevertheless a forced
one. How can it be for & moment supposed that Bidaré-
yana uses the ‘@ in the sense of ¢ *? How can one convince
the opponent that = is used in the sense of ‘@? Itis
more than probable that S’ankara is trying here to put
forward a view that seems to have bee never thought of
by the Stitrakira. It is certain that this is not the view
of the Sttrakira, and one cannot seriously dispute that
S’ankara here is reading his own individual opinion
into the sfitra of Bidardyana. This opinion is streng-
thened by Dr. Deussen who, in his ‘System of Vedanta ’

| page 819, referring to S'ankara’s taking ‘o’ in the sense
| of g, says thus: ‘a remark which possibly hints at fund -
t ental differences between Bidariyana and S'ankara’.

It is better to take the stra a Raminuja does, as
s pplement to what has been said before. If the human
soul were @ Fal, asis taught in the preceding
adhik rana, then, says the opponent, he would lways re-
main ag such~$a°r-—and hence he would never be free from
action. To such an objection this sttra furnishes an
answer: —Just as a @& even h ving with him an axe, etc.,
works or does not work at will, so the Jivitman even
though possessed of organs of speech, ete., (Frmfy g ),
t will works or does not work. Hence no srfasiersgr.
Vallabha also considers this sttra to be a supple ent
to the theory of the Jivitman’s ®gw propounded in the
preceding sttras. According to him, the Jivitman is not
only a Kartd but a Bhoktd also. Tt is not necessary, s ys
Vallabha, th t Kartd and Bhoktd ought to be separ te; just
s @1 h ving m de the ch riot rides in it, sothe Jivitm




.
does somethi g, and enjoys it. 'V llabh further says that

Fqed by its very nature isnot @&7  nple sant; drinking
milk, ete., is g@®7 pleasant.

In either case the view that the JivAtman’s #gey is
i or aa®, and that he is awarda: an s=at is not ace-
epted. Whether one accepts Raménuja’'s or Vallabha's
rendering, it does not matter much; both seem to be more
natural than that of S'ankara.

It has been shown that S'ankara’s rendering of the
stbr |, ‘qar = qeinrgar 2-3-40, is forced. The stitra does not
seem to consider the question whether the Jivitman’s &g
is mnfy  or shurfys, but as RiméAnuja remarks, this sttra
teaches the Fgw or wrwge of the JivAtman at will, just as a
carpenter works or takes rest at will. 3 nkara cannot
quote any sttra to prove the e of the JivAtman to be
Smrfy® or efag®.  This sttra cannot help him much. If
the Jivitman’s &1 1l Fgea is to be questioned at all, it can
be referred to e due to T, on the authority of the next '
sﬁyga q‘(rg a@% 2 3- 41 rather than to gi\a or mﬁ;
S'ankara has, however, independently of the Sttrakira,
advanced the following arguments against the JivAtman’s
@riR® @ga. (1) If Jiva’s #ged 1s @rares, then as sifyy
cannot be free from heat, so Jiva cannot be free from =gz,
hence srfadiersgr. (2) #g@ is goew. (3) Naffy is
referred to Worgs g g soul. (4 ) Some yi¥ passages teach
Jiva’s #ger to be sig®. For these reasons, says S'ankar
the JivAitman is an sl

- The first objection ¢ n be met by taking the inter-
pretation of the sttra like Riménuja. On the other
hand, if gf&’s #ger is insisted upon, then as gfy is
13, there can be no motive for WMwmsr, ete., hence wger
would be @, Vallabha also advances the same argu-
ients in different words. He observes—‘a =  zwtwgea
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wRAtegTT, UMEGd QaRR, gl arrmgaie s w
U FQEd 7 gRn:, 99F CIEAT, 1 T4, MRERET anfuRafy,
FOAT GRAA I g, qw e @Ries s,
T JedIw g HH, | arwraaﬁ q9q:, WIE-
ARG [T §9Hed a5 Sher. Again one fails
to understand why Sankara calls any sort of wger
to be g:@s7. It depends on how ‘one takes it. Con-
sidering #ea to be g:@ew, imagining the existence of g:@
in ¥regHT—all these go to suggest that Sapkara is in-
fluenced by deeply pessimistic leanings. When e is
taken in the light of the srmrag, when individual soul’s
%qe 1s declared to be Brahman’s, then there seems to be
no valid objection. With great force does Vallabha ob-
serve In 1-1-1:—‘q 7 FerewrceAieqme  FRrarararaT ﬂié;fﬁ'rﬂﬁri
FAlafER IR arag, FeaaT [Whkfn s9EogeEe, o o
sftaegRrEr @9 S, T S, A9 G s0rreRE e a2
qEAEA, T A, TR T, 3 T A | AET, TS
frger, g, Sfawa Rive ofY,  gfamifgaidiy ad=a 5 ara,
SRR FHIO & ATt FAR 72, B 7 @ T wsroreterar’s
‘TRl SR g AW AW g4, AT A9 qwasd F wvqars .
These quotations from Geeta show how #ds are to be per-
formed. They do not say that Jiva is an srat, but th 't
he has to be a =at with bk by his side. - The misery is due
to st and not to #gw.  Hence Bﬁdamyaua teaches
that J' iva’s EQ‘EI' is due to qt:f{ OO R

The gfy passages can be explamed otherw1se The
quotation from 1=glw does not teach #gearam, but that w3
is due to sATATA( 7th T3 ). Bidariyana teaches the
same in qUg Toga: 2-3-41. To add to all this, the Sttrakira
never suggests any of S’ankara s arguments, bat boldly
goes on declaring  Jiva’s #3er. Hence the most skilful
advocate of S'ankara would fail on this point. Thus the
Jivitman’s FqeT is @A,
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. The ne t twosttras2- -41-42, declare that though the
Jivitman is #di, he derives his g from Brahman-gz;
It is impossible for any balanced thinker to reconcile S'a-
,kara’s reasoning with that of the Stitrakira in 2-8-41-42
‘aua 7 2-3-41. Badariyana says that gfy teaches
Jiva’s #ma to be demved from g¢mar; he does not say
E'Tr’r?r The next siitra is ‘T g ﬁ@aqﬁffq@qqmﬁ;m
2-3-42. This stitra seems to have been written by Bédara-
yana to refute the objection of ¥ = and ¥¥var accruing to
Brahman, by its being declared to be the final source of
all activity-and thence of happiness and misery prevailing
in the world at large. If S'ankara’s interpretation is taken
by itself without any reference to his esoteric doctrine of
?ﬁaﬁ!rrri%a Brahman, it is qmte in harmony with 2-1-34.
All the Achﬁryas take FasF@miE in the sense of a“ra@asra'r-

%g, and say s Sarg is srafy there is no v+, ete., because
Brahman is sfT aw7 M. In 8-2-38, ‘wwm: GW% it is
taught that Brahman allots fruits, and Jai almlms view
that gdor # allots fruits is refuted. Again in 3-2-5, gy
T g RORE Tt @@ =afeddl, bondage, ete., of the Jivat ivﬁt-
man are referred fo qeas’s wtwerra. The Vedlc passage
o7 R TT g F SRAN AN oy SHERTR,’ ete., teaches
that the Supreme Lord makes a human soul do good or bad
actions aecording to His will to raise or lower him. The
slitra, ‘oUra g aga:,” states that the human activity has its
source in Brahma . Hence it appears that when Brahman
is the sole doer, He ought to be held liable for the misery
and h ppiness of the Jivitmans, and they should not be
made to suffer or enjoy the frults of actions which are not
strictly their own. -

© 1. S'ankara renders the sutra thas: -—-He refers the arﬁ:rzqra to
:,ﬂqq;&aﬁq(r&rzqm e is rendered in. the'sense of sfHf¥qe. This
is far-fetched. It seems better, with. RAménuja, Ma,dhva,, Nimbarka
and Vallabba, to take it as qTams afﬁ:n-:qm, ,
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If we follow S'a k r ’s re soning, this gyor of Jwex-
agur goes away. But then we have to cast aside the
purport of I the sttras. Hence Badardyan must have
in his mind view, which refutes this objection of Jge,
ete.,, d at the same time, is thoroughly consistent. The
difficulty can be solved in two ways: wiz, (1) by refer-
ring this contradiction to Brahman’s sifR=d% and the
letter of the Veda; the Veda teaches that Brahman
gives fruits; it may be according to %ds, or may not be;
though giving fruits according to ##, Brahman is indep-
endent of ##; when Brahman gives fruits according to
His sweet will, even then He is not liable to ¥we, ete.,
for Veda teaches so; (2) by taking the Faswwerie not

8 StagasE@ay as all the smamis have done, but as st—(&1 )
'ga"asmamea The advantage of t king the stitra this way is
clear. 'We have not to bring in the word stz from the drift
of the sew, but from the stitr  just preceding. Accord-
ing to this view, the whole @f becomes & s, In ‘emasd:
qRomar’ 1-4-26, it is taught that the &R is smafe and
AEAFR; in 2-1-83 ¢ g @ 1 Feaw,” it is taught that this

rerafy sEER is# Faeu; in 2-3-48, SiRh AT, ete.,
itis taught that the Jivitman is nsfr of srerr; in “aurfiremrg

AR aafierer FeaRdd)’ 8-2-5, it is taught that the Jivat-
man’s Brahmanhood is ftf@—has become late t—by the
#ifw=rs of Brahman, and to Brahman are due bond ge, ete.
Hence it appears that Brahman, for His own sport alone,
out of Hissweet will, develops Himself into Jada-Jiva,

‘nd still remaining transcendent, determines that parti-
¢ lar Jivatman will do a particular action, and He will
give him  particular fruit. So accordmg to wega=sr,
Brahm n rules His siws, Jivas. As sims they are sy
with =g, The human soul’s position can be compared to
an ctor. He has to play the part allotted to him in
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sEr@ter; the happiness and misery trouble him so far as h

forgets that his #gw is Brahman’s and not his ow ; in
fact, happiness nd mise y are both creatures of Brahm s
and cannot be said to be the criterion of deciding Brah-

‘man’s partiality and cruelty; the moment the human soul

realises that Brahman for His sport guides him to do this
or that, he ceases to be miserable; his limited ideas of Brax

vanish; he experiences ‘qrgat TENT FEET A Forgettmg
his own %z, and remembering Brahman’s §w, the human
soul ceases to be responsible for his so-called ctions; he

feels buoyant. Like Brahman, he sees in the & 1 of Brah-

man 4. The Fge becomes thus  source of pleasure,
Hmrg—and not a source of misery as S'ankara says. Br h-
man makes Jiva work according to His sfisarr and rord-
FATT , otherwise His fifga and s would be purportless.
The part allotted to Jiva by Brahman to pl y would be
Jedjoardlsed ‘Thus this Jad -jivitmak —Nam rlpht-
maka—Srishti bei g smwIRor-se §, being Brahman’

%7 ot@r, Brahman is not liable to the shortcomings of"
- partiality nd cruelty. The wording of the sfitra, fifa-

IRfE—I stead of Rfuyq—also helps us. In this way
also, we have to deny in Jiva his stfmme in g, and
emphasise that he is a creature guided by Br hman’s will
in all his actions. This seems to be the view of Badarayana
suggested from the stitras. With S'ank ra we can deny
Jiv ’s sifwr in %4 , but unlike him we prefer to refer all
hum  ctivity to Brahman ssource,and not tosmifirgfs,ete.

The sectio , consisting of stitras 2-8-48-53, deals with

- the question of the relationship of the soul to Brahman.

According to Bad réyana, the Jivitman isthe s of Bra-
hman; Brahman is ifdr1, while the Jivitman is stwr.  Like
master and servant,the human soul is hot different from Bra-

h  butlikesp rkandfire,h is =f=ﬂz‘fvw.ith Brh n The




' Vedic mantr , @ @ 4t s, and the Gita passage, ‘aiatst

st N sﬁzn{q: gy, teach that the Jivitman is the six of
Brahman. - This-is the view of the Stitrakira. However,

- Sankara does not like to accept this view. Accordmgly,
;» S’ankara changes wime into ‘@i, To take s in the

sense of “af 57 is clearly modifying the view of Bidara-
yana. Even though certain passages of the Upanishads
declare Brahman to be frss -fwaaw, that does not justify
us in rejecting the texts which teach the st of the
Jivitman. Adoptmg the reasoning which Bidardyana

- has worked out in 2-1-26-27 —‘gag gsggeEr, the difficulty
. can be removed by accepting Brahman’s swarlpa to be

freaea, and at the same time having stws. -In a @sg quoan
like this, reasoning as such has very little scope.

" This view is not singular. Inthisview, Vallabha is with
iis when he observes: ‘g FAM METTES F9 e Rri-
qreaT , AR e PR ar TR a1 S e R, FRFGRRRTFIAR,
a1 T gi: FEaead A TG i %qr?iﬁ r:rreI gfa: AHEAT, X X
a‘srsn gﬁﬁ o

Rregfe garafé sresftar frfwtar: |

g aTRIREaT, @SR @
fRfaa e qrearkly feyT: )
WER STer: g7 RERwal

_ TR =T @At |
7 arg oiage ua’ 2-3-43.  This seems to be very fair view
of interpreting Bidirayana’s stitras. But in spite of what
Badardyana and Vallabha might say, the fact remains that
this difficulty h s been frmtful in producing numerous
theories as regards the relation of the human soul with
Brahman. The very word sigr, though clearly meaning

n #7399, has been subjected to yield senses which, if not
wrong, cannot be accepted to b correct, or at least cannot
be supposed to represent the true view of Bad tdy . a.
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S'ankar h - been honest in saying that he does not ~ecept®
the theory that the Jivitman is sixr of Brahman, when he

s ys that ‘sta’ should be taken in the sense of ‘wim z7’. But I
other Achiryas have worked, from the word ‘#ir’, a sense-
~uit bl to their views. It need not be remarked that,
according to Bidarfyana, 3 means a ‘part’. The Vedic
Mantra using the word ‘arg’ also sugggests the same
thmg Let us see what Bhiskara says. He remarks,
arﬂir'i{ FROETE,  J9T qa%rrir a=gRf’, but this sense

is not acceptable to him, and he remarks, ‘qairis =ge 7 ¥af,
BqITeafed MEREE qaw qHOUs: SYW TAHEEETe .
Thus, according to Bhiskara, s means Sarsqaft = =,
W@gg Brahman has i, the sfta, because the Vedlc
passage, ‘qari: gav: FRFfT’, teaches so. '_1:’_1_}_1§jﬁr is fiys
with Br hm , his sftvses_is gmanies, while fiama is a{rq];t:
Bhéskara is rlght in remarkmg th t the Jivitman it

3 of Br h 1an as spark is of fire, and that he is Remfr,
because ¥ and gz support it, but he is wrong in saying that
firere s sitarfirs, for the yft passage quoted does not support it.

R4méinuja takes the word sier in the sense of ffy - g
geagey, nd so does S'reekantha. The relation between
Brahman and the Jivitman is that of &&s and frirr,
Nimbérka® takes sixr to mean @fw. The JivAtman is a AT

afiw of Brahma . Hence, accordmg to him, the relation
between the Jivitman nd Brahman is that of @fs and

& . S'reekantha? also accepts this view.

Accordmg to Madhy , sixs® are different like son F-
and others or non-dlﬁ'erent like hands feet, ete. To the

W

L ey f afeemt ar @ 2-342. e fegsr of S'reenivésa
Ni barka. : : :

2. Sir R. Bhandarkar’s Vaishnavis p. 161.

3. TVide R4 Aanuja’s and S'ree Ka,ntha s Bhashyas on this stibr -
& d Madhva's Bh ‘shya.
7
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first class belongs human souls and to the second weemfy

incarnations of Vishnu.

Raminuja, S'reekantha, Nimbéirka, Madhva, and
Vijninabhikshu accept the #g between the Jivitman and
Brahman to be @rfa®.  Vijnanabhikshu like Bddardyana
accepts ared stgeT of the Jivitman on the analogy of spark
and fire or son and father. ¥z and sriig are both @i,
Vallabha says that @3 is fws. One notices that all these
writers are labouring under difficalties, They do not, like
S'ankara, say that s means ‘i §3°, but still, like Badari-
yana Bhikshu and Vallabha, they are not prepared to take
3 in its natural significance of a ‘part’. It is safe with
Bidardyana to take the JivAtman to be stm—part of
Brahman, on the analogy of spark and fire on the
authority of the same Sruti passage, and to say that
they are srs=r on the principle laid down by the Stitrakéra
In ‘FRAFARGAOIREIRET? 2-1-14,

The next two sfitras 2-8-46-47 declare that even
thoucrh the Jivitman is an s of Brahman and hence
STrT'II w1th Brahman, Brahman does not suffer because the
J 1vatman suffers.  ‘swranfERd ov, @t 9. These two
sitras are quite consistent with what Bidardyana has said
before in 2-1-21-22. ‘saveraRanfearEeniyaats:’, and ‘s
g dgfsam, 2-1-28-29. Though the J ivﬁtmau is sy
with Brahman, still Brahman is sifas, greater- than the
Jivitman. The same reasoning is followed here by BidarA-
yana. He says though the Jivitman is the siar of Brahman,
and era=7 with Brahman, still the gwwrr is not affected

- by the miseries, ete. of the Jivitman because Brahman

18 w-aifu® greater than the JivAtman. This reasoning
would be possible only when the JivAtman’s #3e@ and
Wega were @mre®, and not Nurfrs. How can the
Jivitman, who is the sir of Brahman, and sm=r with
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I it, be different from Brahman so far as his suffirings, etc.,
i are concerned ? How can the JivAitman be thus Rl
with Brahman, because ¥g and s13g are contradictory and
cannot be in the same place? To such questions Bhis-
kara has well replied in 2-1-22, ‘erfyd g wgfacdaa:—
‘GRIIAT, AT F AT
EREEEREE R i ol C g
; The swrer s gfy, and gfr teaches so, therefore, there
“isno firg. The Veda and the sttras teach both. According
to the reasoning of S'ankara, these sttras draw a distine-
tion without difference, for happiness and misery are both
creatures of nescience, sifar. The illustration given in
the sitra also goes against S’ankala

_ The next two sfitras refute a further _objection that
though the Jivatmani is the sirof Blahman and A=y thh
Brahman the karmas, enjoined in the Veda have onIy
an  application to the Jivitman and not to Brahman, the
reason for this being the Jivitman’s %a%ra-—‘«x There is
g=afy of ¥gda=q in one life, hence one is known as Brih.
mana, ete., during the period of that life, and he has to
perform karmas accordingly. The g=af¥ does nob extend
to next life, hence Jiva has to perform karmas accor-
ding to ¥g¥a=y in that life. Here it appears that Bada-.
riyana gives 2gga=q to be the cause of karmakarana; so
when one- realises that his soul is different from the
%g, he would cease to have any connection with the kar-
mas and their fruits. Then he has to perform karmas
on the principle, laid down in ‘wrg w3, and ‘F@dd m@m-
gf: S AT gG A8T 99 Teqsy  serEaEaryEr, dar. From
this it appears that S'ankara is right in his rejection of
TErmewgeT, bub wrong in his absolute rejection of the:
Jivatman’s kartritva. This accounts how graTTatRa
Htargw sages, like Vasishtha, S'uka, Sanatkuméra per-

tppe
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formed =&z actions. To them the Fi#xor was neither ‘g ¢
nor g: & nor wREE, but a wEd—sgwH. They had a
manifestation of =& in #. ‘Fdg sRmfweafa:’. This seems to
b the proper view of looking at the connection between the
two Miminsds, and it appears that S'ankara is perh ps

driving at the same thing when he observes in ‘@g gw=aara’
1-1-4, 4 & 9Fa) T2 RMEART™ axd gaagEEd 3
Ha, 7 7 goef: gearmEtRay aeg v afmmtaid ga
VAR RETREE S gaeaeg:’. So it follows, from what
‘Badardyana and S'ankara say, that ¥erema=a is a cause of
‘misery, but then the 3@ without wrere—gga=w is not
to be referred to srfrar gix or sarfyr as S'ankara says, but to
‘Brahman—qgz as Bidardyana says. Thus the performance
of karmas, without gr=mg-2zifamm, as sgrFds, produces in
one FEREgiw in #4s, and FFFE produces HIRTEARR In FrA.
The two Miméinsis thus help each other, and suggest the
ideal of Brahman as gmfeatRfie, the far referring to gy,
17 to figw, and the two together to stmvs®g, thusgiving the
full conception of afegrarg &, This see 1s to be the view
-of Bidariyana, and we are unable to reconcile S'ankara’s
reasoing.in ‘@g #=9, and the second interpretation of -
sty with the sGtras of Bidarfyan . According to

-Badardyana, the human soul can be free from misery, ete., -
.only when he realises that he does not do anything, but
Brahman Para does it or makes him do it. Awvidyd as

such has no place in the system of B&darﬁyana. .
Then comes the sttra, ‘smara g 7. This is vead by

Bhéskara as ‘sarar ug <. Hé?éijects the re ding of
Sankara. with this remark: AT EIANGITAGAEG
TURITHAGATT FAT G747 AV I7 FATIFR 9T | T T TATHAT:
FaieEAalgs geErgd A o g, Raminuj  wants to
favour Bhéskara’s reading, and renders it by &,
It matters little whether the sfitra is read as ‘emrg:® or
‘arrar’,  From what has been said above, it is not possi¢




53

'Bleth t B'dar'y n couldh ve bt < 1.’ to efe b
' the JivAtman’s being a Rrearsrar - of Br hm . Vallabh
drives at the same thmg, When he observes, ‘@g afagmer
SR GREErAT § CECCENIESC i S clE g Ch 1 e o
A T ST, i RfmEmx x 7 0 &1 & fa-
BT X X St F Rearasy o @y ety :
Before concluding the shafymmor, the dtr 1-4-22
may be considered. S'ankar adopts the view of FmE :—
‘TR g WA, FRTHT TH GRATT X X TaFEEEE -
T TR S AT R, e g gaf dee weres-
waufﬁsrer, aafy IRTRERE  Nwmhaem, @§ /owm: Sl
ST R TR, SgERME N @ AT Yarae) mea,
T FATHT 7T YAFAR W7,  sRAareRifRara W, “qeaafy
gafeglaeg:’. S'ankara interprets sm @wma thus- ‘ariz’i i
W FAy ﬁaﬁrmmmngﬁrwﬁﬁmm R4 4.
nuja also takes wrrEes view as R view, nd expl i

thus: o st ¥ 4 omrd = geRe @ raf o¢ rmw

AT At Vallabha explams it th s:—<wrag war-
awnr a’iar but he takes ™ &’s view to be different from
that of Bﬁd rayana—erarwm “zmrqra; @ ¢ Wh t
“ver may be said s reg rds the view of mr , 16 i
certal  that we c nnot say with perfect confid ce
that it is the view of the Sitrakira, Bédar* yan

disti cty says th ¢ the Jiva is s, and hence to tak

wmEe s view s that of Badaré,yana, nd totk -
either in S'ank ra’s sense or R4 4 uj’ 1 eert i Iy

strain on. the sitra. When the scope of the rmEar=TeIiy-
T is considered, one ees that after estabhshmg th.
aRrErEFre of #3rftar -, Bﬁdaréyan quotes th opinion of
these writers, wviz., oW, shigetm and Frwwe, to show
that according to their views lso the ser fwema W3-
mw is not 1w, Therefore it is ot proper to work
out Bidariyana’s view that Rzamsis is the s e
sftg freed from erfm, ete., from . mF=rs view.
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- Hence the. conclusion is that ‘Eré‘ﬁ s ot 1

L _not the view of the Stitrakira, neither is the human soul a
- IfafaEa nor an srarg of e in S'ankara’s sense.  According
- to the Sttrakira, the Jivaitman is i of Brahman as a
~ spaxk of five, it is s=y with Brahman, as @iy is with the
. 9ifiex, still Brahman is sifirs, greater than the JivAtman,

' The JivAtman is a %at inheriting his Fgea from Brahman.
. He is @, He is =1q, but in the stage of srgraira, he experi-

POCE—

. ences fnga, ete., which ever remain permanent, on the
z analogy that the crown-prince becomes the klng It ap-
! pears thus that Béidariyana accepts ‘¥zafurdz’, and not

Slankara’s absolute ¢dgrafgsm@z’. This conclusion is

'stxenothened by the remark of Sir. R. Bhandarkar that

S’ax_ﬂ;aras system should be more fitly called ¢ Singular-
ism’, rather than Monism or Adwaitism, Vide Vaishnav-
ism, p. 159.

JA AT.

The second Sttra of Bidarfyana gives the @gu
of Brahman. . From this definition of Brahman we

know that accordmg to Bidariyana this universe is
Brahman’s s/ an"cldrﬁturr:f Brahman is both the material

and the efficient cause of the universe, It is important

to note here that the definition of Brahman given

by Bidardyana must be of the same Brahman whose
investigation he has proposed to undertake in the first

sltra ‘erma“r safSErar, that is, Brahman alone, pure

and simple,” whose investigation Bédarfyana has under-
taken, is the material as well as the efficient cause of

this universe, Bidardyana again reverts to this question

in.1-4-23-27. While refuting the Sinkhya’s s#Rmremarg,

‘e elaborates his doctrine which he has expressed in brief
before, The stitra g fey TRFE_TFAgEE 1-4-28 declares
against the .Sinkhya that Brahman is Sargr. as well as

e ———

¥
!
i
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fftrewrer of the universe, The = r and = r=is of Udda~
laka naturally yield the same sense. To support Brahman’s
%3 and ¥ R, Badarfyana cites sge’s erfivear, Brahman’s
g4, 7@ and Fgwaq support Brahman’s SwaRasmoE. The
gt and =R both teach that the universe has its e and

&7 in Brahman. This is also a reason why Brahman is
both the material as well as the efficient cause of the uni-

verse. Thenext sttra, ‘ereaga: Tiomam’ 1-4-26, throws much
light on the system of Bidariyana. Whether one takes
‘AFS: TROTATC as one stitra, or ‘emaEa:’ and ‘aRumATy as
two distinet sltras, the result is almost the same. The
stitra is based on a passage from the dftréer 2. 7. ‘agren
mawgea. This passage suggests the ##er and =ger of
Brahman, ‘emeamfRy FHed, Wﬁm‘%ﬁ Fq@®. How can the
‘r3feg’ st Brahman be #§ and #8? ~ The answer to this
objection is ‘aRurara’, The wafesg sut smear-ag developed
itself into the universe. Brahman is 1%, Thus Brahman’s
sfier is sfw,  “ud @ g afrsr’. 1-427. Though
Brahman is the material cause, it does not require a
separate M as in the case of an earthen pot arid ~ potter,
In the world, one sees that the sz and ffra are always
separate, but this rule has no bearing whatever here,

The swartpa of Brahman is to be learnt from Veda alone,
and since Veda teaches that Brahman itself becomes the

gorgra and fRrg, it should be accepted as such. ‘Fgalgg<w-
NaEF Fged MRTEROY 0T FSORT aF € Aq9REt aQif,

TR, T SHARE ARASIH, T FIATATATTENSH:, Y TFIET-

wdw gurrsgig wiRgery, wseafugdace sked gRogrdaal-
ara’. This is what S'ankara observes on 1-4-27.  The inter-
pretation of S'ankara here is exactly in the spirit of
Badamyana Brahman with its & develops itself’ mtqw
the universe a d still lemams,rﬁrﬂgﬁgquent Thouah the

interpretation of S'ankara on these sttras ( 1-4-23- 27 ) is
gorrect as it stands, the qualification” which he has in hi
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mind and which he suggests by the use of the word Lt

inste d of Brahman, cannot be justified as legitimate, A.

Nimbarka writer Kes’ vabhatta Kdshmirin thus criticises

S'ankara: ‘@x ¥ aed g4, W HRITATNE FI IZAEE-
MagaREERAEsTTa X X @ ki &, N B. pp.
851-352. The same writer then criticises Riminuja, ‘&fg
frfifzfn’ & agras ete., pp. 852-853 N. B. Thus in order to
emphesme ﬂﬁ’%‘dﬁr of Brahm Ramﬁnuja and S'reekanth
accepted ﬁ;‘zf%faﬁa % 7 as 97, Bhaskar and Nimbarka
cce_pted q s ﬁﬁ as SqIgH, Madhv accepted S@ﬁr

%o be the zargr, Vijnan bhikshu also accepted f to

Be the  3a1gr, the. diff'erence bemg tha.t hls P 1s e#%m-a:
with Brahma , and that 1t become the ecrrqra under the

T of Brahman, while T i only arfg.  Here it is

qmte “clear th t all these writers, though modifying the =
sg’  Sqrgraar, do ot reject it altogether. Now rem in

the two writer S’ nkara and Vallabha. Their views

‘re entirely opposed. S'ankara by delegating Brahman’s

gqErEET to the sphere of stiar rejects it, while Vallabha

fike Bad riyana, following trictly the letter of the Ved ,

accepts it out ‘and out. In rejecting Brahman’s wrar?rarr,

Spkr hsto subJect the whole body of the Vedinta
sfitras to a secondary sense. R teaches smaRwm nd ab
the s me time its stRgaa. Bad rdyana does not care for
the objectio s based ona# if the letter of the gy is strictly
followed. This view is followed by Vall bha, who, like
Bad'riy n , gives greate1 weight to the word of the gfy
than to pure re son g% @, when they appear opposed to
¢ ch other, Other Achiryas have tried to follow Badara-
y  with slight changes to tisfy reaso . It is only
& kr  who in rejecting ¢ sgwew RrlrqaRery’ has chalked
‘out -lines of reasoni g which run in an entirely opposzte
direction. Sir R makrishna Bhand rk r says the same in
k" rece t bo k'V'ihn vism tc. pp. 15 -159,.160-161,
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Drawing a distinction between Spinoza’s Pantheism and
Upanishad Pantheism he says:~*Brahman is not exhausted
in the world, but it exists separately also. But the objec-
tion to this view is that Brahman, being of the nature of
spirit, is not like the body divisible into parts, so that one
may become developed into the world and another remain
outside; x x . Thisinconsistency is removed by Bidariyana
in Brahmasttras (2-1-26-27 ). The argument is that
though the Upanishads state that the constituent cause
of the world is Brahman, they at the same time affirm
the existence of Brahman separately from the world.
i (Ch. U. 111, 12, 6 and VI, 8,2.). The two are inconsis-
tent on the theory that Bra,hman is a spirit and not
i discerptible into parts. Though they are thus inconsis-
tent, they must both be accepted on the authority of the
sacred texts, since the true nature of Brahman and the
world is beyond the reach of human intellect. This solu-

tion of the difficulty is inadmissible to non-believers in the
sacred texts, but it shows that Badaryana does not agree

with the lattel part of Spinoza’s definition of Pantheism,
i. e., according to him the sacred texts do not affirm that

“God ex1sts only as realised in the coSmos: the cosmos\

exists only as a manifestation of Giod”.  The inconsistency
pointed out by him is based on the 1mposs1ble conception
of Brahman’s being divisible into parts. Butb it will not
arise if, instead of bringing in this conception, we suppose
that in one aspect Brahman is the material or constituent
cause of the world or realised in the world, and from
another point of view it remains pure and becomes the
object of contemplation and devotion. Whatever it may
be, Badarfyana’s view appears to me to be correct, and
the Pantheism of the Upanishads is not exactly the same
as that formulated by Spinoza. % X X X

We have noticed above the m nner in which Bada-
8
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riyana removes the inconsistency between God’s develop-
ing himself into the world, while at the same time he is
transcendent, and his being a simple spirit without parts.
S'ankarichirya fairly explains, I think, Bidardyana’s
view. But raisinga further objection he brings in his own
doctrine eventually that the so-called development of
Brahman into the world is fancied by ignorance and is
not true, that is, the world is an illusion. There are two
doctrines indicative of the relation of God to the world,
the so—called ParinAmavida and the Vivartavida. The
former implies real development, and the latter, an illusive
development. This last is the doctrine of S’ankérachirya,
wherefore his system should be called Singularism rather
than spiritual monism; while the first is that clearly held
by the author of the Sttras. This is evident from his
very definition of Brahman as that from which every-
thing originates, in which everything lives, and into
which everything resolves itself in the end, and from

the manner in which in the first Pada of the second)
chapter, he answers the objections based upon the

theory that an intelligent being cannot develop into non-
intelligent or insensate matter; and S'ankarichirya himself
acknowledges at the end of his comment on 2-1-14, that
the author of the Sttras follows the Parinima doctrine,
though to save his theory he imagines without any
grounds that Bidariyana has in his view the ordinary\
or illusory condition of things in doing so. S'ankara-
~ chirya’s Vivartavida it was which the later schools
of Vaishnavism and Saivism contended against; for
according to him it leaves no scope for the relation of the
ruler and the ruled, 7. e. God and the devotee in the
condition of reality when all illusion is dispelled and one |
spirit alone exists (2-1-14). Most of them adopted f ’ |

Bad riyana’s Pan Am vAd , b & the distinctness of God,] |
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" man and the world, which was necessary for the validity

- of their doctrines of worship and devotion, they secured
by qualifying the mode of development. By this quali-

fication they also steered clear of the inconsistency pointed
out by Bidariyana in 2-1-26. So that his mode of
satisfaction was not necessary for them’. After this, Sir
R. Bhandarkar gives in brief the doctrines of Rémdinuja,
Nimbarka, Vallabha, Madhva, and Srikantha S'ivachirya,
shows how they have followed or qualified the Parinima-
vida of Bidardyana, and concludes thus:—*Thus most of
these schools avoid the Pantheism of Spinoza, and the
IIIC_QEPE.tlehty between God’s development into the w011d
and his transcendency by holding that the rudiments of
the material and the spnltual WOE. 21 associated with God
as his character' ‘tICS or as his body? or as his power,® only
_u_{ldergo development he himself remaining pure. Vishnu-
svamin and Vallabha, admitting as they do, the develop-
ment of Purushottama into the world and at the same
tlme hls tra,nscendenoy, follow Bidarayana. The mysterious*
power which causes the differences by rendering certain
quahtles 1mpercept1ble ‘may be compared to the self: deter-
mining power of God involved in Spinoza’s statement”.
Thus it follows that Sanl ara in rejecting the sgaRoraarg
of Béadariyana, has failed to represent the correct view of
the Stitrakira, that Brahman alone is the material cause
of the world.

Thus acccording to Bidariyana the universe is an
areaEl and s@aiond, or if we substitute the word
for ‘e’ then smzfy and =gmiora; the same Brahman
whose investigation Badarayana has undertaken, is itself
both warare and R, causa materialis and causa efficiens

1. Raménuja. 2. Nimbérka. 3. Bhaskara. 4. ST tanTEy
T G
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i of the universe. Madhva, not accepting this, has failed to

make out anything of the Brahma-stitras. Sir R. Bhandar-
kar most accurately remarks, “He denies his ( Brahman’s )
being the material cause of the world. All the stitras of

" Bédarfyana which set forth that doctrine have been inter-

preted by him in an entirely different way. Probably he
would have set aside the Brahma-slitras altogether, but
he could not do so, since the work had acquired an un-
contested authoritativeness as regards religious truth
before his time. He had therefore to show that his
system did not go against the Brahmasttras and there-

i fore accepted them and interpreted them in almost a
}fantastic manner. Texts from the Upanishads, too, which

do not agree with his doctrines he treats similarly’,
Vaishnavism S'aivism. p. B8,
To a certain extent this remark of Sir R. Bhandarkar

applies to Vijndna-Bhikshu also. The difference between !

Madhva and Bhikshu is this:—Madhva wants to empha-

size AFgeREAGATEer, while Bhikshu is anxious to work |
out an &7 between the @i, ¥Afw, i and Vedanta |
etc., an effort though praiseworthy, cannot be justified. '

But the most important reason which led all the writers
to modify the srrsmurar of Badariyana, is the fear of &y,
If Brahman were taken to be the material cause, 1t would
undergo change, and consequently it would be w«fi@ and
cease to be Brahman, frergegegs. To avoid this difficulty
S'agkara delegated Brahman’s causality to stfrar, ‘erfe-
FAIT T ANCTISEIT TINA  STFAFACTRT e
Fe=idw s aRormRedemacasd shway 2-1-27. RAmd-
nuja for the same reason did not accept the srErETT o,
and substituted frzfrfzfresdT instead of pure Brahman of
Badarbiyana. gl serersTrRoTTRg Sargmre, aRER-
@Fgenfiyay 2-1-18. R. B. Anand Press. IL. 23. Similar
is the reasoning of S'reekantha. Nimbirka and Bhéskars
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for the same reason substitute sy instead of Brahman,
‘81 FRREGT SRrER Srar aRermaR’ N. B. 847-57. i
fgfr:, weTaiom: afeRETeanTRmgs, x X SAgEEaT: QreE-
FrfafaSiRREEIT SR @R TRTATR FTEEERT &
‘RO, TROTAIST ARARAHTEN, T JETTROTHEETT REGaraa-
TERT E0 GRaerRiigst. p. 869. Thus according to Nimbérka
writers, aRoms is not Brahman’s but its =fiws, the modi-
fication owing its existence to the fear of fagr. Similarly
Bhiskara writes ‘arfwfad gaam. 1-4-25, p. 85 Bhaskara-
Bhashya.

‘AITIATETH ATRRYTSET: |
aRUTE F497 GG qeaegad U 2-1-14.

T R YA WA SERAT IRIWIT, GIrIgaReT TROUIRC
wrewearsy. 2-1-14.  Thus Bhéskara also does not accept
ggaioms.  Vijndnabhikshu for the same reason rejects
Brahman’s sorg@sruar and  substitutes sifagrasoar of
Brahman ‘s @nffawas@rgarsass qiarasoRy SEore-
st 7 agon fraEfed” faegars, p. 82. 1-1-2. Madhva also for
the same reason refuses to accept Brahman’s Saramagomr.
Vallabha only is an exception to this rule. He accepts
like BadarAyana that Brahman alone is the sureresmru.
Thus he accepts sErEsTaiona. In this he seems to be
following Badardyana as remarked by Sir R. Bhandarkar
on pp. 160-161. in Vaishnavism ete. It has been shown
above that according to Bidardyana, Brahman is the
material as well as the efficient cause of the universe, in
other words, this Jagat is sg#ft and agraforg.  To this the
SAnkhya raises an objection in 2-1-26. ‘GmygRwRaIad-
gsg ar.  1f Brahman were the material cause, then either
there would be gwrs@fs, and hence g@esg, or the Feagamsiy-
aig® Vedic passages would have to be strained. To this

the answer furnished by the Sttrakira is very significant.

T The Sttrakira says YIG_THRIEAX 2-1-27.  As gf




teaches both, we accept both, that is, though Brahman
the material cause, still it is transcendent, it remains stfRizs
the reason being that the Swartipa of Brahman is to k
learnt from Veda alone, and as Veda teaches that Brahma
is Mg and material cause without ‘seew@Ry’ one muy
accept both. As Brahman is zrsgge the difficulty of fys
or e does not stand. Tarka as such has no place in tk
system of the Sttrakira. Hence it appears to be clear the
all the Achiryas, except Vallabha, who have modified tk
gesrwERaar have failed to realise the attitude of Badar
yana to the letter of the Veda. But except S'ankax
none is bold to reject the ‘aRomaarg’ of Bidariyana. Tk
S'Ankara Bhashya on 2-1-27 is a prominent instance whea
one sees S'ankara trying to create imaginary difficultic
and to superimpose his views on those of the Sttrakir:
Explaining the Sttra in the strain of the Sttrakir:
S'ankara rightly concludes ‘Gana arsgqe wardifRgendaramrnf
wy. But with this, he is not satisfied and he remark
that even zrsg cannot set aside ffra. Here we feel the
S'ankara entirely misses the aim of the Sttrakira. H:
conclusion that the whole world is sfarsfRva owes it
existence to an imaginary difficulty of swwaafw-RER crea:
ed by himself which in its turn owes its origin to his failux
to revere the text of the gty as infallible as the Sttrakar
has done, and whatever we may say as to his phllosophmq
merits, the undoubted fact remains that S’ankara is nc
following the express words of the Sttrakira. |

It has been shown above that Sankara does nc
follow the Sttrakira when he rejects Brahman’s SR
FreEr; now we shall see how far he is ecorrect in rejectin

! BrahmaMﬁwaT On this question RamAnuje
imbirka, Madhva, ‘Sreckantha and Vallabha are unar
‘ imous. All of them follow Bidarfyana. If Brahman wer

the efficient cause, kartri, it would be liable to the fault

|
|
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of partiality and cruelty says S/4nkara. To remove this
difficulty he refers Brahman’s activity to sz,  But that
is not what Bédardyana has said. According to the
Sttrakira Brahman is neither partial nor cruel, for it is
wagae.  The swwemarg is beginningless, and Brahman is
possessed of all wls, wrridy @ whwary, Tk s, a
FHIEATER s, aqantrons. Though S'ankara
gains the advantage of removing Brahman’s Syeedigur by
referring Brahman’s #§e7 to wfyar, and thereby rejecting
its %3z, the other commentators do not accept it because
it deals a terrible blow to all devotion and meditation, by
delegating the Brahman’s @zrers to the sphere of sceptic
Ulusion, ‘etfsr warAftyETa=Tar wrd p. 406. N. 8.

The first wrg of the second syeqrer gives us greater
insight into the view of the Sitrakira regarding the
universe. In the first Chapter, Bédardyana has declared
that Brahman alone is causa materialis and causa efficiens
of the world. This proposition it Iaid down by
Bidarfyana in the frst Adhyaya on the authority of
the Vedic texts. Now the Sinkhya opposes the Sttra-
kéra by putting before him certain Smritis which teach
the Sinkhya tenets. To this Bidarfyana replies that
when we meet two sorts of Smritis, those in harmony
with the Veda are to be preferred to those not following
it.  Manu and others teach s, hence they are to be
preferred since they follow the Veda. This principle is
also laid down by Jaimini in ‘R g sraved ety R’ «1g-
T 1 1-3-8)  Now when the Sinkhya loses both on the
grounds of ¥ and =g, he opposes the Stitrakira on
the platform of reason. The Stitrakira, though he meets
the Sankhya on purely rational grounds, distinetly says
that reason as such has no place in his system ultimately.
His reasoning must be the reasoning favoured by the
Ved . Had this been borne in mind by S'ankara, w do
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not think, he would have proceeded to qualify the sense of
the Sfitras after once explaining them accurately. And
where S'ankara does not expressly qualifiy the sense of the
Sttra, his commentator does so. See wmdt and “fgra+g on
“spafawtn.  The Sankhya® begins by saying that asa
rule cause and effect are similar, but since there is a dis-
~ similarity between the cause Brahman which is 3w, and
the effect jagat which is jades, Brahman cannot be the
material cause of Jagat. To this Badardyana replies that
we do see an effect dissimilar to the cause, hence the
objection does not stand. But here too we notice Badari-
yana’s tendency to reject independent reasoning and falling
back upon the words of the gfy ‘@mmfsEm’ ete. 2-1-11.

The Stitra 2-1-13 also is important. It deals with
the question that even though the cause Brahman is the

L. @ v qRumges: #rdamEew:, 9 g awaE@saRomeR:, ‘qaae-
@ gf Fadarer qeaameaTa | T, pp. 341, 342. N, 8, odition.

2. &7 oRraaRomranr @ Gwofron® g oqar gd@ars
ERA AW azrgcnqp'f ggeqe_ ete. wpwR pp. 342-343. N, S edition,

3. In 2. 1. 4 ‘g {YogwaEnw q4id o wearq’ S'ankara quotes a
view of some one whom Govindanand calls I{r}"{iﬁ thus:— sty H3y-
Traefld Al SWEATAIFNFAT aEOAd GUR STSqARITNEEr®, gHh-
e &R seERdan, afwed g S aRomRae i, qa
zqsﬁavqrarwmar T TR o | Bunay, i eeeeami
@ =\ ﬁmafe‘;sqer, ka9 FwiarfaraesarEdmgaiwrarr-
qrat T FEFEROTEHE! ¥ FaaaTERusi gesraEr @ Gdeem, gur
7 iaaETaRvs aigadieadel seneaiar Al werTwRe wad-
gfamfy wisafy, afwrmffacgs o g i =R Farft sataSaar-
averegy fTegud kiyds, gergfeaeamd 37 wifgay’. In the 2-1-6,
‘gzag g’ S'ankara remarks on this view thusi—aisfy Sqwammorzaoas-
¥9 AN SAAaIaTgRas sl ‘Gae i o o St
zrast RteeTiwEaal Saae geag o7 fefige’.  Thus S'apkara sup-
ports the view of the wgdfyr. Who is this Ry ¢ Can this view
be referred to Sir R. Bhandarkar’s view about Va.lla,bhw, ‘The mysteri-
ous power which causes the differences by rendering certain quali-
ties imperceptible’. Vaishnavism ete., p. 161,
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s me, and the 9t t and W7 are er@=y with Br hman, the
AT does not become W nor Wivy i, This is  fact
evidenced by our everyday experience. %, i, @ ete,,
though sm=r with the &gz, there is no sa¥aTammRy. A ring,
a necklace, though as gold ornaments are srs=r with gold,
the ring does not become the necklace, nor the necklace
the ring. S'ankara, after once explaining the sttra
accurately, adds ‘aafy Wi « sErn Bere:, ‘qeagt axTGIRTL
TR sgtirae wEgeeT AGagn, qaf sEagateer-
egURIMER frrr srFEReE gIgwiY 9a T
TSI WFFA T R FgRaETRE AR The
instance of @gaein is approved of by Bhéskara and others,
but this latter addition is strongly criticised by R&manu,]a
The Wordmg of the stitra does not favour S’ankara s addi-
tion. Agam S'ankara wants to refer this stitra to IR,

g

Wh le the 1atter sﬁtra refers to i stage accordmg to

kara The Wordmg of the sitra cannot unquestionably
e taken to suggest S'ankara’s distinction, The words ‘@rai-
#aq. merely refer to the everyday experience. The ex-
perience is so very common that the Sttrakira does not
consider ‘it even desirable to point to any particular
instance to support his view. The view expressed by
S'ankara that @iiwr JivAtman is the same as Brahman, the
difference being caused by suifr, has been shown to be
not countenanced by the sttras of Bidardyana. In

sense, the Jivitman is no %t of Brahman, but - n s,
But the Stitrakira here wants to point out only this much,
that the Jada Jagat and the Chetana Jivdtman, though
both of them have their source in Brahman, still the Jada
does not become Chetana, nor Chetana Jada. Hence the

- § HRWAT is not open to any objection,

9
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Then we come to the shtra ‘GEI=qEIAT o sarfpe:’
2-1-14. This is one of the most important sttras in the
* Brahmamimins4, - Except Madhva, all the Acharyas are

ﬁunammous in their referrmg this sitra to a passage from
;the 6th prapithaka of the Chhﬁndogya ‘Bhéskara says
he has written a Bhishya on the Chhéndogya, but it is
not available, hence we shall have to satlsfy ourselves
with what he has observed on the question in his Brahma-
stitra-Bhashya 2-1-14.  When we look at the sitras of
Bidariyana as a whole, it appears clear that they fulfil
a double function, viz., removing doubts that might arise
through the aberrant genius of several Vedic thinkers,
and at the same time summarising the principal teachings
of the Upanishads. Thus the sttra ‘qga=raarsursariae:’
2-1-14 has been written to set aside the doubt caused by

words like stragm, amgda ete.  Accordingly, the Sttrakira
says that these words mean that cause and effect are sw=y,

Tt is to be noticed that the Stitrakéra does not say that
the effect is the same as the cause, but that they are sr=g.
! From the word ‘“m=reny’ one fails to work out the sense
‘that fyw has no existence. ‘g TGINT MFA A7 HARERT.
Neither the gft passage referred to, nor the wording of
stitra lends support to what S'ankara observes here:—‘q®rayr
TSHCRATBIRATAT HEEAART, TAT T GO ROrRI RT3
AT TETTEETAE,, TEANINETAE,, @AR  AIHFARATH-
e AR g gweaq’ 2-1-14.  This absolute nega-
tion of the existence of the 59w as such, is very seriously
criticised by Bhaskara, Riméinuja, Vijninabhikshu, Kesava
Bhatta Kashmirin and Vallabha. The text of the Chhin-
dogya here referred to is this:—gar Qe ghaves a5 g=q7
B gt faERY A a3t g, The meaning that -
naturally suggests itself from the text is this:—The know-
ledge of oneball of earth gives knowledge of all that is made
of earth, though there is a different name and also form
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f#@r-&7 (as Rangariménuja takes it ), or though there is
a difference of name and form, still all the things made of
earth are earth, and as earth they are @&. The passage
cannot certainly be taken to mean that effects like pot ete.,
do not exist at all like the mirage, but that they exist in
cause, they have no independent existence; the difference
in name does not create a new object independent of the
cause. Rightly does Vallabha observe:—‘arartast famy
A TRFAT Tulf, o fEl aeEsthees 9 g s
Sl qarT Q) &9 o7 FO TG, Faq: gf%ra'rawrﬁwra, AT~
TERIRGAT: AT TAAS, FH@ FROMAA, T Fegrasy . The
sage Uddalaka wants to teach his son S'vetaketu ‘the
knowledge of all by the knowledge of one’. Now the know-
ledge of ‘all' is possible only when ‘all' has existence
and is sra= with one; then only the knowledge of ‘one’
can produce the knowledge of ‘all” To explain this, the
sage Uddalaka gave three instances, from all of which the
relation of cause and effect is suggested—that is~Uddalaka
means to say that the relation between the world and
Brahman is the same that exists between the earthen pot
and earth, Brahman is the cause and the world is the
effect, the knowledge of cause Brahman produces the
knowledge of effect the world, the reason being that they
are er=y, as effect is st=r with the cause. From this it
is impossible to concede that the cause Brahman exists
while the world is non-existent, like mirage. The fact that
the Upanishad gives three instances of earth, gold, and
iron teaching the relation of cause omol effect, and nowhere
mentions any of the instances viz., (’éﬁm gieT ete., which -
Sankara so very zealously puts szcle by side with the above-
‘mentioned ones, in his Bhdshya on the Chhdndogya,as well
as here, suggests o very strong inference against Sankare
that the Sttrakara has in his mind not the doctrine of faad
of Slankara, b t the doctrine of aien® of Brahman alone,




and that the world is not an effect of illusion, but that of e
Brahman, the world is not a dream on a grand scale, but ?
a real positive somethmg which has its omgmoatzon existence ‘ ,
omol absorption in Brahman. True that in the sttra D
s qEEE weaEteraesTEr 8-2-3, the  Sttrakara | ] |
il  distinetly says that the @mafy is wramar, and whether we
take ‘@’ in the Bhiskara’s sense of Hﬁﬂmﬂgq'ﬂ or_in #
Nimbarka’s and Ramﬁ.nums sense of aﬂ_mcnéﬁ‘cﬂ; or in
Vallabha,s sense of wgITAHE, or in S’ankams sense of
ﬁ?{%{?ﬁﬂ'ﬁ or grf%rer%rm-a, the fact remains that according
to the Sttrakira, the world is frafi, from =y, aanﬁa a
g, that the @waf® may be #ramer, but the TRER 1S
not so, it is not wrTAT but sEreT and mEmasr.  Bhiskara
well observes in 8-2-8: @ gastmrRargenfy qmm:rﬁwsﬁwfa
gEEREE A AT deata. Again in CSevde
7 @A 2-2-29 he observes to the same effect—% g
FEAATTSTAAN AAEARAR XT3 agmri*wa fewr Jfesar,
afe aran 4 At @ g aaq g’ ete. The sttra
‘ara guese:’ ( 2- 2-28) also suggests that according to the
é’ Sttrakar the world is not a nonentity. Thus though
Ry the world is not a nonentity, it does not follow that the
Ly Sﬁtraké,ra takes it to be a separate entity from Brahm&n
and independent of it. This is what he drives at, in the
g sdaantyser.  The git passage also reads ‘@fyar 3 wg St
and not ‘gfada w@r, and the Sltrakira also words the
{ sttra as ‘agasaed’ and not ‘aftmeard’ or ‘G¥w’.  These facts
also go against S'ankara’s view of swfrqeaia, or sz,

From this, it follows that the view of the Sttrakira
is exactly similar to, if not actually the same, as S’ankara
tries to refute in 2-1-14:—'F=qqaras g, I9T TESIFAE:
QIRAFRRRA ARG AW, G TR e Aweraly g, g 3w
AT @ R AR, T TGICATHA BAGEGRAN AR,
T IEAN A TSUAARAAT AT, TAFART [
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e TR, AR g wAFvaA SrfreyRmsaaEy eaa
- R, O gaiesm sgeT wRsIRRRY 4 + 49 TRETFAIRAT,
TR s efaRa i T, aRoRe & aaree o o SEUES
war gd@’. The view expressed in these lines seems to be more
in harmony with the stitras of Bidarfyana, than Sankara’s
own view given in refutation of the same. His objection
T R e s afonaadd a7 99 aReg, ReRviaer
efe, is also groundless in face of ‘yig TRyTan. 2-1-27.
His other objections are met at length by Bhaskara, RAmA-
nuja, Kes'ava Bhatta and Nimbarka, but space at our dis-
posal forbids us from entering into the full discussion 6f the
same here. The gft 4 g s/ adawar w7 spi. a5 T

also teaches not “@ataray’ but ‘siemrs: @fray’. In the stage of

agarg the w9 does not cease to exist, but the consciousness
that &% is a different entity from Brahman vanishes, and
the consciousness that Brahman alone is g§ is generated.
Against S'ankara’s ‘stafawrma’ Vijndna-Bhikshu advances
a queer but not unreasonable argument thus:— ‘sysrermer=q-
R FETHITANH TR T, G AT, A AT, 1ok T, T
AR TR CAvTRER iRy o ST T GHRT-
A arafig wFqQ p. 281, fiy wrr. Ch. se. Bhiskara
also observes in 2-1-14 thus ‘T & g sRFTTEE S,
I QATAAAS  FREAT AT TETARR & Toin T
T TREARE Fardgwn, favTRs @ T saREe e
T MY G, TTATIFANT SA AT mrRagmireras
SRATIAT ST I, AT T AR R oy G-
TERREASTEE: @ X X X &l T s swt I gng
RIS AR TAITAIATHGTRIE I FIRGRRY Fraw g9y
AT AT TR Jo FEORE AT A pp. 99-100.  One
cannot but concede that the above-mentioned arguments

of Bhiskara havemuch force. Kes'ava Bhatta Kashmirin,
Rémanuja and Purashottama have also said much against

Sankara. All the writers on the Vedanta sttras, in some
form or other, ccept the wRwmwarg and ST, and  thi
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fact by itself is an almost certain indication that the
Sttrakdra has neither in his mind the doctrine of fad
nor ®erer of the world. In his zeal for ammarg Sankara
forgets to what he is being drifted when he remarks ‘a%a-
AR TR Rt aded wawined, ° oA
- ete. He himself feels conscious that Bidardyana’s
sEERERe and ‘S=@® a@ are being put to a strain.
The stitras following in this sifyzwr also confirm the view
expressed above. The stra 2-1-15, S’ankara reads also
as “TErElgesay. The explanation which follows this
stitra reading, according to S’ankara himself, confirms the
view that the world is only an sErereax of srgr as 9z of g=gs,
and as gz is a7y with g=gs so is the world with Brahman.
From this it is quite clear that according to the view of
the Sttrakira as interpreted by Sankara here, the ‘sra=ae’
does not mean ®wrd of W, but merely an srEIFAE.
The next sitr “gramEEa] also teaching the @xme “of
Jagat, confirms the smerer existing between a cause and

n effect. The stitras 2-1-19 and 20 also confirm the view
of sw=ge expressed above. Difference in &7 and i does
not produce a new substance, 7z may bein a different form
from the &= s, s10rs may perform different functions but still
the gz is s with q=gs, and sgrw, ete. ave =7 with AT,
‘grafraRERgIET. A. B.

The sttras ‘STgERIAHAR A7 &iwafs’ and Tl %
2-1-24-25  deal with the question that Brahman does nob
Teed any external grga. By its own natural powers like
gods it develops the universe out of itself. The sttras 2-1-26-
27 declare that as Veda teaches the sifige of srizasarT and

7 oRurr, there is no Fwgwfs or REgT@ars ?{iﬁtr The gf¥ °

is in itself, its powers are wonderful. ‘e Y Bl R
The sGtras 2-1-30-31 take up another similar question.

“qataar o FERERC ‘R OR R\ A9 Fgww’. Brahman is possess-

s
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ed of all powers, and even though ith sno organs, it creates
the universe etc., the Veda teaches so. S’ankara’s remark
on this g ‘sRifrgadtRwent sz g SEdeag=iar-
FlrrqeTQUAEawaT is quite out of place. The Sttra-
kéra declares the gdmimart of a5 as based on gz, Veda,
while S'ankara wants to refer it to erfaar.

Why should self-satisfied Brahman create this world
when it has no z@tsw to fulfil? To this question an
answer is furnished by ‘@Fag a1 Faeaq. 2-1-38. S'ankar
very beautifully explains the sltra thus:—aafy sremrsfrd
SEITEFEAAT JRAEENIMIR, qaIf WA 19T 3997, STIRRa-
afteara | % 7 S Sreraft Pikgmt sfeagaeda, O S
el SASYSEg TFI, gEmygR:, aesIteaayTaa, an-
ga:, g9ggaar’.  This is quite in the strain of the Sttra-
kira, and we cannot understand why after this beautiful
explanation, he thinks it necessary, practically against
the Sttrakira, to add ‘@ 3 swedfawa aftyl:, sfamEhaa-
AT TZLAACE,, AANAIANEA R IITIN N7 ey

The learned Sttrakéra has dealt with the question
that Brahman is the gurar #rw, and though it is SR
FW it is without any sort of f#wr, the fdtw being seb
aside by an implicit faith in the words of the texts of the
Veda. Now in 2-1-34-35-36, he deals with the question
that even though *Brahman is the efficient cause, even
though it is %7, it is not liable to the faults of partiality
and cruelty as Brahman allots fruits according to the
Karmas of the individual souls, The swreyarg is o ifE,
hence this is possible.

In the last sttra BAdarAyana removes all contradic-
tions by remarking that Brahman is g39dgs. In the previ-
ous e1fy#Tar, he said that sweyarg is eFfE, hence it was
possible for Brahman to allot fruits according to ##s of

1. This question is dealt at length in sfigfa=meorr.
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the individual souls, but this directly goes against the -
passage ‘3T @wdgwy wrdia. which distinctly teaches the
ww and swRk@g@ of Brahman. To such a difficulty
Bidarfiyana’s answer is on the same principles which he
has laid down in 2-1-27. The swarlipa of Brahman is
such. The siare may be srarfy, still 7er is u% and «fedd,
Brahman though giving fruits according to #ds is in-
dependent of it.  In short, it is possessed of all =s, there
is no contradiction as such.

According to the reasoning of S'ankara, the expla-
nation given by the Strakira in refutation of the 3w

' 38wy is quite out of place. According to him the fwsa
~and frgorar, the #ge of JivAitman and Paramatman are all
_ creatures of sREm and with the removal of erfmr, they
. vanish into nothingness.

To conclude, the Sttrakara holds that this world is
an effect of Brahman, is real. Brahman has, for its
&1 399, without any other xatstw, and without any organs
or any external means, by the natural powers of itself,
developed itself into the universe without itself undergoing

ny change. The world is srw=r with Brahman in all its
three stages. It has no existence independent of Brah-
man, but at the same time it is neither f=ar nor an absolute
non-entity. It is not a #ad of Brahman, but a real wilful
gRomy of Brahman, It is srengfy and smeaaRary or s@isl
and FEraRorm., @y, i, 956, Twwrg, @i@n @ and others,
have nothing to do with it so far as its primary cause is
being investigated.

Lib r ti

The fourth chapter of the Brahma-stitras deals with
the question of liberation. The first pAda deals with the|
question of sfa=gRw or liberation in life of the Brahmavid. |
The knowledge of Brahman puts an end to s good
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and bad which have not begun to be enjoyed, 4-1-18-14-15. -
After the knowledge of Brahman is acquired, the s,
which are then performed, donottouch thesm®g. The body®
of the srarig continues to liveso long as his siieeasds are
not ended, 4-1-19. When the body? falls away, he becomes
joined with Brahman. 3Agnihotras ete., which are fv@Fs,
are to be performed by the m@fag, for they are useful in the
acquirement of s, This is the general reasoning of the
Sttrakira, but this reasoning directly goes against that of
S'ankara. According to S'ankara, ##, zdT, everything is
the creature of nescience. By the amagm, the srfr is
destroyed, and when the stfamr is destroyed, its effects wiz.,
&9, 4% etc., must also vanish, on the principle that effect
and cause are =7, and that in the absence of cause, the
effect cannot exist. So there comes in the impossibility of
sfa=gfaw, for, with the rise of far, the stfar with its effect
AT ete., is destroyed, and the =@y becomes Brahinan
at once. If this position is not accepted as being contra-
dicted by our experience, then two alternatives come in
viz., either the sr@ar= is not thoroughly obtained, in which
case there is no sfg=gf, or if sraraTa is obtained, then body
ete,, which continue to exist after the amr of etfrar are not
creatures of srfdgr.  From this it appears that the body
ete., continue to exist even after the acquiremeunt of Fargr,
. the difference being that, after sgmm, %% and its products
ZidT ete., do not touch him ( marfrg). The s@fag performs
Fds, but these %#s are s@®ds, and not his own. It is
worthy of note that the Sttrakira says ‘ei2w,” meaning
thereby that ##s do not touch the sarfrg. He becomes
argwr.  Thus though the srfg is living and doing every-

1. gefyma sorqaiadeRardl qaadara 4113, saveqady:
ary g 4-1-14. W?T(ﬁﬂa‘ﬁiﬁr 77 g g4 agga: 4-1-15.

2. A Raal gufgearg goey 4-1-19.

3. B{fgrirﬁ'rﬁ g eRIATAT agAA, 4-1-16.
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thing, he is untouched by good or bd ction. His 1i-
tence is for the enjoyment of #ds begun 10 be enjoyed.

This seems to be the view of the Sutrakira bout sfe=gfd.

| Sankara himself remarks that this has reference to II-
| frar, in fdwfr there is no need of mentioning this.
| queng Atz FET O A | g T AR st 9T
' fygferer Frare SR | ERATREGTRTT AT ST B AT
et werR e Rifomert g frarat qafty Rae i, g
| s, FauRrefte: | 4-1-13. o ,

When the sweasds are ended by enjoyment by the
body, that body of the Brahmavid falls away. The second
a7 describes the process by which the body is dissolved.
The serifea of frgrr and  sifagL is common to a certain
extent, of arétadw. The gL then passes by =rarferaT.
£.9-16. In 4-2-13, ‘@S FHFIH S'ankara remarks:—q@ERE-
B sreeR: regeeaT: frgfand SRy FYaRT SAEdd, STead-
qea | 7 T FEEE: GITAEAER S e TEAEFAT: IR Al
e, ROREWTATE, | e FE awad 3 STt gIA G-
wairnd gaata .’ The sepra here spoken of by the
Sttrakara is quite consistent with his arrangement. In the

first g the Stitrakdra describes the state of 'ggxﬁifi.n _ﬁfe",

in the seggndé:g_' e, inthethjldhov&and by ‘which path

o reaches Brahman (), and in the fourth the &w the

aaﬁz;en.]oysaftwér reaching “Brahman. In this general
arrangement the Stitrakira nowhere expressly says that
the @t 1@ and @y have no reference to the s, The
question of g is altogether different, which is possi-
ble only through the singular grace of Brahman. In
case of the favoured sgifrg, there is no detention even
for enjoying ecedwds. His Twds  are taken away
by his sons, good ##s by his friends and bad ones by his
enemies. ‘@@ AT JAGUART EEE: WIFAT few=a: qrogarm.
Bad riyana suggests this in ‘et =nfy * FwgwErs 4-1-17,
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Thus, through the grace of Brahman, the &3s are ended,
and the sgrRg at once enjoys Brahman. This is only

suggestion which is not possible to carry further than
this. All the srrmds refer to Jaimini and Bédariyan
by the word sw, and refer the gfy passage to Fwoms.
But the objection to this view as is pointed out by
Vallabha is that Jaimini is not spoken of either before
or after in this wg 4-1, and that qrs@r cannot be FFIRTT.
Whatever it may be, it seems almost impossible that Ba-
darfyana views the wiigR as belonging to wifizRwa. In
the third pida of the fourth chapter after describing the
stations through which the soul of the mmifyg passes

by the path of %aa, Bidardyana says that the safig

reaches Brahman from where there is no return. In the
s me pAda BAdardyana mentions two views of Badari
Who ‘holds that the final goal to which the Brahmavid
1s said to reach 18 m, and of 2J a1m1n1 who holds that the
final “goal to which the Brahmawd reaches is 9ggr, and
not sw@®e.  S'ankara accepts” the view of Badari and
rejects that of Jaimini, In ‘w9 s} sRoeafrEfy 4-3- 14,
S'ankar takes great pains to show that the wfygfis re

not to be accepted in their | prlmary sense, but as referring

to o lower Brahman they are to be finally rejected.  The

prmcxpal reasons which led S’ankara to reject the wiigfrs
in their primary sense are expressed by him thus—%

wﬁmﬁmwm@yﬁwmmﬁwm%Tmﬁnmwws
@R 9 Tges ReraurOgEaTEIIEY, R 7o
wafra a1 SS9 e O g R g giaeiesdh a iy f
ARy i feer | agiish T serfr aaieasdss adwat 93-
wH SAMTITFNS | THGUEARRGAT TlRgTT: ° 4-3-14. S. B.
N. 8. p. 497. From this o e sees th t S'ankara’s main
difficulty consisted in the ‘sr&wa’ or & between the wfy-

R nd the sumwe of Brahman. In the abse ce of w,

1. 4-3-7-11, . 4- -11-14.
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says he, there is no reason why the sRgfs should be
accepted in their primary sense. His other explanations
viz., ‘FHsf sRgtEiE B’ and ‘@gwst s@lt x o x
sraes, are questions of plausibilities which stand or fail
with the main argument. From what has been stated
bove it is important to note that S'ankara does not
adduce any sttra of Bidariyana in support of his theory,

~ and therefore the sustained reasoning that he has worked

‘out for 1e3ect1ng the :rf%fgféf loses all its force. Before
we examine his arguments in favour of the rejection of
the wiigfs and insistence of the ffERwyRs, let us advert
to the question of the srgwg. It is admitted on all hands,
that the wfigfis, as they stand, do present a contradiction
with the =saraseT of Brahman. But on this ground alone,
it would not be proper to reject the wiigfys. With this
we have to bear in mind what the learned Stitrakéra has
said about Brahman and the letter of the Veda. Asa

faithful interpreter of the sfitras of Bédardyana, one has

to abide by his reasoning and conclusion. The position
of the learned Sﬁtrakma with regard to this question
would be the same which he assumed in 2-1-26-27, ‘gag

| gsggeard . The difficulty put forth by S'ankara arises

only when unlike the Strakira one fails to put an im-
| plicit faith in the letter of the Veda. In the wagswrorme
as is written by the Sttrakira, one is surprised, why
S'ankara tries to modify and correct not only the clear
sense of the ggr”crs but that of the sttras also. The
result of this is often unpleasant when one sees that
S'apkara’s modified interpretation not only goes against
the wmdlncr of the sitras, but dlreetly contradicts what
he hlmself has just sald 1loefore In this connection,
‘Bhiaskara rwhtly defines the position of the Stitrakira

1. Second interpretation of syreeewarfiysvu, Second interpretations
in 2-1-27, 2-1-29, are instances out of many.

¥R T
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in his Bhishya on page 238, 4-3-18, thus:—‘Twaras T5g
+ + 7 ArAFAGARERIA!, TAYTEFLN f amgTeay.  Thus
Bhéskara sees no difficulty in accepting wfygfas in their
primary sense and s¥r9#er of Brahman Vallabha’s position
is also similar. According to him the wfagfs has no con-
tradiction with the =m®a of Brahman for both are taught
by Veda, and that Brahman’s swarlpa is such as would
admit the possibility of both the alternatives. Vallabha’s
commentator also observes on page 1368:— =, atfy s

s31 T% 3R SATAT TSRSATTHSY AN HedAr AT U (F. AL FE
B. S.S.). On the question of nfagfs Ramanuja, Nimbérka,
Madhva, Vallabha, S'reekanth and Bhéskara are
all at one, and this seems to be a strong ground to hold
that the Sttrakira had never in his mind the difficulty
of ‘eréwa’ between the wfygfy and the swww@m. The
Sttrakira’s attitude is the one declared by Vallabha in
1-1-4., ‘Rregadam=ged g saa ygue. It follows therefore,
that S'ankara’s interpretation of the wfigfs in the
S1gfrE sense is not viewed by any other commentator with
favour, and we cannot but think that here also S'apkara
is not faithful to the Satrakéra.

S'ankara has however paid very serious attention to
this question. The following are the arguments advane-
ed by him in 4-8-14-S. B. N. S. pp. 497-502:

B {(1) Brahman is s,

1 |(2) Brahman is MR

' (3) Jiva is srRQaIRea.

(4) wiaglrs refer to ATERT

" 1 (5) No wfi is spoken of in axiar. .

Y (6) The distinction between a7 and rgEET is based

b on the gfa passages. ' '
«(7) wa is due to g . ‘ ‘
~/(8) Jaimini’s view is mentioned by the Sttrakara
later for the development of intellect ( & R\ )

e
y
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The first objection is met by Bhiskara nd Vallabh
by showing the possibility of s as being due to Wstw®
Y. ‘AR AR ganrERAaEl RRgegsaady:’ says
Bhaskara in 4-8-18. 9 ¥ AUFE AT (9%, HISTHNT
BT SEIERAAR, IR A TREATER T W RS
says V llabha in 4-3-14.

The second and third obJect1ons re answered by

what has been said before in reference to Brahman nd
the human Soul.

- It has been shown that the Sttrakira does not hold
the distinction between ot and sawsr@ma, hence the fourth
and sixth objections are answered. This question has
been exhaustively treated by Vallabha’s commentator on
pages 186" to 1365. A. B. P. B. s. s., and by Bhéaskara in
4-8-18; and but for want of space we should have quoted
the same in full here.

The fifth objection is dealt with by Bhiskara thus:—
‘T ArertTiE afe: shuar, gadisy Swog, qelEr TaEr s
4-3-18. Then he quotes from =R, sw, 9@, T,
T, guor and q9EST, to support his view that there is
NEE) 111 qEar.

The tendency of the Sttrakira is to accept the gfas
alw ys in their primary sense, hence T is in the primary
ense, and not in a secondary sense, as due to garfr. Thus

the 7th ob3ect1on is answered.

The last objection is certainly very weak. One does
not understand why the Sttrakira should put his do-
ctrine in the mouth of Bidari, why he should place the
Rig=a view first and '@rcra:r view after it. S'ankara says
that it is done with a view to develop intellect ¥ 1. True,
b t since this is  solitary unusual ecircumstance, one
must be thoroughly convinced before he accepts S'ankar ’s

1. ee Appendix. A.
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view. It ppe rs that S’ nkar ’s interpret tion tho gh
fairly correct so far s the sitras are concerned, become
altogether opposed to the view of the stitrakdr the mo-
ment S’ankara’s interpretation is viwed in the light of his
‘Esoteric doctrine’ in the words of Dr. Deussen. Once it
is shown that there is rveal sgmam, the sttras of Bidars-
yana become quite consistent. The holy “words ‘et
e, Sargfy: @sgr’, teaching the non-return of those
who have reached Brahman, cannot with justice be re-
ferred to a secondary hypothetical sense, for an ultimate
“rejection. That Bidarfyana should begin and end with
stitras which can on no account be reconciled with S’ n-
kara’s reasoning, leads one to suppose that there is a flaw
in S'ankara’s reasoning so far as his faithfulness to the
Sttrakéira is concerned. Riméinuja and Nimbarka hav
clearly an advantage over S'ankara in this, that their
views evolve from the Sttras of Bidariyan with less
difficulty, When the Stitras and S'ankara’s commentary
dealing with his o1 &er are compared, one cannot but
honestly admit that there is a clear contradiction betwee
the two. Sltras, viewed in the light of S’ankara’s esoteric
doctrine, lose all their force in their criticisms of Sinkhya,
Kinida and other systems. Thus, itis not right with
S'ankara to deprive the sifgfas of their primary signific nce,
for it is a view not favoured by Badariyana, or at le st
we are not in a position to s pport it from the sdtr s.
Having established in the third a1z that the Brahmavid
re ches Brahman, or rather is 'led there, the fourth arg des-
cribes the mode of his enjoyment there. After reaching
Brahman, the Brahmavid gets *enferara, but all the same
3he is st with Brahman. For the sake of enjoyment,
he becomes manifest in a new form which, though srfEwss

1. sigdtmrsgaimadty A SwaINTg aohga 4-3-15. 2. gm-
gifela: & gem@ 441 o sRaEe e 444




0

! with Brahman, is % according to Jaimini; *Rrgw accord-
_ing to Audulomi, while T according to °*Badaré-
yana; there is no Q7 between Jaimini’s and Audulomi’s
" views, as both are possible according to Béadardyana.

Being st with Brahman the Brahmvid derives every-
thing by Brahmau’s *g%e7. Like Brahman he is “sta=arfaafy.

| There is adifference of opinion between the views of Bidari
- and Jaimini, the °former believes in the absence of 7€ ete.,
- of the =mfyg, while the "latter believes in the presence

of QT etc., on the authorxty of Chh. U. 7-26-2, ®while
Bé,darﬁ,yana believes in both the views, (Swafgw). With

" these méiT ete., the Brahmavid enjoys dm.  The “absence

of &t spoken of in gfy has ref‘erence to @, and gfys

~teach1ng AT refer to ¥afy. The Y3 of the Brahmavid
s limited to the extent that he cannot like Brahman

create Jagat., His "a¥ is eternal. With “*Brahman the
Brahmavid by =mar form enjoys eternally. He **does not

" eturn to Sansira.

This seems to be the general outline of the mode in
which the Brahmavid enjoys in the Brahmaloka. The
Brahmaloka is eternal. In this there is a general agree-

ment among Raménuja, Nimbirka and Vallabha The

slitras of Ba,da,rayana stand naturally recouciled with

‘the above view. There is no suggestion in these sltras

of the ideal of Moksha which S’ankara mentions in 1-1-4.

L. s SifrraearaTRv: 4-4-5. 2. faf qemrd 1 AT RETRE g
. 4-4-6. 3. qagq-q-raﬁ{jmranqﬁi‘m arra:{rzrvr 44T, 4. GerRy ga’@%

4-4-8. 5. o ug =raETiIgh: 4-4-9. e, AT ATERITE BT, 4410,

2 1 R G T

7. wrg S ey 4-4-11. 8. graEzEIIHARY aratram‘tsa 4-4-12,

9. mwrx&?wa«:m&mrﬁsga% 4-4-16. 10, a‘ﬂas:omvr(ar—? SHRTRG AR

qerg 4-4-17. 11, Rara 5 gl fafare 4-4-19. 12, ATHETE-
fésmfa 4-4-21. 13, gl eare sramaf: gearg 4-4-22.

e
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‘@ g IRATF g, siwaaienh, TaRfeRRS, e,
e, washfiaaag, 37 gdEd e w9 w7 SEd,
qERTdeE Aarerw’.  “As may be seen from this passage,
the conception of Liberation contains the same characte-
ristics as serve, as a rule, to define Brahman; and indeed,
Brahman and the state of liberation are identical terms;
for liberation is nothmg else than the becoming one with
Brahman, or rather, since the identity of the Soul with
Brahman has always subsisted and has only been hidden
from it by an illusion, liberation is nothing else but the
awakening of the consciousness that our own self is
identical with Brahman. Accordingly, in liberation
there is no question of becoming which does not already
exist, but only of the attainment of the knowledge of
what has existed from all eternity. It is because of this,
that liberation is not accomplished through any sort of
work, nor through moral improvement, but by knowledge
alone.” System of Vedénta. p. 401. It is absolutely
clear that this reasoning cannot be traced to any sttra
of Bidardyana. S’ankeuas conception of Tiberation has
muph in common Wwith that of the Sankhya The hwhest
aim of the Sa,nkhya is to free himself from the w=fy, so
the greatest aim of S'Ankara is to free himself from
the ‘Bﬂ%‘r%rr. With the destruction of s, its creatures,
viz., his Jivatva, his sy, everything vanishes, and he
remains what he was, viz,, Brahman, the subject of all
negations except existence, That this view is foreign to the
stitras of Badalayana can be seen from the summary of
the sGtras given above. S'ankara’s attempts to force up
his doctrines in dirgetr and Badari suggest his departure
from the lines of the Sttrakira. His attempt to reconcile
Audulomi’s view with that of Jaimini on the authority

L. Vide Stpkhya Karika 62-68. and Vachaspatimis'ra’s gaaigat.
11 .
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of Badarayana in 4-4-7, ‘CAYIRRIESARGEATH errazr:m

results in a contradiction. He says: ‘zaafy qrttrrrq%aa-
SIS STTEeET ety seErareEsTae AE-
AICTRTIAER RS argem srn3t #=rq’.  The contradie-
tion arises from the fact that there come in U3, ete,
creatures of Ignorance after the Ignorance is destroyed.
GlovindAnanda thus puts it ‘srereRAEIMEGR@TRARAAIL
Fq engrRETaan 57, Vide also smprsgg@mar pp. 1396-1401.
The liberation in the sense of BAdariyana is not merely the
end of miseries, but also the attainment of ever-lasting bliss.

Co cluio .

From what has been said before, it follows that the
Sutrakira’s conception of Brahman is at great variance
with that of ®ankara. As Dr. Thibaut observes:—
 ‘They do not set forth the distinction of a higher
and lower knowledge of Brahman, that they do not
acknowledge the distinction of Brahman and Is'wara
in S'apkara’s sense’ Vedanta Sutras. I p. 100.
According to the Sttrakira, the Brahman is possessed of
all attributes, and all wonderful powers, By its very
swarlipa, it is possessed of all contradictory attributes.
The negative vedic passages like ‘Afy 3f¢” deny in Brahman
all the earthly attributes, while those like ‘@d=ry:’ etc.,
affirm in Brahman all divine attributes. Thus Brahman
is 3¥wgf T as is accepted by Vallabha and ’\Tlmbcuka, The
absolute negatlon of all attributes, and descrlbmg Brah-
man as RT9RW, is a view which does not find any expres-
sion in the stitras of Bidardyana. The subject of nega-
tion in negative Vedic passages has reference to. what is
non-Bra.hman as is remarked by the author of Bhashya-
Prakisa. B. S. S. p. 953 ‘qAMSTARY q 937 T TG TS
AR Fiafy, 7 w9 Reapal ghfwaday.  Neither is
Brahm  devoid of U attributes. ‘st fRiwmi srarsiy g
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RERwemgmEgdRaefy der?. Anoe B P.op. 48
This Brahman which is spoken of in the Upamshads a

QR AR or as ‘gdF@’ is 1 independent &]. It is Sad-Chid-
Ananda. For the sake of sport alone it develops itself
into the universe, but unlike the Pantheism of Spinoza, s
is shown by Sir Ramakrishna Bhandarkar, it is not ex-
hausted into the universe, but remains transcendent. Re-
siding in the heart, it becomes sr=a=ifr, and existing out-
side, though ‘agamya’, becomes ‘gamya’ by meditation and
devotion, when it likes. It is the fountain-source from
which all activity, all intelligence, all joy proceed. It is
Brahman which evolves names and forms, and makes srex-
Faq =qrd.  The universe with its immense diversity has its
source in Brahman. The human souls have their source in
Brahman. The Brahman of the sGtras is not only a
personal God, but it is one of its phases. Brahman is
avyakta when one tries to find Him by means of intellect

 alone, but becomes == through meditation and devotion.
'The innermost soul of the human souls is Brahman, hence

it is to be meditated upon as the smegs. 4-1-8. The in-
finite® variety is united in the Brahman. Sages like
Vimadeva, in the stage of Brahma-Bh4va, have expe-
rienced this Sarvatva. Brahman is sigegq in the uni-
verse by Sad, Chid, and Ananda. It follows from this,
that the author of the stitras follows a process quite
opposite to that of S'ankara’s, in working out his Pan-
theism. e does not deny everything of Brahm n, but

s B

unlike S’ankara, affirms everything of Brahman

In the case of the human soul also, the view of the
Sttrakira is opposed to that of S'ankara. As Dr. Thibaut
puts it, thestitras ‘do not, with S'ankara, proclaim the abso-

L. srfrquaestis areafa = | 2 v @99t GaWTY GarTRERiTIa 4
[FNAR g, | Apu Bhashya B. 8. 8. p. 262, 1-1-29.
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lute identity of the md1v1dual and the highest Self.” Intro-
duction to Vedinta Stitra I. 12 100. According to the St-
trakéra, the human soul springs out of Brahman as spark
out of fire. It is atomic. It is part-sta of Brahman, and as
the iz of sifrq, Brahman, it is sm=r with it. It is Kartri
and Bhoktri, but its activity has its source in Brahman.
In the stage of Brahmabhéva it experiences ®yw, ete,
with its Anutva. It is neither an ey nor a sRfda of
Brahman. It is not a creature of nescience, nor is it
the same as Brahman differentiated by etiar. It is not
a non-entity but a real entity.

As regards the universe also, Bidarfyana and San-
kara are opposed. As Dr. Thibaut puts it:—‘They do not
hold the doctrine of the unreality of the world.’ Accord-
ing to the Stitrakira, the universe has for its material
and efficient cause Brahman alone. Though Brahman
alone is the material cause, it does not undergo any
change while developing itself into the universe. As
efficient cause Brahman is neither cruel nor unjust. The
world is era=r with Brahman, in the sense that the effect is
sty with the cause. As the effect exists in the cause in all
the three stages of origination, existence and absorption,
similarly the universe, in all its three stages, exists in
Brahman, and is s=7 with it. It is a real development
of Avikrita Brahman. The Sttrakira does not, like
S'ankara maintain that the universe is a dream on a
grand scale. He does not hold that the universeis a
ﬁgment of nescience. The universe has for its cause
Brahman, still there is an lnﬁmte varlety in effects. The

\creatmn of the universe is a Keval Lil4 of Brahman and
i not a Maya.

From the description given of the path leading to
Brahman, and the mode of enjoyment of 4% in the
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fourth Adhydya, th conception of Moksha, according
to the Stitrakdra, is different from that of Sankara. It
is a stage attained by a gradual course of spiritual deve-
lopment, and not a stage which has existed at all times,
but which is concealed through s, and which is re-
vealed by the destruction of s, |

From the stitras of Bidarbyana like ‘smwsd: oo
a1, we distinetly understand that the Sttrakira favours
the oRurra and not the tradarg of Sankara. In this
respect, as is shown before by a quotation from Sir R.
Bhindirkar’s Vaishnavism ete., Vallabha’s sarqftoms is the
one approved of by the Sttrakira. It should not be Suppos-
ed that thereby either of them accepts the proposition
that Brahman thereby undergoes any R, According
to both of them, ,E{i]??}ar{’ﬁ causality and transcendency
are' both possible.  In all the instances given by the
Stitrakira, and in the older Upanishads, nowhere do we
find any instance given, which Sankara so very often
quotes to support his doctrine of f=d. This fact sug-
gests a very strong inference against him. Where the
gt gives the instance of 73 and w5z, Sankara tries to
incorporate gfn and Toa. Vide redtvsarey, VI

There is again a distinction to be drawn as to the
attitude of the Sttrakira and S'ankara towards other
systems. S'ankara’s attitude to the giefimrar seems to be
very hostile, while RémAnuja and Bhiskara look _upon
both the Mimansis as forming one SAstra. Upavarsha,
whose view, Bhiskara follows, is said to have written one
Bhishya on the two Miminsds. Vide HARECTST . 6. and
SIAAIHR. P, 47, According to Sankara, nothing re-
mains to be done in the stage of sErearanR. ‘TErCTARG .
gl Brr weaserEcrgsie 57 Aergd. S B, 1-1-4, p. 18.
This absolute rejection of ##s cannot be traced to any




sttra of Bidardyana. In 4-1-16, the faris like stfirdy
etc., are to be performed by the Brahmavid. This would
go to show that the Brahmavid has not to reject the
performance of #ds, but the mode of performance is
different. Again in 3-4-26, ‘@qier = qqrRgRATa.,” the
absolute disregard of ##& is not accepted. It cannot be
taken that the two MiméAnsis form one S’dstra, but the
mutual helpfulness cannot be denied. Vide Anu Bhishya
P 42. and pp. 110 to 114. Vide also 3-3-1-25 sfitras.

While meeting the S&nkhyas, Kéansdas, and the
Bauddhas, S'ankara follows the Stitrakara in maintaining
the strict reality of the universe, and the causality of
Brahman; but once that is done, he rejects the same view,
consigning it to wfar. S'ankara has been rightly and repea-
tedly charged with these contradictions by his opponents.

From what has been said above, we come to the
conclusion that S'ankara’s esoteric doctrine, viz., the May4-
vida is the development of the Sinkhya and Buddhistic
i;éﬁéts, ‘blended with misinterpretations of the passage
of the Brihadiranyaka Upanishad, referring to the
creation of the dreaming soul on the lines of
Gaudapida, and it has nothing to do with the sttras
of BAdariyana. After showing numerous contradictions
in the system of Sankara from his Bhishya, Col.

Jacob remarks:—To me, therefore, it seems impossible to

come to any other conclusion than-that the Rfreiaarfis,

or some similar school, were in possession of the field in

S'ankara’s time, and that his own mind was so saturat-
ed with their doctrines as to be unable to shake them

off even when propounding an antagonistic system.”

Vedinta-Sara. - Intro. p. 9. This suggestion of Col.
Jacob is as original as it is true. If we take Sankara’s
Bhashya, and do away with those portions which superim-

. 1
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pose his doctrine of srfymr, from what is left of his
commentary, a general system, representing Bidardyana’s
view, can fairly be worked out. Vallabha’s Anu Bhishy

seems to answer the above description. When we read
Col. Jacob’s remark with the observations of Sir R.
Bhandarkar, pp. 160-161. Vaishnavism ete., the inevit-
able conclusion one comes to is this, that BAdariyana
represents in his stitras a system which corresponds with
one which Vallabha propounds in his Bhéishya, viz.,
‘The development of Purushottama inte the world and
at the same time his transcendency p. 161. Vaishnavism.

That S'ankara himself was conscious of such a doctrine can
be seen from his Bhishya in passages like ‘ag waizsr=as-
WA, TROAE, S wreetaada; 2. 1. 14, O I iTHe s
FRHFET TEIT: FROAGTIAT G A g i, aggeand,
R AT gaoidar  SACTIEAMAAT ST H S HROH TR
2.2.26. p. 246. Thus while dealing with Sipkhya,
Bauddha and others, he puts forth Bidarfyana’s doctrine,
but that being done, he rejects BidarAyana’s view, and
puts forth his own. Hence the conclusion is that Badara-
yana and S'ankara both hold different, if not opposed,
views. Rao Bahadur Rangacharya has published a
book, called adfrgr=adag of S'ankardchirya. This book is
different from that of Madhava’s. The noteworthy
feature of Rangacharya’s book is that fourteen motas are
mentioned there, the last two of which refer to Vedavyasa
and Vedinta. And though this view of Vedavyisa pur-
ports to be based on the Mah&bhirata, there is a signifi-
cant fact that S’ankardchirya, the author of the book,
drew a distinction between the two views. Other writers
also refer to two views of Vedinta which go to show that
Badarfyana and S'ankara hold different views. In the
Tatparya Tika of the =merass, 4-1-19, a veference to the
two views = thus m de:—‘ar gy TWEIIT: FANNIE:,
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At g S wheAl, Te TRl aRuad ghee T -
TR, 7 o U Megearara:, RuAsh  geameaa. aeanas
Tr@aman:, gz afeT avd T fHeew, g Fales atmy,’ ‘et
T AT AMF A TIATII, THETIIANIA RadS gaRT ChaaEan-
FIMRIAIFAT ARETANR, a9 tag g, It is quite
clear from this quotation that even Naiyfyikas had to
draw a distinction between the mgmftumr of Bidariyana
and fEqarg of S'ankara. Moreover, Sankara’s preference
for the views of Bidari, Kasakritsna and Audulomi, sug-
gests the inference that S'ankara had in his mind a system
different from that of the Stitrakira. To add to this,
S'ankara’s own statement, at the close of the introduction
of his srsrgwrey, suggests the same conclusion, as is pointed
out by R. B. Rangacharya, ‘that the aim of S’ankari-
chirya was to try to evolve what he himself took to be
the teachings of the Upanishads out of the Vedinta
Sttras of Bidaryana-that is, to put into the stitras what,
he himself understood to be the teachings of the Upa-
nishads,’ and not what BidarAyana understood them to
be. ‘orar mrmd: et AFAEl QA FEwer ACEAAEET
seaitew: . Even orthodox Advaiting seem to accept
this view in a general sort of way, and there is a stanza
attributed to Madhustdana Sarasvati which gives a not-
ably clever expression to it. The stanza is:

T W T ramvad qEre gyl 9 qae
Tty & Gmfrarfastd & sw R grawd

It is evident from this that it is granted by some
Advaitins themselves, that the Vedanta stitras of Vyssa
are not responsible for the whole philosophy of Sankari-
chirya: and one need not therefore be surprised when one
sees them occasionally making a distinction between the
Sttrakdra mate and the Bhdshyakdra mata. The distinc-
tion between a Vydsa mata and a ‘Ve‘d@@t‘& ‘mata as

R —
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brought out in the Sarva-SiddhAnta-Sangraha clearly
conﬁrms the posmon of Dr.Thibaut as to what kind of
Vedanta it is, that is really represented by the Vedant

Sttras” Introduction to S. 8. of Rangacharya pp. 16-17.
From this it appears that so far as the stitras of Badari-

yana are concerned, S'ankara’s claim to be the faithful ex-
positor is very weak.

The question asto whether Bidariyana’s or S'ankara’s
teachings stand nearer to the Upanishads, though to the
orthodox appears at the first sight absurd, is rather
very interesting. Gough, Deussen and Thibaut have
declared in S'ankara’s favour, Our subject forbids us from
entering into this question, but certamly we cannot
concede that the question is settled. The views of Gough
and Deussen are not entitled to as much weight as that of
Thibaut, since the former two do not seem to have looked
to anything except S'ankara’s interpretations, while th
latter had the advantage of being familiar with a powerful
critic of S'ankara viz.,, Raminuja. Hence let us hear what
he says on p. 124 of his Introduction to Vedinta Sttras

. ‘S'ankara’s method ( of higher and lower Brahman )
thus enables him in a certain way to do justice to different
stages of historical developments; to recognize clearly
existing differences which other systematisers 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, more capable of amalgamating
heterogeneous material than other systems; but its funda- |
mental doctrines are manifestly in greater harmony with
the essential teaching of the Upanishads than those of
the other Vedantic systems. .Above we were unable to
allow that the distinction made by Sankara between
Br hman and Is'vara is known to the Up nish ds, but

==
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we must now admit that if, for the purpose of determining
the  ture of the highest being, a choice had to be made
between those texts which represent Brahman as nirgun
and those which ascribe to it personal attributes, S'ankar
is right in giving preference to texts of the former kind.
x %X X The older Upanishads, at any rate, lay very little
tress upon personal attributes of the highest being, and
hence, S'ankara is right in so far as heassigns to his hypos-

tatized personal igvara a lower place than to his absolute
Brahman. That he also faithfully represents the prevail-
ing spirit of the Upanishads.” x x ‘If so, the philosophy
of S'ankara would on the whole stand nearer to the teach-
ing of the Upanishads than the Sttras of BidarAyana.
p. 126.  This may be or may not be, much can be said
on ‘both sides, but there is one thing which needs be
pointed out here, and it is this. For the purpose of
determining the highest Being, Bidariyana or any Vaidika
Achiry would not like to make choice between the two

1. Compare Jayagopala’s introduction to his ¥fgdgwes:—as
AEZUATRINARE T, HA FASYOIgRAIHaTRa AT RaAT:, Hraw & -
gRAME IR, 747 Mrearfiizonafgea: | ae @?gmhw
smfﬁﬁvwwzmﬂﬁm%{ﬁrmﬂ EFEE GRS gt
TRT T TARAATEIRSY 7 AT, 991 IR N goentaingaz: |
H1a el R RarRE:, 47 g E TR | v
=N AR At e, aar geaoad R fEEy: | wae
g maRReIRdRreR R T e R RrarRaT:, gar gt
taefeRT g it raREmeaTa g mm‘awﬁmﬂaﬁ‘iqﬁﬁsﬁﬁ
rgafrET Rt R | wE R T -
gaERR ReraTanTf fargrre Faraaraan ok, 40wt -
ggg: | Vide also Sir R. Bhandarkar’s re ark:—The opinion express-

ed by some eminent scholars that the burden of the Upanishad teach-
ing is the illusive character of the world and the reality of the one
soul only, is anifestly wrong, and I may even say, is indicative of
an uncritical judg ent. As sta,ted in the text, the Upanishads, from
the very nature of the co pilatipns, cannot but be expected to teach
not one, but any syste s of doctrine. Vaishnavis . p. 2. note 2.

| M-
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sorts of Vedic passages, but he would refer them both to
Brahm n, or, in. the words of Vallabha, the Sttrakér *
posﬂnon would be this:—*qur areqmifkgugw enfaf TR
| AT F A A AaR, egadediv g ae quang
A.B. p. 121. If Bidarfiyana were to accept a position
like this, his Brahman would be capable of am lgamat-
ing more heterogeneous material than Sankar ’s highex
and lower Brahman put together, Preference and glvmg
prommence to one sort of Vedic passages results in rejec-
tion and ignoring of others, and to believers in the infallible
wisdom and eternity of the Vedas, such a one-sided
preference would be fatal tohis claim to be called a Vaidika.
The duty of the Vaidika is to interpret the sense of Ved
; and not to subordinate one to the other. ‘smarg=ns siiag
 waEl AT TigAgE O 1. 4. 8.p. 150, S. B. (text. N.S.P).
| “af SearFArat FeRRdeet seTdmTRi g% ke, @
! AR 1 8-2-15 p.p. 857. S. B. text. Thus according to
. S'ankar lso, the authoritativeness of Saguna and Nirgun
Vedic passages is equal, and so far as the learned Sttra-
kéra accepts both sorts of gfts nd refers them both to
his highest Being, Brahman, his interpretation must with
justice be preferred to that of either S’ankara who gives
prominence to Nirguna gi¥s; or Riménuja, Madhv , “nd
others, who put forth only Saguna gfts. In this respecﬁ
Bﬁ,darayana is followed by Vallabha alone. Henoe except
in reference to Vall bh , Dr. Thibaut would not be quit
wro g in saying that &' ankara by accepting two Brahm n
viz., Saguna and Nirguna gives some scope to 1l the ¥fis,
while other systematisers like RAm&nuj and Madhv do
c st into the background the Nirguna fis; but Dr.
Thibaut’s claim that S'ankara’s system would stand nearer
to the Upanishads than that of Bidariyana cannot be
accepted as unchallenged, since Badarfyana’s mode of inter-
pretation and harmomsmg the conflicting Vedic pass ges
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is ‘better th n that of S’ankara, since Bidariyaxrs
S'ankara bears in mind the #mmRRwE of differer
passages as shown above, and does not prefer th
the other, but accepts them all as carrying equal &
and deserving equal prominence.

Thus disagreeing with Thibaut in acceptl
S’ankara is a better exponent of the Upanlshc
Badarfyana, we must admit that S'apkara’s
might have had its representatlves in Badau Kas
nd to a celta.m extent in Audulomi. If the

personahty of Bidardyana, with his irresist
hitherto unquestioned authority were to be

from the field, then a chain of tradition of =

system can be mamtamed from Badari to Ga
ovinda ‘and S'ankara, and with this res

Gouo*hs position would not be wrong. It mma
pomted out by Bhéskara', that S'ankara’s syt
independent of the stitras, and that by the forc
powerful genius he attempted to superimpos his
on the sitras of BéAdarAyana. No other com1
has tried to correct or modify the sGtras of Bid
while S’ankara’s commentator® actually lays e
rule that where g=rs conflict with the Veda, the;
be misinterpreted. This is possible only if S
derstood that there was a difference in the im-
tion of the Upanishads between Bidardyana and the
The spirit of S’ankara’s system is certainly pes
His imagining the existence of *g:@m in the eyrar=s
declaring that *activity is g:@s7, and a preference
‘1. garfirmdger ErfemassET |

| s AR e e afrgey ) L wr P L

2. FEAEAY ‘IO RN R gAvgReT JasArt | s
8. 1-1-19. P. P. 128, 129,

8. wift = SR g grarRaeEty awy ete., 1-1-19,
4. ‘FyA” TERIET P 2-3-40. 8, B, p. 292,
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egativ #fis, tend to the same conclusio . His rejection
of sma=gw’s Brahmanhood, and imagining the existenc
of misery in it have been the subject of an almost bitber
remark® of Vallabha's commentator. . From the way i -
which he defines his conception of Brahman, by negativ-
ing everything of it except its existence, and declaring
Brahman to be s, he makes it difficult, if not impossible,
to distinguish his system from Buddhism, and it appear
that his system has evolved in a transition period when
the Buddhistic doctrine of Void was being driven out
of the field.

“mré:rwﬁmﬁ%mq‘tam%n”

L o o gty aq sef=mrona=my FETRIEH a5 Tz AT G-
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1368. Anu Bhashya Prakis/a.
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