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INTRODUCTION.

To the sacred literature of the Brahmans, in the strict

sense of the term, i.e. to the Veda, there belongs a certain

number of complementary works without whose assistance

the student is, according to Hindu notions, unable to do

more than commit the sacred texts to memory. In

the first place all Vedic texts must, in order to be under-

stood, be read together with running commentaries such as

Saya«a's commentaries on the Sawhitds and Br4hma//as,

and the Bhashyas ascribed to 5ahkara on the chief Upani-

shads. But these commentaries do not by themselves

conduce to a full comprehension of the contents of the

sacred texts, since they confine themselves to explaining

the meaning of each detached passage without investigating

its relation to other passages, and the whole of which they

form part ; considerations of the latter kind are at any rate

introduced occasionally only. The task of taking a com-

prehensive view of the contents of the Vedic writings as a

whole, of systematising what they present in an unsyste-

matical form, of showing the mutual co-ordination or sub-

ordination of single passages and sections, and of reconciling

contradictions—which, according to the view of the orthodox

commentators, can be apparent only— is allotted to a sepa-

rate .rostra or body of doctrine which is termed Mimdwsd,
i.e. the investigation or enquiry Kar efox^/r, viz. the enquiry

into the connected meaning of the sacred texts.

Of this Mim^wsd two branches have to be distinguished,

the so-called earlier (pOrva) Mim^wsa, and the later (uttara)

Mima;//sa. The former undertakes to systematise the

karmaka;/^a, i.e. that entire portion of the Veda which is

concerned with action, pre-eminently sacrificial action, and

which comprises the Sa;//hitas and the Brdhmawas exclusive

of the Ara//yaka portions ; the latter performs the same
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vedanta-sOtras.

service with regard to the so-called ^«4naka/^a, i.e. that

part of the Vedic writings which includes the Ara;/yaka

portions of the Br4hma«as, and a number of detached

treatises called Upanishads. Its subject is not action but

knowledge, viz. the knowledge of Brahman.

At what period these two jastras first assumed a definite

form, we are unable to ascertain. Discussions of the nature

of those which constitute the subject-matter of the Purva

M\mkws& must have arisen at a very early period, and the

word Mimfiwsd itself together with its derivatives is

already employed in the Brdhma«as to denote the doubts

and discussions connected with certain contested points of

ritual. The want of a body of definite rules prescribing how

to act, i.e. how to perform the various sacrifices in full

accordance with the teaching of the Veda, was indeed an

urgent one, because it was an altogether practical want,

continually pressing itself on the adhvaryus engaged in

ritualistic duties. And the task of establishing such rules

was moreover a comparatively limited and feasible one ; for

the members of a certain Vedic s&khk or school had to do

no more than to digest thoroughly their own brahma^/a and

sawhita, without being under any obligation of reconciling

with the teaching of their own books the occasionally con-

flicting rules implied in the texts of other ^kh4s. It was

assumed that action, as being something which depends on

the will and choice of man, admits of alternatives, so that

a certain sacrifice may be performed in different ways by

members of different Vedic schools, or even by the followers

of one and the same jdkhd.

The Uttara Mim^ws4-jistra may be supposed to have

originated considerably later than the PQrva MimdwsA. In

the first place, the texts with which it is concerned doubtless

constitute the latest branch of Vedic literature. And in the

second place, the subject-matter of those texts did not call

for a systematical treatment with equal urgency, as it was

in no way connected with practice ; the mental attitude of

the authors of the Upanishads, who in their lucubrations on

Brahman and the soul aim at nothing less than at definite-

nesi) and coherence, may have perpetuated itself through
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INTRODUCTION. XI

many generations without any great inconvenience resulting

therefrom.

But in the long run two causes must have acted with

ever-increasing force, to give an impulse to the systematic

working up of the teaching of the Upanishads also. The
followers of the different Vedic j^khAs no doubt recog-

nised already at an early period the truth that, while

conflicting statements regarding the details of a sacrifice

can be got over by the assumption of a vikalpa, i. e. an

optional proceeding, it is not so with regard to such

topics as the nature of Brahman, the relation to it of the

human soul, the origin of the physical universe, and the like.

Concerning them, one opinion only can be the true one, and

it therefore becomes absolutely incumbent on those, who
look on the whole body of the Upanishads as revealed

truth, to demonstrate that their teaching forms a con-

sistent whole free from all contradictions. In addition

there supervened the external motive that, while the karma-

k^uda. of the Veda concerned only the higher castes of

brahmanically constituted society, on which it enjoins

certain sacrificial performances connected with certain re-

wards, the ^nknak&nddi, as propounding a certain theory of

the world, towards which any reflecting person inside or

outside the pale of the orthodox community could not but

take up a definite position, must soon have become the

object of criticism on the part of those who held different

views on religious and philosophic things, and hence stood

in need of systematic defence.

At present there exists a vast literature connected with the

two branches of the Mirnkmsk. We have, on the one hand, all

those works which constitute the Purva Mirnkmsk'Skstva,—or

as it is often, shortly but not accurately, termed, theMimdwsd-
jistra—and, on the other hand, all those works which are

commonly comprised under the name Ved^nta-j^stra. At
the head of this extensive literature there stand two collec-

tions of Siitras (i. e. short aphorisms constituting in their

totality a complete body of doctrine upon some subject),

whose reputed authors are (7aimini and Badaraya«a. There

can, however, be no doubt that the composition of those two
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xii VEDANTA-sOXRAh

collections of Siitras was preceded by a long series of pre-

paratory literary efforts of which they merely represent the

highly condensed outcome. This is rendered probable by

the analogy of other ^stras, as well as by the exhaustive

thoroughness with which the SCitras perform their task of

systematising the teaching of the Veda, and is further

proved by the frequent references which the SOtras make to

the views of earlier teachers. If we consider merely the

preserved monuments of Indian literature, the Sutras (of the

two Mim&;//s&s as well as of other i-^stras) mark the begin-

ning ; if we, however, take into account what once existed,

although it is at present irretrievably lost, we observe that

they occupy a strictly central position, summarising, on the

one hand, a series of early literary essays extending over

many generations, and forming, on the other hand, the head

spring of an ever broadening activity of commentators as

well as virtually independent writers, which reaches down to

our days, and may yet have some future before itself.

The general scope of the two Mima;//sd-s{itras and their

relation to the Veda have been indicated in what precedes.

A difference of some importance between the two has, how-

ever, to be noted in this connexion. The systematisation of

the karmakawrfa of the Veda led to the elaboration of two

classes of works, viz. the Kalpa-siitras on the one hand, and

the Purva Mim^wsa-sQtras on the other hand. The former

give nothing but a description as concise as possible of the

sacrifices enjoined in the Brahma;/as ; while the latter

discuss and establish the general principles which the

author of a Kalpa-stitra has to follow, if he wishes to render

his rules strictly conformable to the teaching of the Veda.

The ^;7clnakA/7^a of the Veda, on the other hand, is systema-

tised in a single work, viz. the Uttara Mimknisa, or Ved^nta-

sOtras, which combine the two tasks of concisely stating the

teaching of the Veda, and of argumentatively establishing

the special interpretation of the Veda adopted in the Sutras.

This difference may be accounted for by two reasons. In

the first place, the contents of the karmaka;/^/a, as being of

an entirely practical nature, called for summaries such as

the Kalpa-sQtras, from which all burdensome discussions of
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INTRODUCTION. Xlll

method are excluded ; while there was no similar reason for

the separation of the two topics in the case of the purely

theoretical science of Brahman. And, in the second place,

the Ved^nta-silitras throughout presuppose the Purva

M!m&wsd-s(itras, and may therefore dispense with the

discussion of general principles and methods already esta-

blished in the latter.

The time at which the two Mimfi»/s&-s{itras were com-

posed we are at present unable to fix with any certainty

;

a few remarks on the subject will, however, be made later

on. Their outward form is that common to all the so-

called SCltras which aims at condensing a given body of

doctrine in a number of concise aphoristic sentences, and

often even mere detached words in lieu of sentences.

Besides the Mimdwsi-sAtras this literary form is common
to the fundamental works on the other philosophic systems,

on the Vedic sacrifices, on domestic ceremonies, on sacred

law, on grammar, and on metres. The two Mimkmsk-

sDtras occupy, however, an altogether exceptional position

in point of style. All S{itras aim at conciseness ; that is

clearly the reason to which this whole species of literary

composition owes its existence. This their aim they reach

by the rigid exclusion of all words which can possibly be

spared, by the careful avoidance of all unnecessary repeti-

tions, and, as in the case of the grammatical SCitras, by the

employment of an arbitrarily coined terminology which

substitutes single syllables for entire words or combination

of words. At the same time the manifest intention of the

Sfltra writers is to express themselves with as much clear-

ness as the conciseness affected by them admits of. The
aphorisms are indeed often concise to excess, but not

otherwise intrinsically obscure, the manifest care of the

writers being to retain what is essential in a given phrase,

and to sacrifice only what can be supplied, although perhaps

not without difficulty, and an irksome strain of memory and

reflection. Hence the possibility of understanding without

a commentary a very considerable portion at any rate of

the ordinary SCltras. Altogether different is the case of the

two Mim^wsd-sCitras. There scarcely one single S{itra is
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XIV vedAnta-sOtras.

intelligible without a commentary. The most essential

words are habitually dispensed with; nothing is, for instance,

more common than the simple omission of the subject or

predicate of a sentence. And when here and there a Stttra

occurs whose words construe without anything having to be

supplied, the phraseology is so eminently vague and obscure

that without the help derived from a commentary we should

be unable to make out to what subject the S6tra refers.

When undertaking to translate either of the Mimiwscl-

sAtras we therefore depend altogether on commentaries;

and hence the question arises which of the numerous com-

mentaries extant is to be accepted as a guide to their right

understanding.

The commentary here selected for translation, together

with B^dar4ya«a*s SOtras ^ (to which we shall henceforth

'

confine our attention to the exclusion of (7aimini*s Pftrva

Mim&wsd-s6tras), is the one composed by the celebrated

theologian 5ahkara or, as he is commonly called, 5ankar^-

Hrya. There are obvious reasons for this selection. In

the first place, the 5ahkara-bh4shya represents the so-

called orthodox side of Brahmanical theology which strictly

upholds the Brahman or highest Self of the Upanishads as

something different from, and in fact immensely superior to,

the divine beings such as Vish«u or 5iva, which, for many
centuries, have been the chief objects of popular worship in

India. In the second place, the doctrine advocated by

5ankara is, from a purely philosophical point of view and

apart from all theological considerations, the most im-

portant and interesting one which has arisen on Indian soil

;

neither those forms of the Veddnta which diverge from the

view represented by 5ankara nor any of the non-Veddntic

systems can be compared with the so-called orthodox

Veddnta in boldness, depth, and subtlety of speculation.

In the third place, 5ahkara's bhdshya is, as far as we know,

the oldest of the extant commentaries, and relative antiquity

is at any rate one of the circumstances which have to be

^ The S<itras in which the ^f^&kSjtd& of the Veda is S3rstematised go by

various names, being called either Vedinta-sdtras, or Uttara Mtm&f^/sS-siltras,

or Brahma-sCitras, or .SUriraka MSmS/^-sUtras.
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INTRODUCTION. XV

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

weight may easily be attached to it. The 5ankara-bhashya

further is the authority most generally deferred to in India

as to the right understanding of the Veddnta-sAtras, and

ever since 5ankara's time the majority of the best thinkers

of India have been men belonging to his school. If in

addition to all this we take into consideration the intrinsic

merits of 5ankara's work which, as a piece of philo-
^

sophical argumentation and theological apologetics, un-

doubtedly occupies a high rank, the preference here given

to it will be easily understood.

But to the European—or, generally, modem—translator

of the VedSnta-sCltras with 5ankara's commentary another

question will of course suggest itself at once, viz. whether

or not 5ankara's explanations faithfully render the intended

meaning of the author of the SOtras. To the Indian Tandit

of 5ahkara's school this question has become an indifferent

one, or, to state the case more accurately, he objects to

its being raised, as he looks on »Sahkara's authority as

standing above doubt and dispute. When pressed to

make good his position he will, moreover, most probably

not enter into any detailed comparison of 5ankara's com-

ments with the text of BSdardyawa's S6tras, but will rather

endeavour to show on speculative grounds that ^ahkara's

philosophical view is the only true one, whence it of course

follows that it accurately represents the meaning of Bdda-

r4ya«a, who himself must necessarily be assumed to have

taught the true doctrine. But on the modern investigator,

who neither can consider himself bound by the authority of

a name however great, nor is likely to look to any Indian

system of thought for the satisfaction of his speculative

wants, it is clearly incumbent not to acquiesce from the out-

set in the interpretations given of the Veddnta-silitras—and

the Upanishads—by 5ahkara and his school, but to submit

them, as far as that can be done, to a critical investigatioa

This is a task which would have to be undertaken even if

5ankara's views as to the true meaning of the Sfttras and

Upanishads had never been called into doubt on Indian

soil, although in that case it could perhaps hardly be entered
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xvi vedanta-sOtras.

upon with much hope of success ; but it becomes much more

urgent, and at the same time more feasible, when we meet

in India itself with systems claiming to be VedAntic and

based on interpretations of the Sutras and Upanishads

more or less differing from those of 5ahkara. The claims

of those systems to be in the possession of the right under-

standing of the fundamental authorities of the Ved^nta

must at any rate be examined, even if we should finally be

compelled to reject them.

It appears that already at a very early period the

Ved&nta-siitras had come to be looked upon as an authori-

tative work, not to be neglected by any who wished to

affiliate their own doctrines to the Veda. At present, at

any rate, there are very few Hindu sects not interested in

showing that their distinctive tenets are countenanced by

B^dardya;?a*s teaching. Owing to this the commentaries

on the SOtras have in the course of time become very

numerous, and it is at present impossible to give a full and

accurate enumeration even of those actually existing, much
less of those referred to and quoted. Mr. Fitz-Edward

Hall, in his Bibliographical Index, mentions fourteen com-

mentaries, copies of which had been inspected by himself.

Some among these (as, for instance, R^mfinu^'s Vedslnta-

sdra, No. XXXV) are indeed not commentaries in the strict

sense of the word, but rather systematic expositions of the

doctrine supposed to be propounded in the Stitras ; but, on

the other hand, there are in existence several true commen-

taries which had not been accessible to Fitz-Edward Hall.

It would hardly be practical—and certainly not feasible in

this place—to submit all the existing bh^shyas to a critical

enquiry at once. All we can do here is to single out one or

a few of the more important ones, and to compare their

interpretations with those given by 5'ankara, and with the

text of the Sutras themselves.

The bhdshya, which in this connexion is the first to press

itself upon our attention, is the one composed by the famous

Vaish;^ava theologian and philosopher R^m^nu^, who is

supposed to have lived in the twelfth century. The R&m^-
nu^ or, as it is often called, the 5ri-bh^shya appears to be

Digitized byGoogle



INTRODUCTION. XVI

1

the oldest commentary extant next to 5ahkara's. It is

further to be noted that the sect of the Rdmdnu^s occupies

a pre-eminent position among the Vaish«ava sects which

themselves, in their totality, may claim to be considered the

most important among all Hindu sects. The intrinsic value

of the 5r!-bh4shya moreover is—as every student ac-

quainted with it will be ready to acknowledge—a very high

one ; it strikes one throughout as a very solid performance

due to a writer of extensive learning and great power ofargu-

mentation, and in its polemic parts, directed chiefly against

the school of 5ahkara, it not unfrequently deserves to be

called brilliant even. And in addition to all this it shows

evident traces of being not the mere outcome of Rdmdnu^'s
individual views, but of resting on an old and weighty

tradition.

This latter point is clearly of the greatest importance.

If it could be demonstrated or even rendered probable only

that the oldest bhSshya which we possess, i.e. the 5an-

kSra-bhdshya, represents an uninterrupted and uniform

tradition bridging over the interval between Bddar&yawa,

the reputed author of the Sfttras, and 5ahkara ; and if, on

the other hand, it could be shown that the more modern

bhdshyas are not supported by old tradition, but are

nothing more than bold attempts of clever sectarians to

force an old work of generally recognised authority into

the service of their individual tenets ; there would certainly

be no reason for us to raise the question whether the later

bh^shyas can help us in making out the true meaning of

the Satras. All we should have to do in that case would be

to accept 5ankara's interpretations as they stand, or at the

utmost to attempt to make out, if at all possible, by a

careful comparison of 5ankara s bhdshya with the text of

the SOtras, whether the former in all cases faithfully repre-

sents the purport of the latter.

In the most recent book of note which at all enters into the

question as to how far we have to accept 5ahkara as a guide

to the right understanding of the Sfttras (Mr. A. Gough's

Philosophy of the Upanishads) the view is maintained (pp.

239 ff.) that 5ankara is the generally recognised expositor

[34] b
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xviii vedanta-sOtras.

of true Veddnta doctrine, that that doctrine was handed

down by an unbroken series of teachers intervening between

him and the SCitrakfira, and that there existed from the

beginning only one Ved^nta doctrine, agreeing in all essen-

tial points with the doctrine known to us from vSankara's

writings. Mr. Gough undertakes to prove this view, firstly,

by a comparison of »Sankara's system with the teaching of

the Upanishads themselves ; and, secondly, by a comparison

of the purport of the SDtras—as far as that can be made
out independently of the commentaries—with the interpre-

tations given of them by 5ahkara. To both these points

we shall revert later on. Meanwhile, I only wish to remark

concerning the former point that, even if we could show

with certainty that all the Upanishads propound one and

the same doctrine, there yet remains the undeniable fact of

our being confronted by a considerable number of essen-

tially differing theories, all of which claim to be founded on

the Upanishads. And with regard to the latter point I

have to say for the present that, as long as we have

only 5ahkara's bhdshya before us, we are naturally

inclined to find in the SCitras—which, taken by them-

selves, are for the greater part unintelligible—the meaning

which »Sankara ascribes to them ; while a reference to

other bhdshyas may not impossibly change our views at

once.—Meanwhile, we will consider the question as to the

unbroken uniformity of Ved^ntic tradition from another

point of view, viz. by enquiring whether or not the

SOtras themselves, and the 5ankara-bh&shya, furnish any

indications of there having existed already at an early time

essentially different Veddntic systems or lines of Ved^ntic

speculation.

Beginning with the Siitras, we find that they supply ample

evidence to the effect that already at a very early time,

viz. the period antecedent to the final composition of the

Vedanta-sOtras in their present shape, there had arisen

among the chief doctors of the Vedanta differences of

opinion, bearing not only upon minor points of doctrine,

but affecting the most essential parts of the system. In

addition to Badardya;/a himself, the reputed author of the
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INTRODUCTION. XIX

S^itras, the latter quote opinions ascribed to the following

teachers: Atreya, A^marathya, AurtTulomi, Karsh;/^^ni,

Kcijakntsna, 6^aimini, Bddari. Among the passages where

diverging views of those teachers are recorded and con*

trasted three are of particular importance. Firstly, a

passage in the fourth pada of the fjaflirth adhy^ya (Siltras5-7),

where the opinions of varknis teachers concerning the

characteristics of the released soul are given, and where the

important discrepancy is noted that, according to Au^Tulomi,

its only characteristic is thought (/^aitanya), while G^aimini

maintains that it possesses a number of exalted qualities, and

BcLdarciya;/a declares himself in favour of a combination of

those two views.—The second passage occurs in the third

pdda of the fourth adhy^ya (SOtras 7-14), where 6^aimini

maintains that the soul ofhim who possesses the lower know-

ledge of Brahman goes after death to the highest Brahman,

while B&dari—whose opinion is endorsed by vS'ankara

—

teaches that it repairs to the lower Brahman only.—Finally,

the third and most important passage is met with in the

fourth p4da of the first adhySya (SOtras 20-22), where the

question is discussed why in a certain passage of the

Br/haddra«yaka Brahman is referred to in terms which are

strictly applicable to the individual soul only. In con-

nexion therewith the SOtras quote the views of three ancient

teachers about the relation in which the individual soul

stands to Brahman. According to A^marathya (if wc
accept the interpretation of his view given by 5ahkara and

5ankara's commentators) the soul stands to Brahman in

the bheddbheda relation, i.e. it is neither absolutely different j
•

nor absolutely non-different from it, as sparks are from fire.

Au^ulomi, on the other hand, teaches that the soul is alto-

gether different from Brahman up to the time when ob-

taining final release it is merged in it ; and Kks^kritsna.

finally upholds the doctrine that the soul is absolutely non-

different from Brahman, which in some way or other

presents itself as the individual soul.

That the ancient teachers, the ripest outcome of whose

speculations and discussions is embodied in the Veddnta-

sfltras, disagreed among themselves on points of vital

b 2
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XX vedanta-sOtras.

importance is sufficiently proved by the three passages

quoted. The one quoted last is specially significant as

showing that recognised authorities—deemed worthy of

being quoted in the Sfttras—denied that doctrine on which

the whole system of 5ankara hinges, viz. the doctrine of

the absolute identity of the individual soul with Brahman.

Turning next to the ^ahkara-bh^shya itself, we there

also meet with indications that the VedSntins were divided

among themselves on important points of dogma. These

indications are indeed not numerous : 5ankara does not on

the whole impress one as an author particularly anxious to

strengthen his own case by appeals to ancient authorities, a

peculiarity of his which later writers of hostile tendencies

have not failed to remark and criticise. But yet more than

once 5ankara also refers to .the opinion of * another,* viz.,

commentator of the Sfltras, and in several places 5ankara's

commentators explain that the * other ' meant is the Vr/tti-

kSra (about whom more will be said shortly). Those

references as a rule concern minor points of exegesis, and

hence throw little or no light on important differences of

dogma; but there are two remarks of 5ankara's at any

rate which are of interest in this connexion. The one is

made with reference to Sfitras 7-14 of the third pfida

of the fourth adhyAya ;
* some,' he says there, * declare those

SCitras, which I look upon as setting forth the siddhSnta

view, to state merely the pOrvapaksha
;

' a difference of

opinion which, as we have seen above, affects the important

question as to the ultimate fate of those who have not

reached the knowledge of the highest Brahman.—And
under I, 3, 19 5ankara, after having explained at length

that the individual soul as such cannot claim any reality,

but is real only in so far as it is identical with Brahman,

adds the following words, * apare tu v&dina>J pdramSrthikam

eva ^aivaw rfipam iti manyante asmadiy^j i^a ke^it,' i. e.

* other theorisers again, and among them some of ours, are of

opinion that the individual soul as such is real.' The term
• ours,' here made use of, can denote only the Aupanishadas

or Ved^ntins, and it thus appears that ^ahkara himself
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INTRODUCTION. XXI

was willing to class under the same category himself and

philosophers who—as in later times the Kam^nu^s and

others—looked upon the individual soul as not due to the

fictitious limitations of May^, but as real in itself; whatever

may be the relation in which they considered it to stand

to the highest Self.

From what precedes it follows that the Vedantins of the

school to which 5ahkara himself belonged acknowledged

the existence of Veddntic teaching of a type essentially

different from their own. We must now proceed to enquire

whether the Rdmdnu^ system, which likewise claims to be

Vedanta, and to be founded on the Veddnta-sOtras, has any

title to be considered an ancient system and the heir of a

respectable tradition.

It appears that R4m4nu^ claims—and by Hindu writers

is generally admitted—to follow in his bhishya the autho-

rity of Bodhdyana, who had composed a vntti on the

Sutras. Thus we read in the beginning of the 5ri-bhclshya

{Pandity New Series, VII, p. 163), ' Bhagavad-bodh^yana-

kritSim vistir;/dm brahmasiltra-vr/tti;;/ pfirvaHrySA saw/ti-

kshipus tanmat^nusdre«a SLitrakshar4;/i vydkhydsyante.'

Whether the Bodhdyana to whom that vr/tti is ascribed is to

be identified with the author of the Kalpa-s{itra, and other

works, cannot at present be decided. But that an ancient vritti

on the Sfitras connected with Bodhdyana's name actually

existed, there is not any reason to doubt. Short quotations

from it are met with in a few places of the 5ri-bh4shya, and,

as we have seen above, 5ahkara's commentators state that

their author's polemical remarks are directed against the

Vr/ttikara. In addition to Bodhdyana, RdmAnu^ appeals to

quite a series of ancient teachers—piirvdHryds—who carried

on the true tradition as to the teaching of the VedAnta and

the meaning of the Siitras. In the Ved^rthasangraha

—a work composed by Rdmdnu^ himself—we meet in one

place with the enumeration of the following authorities

:

BodhAyana, Tahka, Dramirfa, Guhadeva, Kapardin, Bharu/^i,

and quotations from the writings of some of these are not

unfrequent in the Vedarthasangraha, as well as the 5ri-
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bhdshya. The author most frequently quoted is DramiWa ^
who composed the DramWa-bhSshya ; he is sometimes

referred to as the bhdshyakdra. Another writer repeatedly

quoted as the v&kyak^ra is, I am told ^ to be identified with

the Tanka mentioned above. I refrain from inserting in

this place the information concerning the relative age of

these writers which may be derived from the oral tradition

of the Rdmdnu^ sect. From another source, however, we

receive an intimation that Drami^A^&rya or Dravirfa^elrya

preceded 5ankara in point of time. In his /ikel on »San-

kara's bhfishya to the A'Mndogya Upanishad III, lo, 4,

Anandagiri remarks that the attempt made by his author to

reconcile the cosmological views of the Upanishad with the

teaching of Stnritl on the same point is a reproduction of

the analogous attempt made by the Dravirfilit^rya.

It thus appears that that special interpretation of the

Ved&nta-sCitras with which the 5ri-bhashya makes us

acquainted is not due to innovating views on the part of

Rfimfinu^a, but had authoritative representatives already

at a period anterior to that of 5ankara. This latter point,

moreover, receives additional confirmation from the relation

in which the so-called Rdmdnu^ sect stands to earlier

sects. What the exact position of RSmanu^a was, and of

what nature were the reforms that rendered him so pro-

minent as to give his name to a new sect, is not exactly

known at present ; at the same time it is generally acknow-

ledged that the Ramfinu^as are closely connected with the

so-called Bh^gavatas or PaS^arStras, who are known to

have existed already at a very early time. This latter point

is proved byevidenceof various kinds; for our present purpose

it suffices to point to the fact that, according to the interpre-

tation of the most authoritative commentators, the last

^ The name of this writer is sometimes given as Drami^a, sometimes as

Dravi//a. In the opinion of Pa;/i/it RSma Mijra »ydstrin of the Benares

College —himself a Rdmdnu^ and thoroughly conversant with the books and

traditions of his sect—the form ' Drami^/a ' is the correct one.

^ Viz. by PaWit Rama Mijra iUstrin. As the Vandit intends himself to

publish all the traditional information he possesses concerning the history of

the Bhigavatas and Ramanu^s, I limit myself in the text to stating the most

relevant results of my study of the .S*ri-bhashya and the Vedarthasangraha.
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Sutras of the second pdda of the second adhy^ya (Veddnta-

sQtras) refer to a distinctive tenet of the Bhdgavatas—which

tenet forms part of the Rdmanu^ system also—viz. that

the highest being manifests itself in a fourfold form (vyOha)

as V^sudeva, Sankarshawa, Pradyumna, Aniruddha, those

four forms being identical with the highest Self, the indi-

vidual soul, the internal organ (manas), and the principle

of egoity (ahahk&ra). Whether those Siitras embody an

approval of the tenet referred to, as Rdmanu^a maintains,

or are meant to impugn it, as 5ankara thinks ; so much is

certain that in the opinion of the best commentators the

Bhagavatas, the direct forerunners of the Ramdnu^s, are

mentioned in the Sutras themselves, and hence must not

only have existed, but even reached a considerable degree

of importance at the time when the SOtras were composed.

And considering the general agreement of the systems of

the earlier Bhagavatas and the later ReLmdnu^gcis, we have

a full right to suppose that the two sects were at one also

in their mode of interpreting the Veddnta-sCitras.

The preceding considerations suffice, I am inclined to

think, to show that it will by no means be wasted labour to

enquire how RSmdnu^a interprets the SCitras, and wherein

he differs from 5ankara. This in fact seems clearly to be

the first step we have to take, if we wish to make an attempt

at least of advancing beyond the interpretations of scho-

liasts to the meaning of the Sutras themselves. A full and

exhaustive comparison of the views of the two com-

mentators would indeed far exceed the limits of the space

which can here be devoted to that task, and will, moreover,

be made with greater ease and advantage when the complete

Sanskrit text of the 5ri-bhdshya has been printed, and thus

made available for general reference. But meanwhile it is

possible, and—as said before—even urged upon a translator

of the S(!itras to compare the interpretations, given by the

two bhashyakdras, of those SOtras, which, more than others,

touch on the essential points of the Veddnta system ^. This

* Owing to- the importance of the i'ankara-bhdshya as the fundamental work

of the most inflaential Hindu school of philosophy, the number of topics which

might be discussed in the introduction to its translation is considerable. But
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will best be done in connexion with a succinct but full

review of the topics discussed in the adhikara«as of the

Veddnta-s{itras, according to •Sankara ; a review which

—

apart from the side-glances at RSmAnu^as comments

—

will be useful as a guide through the SCltras and the

5ankara-bhdshya. Before, however, entering on that

task, I think it advisable to insert short sketches of the

philosophical systems of 6'ankara as well as of RUmdnu^,
which may be referred to when, later on, discrepancies

between the two commentators will be noted. In- these

sketches I shall confine myself to the leading features, and

not enter into any details. Of 5ahkara's system we possess

as it is more than one trustworthy exposition ; it may
suffice to refer to Deussen s System of the Veddnta, in

which the details of the entire system, as far as they can be

learned from the SCitra-bh&shya, are represented fully and

faithfully, and to Gough's Philosophy of the Upanishads

which, principally in its second chapter, gives a lucid

sketch of the *Sfihkara Veddnta, founded on the SOtra-

bhSshya, the Upanishad bhfishyas, and some later writers

belonging to »Sahkara's school. With regard to RSmdnu^a's

philosophy our chief source was, hitherto, the Rdmdnu^
chapter in the Sarvadarja«asa;;^graha ; the short sketch

about to be given is founded altogether on the Srt-

bhdshya itself.

What in 5ahkara's opinion the Upanishads teach, is

shortly as follows.—Whatever is, is in reality one ; there

truly exists only one universal being called Brahman or

Paramdtman, the highest Self. This being is of an abso-

lutely homogeneous nature ; it is pure * Being,' or, which

comes to the same, pure intelligence or thought (^aitanya,

the limitation of the space at our disposal necessitates a selection, and it can

hardly be doubted that, among the possible tasks of a translator, that of

ascertaining how far the teaching of 6'ankara agrees with that of Bddardya/;a,

and, further, how far either of them represents the true doctrine of the

Upanishads, is the one first to be taken in hand.—Some other topics, such as a

detailed account of ^aukara^s teaching according to the bhashya, an enquiry as

to the books and authors quoted by .Saukara, &c., have, moreover, been treated

not long ago in a very thorougli fashion by Dr. Deussen in his * System des

Vcd&nta.'
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^?Ana). Intelligence or thought is not to be predicated of

Brahman as its attribute, but constitutes its substance;

Brahman is not a thinking being, but thought itself. It

is absolutely destitute of qualities ; whatever qualities or

attributes are conceivable, can only be denied of it—But,

if nothing exists but one absolutely simple being, whence

the appearance of the world by which we see ourselves

surrounded, and in which we ourselves exist as individual

beings?—Brahman, the answer runs, is associated with a

certain power called Mdyd or avidyd to which the appearance

of this entire world is due. This power cannot be called

* being ' (sat), for * being ' is only Brahman ; nor can it be

called * non-being ' (asat) in the strict sense, for it at any rate

produces the appearance of this world. It is in fact a prin-

ciple of illusion ; the undefinable cause owing to which there

seems to exist a material world comprehending distinct

individual existences. Being associated with this principle

of illusion, Brahman is enabled to project the appearance of

the world, in the same way cis a magician is enabled by his

incomprehensible magical power to produce illusory ap-

pearances of animate and inanimate beings. Mdyd thus

constitutes the upAddna, the material cause of the world ; or

—if we wish to call attention to the circumstance that

M&y4 belongs to Brahman as a ^akti—we may say that I

the material cause of the world is Brahman in so far as it
[

is associated with Mdya. In this latter quality Brahman is^

more properly called l^vara, the Lord.

MayA, under the guidance of the Lord, modifies itself by
a progressive evolution into all the individual existences

(bheda), distinguished by special names and forms, of

which the world consists; from it there spring in due

succession the different material elements and the whole

bodily apparatus belonging to sentient beings. In all

those apparently individual forms of existence the one

indivisible Brahman is present, but, owing to the particular

adjuncts into which Mdy^ has specialised itself, it appears

to be broken up—it is broken up, as it were—into a multi-

plicity of intellectual or sentient principles, the so-called

^Vas (individual or personal souls). What is real in each
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^va is only the universal Brahman itself ; the whole

aggregate of individualising bodily organs and mental

functions, which in our ordinary experience separate and

distinguish one^va from another, is the offspring of Mdya
and as such unreal.

The phenomenal world or world of ordinary experience

(vyavahAra) thus consists of a number of individual souls

engaged in specific cognitions, volitions, and so on, and of

the external material objects with which those cognitions

and volitions are concerned. Neither the specific cognitions

nor their objects are real in the true sense of the word,

for both are altogether due to Maya. But at the same

time we have to reject the idealistic doctrine of certain

Bauddha schools according to which nothing whatever

truly exists, but certain trains of cognitional acts or ideas

to which no external objects correspond; for external

things, although not real in the strict sense of the word,

enjoy at any rate as much reality as the specific cognitional

acts whose objects they are.

The non-enlightened soul is unable to look through and

beyond M&yk, which, like a veil, hides from it its true

nature. Instead of recognising itself to be Brahman, it

blindly identifies itself with its adjuncts (upddhi), the

fictitious offspring of Mdy4, and thus looks for its tme
Self in the body, the sense organs, and the internal organ

(manas), i.e. the organ of specific cognition. The soul,

which in reality is pure intelligence, non-active, infinite,

thus becomes limited in extent, as it were, limited in

knowledge and power, an agent and enjoyer. Through

its actions it burdens itself with merit and demerit, the

consequences of which it has to bear or enjoy in series of

future embodied existences, the Lord—as a retributor and

dispenser—allotting to each soul that form of embodiment

to which it is entitled by its previous actions. At the end

of each of the great world periods called kalpas the Lord

retracts the whole world, i.e. the whole material world is

dissolved and merged into non-distinct Mdyd, while the

individual souls, free for the time from actual connexion

with upAdhis, lie in deep slumber as it were. But as the"
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consequences of their former deeds are not yet exhausted,

they have again to enter on embodied existence as soon as

the Lord sends forth a new material world, and the old

round of birth, action, death begins anew to last to all

eternity as it has lasted from all eternity.

The means of escaping from this endless sawsira, the way
out of which can never be found by the non-enlightened

soul, are furnished by the Veda. The karmak&«^a indeed,

whose purport it is to enjoin certain actions, cannot lead

to final release; for even the most meritorious works

necessarily lead to new forms of embodied existence. And
in the ^nSLnakkncla, of the Veda also two different parts

have to be distinguished, viz., firstly, those chapters and

passages which treat of Brahman in sp far as related to the

world, and hence characterised by various attributes, i. e. of

t^ara or the lower Brahman ; and, secondly, those texts

which set forth the nature of the highest Brahman tran-

scending all qualities, and the fundamental identity of the

individual soul with that highest Brahman. Devout medi-

tation on Brahman as suggested by passages of the former

kind does not directly lead to final emancipation ; the

pious worshipper passes on his death into the world of

the lower Brahman only, where he continues to exist as

a distinct individual soul—although in the enjoyment of

great power and knowledge—until at last he reaches the

highest knowledge, and, through it, final release.—That

student of the Veda, on the other hand, whose soul has

been enlightened by the texts embodying the higher know-

ledge of Brahman, whom passages such as the great saying,

*That art thou,* have taught that there is no difference

between his true Self and the highest Self, obtains at the

moment of death immediate final release, i.e. he withdraws

altogether from the influence of M^yd, and asserts himself

in his true nature, which is nothing else but the absolute

highest Brahman.

Thus 5ankara.—According to Rdm&nu^, on the other

hand, the teaching of the Upanishads has to be summarised

as follows.—There exists only one all-embracing being called

Brahman or the highest Self or the Lord. This being is
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not destitute of attributes, but rather endowed with all

imaginable auspicious qualities. It is not * intelligence/—as

^Sankara maintains,—but intelligence is its chief attribute.

The Lord is all-pervading, all-powerful, all-knowing, all-

merciful ; his nature is fundamentally antagonistic to all evil.

He contains within himself whatever exists. While, accord-

ing to 5ankara, the only reality is to be found in the non-

qualified homogeneous highest Brahman which can only be

defined as pure * Being ' or pure thought, all plurality being a

mere illusion ; Brahman—according to R^mdnu^'s view

—

comprises within itself distinct elements of plurality which

all of them lay claim to absolute reality of one and the same

kind. Whatever is presented to us by ordinary experience,

viz. matter in all its various modifications and the individual

souls of different classes and degrees, are essential real

constituents of Brahman s nature. Matter and souls (a>6it

and ^it) constitute, according to Rdm^nu^'s terminology,

the body of the Lord; they stand to him in the same

relation of entire dependence and subserviency in which

the matter forming an animal or vegetable body stands to

its soul or animating principle. The Lord pervades and

rules all things which exist—material or immaterial—as

their antarydmin ; the fundamental text for this special

Rimdnu^ tenet—which in the writings of the sect is

quoted again and again—is the so-called antaryamin brdh-

ma.na, (Br/. Up. Ill, 7) which says, that within all elements,

all sense organs, and, lastly, within all individual souls,

( there abides an inward ruler whose body those elements,

sense-organs, and individual souls constitute.—Matter and

souls as forming the body of the Lord are also called

modes of him (prakara). They are to be looked upon as his

effects, but they have enjoyed the kind of individual exist-

ence which is theirs from all eternity, and will never be

entirely resolved into Brahman. They, however, exist in

two different, periodically alternating, conditions. At some

times they exist in a subtle state in which they do not

possess those qualities by which they are ordinarily known,

and there is then no distinction of individual name and

form. Matter in that state is unevolved (avyakta) ; the
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individual souls are not joined to material bodies, and their

intelligence is in a state of contraction, non- manifestation

(sanko^a). This is the pralaya state which recurs at the end

of each kalpa, and Brahman is then said to be in its causal

condition (karawSvasthd). To that state all those scriptural

passages refer which speak of Brahman or the Self as

being in the beginning one only, without a second. Brahman

then is indeed not absolutely one, for it contains within itself

matter and souls in a germinal condition ; but as in that

condition they are so subtle as not to allow of individual

distinctions being made, they are not counted as something

second in addition to Brahman.—When the pralaya state

comes to an end, creation takes place owing to an act of

volition on the Lord's part. Primary unevolved matter then

passes over into its other condition ; it becomes gross and

thus acquires all those sensible attributes, visibility, tangi-

bility, and so on, which are known from ordinary experience.

At the same time the souls enter into connexion with

material bodies corresponding to the degree of merit or

demerit acquired by them in previous forms of existence

;

their intelligence at the same time undergoes a certain

expansion (vikS^a). The Lord, together with matter in its

gross state and the ' expanded * souls, is Brahman in the

condition of an effect (karySvastha). Cause and effect are

thus at the bottom the same ; for the effect is nothing but

the cause which has undergone a certain change (pari-

wdma). Hence the cause being known, the effect is known
likewise.

Owing to the effects of their former actions the indi-

vidual souls are implicated in the saws&ra, the endless

cycle of birth, action, and death, final escape from which

is to be obtained only through the study of the ^/7dna-

VknddL of the Veda. Compliance with the injunctions of

the karmakd;;^a does not lead outside the sa;;^sdra; but

he who, assisted by the grace of the Lord, cognizes—and

meditates on—^him in the way prescribed by the Upani-

shads reaches at his death final emancipation, i.e. he

passes through the different stages of the path of the

gods up to the world of Brahman and there enjoys an
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everlasting blissful existence from which there is no re-

turn into the sphere of transmigration. The character-

istics of the released soul are similar to those of Brahman

;

it participates in all the latter*s glorious qualities and

powers, excepting only Brahman's power to emit, rule, and

retract the entire world.

The chief points in which the two systems sketched

above agree on the one hand and diverge on the other

may be shortly stated as follows.—Both systems teach

advaita, i.e. non-duality or monism. There exist not

several fundamentally distinct principles, such as the pra-

kriti and the purushas of the Sdfikhyas, but there exists

only one all-embracing being. While, however, the advaita

taught by 5ankara is a rigorous, absolute one, Rdmfinu^'s

doctrine has to be characterised as vi^ish/a advaita, i.e.

qualified non-duality, non-duality with a difference. Ac-
cording to i'ankara, whatever is, is Brahman, and Brahman
itself is absolutely homogeneous, so that all difference and

plurality must be illusory. According to R^^mdnu^ also,

whatever is, is Brahman ; but Brahman is not of a homo-

geneous nature, but contains within itself elements of

plurality owing to which it truly manifests itself in a

diversified world. The world with its variety of material

forms of existence and individual souls is not unreal M&yd,

but a real part of Brahman's nature, the body investing

the universal Self. The Brahman of 5ankara is in itself

impersonal, a homogeneous mass of objectless thought,

transcending all attributes; a personal God it becomes

only through its association with the unreal principle of

M4yi, so that—strictly speaking—5ankara's personal God,

his t.rvara, is himself something unreal. Rfim^nu^'s Brah-

man, on the other hand, is essentially a personal God, the

all-powerful and all-wise ruler of a real world permeated

and animated by his spirit. There is thus no room for

the distinction between a param nirgu^/am and an aparaw

saguwam brahma, between Brahman and Ijvara.—5ah-

kara's individual soul is Brahman in so far as limited by

the unreal upddhis due to Mdyd. The individual soul of

Rdm&nu^, on the other hand, is really individual ; it has
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indeed sprung from Brahman and is never outside Brah-

man, but nevertheless it enjoys a separate personal exist-

ence and will remain a personality for ever.—The release

from sawsdra means, according to 5ankara, the absolute

merging of the individual soul in Brahman, due to the dis-

missal of the erroneous notion that the soul is distinct

from Brahman ; according to RimSnu^ it only means

the souls passing from the troubles of earthly life into

a kind of heaven or paradise where it will remain for ever

in undisturbed personal bliss.—As Rdmdnu^ does not

distinguish a higher and lower Brahman, the distinction

of a higher and lower knowledge is likewise not valid for

him ; the teaching of the Upanishads is not twofold but

essentially one, and leads the enlightened devotee to one

result only ^

I now proceed to give a conspectus of the contents

of the Veddnta-sutras according to 5ankara in which at the

same time all the more important points concerning which

Rcim^nu^ disagrees will be noted. We shall here have to

enter into details which to many may appear tedious. But it

is only on a broad substratum of accurately stated details that

we can hope to establish any definite conclusions regarding

the comparative value of the different modes of interpreta-

tion which have been applied to the Sdtras. The line of

investigation is an entirely new one, and for the present

nothing can be taken for granted or known.—In stating the

different heads of discussion (the so-called adhikara;?as),

each of which comprises one or more SCitras, I shall follow

the subdivision into adhikarawas adopted in the Vydsidhika-

ra^amSl^, the text of which is printed in the second volume

of the Bibliotheca Indica edition of the Stitras.

* The only * sectarian' feature of the i'ri-bhashya is, that it identifies Brahman

with Vish«a or N&r&yana ; but this in no way affects the interpretations put on

the SQtras and Upanishads. NSrdya/ia is in fact nothing but another name of

Brahman.
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FIRST ADHYAYA.

Pada I.

The first five adhikara«as lay down the fundamental

positions with regard to Brahman. Adhik. I (i) ^ treats of

what the study of the Vedinta presupposes. Adhik. II

(2) defines Brahman as that whence the world originates,

and so on. Adhik. Ill (3) declares that Brahman is the

source of the Veda. Adhik. IV (4) proves Brahman to be

the uniform topic of all Ved&nta-texts. Adhik. V (5-1 1)

is engaged in proving by various arguments that the Brah-

man, which the Veddnta-texts represent as the cause of

the world, is an intelligent principle, and cannot be iden-

tified with the non-intelligent pradhdna from which the

world springs according to the Sdnkhyas.

With the next adhikara«a there begins a series of dis-

cussions of essentially similar character, extending up to

the end of the first adhyAya. The question is throughout

whether certain terms met with in the Upanishads denote

Brahman or some other being, in most cases the ^va, the

individual soul. •Sankara remarks at the outset that, as the

preceding ten Sfltras had settled the all-important point

that all the Veddnta-texts "refer to Brahman, the question

now arises why the enquiry should be continued any fur-

ther, and thereupon proceeds to explain that the acknow-

ledged distinction of a higher Brahman devoid of all

qualities and a lower Brahman characterised by qualities

necessitates an investigation whether certain Vedic texts

of primd facie doubtful import set forth the lower Brah-

man as the object of devout meditation, or the higher

Brahman as the object of true knowledge. But that such an

investigation is actually carried on in the remaining portion

of the first adhyfiya, appears neither from the wording of the

Sfltras nor even from 5ahkara's own treatment of the Vedic

* The Roman numerals indicate the number of the adhikarana ; the figures

in parentheses state the SOtras comprised in each adhikara;ia.
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texts referred to in the SCltras. In I, i, 20, for instance, the

question is raised whether the golden man within the sphere

of the sun, with golden hair and beard and lotus-coloured

eyes—of whom the ATMndogya Upanishad speaks in 1,6, 6

—is an individual soul abiding within the sun or the

highest Lord. 5ahkara's answer is that the passage refers

to the Lord, who, for the gratification of his worshippers,

manifests himself in a bodily shape made of Mayd. So that

according to 5ahkara himself the alternative lies between

the sagu«a Brahman and some particular individual soul, not

between the sagu/^a Brahman and the nirguwa Brahman.

Adhik. VI (13-19) raises the question whether the dnanda-

maya, mentioned in Taittiriya Upanishad II, 5, is merely

a transmigrating individual soul or the highest Self. 5an-

kara begins by explaining the SCltras on the latter suppo-

sition—and the text of the Siitras is certainly in favour of

that interpretation—gives, however, finally the preference to

a different and exceedingly forced explanation according to

which the Sutras teach that the ^nandamaya is not Brah-

man, since the Upanishad expressly says that Brahman is

the tail or support of the dnandamaya ^.—Rdm4ni^'s in-

terpretation of Adhikara;/a VI, although not agreeing in

all particulars with the former explanation of 5ankara, yet

is at one with it in the chief point, viz. that the ananda-

maya is Brahman. It further deserves notice that, while

5ankara looks on Adhik. VI as the first of a series of

interpretatory discussions, all of which treat the question

whether certain Vedic passages refer to Brahman or not,

RdmSni^ga separates the adhikarawa from the subsequent

part of the pdda and connects it with what had preceded.

In Adhik. V it had been shown that Brahman cannot be

I Deussen's supposition (pp. 30, 150) that the passage conveying the second

interpretation is an interpolation is liable to two objections. In the first place,

the passage is accepted and explained by all commentators; in the second

place, 5ankara in the passage immediately preceding SCitra 12 quotes the

adhikarana * dnandamayo s bhydsdt ' as giving rise to a discussion whether the

param or the aparam brahman is meant. Now this latter point is not touched

upon at all in that part of the bhdshya which sets forth the former explanation,

but only in the subsequent passage, which refutes the former and advocates the

latter interpretation.

[34] C
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identified with the pradhSna ; Adhik. VI shows that it is

different from the individual soul, and the proof of the

fundamental position of the system is thereby completed^.

—

Adhik. VII (20, 21) demonstrates that the golden person

seen within the sun and the person seen within the eye,

mentioned in Kh, Up. I, 6, are not some individual soul

of high eminence, but the supreme Brahman.—Adhik. VIII

(22) teaches that by the ether from which, according to

Kh, Up. I, 9, all beings originate, not the elemental ether

has to be understood but the highest Brahman.—Adhik.

IX (23). The pr&«a also mentioned in Kh. Up. I, 11, 5

denotes the highest Brahman ^.—Adhik. X (24-27) teaches

that the light spoken of in Kh. Up. Ill, 13, 7 is not the

ordinary physical light but the highest Brahman ^—Adhik.

XI (28-31) decides that the prA^a mentioned in Kau. Up.

Ill, 2 is Brahman.

Pada II.

Adhik. I (1-8) shows that the being which consists of

mind, whose body is breath, &c., mentioned in Kh. Up.

Ill, 14, is not the individual soul, but Brahman. The
SCitras of this adhikarawa emphatically dwell on the dif-

ference of the individual soul and the highest Self, whence

^Sahjcara is obliged to add an explanation—in his comment

on SCitra 6—to the effect that that difference is to be under-

stood as not real, but as due to the false limiting adjuncts

of the highest Self.—The comment of RSmdnu^ through-

out closely follows the words of the Sdtras ; on SCltra 6

it simply remarks that the difference of the highest Self

* Eva/w ^i^flfasitasya brahmawaj >tetanabhogyabh{ita^WaHipasattvarajfastamo-

mayapradhanad vy&vrittir ukti, idini;» karmavajy&t trigu^atmakaprakriti-

sawsarganimittan&ndvidhinantadukhasdgaranima^dnenlb'addh^ ^a pratya-

gatmano^nyan nikhilaheyapratyanika/^; niratlrayinandam brahmeti pratipi-

dyate, anaodamayo'bhySsdt.

> There is no reason to consider the passage *atra keX-it* in .S*ankara's

bhashya on Sutra 23 an interpolation as Deussen does (p. 30). It simply

contains a criticism passed by »S'ankara on other commentators.
8 To the passages on pp. 150 and 153 of the Sanskrit text, which Deussen

thinks to be interpolations, there likewise applies the remark made in the

preceding note.
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from the individual soul rests thereon that the former

as free from all evil is not subject to the effects of works

in the same way as the soul is ^—Adhik. II (9, 10) decides

that he to whom the Brahmans and Kshattriyas are but

food (Ka/>ia Up. I, 2, 25) is the highest Self.—Adhik. Ill

(11, 12) shows that the two entered into the cave (Ka/Aa

Up. I, 3, i) are Brahman and the individual souP.—Adhik.

IV (13-17) shows that the person within the eye mentioned

in Kh. Up. IV, 15, i is Brahman.—Adhik. V (18-20) shows

that the ruler within (antary^min) described in Bn. Up. Ill,

7, 3 is Brahman. SQtra 20 clearly enounces the difference

of the individual soul and the Lord; hence ^ahkara is

obliged to remark that that difference is not real.—Adhik.

VI (21-23) proves that that which cannot be seen, &c.,

mentioned in Mu/^^/aka Up. I, i, 3 is Brahman.—Adhik.
VII (24-32) shows that the dtman vai^^naraof ATA. Up. V,

II, 6 is Brahman.

Pada III.

Adhik. I (1-7) proves that that within which the heaven,

the earth, &c. are woven (Mu«rf. Up. 11,2, 5) is Brahman.

—

Adhik. II (8, 9) shows that the bhClman referred to in Kh.
Up. VII, 23 is Brahman.—Adhik. Ill (io~i2) teaches that

the Imperishable in which, according to Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 8,

the ether is woven is Brahman.—Adhik. IV (13) decides

that the highest person who is to be meditated upon vviih

the syllable Om, according to Prarna Up. V, 5, is not the

^ Gtvasya iva parosyapi brahmamu^ .rartrantarvartitvam abhyupagataxr^ /6et

tadvad eva xarirasambandhaprayoktasukhadukhopabhogapr^ptir iti k^xa na,

hetuvalresbyat, na hi jartr^tarvartitvam eva sukhadukhopabhogahetuA api

tu poifyapipariipakarmaparavaratva;// XsJi ^pahatap&pmana^ paramatmano

na sambhavati.

' The second interpretation given on pp. 184-5 of the Sanskrit text (beginning

with apara iha) Deussea considers to be an interpolation, caused by the

reference to the Paingi-upanishad in 5'a6kara's comment on I, 3, 7 (p. 232).

Bat there is no reason whatever for such an assumption. The passage on

p. 332 shows that 5ankara considered the explanation of the mantra given in

the Paingi-npanishad worth quoting, and is in fact fully intelligible only in case

of its having been quoted before by •S'ankara himself.—That the • apara ' quotes

the BrthadiraMyaka not according to the Kd/fva text—to quote from which is

5ankara*s habit—but from the Msldhyandina text, is due just to the circum-

stance of his being an ' apara/ i. e. not 5ankara.

C 2
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lower but the higher Brahman.—According to RdmSnu^
the two alternatives are Brahman and Brahmd (^ivasa-

mash/irapo«;/^ddhipati^ >taturmukhaA).—Adhik. V and VI
(comprising, according to 5ahkara, Sutras 14-21)^ discuss

the question whether the small ether within the lotus of the

heart mentioned in Kh. Up. VIII, i is the elemental ether

or the individual soul or Brahman ; the last alternative

being finally adopted. In favour of the second alternative

the p{irvapakshin pleads the two passages Kh, Up. VIII,

3, 4 and VIII, 13, 3, about the serene being (samprasdda)

;

for by the latter the individual soul only can be understood,

and in the chapter, of which the latter passage forms part,

there are ascribed to it the same qualities (viz. freeness

from sin, old age, death, &c.) that were predicated in VIII,

I, of the small ether within the heart.—But the reply to

this is, that the second passage refers not to the (ordinary)

individual soul but to the soul in that state where its true

nature has become manifest, i.e. in which it is Brahman ; so

that the subject of the passage is in reality not the so-called

individual soul but Brahman. And in the former of the

two passages the soul is mentioned not on its own account,

but merely for the purpose of intimating that the highest

Self is the cause through which the individual soul manifests

itself in its true nature.—What Rdmdnu^a understands by

the Avirbhava of the soul will appear from the remarks on

IV, 4.

The two next Sutras (aa, 33) constitute, according to

i'ankara, a new adhikara;/a (VII), proving that he 'after

whom eveiything shines, by whose light all this is lighted
*

(Ka/Aa Up. II, 5, 15) is not some material luminous body, but

Brahman itself.—According to Rdm4ni\^ the two S^itras

do not start a new topic, but merely furnish some further

arguments strengthening the conclusion arrived at in the

preceding Siitras.^

* Sdtras 14-21 are divided into two adhikaiawas by the Adhikarawaratuamala,

but really constitute a simple adhikara/^a only.

* Itaj ^'aitad evam. AnukWtes tasya ^a. Tasya daharikirasya parabrahma;«o

xnukirad ayam apahatapapmatvidiguMako vimuktabandha^ pratyag&tmi ua

dahaiikira^ tadanuk&ras tatsamya;// tatha hi prat) agatmano a pi vimuktasya
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Adhik. VIII (114, 25) decides that the person of the size

of a thumb mentioned in ka/>5a Up. II, 4, ii2 is not the

individual soul but Brahman.

The two next adhikara;/as are of the nature of a digres-

sion. The passage about the angush///amStra was explained

on the ground that the human heart is of the size of a

span ; the question may then be asked whether also such

individuals as belong to other classes than mankind, more

particularly the Gods, are capable of the knowledge of

Brahman : a question finally answered in the affirmative.

—

This discussion leads in its turn to several other digressions,

among which the most important one refers to the problem

in what relation the dififerent species of beings stand to the

words denoting them (SOtra 28). In connexion herewith

5ankara treats of the nature of words (jabda), opposing the

opinion of the Mimdz/zsaka Upavarsha, according to whom
the word is nothing but the aggregate of its constitutive

letters, to the view of the grammarians who teach that over

and above the aggregate of the letters there exists a super-

sensuous entity called * spho/a,* which is the direct cause of

the apprehension of the sense of a word (Adhik. IX ; SQtras

26-33)-

Adhik. X (34-3H) explains that 5{idras are altogether

disqualified for BrahmavidyA.

Siitra 39 constitutes, according to ^'ankara, a new adhi-

kara;ia (XI), proving that the prkna. in which everything

trembles, according to A^'a/Aa Up. II, 6, a, is Brahman.

—

According to Rdmdnu^ the Sutra does not introduce a new

topic but merely furnishes an additional reason for the

parabrahmdnukira^ Ji^yate yadd ipasyak p&sy&te rukmavania^/ kartdram tsam

purushaw brahmayoniwi tada vidvdn puwyapftpe vidhdya nira%ana// parama;//

sEmyam upaittty atosnukartd prn^ipativ^kyanirdish/ai anukaryaw paraw

brahma na dahariklra^. Api hi smarj'ate. Sawsiriwo « pi mukt^vasthiyaw

paramas&my&pattilnksbaifaA parabrahmSnukira^ smaryate ida/;i ^jlnam
uplmtya, &c.

—

KeJkid anukr/tes tasya ktpi smaryate iti in s{itradvayam adhi-

karaif^tara^/ tam eva bh^ntam anobh^ti saiTaw tasya bh^s^ sarvam ida///

vibhittty asyftA jruteA parabrahmaparalvanirway^ya pravr/ttaw vadanti. Tat

tv admyatv^digii/iako dharmokteA dyubhvidy^yatana/^ svaxabd^d ity adhi

karanadvayena tasya prakara;iasya brahmavishayatvapratipfldanit gyoiu^'o.-

ra;idbhidh!Ln&t ity ftdishu parasya brahmawo bhdrdpatvflvagatej^ pilrvapnkshrl-

nutthftn^d aynktam sCitrRksharavairOpy&/& ^.
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decision arrived at under SOtras 34, 25, viz. that the ahgush-

MamAtra is Brahman. On this supposition, Siitras 24-39 form

one adhikarawa in which 26-38 constitute a mere digression

led up to by the mention made of the heart in 25.—The
ahgush///amdtra is referred to twice in the Ka/>5a Upanishad,

once in the passage discussed (II, 4, 12), and once in II, 6, 17

(*the Person not larger than a thumb'). To determine

what is meant by the ahgush/>5amdtra, Rdmdnu^ says, we
are enabled by the passage 11,6, 2, 3, which is intermediate

between the two passages concerning the angush/AamStra,

and which clearly refers to the highest Brahman, of which

alone everything can be said to stand in awe.

The next Sdtra (40) gives rise to a similar difference of

opinion. According to »Sahkara it constitutes by itself a

new adhikara//a (XII), proving that the Might* (g^yotis)

mentioned in KA. Up. VIII, 12, 3 is the highest Brahman.

—According to Rdmlinu^a the Sfltra continues the pre-

ceding adhikara«a, and strengthens the conclusion arrived

at by a further argument, referring to Ka//4a Up. II, 5, 15

—a passage intermediate between the two passages about

the angush/Aamdtra—which speaks of a primaiy light that

cannot mean anything but Brahman. The Sfltra has in

that case to be translated as follows :
* (The angush///a-

mcitra is Brahman) because (in a passage intervening be-

tween the two) a light is seen to be mentioned (which can

be Brahman only).'

The three last Sdtras of the pdda are, according to

^ahkara, to be divided into two adhikara«as (XIII and XIV),

Sdtra 41 deciding that the ether which reveals names and

forms (K/i, Up. VIII, 14) is not the elemental ether but

Brahman ; and 42, 43 teaching that the vi^dnamaya, ' he

who consists of knowledge,' of Br/. Up. IV, 3, 7 is not the

individual soul but Brahman.—According to Rdmdni\^a

the three Siitras make up one single adhikarawa discussing

whether the K/tandogys, Upanishad passage about the

ether refers to Brahman or to the individual soul in the

state of release ; the latter of these two alternatives being

suggested by the circumstance that the released soul is the

subject of the passage immediately preceding (* Shaking off
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all evil as a horse shakes off his hair,' &c.). Siitra 41

decides that *the ether (is Brahman) because the passage

designates the nature of something else/ &c. (i. e. of some-

thing other than the individual soul ; other because to the

soul the revealing of names and forms cannot be ascribed,

&c.)—But, an objection is raised, does not more than one

scriptural passage show that the released soul and Brahman
are identical, and is not therefore the ether which reveals

names and forms the soul as well as Brahman ?—(The two,

Siitra 42 replies, are diflferent) * because in the states of

deep sleep and departing (the highest Self) is designated as

different' (from the soul)—which point is proved by the

same scriptural passages which 5ahkara adduces;— and

'because such terms as Lord and the like' cannot be

applied to the individual soul (43). Reference is made to

IV, 4, 14, where all ^gadvySpdra is said to belong to the

Lord only, not to the soul even when in the state of

release.

Pada IV.

The last pAda of the first adhydya is specially directed

against the Sinkhyas.

The first adhikara«a (1-7) discusses the passage Ka/>^a

Up. I, 3, 10 ; II, where mention is made of the Great and

the Undeveloped—both of them terms used with a special

technical sense in the S^nkhya-^dstra, avyakta being a

synonym for pradhdna.—5ankara shows by an exhaustive

review of the topics of the Ka//m Upanishad that the term

avyakta has not the special meaning which the SShkhyas

attribute to it, but denotes the body, more strictly the

subtle body (sClkshma jarlra), but at the same time the

gross body also, in so far as it is viewed as an effect of the

subtle one.

Adhik. II (8-10) demonstrates, according to 5ankara, that

the tricoloured a^ spoken of in Sve. Up. IV, 5 is not the

pradhdna of the SAhkhyas, but either that power of the

Lord from which the world springs, or else the primary

causal matter first produced by that power,—What RSmA-
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nu^ in contradistinction from 5ankara understands by the

primary causal matter, follows from the short sketch given

above of the two systems.

Adhik. Ill (11-13) shows that the pa«^a pdJikag^nkA

mentioned in Bri. Up. IV, 4, 17 are not the twenty-five

principles of the Scihkhyas.—Adhik. IV (14, 15) proves that

Scripture does not contradict itself on the all-important

point of Brahman, i.e. a being whose essence is intelligence,

being the cause of the world.

Adhik. V (16-18) IS, according to 6'ahkara, meant to

prove that * he who is the maker of those persons, of whom
this is the work,* mentioned in Kau. Up. IV, 19, is not

either the vital air or the individual soul, but Brahman.

—

The subject of the adhikara;/a is essentially the same in

Rdmdnu^'s view
;

greater stress is, however, laid on the

adhikara^^a being polemical against the SAhkhyas, who
wish to turn the passage into an argument for the pradhSna

doctrine.

The same partial difference of view is observable with

regard to the next adhikara«a (VI; Sutras 19-22) which

decides that the * Self to be seen, to be heard,' &c. (Br^'. Up.

II, 4, 5) is the highest Self, not the individual soul. This

latter passage also is, according to Rdmftnu^, made the

subject of discussion in order to rebut the S^hkhya who is

anxious to prove that what is there inculcated as the object

of knowledge is not a universal Self but merely the Sdnkhya

purusha.

Adhik. VII (23-27) teaches that Brahman is not only

the efficient or operative cause (nimitta) of the world, but

its material cause as well. The world springs from Brahman

by way of modification (pari;/^ma ; Sutra 26).—Rdm^nu^
views this adhikara«a as specially directed against the

Scfvara-sdnkhyas who indeed admit the existence of a

highest Lord, but postulate in addition an independent

pradh^na on which the Lord acts as an operative cause

merely.

Adhik. VIII (28) remarks that the refutation of the

Sdnkhya views is applicable to other theories also, such as

the doctrine of the world having originated from atoms.

Digitized byGoogle



INTRODUCTION. xH

After this rapid survey of the contents of the first adhy&ya

and the succinct indication of the most important points in

which the views of 6'ankara and R&m&nu^ diverge, we
turn to a short consideration of two questions which here

naturally present themselves, viz., firstly, which is the prin-

ciple on which the Vedic passages referred to in the Sfltras

have been selected and arranged ; and, secondly, if, where

5ahkara and RdmAnu^ disagree as to the subdivision of

the Sutras into Adhikara^as, and the determination of the

Vedic passages discussed in the Sfltras, there are to be met

with any indications enabling us to determine which of the

two commentators is right. (The more general question as

to how far the Sfitras favour either 5ahkara*s or R^md-
nu^'s general views cannot be considered at present)

The Hindu commentators here and there attempt to

point out the reason why the discussion of a certain Vedic

passage is immediately followed by the consideration of a

certain other one. Their explanations—which have occa-

sionally been referred to in the notes to the translation

—

rest on the assumption that the SiitrakAra in arranging the

texts to be commented upon was guided by technicalities

of the MimAwsA-system, especially by a regard for the

various so-called means of proof which the MimA/wsaka

employs for the purpose of determining the proper meaning

and position of scriptural passages. But that this was the

guiding principle, is rendered altogether improbable by a

simple tabular statement of the Vedic passages referred to

in the first adhy&ya, such as given by Deussen on page 130 ;

for from the latter it appears that the order in which the

Siitras exhibit the scriptural passages follows the order in

which those passages themselves occur in the Upanishads,

and it would certainly be a most strange coincidence if that

order enabled us at the same time to exemplify the various

pramA;;as of the MimdwsA in their due systematic suc-

cession.

As Deussen's statement shows, most of the passages dis-

cussed are taken from the ATAdndogya Upanishad, so many
indeed that the whole first adhy^ya may be said to consist

of a discussion of all those AT/z^ndogya passages of which it
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is doubtful whether they are concerned with Brahman or

not, passages from the other Upanishads being brought in

wherever an opportunity offers. Considering the prominent

position assigned to the Upanishad mentioned, I think it

likely that the SfitrakSra meant to begin the series of

doubtful texts with the first doubtful passage from the

KA&ndogya, and that hence the sixth adhikarawa which

treats of the dnandamaya mentioned in the Taittiriya

Upanishad has, in agreement with Rdmdnu^'s views, to be

separated from the subsequent adhikara«as, and to be com-

bined with the preceding ones whose task it is to lay down
the fundamental propositions regarding Brahman's nature.

—The remaining adhikarawas of the first pdda follow the

order of passages in the KA^ndogy^ Upanishad, and there-

fore call for no remark; with the exception of the last

adhikarawa, which refers to a KaushJtaki passage, for whose

being introduced in this place I am not able to account.

—

The first adhikarawa of the second pdda returns to the

/TMndogya Upanishad. The second one treats of a passage

in the Ka/Aa Upanishad where a being is referred to which

eats everything. The reason why that passage is introduced in

this place seems to be correctly assigned in the 5ri-bh4shya,

which remarks that, as in the preceding Sfltra it had been

argued that the highest Self is not an enjoyer, a doubt

arises whether by that being which eats everything the

highest Self can be meant ^.—The third adhikarawa again,

whose topic is the * two entered into the cave ' (KaMa Up.

I> 3> i)> appears, as RfimAnu^ remarks, to come in at this

place owing to the preceding adhikara;«a; for if it could

not be proved that one of the two is the highest Self, a

doubt would attach to the explanation given above of the

* eater,* since the * two entered into the cave,' and the * eater'

stand under the same prakara;/a, and must therefore be

held to refer to the same matter.—The fourth adhikarawa

is again occupied with a A'A&ndogya passage.—The fifth

adhikarawa, whose topic is the Ruler within (antarydmin),

manifestly owes its place, as remarked by R&mAnu^ also,

* Yadi paramatma na bhoktA evaw tarhi bhoktritay^ prattyamano ^iva eva

sy5d ity &sanky&ha attt.
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to the fact that the Vedic passage treated had been employed

in the preceding adhikara«a (I, a, 14) for the purpose of

strengthening the argument ^—The sixth adhikarawa, again,

which discusses * that which is not seen ' (adre^a ; Mund. Up.

1, 1, 6), is clearly introduced in this place because in the pre-

ceding adhikara«a it had been said that adr/sh^a, &c. denote

the highest Self.—The reasons to which the last adhikara^a

of the second pAda and the first and third adhikara«as of the

third pSda owe their places' are not apparent (the second

adhikara«a ofthe third pdda treats of a TTMndogya passage).

The introduction, on the other hand, of the passage from the

Pntma Upanishad treating of the akshara Owkira is clearly

due to the circumstance that an akshara, of a different nature,

had been discussed in the preceding adhikara«a.—The fifth

and sixth adhikarawas investigate K/tSindogysL passages.

—

The two next Siitras {22, 23) are, as remarked above, con-

sidered by 5ankara to constitute a new adhikarawa treating

ofthe * being after which everything shines ' (Mund. Up. II, 2,

10) ; while Rdmdnqjfa looks on them as continuing the sixth

adhikaraf/a. There is one circumstance which renders it at

any rate probable that Rdmdnu^a, and not 5ankara, here

hits the intention of the author of the SGtras. The general

rule in the first three pddas is that, wherever a new Vedic

passage is meant to be introduced, the subject of the dis-

cussion, i. e. that being which in the end is declared to be

Brahman is referred to by means of a special word, in most

cases a nominative form *. From this rule there is in the

preceding part of the adhydya only one real exception, viz.

in I, 2, I, which possibly may be due to the fact that there

a new pAda begins, and it therefore was considered super-

1 Sth&nldivyapader^ ka ity atra ya^ >&akshu3hi tishMann ity &dind, prati-

p&dyam^Dam iakshushi sthitiniyaman&dika//? paramatmana eveti siddham

Icrxtvi akshipurushasya paramltmatva/!^ slldhitam id^nim tad eva samarthayate

antarySl**.

* Anandamaya^ I, i, 13; anta^ I, i, 20; tVistiA I, i, 23; pr&na^ I, i, 23;

^yoti/4 I, I, 34; prStoai I, i, 28; att& I, 3, 9; gahtm pravish/au I, 3, 11;

antara I, 3, 13 ; antaryto! I, 3, 18 ; adrwyatvadiguwaka^ I, 3, 3i ; vaijvanara^

I, 3, 34; dyubhvadydyatanam I, 3, i ; bhdm^ I, 3> 8 ; aksharam I, 3, 10 ; s&k

Ii 3» 13; <3aharaA I, 3» '45 pramitaA I, 3, 34; (^otU I, 3, 40;) ^k^sak I,

3»4i'
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fluous to indicate the introduction of a new topic by a

special word. The exception supplied by I, 3, 19 is only

an apparent one ; for, as remarked above, SOtra 19 does not

in reality begin a new adhikara;/a. A few exceptions

occurring later on will be noticed in their places.—Now
neither Siitra 22 nor SOtra 23 contains any word intimating

that a new Vedic passage is being taken into consideration,

and hence it appears preferable to look upon them, with

R&mdnu^, as continuing the topic of the preceding adhika-

ra«a.—This conclusion receives an additional confirmation

from the position of the next adhikarawa, which treats of

the being * a span long * mentioned in KaMa Up. II, 4, 12

;

for the reason of this latter passage being considered here is

almost certainly the reference to the alpa^ruti in S^itra 21,

and, if so, the angush/Aamdtra properly constitutes the sub-

ject of the adhikara«a immediately following on Adhik. V,

VI ; which, in its turn, implies that Sfitras aa, 23 do not form

an independent adhikarawa.—The two next adhikiarawas are

digressions, and do not refer to special Vedic passages.

—

Sfitra 39 forms a new adhikara«a, according to 5ankara, but

not according to RdmSnu^, whose opinion seems again to be

countenanced by the fact that the Sfttra does not exhibit

any word indicative of a new topic. The same difference of

opinion prevails with regard to SCltra 40, and it appears from

the translation of the Sutra given above, according to

R^mdnu^'s view, that *gyot\h ' need not be taken as a nomi-

native.—The last two adhikarawas finally refer, according to

RAmdnu^, to one AT/zAndogya passage only, and here also

we have to notice that Stitra 42 does not comprise any word

intimating that a new passage is about to be discussed.

From all this we seem entitled to draw the following

conclusions. The Vedic passages discussed in the three

first pddas of the Veddnta-siitras comprise all the doubtful

—or at any rate all the more important doubtful—passages

from the A'Mndogya Upanishad. These passages are

arranged in the order in which the text of the Upanishad

exhibits them. Passages from other Upanishads are dis-

cussed as opportunities offer, there being always a special

reason why a certain /f^dndogya passage is followed by
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a certain passage from some other Upanishad. Those

reasons can be assigned with sufficient certainty in a num-

ber of cases although not in all, and from among those

passages whose introduction cannot be satisfactorily ac-

counted for some are eliminated by our following the

subdivision of the Sutras into adhikara//as adopted by

Rdm&nu^, a subdivision countenanced by the external

form of the SCitras.

The fourth pSda of the first adhy^ya has to be taken

by itself. It is directed specially and avowedly against

Sihkhya-interpretations of Scripture, not only in its earlier

part which discusses isolated passages, but also—as is

brought out much more clearly in the 5ri-bhishya than by
•Sankara—in its latter part which takes a general survey

of the entire scriptural evidence for Brahman being the

material as well as the operative cause of the world.

Deussen (p. 221) thinks that the selection made by the

SQtrakdra of Vedic passages setting forth the nature of

Brahman is not in all cases an altogether happy one.

But this reproach rests on the assumption that the pas-

sages referred to in the first adhydya were chosen for the

purpose of throwing light on what Brahman is, and this

assumption can hardly be upheld. The Veddnta-s{itras

as well as the P{irv4 Mimdwsi-sutras are throughout Mi-

rnkmsSif i. e. critical discussions of such scriptural passages as

on a prim4 facie view admit of different interpretations

and therefore necessitate a careful enquiry into their mean-

ing. Here and there we meet with SGtras which do not

directly involve a discussion of the sense of some particular

Vedic passage, but rather make a mere statement on some

important point. But those cases are rare, and it would

be altogether contrary to the general spirit of the SCitras to

assume that a whole adhydya should be devoted to the

task of showing what Brahman is. The latter point is suf-

ficiently determined in the first five (or six) adhikara«as

;

but after we once know what Brahman is we are at once

confronted by a number of Upanishad passages concerning

which it is doubtful whether they refer to Brahman or not.

With their discussion all the remaining adhikara//as of the
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first adhydya are occupied. That the Veddnta-sfitras

view it as a particularly important task to controvert the

doctrine of the SAnkhyas is patent (and has also been fully

pointed out by Deussen, p. 23). The fifth adhikarawa

already declares itself against the doctrine that the world

has sprung from a non-intelligent principle, the pradhdna,

and the fourth pdda of the first adhy^ya returns to an

express polemic against SAhkhya interpretations of cer-

tain Vedic statements. It is therefore perhaps not saying

too much if we maintain that the entire first adhy&ya is

due to the wish, on the part of the S(itrak4ra, to guard his

own doctrine against Sdnkhya attacks. Whatever the

attitude of the other so-called orthodox systems may be

towards the Veda, the S^^hkhya system is the only one

whose adherents were anxious—and actually attempted

—

to prove that their views are warranted by scriptural pas-

sages. The Sdhkhya tendency thus would be to show

that all those Vedic texts which the Veddntin claims as

teaching the existence of Brahman, the intelligent and sole

cause of the world, refer either to the pradhdna or some
product of the pradhdna, or else to the purusha in the

Sdhkhya sense, i.e. the individual soul. It consequently

became the task of the Veddntin to guard the Upanishads

against misinterpretations of the kind, and this he did in

the first adhy4ya of the Vedinta-siitras, selecting those

passages about whose interpretation doubts were, for some

reason or other, likely to arise. Some of the passages

singled out are certainly obscure, and hence liable to

various interpretations ; of others it is less apparent why
it was thought requisite to discuss them at length. But

this is hardly a matter in which we are entitled to find

fault with the S(itrakAra ; for no modem scholar, either

European or Hindu, is—or can possibly be—sufficiently at

home, on the one hand, in the religious and philosophical

views which prevailed at the time when the SCltras may
have been composed, and, on the other hand, in the in-

tricacies of the Mimd;«s^, to judge with confidence which

Vedic passages may give rise to discussions and which not.

Digitized byGoogle



INTRODUCTION. xlvii

SECOND ADHYAYA.

The first adhySya has proved that all the Veddnta-texts

unanimously teach that there is only one cause of the

world, viz. Brahman, whose nature is intelligence, and that

there exists no scriptural passage which can be used to

establish systems opposed to the Veddnta, more especially

the S&hkhya system. The task of the two first pidas of

the second adhy&ya is to rebut any objections which may
be raised against the VedSnta doctrine on purely specula-

tive grounds, apart from scriptural authority, and to show,

again on purely speculative grounds, that none of the sys-

tems irreconcilable with the Ved4nta can be satisfactorily

established.

Pada I.

Adhikarawa I refutes the SAnkhya objection that the

acceptation of the Veddnta system involves the rejection

of the SAnkhya doctrine which after all constitutes a part

of Smr/ti, and as such has claims on consideration,—To
accept the S4nkhya-smWti, the Veddntin replies, would

compel us to reject other Smr/tis, such as the Manu-smr/ti,

which are opposed to the S^nkhya doctrine. The con-

flicting claims of Smntis can be settled only on the ground

of the Veda, and there can be no doubt that the Veda does

not confirm the S&hkhya-smr/ti, but rather those Smr/tis

which teach the origination of the world from an intelligent

primary cause.

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

the Yoga-smr/ti.

Adhik. Ill (4-1 1) shows that Brahman, although of the

nature of intelligence, yet may be the cause of the non-

intelligent material world, and that it is not contaminated

by the qualities of the world when the latter is refunded

into Brahman. For ordinary experience teaches us that

like does not always spring from like, and that the qualities

of effected things when the latter are refunded into their

causes—as when golden ornaments, for instance, are melted
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and thereby become simple gold again—do not continue to

exist in those causes.—Here also the argumentation is

specially directed against the S^iikhyas, who, in order to

account for the materiality and the various imperfections

of the world, think it necessary to assume a causal sub-

stance participating in the same characteristics.

Adhik. IV (12) points out that the line of reasoning fol-

lowed in the preceding adhikara;/a is valid also against

other theories, such as the atomistic doctrine.

The one SCltra (13) constituting Adhik. V teaches, accord-

ing to 6'ahkara, that although the enjoying souls as well as

the objects of fruition are in reality nothing but Brahman,

and on that account identical, yet the two sets may prac-

tically be held apart, just as in ordinary life we hold apart,

and distinguish as separate individual things, the waves,

ripples, and foam of the sea, although at the bottom waves,

ripples, and foam are all of them identical as being neither

more nor less than sea-water.—The ^ri-bhdshya gives a

totally different interpretation of the SQtra, according to

which the latter has nothing whatever to do with the

eventual non-distinction of enjoying souls and objects to

be enjoyed. Translated according to Rdmdnu^'s view,

the S(itra runs as follows :
* If non-distinction (of the Lord

and the individual souls) is said to result from the circum-

stance of (the Lord himself) becoming an enjoyer (a soul),

we refute this objection by instances from every-day ex-

perience.' That is to say: If it be maintained that from

our doctrine previously expounded, according to which this

world springs from the Lord and constitutes his body, it

follows that the Lord, as an embodied being, is not essen-

tially different from other souls, and subject to fruition as

they are ; we reply that the Lord's having a body does

not involve his being subject to fruition, not any more than

in ordinary life a king, although himself an embodied

being, is affected by the experiences of pleasure and pain

which his servants have to undergo.—The construction

which Rdmdnu^ puts on the Stoa is not repugnant either

to the words of the SCitra or to the context in which the

latter stands, and that it rests on earlier authority appears
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from a quotation made by RAmdnu^ from the Drami-

^/abhashyakara ^.

Adhik. VI (i4-JZo) treats of the non-difference of the

effect from the cause; a Vedinta doctrine which is de-

fended by its adherents against the VaLyeshikas according

to whom the effect is something different from the cause.

—The divergent views of ^ahkara and RcLmanu^ on this

important point have been sufficiently illustrated in the

general sketch of the two systems.

Adhik. VII (21-23) refutes the objection that, from the

Vedic passages insisting on the identity of the Lord and

the individual soul, it follows that the Lord must be like

the individual soul the cause of evil, and that hence the

entire doctrine of an all-powerful and all-wise Lord being

the cause of the world has to be rejected. For, the Sfltra-

k4ra remarks, the creative principle of the world is addi-

tional to, i. e. other than, the individual soul, the difference

of the two being distinctly declared by Scripture.—The
way in which the three SOtras constituting this adhikara/za

are treated by 5ahkara on the one hand and Ramanu^ on

the other is characteristic. Rimanu^ throughout simply

follows the words of the SGtras, of which SCttra 21 formu-

lates the objection based on such texts as *Thou art

that,' while S(itra 22 replies that Brahman is different

from the soul, since that is expressly declared by Scrip-

ture, ^ahkara, on the other hand, sees himself obliged to

add that the difference of the two, plainly maintained in

Siitra 22, is not real, but due to the souFs fictitious limiting

adjuncts.

Adhik. VIII (24, 25) shows that Brahman, although des-

titute of material and instruments of action, may yet pro-

duce the world, just as gods by their mere power create

' Lokayat. Yathft loke r^^aj&sau&nuvartinSLAr/ Jka. rS;^ugrahanigrahakr**ta-

sokhadakhayoge'pi na saxartratyamd,treffa jisake r^ny api jftsanSnuvr/ttya-

tivn'ttinimittasnkhadnkhayor bhoktr/tvaprasaAga/^. Yathftha Drami^abbft-

shyak&ra^ yatbft loke rd^ pra^aradandajuke ghorexnarthasamka/expi

pradere vartam&no'pi vya^tmltdyavadhGtadebo doshair na sprtsyate abhipre-

tSuns k& lok&n paripip&layishati hhog^/is ko. gandhd.d!n avixva^anopabhogyftn

dhirayati tatbftsau lokexvaro bhramatsvas&martbyaHmaro dosbair na spmyate

raksbati ^a lokd.n brabmalok&dtmj >Hlvijva^nopabbogy&n dbErayattti.

[34] d
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palaces^ animals, and the like, and as milk by itself turns

into curds.

Adhik. IX (26-1^9) explains that, according to the express

doctrine of Scripture, Brahman does not in its entirety pass

over into the world, and, although emitting the world from

itself, yet remains one and undivided. This is possible, ac-

cording to 5ankara, because the world is unreal ; according

to Rdmdnu^, because the creation is merely the visible and

tangible manifestation of what previously existed in Brah-

man in a subtle imperceptible condition.

Adhik. X (30, 31) teaches that Brahman, although des-

titute of instruments of action, is enabled to create the

world by means of the manifold powers which it possesses.

Adhik. XI (32, 33) assigns the motive of the creation, or,

more properly expressed, teaches that Brahman, in creating

the world, has no motive in the strict sense of the word, but

follows a mere sportive impulse.

Adhik. XII (34-36) justifies Brahman from the charges

of partiality and cruelty which might be brought against

it owing to the inequality of position and fate of the various

animate beings, and the universal suffering of the world.

Brahman, as a creator and dispenser, acts with a view to the

merit and demerit of the individual souls, and has so acted

from all eternity.

Adhik. XIII (37) sums up the preceding argumentation

by declaring that all the qualities of Brahman—omniscience

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

the world.

Pada II.

The task of the second pada is to refute, by arguments

independent of Vedic passages, the more important philo-

sophical theories concerning the origin of the world which

are opposed to the Veddnta view.—The first adhikarawa

(i-io) is directed against the Sankhyas, whose doctrine had

already been touched upon incidentally in several previous

places, and aims at proving that a non-intelligent first cause,

such as the pradhdna of the Sankhyas, is unable to create

and dispose.—The second adhikarawa (11-17) refutes the
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Vai^eshika tenet that the world originates from atoms set

in motion by the adr/sh/a.—The third and fourth adhika-

ra;/as are directed against various schools of Bauddha phi-

losophers. Adhik. Ill (i8-!27) impugns the view of the

so-called sarv^stitvav^dins, or bdhyArthav&dins, who main-

tain the reality of an external as well as an internal world
;

Adhik. IV (28-3^1) is directed against the vi^^finavddins,

according to whom ideas are the only reality.—The last

SOtra of this adhikarawa is treated by RAmanu^ as a

separate adhikara//a refuting the view of the M^dhyamikas,

who teach that everything is void, i.e. that nothing what-

ever is real.—Adhik. V (33-36) is directed against the doc-

trine of the Gainas ; Adhik. VI (37-41) against those philo-

sophical schools which teach that a highest Lord is not the

material but only the operative cause of the world.

The last adhikarawa of the pdda (42-45) refers, according

to the unanimous statement of the commentators, to the

doctrine of the Bhclgavatas or Fknksii'kiras. But 5ankara

and Rcim^nu^ totally disagree as to the drift of the

SOtrak&ra's opinion regarding that system. According to

the former it is condemned like the systems previously

referred to; according to the latter it is approved of

—

Sutras 42 and 43, according to both commentators, raise

objections against the system ; Sfltra 42 being directed

<tgainst the doctrine that from the highest being, called

VSsudeva, there is originated Sankarsha/^a, i.e. the ^iva,

on the ground that thereby those scriptural passages would

be contradicted which teach the souFs eternity; and Sfitra

43 impugning the doctrine that from Sankarsha«a there

springs Pradyumna, i.e. the manas.—The Sutra on which

the difference of interpretation turns is 44. Literally trans-

lated it runs, * Or, on account of there being' (or, * their

being') * knowledge and so on, there is non-contradiction

of that.'—This means, according to 6*ankara, * Or, if in

consequence of the existence of knowledge and so on (on

the part of Sahkarshawa, &c. they be taken not as soul,

mind, &c. but as Lords of pre-eminent knowledge, &c.),

yet there is non-contradiction of that (viz. of the objection

raised in S(itra 42 against the Bh4gavata doctrine).'

—

d2
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According to Rdmani^, on the other hand, the Sfitra

has to be explained as follows :
* Or, rather there is non-

contradiction of that (i.e. the FSLnkarktra, doctrine) on ac-

count of their being knowledge and so on (i. e. on account

of their being Brahman).* Which means: Since San-

karsha;/a and so on are merely forms of manifestation

of Brahman, the PcL«AarMra doctrine, according to which

they spring from Brahman, is not contradicted.—The form

of the SCltra makes it difficult for us to decide which of the

two interpretations is the right one ; it, however, appears

to me that the explanations of the * vd ' and of the ' tat,'

implied in Ram&nu^a's comment, are more natural than

those resulting from ^ahkara's interpretation. Nor would

it be an unnatural proceeding to close the polemical pdda

with a defence of that doctrine which—in spite of objec-

tions—has to be viewed as the true one.

Pada III.

The third pSda discusses the question whether the dif-

ferent forms of existence which, in their totality, constitute

the world have an origin or not, i. e. whether they are co-

eternal with Brahman, or issue from it and are refunded

into it at stated intervals.

The first seven adhikara«as treat of the five elementary

substances.—Adhik. I (1-7) teaches that the ether is not

co-eternal with Brahman, but springs from it as its first

effect.—Adhik. II (8) shows that air springs from ether;

Adhik. IV, V, VI (10; 11 ; la) that fire springs from air,

water from fire, earth from water.—Adhik. Ill (9) explains

by way of digression that Brahman, which is not some

special entity, but quite generally *that which is,* cannot

have originated from anything else.

Adhik. VII (13) demonstrates that the origination of one

element from another is due, not to the latter in itself, but to

Brahman acting in it.

Adhik. VIII (14) teaches that the reabsorption of the

elements into Brahman takes place in the inverse order of

their emission.

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

stances take place is not interfered with by the creation

and reabsorption of the organs of the soul, i.e. the sense

organs and the internal organ (manas) ; for they also are

of elemental nature, and as such created and retracted to-

gether with the elements of which they consist.

The remainder of the p&da is taken up by a discussion of

the nature of the individual soul, the^iva.—Adhik. X (i6)

teaches that expressions such as * Devadatta is born,' * De-

Vadatta has died,* strictly apply to the body only, and are

transferred to the soul in so far only as it is connected with

a body.

Adhik. XI (17) teaches that the individual soul is, accord-

ing to Scripture, permanent, eternal, and therefore not, like

the ether and the other elements, produced from Brahman

at the time of creation.—This Siitra is of course com-

mented on in a very different manner by 5ankara on the

one hand and RdmAnqfa on the other. According to the

former, the ^va is in reality identical—and as such co-

eternal— with Brahman; what originates is merely the

soul's connexion with its limiting adjuncts, and that con-

nexion is moreover illusory.—According to RAm&nu^, the

^iva is indeed an effect of Brahman, but has existed in

Brahman from all eternity as an individual being and as

a mode (prakAra) of Brahman. So indeed have also the

material elements
;

yet there is an important distinction

owing to which the elements may be said to originate at

the time of creation, while the same cannot be said of the

soul. Previously to creation the material elements exist

in a subtle condition in which they possess none of the

qualities that later on render them the objects of ordinary

experience ; hence, when passing over into the gross state

at the time of creation, they may be said to originate. The
souls, on the other hand, possess at all times the same

essential qualities, i.e. they are cognizing agents; only,

whenever a new creation takes place, they associate

themselves with bodies, and their intelligence therewith

undergoes a certain expansion or development (vik^ja)^

contrasting with the unevolved or contracted state (san-
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ko^a) which characterised it during the preceding pralaya.

But this change is not a change of essential nature (svaru-

p&nyath&bhdva), and hence we have to distinguish the souls

as permanent entities from the material elements which at

the time of each creation and reabsorption change their

essential characteristics.

Adhik. XII (i8) defines the nature of the individual soul.

The SGtra declares that the soul is *^»a.* This means,

according to 5ankara, that intelligence or knowledge does

not, as the Vai^eshikas teach, constitute a mere attribute of

the soul which in itself is essentially non-intelligent, but is

the very essence of the soul. The soul is not a knower, but

knowledge; not intelligent, but intelligence.—Rdmdnu^,
on the other hand, explains ^gna,' by 'gn&{ri^ i.e. knower,

knowing agent, and considers the Siitra to be directed not

only against the Vai^eshikas, but also against those philo-

sophers who— like the SAnkhyas and the Vedintins of

5ankara's school— maintain that the soul is not a knowing

agent, but pure ^aitanya.—The wording of the Sfltra cer-

tainly seems to favour RAm^nu^'s interpretation ; we can

hardly imagine that an author definitely holding the views

of 5ankara should, when propounding the important dogma
of the soul's nature, use the term ^;7a of which the most

obvious interpretation is gnktri, not gnknzm.

Adhik. XIII (19-32) treats the question whether the

individual soul is a;/u, i. e. of very minute size, or omni-

present, all-pervading (sarvagata, vydpin). Here, again, we
meet with diametrically opposite viiews.— In 5arikara*s

opinion the Sfltras 19-28 represent the pflrvapaksha view,

according to which the^iva is a;/u, while SGtra 29 formu-

lates the siddhSnta, viz. that the ^va, which in reality is

all-pervading, is spoken of as a;/u in some scriptural passages,

because the 'qualities of the internal organ—which itself is

a;/u—constitute the essence of the individual soul as long

as the latter is implicated in the sa;;/sdra.—According to

RAmAnu^, on the other hand, the first Sfltra of the adhi-

karawa gives utterance to the siddh^nta view, according to

which the soul is of minute size ; the S(itras 20-25 confirm

this view and refute objections raised against it ; while the

Digitized byGoogle



INTRODUCTION. Iv

Sutras 26-29 resume the question already mooted under

Sfitra 18, viz. in what relation the soul as knowing agent

ignddrt) stands to knowledge (g-«ana).—In order to decide

between the conflicting claims of these two interpretations

we must enter into some details.—i'ankara maintains that

Siitras 19-28 state and enforce a pftrvapaksha view, which is

finally refuted in 29. What here strikes us at the outset, is

the unusual length to which the defence of a mere primd
facie view is carried ; in no other place the SQtras take so

much trouble to render plausible what is meant to be re-

jected in the end, and an unbiassed reader will certainly

feel inclined to think that in 19-28 we have to do, not with

the preliminary statement of a view finally to be abandoned,

but with an tlaborate bond fide attempt to establish and

vindicate an essential dogma of the system. Still it is not

altogether impossible that the pftrvapaksha should here be

treated at greater length than usual, and the decisive point is

therefore whether we can, with 5ahkara, look upon Siitra 29

as embodying a refutation ol the purvapaksha and thus im-

plicitly acknowledging the doctrine that the individual soul

is all-pervading. Now I think there can be no doubt that

5ahkara*s interpretation of the SQtra is exceedingly forced.

Literally translated (and leaving out the non-essential word
* pr^«avat ') the Sfltra runs as follows :

* But on account of

that quality (or " those qualities ; " or else " on account of the

quality—or qualities—of that ") being the essence, (there is)

that designation (or " the designation of that ").' This 5ah-

kara maintains to mean, * Because the qualities of the

buddhi are the essence of the soul in the sa^/sdra state,

therefore the soul itself is sometimes spoken of as awu.'

Now, in the first place, nothing in the context warrants the

explanation of the first * tat ' by buddhi. And—which is

more important— in the second place, it is more than

doubtful whether on i'ahkara's own system the qualities

of the buddhi— such as pleasure, pain, desire, aversion,

&c.—can with any propriety be said to constitute the

essence of the soul even in the sawsAra state. The essence

of the soul in whatever state, according to i'ankara's sys-

tem, is knowledge or intelligence; whatever is due to its
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association with the buddhi is non-essential or, more

strictly, unreal, false.

There are no similar difficulties in the way of Rdm^nqgu's

interpretation of the adhikarawa. He agrees with 5ankara

in the explanation of Sutras 19-25, with this difference that

he views them as setting forth, not the pOrvapaksha, but the

siddhdnta. Sfltras 26-28 also are interpreted in a manner not

very different from 5ankara's, special stress being laid on

the distinction made by Scripture between knowledge as a

mere quality and the soul as a knowing agent, the sub-

stratum of knowledge. This discussion naturally gives rise

to the question how it is that Scripture in some places

makes use of the term vi^^Ana when meaning the indi-

vidual soul. The answer is given in Sutra 29, * The soul is

designated as knowledge because it has that quality for its

essence,' i.e. because knowledge is the essential character-

istic quality of the soul, therefore the term * knowledge' is

employed here and there to denote the soul itself. This

latter interpretation gives rise to no doubt whatever. It

closely follows the wording of the text and does not

necessitate any forced supplementation. The * tu ' of the

Sutra which, according to 5ahkara, is meant to discard

the pCrvapaksha, serves on R^manu^a's view to set aside

a previously-raised objection ; an altogether legitimate

assumption.

Of the three remaining SCitras of the adhikara«a (30-32),

30 explains, according to 5ankara, that the soul may be

called a«u, since, as long as it exists in the sa//es&ra con-

dition, it is connected with the buddhi. According to

R§Lmknv^ the Sfltra teaches that the soul may be called

vignAna. because the latter constitutes its essential quality as

long as it exists.—Sutra 31 intimates, according to 5ahkara,

that in the states of deep sleep, and so on, the soul is poten-

tially connected with the buddhi, while in the waking state

that connexion becomes actually manifest. The same

Sfltra, according to RAmAnu^, teaches that gn&iriiwz. is

properly said to constitute the soul's essential nature,

although it is actually manifested in some states of the soul

only.—In Sutra 32, finally, 5ankara sees a statement of the
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doctrine that, unless the soul had the buddhi for its limiting

adjunct, it would either be permanently cc^nizing or perma-

nently non-cognizing; while, according to R&mdnu^, the

ShtTB, means that the soul would either be permanently

cognizing or permanently non-cognizing, if it were pure

knowledge and all-pervading (instead of being gniXri and

a«u, as it is in reality).—The three Sfltras can be made
to fit in with either interpretation, although it must be

noted that none of them explicitly refers to the soul's

connexion with the buddhi.

Adhik. XIV and XV (33-39 ; 40) refer to the kartr/tva of

the ^va, i. e. the question whether the soul is an agent.

SOtras 33-39 clearly say that it is such. But as, according

to 5ahkara's system, this cannot be the final view,—the soul

being essentially non-active, and all action belonging to the

world of upAdhis,—he looks upon the next following Sfltra

(40) as constituting an adhikara^^a by itself, and teaching

that the soul is an agent when connected with the instru-

ments of action, buddhi, &c., while it ceases to be so when

dissociated from them, *just as the carpenter acts in both

ways,' i.e. just as the carpenter works as long as he wields

his instruments, and rests after having laid them aside.

—

Rdm^nu^a, perhaps more naturally, does not separate Sfltra

40 from the preceding Sfltras, but interprets it as follows

:

Activity is indeed an essential attribute of the soul ; but

therefrom it does not follow that the soul is always actually

active, just as the carpenter, even when furnished with the

requisite instruments, may either work or not work, just as

he pleases.

Adhik. XVI (41, 42) teaches that the soul in its activity

is dependent on the Lord who impels it with a view to its

former actions.

Adhik. XVII (43-53) treats of the relation of the indivi-

dual soul to Brahman. SCitra 43 declares that the individual

soul is a part (aw^a) of Brahman, and the following Sfltras

show how that relation does not involve either that Brahman
is affected by the imperfections, sufferings, &c. of the souls,

or that one soul has to participate in the experiences of

other souls. The two commentators of course take entirely
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different views of the doctrine that the soul is a part of

Brahman. According to RamAnu^ the souls are in reality

parts of Brahman ^ ; according to 5ankara the * amsa, ' of

the Sfttra must be understood to mean * aw^a iva/ * a part

as it were;' the one universal indivisible Brahman having

no real parts, but appearing to be divided owing to its

limiting adjuncts.—One Sutra (50) in this adhikara;/a

calls for special notice. According to ^Sankara the words

*Abh4sa eva ka.' mean *(the soul is) a mere reflection/

which, as the commentators remark, is a statement of the

so-called pratibimbavdda, i.e. the doctrine that the so-called

individual soul is nothing but the reflection of the Self in

the buddhi ; while Sfttra 43 had propounded the so-called

avait^AedavAda, i.e. the doctrine that the soul is the highest

Self in so far as limited by its iadjuncts.—According to

R^mdnu^ the &bh^sa of the Sfltra has to be taken in the

^ (Ttvasya kart/7*tva/// paramapurush&yattam ity uktam. IdStDtm kim aya/w

g^VQ.k parasmStd atyantabhinnaA uta param eva brahma bhr^tam ata brahmaivo-

pftdhyavai^^innam atha brahm&^/ja iti sa/zAfajryate jnitivipratipatteA samsayah.

Nann tadananyam d.rambha^/ajabd&dibhya^ adhika/^/ tn bhedanirde^d ity

atraivftyam artho nirwlta^. Satyaw sa eva nftnSltvaikatvajrutivipratipattyft

xkshipya^vasya brahmft/i^jatvopapSldanena viieshato nir»Syate. YStvad dhi

^vasya brahm&^Tisatvam na nimttam Xtva^ ^vasya brahmano * nanyatvaw

brahma;<as tasm^d adhikatvim ka. na pratitishMati. Kim tSlvat prSlptam.

Atyanta/// bhinna iti. KutaA. Gfit^^avi dvftv ityftdibhedaniidejSlt. ChtgriayoT

abhedarrutayas tv agnind. sxHkti^ itivad viruddhSlrthapratipSldaii&danpa^&rikya^,

Brahina»o x mso ^va ity api na sSldhtya^, ekavastvekad&rav&>(i hy am^aj-abdaii,

^vasya brahmaikadejatve tadgatSt dosh& brahma/ti bhaveyu^. Na ka. brahma-

khaWo ^iva ity awiatvopapattlA kha»^andjiarhatv&d brahmana^ prftgukta-

doshaprasang&^ kzy tasm^d atyantabhinnasya tadam^atvafff durupap&dann.

YadvSl bhr&nta^/ brahmaiva ^va^. Kuta^i. Tat tvam asi ayam fttmSt brah-

metySldibrahm^tmabbStvopadej&t, n2tn&tmatvavd.dinyas tu pratyaksh&disiddhftr-

thStnuv^ditv&d ananyatb&.siddh&dvaitopadejapar2tbhiA jrutibhi^ pratyakshftdayaj

ka. avidyStntargata^ khyftpyante.—AthavSl brahmaivlUiidyupSldhyava^Minnaw

^va^. Kuta/j. Tata eva brahm&tmabhSlvopad&r&t. Na /Ayom upSldhir

bhrftntiparikalpita ita vaktuw sakyam bandhamoksh^divyavasthltoupapatter.

Ity eva/« pr&pte » bhidhtyate. 6rahmlt/;;^a iti. KutaA. N^&vyapadejSld

anyathSl /^aikatvena vyapadej^ ubhayathSl hi vyapadejo dnVyate. N&nftvya-

padeias tStvat srash/rftvasn^^atva — niyantntvaniySlmyatva — sarvc^atvft-

^latva— 8vS,dhtnatvaparSldhtnatva— j-uddhatvlfuddhatva— kalyl^agn^karat-

vaviparttatva—patitvajeshatvSldibhir dWiyate. Anyathft /^bhedena vyapa-

dejo I pi tat tvam asi ayam Sttmft brahmetyftdibhir dn'jyate. Api d&fakita-

v&ditvam apy adhlyate eke, brahma dlri brahma dll^& brahmeme kitavll ity

&tharvamk& brahma»o dlrakitavftditvam apy adhtyate, tataj- ^a sarva^vavyft-

pitvena abhedo vyapadiiyata ity artha^. Evam ubhayavyapadwamukhyatva-

siddhaye ^vo«yafw brahma/foxxv^a ity abhyupagantavya^i.
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sense of hetvabhzlsa, a fallacious argument, and the Sutra is

explained as being directed against the reasoning of those

Veddntins according to whom the soul is Brahman in so far

as limited by non-real adjuncts ^

Pada IV.

Adhik. I, II, III (1-4; 5-6 ; 7) teach that the prdwas (by

which generic name are denoted the buddhindriyas, karmen-

driyas, and the manas) spring from Brahman; are eleven in

number; and are of minute size (a«u).

Adhik. IV, V, VI (8 ;
9-1 a ; 13) inform us also that the

mukhya prd«a, i.e. the vital air, is produced from Brahman ;

that it is a principle distinct from air in general and from

the pr^was discussed above ; and that it is minute (a«u).

Adhik. VII and VIII (14-16; 17-19) teach that the

pr4«as are superintended and guided in their activity by
special divinities, and that they are independent principles,

not mere modifications of the mukhya prd;/a.

Adhik. IX (2o-2z) declares that the evolution of names

and forms (the ndmarupavydkarawa) is the work, not of the

individual soul, but of the Lord.

THIRD ADHYAYA.

Pada I.

Adhik. I (1-7) teaches that the soul, when passing out of

the body at the time of death, remains invested with the

subtle material elements (bhutasiikshma) which serve as an

abode to the prAwas attached to. the soul.

Adhik. II (8-1 1) shows that, when the souls of those who
had enjoyed the reward of their good works in the moon
descend to the earth in order to undergo a new embodi-

ment, there cleaves to them a remainder (anu^aya) of their

' Nana bhr&ntabrahma^tvavide x py avidytUcr/topftdhibhedStd bliogavya-

vasthftdaya upapadyanta ata Slba, &bh^a eva ka, Akhair</aikarasapraklramft-

tratvarOpasya svariipatirodh^apiirvakop^dbibhedopap&daiiahetur ^bb&sa eva.

Prak^ikasvarOpasya prakiLratirodh^ax^/ praklrnn^a eveti pr^ evopap&ditam.

Abhasft eveti vft pa/^a>4, tathft sati hetava ftbh^^.
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former deeds which determines the nature of the new

embodiment.

Adhik. Ill (12-21) discusses the fate after death of those

whom their good works do not entitle to pass up to the

moon.

Adhik. IV, V, VI (22 ; 23 ; 24-27) teach that the subtle

bodies of the souls descending from the moon through the

ether, air, &c., do not become identical with ether, air, &c.,

but only like them ; that the entire descent occupies a short

time only ; and that, when the souls finally enter into plants

and so on, they do not participate in the life of the latter,

but are merely in external contact with them.

Pada II.

Adhik. I (1-6) treats of the soul in the dreaming state.

According to i'ankara the three first Sfltras discuss the

question whether the creative activity ascribed to the soul

in some scriptural passages produces things as real as those

by which the waking soul is surrounded, or not ; Sutra 3
settles the point by declaring that the creations of the

dreaming soul are mere *MAya,' since they do not fully

manifest the character of real objects. Siitra 4 adds that

dreams, although mere M&ycl, yet have a prophetic quality.

SOtras 5 and 6 finally reply to the question why the soul,

which after all is a part of the Lord and as such parti-

cipates in his excellencies, should not be able to produce in

its dreams a real creation, by the remark that the soul's

knowledge and power are obscured by its connexion with

the gross body.

The considerably diverging interpretation given of this

adhikara»a by RdmAnu^ has the advantage of more

closely connecting the S^itras with each other. According

to him the question is not whether the creations of a dream

are real or not, but whether they are the work of the indi-

vidual soul or of the Lord acting within the soul. Sfltras

I and 2 set forth the pflrvapaksha. The creations of dreams

(are the work of the individual soul) ; for thus Scripture

declares: *And the followers of some jdkhds declare (the
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soul to be) a creator,' &c. The third Sfitra states the

siddhdnta view: 'But the creations of dreams are M&yA,

i.e. are of a wonderful nature (and as such cannot be

effected by the individual soul), since (in this life) the nature

(of the soul) is not fully manifested.' Concerning the word
* mdyd/ Rdm^nu^a remarks, * mdy^^abdo hy §iskdirysLV&ii

^nakssya, kule g^tk devamayeva nirmitA ityAdishu tatha

darjandt.' The three remaining SCtras are exhibited in

the 5ri-bh4shya in a different order, the fourth SOtra,

according to 5ankara, being the sixth according to Rimd-
nu^. Siitras 4 and 5 (according to RAmdni^pa's numera-

tion) are explained by Rdm4nu^ very much in the same

way as by 5ankara ; but owing to the former's statement

of the subject-matter of the whole adhikara»a they connect

themselves more intimately with the preceding Sfttras than

is possible on 5ankara's interpretation. In Siitra 6 (sfli^aka^

i^ hi) Rdmdnu^a sees a deduction from the siddhdnta of

the adhikara^a, * Because the images of a dream are pro-

duced by the highest Lord himself, therefore they have

prophetic significance.'

Adhik. II teaches that in the state of deep dreamless

sleep the soyl abides within Brahman in the heart

Adhik. Ill (9) expounds the reasons entitling us to

assume that the soul awakening from sleep is the same

that went to sleep.—Adhik. IV (9) explains the nature of

a swoon.

Adhik. V (ii-ai) is, according to 5ahkara, taken up with

the question as to the nature of the highest Brahman in

which the individual soul is merged in the state of deep

sleep. Sutra 11 declares that twofold characteristics (viz.

absence and presence of distinctive attributes, nirvLreshatva

and savLreshatva) cannot belong to the highest Brahman

even through its stations, i.e. its limiting adjuncts; since

all passages which aim at setting forth Brahman's nature

declare it to be destitute of all distinctive attributes.—The
fact, Sfltra la continues, that in many passages Brahman
is spoken of as possessing distinctive attributes is of no

relevancy, since wherever there are mentioned limiting ad-

juncts, on which all distinction depends, it is specially stated
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that Brahman in itself is free from all diversity; and—Sfttra

13 adds—in some places the assumption of diversity is spe-

cially objected to.—That Brahman is devoid of all form

(Siitra 14), is the pre-eminent meaning of all Ved^nta-texts

setting forth Brahman's nature.—That Brahman is repre-

sented as having different forms, as it were, is due to its

connexion with its (unreal) limiting adjuncts
;
just as the

light of the sun appears straight or crooked, as it were,

according to the nature of the things he illuminates (15).

—

The Bnhadara«yaka expressly declares that Brahman is

one uniform mass of intelligence (16) ; and the same is

taught in other scriptural passages and in Smr/ti (17).—At
the unreality of the apparent manifoldness of the Self,

caused by the limiting adjuncts, aim those scriptural

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

remains one although his reflections on the surface of the

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

that that comparison is unsuitable, because the Self is not

material like the sun, and there are no real upAdhis separate

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

merely means to indicate that, as the reflected image of

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

which the water undergoes while the sun himself remains

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

attributes of the upAdhis, while, in so far as it is limited by

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

the Self is within the upAdhis, Scripture declares (ai).

From the above explanation of this important adhikara^a

the one given in the 5ri-bh^shya differs totally. According

to Rdmdnufa the adhikarawa raises the question whether

the imperfections clinging to the individual soul (the dis-

cussion of which has now come to an end) affect also the

highest Lord who, according to Scripture, abides within the

soul as antarydmin. * Notwithstanding the abode (of the

highest Self within the soul) (it is) not (affected by the soul's

imperfections) because everywhere (the highest Self is repre-

sented) as having twofold characteristics (viz. being, on one

hand, free from all evil, apahatapSpman, v^ara, vimr/tyu,

&c., and, on the other hand, endowed with all auspicious
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qualities, satyakSma, satyasawkalpa, &c.) (ii).—Should it

be objected that, just as the soul although essentially free

from evil—according to the Pra^^pativ&kya in the Khkn-

dogya—yet is liable to imperfections owing to its connexion

with a variety of bodies, so the antarydmin also is affected

by abiding within bodies; we deny this because in every

section of the chapter referring to the antary^Lmin (in the

Brihad^ra«yaka) he is expressly called the Immortal, the

ruler within ; which shows him to be free from the short-

comings of the^iva (12).—Some, moreover, expressly assert

that, although the Lord and the soul are within one body,

the soul only is imperfect, not the Lord (dvcl suparwi sayu^&

sakhdy^) (13).—Should it be said that, according to the

A'Adndogya, Brahman entered together with the souls into

the elements previously to the evolution of names and

forms, and hence participates in the latter, thus becoming

implicated in the sawsdra ; we reply that Brahman, although

connected with such and such forms, is in itselfdevoid of form,

since it is the principal element (agent; pradhSna) in the

bringing about of names and forms (according to ^kkkso ha

vai ndmarupayor nirvahitA*) (14).—But does not the pas-

sage * satyaw ^Anam anantam brahma ' teach that Brah-

man is nothing but light (intelligence) without any difference,

and does not the passage ' neti neti ' deny of it all qualities ?

—As in order, we reply, not to deprive passages as the one

quoted from the Taittiriya of their purport, we admit that

Brahman's nature is light, so we must also admit that

Brahman is satyasa/wkalpa, and so on ; for if not, the pas-

sages in which those qualities are asserted would become

purportless (15).—Moreover the Taittiriya passage only

asserts so much, viz. the prakd^riipatd of Brahman, and

does not deny other qualities (16).—And the passage * neti

neti* will be discussed later on.—The ubhayalingatva of

Brahman in the sense assigned above is asserted in many
places of 5ruti and Smr/ti (17).—Because Brahman although

abiding in many places is not touched by their imperfec-

tions, the similes of the reflected sun, of the ether limited

by jars, &c., are applicable to it (18).—Should it be said

that the illustration is not an appropriate one, because the
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sun is apprehended in the water erroneously only while the

antary&min really abides within all things, and therefore

must be viewed as sharing their defects (19) ; we reply that

what the simile means to negative is merely that Brahman

should, owing to its inherence in many places, participate in

the increase, decrease, and so on, of its abodes. On this

view both similes are appropriate (20).—Analogous similes

we observe to be employed in ordinary life, as when we
compare a man to a lion (21).

Siitras 22-30 constitute, according to 5ankara, a new
adhikara«a (VI), whose object it is to show that the clause

* not so, not so ' (neti neti ; BrAadAr.) negatives, not Brah-

man itself, but only the two forms of Brahman described in

the preceding part of the chapter. Sfltras 23-26 further

dwell on Brahman being in reality devoid of all distinctive

attributes which are altogether due to the upidhis. The
last four Sfitras return to the question how, Brahman being

one only, the souls are in so many places spoken of as

different from it, and, two explanatory hypotheses having

been rejected, the conclusion is arrived at that all difference

is unreal, due to fictitious limiting adjuncts.

According to RzlmAnug^a, Siitras 22 ff. continue the dis-

cussion started in Sfltra 11. How, the question is asked, can

the ubhayalingatva of Brahman be maintained considering

that the * not so, not so ' of the Br/haddra«yaka denies of

Brahman all the previously mentioned modes (prakAra), so

that it can only be called that which is (sanmdtra) ?—^The

reply given in Sfltra 22 is that 'not so, not so' does not

deny of Brahman the distinctive qualities or modes declared

previously (for it would be senseless at first to teach them,

and finally to deny them again'), but merely denies the

prAkrAaitdvattva, the previously stated limited nature of

Brahman, i.e. it denies that Brahman possesses only the

previously mentioned qualifications. With this agrees, that

subsequently to *neti neti' Scripture itself enunciates

further qualifications of Brahman.—That Brahman as stated

^ All the mentioned modes of Brahman are known from Scripture only, not

from ordinary experience. If the latter were the case, then, and then only,

Scripture might at first refer to them * anuvS,dena,' and finally negative them.
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above is not the object of any other means of proof but Scrip-

ture is confirmed in Siitra 23, * Scripture declares Brahman
to be the non-manifest/—And the intuition (saksh^tkdra)

of Brahman ensues only upon its sawrSdhana, i.e. upon its

being perfectly pleased by the worshipper's devotion, as

Scripture and Smr/ti declare (24).—That this interpretation

of *neti' is the right one, is likewise shown by the fact that in

the same way as praklra, luminousness, ^//Sna, intelligence,

&c., so also the quality of being differentiated by the world

(prapa«^avijish/at4) is intuited as non-different, i.e. as like-

wise qualifying Brahman ; and that prakd^a, and so on,

characterise Brahman, is known through repeated practice

(on the part of r/shis like VAmadeva) in the work of

sawrddhana mentioned before (25).—For all these reasons

Brahman is connected with the infinite, i.e. the infinite

number of auspicious qualities ; for thus the twofold indica-

tions (linga) met with in Scripture are fully justified (26).—
In what relation, then, does the akld vastu, i.e. the non-

sentient matter, which, according to the Br/haddrawyaka,

is one of the forms of Brahman, stand to the latter ?—Non-

sentient beings might, in the first place, be viewed as special

arrangements (saw/sthdnavi^eshdA) of Brahman, as the coils

are of the body of the snake ; for Brahman is designated

as both, i.e. sometimes as one with the world (Brahman is

all this, &c.), sometimes as different from it (Let me enter

into those elements, &c.) (27).—Or, in the second place,

the relation of the two might be viewed as analogous to

that of light and the luminous object which are two and

yet one, both being fire (28).—Or, in the third place, the

relation is like that stated before, i.e. the material world

is, like the individual souls (whose case was discussed in

II, 3, 43), a part—aw^a—of Brahman (29, 30).

Adhik. VII (31-37) explains how some metaphorical

expressions, seemingly implying that there is something

different from Brahman, have to be truly understood.

Adhik. VIII (38-41) teaches that the reward of works is

not, as G^aimini opines, the independent result of the works

acting through the so-called apflrva, but is allotted by the

Lord.

[34] e
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Pada III.

With the third pida of the second adhydya a new

section of the work begins, whose task it is to describe

how the individual soul is enabled by meditation on Brah-

man to obtain final release. The first point to be deter-

mined here is what constitutes a meditation on Brahman,

and, more particularly, in what relation those parts of

the Upanishads stand to each other which enjoin identical

or partly identical meditations. The reader of the Upa-

nishads cannot fail to observe that the texts of the different

^Akh^s contain many chapters of similar, often nearly iden-

tical, contents, and that in some cases the text of even one

and the same ^dkhA exhibits the same matter in more

or less varied forms. The reason of this clearly is that

the common stock of religious and philosophical ideas

which were in circulation at the time of the composition of

the Upanishads found separate expression in the different

priestly communities ; hence the same speculations, legends,

&c. reappear in various places of the sacred Scriptures in

more or less differing dress. Originally, when we may
suppose the members of each Vedic school to have confined

themselves to the study of their own sacred texts, the fact

that the texts of other schools contained chapters of similar

contents would hardly appear to call for special note or

comment; not any more than the circumstance that the

sacrificial performances enjoined on the followers of some
particular ^^^^khd were found described with greater or

smaller modifications in the books of other ^kh^s also.

But already at a very early period, at any rate long before

the composition of the Ved^nta-sfltras in their present

form, the Vedic theologians must have apprehended the

truth that, in whatever regards sacrificial acts, one s^khk may
indeed safely follow its own texts, disregarding the texts

of all other j^khAs ; that, however, all texts which aim at

throwing light on the nature of Brahman and the relation

to it of the human soul must somehow or other be com-

bined into one consistent systematical whole equally valid

for the followers of all Vedic schools. For, as we have had

occasion to remark above, while acts may be performed
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by different individuals in different ways, cognition is de-

fined by the nature of the object cognised, and hence can

be one only, unless it ceases to be true cognition. Hence

the attempts, on the one hand, of discarding by skilful

interpretation all contradictions met with in the sacred

text, and, on the other hand, of showing what sections of

the different Upanishads have to be viewed as teaching the

same matter, and therefore must be combined in one medi-

tation. The latter is the special task of the present p4da.

Adhik. I and II (1--4; 5) are concerned with the question

whether those vidyis, which are met with in identical or

similar form in more than one sacred text, are to be con-

sidered as constituting several vidyds, or one vidyA only.

•Sahkara remarks that the question affects only those vidyAs

whose object is the qualified Brahman ; for the knowledge

of the non-qualified Brahman, which is of an absolutely

uniform nature, can of course be one only wherever it is

set forth. But things lie differently in those cases where

the object of knowledge is the sagu;/am brahma or some

outward manifestation of Brahman; for the qualities as

well as manifestations of Brahman are many. Anticipating

the subject of a later adhikara«a, we may take for an

example the so-called Skfufilyavidyk which is met with in

KA. Up. Ill, 14, again—in an abridged form—in Bri. Up.

V, 6, and, moreover, in the tenth book of the 5atapatha-

br&hma^^a (X, 6, 3). The three passages enjoin a medita-

tion on Brahman as possessing certain attributes, some of

which are specified in all the three texts (as, for instance,

manomayatva, bhdriipatva), while others are peculiar to

each separate passage (pr4«ajariratva and satyasaw/kalpatva,

for instance, being mentioned in the ATA^ndogya Upanishad

and 5atapatha-brahma«a, but not in the Br/Tiaddra/^yaka

Upanishad, which, on its part, specifies sarvavajitva, not

referred to in the two other texts). Here, then, there is room

for a doubt whether the three passages refer to one object

of knowledge or not. To the devout Ved4ntin the question

is not a purely theoretical one, but of immediate practical

interest. For if the three texts are to be held apart, there are

three different meditations to be gone through ; if, on the

e 2
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other hand, the vid}'^ is one only, all the different qualities

of Brahman mentioned in the three passages have to be

combined into one meditation.—The decision is here, as in

all similar cases, in favour of the latter alternative. A
careful examination of the three passages shows that the

object of meditation is one only ; hence the meditation also

is one only, comprehending all the attributes mentioned in

the three texts.

Adhik. Ill (6-8) discusses the case of vidyAs being really

separate, although apparently identical. The examples

selected are the udgithavidy&s of the A^Adndogya Upanishad

(I, 1-3) and the BrAad&ra«yaka Upanishad (I, 3), which,

although showing certain similarities—such as bearing the

same name and the udgitha being in both identified with

prd;ia—yet are to be held apart, because the subject of the

KAkndogya, vidyA is not the whole udgitha but only the

sacred syllable Om, while the Br/haddra;/yaka Upanishad

represents the whole udgitha as the object of meditation.

SOtra 9 constitutes in 5ankara's view a new adhikarawa

(IV), proving that in the passage, * Let a man meditate

'

{KA. Up. I, I, i), the Owkdra and the udgitha stand in the

relation of one specifying the other, the meaning being,

*Let a man meditate on that Owkira which,' &c.—^Ac-

cording to RdmAnu^'s interpretation, which seems to fall

in more satisfactorily with the form and the wording of the

Sfltra, the latter merely furnishes an additional argument

for the conclusion arrived at in the preceding adhikarawa.

—

Adhik. V (10) determines the unity of the so-called prSjta,-

vidyds and the consequent comprehension of the different

qualities of the pr4«a, which are mentioned in the different

texts, within one meditation.

Adhik. VI comprises, according to 5ahkara, the Sfttras

11-13. The point to be settled is whether in all the medi-

tations on Brahman all its qualities are to be included or

only those mentioned in the special vidyL The decision

is that the essential and unalterable attributes of Brahman,

such as bliss and knowledge, are to be taken into account

everywhere, while those which admit of a more or less (as,

for instance, the attribute of having joy for its head, men-
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tioned in the Taitt. Up.) are confined to special medita-

tions.—Adhik. VII (14, 15), according to 5ankara, aims at

proving that the object of Ka/Aa Up. Ill, 10, 11 is one

only, viz. to show that the highest Self is higher than

everything, so that the passage constitutes one vidyi only.

—Adhik. VIII (16, 17) determines, according to 5ahkara,

that the Self spoken of in Ait. Ar. II, 4, i, i is not a lower

form of the Self (the so-called sfttr&tman), but the highest

Self; the discussion of that point in this place being due to

the wish to prove that the attributes of the highest Self

have to be comprehended in the Aitareyaka meditation.

According to RSitnknuga, the Siitras 11-17 constitute a

single adhikarawa whose subject is the same as that of

5ankara's sixtt adhikara^a. Sfltras 11 -13 are, on the

whole, explained as by i'ahkara ; Sutra la, however, is

said to mean, * Such attributes as having joy for its head,

&c. are not to be viewed as qualities of Brahman, and

therefore not to be included in every meditation; for if

they were admitted as qualities, difference would be intro-

duced into Brahman's nature, and that would involve a

more or less on Brahman's part.' Siitras 14-17 continue

the discussion of the passage about the priyajirastva.— If

priya^irastva, &c. are not to be viewed as real qualities of

Brahman, for what purpose does the text mention them ?

—

'Because,' Sfitra 14 replies, 'there is no other purpose,

Scripture mentions them for the purpose of pious medita-

tion.'—But how is it known that the Self of delight is the

highest Self? (owing to which you maintain that having

limbs, head, &c. cannot belong to it as attributes.)—* Be-

cause,' Siitra 15 replies, * the term " Self" (AtmA inandamaya)

is applied to it.'—But in the previous parts of the chapter

the term Self (in 4tm4 prdwamaya, &c.) is applied to non-

Selfs also ; how then do you know that in AtmA dnanda-

maya it denotes the real Self?—'The term Self,' SQtra 16

replies, ' is employed here to denote the highest Self as in

many other passages (kttnk v^ idam eka, &c.), as we con-

clude from the subsequent passage, viz. he wished. May I

be many.'— But, an objection is raised, does not the con-

text show that the term ' Self,' which in all the preceding
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clauses about the prSz/amaya, &c. denoted something other

than the Self, does the same in dnandamaya dtman, and

is not the context of greater weight than a subsequent

passage?—To this question asked in the former half of 17

(anvayid iti ^et) the latter half replies, * Still it denotes the

Self, owing to the affirmatory statement,* i. e. the fact of the

highest Self having been affirmed in a previous passage

also, viz. II, I, * From that Self sprang ether.'

Adhik. IX (18) discusses a minor point connected with

tlie prS^/asawv&da.—The subject of Adhik. X (19) has

been indicated already above under Adhik. I.—Adhik. XI
(20-22) treats of a case of a contrary nature ; in Br/. Up.

V, 5, Brahman is represented first as abiding in the sphere of

the sun, and then as abiding within the eye ; we therefore,

in spite of certain counter-indications, have to do with two

separate vidySs.—Adhik. XII (23) refers to a similar case;

certain attributes of Brahman mentioned in the Rdwdya-

niya-khila have not to be introduced into the corresponding

ATASndogya vidy^, because the stated difference of Brah-

man's abode involves difference of vidyA.—Adhik. XIII

(24) treats of another instance of two vidy&s having to be

held apart.

Adhik. XIV (25) decides that certain detached mantras

and brdhmaf/a passages met with in the beginning of some

Upanishads—as, for instance, a brShmawa about the mahA-

vrata ceremony at the beginning of the Aitareya-Arawyaka

—do, notwithstanding their position which seems to connect

them with the brahmavidy^, not belong to the latter, since

they show unmistakable signs of being connected with

sacrificial acts.

Adhik. XV (26) treats of the passages stating that the

man dying in the possession of true knowledge shakes off"

all his good and evil deeds, and aflSrms that a statement,

made in some of those passages only, to the effect that the

good and evil deeds pass over to the friends and enemies

of the deceased, is valid for all the passages.

Sfltras 27-30 constitute, according to 5ahkara, two adhi-

karawas of which the former (XVI ; 27, 28) decides that the

shaking off" of the good and evil deeds takes place—not, as
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the Kaush. Up. states, on the road to Brahman's world

—

but at the moment of the soul's departure from the body

;

the Kaushitaki statement is therefore not to be taken

literally.—The latter adhikarawa (XVII ; 29, 30) treats of

the cognate question whether the soul that has freed itself

from its deeds proceeds in all cases on the road of the gods

(as said in the Kaush. Up.), or not. The decision is that he

only whose knowledge does not pass beyond the sagu;/am

brahma proceeds on that road, while the soul of him who
knows the nirgu/^am brahma becomes one with it without

moving to any other place.

The 5ri-bh^shya treats the four Sutras as one adhikara;/a

whose two first SOtras are explained as by 5ahkara, while

Sutra 29 raises an objection to the conclusion arrived at,

* the going (of the soul on the path of the gods) has a sense

only if the soul's freeing itself from its works takes place

in both ways, i.e. partly at the moment of death, partly on

the road to Brahman ; for otherwise there would be a con-

tradiction ' (the contradiction being that, if the soul's works

were all shaken off at the moment of death, the subtle body

would likewise perish at that moment, and then the bodi-

less soul would be unable to proceed on the path of the

gods).—To this Sutra 30 replies, * The complete shaking off

of the works at the moment of death is possible, since

matters of that kind are observed in Scripture,' i. e. since

scriptural passages show that even he whose works are

entirely annihilated, and who has manifested himself in his

true shape, is yet connected with some kind of body ; com-

pare the passage, ' psirsim ^yotir upasampadya svena rupe-

;/clbhinishpadyate sa tatra paryeti kri^an ramam&na>i sa

syfSLT&d bhavati tasya sarveshu lokeshu kama^dro bhavati.'

That subtle body is not due to karman, but to the soul's

vidySm^hAtmya.—That the explanation of the 5ri-bhishya

agrees with the text as well as 5ahkara's, a comparison of

the two will show ; especially forced is 5ahkara s explana-

tion of * arthavattvam ubhayathcl,' which is said to mean
that there is arthavattva in one case, and non-arthavattva

in the other case.

The next SQtra (31) constitutes an adhikara;/a (XVIII)
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deciding that the road of the gods is followed not only by

those knowing the vidyis which specially mention the

going on that road, but by all who are acquainted with the

sagu«a-vidy&s of Brahman.—The explanation given in the

^Srt-bhclshya (in which Siitras 31 and 32 have exchanged

places) is similar, with the difference however that all who
meditate on Brahman—without any reference to the dis-

tinction of nirguwa and sagu»a—^proceed after death on the

road of the gods. (The 5ri-bhashya reads * .sarvesh4m,'

1. e. all worshippers, not * sarvAsdm,' all saguwa-vidyds.)

Adhik. XIX (32) decides that, although the general effect

of true knowledge is release from all forms of body, yet

even such beings as have reached perfect knowledge may
retain a body for the purpose of discharging certain offices.

—In the 5ri-bhashya, where the SOtra follows immediately

on SOtra 30, the adhikara/^a determines, in close connexion

with 30, that, although those who know Brahman as a rule

divest themselves of the gross body—there remaining only

a subtle body which enables them to move—and no longer

experience pleasure and pain, yet certain beings, although

having reached the cognition of Brahman, remain invested

with a gross body, and hence liable to pleasure and pain

until they have fully performed certain duties.

Adhik. XX (33) teaches that the negative attributes of

Brahman mentioned in some vidySs—such as its being not

gross, not subtle, &c.—are to be included in all meditations

on Brahman.—Adhik. XXI (34) determines that K^/Aa Up.

Ill, I, and Mu. Up. Ill, i, constitute one vidyd only, because

both passages refer to the highest Brahman. According

to R4m4nu^a the SCitra contains a reply to an objection

raised against the conclusion arrived at in the preceding

SCitra.—Adhik. XXII (35, 36) maintains that the two

passages, Bri. Up. Ill, 4 and III, 5, constitute one vidy4

only, the object of knowledge being in both cases Brahman
viewed as the inner Self of all.—Adhik. XXIII (37) on the

contrary decides that the passage Ait. Ar. II, 2, 4, 6 con-

stitutes not one but two meditations.—Adhik. XXIV (38)

again determines that the vidyd of the True contained in

Bri. Up. V, 4, 5, is one only.—According to Ram^nu^a,
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Sfitras 35-38 constitute one adhikara;^a only whose subject

is the same as that of XXII according to 5ankara.

Adhik. XXV (39) proves that the passages Kh. Up.

VIII, I and Br/. Up. IV, 4, 2% cannot constitute one vidyd,

since the former refers to Brahman as possessing qualities,

while the latter is concerned with Brahman as destitute of

qualities.—^Adhik. XXVI (40, 41) treats, according to 5ah-

kara, of a minor question connected with Kh. Up. V, 11 ff.

—According to the 5ri-bhdshya, Sutras 39-41 form one

adhikara/^a whose first Sutra reaches essentially the same

conclusion as 5ahkara under 39. Siitras 40, 41 thereupon

discuss a general question concerning the meditations on

Brahman. The qualities, an opponent is supposed to re-

mark, which in the two passages discussed are predicated of

Brahman—such as vaj-itva, satyakamatva, &c.—cannot be

considered real (pAramclrthika), since other passages (sa esha

neti neti, and the like) declare Brahman to be devoid of all

qualities. Hence those qualities cannot be admitted into

meditations whose purpose is final release.—To this objec-

tion SOtra 40 replies, '(Those qualities) are not to be left out

(from the meditations on Brahman), since (in the passages

under discussion as well as in other passages) they are stated

with emphasis^.'—But, another objection is raised. Scrip-

ture says that he who meditates on Brahman as satyakdma,

&c. obtains a mere perishable reward, viz. the world of the

fathers, and similar results specified in Kh> Up. VIII, 2;

hence, he who is desirous of final release, must not include

those qualities of Brahman in his meditation.—To this ob-

jection SQtra 41 replies, * Because that (i. e. the free roaming

in all the worlds, the world of the fathers, &c) is stated as

proceeding therefrom (i. e. the approach to Brahman which

is final release) in the case of (the soul) which has approached

Brahman ;
' (therefore a person desirous of release, may

include satyak4matva, &c. in his meditations.)

^ R&miUin^ has here some strong remarks on the improbability of qualities

emphatically attribnted to Brahman, in more than one passage, having to be set

aside in any meditation :
' Na >&a md,t&pitr{'sahasrebhyo s pi vatsalatara;:r/

AsX.i9jn prat&rakavad ap^m&rthikau nirasantyau gniiau pramft/i&ntar&prati-

pannau &dare»opadijya sams&nii^kraparivartancna pdrvam eva bambhramya-

m&nftn mnmukshiin bh(iyo x pi bhramayitum alam/
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Adhik. XXVII (42) decides that those meditations which

are connected with certain matters forming constituent parts

of sacrificial actions, are not to be considered as perma-

nently requisite parts of the latter.—Adhik. XXVIII (43)

teaches that, in a Brt. Up. passage and a similar KA. Up.

passage, V^yu and Pr^«a are not to be identified, but to be

held apart.—Adhik. XXIX (44-52) decides that the fire-

altars made of mind, &c., which are mentioned in the Agni-

rahasya, do not constitute parts of the sacrificial action

(so that the mental, &c. construction of the altar could

optionally be substituted for the actual one), but merely

subjects of meditations.

Adhik. XXX (53,54) treats, according to 5ahkara, in the

way of digression, of the question whether to the. Self an

existence independent of the body can be assigned, or not

(as the Materialists maintain).—According to the 5ri-bha-

shya the adhikara/ia does not refer to this wide question,

but is concerned with a point more immediately connected

with the meditations on Brahman, viz. the question as to

the form under which, in those meditations, the Self of the

meditating devotee has to be viewed. The two SOtras

then have to be translated as follows :
* Some (maintain

that the soul of the devotee has, in meditations, to be

viewed as possessing those attributes only which belong to

it in its embodied state, such as gnktritvs, and the like),

because the Self is (at the time of meditation) in the body.*

—The next Sutra rejects this view, * This is not so, but the

separatedness (i. e. the pure isolated state in which the Self

is at the time of final release when it is freed from all evil,

&c.) (is to be transferred to the meditating Self), because

that will be ^ the state (of the Self in the condition of final

release).*

Adhik. XXXI (55, 56) decides that meditations connected

with constituent elements of the sacrifice, such as the

udgitha, are, in spite of difference of svara in the udgltha,

&c., valid, not only for that s&khk in which the medita-

tion actually is met with, but for all jcikh&s.—Adhik.

^ The .Sri-bh^hya as weU as several other commentaries reads tadbhllva-

bhavitvUt for .Sahkara's tadbhUvabhSlvitvftt.
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XXXII (57) decides that the Vai^vSnara Agni of Kh. Up.

V, II ff. IS to be meditated upon as a whole, not in his

single parts.—Adhik. XXXIII (58) teaches that those

meditations which refer to one subject, but as distinguished

by different qualities, have to be held apart as different

meditations. Thus the daharavidyei, 6'a«rfilyavidycl, &c.

remain separate.

Adhik. XXXIV (59) teaches that those meditations on

Brahman for which the texts assign one and the same fruit

are optional, there being no reason for their being cumu-

lated.—Adhik. XXXV (60) decides that those meditations,

on the other hand, which refer to special wishes may be

cumulated or optionally employed according to choice.

—

Adhik. XXXVI (61-66) extends this conclusion to the

meditations connected with constituent elements of action,

such as the udgitha.

Pada IV.

Adhik. I (1-17) proves that the knowledge of Brahman

is not kratvartha, i. e. subordinate to action, but indepen-

dent.—Adhik. II (18-20) confirms this conclusion by show-

ing that the state of the pravr^^ins is enjoined by the

sacred law, and that for them vidy4 only is prescribed,

not action.—Adhik. Ill (21, aa) decides that certain clauses

forming part of vidycLs are not mere stutis (arthav4das), but

themselves enjoin the meditation.—The legends recorded

in the VedSnta-texts are not to be used as subordinate

members of acts, but have the purpose of glorifying—as

arthavSdas—the injunctions with which they are connected

(Adhik. IV, 23, 24).—For all these reasons the Ordhvare-

tasaA require no actions but only knowledge (Adhik. V,

25).—Nevertheless the actions enjoined by Scripture, such

as sacrifices, conduct of certain kinds, &c., are required as

conducive to the rise of vidy4 in the mind (Adhik. VI, 26,

27).—Certain relaxations, allowed by Scripture, of the laws

regarding food, are meant only for cases of extreme need

(Adhik. VII, 28-31).—The Irramakarm^wi are obligatory

on him also who does not strive after mukti (Adhik. VIII,
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3^-35).—Those also who, owing to poverty and so on, are

anlframa have claims to vidyd (Adhik. IX, 36-39).—An
flrdhvaretas cannot revoke his vow (Adhik. X, 40).—Ex-

piation of the fall of an flrdhvaretas (Adhik. XI, 41, 42).

—

Exclusion of the fallen urdhvaretas in certain cases (Adhik.

XII, 43).—Those meditations, which are connected with

subordinate members of the sacrifice, are the business of

the priest, not of the ya^m^na (Adhik. XIII, 44-46).

—

Br/. Up. Ill, 5, I enjoins mauna as a third in addition to

baiya and p4//rfitya (Adhik. XIV, 47-49).—By b^lya is to

be understood a childlike innocent state of mind (Adhik.

XV, 50).

Sfitras 51 and 52 discuss, according to RSm&nu^a, the

question when the vidyA, which is the result of the means

described in III, 4, arises. Siitra 51 treats of that vidyA

whose result is mere exaltation (abhyudaya), and states

that * it takes place in the present life, if there is not

present an obstacle in the form of a prabalakarmctntara (in

which latter case the vidya arises later only), on account of

Scripture declaring this (in various passages).*—SOtra 52,

* Thus there is also absence of a definite rule as to (the

time of origination of) that knowledge whose fruit is release,

it being averred concerning that one also that it is in the

same condition (i.e. of sometimes having an obstacle, some-

times not).—5ahkara, who treats the two Sfltras as two

adhikara;/as, agrees as to the explanation of 51, while,

putting a somewhat forced interpretation on 52, he makes

it out to mean that a more or less is possible only in the

case of the saguwa-vidyAs.

FOURTH ADHYAYA.

Pada I.

Adhikarawa I (i, 2).—The meditation on the Atman
enjoined by Scripture is not an act to be accomplished once

only, but is to be repeated again and again.

Adhik. II (3).—The devotee engaged in meditation on

Brahman is to view it as constituting his own Self.
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Adhik. Ill (4).—To the rule laid down in the preceding

adhikara;/a the so-called pratikop^sanas, i.e. those medita-

tions in which Brahman is viewed under a symbol or out-

ward manifestation (as, for instance, mano brahmety upftsita)

constitute an exception, i.e. the devotee is not to consider

the pratika as constituting his own Self.

Adhik. IV (5).—In the pratikop&sanas the pratika is to

be meditatively viewed as being one with Brahman, not

Brahman as being one with the pratika.—Rdmclnu^ takes

SQtra 5 as simply giving a reason for the decision arrived

at under Sutra 4, and therefore as not constituting a new
adhikara^a.

Adhik. V (6).—In meditations connected with constitu-

tives of sacrificial works (as, for instance, ya evllsau tapati

tam udgitham updsita) the idea of the divinity, &c. is to be

transferred to the sacrificial item, not vice vers^. In the

example quoted, for instance, the udgttha is to be viewed as

Aditya, not Aditya as the udgttha.

Adhik. VI (7-10).—The devotee is to carry on his medi-

tations in a sitting posture.—.Jahkara maintains that this

rule does not apply to those meditations whose result is

sawyagdarjana ; but the Sfltra gives no hint to that effect.

Adhik.VII (11).—The meditationsmaybe carriedonatany

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

Adhik. VIII (la).—The meditations are to be continued

until death.—5ankara again maintains that those medita-

tions which lead to sa/«yagdarjana are excepted.

Adhik. IX (13).—When through those meditations the

knowledge of Brahman has been reached, the vidvcln is no

longer affected by the consequences of either past or future

evil deeds.

Adhik. X (14).—Good deeds likewise lose their efficiency.

—The literal translation of the Sfltra is, * There is likewise

non-attachment (to the vidvdn) pf the other (i.e. of the

deeds other than the evil ones, i. e. of good deeds), but on

the fall (of the body, i.e. when death takes place).' The
last words of the Sutra, *but on the fall,' are separated by
5ankara from the preceding part ofthe Sfltra and interpreted

to mean, * when death takes place (there results mukti of

Digitized byGoogle



Ixxviii vedAnta-sOtras.

the vidv^n, who through his knowledge has freed himself

from the bonds of works)/—According to R4mclnq^ the

whole Siitra simply means, * There is likewise non-attach-

ment of good deeds (not at once when knowledge is

reached), but on the death of the vidv4n \'

Adhik. XI (15).—The non-operation of works stated in

the two preceding adhikara«as holds good only in the case

of andrabdhakdrya works, i. e. those works which have not

yet begun to produce their effects, while it does not extend

to the clrabdhakllrya works on which the present existence of

the devotee depends.

Adhik. XII (16, 17).—From the rule enunciated in Adhik.

X are excepted such sacrificial performances as are enjoined

permanently (nitya): so, for instance, the agnihotra, for

they promote the origination of knowledge.

Adhik. XIII (18).—The origination of knowledge is

promoted also by such sacrificial works as are not accom-

panied with the knowledge of the updsanas referring to the

different members of those works.

Adhik. XIV (19).—The Srabdhakdrya works have to be

worked out fully by the fruition of their effects ; whereupon

the vidvdn becomes united with Brahman.—The * bhoga
'

of the Sfltra is, according to 5ankara, restricted to the

present existence of the devotee, since the complete know-

ledge obtained by him destroys the nescience which other-

wise would lead to future embodiments. According to

Rclmdnu^ a number of embodied existences may have to

be gone through before the effects of the Arabdhakclrya

works are exhausted.

Pada II.

This and the two remaining pddas of the fourth adhyftya

describe the fate of the vidvdn after death. According to

5ahkara we have to distinguish the vidvAn who possesses

the highest knowledge, viz. that he is one with the highest

^ Nana vidoshospi setikartavyat&kop&sananirvn'ttaye vn'sh/yannidiphalft-

nish/^y eva kathaxn tesb&.Tf virodb&d vin&m n^yate. Tatr&ha pllte tv iti.

5'ar!rap&te tu tesb&;;v vin^a>^ xartrapd,lftd {Irdhva/;/ tu vidy&augn/fadnsh/a-

phaldni sakr/'t&ni naiyanitty artha^.
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Brahman, and the vidv^n who knows only the lower Brah-

man, and have to refer certain Sutras to the former and

others to the latter. According to Rdm&nu^ the vidvlln

IS one only.

Adhik. I, II, III (i-6).—On the death of the vidvan (i.e.

of him who possesses the lower knowledge, according to

5ankara) his senses are merged in the manas, the manas in

the chief vital air (prd«a), the vital air in the individual

soul (^va), the soul in the subtle elements.—According to

RkmSinugB, the combination (sampatti) of the senses with

the manas, &c. is a mere conjunction (sawyoga), not a

merging (laya).

Adhik. IV (7).—The vidv4n (i.e. according to 5ankara,

he who possesses the lower knowledge) and the avidvdn,

i.e. he who does not possess any knowledge of Brahman,

pass through the same stages (i.e. those described hitherto)

up to the entrance of the soul, together with the subtle

elements, and so on into the nkdls.—The vidvdn also

remains connected with the subtle elements because he has

not yet completely destroyed avidyd, so that the immor-

tality which Scripture ascribes to him (amr/tatvaw hi vidv4n

abhyajTiute) is only a relative one.—Rdm^nu^a quotes the

following text regarding the immortality of the vidv^n

:

* Yadd sarve pramu^yante kclmcl ye*sya hr/di sthitdA

atha martyo*mnto bhavaty atra brahma sama^nute,'

and explains that the immortality which is here ascribed to

the vidvdn as soon as he abandons all desires can only

mean the destruction—mentioned in the preceding p4da

—

of all the effects of good and evil works, while the * reaching

of Brahman ' can only refer to the intuition of Brahman

vouchsafed to the meditating devotee.

Adhik. V (8-1 1) raises, according to ^ankara, the ques-

tion whether the subtle elements of which Scripture says

that they are combined with the highest deity {tegsJi

parasy&/» devatdyim) are completely merged in the latter

or not. The answer is that a complete absorption of the

elements takes place only when final emancipation is

reached ; that, on the other hand, as long as the sawsdra

state lasts, the elements, although somehow combined with
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Brahman, remain distinct so as to be able to form new
bodies for the soul.

According to Ramdni\^ the Siitras 8-11 do not con-

stitute a new adhikara/^a, but continue the discussion of

the point mooted in 7. The immortality there spoken of

does not imply the separation of the soul from the body,
* because Scripture declares sawsAra, i. e. embodiedness up
to the reaching of Brahman ' (tasya t4vad eva kirsLm y4van

na vimokshye atha sampatsye) (8).—That the soul after

having departed from the gross body is not disconnected

from the subtle elements, is also proved hereby, that the

subtle body accompanies it, as is observed from authority *

(9).—Hence the immortality referred to in the scriptural

passage quoted is not effected by means of the total

destruction of the body (10).

Adhik. VI (12-14) is of special importance.—According

to 5ankara the Sfitras now turn from the discussion of the

departure of him who possesses the lower knowledge only to

the consideration of what becomes of him who has reached

the higher knowledge. So far it has been taught that in the

case of relative immortality (ensuing on the apara vidyS)

the subtle elements, together with the senses and so on,

depart from the body of the dying devotee; this implies at

the same time that they do not depart from the body of

the dying sage who knows himself to be one with Brahman.

—Against this latter implied doctrine Sutra 1 2 is supposed

to formulate an objection. * If it be said that the departure

of the prd«as from the body of the dying sage is denied

(viz. in Bri. Up. IV, 4, 5, na tasya prA;/cl utkr4manti,of him

the pr&ndiS do not pass out) ; we reply that in that passage

^ the genitive " tasya " has the sense of the ablative ** tasmdt,"

so that the sense of the passage is, " from him, i. e. from the

^tva of the dying sage, the prAnas do not depart, but

remain with it.*'
*—This objection 5ahkara supposes to be

disposed of in Sfltra 13. * By some there is given a clear

denial of the departure of the prknsis in the case of the

^ Upalabhyate hi devayftnena panthd. ga^^^^ato vidushas tarn pratibriiy&t

satyam brOyftd iti ^ndramasft samv&dava^anena ^artrasadbh&vai, ata^ sClkshma-

xartram annvnrtate.
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dying sage/ viz. in the passage Bri. Up. Ill, 2, ii, where

Ya^avalkya instructs Artabh&ga that, when this man dies,

the pra//as do not depart from it (asmat ; the context

showing that asmat means *from it,' viz. from the body,

and not * from him,' viz. the ^iva).—The same view is,

moreover, confirmed by Smr/ti passages.

According to Ramdnu^a the three Siitras forming 6"ari-

kara's sixth adhikara;/a do not constitute a new adhikara;/a

at all, and, moreover, have to be combined into two Siitras.

The topic continuing to be discussed is the utkrdnti of the

vidvdn. If, SQtra 12 says, the utkrcinti of the pri//as is not

admitted, on the ground of the denial supposed to be

contained in Br/. Up. IV, 4, 5 ; the reply is that the sense

of the tasya there is * jdrirat ' (so that the passage means,

' from him, i.e. the ^iva, the prd;^as do not depart'); for

this is clearly shown by the reading of some, viz. the

Madhyandinas, who, in their text of the passage, do not

read * tasya ' but * tasmat*—With reference to the instruc-

tion given by Y5^«avalkya to Artabhciga, it is to be

remarked that nothing there shows the * ayam purusha ' to

be the sage who knows Brahman.—And, finally, there are

Smr/ti passages declaring that the sage also when dying

departs from the body.

Adhik. VII and VIII (15, 16) teach, according to 5ahkara,

that, on the death of him who possesses the higher know-

ledge, his prcL;^as, elements, &c. are merged in Brahman, so

as to be no longer distinct from it in any way.

According to Ramanu^ the two Sutras continue the

teaching about the pra//as, bhiitas, &c. of the vidvan in

general, and declare that they are finally merged in Brah-

man, not merely in the way of conjunction (sa/z/yoga), but

completely ^.

Adhik. IX (17).—5ankara here returns to the owner of

the apard vidyd, while Ramanu^ continues the description

of the utkranti of his vidvan.—The ^iva of the dying man

' When the ^va has passed out of the body and ascends to the world of

Brahman, it remains enveloped by the subtle body until it reaches the river

V^rd. There it divests itself of the subtle body, and the latter is merged in

Brahman.

[34] f
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passes into the heart, and thence departs out of the body by

means of the nkdls ; the vidvdn by means of the nirfi called

sushum/zd, the avidv&n by means of some other niidu

Adhik. X (i8, 19).—The departing soul passes up to the

sun by means of a ray of light which exists at night as well

as during day.

Adhik. XI (20, 21).—Also that vidvan who dies during

the dakshi/Ztfiyana reaches Brahman.

Pada III.

Adhik. I, II, III (1-3) reconcile the different accounts

given in the Upanishads as to the stations of the way which

leads the vidvdn up to Brahman.

Adhik. IV (4-6).—By the * stations * we have, however, to

understand not only the subdivisions of the way but also

the divine beings which lead the soul on.

The remaining part of the pdda is by 5ahkara divided

into two adhikara;/as. Of these the former one (7-14)

teaches that the Brahman to which the departed soul is led

by the guardians of the path of the gods is not the highest

Brahman, but the effected (kdrya) or qualified (sagu;za)

Brahman. This is the opinion propounded in SOtras 7-1 1 by
Badari, and, finally, accepted by 5ankara in his commentary

on Sutra 14. In Siitras 12-14 Caimini defends the opjposite

view, according to which the soul of the vidvdn goes to the

highest Brahman, not to the kllryam brahma. But Cai-

mini's view, although set forth in the latter part of the

adhikara;/a, is, according to 5ahkara, a mere piirvapaksha,

while Badari's opinion represents the siddh&nta.—The
latter of the two adhikarawas (VI of the whole pida ; 15, 16)

records the opinion of B4dardya;/a on a collateral question,

viz. whether, or not, all those who worship the effected Brah-

man are led to it. The decision is that those only are

guided to Brahman who have not worshipped it under a

pratika form.

According to RAmAnu^a, SOtras 7-16 form one adhikara«a

only, in which the views of Bddari and of Caimini represent

two purvapakshas, while Badardya;/as opinion is adopted
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as the siddh£nta. The question is whether the guardians

of the path lead to Brahman only those who worship the

effected Brahman, i.e. Hira;?yagarbha, or those who worship

the highest Brahman, or those who worship the individual

soul as free from Prakr/ti, and having Brahman for its Self

(ye pratyagdtm^naw prakr/tiviyuktaw brahm^tmakam up^-

sate).—The first view is maintained by Bidari in SOtra 7,

*The guardians lead to Brahman those who worship the

effected Brahman, because going is possible towards the

latter only
;

' for no movement can take place towards the

highest and as such omnipresent Brahman.—The explana-

tion of Siitra 9 is similar to that of 5ahkara ; but more clearly

replies to the objection (that, if Hirawyagarbha were meant

in the passage, ' purusho^mdnava^ sa et4n brahma gama-

yati,' the text would read 'sa etdn brahm&;iam gamayati*)

that Hirawyagarbha is called Brahman on account of his

nearness to Brahman, i.e. on account of his prathama^tva.

—

The explanation of 10, 11 is essentially the same as in 5an-

kara ; so also of ia-14.—The siddh^nta view is established

in SQtra 13, * It is the opinion of Bddarllya^a that it, Le. the

ga«a of the guardians, leads to Brahman those who do not

take their stand on what is pratika, i.e. those who worship

the highest Brahman, and those who meditate on the indi-

vidual Self as dissociated from prakr/ti, and having Brahman

for its Self, but not those who worship Brahman under

pratfkas. For both views—that of Caimini as well as that

of B&dari—^are faulty.' The k^rya view contradicts such

passages as * asma/6 ^//arirat samutthdya para;« ^otir upa-

sampadya,' &c. ; the para view, such passages as that in the

pa»^ftgni-vidy4, which declares that ya ittha;« vidu//, i.e.

those who know the paLnkkgni-vidyk, are also led up to

Brahman.

Pada IV.

Adhik. I (1-3) returns, according to 5ahkara, to the

owner of the para vidyd, and teaches that, when on his

death his soul obtains final release, it does not acquire any

new characteristics, but merely manifests itself in its true

nature.—The explanation given by Ramanu^ is essentially

fa
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the same, but of course refers to that vidvdn whose going to

Brahman had been described in the preceding pida.

Adhik. II (4) determines that the relation in which the

released soul stands to Brahman is that of avibh^ga, non-

separation. This, on 5ahkara*s view, means absolute non-

separation, identity.—According to Rclmanu^ the question

to be considered is whether the released soul views itself as

separate (pr/thagbhCita) from Brahman, or as non-separate

because being a mode of Brahman. The former view is

favoured by those 5ruti and Smriti passages which speak

of the soul as being with, or equal to. Brahman ; the latter

by such passages as tat tvam asi and the like *.

Adhik. Ill (5-7) discusses the characteristics of the re-

leased soul (i.e. of the truly released soul, according to

i'ankara). According to (Jaimini the released soul, when

manifesting itself in its true nature, possesses all those quali-

ties which in KA, Up. VIII, 7, i and other places are ascribed

to Brahman, such as apahatapApmatva, satyasawkalpatva,

&c., aijvarya.—According to Aurfulomi the only character-

istic of the released soul is ^aitanya.—According to BddarcL-

yana the two views can be combined (5ankara remarking

that satyasawkalpatva, &c. are ascribed to the released soul

vyavahctr^pekshayd).

Adhik. IV (8-9) returns, according to 5ahkara, to the

apard vidya, and discusses the question whether the soul of

^ Kim aysju para/// ^otir upasampanna^ sarvabandhavininnuktaA piatya-

{;atixia svatm^a/// param&tmana^ pr/thagbhutam anubhavati uta tatprakarataya

tadavibhaktam iti vij^aye so < snute sarvan kaman saha brahma//i vipa^^ita

pajyaA pajyale rukmavarwaw kartaram Isam purusha/// brahmayoniw tadS

vidvan pu/iyap&pe vidh^ya nirafl^na^ parama/// samyam upaiti ida^/ ^:Sauam

upaxritya mama slidharmyam Sig&tSJi sarve x pi nopa^yante pralayena vyathanti

>&etyadLmUism/Vtibhyo muktasya pare»a sahityasimyasadbarmyivagamat

pr/thagbbiltam anubhavattti prdpte u>^yate. Avibbageneti. Parasmad brabma-

n2Jt svatmdnam avibhagenanubbavati mukta^. Kuta^. Dn'sh/atvdt. Varum
brahmopasampadya nivr/ttdvidyatirodhanasya ydtbalathyena svatmano dr/sb/a-

tvat. Svatmana^ svarOpa/// bi tat tvam asy ayam dtma brabma aitadatmyam

ida/// sarva/// sarva/// kbalv Ida/// brahmetyadisamS,n^dbikara//yanird&raiA ya

atmani tisb/^ian atmano ^ ntaro yam dtmd na veda yasyatm^ saxUaj/i ya

dtminam antaro yamayati dtmantaryamy amrtta.h anisJi pravisb/a/i jasta

^''anandm ityadibhii ka, paramatmatmaka/// ta^^^iartrataya tatprakfii-abbiitam iti

pratipaditam avasthiter iti kirakmsnety atr&to s vibbagenoba/// brabmdsmity

evaiiubhavati.
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the pious effects its desires by its mere determination, or

uses some other means. The former alternative is ac-

cepted.—According to Rdmdnu^ the adhikara«a simply

continues the consideration of the state of the released,

begun in the preceding adhikarawa. Of the released soul it

is said in Kh, Up. VIII, la, 3 that after it has manifested

itself in its true nature it moves about playing and rejoicing

' with women, carriages, and so on. The question then arises

whether i^ effects all this by its mere sawkalpa (it having

been shown in the preceding adhikara;/a that the released

soul is, like the Lord, satyasawkalpa), or not. The answer

is in favour of the former alternative, on account of the

explicit declaration made in Kh. Up. VIII, 2, * By his mere

will the fathers come to receive him.'

Adhik. V (10-14) decides that the released are embodied

or disembodied according to their wish and will.

Adhik. VI (11, 12) explains how the soul of the released

can animate several bodies at the same time.—SCitra i a gives,

according to .Sankara, the additional explanation that those

passages which declare the absence of all specific cognition

on the part of the released soul do not refer to the partly

released soul of the devotee, but either to the soul in the

state of deep sleep (svSpyaya = sushupti), or to the fully

released soul of the sage (sampatti = kaivalya).—Rftm^nu^

explains that the passages speaking of absence of conscious-

ness refer either to the state of deep sleep, or to the time

of dying (sampatti = marawam according to * vdn manasi

sampadyate,' &c.).

Adhik. VII (17-21).—The released ^ivas participate in all

the perfections and powers of the Lord, with the exception

of the power of creating and sustaining the world. They

do not return to new forms of embodied existence.

After having, in this way, rendered ourselves acquainted

with the contents of the Brahma-sCitras according to the

views of .Sankara as well as R^mdnu^, we have now
to consider the question which of the two modes of

interpretation represents— or at any rate more closely

approximates to—the true meaning of the Sutras. That
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few of the Sfitras are intelligible if taken by themselves, we
have already repiarked above; but this does not exclude

the possibility of our deciding with a fair degree of cer-

tainty which of the two interpretations proposed agrees

better with the text, at least in a certain number of cases.

We have to note in the first place that, in spite of very

numerous discrepancies,—of which only the more important

ones have been singled out in the conspectus of contents,

—

the two commentators are at one as to the general drift of

the SQtras and the arrangement of topics. As a rule, the

adhikara/^as discuss one or several Vedic passages bearing

upon a certain point of the system, and in the vast majority

of cases the two commentators agree as to which are the

special texts referred to. And, moreover, in a very large

number of cases the agreement extends to the interpreta-

tion to be put on those passages and on the SOtras. .This

far-reaching agreement certainly tends to inspire us with a

certain confidence as to the existence of an old tradition

concerning the meaning of the Sutras on which the bulk of

the interpretations of 5ankara as well as of Riim&nugsL are

based.

But at the same time we have seen that, in a not incon-

siderable number of cases, the interpretations of 5ankara

and Ram^nu^ diverge more or less widely, and that

the SQtras affected thereby are, most of them, especially

important because bearing on fundamental points of the

VedAnta system. The question then remains which of the

two interpretations is entitled to preference.

Regarding a small number of SOtras I have already (in

the conspectus of contents) given it as my opinion that

RAmdnu^'s explanation appears to be more worthy of

consideration. We meet, in the first place, with a number

of cases in which the two commentators agree as to the

literal meaning of a SOtra, but where 5ankara sees him-

self reduced to the necessity of supplementing his inter-

pretation by certain additions and reservations of his own
for which the text gives no occasion, while Rdmdnu^ is

able to take the SCitra as it stands. To exemplify this

remark, I again direct attention to all those SAtras which in
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clear terms represent the individual soul as something dif-

ferent from the highest soul, and concerning which 5ankara

is each time obliged to have recourse to the plea of the

SCltra referring, not to what is true in the strict sense of

the word, but only to what is conventionally looked upon as

true. It is, I admit, not altogether impossible that 5an-

kara's interpretation should represent the real meaning of

the SOtras; that the latter, indeed, to use the terms em-

ployed by Dr. Deussen, should for the nonce set forth an

exoteric doctrine adapted to the common notions of man-

kind, which, however, can be rightly understood by him

only to whose mind the esoteric doctrine is all the while (

present. This is not impossible, I say; but it is a point

which requires convincing proofs before it can be allowed.

—

We have had, in the second place, to note a certain number

of adhikara;/as and Sutras concerning whose interpretation

5ahkara and Rdm&nu^ disagree altogether; and we have

seen that not unfrequently the explanations given by the

latter commentator appear to be preferable because falling

in more easily with the words of the text. The most

striking instance of this is afforded by the 13th adhikara;/a

of II, 3, which treats of the size of the ^iva, and where

RSm&nu^a's explanation seems to be decidedly superior to

^Sankara's, both if we look to the arrangement of the whole

adhikara;^a and to the wording of the single Siatras. The
adhikara«a is, moreover, a specially important one, be-

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

vidual soul goes far to settle the question what kind of

Veddnta is embodied in Badar4ya;/a's work.

But it will be requisite not only to dwell on the interpre-

tations of a few detached SOtras, but to make the attempt

at least of forming some opinion as to the relation of the

VedAnta-sfitras as a whole to the chief distinguishing

doctrines of 5ahkara as well as RdmAnu^. Such an

attempt may possibly lead to very slender positive results

;

but in the present state of the enquiry even a merely

negative result, viz. the conclusion that the Sutras do not

teach particular doctrines found in them by certain com-

mentators, will not be without its value.
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The first question we wish to consider in some detail is

whether the Siltras in any way favour 5ankara's doctrine

that we have to distinguish a twofold knowledge of Brah-

man, a higher knowledge which leads to the immediate

absorption, on death, of the individual soul in Brahman,

and a lower knowledge which raises its owner merely to an

exalted form of individual existence. The adhydya first to

be considered in this connexion is the fourth one. According

to 5ankara the three latter pAdas of that adhyiya are

chiefly engaged in describing the fate of him who dies in

the possession of the lower knowledge, while two sections

(IV, 2, 12-14; IV, 4, 1-7) tell us what happens to him

who, before his death, had risen to the knowledge of

the highest Brahman. According to RAm^nu^, on the

other hand, the three pddas, referring throughout to one

subject only, give an uninterrupted account of the succes-

sive steps by which the soul of him who knows the Lord

through the Upanishads passes, at the time of death, out of

the gross body which it had tenanted, ascends to the world

of Brahman, and lives there for ever without returning into

the sawsdra.

On an a priori view of the matter it certainly appears

somewhat strange that the concluding section of the Sfitras

should be almost entirely taken up with describing the fate

of him who has after all acquired an altogether inferior

knowledge only, and has remained shut out from the true

sanctuary of Ved&ntic knowledge, while the fate of the fully

initiated is disposed of in a few occasional SQtras. It is, I

think, not too much to say that no unbiassed student of

the SQtras would—before having allowed himself to be

influenced by 5ahkara's interpretations—imagine for a

moment that the solemn words, * From thence is no return,

from thence is no return,' with which the Sutras conclude,

are meant to describe, not the lasting condition of him who
has reached final release, the highest aim of man, but

merely a stage on the way of that soul which is engaged in

the slow progress of gradual release, a stage which is

indeed greatly superior to any earthly form of existence,

but yet itself belongs to the essentially fictitious sa;;/s^ra,
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and as such remains infinitely below the bliss of true mukti.

And this k priori impression—which, although no doubt

significant, could hardly be appealed to as decisive—is

confirmed by a detailed consideration of the two sets of

Siitras which 5ankara connects with the knowledge of the

higher Brahman. How these S(itras are interpreted by
5ahkara and RdmSnu^ has been stated above in the con-

spectus of contents ; the points which render the interpre- i

tation given by RAm^nu^ more probable are as follows, i

With regard to IV, 2, 12-14, we have to note, in the first

'

place, the circumstance—relevant although not decisive in

itself—that Sfitra 12 does not contain any indication of a

new topic being introduced. In the second place, it can

hardly be doubted that the text of Sfitra 13, *spash/o hy

ekeshSm/ is more appropriately understood, with Rdm4-
nu^ as furnishing a reason for the opinion advanced in

the preceding S(itra, than—with 5ankara—as embodying

the refutation of a previous statement (in which latter case

we should expect not *hi* but ^tu'). And, in the third

place, the *eke,* i.e. *some,' referred to in Sfitra 13 would,

on '5ankara's interpretation, denote the very same persons

to whom the preceding Siitra had referred, viz. the

followers of the KS«va-^khd (the two Vedic passages

referred to in 12 and 13 being Bri. Up. IV, 4, 5, and III, 2,

II, according to the K^«va recension); while it is the

standing practice of the Siitras to introduce, by means of the

designation ' eke,' members of Vedic .felkh^s, teachers, &c.

other than those alluded to in the preceding Siitras. With

this practice R&minu^'s interpretation, on the other hand,

fully agrees ; for, according to him, the * eke ' are the M^-
dhyandinas, whose reading in Bri. Up. IV, 4, 5, viz. * tasmdt,'

clearly indicates that the * tasya ' in the corresponding

passage of the Kdwvas denotes the j^rira, i.e. the ^tva.

I think it is not saying too much that 5ankara's explana-

tion, according to which the ^ eke ' would denote the very

same KA^vas to whom the preceding SCitra had referred

—

so that the Kd,nv2Ls would be distinguished from themselves

as it were—is altogether impossible.

The result of this closer consideration of the first set of
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Sutras, alleged by 5ankara to concern the owner of the

higher knowledge of Brahman, entitles us to view with some

distrust ^Sankara's assertion that another set also—IV, 4,

1-7—has to be detached from the general topic of the

fourth adhyHya, and to be understood as depicting the

condition of those who have obtained final absolute release.

And the Siitras themselves do not tend to weaken this

preliminary want of confidence. In the first place their

wording also gives no indication whatever of their having

to be separated from what precedes as well as what follows.

And, in the second place, the last Sutra of the set (7)

obliges 5ankara to ascribe to his truly released souls

qualities which clearly cannot belong to them; so that

he finally is obliged to make the extraordinary state-

ment that those qualities belong to them * vyavah&r&pe-

kshayi/ while yet the purport of the whole adhikarawa is

said to be the description of the truly released soul for

"^ which no vyavahdra exists! Very truly 5ankara's com-

mentator here remarks, *atra ke^in muhyanti akha;/rfa-

^inm^tra^/7dndn muktasyA^;7Andbhdvat kuta A^/anika-

dharmayogaA/ and the way in which thereupon he himself

attempts to get over the difficulty certainly does not

improve matters.

In connexion with the two passages discussed, we meet

in the fourth adhy&ya with another passage, which indeed

has no direct bearing on the distinction of apard and pard

vidyA, but may yet be shortly referred to in this place as

another and altogether undoubted instance of 5ahkara's

interpretations not always agreeing with the text of the

SCitras. The SCitras 7-16 of the third pdda state the

opinions of three different teachers on the question to which

Brahman the soul of the vidvAn repairs on death, or

—

according to RamAnu^—the worshippers of which Brah-

man repair to (the highest) Brahman. R^manu^a treats

the views of Badari and Caimini as two p^rvapakshas, and

the opinion of B^dardya//a—which is stated last—as the

siddh^nta. 5ankara, on the other hand, detaching the SCitras

in which B&dardyawa's view is set forth from the preceding

part of the adhikara;/a (a proceeding which, although not
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plausible, yet cannot be said to be altogether illegiti-

mate), maintains that B&dari's view, which is expounded

first, represents the siddh^nta, while C^aimini's view, set

forth subsequently, is to be considered a mere piirva-

paksha. This, of course, is altogether inadmissible, it

being the invariable practice of the Vedclnta-siitras as

well as the PQrva Mima;;/sa-s(itras to conclude the dis-

cussion of contested points with the statement of that view

which is to be accepted as the authoritative one. This is

so patent that 5ahkara feels himself called upon to defend

his deviation from the general rule (Commentary on IV, 4,

1 3), without, however, bringing forward any arguments but

such as are valid only if 5ahkara's system itself is already

accepted.

The previous considerations leave us, I am inclined to

think, no choice but to side with Rdmdnu^ as to the

general subject-matter of the fourth adhydya of the Sutras.

We need not accept him as our guide in all particular

interpretations, but we must acknowledge with him that

the SOtras of the fourth adhy^ya describe the ultimate fate

of one and the same vidvAn, and do not afford any basis

for the distinction of a higher and lower knowledge of

Brahman in 5ahkara's sense.

If we have not to discriminate between a lower and a

higher knowledge of Brahman, it follows that the dis-

tinction of a lower and a higher Brahman is likewise not

valid. But this is not a point to be decided at once on the

negative evidence of the fourth adhy&ya, but regarding

which the entire body of the Ved^nta-siatras has to be

consulted. And intimately connected with this investiga-

tion—in fact, one with it from a certain point of view—is

the question whether the Sfitras afford any evidence of

their author having held the doctrine of Mayd, the principle

of illusion, by the association with which the highest

Brahman, in itself transcending all qualities, appears as the

lower Brahman or Ijvara. That Rdmanu^ denies the

distinction of the two Brahmans and the doctrine of Mayd
we have seen above; we shall, however, in the subsequent

investigation, pay less attention to his views and inter-
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pretations than to the indications furnished by the Sfltras

themselves.

Placing myself at the point of view of a 5cihkara, I am
startled at the outset by the second SQtra of the first

adhy&ya, which undertakes to give a definition of Brahman.
* Brahman is that whence the origination and so on (i.e. the

sustentation and reabsorption) of this world proceed.' What,

we must ask, is this SQtra meant to define?—That Brah-

man, we are inclined to answer, whose cognition the first

SOtra declares to constitute the task of the entire Veddnta
;

that Brahman whose cognition is the only road to final

release ; that Brahman in fact which 5ahkara calls the

highest.—But, here we must object to ourselves, the highest

Brahman is not properly defined as that from which the

world originates. In later Veddntic writings, whose authors

were clearly conscious of the distinction of the higher

absolute Brahman and the lower Brahman related to MdyA
or the world, we meet with definitions of Brahman of an

altogether different type. I need only remind the reader

of the current definition of Brahman as sa^-^id-Snanda, or,

to mention one individual instance, refer to the introductory

jlokas of the Pa«>feadafi dilating on the sawvid svayam-

prabhd, the self-luminous principle of thought which in all

time, past or future, neither starts into being nor perishes

(P. D. I, 7). 'That from which the world proceeds' can by

a 5^nkara be accepted only as a definition of Ijvara, of

Brahman which by its association with Mdyd is enabled to

project the false appearance of this world, and it certainly

IS as improbable that the Siitras should open with a

definition of that inferior principle, from whose cognition

there can accrue no permanent benefit, as, according to a

remark made above, it is unlikely that they should con-

clude with a description of the state of those who know
the lower Brahman only, and thus are debarred from

obtaining true release. As soon, on the other hand, as we
discard the idea of a twofold Brahman and conceive Brah-

man as one only, as the all-enfolding being which some-

times emits the world from its own substance and sometimes

again retracts it into itself, ever remaining one in all its
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various manifestations—a conception which need not by

any means be modelled in all its details on the views of the

Rcimcinu^s—the definition of Brahman given in the second

SQtra becomes altogether unobjectionable.

We next enquire whether the impression left on the

mind by the manner in which Bddariya/^a defines Brah-

man, viz. that he does not distinguish between an absolute

Brahman and a Brahman associated with May&, is con-

firmed or weakened by any other parts of his work. The
Sutras being throughout far from direct in their enun-

ciations, we shall have to look less to particular terms

and turns of expression than to general lines of reasoning.

What in this connexion seems specially worthy of being

taken into account, is the style of argumentation employed

by the Siitrak&ra against the Sclhkhya doctrine, which

maintains that the world has originated, not from an

intelligent being, but from the non-intelligent pradhdna.

The most important Sutras relative to this point are to be

met with in the first pAda of the second adhydya. Those

Siltras are indeed almost unintelligible if taken by them-

selves, but the unanimity of the commentators as to their

meaning enables us to use them as steps in our investiga-

tion. The sixth Siitra of the pdda mentioned replies to the

Sdnkhya objection that the non-intelligent world cannot

spring from an intelligent principle, by the remark that * it

is thus seen,' i.e. it is a matter of common observation that

non-intelligent things are produced from beings endowed

with intelligence ; hair and nails, for instance, springing from

animals, and certain insects from dung.—Now, an argu-

mentation of this kind is altogether out of place from the

point of view of the true 5dnkara. According to the latter

the non-intelligent world does not spring from Brahman in

so far as the latter is intelligence, but in so far as it is

associated with MAyA. Mdyd is the upaddna of the material

world, and Mdyd itself is of a non-intelligent nature, owing

to which it is by so many Veddntic writers identified with

the prakr/ti of the Sdnkhyas. Similarly the illustrative

instances, adduced under Siitra 9 for the purpose of showing

that effects when being reabsorbed into their causal sub-
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stances do not impart to the latter their own qualities, and

that hence the material world also, when being refunded

into Brahman, does not impart to it its own imperfections,

are singularly inappropriate if viewed in connexion with

the doctrine of Mayci, according to which the material

world is no more in Brahman at the time of a pralaya than

during the period of its subsistence. According to 5ahkara

the world is not merged in Brahman, but the special forms

into which the up&dAna of the world, i.e. May4, had

modified itself are merged in non-distinct MAyd, whose

relation to Brahman is not changed thereby.—The illus-

tration, again, given in Sutra 24 of the mode in which Brah-

man, by means of its inherent power, transforms itself into

the world without employing any extraneous instruments

of action, * kshtravad dhi,' * as milk (of its own accord turns

into curds),' would be strangely chosen indeed if meant to

bring nearer to our understanding the mode in which

Brahman projects the illusive appearance of the world;

and also the analogous instance given in the Siitra next

following, ' as Gods and the like (create palaces, chariots,

&c. by the mere power of their will) '—which refers to the

real creation of real things—would hardly be in its place if

meant to illustrate a theory which considers unreality to be

the true character of. the world. The mere cumulation of

the two essentially heterogeneous illustrative instances

(kshiravad dhi ; devddivat), moreover, seems to show that

the writer who had recourse to them held no very definite

theory as to the particular mode in which the world

springs from Brahman, but was merely concerned to render

plausible in some way or otlier that an intelligent being

can give rise to what is non-intelligent without having

recourse to any extraneous means ^.

That the Mdyd doctrine was not present to the mind of

the Sfltrak^ra, further appears from the latter part of the

fourth pAda of the first adhydya, where it is shown that

Brahman is not only the operative but also the material

cause of the world. If anywhere, there would have been

* ^'ahkara*s favourite illustrative instance of the magician producing illusive

sights is—signiiicantly enough—not known to the Sutras.
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the place to indicate, had such been the author's view, that

Brahman is the material cause of the world through Mdyi
only, and that the world is unreal ; but the Sutras do not

contain a single word to that eflfect. Sutra a6, on the other

hand, exhibits the significant term * pari«dm4t

;

' Brahman

produces the world by means of a modification of itself. It

is well known that later on, when the terminology of the

Vedanta became definitely settled, the term * pari;/4mavada
'

was used to denote that very theory to which the followers

of 5ahkara are most violently opposed, viz. the doctrine

according to which the world is not a mere vivarta, i.e. an

illusory manifestation of Brahman, but the effect of Brah-

man undergoing a real change, may that change be con-

ceived to take place in the way taught by Ram^nu^ or in

some other manner.—With regard to the last-quoted Sutia,

as well as to those touched upon above, the commentators

indeed maintain that whatever terms and modes of ex-

pression are apparently opposed to the vivartav&da are

in reality reconcilable with it ; to Sutra 26, for instance,

Govindinanda remarks that the term *pari;/ima* only

denotes an effect in general (k^ryam^tra), without implying

that the effect is real. But in cases of this nature we are

fully entitled to use our own judgment, even if we were not

compelled to do so by the fact that other commentators,

such as Rcim&nu^, are satisfied to take * pariwama * and

similar terms in their generally received sense.

A further section treating of the nature of Brahman is

met with in III, a, 11 ff. It is, according to 5ankara's yiew,

of special importance, as it is alleged to set forth that{Brah-

man is in itself destitute of all qualitiesjand is affected with

qualities only through its limiting adjuncts ('up^dhis), the

offspring of Mkyk, I have above (in the conspectus of

contents) given a somewhat detailed abstract of the whole

section as interpreted by 5ahkara on the one hand, and

Ramdnu^ on the other hand, from which it appears that

the latter's opinion as to the purport of the group of Sutras

widely diverges from that of 5ahkara. The wording ot

the Sutras is so eminently concise and vague that I find it

impossible to decide which of the two commentators—if
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indeed either—is to be accepted as a trustworthy guide
;

regarding the sense of some Sutras 5ahkara's explanation

seems to deserve preference, in the case of others Rdma-
nu^ seems to keep closer to the text. I decidedly

prefer, for instance, Rdmanu^'s interpretation of Sutra 22,

as far as the sense of the entire Sutra is concerned, and

more especially with regard to the term ' prakr/taitavat-

tvam/ whose proper force is brought out by R^minu^'s
explanation only. So much is certain that none of the

Sutras decidedly favours the interpretation proposed by
5ahkara. Whichever commentator we follow, we greatly

miss coherence and strictness ol reasoning, and it is

thus by no means improbable that the section is one of

those—perhaps not few in number—in which both inter-

preters had less regard to the literal sense of the words and

to tradition than to their desire of forcing BcLdardya«a's

Sutras to bear testimony to the truth of their own philo-

sophic theories.

With special reference to the M&yk doctrine one impor-

tant Siitra has yet to be considered, the only one in which

the term *m5,yd* itself occurs, viz. Ill, 2, 3. According

to 5ahkara the Siitra signifies that the environments of

the dreaming soul are not real but mere M^yd, i. e. unsub-

stantial illusion, because they do not fully manifest the

character of real objects. RdmAnu^a (as we have seen in

the conspectus) gives a different explanation of the term
' m4y4,' but in judging of 5ahkara*s views we may for the

time accept 5ankara's own interpretation. Now, from the

latter it clearly follows that if the objects seen in dreams

are to be called Mdyd, i.e. illusion, because not evincing

the characteristics of reality, the objective world surround-

ing the waking soul must not be called MkyL But that

the world perceived by waking men is MAyA, even in a

higher sense than the world presented to the dreaming con-

sciousness, is an undoubted tenet of the 54hkara Vedcinta
;

and the Sutra therefore proves either that BddarAya«a did

not hold the doctrine of the illusory character of the world,

or else that, if after all he did hold that doctrine, he used

the term ^maya' in a sense altogether different from that
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in which 5ahkara employs it.—-If, on the other hand, we,

widi R&mSinvig'aL, understand the word 'mdyA' to denote

a wonderful thing, the Sfltra of course has no bearing what-

ever on the doctrine of M&yA in its later technical sense.

We now turn to the question as to the relation of the

individual soul to Brahman. Do the Sfltras indicate any-

where that their author held Sahkara's doctrine, according

to which the ^va is in reality identical with Brahman, and

separated from it, as it were, only by a false surmise due to

avidy&, or do they rather favour the view that the souls,

although they have sprung from Brahman, and constitute

elements of its nature, yet enjoy a kind of individual exist-

ence apart from it ? This question is in fact only another

aspect of the MAyA question, but yet requires a short

separate treatment.

In the conspectus I have given it as my opinion that the

SOtras in which the size of the individual soul is discussed

can hardly be understood in 5ahkara*s sense, and rather

seem to favour the opinion, held among others by Rdmi-

ni\fa, that the soul is of minute size. We have further seen

that Sfltra i8 of the third pAda of the second adhydya, which

describes the soul as *^«a,* is more appropriately under-

stood in the sense assigned to it by R4m4nu^ ; and, again,

that the Sfltras which treat of the soul being an agent, can

be reconciled with 5ankara*s views only if supplemented

in a way which their text does not appear to authorise.

—

We next have the important Siitra II, 3, 43 in which the

soul is distinctly said to be a part {sims2i) of Brahman, and

which, as we have already noticed, can be made to fall in

with 5ahkara*s views only if amsB, is explained, altogether

arbitrarily, by * Simsa, iva,* while RAm^nu^ is able to take the

S(itra as it stands.—We also have already referred to Sfitra

50, * abhdsa eva >&a,* which 5ahkara interprets as setting forth

the so-called pratibimbavAda according to which the indi-

vidual Self is merely a reflection of the highest Self. But

almost every Sutra—and Siltra 50 forms no exception—being

so obscurely expressed, that viewed by itself it admits of

various, often totally opposed, interpretations, the only safe

method is to keep in view, in the case of each ambiguous

[34] g
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aphorism, the general drift and spirit of the whole work,

and that, as we have seen hitherto, is by no means favour-

able to the pratibimba doctrine. How indeed could Sutra 50,

if setting forth that latter doctrine, be reconciled with Sfltra

43, which says distinctly that the soul is a part of Brahman ?

For that 43 contains, as 5ahkara and his .commentators

aver, a statement of the ava^^/zedavdda, can itself be ac-

cepted only if we interpret a^«ja by awja iva, and to do so

there is really no valid reason whatever. I confess that

RAmdnu^'s interpretation of the Sfltra (which however is

accepted by several other commentators also) does not

appear to me particularly convincing; and the Siitras

unfortunately offer us no other passages on the ground of

which we might settle the meaning to be ascribed to the

term dbh&sa, which may mean * reflection,* but may mean
hetv4bhfisa, I. e. fallacious argument, as well But as things

stand, this one Sfltra cannot, at any rate, be appealed to

as proving that the pratibimbavdda which, in its turn, pre-

supposes the mdydvAda, is the teaching of the Siitras.

To the conclusion that the Siitrakdra did not hold the

doctrine of the absolute identity of the highest and the

individual soul in the sense of 5ankara, we are further led

by some other indications to be met with here and there

in the Sfltras. In the conspectus of contents we have had

occasion to direct attention to the important Sfitra II, i, i2,

which distinctly enunciates that the Lord is adhika, i.e.

additional to, or different from, the individual soul, since

Scripture declares the two to be different. Analogously

I, 2, ao lays stress on the fact that the ^rira is not the

antary^min, because the MSdhyandinas, as well as the

Ka«vas, speak of him in their texts as different (bhedena

enam adhtyate), and in aa the j^rtra and the pradhdna are

referred to as the two * others * (itarau) of whom the text

predicates distinctive attributes separating them from the

highest Lord. The word *itara' (the other one) appears

in several other passages (I, i, 16; I, 3, 16; II, i, ai) as a

kind of technical term denoting the individual soul in con-

tradistinction from the Lord. The 5dnkaras indeed main-

tain that all those passages refer to an unreal distinction
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due to avidyd. But this is just what we should like to see

proved, and the proof offered in no case amounts to more

than a reference to the system which demands that the

SQtras should be thus understood. If we accept the inter-

pretations of the school of 5ahkara, it remains altogether un-

intelligible why the Siitrakdra should never hint even at what

5ahkara is anxious again and again to point out at length,

viz. that the greater part of the work contains a kind of

exoteric doctrine only, ever tending to mislead the student

who does not keep in view what its nature is. If other

reasons should make it probable that the Siitrakcira was

anxious to hide the true doctrine of the Upanishads as a

sort of esoteric teaching, we might be more ready to accept

5ankara's mode of interpretation. But no such reasons

are forthcoming ; nowhere among the avowed followers of

the 5&hkara system is there any tendency to treat the

kernel of their philosophy as something to be jealously

guarded and hidden. On the contrary, they all, from Gau-

rfap4da down to the most modern writer, consider it their

most important, nay, only task to inculcate again and again

in the clearest and most unambiguous language that all

appearance of multiplicity is a vain illusion, that the Lord

and the individual souls are in reality one, and that all

knowledge but this one knowledge is without true value.

There remains one more important passage concern-

ing the relation of the individual soul to the highest Self,

a passage which attracted our attention above, when

we were reviewing the evidence for early divergence of

opinion among the teachers of the Ved^nta. I mean
I, 4, ao-aa, which three Sfitras state the views of A^ma-
rathya, Au^/ulomi, and K^jakntsna as to the reason why,

in a certain passage of the Br/haddraz/yaka, characteristics

of the individual soul are ascribed to the highest Self. The
siddhSnta view is enounced in Sfltra 22^ * avasthiter iti K^ja-

kn'tsnaA,' i.e. Klrakr/tsna (accounts for the circumstance

mentioned) on the ground of the * permanent abiding or

abode.' By this * permanent abiding ' 5ankara understands

the Lord's abiding as, i. e. existing as—or in the condition of

—the individual soul, and thus sees in the Sfitra an enuncia-

g2
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tion of his own view that the individual soul is nothing but the

highest Self, * avikntaA paramexvaro ^ivo n^nyaA.' RdmA-
nu^, on the other hand, likewise accepting Klrakntsna's

opinion as the siddhdnta view, explains * avasthiti ' as the

Lord's permanent abiding within the individual soul, as de-

scribed in the antarydmin-brdhmawa.—We can hardly main-

tain that the term * avasthiti' cannot have the meaning

ascribed to it by 5ahkara, viz. special state or condition, but

so much must be urged in favour of RAmdnu^a's interpreta-

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

vasthiti) is met with in the Sfltras (I, a, 17 ; II, 2, 4; II, 2,

131 II> 3> 24; III, 3, 32) it regularly means permanent

abiding or permanent abode within something.

If, now, I am shortly to sum up the results of the pre-

ceding enquiry as to the teaching of the Siitras, I must

give it as my opinion that they do not set forth the distinc-

tion of a higher and lower knowledge of Brahman ; that

they do not acknowledge the distinction of Brahman and

Ijvara in 5ahkara's sense; that they do not hold the

doctrine of the unreality of the world ; and that they do

not, with 5ankara, proclaim the absolute identity of the

individual and the highest Self. I do not wish to advance

for the present beyond these negative results. Upon
Rdmdnu^a's mode of interpretation—although I accept it

without reserve in some important details— I look on the

whole as more useful in providing us with a powerful means

of criticising 5ahkara's explanations than in guiding us

throughout to the right understanding of the text. The
author of the Sfltras may have held views about the nature

of Brahman, the world, and the soul diflTering from those of

5ankara, and yet not agreeing in all points with those of

RAm&nu^a. If, however, the negative conclusions stated

above should be well founded, it would follow even from

them that the system of Beldar4ya«a had greater affinities

with that of the Bh&gavatas and Rdm&nu^ than with the

one of which the 5ankara-bh&shya is the classical exponent.

It appears from the above review of the teaching of the

Siitras that only a comparatively very small proportion

of them contribute matter enabling us to form a judgment
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as to the nature of the philosophical doctrine advocated

by B^dar^yawa. The reason of this is that the greater

part of the work is taken up with matters which, according

to 5ahkara's terminology, form part of the so-called lower

knowledge, and throw no light upon philosophical questions

in the stricter sense of the word. This circumstance is not

without significance. In later works belonging to 5ahkara's

school in which the distinction of a higher and lower vidycl

is clearly recognised, the topics constituting the latter are

treated with great shortness ; and rightly so, for they are

unable to accomplish the highest aim of man, i.e. final

release. When we therefore, on the other hand, find that

the subjects of the so-called lower vidyd are treated very

fully in the Ved^nta-s(itras, when we observe, for instance,

the almost tedious length to which the investigation of the

unity of vidy^s (most of ^hich are so-called sagu«a, i.e.

lower vidyds) is carried in the third adhy^ya, or the fact of

almost the whole fourth adhydya being devoted to the

ultimate fate of the possessor of the lower vidyd ; we cer-

tainly feel ourselves confirmed in our conclusion that what

5ahkara looked upon as comparatively unimportant formed

in B&dar&ya;/a's opinion part of that knowledge higher than

which there is none, and which therefore is entitled to the

fullest and most detailed exposition.

The question as to what kind of system is represented

by the Veddnta-siitras may be approached in another way
also. While hitherto we have attempted to penetrate to

the meaning of the Siitras by means of the different com-

mentaries, we might try the opposite road, and, in the first

place, attempt to ascertain independently of the Sfltras

[vihsLt doctrine is set forth in the Upanishads, jwhose teach-

ing the Sfltras doubtless aim at systematising. If, it might

be urged, the Upanishads can be convincingly shown to

embody a certain settled doctrine, we must consider it at

the least highly probable that that very same doctrine—of

whatever special nature it may be—is hidden in the enig-

matical aphorisms of Bddar&ya«a ^.

I do not, however, consider this line of argumentation

* Cp. GoBgh's Philosophy of the Upanishads, pp. 240 ff.
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a safe one. Even if it could be shown that the teaching of

all the chief Upanishads agrees in all essential points (a

subject to which some attention will be paid later on), we
should not on that account be entitled unhesitatingly to

assume that the Sutras set forth the same doctrine. What-

ever the true philosophy of the Upanishads may be, there

remains the undeniable fact that there exist and have

existed since very ancient times not one but several essen-

tially differing systems, all of which lay claim to the dis-

tinction of being the true representatives of the teaching of

the Upankhads as well as of the Siitras. Let us suppose,

for argument's sake, that, for instance, the doctrine of M&y4
is distinctly enunciated in the Upanishads; nevertheless

RAmAnu^ and, for all we know to the contrary, the whole

series of more ancient commentators on whom he looked

as authorities in the interpretation of the Siitras, denied

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

means impossible that B^dar^ya;ia should have done the

same. The i priori style of reasoning as to the teaching

of the SAtras is therefore without much force.

But apart from any intention of arriving thereby at the

meaning of the Siitras there, of course, remains for us the

all-important question as to the true teaching of the Upa-

nishads, a question which a translator of the Siitras and

^ahkara cannot afford to pass over in silence, especially

after reason has been shown for the conclusion that the

Siitras and the 5ahkara-bh&shya do not agree concerning

most important points of Veddntic doctrine. The Siitras

as well as the later commentaries claim, in the first place,

to be nothing more than systematisations of the Upani-

shads, and for us a considerable part at least of their value

and interest lies in this their nature. Hence the further

question presents itself by whom the teaching of the Upa-

nishads has been most adequately systematised, whether

by B^darAya«a, or 6'ahkara, or R&mdnu^, or some other

commentator. This question requires to be kept altogether

separate from the enquiry as to which commentator most

faithfully renders the contents of the Sutras, and it is by

no means impossible that 5ankara, for instance, should in
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the end have to be declared a more trustworthy guide with

regard to the teaching of the Upanishads than concerning

the meaning of the S(itras. _
We must remark here at once that, whatever commenta-

tor may be found to deserve preference on the whole, it

appears fairly certain already at the outset that none of the

systems which Indian ingenuity has succeeded in erecting

on the basis of the Upanishads can be accepted in its

entirety. The reason for this lies in the nature of the

Upanishads themselves. To the Hindu commentator and

philosopher the Upanishads came down as a body of

revealed truth whose teaching had, somehow or other, to

be shown to be thoroughly consistent and free from contra-

dictions ; a system had to be devised in which a suitable

place could be allotted to every one of the multitudinous

statements which they make on the various points of

Veddntic doctrine. But to the European scholar, or in

fact to any one whose mind is not bound by the doctrine

of 5ruti, it will certainly appear that all such attempts stand

self-condemned. If anything is evident even on a cursory

review of the Upanishads—and the impression so created

is only strengthened by a more careful investigation—it is

that they do not constitute a systematic whole. They
themselves, especially the older ones, give the most unmis-

takable indications on that point. Not only are the

doctrines expounded in the different Upanishads ascribed

to different teachers, but even the separate sections of one

and the same Upanishad are assigned to different authorities.

It would be superfluous to quote examples of what a

mere look at the AT^dndogya Upanishad, for instance,

suffices to prove. It is of course not impossible that even

a multitude of teachers should agree in imparting precisely

the same doctrine ; but in the case of the Upanishads that

is certainly not antecedently probable. For, in the first

place, the teachers who are credited with the doctrines

of the Upanishads manifestly belonged to different sec-

tions of Brahminical society, to different Vedic sikhSiS
;

nay, some of them the tradition makes out to have been

kshattriyas. And, in the second place, the period, whose
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mental activity is represented in the Upanishads, was a

creative one, and as such cannot be judged according to

the analogy of later periods of Indian philosophic de-

velopment. The later philosophic schools as, for instance,

the one of which 5ankara is the great representative,

were no longer free in their speculations, but strictly

bound by a traditional body of texts considered sacred,

which could not be changed or added to, but merely sys-

tematised and commented upon. Hence the rigorous

uniformity of doctrine characteristic of those schools. But

there had been a time when, what later writers received as

a sacred legacy, determining and confining the whole course

of their speculations, first sprang from the minds of creative

thinkers not fettered by the tradition of any school, but

freely following the promptings of tKeir own heads and

hearts. By the absence of school traditions, I do not in-

deed mean that the great teachers who appear in the

Upanishads were free to make an entirely new start, and

to assign to their speculations any direction they chose;

for nothing can be more certain than that, at the period as

the outcome of whose philosophical activity the Upanishads

have to be considered, there were in circulation certain

broad speculative ideas overshadowing the mind of every

member of Brahminical society. But those ideas were

neither very definite nor worked out in detail, and hence

allowed themselves to be handled and fashioned in different

ways by different individuals. With whom the few leading

conceptions traceable in the teaching of all Upanishads

first originated, is a point on which those writings themselves

do not enlighten us, and which we have no other means

for settling; most probably they are to be viewed not

as the creation of any individual mind, but as the gradual

outcome of speculations carried on by generations of

Vedic theologians. In the Upanishads themselves, at any

rate, they appear as floating mental possessions which

may be seized and moulded into new forms by any one

who feels within himself the required inspiration. A
certain vague knowledge of Brahman, the great hidden

being in which all this manifold world is one, seems to be
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spread everywhere, and often issues from the most unex-

pected sources, ^vetaketu receives instruction from his

father Udddlaka ; the proud G&rgya has to become the

pupil of A^taratru, the king of Kksi; Bhu^u S^hy&-

yani receives answers to his questions from a Gandharva

possessing a maiden ; Satyak&ma learns what Brahman

is from the bull of the herd he is tending, from Agni

and from a flamingo; and Upakojala is taught by the

sacred fires in his teacher's house. AH this is of course

legend, not history; but the fact that the philosophic

and theological doctrines of the Upanishads are clothed

in this legendary garb certainly does not strengthen the ex-

pectation of finding in them a rigidly systematic doctrine.

And a closer investigation of the contents of the Upani-

shads amply confirms this preliminary impression. If we
avail ourselves, for instance, ofM. Paul R^gnaud's Mat^riaux

pour servir k THistoire de la Philosophic de Tlnde, in which

the philosophical lucubrations of the different Upanishads

are arranged systematically according to topics, we can see

with ease how, together with a certain uniformity of general

leading conceptions, there runs throughout divergence in

details, and very often not unimportant details. A look,

for instance, at the collection of passages relative to the

origination of the world from the primitive being, suffices to

show that the task of demonstrating that whatever the

Upanishads teach on that point can be made to fit into a

homogeneous system is an altogether hopeless one. The
accounts there given ofthe creation belong, beyond all doubt,

to different stages ofphilosophic and theological development

or else to different sections of priestly society. None but

an Indian commentator would, I suppose, be inclined and

sufficiently courageous to attempt the proof that, for in-

stance, the legend of the &tman purushavidha, the Self in

the shape of a person which is as large as man and woman
together, and then splits itself into two halves from which

cows, horses, asses, goats, &c. are produced in succession

(Br/. Up. I, I, 4), can be reconciled with the account given

of the creation in the KMndogysL Upanishad, where it is

said that in the beginning there existed nothing but the sat.
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* that which is/ and that feeh'ng a desire of being many it

emitted out of itself ether, and then all the other elements

in due succession. The former is a primitive cosmogonic

myth, which in its details shows striking analogies with the

cosmogonic myths of other nations; the latter account is

fairly developed Veddnta (although not Veddnta implying

the Mdyd doctrine). We may admit that both accounts

show a certain fundamental similarity in so far as they

derive the manifold world from one original being; but

to go beyond this and to maintain, as 5ahkara does, that the

Stman purushavidha of the Br/haddra«yaka is the so-called

Vird^ of the latter Veddnta—implying thereby that that

section consciously aims at describing only the activity of

one special form of Ijvara, and not simply the whole pro-

cess of creation—is the ingenious shift of an orthodox

commentator in difficulties, but nothing more.

How all those more or less conflicting texts came

to be preserved and handed down to posterity, is not

difficult to understand. As mentioned above, each of the

great sections of Brahminical priesthood had its own
sacred texts, and again in each of those sections there

existed more ancient texts which it was impossible to dis-

card when deeper and more advanced speculations began

in their turn to be embodied in literary compositions, which

in the course of time likewise came to be looked upon as

sacred. When the creative period had reached its termina-

tion, and the task of collecting and arranging was taken in

hand, older and newer pieces were combined into wholes,

and thus there arose collections of such heterogeneous

character as the A'Adndogya and Br/haddra«yaka Upani-

shads. On later generations, to which the whole body of

texts came down as revealed truth, there consequently

devolved the inevitable task of establishing systems on

which no exception could be taken to any of the texts
;

but that the task was, strictly speaking, an impossible one,

1. e. one which it was impossible to accomplish fairly and

honestly, there really is no reason to deny.

For a comprehensive criticism of the methods which the

different commentators employ in systematising the contents
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of the Upanishads there is no room in this place. In order,

however, to illustrate what is meant by the * impossibility/

above alluded to, of combining the various doctrines of the

Upanishads into a whole without doing violence to a certain

number of texts, it will be as well to analyse in detail some

few at least of 5ahkara*s interpretations, and to render clear

the considerations by which he is glided.

We begin with a case which has already engaged our

attention when discussing the meaning of the SOtras, viz.

the question concerning the ultimate fate of those who
have attained the knowledge of Brahman. As we have

seen, 5ankara teaches that the soul of him who has risen to

an insight into the nature of the higher Brahman does

not, at the moment of death, pass out of the body, but is

directly merged in Brahman by a process from which all

departing and moving, in fact all considerations of space,

are altogether excluded. The soul of him, on the other

hand, who has not risen above the knowledge of the lower

qualified Brahman departs from the body by means of the

artery called sushum«A,and following the so-called devaydna, ,

the path of the gods, mounts up to the world of Brahman.

A review of the chief Upanishad texts on which 5ahkara

founds this distinction will show how far it is justified.

In a considerable number of passages the Upanishads

contrast ' the fate of two classes of men, viz. of those

who perform sacrifices and meritorious works only, and of

those who in addition possess a certain kind of knowledge.

Men of the former kind ascend after death to the moon,

where they live for a certain time, and then return to the

earth into new forms of embodiment
;
persons of the latter

kind proceed on the path of the gods—on which the sun

forms one stage—up to the world of Brahman, from which

there is no return. The chief passages to that effect are

Kh. Up. V, lo ; Kaush. Up. I, a ff. ; Mu;/rf. Up. I, 2, 9 ff.;

BW. Up. VI, 2, 15 ff.; Prajna Up. I, 9 ff.—In other passages

only the latter of the two paths is referred to, cp. Kh, Up.

IV, 15; VIII, 6,5; Taitt. Up. 1,6; Br/. Up. IV,4,8,9; V,io;

Maitr. Up. VI, 30, to mention only the more important ones.

Now an impartial consideration of those passages shows
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I think, beyond any doubt, that what is meant there by the

knowledge which leads through the sun to the world of

Brahman is the highest knowledge of which the devotee is

capable, and that the world of Brahman to which his know-

ledge enables him to proceed denotes the highest state

which he can ever reach, the state of final release, if we
choose to call it by that name.

—

Kh, Up. V, lo says, * Those

who know this (viz. the doctrine of the five fires), and those

who in the forest follow faith and austerities go to light,'

&c,

—

Kh. Up. IV, 15 is manifestly intended to convey the

true knowledge of Brahman ; Upakojala's teacher himself

represents the instruction given by him as superior to the

teaching of the sacred fires.

—

Kh. Up. VIII, 6, 5 quotes the

old jloka which says that the man moving upwards by the

artery penetrating the crown of the head reaches the Im-

mortal.—Kaush. Up. I, %—which gives the most detailed

account of the ascent of the soul—contains no intimation

whatever of the knowledge of Brahman, which leads up to

the Brahman world, being of an inferior nature.

—

yiyxnd. Up.

I, a, 9 agrees with the /^AAndogya in saying that * Those

who practise penance and faith in the forest, tranquil, wise,

and living on alms, depart free from passion, through the

sun, to where that immortal Person dwells whose nature is

imperishable,' and nothing whatever in the context coun-

tenances the assumption that not the highest knowledge

and the highest Person are there referred to.—Br/. Up.

IV, 4, 8 quotes old jlokas clearly referring to the road

of the gods (* the small old path *), on which * sages who
know Brahman move on to the svargaloka and thence

higher on as entirely free.—That path was found by Brah-

man, and on it goes whoever knows Brahman.*—Br/. Up.

VI, 2, 15 is another version of the Pa«^dgnividya, with the

variation, 'Those who know this, and those who in the

forest worship faith and the True, go to light,' &c.—:Prajna

Up. 1, 10 says, * Those who have sought the Self by penance,

abstinence, faith, and knowledge gain by the northern path

Aditya, the sun. There is the home of the spirits, the im-

mortal free from danger, the highest. From thence they do

not return, for it is the end.'—Maitr. Up. VI, 30 quotes
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jlokas, * One of them (the arteries) leads upwards, piercing

the solar orb: by it, having stepped beyond the world of

Brahman, they go to the highest path.'

All these passages are as clear as can be desired. The
soul of the sage who knows Brahman passes out by the

sushum«d, and ascends by the path of the gods to the

world of Brahman, there to remain for ever in some bliss-

ful state. But, according to 5ahkara, all these texts are

meant to set forth the result of a certain inferior knowledge

only, of the knowledge of the conditioned Brahman. Even

in a passage apparently so entirely incapable of more than

one interpretation as Bri. Up. VI, 2, 15, the * True,* which

the holy hermits in the forest are said to worship, is not to

be the highest Brahman, but only Hira;^yagarbha !—And
why ?—Only because the system so demands it, the system

which teaches that those who know the highest Brahman

become on their death one with it, without having to resort

to any other place. The passage on which this latter tenet is

chiefly based is Bri. Up. IV, 4, 6, 7, where, with the fate of him

who at his death has desires, and whose soul therefore

enters a new body after having departed from the old one,

accompanied by all the prd^as, there is contrasted the fate

of the sage free from all desires. * But as to the man who does

not desire, who not desiring, freed from desires is satisfied

in his desires, or desires the Self only, the vital spirits of hiqfi

(tasya) do not depart—being Brahman he goes to Brahman.'

We have seen above (p. Ixxx) that this passage is referred

to in the important Sfttras on whose right interpretation it,

in the first place, depends whether or not we must admit

the SCltrak&ra to have acknowledged the distinction of a pard

and an apar^ vidy4. Here the passage interests us as

throwing light on the way in which ^Sankara systematises.

He looks on the preceding part of the chapter as describing

what happens to the souls of all those who do not know the

highest Brahman, inclusive of those who know the lower

Brahman only. They pass out of the old bodies followed by
all prSLftSLS and enter new bodies. He, on the other hand,

section 6 continues, who knows the true Brahman, does not

pass out of the body, but becomes one with Brahman then
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and there. This interpretation of the purport of the entire

chapter is not impossibly right, although I am rather in-

clined to think that the chapter aims at setting forth in its

earlier part the future of him who does not know Brahman

at all, while the latter part of section 6 passes on to him

who does know Brahman (i.e. Brahman pure and simple,

the text knowing of no distinction of the so-called lower

and higher Brahman). In explaining section 6 5ahkara

lays stress upon the clause *na tasya prd^A utkrAmanti,'

* his vital spirits do not pass out,' taking this to signify that

the soul with the vital spirits does not move at all, and

thus does not ascend to the world of Brahman ; while the

purport of the clause may simply be that the soul and vital

spirits do not go anywhere else, i.e. do not enter a new

body, but are united, somehow or other, with Brahman.

On 5ahkara*s interpretation there immediately, arises a

new difficulty. In the jlokas, quoted under sections 8

and 9, the description of the small old path which leads to

the svargaloka and higher on clearly refers—as noticed

already above—to the path through the veins, primarily

the sushum«4, on which, according to so many other pas-

sages, the soul of the wise mounts upwards. But that path

is, according to ^Sankara, followed by him only who has

not risen above the lower knowledge, and yet the jlokas

have manifestly to be connected with what is said in the

latter half of 6 about the owner of the pari vidyS. Hence

•Sankara sees himself driven to explain the jlokas in

8 and 9 (of which a faithful translation is given in Professor

Max Miiller's version) as follows:

8. * The subtle old path (i. e. the path of knowledge on

which final release is reached ; which path is subtle, i. e.

difficult to know, and old, 1. e. to be known from the eternal

Veda) has been obtained and fully reached by me. On it

the sages who know Brahman reach final release (svarga-

lokasabda/i samnihitaprakara^i&t moksh&bhidh&yaka^).

9. * On that path they say that there is white or blue or

yellow or green or red (i.e. others maintain that the path

to final release is, in accordance with the colour of the

arteries, either white or blue, &c. ; but that is false, for the
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paths through the arteries lead at the best to the world of

Brahman, which itself forms part of the safwsd^ra); that

path (i.e. the only path to release, viz. the path of true

knowledge) is found by Brahman, i.e. by such Br&hma/^as

as through true knowledge have become like Brahman,' &c.

A significant instance in truth of the straits to which

thorough-going systematisers of the Upanishads see them-

selves reduced occasionally

!

But we return to the point which just now chiefly interests

us. Whether 5ankara's interpretation of the chapter, and

especially of section 6, be right or wrong, so much is

certain that we are not entitled to view all those texts

which speak of the soul going to the world of Brah-

man as belonging to the so-called lower knowledge, be-

cause a few other passages declare that the sage does

not go to Brahman. The text which declares the sage

free from desires to become one with Brahman could not,

without due discrimination, be used to define and limit the

meaning of other passages met with in the same Upanishad

even—for as we have remarked above the Br/hadfira«yaka

contains pieces manifestly belonging to different stages of

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

constructions on passages forming part of other Upanishads.

Historically the disagreement of the various accounts is

easy to understand. The older notion was that the soul of

the wise man proceeds along the path of the gods to Brah-

man's abode. A later—and, if we like, more philosophic

—

conception is that, as Brahman already is a man's Self,

there is no need of any motion on man's part to reach

Brahman. We may even apply to those two views the

terms apard and par4—lower and higher—knowledge. But

we must not allow any commentator to induce us to

believe that what he from his advanced standpoint looks

upon as an inferior kind of cognition, was viewed in the

same light by the authors of the Upanishads.

We turn to another Upanishad text likewise * touching

upon the point considered in what precedes, viz. the second

Brdhma;/a of the third adhy^ya of the Br/had^ra^iyaka.

The discussion there first turns upon the grahas and ati-
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grahas, i.e. the senses and organs and their objects, and

Y4f*avalkya thereupon explains that death, by which

everything is overcome, is itself overcome by water; for

death is fire. The colloquy then turns to what we must

consider an altogether new topic, Artabh^ga asking, * When
this man (ayam purusha) dies, do the vital spirits depart

from him or not ?
' and Y&^^avalkya answering, * No, they

are gathered up in him ; he swells, he is inflated ; inflated

the dead (body) is lying.'—Now this is for 5ahkara an

important passage, as we have already seen above (p. Ixxxi)

;

for he employs it, in his comment on Ved.-sOtra IV, a, 13,

for the purpose of proving that the passage Br/. Up. IV,

4, 6 really means that the vital spirits do not, at the moment

of death, depart from the true sage. Hence the present

passage also must refer to him who possesses the highest

knowledge ; hence the * ayam purusha ' must be * that man,'

i. e. the man who possesses the highest knowledge, and the

highest knowledge then must be found in the preceding

clause which says that death itself may be conquered by

water. But, as Rlmdnqfa also remarks, neither does the

context favour the assumption that the highest knowledge

is referred to, nor do the words of section 11 contain

any indication that what is meant is the merging of the

Self of the true Sage in Brahman. With the interpretation

given by R4m4ni\fa himself, viz. that the pr^«as do not

depart from the ^va of the dying man, but accompany it

into a new body, I can agree as little (although he no doubt

rightly explains the * ayam purusha ' by * man ' in general),

and am unable to see in the passage anything more than a

crude attempt to account for the fact that a dead body

appears swollen and inflated.—A little further on (section

13) Artabhdga asks what becomes of this man (ayam

purusha) when his speech has entered into the fire, his

breath into the air, his eye into the sun, &c. So much

here is clear that we have no right to understand by the

*ayam purusha' of section 13 anybody different from the

* ayam purusha ' of the two preceding sections ; in spite of

this 5ankara—according to whose system the organs of the

true sage do not enter into the elements, but are directly
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merged in Brahman—explains the *ayam purusha' of sec-

tion 13 to be the *asawiyagdarjin,' i. e. the person who has

not risen to the cognition of the highest Brahman. And
still a further limiting interpretation is required by the

system. The asa;»yagdar^in also—who as such has to

remain in the sa/«s4ra—cannot do without the organs, since

his ^iva when passing out of the old body into a new one

is invested with the subtle body; hence section 13 cannot

be taken as saying what it clearly does say, viz. that at

death the different organs pass into the different elements,

but as merely indicating that the organs are abandoned by
the divinities which, during lifetime, presided over them !

The whole third adhy^ya indeed of the Br/had&ra«yaka

affords ample proof of the artificial character of 5ahkara*s

attempts to show that the teaching of the Upanishads

follows a definite system. The eighth brahma«a, for in-

stance, is said to convey the doctrine of the highest non-

related Brahman, while the preceding brdhma«as had treated

only of t^ara in his various aspects. But, as a matter of

fact, brahma«a 8, after having, in section 8, represented

Brahman as destitute of all qualities, proceeds, in the next

section, to describe that very same Brahman as the ruler of

the world, * By the command of that Imperishable sun and

moon stand apart,' &c. ; a clear indication that the author

of the Upatiishad does not distinguish a higher and lower

Brahman in 5ahkara's sense.—The preceding br4hma;ia (7)

treats of the antarydmin, i. e. Brahman viewed as the internal

ruler of everything. This, according to 5ahkara, is the

lower form of Brahman called Ijvara ; but we observe that

the antary&min as well as the so-called highest Brahman

described in section 8 is, at the termination of the two

sections, characterised by means of the very same terms

(7, 23 : Unseen but seeing, unheard but hearing, &c. There

is no other seer but he, there is no other hearer but he, &c.

;

and 8, II : That Brahman is unseen but seeing, unheard but

hearing, &c. There is nothing that sees but it, nothing that

hears but it, &c.).—Nothing can be clearer than that all

these sections aim at describing one and the same being,

and know nothing of the distinctions made by the developed

[34] h
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Ved&nta, however valid the latter may be from a purely-

philosophic point of view.

We may refer to one more similar instance from the

A^dndogya Upanishad. We there meet in III, 14 with

one of the most famous vidy^ describing the nature of

Brahman, called after its reputed author the S&fidilysi-widySi,

This small vidyd is decidedly one of the finest and most

characteristic texts ; it would be difficult to point out

another passage setting forth with greater force and elo-

quence and in an equally short compass the central doctrine

of the Upanishads. Yet this text, which, beyond doubt,

gives utterance to the highest conception of Brahman's

nature that ^S^w^ilya's thought was able to reach, is by

^aiikara and his school again declared to form part of the

lower vidyA only, because it represents Brahman as possess-

ing qualities. It is, according to their terminology, not

^^ina, i. e. knowledge, but the injunction of a mere upAsanft,

a devout meditation on Brahman in so far as possessing

certain definite attributes such as having light for its form,

having true thoughts, and so on. The Rdm4ni\gas, on the

other hand, quote this text with preference as clearly

describing the nature of their highest, i. e. their one Brah-

man. We again allow that 5ahkara is free to deny that

any text which ascribes qualities to Brahman embodies abso-

lute truth ; but we also again remark that there is no reason

whatever for supposing that S^ndilys,y or whoever may have

been the author of that vidyA, looked upon it as anything

else but a statement of the highest truth accessible to man.

We return to the question as to the true philosophy of

the Upanishads, apart from the systems of the commen-
tators.—From what precedes it will appear with sufficient

distinctness that, if we understand by philosophy a philo-

sophical system coherent in all its parts, free from all

contradictions and allowing room for all the different state-

ments made in all the chief Upanishads, a philosophy of

the Upanishads cannot even be spoken of. The various

lucubrations on Brahman, the world, and the human soul of

which the Upanishads consist do not allow themselves to

be systematised simply because they were never meant to
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form a system. Siiudi\ya:s views as to the nature of

Brahman did not in all details agree with those of Yd^«a-

valkya, and Udddlaka differed from both. In this there is

nothing to wonder at, and the burden of proof rests alto-

gether with those who maintain that a large number of

detached philosophic and theological dissertations, ascribed

to different authors, doubtless belonging to different periods,

and not seldom manifestly contradicting each other, admit

of being combined into a perfectly consistent whole.

The question, however, assumes a different aspect, if we
take the terms * philosophy ' and * philosophical system,* not

in the strict sense in which 5ahkara and other commentators

are not afraid of taking them, but as implying merely an

agreement in certain fundamental features. In this latter

sense we may indeed undertake to indicate the outlines of

a philosophy of the Upanishads, only keeping in view that

precision in details is not to be aimed at. And here we
finally see ourselves driven back altogether on the texts

themselves, and have to acknowledge that the help we
receive from commentators, to whatever school they may
belong, is very inconsiderable. Fortunately it cannot be

asserted that the texts on the whole oppose very serious

difficulties to a right understanding, however obscure the

details often are. Concerning the latter we occasionally

depend entirely on the explanations vouchsafed by the

scholiasts, but as far as the general drift and spirit of the

texts are concerned, we are quite able to judge by our-

selves, and are even specially qualified to do so by having

no particular system to advocate.

The point we will first touch upon is the same from which

we started when examining the doctrine of the Sfltras, viz.

the question whether the Upanishads acknowledge a higher

and lower knowledge in 5ankara's sense, i. e.ja knowledge

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

be the case. /Knowledge is in the Upanishads frequently

opposed to avidyfi, by which latter term we have to under-

stand ignorance as to Brahman, absence of philosophic

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

ledge of the sacrificial part of the Veda with its supple-
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mentary disciplines contrasted as inferior with the knowledge

of the Self; to which latter distinction the Mundakai Up.

(I, 4) applies the terms apard and pard vidyci. But a formal

recognition of the essential difference of Brahman being

viewed, on the one hand, as possessing distinctive attributes,

and, on the other hand, as devoid of all such attributes is not

to be met with anywhere. Brahman is indeed sometimes

described as sagu«a and sometimes as nirgu;/a (to use later

terms) ; but it is nowhere said that thereon rests a distinc-

tion of two different kinds ofknowledge leading to altogether

different results. The knowledge of Brahman is one, under

whatever aspects it is viewed; hence the circumstance

(already exemplified above) that in the same vidyds it is

spoken of as sagu»a as well as nirgu«a. When the mind

of the writer dwells on the fact that Brahman is that from

which all this world originates, and in which it rests, he

naturally applies to it distinctive attributes pointing at its

relation to the world ; Brahman, then, is called the Self and

life of all, the inward ruler, the omniscient Lord, and so on.

When, on the other hand, the author follows out the idea

that Brahman may be viewed in itself as the mysterious

reality of which the whole expanse of the world is only an

outward manifestation, then it strikes him that no idea or

term derived from sensible experience can rightly be applied

to it, that nothing more may be predicated of it but that it

is neither this nor that. But these are only two aspects of

the cognition of one and the same entity.

Closely connected with the question as to the double

nature of the Brahman of the Upanishads is the question

as to their teaching MkyL—From Colebrooke downwards

the majority of European writers have inclined towards the

opinion that the doctrine of Mkyi, i. e. of the unreal illusory

character of the sensible world, does not constitute a feature

of the primitive philosophy of the Upanishads, but was

introduced into the system at some later period, whether by

B4daraya«a or 5ankara or somebody else. The opposite

view, viz. that the doctrine of MSyel forms an integral

element of the teaching of the Upanishads, is implied in

them everywhere, and enunciated more or less distinctly in
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•more than one place, has in recent times been advocated

with much force by Mr. Gough in the ninth chapter of his

Philosophy of the Upanishads.

In his Mat^riaux, &c. M. Paul Rdgnaud remarks that

*the doctrine of Melyi, although implied in the teaching

of the Upanishads, could hardly become clear and explicit

before the system had reached a stage of development

necessitating a choice between admitting two co-existent

eternal principles (which became the basis of the SSnkhya

philosophy), and accepting the predominance of the intel-

lectual principle, which in the end necessarily led to the

negation of the opposite principle.'—To the two alterna-

tives here referred to as possible we, however, have to add

a third one, viz. that form of the Vcddnta of which the

theory of the Bh&gavatas or K&m&nu^s is the most

eminent type, and according to which Brahman carries

within its own nature an element from which the material

universe originates ; an element which indeed is not an in-

dependent entity like the pradhina of the S^nkhyas, but

which at the same time is not an unreal May4 but quite as real

as any other part of Brahman's nature. That a doctrine of

this character actuallydeveloped itselfon the basis oftheUpa-

nishads, is a circumstance which we clearly must not lose sight

of, when attempting to determine what the Upanishads them-

selves are teaching concerning the character of the world.

In enquiring whether the Upanishads maintain the Mkyk
doctrine or not, we must proceed with the same caution as

regards other parts of the system, i. e. we must refrain from

using unhesitatingly, and without careful consideration of the

merits ofeach individual case, the teaching—direct or inferred

—of any one passage to the end of determining the drift of

the teaching of other passages. We may admit that some

passages, notably of the Br/hadclrawyaka, contain at any

rate the germ of the later developed Mdyel doctrine\ and

thus render it quite intelligible that a system like 5ankara*s

* It is well known that, with the exception of the .9vcta,jvatara and Maiti&-

yantya, none of the chief Upanishads exhibits the word * m^yft.' The term indeed

occurs in one place in the Bnhad&ra//yaka ; but that passage is a quotation

from the /^ik Sawhitl. in which m&yS. means * creative power.' Cp. P. Uegnaud,

La MftySl, in the Revue de I'Histoire dcs Religions, tome xii, No. 3 v. 1885).
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should evolve itself, among others, out of the Upanishads

;

but that affords no valid reason for interpreting Mkyk into

other texts which give a very satisfactory sense without that

doctrine, or are even clearly repugnant to it. This remark

applies in the very first place to all the accounts of the

creation of the physical universe. There, if anywhere, the

illusional character of the world should have been hinted at,

at least, had that theory been held by the authors of those

accounts ; but not a word to that effect is met with any-

where. The most important of those accounts—the one

given in the sixth chapter of the A^dndogya Upanishad

—

forms no exception. There is absolutely no reason to

assume that the * sending forth ' of the elements from the

primitive Sat, which is there described at length, was by

the writer of that passage meant to represent a vivarta

rather than a pariwama. that the process of the origination

"of the physical universe has to be conceived as anything else

but a real manifestation of real powers hidden in the

primeval Self. The introductory words, addressed to

5vetaketu by Uddalaka, which are generally appealed to as

intimating the unreal character of the evolution about to be

described, do not, if viewed impartially, intimate any such

thing ^ For what is capable of being proved, and mani-

festly meant to be proved, by the illustrative instances of

the lump of clay and the nugget of gold, through which

there are known all things made of clay and gold ? Merely

that this whole world has Brahman for its causal substance,

just as clay is the causal matter of every earthen pot, and

gold of every golden ornament, but not that the process

through which any causal substance becomes an effect is

an unreal one. We— including Uddalaka—may surely say

that all earthen pots are in reality nothing but earth—the

earthen pot being merely a special modification (vikdra) of

clay which has a name of its own—without thereby com-

mitting ourselves to the doctrine that the change of form,

which a lump of clay undergoes when being fashioned into

a pot, is not real but a mere baseless illusion.

In the same light we have to view numerous other passages

^ As is demonstrated very satisfactorily by R&m^u^.
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which set forth the successive emanations proceeding from

the first principle. When, for instance, we meet in the Ka/Aa
Up. I, 3, lo, in the serial enumeration of the forms of exist-

ence intervening between the gross material world and the

highest Self (the Person), with the * avyiknta,' the Unde-
veloped, immediately below the purusha ; and when again

the Mu«^aka Up. II, i, 2, speaks of the * high Imperishable

'

higher than which is the heavenly Person; there is no

reason whatever to see in that * Undeveloped ' and that

'high Imperishable* anything but that real element in

Brahman from which, as in the RkmimugB, system, the

material universe springs by a process of real development.

We must of course render it quite clear to ourselves in what

sense the terms * real ' and * unreal ' have to be understood.

The Upanishads no doubt teach emphatically that the

material world does not owe its existence to any principle

independent from the Lord like the pradh&na of the

Sinkhyas ; the world is nothing but a manifestation of the

Lord's wonderful power, and hence is unsubstantial, if we
take the term * substance ' in its strict sense. And, again,

everything material is immeasurably inferior in nature to the

highest spiritual principle from which it has emanated, and

which it now hides from the individual soul. But neither!

unsubstantiality nor inferiority of the kind mentioned

constitutes unreality in the sense in which the M&yd of
,

5ankara is unreal. According to the latter the whole /

world is nothing but an erroneous appearance, as unreal as

the snake, for which a piece of rope is mistaken by the

belated traveller, and disappearing just as the imagined

snake does as soon as the light of true knowledge has risen.

But this is certainly not the impression left on the mind by

a comprehensive review of the Upanishads which dwells on

their general scope, and does not confine itself to the undue

urging of what may be implied in some detached passages.

The Upanishads do not call upon us to look upon the whole

world as a baseless illusion to be destroyed by knowledge
;

the great error which they admonish us to relinquish is

rather that things have a separate individual existence, and

are not tied together by the bond of being all of them effects
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of Brahman, or Brahman itself. They do not say that true

knowledge sublates this false world, as 5ankara says, but

that It enables the sage to extricate himself from the world

—the inferior mflrta rflpa of Brahman, to use an expression

of the Br/had4ra«yaka—and to become one with Brahman

in its highest form. * We are to see everything in Brahman,

and Brahman in everything ;' the natural meaning ofthis is,

' we are to look upon this whole world as a true manifesta-

tion of Brahman, as sprung from it and animated by it.'

The m&ydvidin has indeed appropriated the above saying

also, and interpreted it so as to fall in with his theory ; but

he is able to do so only by perverting its manifest sense.

For him it would be appropriate to say, not that every-

thing we see is in Brahman, but rather that everything we

see is out of Brahman, viz. as a false appearance spread

over it and hiding it from us.

Stress has been laid ^ upon certain passages of the

Br/liadira^iyaka which seem to hint at the unreality of

this world by qualifying terms, indicative of duality or plur-

ality ofexistence, by means of an added * iva,' i.e. * as it were'

(yatr^nyad iva syat
;

yatra dvaitam iva bhavati ; dtmd

dhydyativa lel&yativa). Those passages no doubt readily

lend themselves to M4y4 interpretations, and it is by no

means impossible that in their author s mind there was

something like an undeveloped Mdy4 doctrine. I must, how-

ever, remark that they, on the other hand, also admit of

easy interpretations not in any way presupposing the

theory of the unreality of the world. If Yci^«avalkya refers

to the latter as that * where there is something else as it

were, where there is duality as it were,* he may simply mean
to indicate that the ordinary opinion, according to which

the individual forms of existence of the world are opposed

to each other as altogether separate, is a mistaken one, all

things being one in so far as they spring from—and are

parts of—Brahman. This would in no way involve duality

or plurality being unreal in 5ankara's sense, not any more

than, for instance, the modes of Spinoza are unreal because,

according to that philosopher, there is only one universal

* Gongh, Philosophy of the Upanishads pp. 243 flf.
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substance. And with regard to the clause * the Self thinks

as it were ' it has to be noted that according to the com-

mentators the* as it were 'is meant to indicate that truly

not the Self is thinking, but the up4dhis, i. e. especially the

manas with which the Self is connected. But whether

these upSdhis are the mere offspring of MSyd, as 5ankara

thinks, or real forms of existence, as RSitnSinugB, teaches, is

an altogether different question.

I do not wish, however, to urge these last observations,

and am ready to admit that not impossibly those iva's

indicate that the thought of the writer who employed them

was darkly labouring with a conception akin to—although

much less explicit than—the MSyd of 5ahkara. But

what I object to is, that conclusions drawn from a few

passages of, after all, doubtful import should be employed

for introducing the Mkyii doctrine into other passages which

do not even hint at it, and are fully intelligible without it ^.

The last important point in the teaching of the Upanishads

we have to touch upon is the relation of the ^ivas, the in-

dividual souls to the highest Self. The special views

regarding that point held by 5ahkara and R^mdnu^
have been stated before. Confronting their theories with

the texts of the Upanishads we must, I think, admit with-

out hesitation, that 5ahkara's doctrine faithfully represents

the prevailing teaching of the Upanishads in one important

point at least, viz. therein that the soul or Self of the sage

—whatever its original relation to Brahman may be—is in

the end completely merged and indistinguishably lost in the

universal Self. A distinction, repeatedly alluded to before,

has indeed to be kept in view here also. Certain texts

of the Upanishads describe the soul's going upwards, on the

path of the gods, to the world of Brahman, where it dwells

for unnumbered years, i.e. for ever. Those texts, as a type

of which we may take the passage Kaushit. Up. I— the

fundamental text of the Rdm^nu^^as concerning the soul's

' I cannot discuss in this place the Miyft passages of the 5vetlrvatara

and the Maitr&yantya Upanishads. Reasons which want of space prevents me
from setting forth in detail induce me to believe that neither of those two
treatises deserves to be considered by us when wishing to ascertain the true

unmixed doctrine of the Upanishads,

J ijA
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fate after death—belong to an earlier stage of philosophic

development ; they manifestly ascribe to the soul a con-

tinued individual existence. But mixed with texts of

this class there are others in which the final absolute

identification of the individual Self with the universal Self

is indicated in terms of unmistakable plainness. * He who
knows Brahman and becomes Brahman ;

'
* he who knows

Brahman becomes all this
;

'
* as the flowing rivers disappear

in the sea losing their name and form, thus a wise man goes

to the divine person.' And if we look to the whole, to the

prevailing spirit of the Upanishads, we may call the doctrine

embodied in passages of the latter nature the doctrine of the

Upanishads. It is, moreover, supported by the frequently

and clearly stated theory of the individual souls being

merged in Brahman in the state of deep dreamless sleep.

It is much more difficult to indicate the precise teaching

of the Upanishads concerning the [original relatiorj of the

individual soul to the highest Self, although there can be

no doubt that it has to be viewed as proceeding from the

latter, and somehow forming a part of it. Negatively we
are entitled to say that the doctrine, according to which

the soul is merely brahma bhr&ntam or brahma mAyopA-

dhikam, is in no way countenanced by the majority of the

passages bearing on the question. If the emission of the

elements, described in the /TAandogya and referred to

above, is a real process—of which we saw no reason to

doubt—the ^iva ^tman with which the highest Self enters

into the emitted elements is equally real, a true part or

emanation of Brahman itself.

After having in this way shortly reviewed the chief ele-

ments of Veddntic doctrine according to the Upanishads, we
may briefly consider »Sankara*s system and mode of inter-

pretation—with whose details we had frequent opportunities

of finding fault—as a whole. It has been said before that

the task of reducing the teaching of the whole of the Upa-

nishads to a system consistent and free from contradic-

tions is an intrinsically impossible one. But the task once

being given, we are quite ready to admit that ^ankara's

system is most probably the best which can be devised.
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While unable to allow that the Upanishads recognise a

lower and higher knowledge of Brahman, in fact the dis-

tinction of a lower and higher Brahman, we yet acknowledge

that the adoption of that distinction furnishes the inter-

preter with an instrument of extraordinary power for

reducing to an orderly whole the heterogeneous material

presented by the old theosophic treatises. This becomes

very manifest as soon as we compare 5ankara's system

with that of R^mdnu^a. The latter recognises only one

Brahman which is, as we should say, a personal God, and

he therefore lays stress on all those passages of the Upani-

shads which ascribe to Brahman the attributes of a personal

God, such as omniscience and omnipotence. Those passages,

on the other hand, whose decided tendency it is to represent

Brahman as transcending all qualities, as one undifferenced

mass of impersonal intelligence, Rdmdnu^ is unable to

accept frankly and fairly, and has to misinterpret them

more or less to make them fall in with his system. The
same remark holds good with regard to those texts which

represent the individual soul as finally identifying itself

with Brahman ; R^mknugs. cannot allow a complete identi-

fication but merely an assimilation carried as far as possible.

•Sankara, on the other hand, by skilfully ringing the changes

on a higher and a lower doctrine, somehow manages to find

room for whatever the Upanishads have to say. Where

the text speaks of Brahman as transcending all attributes,

the highest doctrine is set forth. Where Brahman is called

the All-knowing ruler of the world, the author means to

propound the lower knowledge of the Lord only. And
where the legends about the primary being and its way of

creating the world become somewhat crude and gross,

Hira«yagarbha and Vir^^ are summoned forth and charged

with the responsibility. Of Vir^f Mr. Gough remarks (p. 55)

that in him a place is provided by the poets of the Upani-

shads for the purusha of the ancient r/shis, the divine being

out of whom the visible and tangible world proceeded.

This is quite true if only we substitute for the * poets of

the Upanishads' the framers of the orthodox Veddnta

system— for the Upanishads give no indication whatever
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that by their purusha they understand not the simple old

purusha but the VirA^ occupying a definite position in a

I highly elaborate system ;—but the mere phrase, * providing a

j

place 'intimateswith sufficient clearnessthe nature of the work

1
in which systematisers of the Veddntic doctrine are engaged.

5ahkara's method thus enables him in a certain way to

do justice to different stages of historical development, to

recognise clearly existing differences which other system-

atisers are intent on obliterating. And there has yet to

be made a further and even more important admission in

favour of his system. It is not only more pliable, more

capable of amalgamating heterogeneous material than other

systems, but its fundamental doctrines are manifestly in

greater harmony with the essential teaching of the Upani-

shads than those of other Vedclntic systems. Above we were

unable to allow that the distinction made by 5ankara

between Brahman and Ijvara is known to the Upanishads

;

but we must now admit that if, for the purpose of determining

the nature of the highest being, a choice has to be made

between those texts which represent Brahman as nirguwa,

and those which ascribe to it personal attributes, 5ahkara

is right in giving preference to texts of the former kind.

The Brahman of the old Upanishads, from which the souls

spring to enjoy individual consciousness in their waking

state, and into which they sink back temporarily in the

state of deep dreamless sleep and permanently in death, is

certainly not represented adequately by the strictly per-

sonal 1jvara of RAmdnu^a, who rules the world in wisdom and

mercy. The older Upanishads, at any rate, lay very little

stress upon personal attributes of their highest being, and

hence 5ahkara is right in so far as he assigns to his hypo-

statised personal 1jvara ^ a lower place than to his absolute

Brahman. That he also faithfully represents the prevailing

spirit of the Upanishads in his theory of the ultimate fate

^ The Ijvara who allots to the mdividual souls their new forms of embodiment

in strict accordance with their merit or demerit cannot be called anything else

but a personal God. That this personal conscious being is at the same time iden-

tified with the totality of the individual souls in the unconscious state of deep

dreamless sleep, is one ofthose extraordinary contradictions which thorough-going

systemat\?ers of Vedftntic doctrine are apparently unable to avoid altogether.
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of the soul, we have already remarked above. And although

the Mely4 doctrine cannot, in my opinion, be said to form

part of the teaching of the Upanishads, it cannot yet be

asserted to contradict it openly, because the very point

which it is meant to elucidate, viz. the mode in which the

physical universe and the multiplicity of individual souls

originate, is left by the Upanishads very much in the dark.

The later growth of the M&yk doctrine on the basis of the

Upanishads is therefore quite intelligible, and I fully agree

with Mr. Gough when he says regarding it that there has

been no addition to the system from without but only a

development from within, no graft but only growth. The
lines of thought which finally led to the elaboration of the

full-blown MAyd theory may be traced with considerable

certainty. In the first place, deepening speculation on

Brahman tended to the notion of advaita being taken in a

more and more strict sense, as implying not only the ex-

clusion of any second principle external to Brahman, but

also the absence of any elements of duality or plurality in

the nature of the one universal being itself; a tendency

agreeing with the spirit of a certain set of texts from the

Upanishads. And as the fact of the appearance of a

manifold world cannot be denied, the only way open to

thoroughly consistent speculation was to deny at any rate

its reality, and to call it a mere illusion due to an unreal

principle, with which Brahman is indeed associated, but

which is unable to break the unity of Brahman's nature

just on account of its own unreality. And, in the second

place, a more thorough following out of the conception

that the union with Brahman is to be reached through true

knowledge only, not unnaturally led to the conclusion that

what separates us in our unenlightened state from Brahman
IS such as to allow itself to be completely sublated by an

act of knowledge ; is, in other words, nothing else but an

erroneous notion, an illusion.—A further circumstance which

may not impossibly have co-operated to further the de-

velopment of the theory of the world's unreality will be

referred to later on ^

* That section of the introduction in which the point referred to in the text
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We have above been obliged to leave it an open question

what kind of Vedinta is represented by the Vedelnta-sCitras,

although reason was shown for the supposition that in some
important points their teaching is more closely related to

the system of RAmdnu^ than to that of 5ankara. If so,

the philosophy of 5ahkara would on the whole stand

nearer to the teaching of the Upanishads than the Sutras

of B&dar^yaf^a. This would indeed be a somewhat un-

expected conclusion—for, judging k priori, we should be

more inclined to assume a direct propagation of the true

doctrine of the Upanishads through Bddardya;ia to San-

kara—but a priori considerations have of course no weight

against positive evidence to the contrary. There are, more-

over, other facts in the history of Indian philosophy and

theology which help us better to appreciate the possibility

of Bddar^yawa's Siitras already setting forth a doctrine

that lays greater stress on the personal character of the

highest being than is in agreement with the prevailing

tendency of the Upanishads. That the pure doctrine of

those ancient Brahminical treatises underwent at a rather

early period amalgamations with beliefs which most pro-

bably had sprung up in altogether different—priestly or

non-priestly—communities is a well-known circumstance

;

it suffices for our purposes to refer to the most eminent of

the early literary monuments in which an amalgamation of

the kind mentioned is observable, viz. the Bhagavadgitd.

The doctrine of the Bhagavadgitd represents a fusion of

the Brahman theory of the Upanishads with the belief in

a personal highest being

—

Krish;i3, or Vishwu—which in

many respects approximates very closely to the system of

the Bhdgavatas ; the attempts of a certain set of Indian

commentators to explain it as setting forth pure Veddnta,

i. e. the pure doctrine of the Upanishads, may simply

be set aside. But this same Bhagavadgitd is quoted in

Bddardyawa's Sfltras (at least according to the unanimous

explanations of the most eminent scholiasts of different

schools) as inferior to 5ruti only in authority. The SAtras,

is touched upon will I hope form part of the second volume of the translation.

The same remark applies to a point concerning which further information had

been promised above on page v.
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moreover, refer in different places to certain Vedantic por-

tions of the MahAbhdrata, especially the twelfth book,

several of which represent forms of Vedanta distinctly dif-

fering from 6'ankara's teaching, and closely related to the

system of the Bhdgavatas.

Facts of this nature—from entering into the details of

which we are prevented by want of space—tend to mitigate

the primi facie strangeness of the assumption that the

Vedanta-sfltras, which occupy an intermediate position

between the Upanishads and ^ahkara, should yet diverge

in their teaching from both. The Vedanta of Gaurfapdda

and ^Sahkara would in that case mark a strictly orthodox

reaction against all combinations of non-Vedic elements of

belief and doctrine with the teaching of the Upanishads.

But although this form of doctrine has ever since 5ankara's

time been the one most generally accepted by Brahminic

students of philosophy, it has never had any wide-reaching

influence on the masses of India. It is too little in sym-

pathy with the wants of the human heart, which, after

all, are not so very different in India from what they are

elsewhere. Comparatively few, even in India, are those

who rejoice in the idea of a universal non-personal essence

in which their own individuality is to be merged and lost

for ever, who think it sweet * to be wrecked on the ocean of

the Infinite ^* The only forms of Vedantic philosophy

which are—and can at any time have been—really popular,

are those in which the Brahman of the Upanishads has

somehow transformed itself into a being, between which and

the devotee there can exist a personal relation, love and

faith on the part of man, justice tempered by mercy on the

part of the divinity. The only religious books of widespread

influence are such as the Rdm^yan of Tulsidds, which lay no

stress on the distinction between an absolute Brahman inac-

cessible to all human wants and sympathies, and a shadowy

Lord whose very conception depends on the illusory prin-

ciple of MayA, but love to dwell on the delights of devotion

^ Cosl tra questa

Immensity s*annega il pensier mio,

E il naufrago m' h dolce in questo mare.
Leopardi.
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to one all-wise and merciful ruler, who is able and willing to

lend a gracious ear to the supplication of the worshipper.

The present translation of the Vedelnta-sGtras doe> not

aim at rendering that sense which their author may have

aimed at conveying, but strictly follows 5ankara's inter-

pretation. The question as to how far the latter agrees

with the views held by Bddar&ya^a has been discussed

above, with the result that for the present it must, on the

whole, be left an open one. In any case it would not be

feasible to combine a translation of 5ankara's commentary

with an independent version of the Sfttras which it ex-

plains. Similar considerations have determined the method

followed in rendering the passages of the Upanishads re-

ferred to in the SOtras and discussed at length by 5ankara.

There also the views of the commentator have to be followed

closely ; otherwise much of the comment would appear de-

void of meaning. Hence, while of course following on the

whole the critical translation published by Professor Max
MUller in the earlier volumes of this Series, I had, in a not

inconsiderable number of cases, to modify it so as to render

intelligible 5ankara*s explanations and reasonings. I hope

to find space in the introduction to the second volume of

this translation for making some general remarks on the

method to be followed in translating the Upanishads.

I regret that want of space has prevented me from

extracting fuller notes from later scholiasts. The notes

given are based, most of them, on the /ikds composed

by Anandagiri and Govindananda (the former of which is

unpublished as yet, so far as I know), and on the BhAmat!.

My best thanks are due to Fandits Rdma Mijra 5dstrin

and GahgAdhara ^Astrin of the Benares Sanskrit College,

whom I have consulted on several difficult passages.

Greater still are my obligations to Pa^^t Kejava 5istrin,

of the same institution, who most kindly undertook to

read a proof of the whole of the present volume, and

whose advice has enabled me to render my version of more

than one passage more definite or correct.
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5ANKARA^S INTRODUCTION.

FIRST ADHYAYA.

FIRST pAda.

Reverence to the August Vasudeva!

It is a matter not requiring any proof that the object

and the subject ^ whose respective spheres are the notion of

the * Thou ' (the Non-Ego ^) and the * Ego,' and which are

opposed to each other as much as darkness and h'ght are,

cannot be identified. All the less can their respective

attributes be identified. Hence it follows that it is wrong to

superimpose ^ upon the subject—whose Self is intelligence,

and which has for its sphere the notion of the Ego— the

object whose sphere is the notion of the Non-Ego, and the

attributes of the object, and vice vers^ to superimpose the

subject and the attributes of the subject on the object. In

spite of this it is on the part of man a natural * procedure

—

1 The subject is the universal Self whose nature is intelligence

(/tit) ; the object comprises whatever is of a non-intelligent nature,

viz. bodies with their sense-organs, internal organs, and the objects

of the senses, i.e. the external material world.

^ The object is said to have for its sphere the notion of the * thou

'

(yushmat), not the notion of the * this ' or * that ' (idam), in order

better to mark its absolute opposition to the subject or Ego. Lan-

guage allows of the co-ordination of the pronouns of the first and

the third person (' It is I,* * I am he who,' &c. ; ete vayam, ime

vayam ismahe), but not of the co-ordination of the pronouns of the

first and second person.

* Adhyasa, literally * superimposition ' in the sense of (mistaken)

ascription or imputation, to something, of an essential nature or

attributes not belonging to it. See later on.

* Natural, i.e. original, beginningless ; for the modes of speech

B 2
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which has its cause in wrong knowledge—not to distinguish

the two entities (object and subject) and their respective

attributes, although they are absolutely distinct, but to

superimpose upon each the characteristic nature and the

attributes of the other, and thus, coupling the Real and the

Unreal ^, to make use of expressions such as * That am I,'

*That is mine^/—But what have we to understand by the

term * superimposition ? '—The apparent presentation, in

the form of remembrance, to consciousness of something

previously observed, in some other thing \

Some indeed define the term * superimposition ' as the

superimposition of the attributes of one thing on another

thing *. Others, again, define superimposition as the error

and action which characterise transmigratory existence have existed,

with the latter, from all eternity.

* I.e. the intelligent Self which is the only reality and the non-real

objects, viz. body and so on, which are the product of wrong

knowledge.

' * The body, &c. is my Self; '
' sickness, death, children, wealth,

&c., belong to my Self.'

' Literally * in some other place.' The clause * in the form of

remembrance' is added, the BhSmatt remarks, in order to exclude

those cases where something previously observed is recognised in

some other thing or place; as when, for instance, the generic

character of a cow which was previously observed in a black cow

again presents itself to consciousness in a grey cow, or when Deva-

datta whom we first saw in Pa/aliputra again appears before us in

Mihishmatl. These are cases of recognition where the object pre-

viously observed again presents itself to our senses; while in mere'

remembrance the object previously perceived is not in renewed

contact with the senses. Mere remembrance operates in the case

of adhyasa, as when we mistake mother-of-pearl for silver which is

at the lime not present but remembered only.

* The so-called anyath^khyativadins maintain that in the act of

adhydsa the attributes of one thing, silver for instance, are super-

imposed on a different thing existing in a different place, mother-

of-pearl for instance (if we take for our example of adhydsa the

case of some man mistaking a piece of mother-of-pearl before him
for a piece of silver). The atmakhyativddins maintain that in

adhydsa the modification, in the form of silver, of the internal organ
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founded on the non-apprehension of the difference of that

which is superimposed from that on which it is super-

imposed^. Others^, again, define it as the fictitious as-

sumption of attributes contrary to the nature of that thing

on which something else is superimposed. But all these

definitions agree in so far as they represent superimposition

as the apparent presentation of the attributes of one thing in

another thing. And therewith agrees also the popular view

which is exemplified by expressions such as the following

:

* Mother-of-pearl appears like silver/ * The moon although

one only appears as if she were double/ But how is it

possible that on the interior Self which itself is not an

object there should be superimposed objects and their

attributes ? For every one superimposes an object only on

such other objects as are placed before him (i.e. in contact

with his sense-organs), and you have said before that the

interior Self which is entirely disconnected from the idea of

the Thou (the Non-Ego) is never an object. It is not, we
reply, non-object in the absolute sense. For it is the

object of the notion of the Ego ^ and the interior Self is

well known to exist on account of its immediate (intuitive)

presentation *. Nor is it an exceptionless rule that objects

is superimposed on the external thing mother-of-pearl and thus

itself appears external. Both views fall under the above definition.

* This is the definition of the akhyaiivadins.

* Some anyathakhydtivadins and the Madhyamikas according

to Ananda Girl.

' The pratyagatman is in reality non-object, for it is svayam-

prakaya, self-luminous, i.e. the subjective factor in all cognition.

But it becomes the object of the idea of the Ego in so far as it is

limited, conditioned by its adjuncts which are the product of Ne-

science, viz. the internal organ, the senses and the subtle and gross

bodies, i. e. in so far as it is ^tva, individual or personal soul. Cp.

Bhdmali, pp. 22, 23 : 'X'idltmaiva svayampraklfO»p i buddhyadivi-

shayavi^Mura^at katha/w^id asmatpratyayavishayo* ha/;/karaspada/?/

^!va iti kdi ^ntur iti kz. kshetra^^a iti X:akhydyate.'

* Translated according to the Bhamati. We deny, the objector

says, the possibility of adhyasa in the case of the Self, not on the

ground that it is not an object because self-luminous (for that it

Digitized byGoogle



vedanta-sOtras.

can be superimposed only on such other objects as are

before us, i. e. in contact with our sense-organs ; for non-

discerning men superimpose on the ether, which is not the

object of sensuous perception, dark-blue colour.

Hence it follows that the assumption of the Non-Self

being superimposed on the interior Self is not unreasonable.

This superimposition thus defined, learned men consider

to be Nescience (avidy^), and the ascertainment of the true

nature of that which is (the Self) by means of the discrimi-

nation of that (which is superimposed on the Self), they

call knowledge (vidyS). There being such knowledge

(neither the Self nor the Non-Self) are affected in the least

by any blemish or (good) quality produced by their mutual

superimposition ^ The mutual superimposition of the Self

and the Non-Self, which is termed Nescience, is the pre-

supposition on which there base all the practical distinc-

tions—those made in ordinary life as well as those laid

down by the Veda—between means of knowledge, objects

of knowledge (and knowing persons), and all scriptural

texts, whether they are concerned with injunctions and

prohibitions (of meritorious and non-meritorious actions),

or with final release*.—But how can the means of right

may be an object although it is self-luminous you have shown),

but on the ground that it is not an object because it is not mani-

fested either by itself or by anything else,—It is known or mani-

fest, the Vedantin replies, on account of its immediate presentation

(aparokshatvat), i.e. on account of the intuitional knowledge we

have of it. Ananda Giri construes the above clause in a different

way: asmatpratyayavishayatve « py aparokshatvdd ekdntendvishaya-

tvabbtivat tasminn ahankarddyadhyasa ity artha^. Aparokshatvam

api kaij/tid atmano nesh/am ity Sxahkyaha pratyagdlmeli.

' Tatraiva/;/ sali evambhfitavastulattvSvadhdrawe sati. Bha. Tas-

minn adhyase uklarityd^vidydvmake sati. Go. Yatratmani bud-

dhyddau va yasya buddhyader atmano vddhyasa^ tcna buddhy&di-

nd«tmand va kmena«xanayddidoshe«a y^aitanyaguwena ^tmSndtma

va vasluto na svalpenapi yu^yate. Ananda Giri.

* Whether they belong to the karmakaWa, i.e. that part of the

Veda which enjoins active religious duty or the ^//anakdw^a, i.e.

that part of the Veda which treats of Brahman.
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knowledge such as perception, inference, &c., and scrip-

tural texts have for their object that which is dependent

on Nescience ^ ?—Because, we reply, the means of right

knowledge cannot operate unless there be a knowing per-

sonality, and because the existence of the latter depends

on the erroneous notion that the body, the senses, and so

on, are identical with, or belong to, the Self of the knowing

person. For without the employment of the senses, per-

ception and the other means of right knowledge cannot

operate. And without a basis (i.e. the body ^) the senses

cannot act. Nor does anybody act by means of a body

on which the nature of the Self is not superimposed^.

Nor can, in the absence of all that *, the Self which, in its

own nature is free from all contact, become a knowing

agent. And if there is no knowing agent, the means of

right knowledge cannot operate (as said above). Hence

perception and the other means of right knowledge, and

the Vedic texts have for their object that which is de-

pendent on Nescience. (That human cognitional activity

has for its presupposition the superimposition described

above), follows also from the non-difference in that respect

of men from animals. Animals, when sounds or other

sensible qualities affect their sense of hearing or other

senses, recede or advance according as the idea derived

from the sensation is a comforting or disquieting one. A
cow, for instance, when she sees a man approaching with a

raised stick in his hand, thinks that he wants to beat her, and

therefore moves away ; while she walks up to a man who
advances with some fresh grass in his hand. Thus men
also—who possess a higher intelligence—run away when

* It being of course the function of the means of right know-

ledge to determine Truth and Reality.

' The Bh^malt takes adhish//;anam in the sense of superintend-

ence, guidance. The senses cannot act unless guided by a super-

intending principle, i. e. the individual soul.

^ If activity could proceed from the body itself, non-identified

with the Self, it would take place in deep sleep also.

* I.e. in the absence of the mutual superimposition of the Self

and the Non-Self and their attributes.
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they see strong fierce-looking fellows drawing near with

shouts and brandishing swords ; while they confidently

approach persons of contrary appearance and behaviour.

We thus see that men and animals follow the same course

of procedure with reference to the means and objects of

knowledge. Now it is well known that the procedure of

animals bases on the non-distinction (of Self and Non-

Self) ; we therefore conclude that, as they present the

same appearances, men also—although distinguished by
superior intelligence—proceed with regard to perception

and so on, in the same way as animals do ; as long, that

is to say, as the mutual superimposition of Self and Non-

Self lasts. With reference again to that kind of activity

which is founded on the Veda (sacrifices and the like), it is

true indeed that the reflecting man who is qualified to enter

on it, does so not without knowing that the Self has a

relation to another world
;
yet that qualification does not

depend on the knowledge, derivable from the Veddnta-

texts, of the true nature of the Self as free from all wants,

raised above the distinctions of the Brdhma^a and Kshat-

triya-classes and so on, transcending transmigratory exis-

tence. For such knowledge is useless and even contra-

dictory to the claim (on the part of sacrificers, &c. to

perform certain actions and enjoy their fruits). And before

such knowledge of the Self has arisen, the Vedic texts

continue in their operation, to have for their object that

which is dependent on Nescience. For such texts as

the following, ' A Brdhma^a is to sacrifice,' are operative

only on the supposition that on the Self are superimposed

particular conditions such as caste, stage of life, age, out-

ward circumstances, and so on. That by superimposition

we have to understand the notion of something in some

other thing we have already explained. (The superimpo-

sition of the Non-Self will be understood more definitely

from the following examples.) Extra-personal attributes

are superimposed on the Self, if a man considers himself

sound and entire, or the contrary, as long as his wife,

children, and so on are sound and entire or not. Attri-

butes of the body are superimposed on the Self, if a man
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thinks of himself (his Self) as stout, lean, fair, as standing,

walking, or jumping. Attributes of the sense-organs, if

he thinks * T am mute, or deaf, or one-eyed, or blind.'

Attributes of the internal organ when he considers himself

subject to desire, intention, doubt, determination, and so

on. Thus the producer of the notion of the Ego (i.e. the

internal organ) is superimposed on the interior Self, which,

in reality, is the witness of all the modifications of the

internal organ, and vicevers4 the interior Self, which is

the witness of everything, is superimposed on the internal

organ, the senses, and so on. In this way there goes on

this natural beginning—and endless superimposition, which

appears in the form of wrong conception, is the cause of

individual souls appearing as agents and enjoyers (of the

results of their actions), and is observed by every one.

With a view to freeing one's self from that wrong notion

which is the cause of all evil and attaining thereby the

knowledge of the absolute unity of the Self the study of

the Veddnta-texts is begun. That all the Ved&nta-texts

have the mentioned purport we shall show in this so-called

5ariraka-mim&/«sd ^

Of this Vedanta-mima;;/sa about to be explained by us

the first Sfltra is as follows.

I. Then therefore the enquiry into Brahman.

The word * then ' is here to be taken as denoting imme-

diate consecution ; not as indicating the introduction df a

new subject to be entered upon ; for the enquiry into

Brahman (more literally, the desire of knowing Brahman)

is not of that nature 'K Nor has the word ' then ' the sense

* The Mimawsa, i.e. the enquiry whose aim it is to show that

the embodied Self, i.e. the individual or personal soul is one with

Brahman. This Mtmawsa being an enquiry into the meaning of the

Veddnta-portions of the Veda, it is also called Veddnta-mimawsd.
• Nadhikdrdrtha iti. Tatra hetur brahmeti. Asyirtha^, kirn

ayam atharabdo brahma^/zane^tit^aya^ kiw vantarwitavi^rasya

atbave>^^Mviresha//a^^anasyarambharlha^. Nadya^ tasya m\x£izm-

sapravartikayas tadapravartyatvad andrabhyatvai tasylr ^ottaratra
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of auspiciousness (or blessing) ; for a word of that meaning

could not be properiy construed as a part of the sentence.

The word * then ' rather acts as an auspicious term by

being pronounced and heard merely, while it denotes at-

the same time something else, viz. immediate consecution as

said above. That the latter is its meaning follows more-

over from the circumstance that the relation in which the

result stands to the previous topic (viewed as the cause of

the result) is non-separate from the relation of immediate

consecution ^.

If, then, the word * then ' intimates immediate consecution

it must be explained on what antecedent the enquiry into

Brahman specially depends
;
just as the enquiry into active

religious duty (which forms the subject of the PurvA

Mim^msk) specially depends on the antecedent reading of

the Veda. The reading of the Veda indeed is the common
antecedent (for those who wish to enter on an enquiry into

religious duty as well as for those desirous of knowing

Brahman). The special question with regard to the enquiry

into Brahman is whether it presupposes as its antecedent

the understanding of the acts of religious duty (which is

acquired by means of the PQrvd Mim^msk). To this

question we reply in the negative, because for a man who
has read the Veddnta-parts of the Veda it is possible to

enter on the enquiry into Brahman even before engaging in

the enquiry into religious duty. Nor is it the purport of

the word * then ' to indicate order of succession ; a purport

which it serves in other passages, as, for instance, in the one

enjoining the cutting off of pieces from the heart and other

pratyadhikara«am apratipadanat. Na dviliyoxthajabdenanantar-

yoktidvarS vixish/adhikaryasamarpawe sddhana^atush/aydsampan-

n^n^TH brahmadhitadviHrayor anarthitvad viHrandrambhdn na X'a

viX'dravidhivajad adhikdrf kalpya^ prdrambhasyapi lulyatvad adhi-

kdriwaj ^ vidhyapekshilopddhitvan na trniya^ brahma^wanasyd-

nandasdkshdtkdratvenddhikaryatve * pyapradhanyad atha^abdasam-

bandhat tasman nSrambharthateti. Ananda Giri.

* Any relation in which the result, i.e. here the enquiry into

Brahman may stand to some antecedent of which it is the effect

may be comprised under the relation of anantarya.
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parts of the sacrificial animal ^ (For the intimation of order

of succession could be intended only if the agent in both

cases were the same ; but this is not the case), because

there is no proof for assuming the enquiry into religious

duty and the enquiry into Brahman to stand in the rela-

tion of principal and subordinate matter or the relation of

qualification (for a certain act) on the part of the person

qualified*; and because the result as well as the object

of the enquiry differs in the two cases. The knowledge of

active religious duty has for its fruit transitory felicity, and

that again depends on the performance of religious acts.

The enquiry into Brahman, on the other hand, has for its

fruit eternal bliss, and does not depend on the performance

of any acts. Acts of religious duty do not yet exist at the

time when they are enquired into, but are something to

be accomplished (in the future); for they depend on the

activity of man. In the Brahma-mtmSwsd, on the other

hand, the object of enquiry, i.e. Brahman, is something

already accomplished (existent),—for it is eternal,—and

does not depend on human energy. The two enquiries

differ moreover in so far as the operation of their respective

fundamental texts is concerned. For the fundamental texts

on which active religious duty depends convey information

to man in so far only as they enjoin on him their own
particular subjects (sacrifices, &c.) ; while the fundamental

texts about Brahman merely instruct man, without lay-

ing on him the injunction of being instructed, instruction

being their immediate result. The case is analogous to

that of the information regarding objects of sense which

ensues as soon as the objects are approximated to the

senses. It therefore is requisite that something should be

' He cuts off from the heart, then from the tongue, then from

the breast.

* Where one action is subordinate to another as, for instance, the

oflfering of the praya^as is to the darjapftrwamdsa-sacrifice, or where

one action qualifies a person for another as, for instance, the offering

of the darjapftrwamdsa qualifies a man for the performance of the

Soma-sacrifice, there is unity of the agent, and consequently an inti-

mation of the order of succession of the actions is in its right place.
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stated subsequent to which the enquiry into Brahman is pro-

posed.—Well, then, we maintain that the antecedent condi-

tions are the discrimination of what is eternal and what is

non-eternal ; the renunciation of all desire to enjoy the fruit

(of one's actions) both here and hereafter ; the acquirement

of tranquillity, self-restraint, and the other means \ and the

desire of final release. If these conditions exist, a man
may, either before entering on an enquiry into active

religious duty or after that, engage in the enquiry into

Brahman and come to know it ; but not otherwise. The
I word * then ' therefore intimates that the enquiry into

I Brahman is subsequent to the acquisition of the above-

i
mentioned (spiritual) means.

The word * therefore ' intimates a reason. Because the

Veda, while declaring that the fruit of the agnihotra and

similar performances which are means of happiness is non-

eternal (as, for instance, AT//. Up. VIII, i, 6, * As here on earth

whatever has been acquired by action perishes so perishes

in the next world whatever is acquired by acts of religious

duty'), teaches at the same time that the highest aim ofman is

realised by the knowledge of Brahman (as, for instance, Taitt.

Up. II, I, * He who knows Brahman attains the highest')

;

therefore the enquiry into Brahman is to be undertaken

subsequently to the acquirement of the mentioned means.

By Brahman is to be understood that the definition of

which will be given in the next SCitra (I, i, 2) ; it is therefore

not to be supposed that the word Brahman may here denote

something else, as, for instance,the brahminical caste. In the

Sutra the genitive case (' of Brahman ;
* the literal translation

of the SQtra being * then therefore the desire of knowledge

of Brahman ') denotes the object, not something generally

supplementary (jesha ^) ; for the desire of knowledge

' The * means ' in addition to xama and^dama are discontinuance

of religious ceremonies (uparati), patience in suffering (titiksh^),

attention and concentration of the mind (samidhdna), and faith

(jraddhd).

' According to Pa;/ini II, 3, 50 the sixth (genitive) case ex-

presses the relation of one thing being generally supplementary

to, or connected with, some other thing.
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demands an object of desire and no other such object is

stated.—But why should not the genitive case be taken as

expressing the general complementary relation (to express

which is its proper office)? Even in that case it might

constitute the object of the desire of knowledge, since the

general relation may base itself on the more particular

one.—This assumption, we reply, would mean that we
refuse to take Brahman as the direct object, and then again

indirectly introduce it as the object; an altogether needless

procedure.—Not needless ; for if we explain the words of

the Sdtra to mean ' the desire of knowledge connected with

Brahman* we thereby virtually promise that also all the

heads of discussion which bear on Brahman will be treated.

—

This reason also, we reply, is not strong enough to uphold

your interpretation. For the statement of some principal

matter already implies all the secondary matters connected

therewith. Hence if Brahman, the most eminent of all

objects of knowledge, is mentioned, this implies already all

those objects of enquiry which the enquiry into Brahman

presupposes, and those objects need therefore not be men-

tioned, especially in the SCltra. Analogously the sentence

* there the king is going ' implicitly means that the king

together with his retinue is going there. Our interpretation

(according to which the SCltra represents Brahman as the

direct object of knowledge) moreover agrees with Scripture,

which directly represents Brahman as the object of the

desire of knowledge ; compare, for instance, the passage,

* That from whence these beings are born, &c., desire to

know that. That is Brahman' (Taitt. Up. Ill, i). With
passages of this kind the Sutra only agrees if the genitive

case is taken to denote the object. Hence we do take it

in that sense. The object of the desire is the knowledge of

Brahman up to its complete comprehension, desires having

reference to results^. Knowledge thus constitutes the

* In the case of other transitive verbs, object and result may be

separate ; so, for instance, when it is said * grdma/w ga^^^ati,' the

village is the object of the action of going, and the arrival at the

village its result. But in the case of verbs of desiring object and

result coincide.
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I
means by which the complete comprehension of Brahman

[ is desired to be obtained. For the complete comprehension

of Brahman is the highest end of man, since it destroys the

root of all evil such as Nescience, the seed of the entire

Sawsdra. Hence the desire of knowing Brahman is to be

- entertained.

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

not known we can not enter on such an enquiry.

We reply that Brahman is known. Brahman, which is

all-knowing and endowed with all powers, whose essential

nature is eternal purity, intelligence, and freedom, exists.

For if we consider the derivation of the word * Brahman/

from the root br/h, * to be great,* we at once understand

that eternal purity, and so on, belong to Brahman \ More-

over the existence of Brahman is known on the ground of

its being the Self of every one. For every one is conscious

of the existence of (his) Self, and never thinks * I am not.*

If the existence of the Self were not known, every one

would think * I am not.* And this Self (of whose existence

all are conscious) is Brahman. But if Brahman is generally

known as the Self, there is no room for an enquiry into it I

Not so, we reply ; for there is a conflict of opinions as to its

special nature. Unlearned people and the Lokdyatikas

are of opinion that the mere body endowed with the quality

of intelligence is the Self; others that the organs endowed

with intelligence are the Self ; others maintain that the inter-

nal organ is the Self; others, again, that the Self is a mere

momentary idea ; others, again, that it is the Void. Others,

again (to proceed to the opinion of such as acknowledge

the authority of the Veda), maintain that there is a trans-

migrating being different from the body, and so on, which is

both agent and enjoyer (of the fruits of action) ; others teach

* That Brahman exists we know, even before entering on the

Brahma-mfmSz?«sd, from the occurrence of the word in the Veda, &c.,

and from the etymology of the word we at once infer Brahman's

chief attributes.
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that that being is enjoying only, not acting ; others believe

that in addition to the individual souls, there is an all-

knowing, all-powerful Lord^ Others, finally, (i.e. the

Ved&ntins) maintain that the Lord is the Self of the en-

joyer (i.e. of the individual soul whose individual existence

is apparent only, the product of Nescience).

Thus there are many various opinions, basing part

of them on sound arguments and scriptural texts, part of

them on fallacious arguments and scriptural texts mis-

understood 2. If therefore a man would embrace some one

of these opinions without previous consideration, he would

bar himself from the highest beatitude and incur grievous

loss. For this reason the first SCltra proposes, under the

designation of an enquiry into Brahman, a disquisition of

the VedSnta-texts, to be carried on with the help of con-

formable arguments, and having for its aim the highest

beatitude.

So far it has been said that Brahman is to be enquired

into. The question now arises what the characteristics of

that Brahman are, and the reverend author of the SCltras

therefore propounds the following aphorism.

2. (Brahman is that) from which the origin, &c.

(i.e. the origin, subsistence, and dissolution) of this

(world proceed).

The term, &c. implies subsistence and re-absorption.

That the origin is mentioned first (of the three) depends

on the declaration of Scripture as well as on the natural

development of a substance. Scripture declares the order

* The three last opinions are those of the followers of the

Nyaya, the Sahkhya, and the Yoga-philosophy respectively. The
three opinions mentioned first belong to various materialistic

schools ; the two subsequent ones to two sects of Bauddha philo-

sophers.

• As, for instance, the passages ' this person consists of the

essence of food ;
* * the eye, &c. spoke

;
'

' non-existing this was in

the beginning,' &c.
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of succession of origin, subsistence, and dissolution in the

passage, Taitt. Up. Ill, i, *Froni whence these beings are

born/ &c. And with regard to the second reason stated, it

is known that a substrate of qualities can subsist and be

dissolved only after it has entered, through origination,

on the state of existence. The words 'of this' denote

that substrate of qualities which is presented to us by

perception and the other means of right knowledge; the

genitive case indicates it to be connected with origin,

&c The words * from which ' denote the cause. The full

sense of the Siitra therefore is : That omniscient omnipotent

cause from which proceed the origin, subsistence, and dissolu-

tion of this world—which world is differentiated by names

and forms, contains many agents and enjoyers, is the abode

of the fruits of actions, these fruits having their definite

places, times, and causes ^, and the nature of whose arrange-

ment cannot even be conceived by the mind,—that cause,

we say, is Brahman. Since the other forms of existence

(such as increase, decline, &c.) are included in origination,

subsistence, and dissolution, only the three latter are referred

to in the SCltra. As the six stages of existence enumerated

by Y&ska^ are possible only during the period of the

world's subsistence, it might—were they referred to in the

SCltra—be suspected that what is meant are not the origin,

subsistence, and dissolution (of the world) as dependent on

the first cause. To preclude this suspicion the Sutra is to

be taken as referring, in addition to the world's origination

from Brahman, only to its subsistence in Brahman, and

final dissolution into Brahman.

The origin, &c. of a world possessing the attributes

stated above cannot possibly proceed from anything else

but a Lord possessing the stated qualities ; not either from

a non-intelligent prSdhana \ or from atoms, or from non-

* So the compound is to be divided according lo An. Gi. and

Go. ; the Bha. proposes another less plausible division.

' According to Nirukta I, 2 the six bhdvavikdrd^ are : origina-

tion, existence, modification, increase, decrease, destruction.

' The pradh&na, called also prakr/li, is the primal causal matter

of the world in the Sankhya-system. It will be fully discussed in
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being, or from a being subject to transmigration * ; nor,

again, can it proceed from its own nature (i.e. spontaneously,

without a cause), since we observe that (for the production

of effects) special places, times, and causes have invariably

to be employed.

(Some of) those who maintain a Lord to be the cause

of the world ^, think that the existence of a Lord different

from mere transmigrating beings can be inferred by

means of the argument stated just now (without re-

course being had to Scripture at all).—But, it might

be said, you yourself in the SCitra under discussion have

merely brought forward the same argument!—By no

means, we reply. The SOtras (i.e. literally *the strings')

have merely the purpose of stringing together the flowers

of the Vedclnta-passages. In reality the Ved^nta-passages

referred to by the Sutras are discussed here. For the

comprehension of Brahman is effected by the ascertain-

ment, consequent on discussion, of the sense of the Veddnta-

texts, not either by inference or by the other means of

right knowledge. While, however, the Veddnta-passages

primarily declare the cause of the origin, &c., of the world,

inference also, being an instrument of right knowledge in

so far as it does not contradict the Veddnta-texts, is not to

be excluded as a means of confirming the meaning ascer-

tained. Scripture itself, moreover, allows argumentation;

for the passages, Bri. Up. II, 4, 5 (*the Self is to be heard,

to be considered'), and KA. Up. VI, 14, 2, ('as the man,

&c., having been informed, and being able to judge for

himself, would arrive at Gandhdra, in the same way a man
who meets with a teacher obtains knowledge'), declare

that human understanding assists Scripture ^

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

later parts of this work. To avoid ambiguities, the term pradhana

has been left untranslated. Cp. S^hkhya Karikd 3.

^ Ke^it tu hirawyagarbha/// sa;wsari«am evdgama^ ^gaddhetum
di^akshate. Ananda Giri.

* Viz. the Valreshikas.

' Atmana^ jruter ity artha^^. Ananda Giri.

* Text (or direct statement), suggestive power (linga), syntactical

[34] c
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the only means of knowledge, as they are in the enquiry

into active duty (i.e. in the PQrva MitnSLmsSi), but scriptural

texts on the one hand, and intuition^, &c., on the other

hand, are to be had recourse to according to the occasion

:

firstly, because intuition is the final result of the enquiry

into Brahman ; secondly, because the object of the enquiry

is an existing (accomplished) substance. If the object of

the knowledge of Brahman were something to be accom-

plished, there would be no reference to intuition, and text,

&c., would be the only means of knowledge. The origina-

tion of something to be accomplished depends, moreover,

on man since any action either of ordinary life, or dependent

on the Veda may either be done or not be done, or be done

in a different way. A man, for instance, may move on either

by means of a horse, or by means of his feet, or by some
other means, or not at all. And again (to quote examples

of actions dependent on the Veda), we meet in Scripture

with sentences such as the following :
* At the atirStra he

takes the shorfajin cup,' and *at the atirStra he does not

take the shodsisin cup;* or, *he makes the oblation after

the sun has risen,' and, * he makes the oblation when the

sun has not yet risen.* Just as in the quoted instances,

injunctions and prohibitions, allowances of optional pro-

cedure, general rules and exceptions have their place, so

they would have their place with regard to Brahman also

(if the latter were a thing to be accomplished). But the

fact is that no option is possible as to whether a substance

is to be thus or thus, is to be or not to be. All option

depends on the notions of man ; but the knowledge of the

real nature of a thing does not depend on the notions of

man, but only on the thing itself. For to think with

regard to a post, *this is a post or a man, or something

else,' is not knowledge of truth ; the two ideas, ' it is a man

or something else,' being false, and only the third idea, * it

connection (vakya), &c., being the means of proof made use of in

the PQrva Mimdwsl
' The so-called sakshdtkara of Brahman. The &c. comprises

inference and so on.
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IS a post/ which depends on the thing itself, falling under

the head of true knowledge. Thus true knowledge of all

existing things depends on the things themselves, and

hence the knowledge of Brahman also depends altogether

on the thing, i.e. Brahman itself.—But, it might be said,

as Brahman is an existing substance, it will be the object

of the other means of right knowledge also, and from this

it follows that a discussion of the Veddnta-texts is purpose-

less.—This we deny ; for as Brahman is not an object of

the senses, it has no connection with those other means of

knowledge. For the senses have, according to their nature,

only external things for their objects, not Brahman. If

Brahman were an object of the senses, we might perceive

that the world is connected with Brahman as its effect;

but as the effect only (i.e. the world) is perceived, it is

impossible to decide (through perception) whether it is

connected with Brahman or something else. Therefore

the Siitra under discussion is not meant to propound in-

ference (as the means of knowing Brahman), but rather to

set forth a Vedanta-text—Which, then, is the VedAnta-text

which the SQtra points at as having to be considered with

reference to the characteristics of Brahman?—It is the

passage Taitt. Up. Ill, i, * Bhr^u Vdrum went to his father

Varu«a, saying, Sir, teach me Brahman,' &c., up to ' That

from whence these beings are born, that by which, when

born, they live, that into which they enter at their death,

try to know that. That is Brahman.' The sentence finally

determining the sense of this passage is found III, 6 :
* From

bliss these beings are bom ; by bliss, when born, they live

;

into bliss they enter at their death.* Other passages also

are to be adduced which declare the cause to be the almighty

Being, whose essential nature is eternal purity, intelligence,

and freedom.

That Brahman is omniscient we have been made to infer

from it being shown that it is the cause of the world. To
confirm this conclusion, the Siltrakara continues as follows

:

3. (The omniscience of Brahman follows) from its

being the source of Scripture.

c 2
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Brahman is the source, i.e. the cause of the great body

of Scripture, consisting of the Rig-weda, and other branches,

which is supported by various disciplines (such as grammar,

ny&ya, pur&;/a, &c.) ; which lamp-like illuminates all things
;

which is itself all-knowing as it were. For the origin of a

body of Scripture possessing the quality of omniscience can-

not be sought elsewhere but in omniscience itself. It is

generally understood that the man from whom some special

body of doctrine referring to one province of knowledge only

originates, as, for instance, grammar from Pd«ini possesses

a more extensive knowledge than his work, comprehensive

though it be ; what idea, then, shall we have to form of the

supreme omniscience and omnipotence of that great Being,

which in sport as it were, easily as a man sends forth his

breath, has produced the vast mass ofholy texts known as the

i?/g-veda, &c., the mine of all knowledge, consisting of mani-

fold branches, the cause of the distinction of all the different

classes and conditions of gods, animals, and men ! See what

Scripture says about him, 'The Rig-vcda,, &c., have been

breathed forth from that great Being ' (Br/. Up. II, 4, 10).

Or else we may interpret the Siitra to mean that Scripture

consisting of the A'/g-veda, &c., as described above, is the

source or cause, i.e. the means of right knowledge through

which we understand the nature of Brahman. So that the

sense would be : through Scripture only as a means of know-

ledge Brahman is known to be the cause of the origin, &c.,

of the world. The special scriptural passage meant has been

quoted under the preceding SQtra * from which these beings

arc born,* &c.—But as the preceding Siitra already has pointed

out a text showing that Scripture is the source of Brahman,

of what use then is the present SOtra ?—The words of the pre-

ceding SCitra, we reply, did not clearly indicate the scriptural

passage, and room was thus left for the suspicion that the

origin, &c., of the world were adduced merely as determining

an inference (independent of Scripture). To obviate this

suspicion the SCltra under discussion has been propounded.

But, again, how can it be said that Scripture is the means

of knowing Brahman? Since it has been declared that

Scripture aims at action (according to the Purva Mimkmsk
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SOtra I, 2, I, * As the purport of Scripture is action, those

scriptural passages whose purport is not action are purport-

less'), the Veddnta-passages whose purport is not action

are purportless. Or else if they are to have some sense,

they must either, by manifesting the agent, the divinity or

the fruit of the action, form supplements to the passages en-

joining actions, or serve the purpose of themselves enjoining

a new class of actions, such as devout meditation and the like.

For the Veda cannot possibly aim at conveying information

regarding the nature of accomplished substances, since the

latter are the objects of perception and the other means of

proof (which give sufficient information about them ; while

it is the recognised object of the Veda to give information

about what is not known from other sources). And if it

did give such information, it would not be connected with

things to be desired or shunned, and thus be of no use to

man. For this very reason Vedic passages, such as * he

howled, &c.,* which at first sight appear purposeless, are

shown to have a purpose in so far as they glorify certain

actions (cp. Pii. Mi. Sii. I, 2, 7, * Because they stand in syntac-

tical connection with the injunctions, therefore their purport

is to glorify the injunctions '). In the same way mantras are

shown to stand in a certain relation to actions, in so far as

they notify the actions themselves and the means by which

they are accomplished. So, for instance, the mantra, * For

strength thee (I cut;' which accompanies the cutting of a

branch employed in the darjapCir/zamasa-sacrifice). In
|

short, no Vedic passage is seen or can be proved to have

a meaning but in so far as it is related to an action. And
injunctions which are defined as having actions for their

objects cannot refer to accomplished existent things.

Hence we maintain that the Vedclnta-texts are mere

supplements to those passages which enjoin actions ; noti-

fying the agents, divinities, and results connected with

those actions. Or else, if this be not admitted, on the

ground of its involving the introduction of a subject-matter

foreign to the Vedanta-texts (viz. the subject-matter of

the Karmakd«^a of the Veda), we must admit (the second

of the two alternatives proposed above viz.) that the
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VedAnta-texts • refer to devout meditation (up&sanA) and

similar actions which are mentioned in those very (Vedinta)

texts. The result of all of which is that Scripture is not

the source of Brahman.

To this argumentation the SdtrakAra replies as follows

:

4. But that (Brahman is to be known from Scrip-

ture), because it is connected (with the Veddnta-texts)

as their purport.

The word * but ' is meant to rebut the p(irva-paksha (the

prim 4 facie view as urged above). That all-knowing, all-

powerful Brahman, which is the cause of the origin, sub-

sistence, and dissolution of the world, is known from the

Vedinta-part of Scripture. How? Because in all the

VedSnta-texts the sentences construe in so far as they

have for their purport, as they intimate that matter (viz.

Brahman). Compare, for instance, * Being only this was in

the beginning, one, without a second' {Kh, Up. VI, 2, i);

* In the beginning all this was Self, one only * (Ait. Ar. II, 4,

I, i) ; 'This is the Brahman without cause and without

effect, without anything inside or outside ; this Self is

Brahman perceiving everything ' (Br/. Up. II, 5, 19); * That

immortal Brahman is before* (Mu. Up. II, a, 11); and

similar passages. If the words contained in these passages

have once been determined to refer to Brahman, and their

purport is understood thereby, it would be improper to

assume them to have a different sense ; for that would

involve the fault of abandoning the direct statements of

the text in favour of mere assumptions. Nor can we con-

clude the purport of these passages to be the intimation

of the nature of agents, divinities, &c. (connected with acts

of religious duty) ; for there arc certain scriptural passages

which preclude all actions, actors, and fruits, as, for instance,

Br/. Up. II, 4, 13, * Then by what should he see whom?*
(which passage intimates that there is neither an agent, nor

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

Brahman, though it is of the nature of an accomplished

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

Brahman cannot be grasped without the aid of the scriptural

passage * That art thou ' {Kh. Up. VI, 8, 7). Nor can it

rightly be objected that instruction is purportless if not

connected with something either to be striven after or

shunned ; for from the mere comprehension of Brahman's

Self, which is not something either to be avoided or

endeavoured after, there results cessation of all pain, and

thereby the attainment of man's highest aim. That

passages notifying certain divinities, and so on, stand in

subordinate relation to acts of devout meditation mentioned

in the same chapters may readily be .admitted. But it is

impossible that Brahman should stand in an analogous

relation to injunctions of devout meditation, for if the know-

ledge of absolute unity has once arisen there exists no

longer anything to be desired or avoided, and thereby the

conception of duality, according to which we distinguish

actions, agents, and the like, is destroyed. If the conception

of duality is once uprooted by the conception of absolute

unity, it cannot arise again, and so no longer be the cause

of Brahman being looked upon as the complementary

object of injunctions of devotion. Other parts of the Veda
may have no authority except in so far as they are con-

nected with injunctions ; still it is impossible to impugn on

that ground the authoritativeness of passages conveying

the knowledge of the Self; for such passages have their

own result. Nor, finally, can the authoritativeness of the

Veda be proved by inferential reasoning so that it would

be dependent on instances obsei*ved elsewhere. From all

which it follows that the Veda possesses authority as a

means of right knowledge of Brahman.

Here others raise the following objection :—Although the

Veda is the means of gaining a right knowledge of Brah-

man, yet it intimates Brahman only as the object of certain

injunctions, just as the information which the Veda gives

about the sacrificial post, the dhavaniya-fire and other

objects not known from the practice of common life is

merely supplementary to certain injunctions^. Why so?

^ So, for instance, the passage ^ he carves the sacrificial post and
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Because the Veda has the purport of either instigating to

action or restraining from it For men fully acquainted

with the object of the Veda have made the following

declaration, *The purpose of the Veda is seen to be the

injunction of actions' (BhSshya on Gaimini Sdtra I, i, i)
;

* Injunction means passages impelling to action' (Bh. on

G^aim. Sii. I, i, 2) ;
* Of this (viz. active religious duty) the

knowledge comes from injunction ' (part of G^aim. Su. I, i, 5)

;

* The (words) denoting those (things) are to be connected

with (the injunctive verb of the vidhi-passage) whose pur-

port is action ' (Cairn. SO. I, i, 25) ;
* As action is the purport

of the Veda, whatever does not refer to action is purport-

less ' (Caim. SO. I, 2, i). Therefore the Veda has a purport

in so far only as it rouses the activity of man with regard

to some actions and restrains it with regard to others

;

other passages (i.e. all those passages which are not directly

injunctive) have a purport only in so far as they supplement

injunctions and prohibitions. Hence the Ved4nta-texts

also as likewise belonging to the Veda can have a mean-

ing in the same way only. And if their aim is injunc-

tion, then just as the agnihotra-oblation and other rites

are enjoined as means for him who is desirous of the

heavenly world, so the knowledge of Brahman is enjoined

as a means for him who is desirous of immortality.—But

—

somebody might object—it has been declared that there is

a difference in the character of the objects enquired into,

the object of enquiry in the karma-kd«^a (that part of

the Veda which treats of active religious duty) being some-

thing to be accomplished, viz. duty, while here the object

is the already existent absolutely accomplished Brahman.

From this it follows that the fruit of the knowledge of

Brahman must be of a different nature from the fruit of

the knowledge of duty which depends on the performance

\ of actions ^—We reply that it must not be such because the

makes it eight-cornered/ has a purpose only as being supplementary

to the injunction ' he ties the victim to the sacrificial post.'

* If the fruits of the two jistras were not of a different nature,

there would be no reason for the distinction of two jastras ; if ihey
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Veddnta-texts give information about Brahman only in soj

far as it is connected with injunctions of actions. We meet

with injunctions of the following kind, * Verily the Self is to

be seen' (Bri. Up. II, 4, 5) ; *The Self which is free from

sin that it is which we must search out, that it is which

we must try to understand ' (KA. Up. VIII, 7, i) ;
* Let a

man worship him as Self (Br/. Up. I, 4, 7) ; *Let a man
worship the Self only as his true state ' {Bri, Up. I, 4, 15)

;

* He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman * (Mu. Up. Ill,

2, 9). These injunctions rouse in us the desire to know
what that Brahman is. It, therefore, is the task of the

Vedclnta-texts to set forth Brahman's nature, and they

perform that task by teaching us that Brahman is eternal,

all-knowing, absolutely self-sufficient, ever pure, intelli-

gent and free, pure knowledge, absolute bliss. From the

devout meditation on this Brahman there results as its

fruit, final release, which, although not to be discerned

in the ordinary way, is discerned by means of the

jAstra. If, on the other hand, the VedAnta-texts were

considered to have no reference to injunctions of actions,

but to contain statements about mere (accomplished)

things, just as if one were saying * the earth comprises seven

dvipas,' *that king is marching on,' they would be pur-

portless, because then they could not possibly be connected

with something to be shunned or endeavoured after.—Per-

haps it will here be objected that sometimes a mere state-

ment about existent things has a purpose, as, for instance,

the affirmation, *This is a rope, not a snake,' serves the

purpose of removing the fear engendered by an erroneous

opinion, and that so likewise the Veddnta-passages making

statements about the non-transmigrating Self, have a pur-

port of their own (without reference to any action), viz.

in so far as they remove the erroneous opinion of the Self

being liable to transmigration.—We reply that this might

are of a diflferent nature, it cannot be said that the knowledge of

Brahman is enjoined for the purpose of final release, in the same

way as sacrifices are enjoined for the purpose of obtaining the

heavenly world and the like.
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be so if just as the mere hearing of the true nature of the

rope dispels the fear caused by the imagined snake, so the

mere hearing of the true nature of Brahman would dispel

the erroneous notion of one*s being subject to transmigration.

But this is not the case ; for we observe that even men to

whom the true nature of Brahman has been stated continue

to be affected by pleasure, pain, and the other qualities

attaching to the transmigratory condition. Moreover, we
see from the passage, Br/. Up. II, 4, 5, *The Self is to be

heard, to be considered, to be reflected upon,' that con-

sideration and reflection have to follow the mere hearing.

From all this it results that the ^dstra can be admitted as

a means of knowing Brahman in so far only as the latter is

connected with injunctions.

To all this, we, the VedSntins, make the following

;
reply :—The preceding reasoning is not valid, on account

of the different nature of the fruits of actions on the one

side, and of the knowledge of Brahman on the other side.

The enquiry into those actions, whether of body, speech, or

mind, which are known from 5ruti and Smr/'ti, and are

comprised under the name * religious duty' (dharma), is

carried on in the G^aimini SOtra, which begins with the

words *then therefore the enquiry into duty;' the opposite

of duty also (adharma), such as doing harm, &c., which is

defined in the prohibitory injunctions, forms an object of

enquiry to the end that it may be avoided. The fruits of duty,

which is good, and its opposite, which is evil, both of which

are defined by original Vedic statements, are generally

known to be sensible pleasure and pain, which make them-

selves felt to body, speech, and mind only, are produced by
the contact of the organs of sense with the objects, and

affect all animate beings from Brahman down to a tuft of

grass. Scripture, agreeing with observation, states that

there are differences in the degree of pleasure of all em-

bodied creatures from men upward to Brahman. From
those differences it is inferred that there are differences

in the degrees of the merit acquired by actions in accord-

ance with religious duty; therefrom again are inferred

differences in degree between those qualified to perform
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acts of religious duty. Those latter differences are more-

over known to be affected by the desire of certain results

(which entitles the man so desirous to perform certain

religious acts), worldly possessions, and the like. It is

further known from Scripture that those only who perform

sacrifices proceed, in consequence of the pre-eminence of

their knowledge and meditation, on the northern path (of

the sun ; Kh. Up. V, 10, i), while mere minor offerings,

works of public utility and alms, only lead through smoke

and the other stages to the southern path. And that there

also (viz. in the moon which is finally reached by those

who have passed along the southern path) there are degrees

of pleasure and the means of pleasure is understood from

the passage * Having dwelt there till their works are con-

sumed.' Analogously it is understood that the different

degrees of pleasure which are enjoyed by the embodied

creatures, from man downward to the inmates of hell and

to immovable things, are the mere effects of religious merit

as defined in Vedic injunctions. On the other hand, from

the different degrees of pain endured by higher and lower

embodied creatures, there is inferred difference of degree

in its cause, viz. religious demerit as defined in the pro-

hibitory injunctions, and in its agents. This difference in the

degree of pain and pleasure, which has for its antecedent

embodied existence, and for its cause the difference of de-

gree of merit and demerit of animated beings, liable to

faults such as ignorance and the like, is well known—from

5ruti, SmrAi, and reasoning—to be non-eternal, of a fleeting,

changing nature (sawsira). The following text, for instance,

* As long as he is in the body he cannot get free from

pleasure and pain' {Kh, Up. VIII, 12, i), refers to the saw-

sSra-state as described above. From the following passage,

on the other hand, * When he is free from the body then

neither pleasure nor pain touches him,' which denies the

touch of pain or pleasure, we learn that the unembodied state

called * final release* (moksha) is declared not to be the

effect of religious merit as defined by Vedic injunctions.

For if it were the effect of merit it would not be denied

that it is subject to pain and pleasure. Should it be said
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that the very circumstance of its being an unembodied state

is the effect of merit, we reply that that cannot be, since

Scripture declares that state to be naturally and originally

an unembodied one. * The wise who knows the Self as

bodiless within the bodies, as unchanging among changing

things, as great and omnipresent does never grieve * (Ka. Up.

II, 22); 'He is without breath, without mind, pure* (Mu.

Up. II, I, 2); *That person is not attached to anything*

(Br/. Up. IV, 3, i5)\ All which passages establish the fact

that so-called release differs from all the fruits of action,

and is an eternally and essentially disembodied state.

Among eternal things, some indeed may be * eternal, al-

though changing' (pari«Aminitya), viz. those, the idea of

whose identity is not destroyed, although they may undergo

changes; such, for instance, are earth and the other ele-

ments in the opinion of those who maintain the eternity

of the world, or the three gu;/as in the opinion of the

Sdhkhyas. But this (moksha) is eternal in the true sense,

i.e. eternal without undergoing any changes (kii/astha-

nitya), omnipresent as ether, free from all modifications,

absolutely self-sufficient, not composed of parts, of self-

luminous nature. That bodiless entity in fact, to which

merit and demerit with their consequences and threefold

time do not apply, is called release ; a definition agreeing

with scriptural passages, such as the following :
* Different

from merit and demerit, different from effect and cause,

different from past and future' (Ka. Up. I, 2, 14). It^ (i.e.

moksha) is, therefore, the same as Brahman in the enquiry

into which we are at present engaged. If Brahman were

represented as supplementary to certain actions, and re-

^ The first passage shows that the Self is not joined to the gross

body ; the second that it is not joined to the subtle body ; the third

that is independent of either.

' Ananda Giri omits * ata//.' His comment is : pr/thag^i^«f^sa-

vishayatvd^ /ta dharmadyaspr/'sh/atva;?/ brahma«o yuktam ity^ha 1

tad iti I ata^ jabdapaMe dharmddyasparje karmaphaiavailakshawyaw

hetQkr/'tam.—The above translation follows Govindananda's first

explanation. Tat kaivalyam brahmaiva karmaphalavilakshawatvad

ity artha^.
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lease were assumed to be the effect of those actions, it

would be non-eternal, and would have to be considered

merely as something holding a pre-eminent position among
the described non-eternal fruits of actions with their various

degrees. But that release is something eternal is acknow-

ledged by whoever admits it at all, and the teaching con-

cerning Brahman can therefore not be merely supplemen-

tary to actions.

There are, moreover, a number of scriptural passages

which declare release to follow immediately on the cognition

of Brahman, and which thus preclude the possibility of an

effect intervening between the two ; for instance, * He who
knows Brahman becomes Brahman' (Mu. Up. Ill, 2, 9) ;

* All

his works perish when He has been beheld, who is the higher

and the lower ' (Mu. Up. H, 2, 8) ;
* He who knows the bliss of

Brahman fears nothing' (Taitt. Up. n,9) ; *0 Canaka, you

have indeed reached fearlessness ' (Br/. Up. IV, 2, 4) ;
* That

Brahman knew its Self only, saying, I am Brahman. From
it all this sprang ' (Br/. Up. I, 4, 10) ;

* What sorrow, what

trouble can there be to him who beholds that unity ? * (Is. Up.

7.) We must likewise quote the passage, Bri, Up. I, 4, 10,

(• Seeing this the Rhhi Vdmadeva understood : 1 was Manu,

I was the sun,') in order to exclude the idea of any action

taking place between one's seeing Brahman and becoming

one with the universal Self; for that passage is analogous

to the following one, * standing he sings,' from which we
understand that no action due to the same agent inter-

venes between the standing and the singing. Other scrip-

tural passages show that the removal of the obstacles

which lie in the way of release is the only fruit of the

knowledge of Brahman ; so, for instance, * You indeed are

our father, you who carry us from our ignorance to the

other shore ' (Pr. Up. VI, 8) ;
* I have heard from men like

you that he who knows the Self overcomes grief. I am in

grief. Uo, Sir, help me over this grief of mine ' (AT//. Up. VII,

1
> 3) ;

* ^ o him after his faults had been rubbed out, the vener-

able Sanatkum4ra showed the other side of darkness ' (K/i.

Up. VII, 26, 2). The same is the purport of the Siitra, sup-

ported by arguments, of (Gautama) A^drya, * Final release
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results from the successive removal of wrong knowledge,

faults, activity, birth, pain, the removal of each later mem-
ber of the series depending on the removal of the preceding

member' (Ny4y. Sii. I, i, a) ; and wrong knowledge itself is

removed by the knowledge of one's Self being one with

the Self of Brahman.

Nor is this knowledge of the Self being one with Brahman
a mere (fanciful) combination ^, as is made use of, for instance,

in the following passage, * For the mind is endless, and the

Vlrvedevas are endless, and he thereby gains the endless

world ' (Bri, Up. Ill, 1,9)*; nor is it an (in reality unfounded)

ascription (superimposition)^, as in the passages, * Let him

meditate on mind as Brahman,' and *Aditya is Brahman,

this is the doctrine' (KA, Up. Ill, 18, i ; 19, i), where the

contemplation as Brahman is superimposed on the mind,

Aditya and so on ; nor, again, is it (a figurative conception

of identity) founded on the connection (of the things viewed

as identical) with some special activity, as in the passage,

• Air is indeed the absorber ; breath is indeed the absorber *

'

(A"A. Up. IV, 3, 1 ; 3) ; nor is it a mere (ceremonial) purifi-

cation of (the Self constituting a subordinate member) of

an action (viz. the action of seeing, &c.. Brahman), in the

same way as, for instance, the act of looking at the sacri-

^ Sampat. Sampan namdlpe vastuny dlambane sdmdnyena

kena^in mahato vastuna^ sampidanam. Ananda Giri.

^ In which passage the mind, which may be called endless on

account of the in6nite number of modifications it undergoes, is

identified with the Vi^vedevas, which thereby constitute the chief

object of the meditation ; the fruit of the meditation being immor-

tality. The identity of the Self with Brahman, on the other hand, is

real, not only meditatively imagined, on account of the attribute of

intelligence being common to both.

* Adhydsa>i ^dstrato*tasmi;7zs taddhi>4. Sampadi sampddyamd-

nasya pradhdnyenS-nudhydnam, adhydse tu alambanasyeti vi^eshaA.

Ananda Girl

* Air and breath each absorb certain things, and are, therefore,

designated by the same term * absorber.' Seya/» sa»ivargadr/'sh/ir

vayau prd«e ka, dajaragata/w ^agad dar^ayati yalha^ivdtmani brm-
ha«akriyayibrahmadr/sh/irammatvdyaphal4yakalpata iti. Bhamati.
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ficial butter ^. For if the knowledge of the identity of the

Self and Brahman were understood in the way of combina-

tion and the like, violence would be done thereby to the

connection of the words whose object, in certain passages, it

clearly is to intimate the fact of Brahman and the Self being

really identical ; so, for instance, in the following passages,

' That art thou ' {Kk. Up. VI, 8, 7) ; a am Brahman ' (Bri Up.

I, 4, 10) ;
' This Self is Brahman ' {Bri. Up. II, 5, 19). And

other texts which declare that the fruit of the cognition of

Brahman is the cessation of Ignorance would be contradicted

thereby ; so, for instance, * The fetter of the heart is broken,

all doubts are solved ' (Mu. Up. II, 2, 8). Nor, finally, would it

be possible, in that case, satisfactorily to explain the passages

which speak of the individual Self becoming Brahman:

such as *He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman'
(Mu. Up. Ill, 2, 9). Hence the knowledge of the unity of

Brahman and the Self cannot be of the nature of figurative

combination and the like. The knowledge of Brahman
does, therefore, not depend on the active energy of man, but

is analogous to the knowledge of those things which are the

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

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

its knowledge it is impossible to establish, by reasoning,

any connection with actions.

Nor, again, can we connect Brahman with acts by repre-

senting it as the object of the action of knowing. For

that it is not such is expressly declared in two passages,

viz. *It is different from the known and again above (i.e.

different from) the unknown * (Ken. Up. I, 3) ; and * How
should he know him by whom he knows all this ?

' (Bri. Up.

II, 4, 13.) In the same way Brahman is expressly declared

not to be the object of the act of devout meditation, viz. in

the second half of the verse. Ken. Up. I, 5, whose first half

' The butter used in the upims}lySig^, is ceremonially purified by

the wife of the sacrificer looking at it ; so, it might be said, the

Self of him who meditates on Brahman (and who as kartr/—agent

—

stands in a subordinate ahga-relation to the karman of meditation)

is merely purified by the cognition of its being one with Brahman.
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declares it not to be an object (of speech, mind, and so on),

' That which is not proclaimed by speech, by which speech

is proclaimed, that only know to be Brahman, not that

on which people devoutly meditate as this.' If it should

be objected that if Brahman is not an object (of speech,

mind, &c.) the Telstra can impossibly be its source, we refute

this objection by the remark that the aim of the jdstra is

to discard all distinctions fictitiously created by Nescience.

The j&stra's purport is not to represent Brahman definitely

as this or that object, its purpose is rather to show that

Brahman as the eternal subject (pratyagdtman, the inward

Self) is never an object, and thereby to remove the dis-

tinction of objects known, knowers, acts of knowledge, &c.,

which is fictitiously created by Nescience. Accordingly the

s&stTdi says, *By whom it is not thought by him it is

thought, by whom it is thought he does not know it ; un-

known by those who know it, it is known by those who do

not know it ' (Ken. Up. 11,3); and * Thou couldst not see the

seer of sight, thou couldst not hear the hearer of hearing,

nor perceive the perceiver of perception, nor know the

knower of knowledge ' (Bri, Up. Ill, 4, a). As thereby (i.e.

by the knowledge derived from the jSstra) the imagination

of the transitoriness of Release which is due to Nescience

is discarded, and Release is shown to be of the nature of

the eternally free Self, it cannot be charged with the im-

perfection of non-etemality. Those, on the other hand, who
consider Release to be something to be effected properly

maintain that it depends on the action of mind, speech,

or body. So, likewise, those who consider it to be a mere

modification. Non-eternality of Release is the certain

consequence of these two opinions ; for we observe in

common life that things which are modifications, such as

sour milk and the like, and things which are effects, such

as jars, &c., are non-eternal. Nor, again, can it be said

that there is a dependance on action in consequence of

(Brahman or Release) being something which is to be

obtained ^ ; for as Brahman constitutes a person's Self it is

' An hypothesis which might be proposed for the purpose of
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not something to be attained by that person. And even if

Brahman were altogether diflferent from a person's Self

still it would not be something to be obtained ; for as it is

omnipresent it is part of its nature that it is ever present to

every one, just as the (all-pervading) ether is. Nor, again,

can it be maintained that Release is something to be cere-

monially purified, and as such depends on an activity.

For ceremonial purification (sa/wskcira) results either from

the accretion of some excellence or from the removal of

some blemish. The former alternative does not apply to

Release as it is of th^ nature of Brahman, to which no

excellence can be added ; nor, again, does the latter alter-

native apply, since Release is of the nature of Brahman,

which is eternally pure.—But, it might be said, Release

might be a quality of the Self which is merely hidden and

becomes manifest on the Self being purified by some

action
;
just as the quality of clearness becomes manifest

in a mirror when the mirror is cleaned by means of the

action of rubbing.—This objection is invalid, we reply,

because the Self cannot be the abode of any action. For

an action cannot exist without modifying that in which it

abides. But if the Self were modified by an action its

non-etemality would result therefrom, and texts such as

the following, ' unchangeable he is called,' would thus be

stultified ; an altogether unacceptable result. Hence it is

impossible to assume that any action should abide in the

Self. On the other hand, the Self cannot be purified by

actions abiding in something else as it stands in no relation

to that extraneous something. Nor will it avail to point

out (as a quasi-analogous case) that the embodied Self

(dehin, the individual soul) is purified by certain ritual

actions which abide in the body, such as bathing, rinsing

one's mouth, wearing the sacrificial thread, and the like.

For what is purified by those actions is that Self merely

which is joined to the body, i.e. the Self in so far as it is

under the power of Nescience. For it is a matter of per-

obviating the imputation to moksha of non-eternality which results

from the two preceding hypotheses.

[34] D
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ceptioii that bathing and similar actions stand in the

relation of inherence to the body, and it is therefore only-

proper to conclude that by such actions only that some-

thing is purified which is joined to the body. If a person

thinks * I am free from disease,* he predicates health of

that entity only which is connected with and mistakenly

identifies itself with the harmonious condition of matter

(i.e. the body) resulting from appropriate medical treatment

applied to the body (i.e. the *I* constituting the subject of

predication is only the individual embodied Self). Analo-

gously that I which predicates of itself, that it is purified by

bathing and the like, is only the individual soul joined to

the body. For it is only this latter principle of egoity

(aha;;^kartr/), the object of the notion of the ego and the

agent in all cognition, which accomplishes all actions and

enjoys their results. Thus the mantras also declare, * One
of them eats the sweet fruit, the other looks on without

eating' (Mu. Up. Ill, i, i); and 'When he is in union with

the body, the senses, and the mind, then wise people call

him the Enjoyer' (Ka. Up. Ill, i, 4). Of Brahman, on the

other hand, the two following passages declare that it is

incapable of receiving any accretion and eternally pure,

' He is the one God, hidden in all beings, all-pervading,

the Self within all beings, watching over all works, dwelling

in all beings, the witness, the perceiver, the only one ; free

from qualities* (5v. Up. VI, 11); and * He pervaded all,

bright, incorporeal, scatheless, without muscles, pure, un-

I touched by evil ' {ts. Up. 8). But Release is nothing but

being Brahman. Therefore Release is not something to be

purified. And as nobody is able to show any other way in

which Release could be connected with action, it is im-

possible that it should stand in any, even the slightest,

, relation to any action, excepting knowledge.

f But, it will be said here, knowledge itself is an activity

t of the mind. By no means, we reply ; since the two are

, of different nature. An action is that which is enjoined as

being independent of the nature of existing things and de-

pendent on the energy of some person's mind ; compare, for

instance, the following passages, * To whichever divinity the
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offering is made on that one let him meditate when about

to say vasha^ ' (Ait. Brahm. Ill, 8, i) ; and * Let him meditate

in his mind on the sandhyd/ Meditation and reflection '

are indeed mental, but as they depend on the (meditating,

&c.) person they may either be performed or not be per-

formed or modified. Knowledge, on the other hand, is the

result of the different means of (right) knowledge, and those

have for their objects existing things ; knowledge can there-

fore not be either made or not made or modified, but*

^/depends entirely on existing things, and not either on Vedic

statements or on the mind of man. Although mental it

thus widely differs from meditation and the like.

The meditation, for instance, on man and woman as fire,

which is founded on Kh. Up. V, 7, i ; 8, i, ' The fire is man,

O Gautama ; the fire is woman, O Gautama/ is on account

of its being the result of a Vecjic statement, merely an action

and dependent on man ; that conception of fire, on the other

hand, which refers to the well-known (real) fire, is neither

dependent on Vedic statements nor on man, but only on a

real thing which is an object of perception ; it is therefore

knowledge and not an action. The same remark applies to

all things which are the objects of the different means of

right knowledge. This being thus that knowledge also

which has the existent Brahman for its object is not de-

pendent on Vedic injunction. Hence, although imperative

and similar forms referring to the knowledge of Brahman

are found in the Vedic texts, yet they are ineffective because

they refer to something which cannot be enjoined, just as the

edge of a razor becomes blunt when it is applied to a stone.

For they have for their object something which can neither

be endeavoured after nor avoided.—But what then, it will

be asked, is the purport of those sentences which, at any

rate, have the appearance of injunctions ; such as, * The Self is

to be seen, to be heard about ? '—They have the purport, we
reply, of diverting (men) from the objects of natural activity.

For when a man acts intent on external things, and only

anxious to attain the objects of his desire and to eschew

the objects of his aversion, and does not thereby reach the

highest aim of man although desirous of attaining it ; such

D 2
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texts as the one quoted divert him from the objects of

natural activity and turn the stream of his thoughts on the

inward (the highest) Self. That for hini who is engaged

in the enquiry into the Self, the true nature of the Self is

nothing either to be endeavoured after or to be avoided,

we learn from texts such as the following: *This every-

thing, all is that Self (Bri. Up. II, 4, 6) ; *But when the

Self only is all this, how should he see another, how should

he know another, how should he know the knower?'

(Bri. Up. IV, 5, 15); *This Self is Brahman' (Br/. Up.

II, 5, 19). That the knowledge of Brahman refers to

something which is not a thing to be done, and therefore

is not concerned either with the pursuit or the avoidance

of any object, is the very thing we admit; for just that

constitutes our glory, that as soon as we comprehend

Brahman, all our duties come to an end and all our work

is over. Thus ^Sruti says, * If a man understands the Self,

saying, " I am he," what could he wish or desire that he

should pine after the body?' {Bri, Up. IV, 4, 12.) And
similarly Smriti declares, ' Having understood this the

understanding man has done with all work, O Bh^rata*

(Bha. Gitd XV, 0,0). Therefore Brahman is not represented

as the object of injunctions.

We now proceed to consider the doctrine of those who
maintain that there is no part of the Veda which has the

purport of making statements about mere existent things,

and is not either an injunction or a prohibition, or supple-

mentary to either. This opinion is erroneous, because the

soul (purusha), which is the subject of the Upanishads, does

not constitute a complement to anything else. Of that soul

which is to be comprehended from the Upanishads only,

which is non-transmigratory. Brahman, different in nature

from the four classes of substances ^, which forms a topic of

its own and is not a complement to anything else ; of that

^ Viz. things to be originated (for instance, gha/a;?! karoti), things

to be obtained (grSma/w ga^^/^ati), things to be modified (suvar«az«

kufjdsihm karoti), and things to be ceremonially purified (vrthin

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

;

for the passage, ' That Self is to be described by No, no

!

'

(Br/. Up. Ill, 9, 26) designates it as the Self, and that the

Self is cannot be denied. The possible objection that

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

the Upanishads only, since it is the object of self-conscious-

ness, is refuted by the fact that the soul of which the

Upanishads treat is merely the witness of that (i.e. of the

object of self-consciousness, viz. the ^Ivdtman). For neither

from that part of the Veda which enjoins works nor from

reasoning, anybody apprehends that soul which, different

from the agent that is the object of self-consciousness,

merely witnesses it ; which is permanent in all (transitory)

beings ; uniform ; one ; eternally unchanging ; the Self of

everything. Hence it can neither be denied nor be repre-

sented as the mere complement of injunctions ; for of that

very person who might deny it it is the Self And as it is

the Self of all, it can neither be striven after nor avoided.

All perishable things indeed perish, because they are mere

modifications, up to (i.e. exclusive of) the soul. But the

soul is imperishable ^, as there is no cause why it should

perish ; and eternally unchanging, as there is no cause for

its undergoing any modification ; hence it is in its essence

eternally pure and free. And from passages, such as

* Beyond the soul there is nothing ; this is the goal, the

highest road' (Ka. Up. I, 3, 11), and *That soul, taught in

the Upanishads, I ask thee ' (Bri, Up. Ill, 9, a6), it appears

that the attribute of resting on the Upanishads is properly

given to the soul, as it constitutes their chief topic. To
say, therefore, that there is no portion of the Veda referring

to existing things, is a mere bold assertion.

With regard to the quotations made of the views of men
acquainted with the purport of the 5dstra (who alone were

stated to have declared that the Veda treats of actions) it is

to be understood that they, having to do with the enquiry

into duty, refer to that part of the 5astra which consists of

* Whence it follows that it is not something to be avoided like

transitory things.
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injunctions and prohibitions. With regard to the other

passage quoted (* as action is the purport of the Veda, what-

ever does not refer to action is purportless ') we remark

that if that passage were taken in an absolutely strict sense

(when it would mean that only those words which denote

action have a meaning), it would follow that all information

about existent things is meaningless ^ If, on the other

hand, theVeda— in addition to the injunctions ofactivityand

cessation of activity—does give information about existent

things as being subservient to some action to be accom-

plished, why then should it not give information also about

the existent eternally unchangeable Self? For an existent

thing, about which information is given, does not become

an act (through being stated to be subservient to an act).

—

But, it will be said, although existent things are not acts, yet,

as they are instrumental to action, the information given

about such things is merely subservient to action.—This,

we reply, does not matter; for although the information

may be subservient to action, the things themselves about

which information is given are already intimated thereby as

things which have the power of bringing about certain

actions. Their final end (prayo^ana) indeed may be sub-

serviency to some action, but thereby they do not cease

to be, in the information given about them, intimated in

themselves.—Well, and if they are* thus intimated, what is

gained thereby for your purpose*? We reply that the

information about the Self, which is an existing thing not

comprehended from other sources, is of the same nature

(as the information about other existent things); for by
the comprehension of the Self a stop is put to all false

knowledge, which is the cause of transmigration, and thus a

* That, for instance, in the passage * he is to sacrifice with Soma,'

llie word * soma,' which does not denote an action, is devoid of sense.

' I.e. for the purpose of showing that the passages conveying

information about Brahman as such are justified. You have (the

objector maintains) proved hitherto only that passages containing

information about existent things are admissible, if those things

have a purpose ; but how does all this apply to the information

about Brahman of which no purpose has been established ?
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purpose is established which renders the passages relative

to Brahman equal to those passages which give information

about things instrumental to actions. Moreover, there are

found (even in that part of the Veda which treats of actions)

such passages as ' a Br^hmawa is not to be killed/ which

teach abstinence from certain actions. Now abstinence from

action is neither action nor instrumental to action. If,

therefore, the tenet that all those passages which do not

express action are devoid of purport were insisted on, it

would follow that all such passages as the one quoted, which

teach abstinence from action, are devoid of purport—a con-

sequence which is of course unacceptable. Nor, again, can

the connexion in which the word *not' stands with the

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

is naturally established ^—be used as a reason for assuming

that ' not ' denotes an action non-established elsewhere ^,

different from the state of mere passivity implied in the

abstinence from the act of killing. For the peculiar function

of the particle 'not* is to intimate the idea of the non-

existence of that with which it is connected, and the concep-

tion of the non-existence (of something to be done) is the

cause of the state of passivity. (Nor can it be objected

that, as soon as that momentary idea has passed away, the

state of passivity will again make room for activity ; for)

that idea itself passes away (only after having completely

destroyed the natural impulse prompting to the murder of

a Br&hma;ia, &c.), just as a fire is extinguished only after

having completely consumed its fuel. Hence we are of

opinion that the aim of prohibitory passages, such as *a

Br&hmaf/a is not to be killed/ is a merely passive state,

consisting in the abstinence from some possible action

;

excepting some special cases, such as the so-called Pra^dpati-

vow, &c.^ Hence the charge of want of purpose is to be

' It is 'naturally established' because it has natural molives

—

not dependent on the injunctions of the Veda, viz. passion and

the like.

• Elsewhere, i. e. outside the Veda.

' The above discussion of the prohibitory passages of the Veda
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considered as referring (not to the Vedclnta-passages, but

only) to such statements about existent things as are of the

nature of legends and the like, and do not serve any purpose

of man.

The allegation that a mere statement about an actually

existent thing not connected with an injunction of some-

thing to be done, is purposeless (as, for instance, the state-

ment that the earth contains seven dvipas) has already

been refuted on the ground that a purpose is seen to exist

in some such statements, as, for instance, *this is not a

snake, but a rope.'—But how about the objection raised

above that the information about Brahman cannot be held

to have a purpose in the same way as the statement about

a rope has one, because a man even after having heard

about Brahman continues to belong to this transmigratory

is of a very scholastic nature, and various clauses in it are differently

interpreted by the different commentators, iahkara endeavours to

fortify his doctrine, that not all parts of the Veda refer to action by

an appeal to prohibitory passages which do not enjoin action but

abstinence from action. The legitimacy of this appeal might be

contested on the ground that a prohibitory passage also, (as, for

instance, * a Brdhmawa is not to be killed,') can be explained as

enjoining a positive action, viz. some action opposed in nature, to

the one forbidden, so that the quoted passage might be interpreted

to mean * a determination, &c. of not killing a Brdhma/ya is to be

formed
;

' just as we understand something positive by the expression

* a non-Brdhmawa,' viz. some man who is a kshattriya or something

else. To this the answer is that, wherever we can, we must at-

tribute to the word * not ' its primary sense which is the absolute

negation of the word to which it is joined ; so that passages where

it is joined to words denoting action must be considered to have

for their purport the entire absence of action. Special cases only

are excepted, as the one alluded to in the text where certain pro-

hibited actions are enumerated under the heading of vows ; for as

a vow is considered as something positive, the non-doing of some

particular action must there be understood as intimating the per-

formance of some action of an opposite nature. The question as

to the various meanings of the particle ' not * is discussed in all

treatises on the PQrva MimdwsS ; see, for instance, Arthasamgraha,

translation, p. 39 ff.
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1

world?—We reply as follows: It is impossible to show

that a man who has once understood Brahman to be the

Self, belongs to the transmigratory world in the same sense

as he did before, because that would be contrary to the

fact of his being Brahman. For we indeed observe that

a person who imagines the body, and so on, to consti-

tute the Self, is subject to fear and pain, but we have no

right to assume that the same person after having, by

means of the Veda, comprehended Brahman to be the

Self, and thus having got over his former imaginings, will

still in the same manner be subject to pain and fear whose

cause is wrong knowledge. In the same way we see that a

rich householder, puffed up by the conceit of his wealth,

is grieved when his possessions are taken from him ;' but we
do not see that the loss of his wealth equally grieves him

after he has once retired from the world and put off the

conceit of his riches. And, again, we see that a person

possessing a pair of beautiful earrings derives pleasure

from the proud conceit of ownership ; but after he has

lost the earrings and the conceit established thereon, the

pleasure derived from them vanishes. Thus 5ruti also

declares, 'When he is free from the body, then neither

pleasure nor pain touches him ' {KL Up. VIII, 12, i). If it

should be objected that the condition of being free from

the body follows on death only, we demur, since the cause

of man being joined to the body is wrong knowledge. For

it is not possible to establish the state of embodiedness upon

anything else but wrong knowledge. And that the state

of disembodiedness is eternal on account of its not having

actions for its cause, we have already explained. The ob-

jection again, that embodiedness is caused by the merit and

demerit effected by the Self (and therefore real), we refute

by remarking that as the (reality of the) conjunction of the

Selfwith the body is itself not established, the circumstance

of merit and demerit being due to the action of the Self is

likewise not established ; for (if wc should try to get over

this difficulty by representing the Selt^s embodiedness as

caused by merit and demerit) we should commit the logical

fault of making embodiedness dependent on merit and de-

Digitized byGoogle



42 vedAnta-sOtras.

merit, and again merit and demerit on embodiedness. And
the assumption of an endless retrogressive chain (of em-

bodied states and merit and demerit) would be no better than

a chain of blind men (who are unable to lead one another).

Moreover, the Self can impossibly become an agent, as it

cannot enter into intimate relation to actions. If it should

be said that the Self may be considered as an agent in the

same way as kings and other great people are (who without

acting themselves make others act) by their mere presence*

we deny the appositeness of this instance ; for kings may
become agents through their relation to servants whom they

procure by giving them wages, &c., while it is impossible to

imagine anything, analogous to money, which could be the

cause of a connexion between the Self as lord and the

body, and so on (as servants). Wrong imagination, on the

other hand, (of the individual Self, considering itself to be

joined to the body,) is a manifest reason of the connexion of

the two (which is not based on any assumption). This ex-

plains also in how far the Self can be considered as the agent

in sacrifices and similar acts ^. Here it is objected that the

Selfs imagination as to the body, and so on, belonging to

itself is not false, but is to be understood in a derived

(figurative) sense. This objection we invalidate by the

remark that the distinction of derived and primary senses

of words is known to be applicable only where an actual

difference of things is known to exist. We are, for instance,

acquainted with a certain species of animals having a mane,

and so on, which is the exclusive primary object of the idea

and word * lion,' and we are likewise acquainted with per-

sons possessing in an eminent degree certain leonine quali-

ties, such as fierceness, courage, &c. ; here, a well settled

difference of objects existing, the idea and the name * lion

'

are applied to those persons in a derived or figurative sense.

In those cases, however, where the difference of the objects

is not well established, the transfer of the conception and

* The Self is the agent in a sacrifice, &c. only in so far as it

imagines itself to be joined to a body ; which imagination is finally

removed by the cognition of Brahman.
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name of the one to the other is not figurative, but simply

founded on error. Such is, for instance, the case of a man
who at the time of twilight does not discern that the object

before him is a post, and applies to it the conception and

designation of a man ; such is likewise the case of the con-

ception and designation of silver being applied to a shell of

mother-of-pearl somehow mistaken for silver. How then

can it be maintained that the application of the word and the

conception of the Ego to the body, &c., which application

is due to the non-discrimination of the Self and the Not-

Self, is figurative (rather than simply false) ? considering

that even learned men who know the difference of the

Self and the Not-Self confound the words and ideas just

as common shepherds and goatherds do.

As therefore the application of the conception of the

Ego to the body on the part of those who affirm the

existence of a Self different from the body is simply false,

not figurative, it follows that the embodiedness of the Self

is (not real but) caused by wrong conception, and hence

that the person who has reached true knowledge is free

from his body even while still alive. The same is declared

in the 5ruti passages concerning him who knows Brahman :

* And as the slough of a snake lies on an ant-hill, dead and

cast away, thus lies this body ; but that disembodied

immortal spirit is Brahman only, is only light ' (Bri. Up.

IV, 4,7); and * With eyes he is without eyes as it were,

with ears without ears as it were, with speech without

speech as it were, with a mind without mind as it were,

with vital airs without vital airs as it were/ Stnriti also,

in the passage where the characteristic marks are enume-

rated of one whose mind is steady (Bha. Gitd II, 54),

declares that he who knows is no longer connected with

action of any kind. Therefore the man who has once com-

prehended Brahman to be the Self,.does not belong to this

transmigratory world as he did before. He, on the other

hand, who still belongs to this transmigratory world as

before, has not comprehended Brahman to be the Self.

Thus there remain no unsolved contradictions.

With reference again to the assertion that Brahman is not
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fully determined in its own nature, but stands in a comple-

mentary relation to injunctions, because the hearing about

Brahman is to be followed by consideration and reflection,

we remark that consideration and reflection are themselves

merely subservient to the comprehension of Brahman. If

Brahman, after having been comprehended, stood in a

subordinate relation to some injunctions, it might be

said to be merely supplementary. But this is not the case,

since consideration and reflection no less than hearing are

subservient to comprehension. It follows that the 5dstra

cannot be the means of knowing Brahman only in so far

as it is connected with injunctions, and the doctrine that

on account of the uniform meaning of the Vedanta-texts,

an independent Brahman is to be admitted, is thereby fully

established. Hence there is room for beginning the new

6'^stra indicated in the first Siitra, * Then therefore the

enquiry into Brahman.' If, on the other hand, the VedAnta-

texts were connected with injunctions, a new 5&stra would

either not be begun at all, since the 54stra concerned with

injunctions has already been introduced by means of the

first SOtra of the PQrva Mimaw/sa, * Then therefore the

enquiry into duty ;
* or if it were begun it would be intro-

duced as follows: *Then therefore the enquiry into the

remaining duties;' just as a new portion of the Piirva

Mimfiwsd SCitras is introduced with the words, 'Then

therefore the enquiry into what subserves the purpose* of

the sacrifice, and what subserves the purpose of man ' (Pft.

Mi. S(i. IV, I, i). But as the comprehension of the unity

of Brahman and the Self has not been propounded (in

the previous 54stra), it is quite appropriate that a new
6'Sstra, whose subject is Brahman, should be entered upon.

Hence all injunctions and all other means of knowledge

end with the cognition expressed in the words, * I am Brah-

man ;
* for as soon as there supervenes the comprehension

of the non-dual Self, which is not either something to be

eschewed or something to be appropriated, all objects and

knowing agents vanish, and hence there can no longer be

means of proof. In accordance with this, they (i.e. men
knowing Brahman) have made the following declaration :

—
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' When there has arisen (in a man's mind) the knowledge,

" I am that which is, Brahman is my Self," and when,

owing to the sublation of the conceptions of body, relatives,

and the like, the (imagination of) the figurative and the false

Self has come to an end ^ ; how should then the effect ^ (of

that wrong imagination) exist any longer? As long as

the knowledge of the Self, which Scripture tells us to search

after, has not arisen, so long the Self is knowing subject ;

but that same subject is that which is searched after, viz.

(the highest Self) free from all evil and blemish. Just as

the idea of the Self being the body is assumed as valid (in

ordinary life), so all the ordinary sources of knowledge

(perception and the like) are valid only until the one Self

is ascertained.'

(Herewith the section comprising the four SCltras is

finished ^.)

So far it has been declared that the Veddnta-passages,

whose purport is the comprehension of Brahman being the

Self, and which have their object therein, refer exclusively

to Brahman without any reference to actions. And it has

further been shown that Brahman is the omniscient omni-

potent cause of the origin, subsistence, and dissolution of

the world. But now the Sinkhyas and others being of

opinion that an existent substance is to be known through

other means of proof (not through the Veda) infer different

causes, such as the pradhdna and the like, and there-

upon interpret the Veddnta-passages as referring to the

latter. All the Ved^nta-passages, they maintain, which

treat of the creation of the world distinctly point out that

the cause (of the world) has to be concluded from the

effect by inference ; and the cause which is to be inferred

is the connexion of the pradhdna with the souls (purusha).

The followers of Kawftda again' infer from the very same

* The figurative Self, i.e. the imagination that wife, children,

possessions, and the like are a man's Self; the false Self, i.e. the

imagination that the Self acts, suffers, enjoys, &c.
' I.e. the apparent world with all its distinctions.

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

I
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passages that the Lord is the efficient cause of the

world while the atoms are its material cause. And thus

other argumentators also taking their stand on passages

apparently favouring their views and on fallacious argu-

ments raise various objections. For this reason the teacher

(Vyisa)—thoroughly acquainted as he is with words, pas-

sages, and means of proof—proceeds to state as primd facie

views, and afterwards to refute, all those opinions founded

on deceptive passages and fallacious arguments. Thereby

he at the same time proves indirectly that what the Ved^nta-

texts aim at is the comprehension of Brahman.

The Scihkhyas who opine that the non-intelligent pra-

dhina consisting of three constituent elements (gu;/a) is the

cause of the world argue as follows. The Veddnta-passages

which you have declared to intimate that the all-knowing

all-powerful Brahman is the cause of the world can be

consistently interpreted also on the doctrine of the pra-

dhSna being the general cause. Omnipotence (more liter-

ally : the possession of all powers) can be ascribed to the

pradhdna in so far as it has all its effects for its objects, AU-
knowingness also can be ascribed to it, viz. in the following

manner. What you think to be knowledge is in reality

an attribute of the gu;/a of Goodness *, according to the

Smr/ti passage * from Goodness springs knowledge * (Bha.

Gttd XIV, 17). By means of this attribute of Goodness,

viz. knowledge, certain men endowed with organs which

are effects (of the pradhina) are known as all-knowing

Yogins ; for omniscience is acknowledged to be connected

with the very highest degree of * Goodness.' Now to the

soul (purusha) which is isolated, destitute of effected organs,

consisting of pure (undifferenced) intelligence it is quite

impossible to ascribe either all-knowingness or limited

knowledge; the pradhdna, on the other hand, because

consisting of the three gu;/as, comprises also in its pra-

dhdna state the element of Goodness which is the cause

of all-knowingness. The Vedcinta-passages therefore in

^ The most exalted of the three constituent elements whose

state of equipoise constitutes the pradhdna.
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a derived (figurative) sense ascribe all-knowingness to the

pradhdna, although it is in itself non-intelligent. Moreover

you (the Veddntin) also who assume an all-knowing Brah-

man can ascribe to it all-knowingness in so far only as that

term means capacity for all knowledge. For Brahman

cannot always be actually engaged in the cognition of

everything ; for from this there would follow the absolute

permanency of his cognition, and this would involve a want

of independence on Brahman's part with regard to the

activity of knowing. And if you should propose to con-

sider Brahman's cognition as non-permanent it would follow

that with the cessation of the cognition Brahman itself

would cease. Therefore all-knowingness is possible only

in the sense of capacity for all knowledge. Moreover you

assume that previously to the origination of the world

Brahman is without any instruments of action. But with-

out the body, the senses, &c. which are the instruments

of knowledge, cognition cannot take place in any being.

And further it must be noted that the pradhdna, as con-

sisting of various elements, is capable of undergoing modi-

fications, and may therefore act as a (material) cause like

clay and other substances; while the uncompounded

homogeneous Brahman is unable to do so.

To these conclusions he (Vy4sa) replies in the following

SQtra.

5. On account of seeing (i. e. thinking being

attributed in the Upanishads to the cause of the

world ; the pradhdna) is not (to be identified with

the cause indicated by the Upanishads ; for) it is

not founded on Scripture.

It is impossible to find room in the Ved^nta-texts for

the non-intelligent pradhdna, the fiction of the Sdnkhyas

;

because it is not founded on Scripture. How so ? Because

the quality of seeing, 1. e. thinking, is in Scripture ascribed

to the cause. For the passage, Kh, Up. VI, 2, (which

begins :
* Being only, my dear, this was in the beginning,

one only, without a second,' and goes on, ' It thought (saw),
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may I be many, may I grow forth. It sent forth fire/)

declares that this world differentiated by name and form,

which is there denoted by the word 'this,' was before

its origination identical with the Self of that which is and

that the principle denoted by the term *the being' (or

* that which is ') sent forth fire and the other elements after

having thought. The following passage also (* Verily in the

beginning all this was Self, one only ; there was nothing

else blinking whatsoever. He thought, shall I send forth

worlds ? He sent forth these worlds,' Ait. Ar. H, 4, i, 2) de-

clares the creation to have had thought for its antecedent.

In another passage also (Pr. Up. VI, 3) it is said of the person

of sixteen parts, ' He thought, &c. He sent forth Pr&«a.*

By * seeing' (i.e. the verb 'seeing' exhibited in the Sfitra)

is not meant that particular verb only, but any verbs which

have a cognate sense; just as the verb *to sacrifice' is

used to denote any kind of offering. Therefore other

passages also whose purport it is to intimate that an all-

knowing Lord is the cause of the world are to be quoted

here, as, for instance, Mu. Up. I, i, 9, *From him who
perceives all and who knows all, whose brooding consists

of knowledge, from him is born that Brahman, name and

form and food.'

The argumentation of the S&nkhyas that the pradhAna

may be called all-knowing on account of knowledge con-

stituting an attribute of the gu;ia Goodness is inadmissible.

For as in the pradhdna-condition the three gu«as are in a state

of equipoise, knowledge which is a quality of Goodness only

IS not possible ^. Nor can we admit the explanation that the

pradhdna i6 all-knowing because endowed with the capacity

for all knowledge. For if, in the condition of equipoise of

the gu//as, we term the pradhdna all-knowing with reference

to the power of knowledge residing in Goodness, we must

likewise term it little-knowing, with reference to the power

impeding knowledge which resides in Passion and Dark-

* Knowledge can arise only where Goodness is predominant,

not where the three qualities mutually counterbalance one an-

other.
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ness. Moreover a modification of Goodness which is not

connected with a witnessing (observing) principle (sdkshin)

is not called knowledge, and the non-intelligent pradh&na

is destitute of such a principle. It is therefore impossible

to ascribe to the pradhdna all-knowingness. The case

of the Yogins finally does not apply to the point under

consideration; for as they possess intelligence, they may,

owing to an excess of Goodness in their nature, rise to

omniscience *.—Well then (say those S&hkhyas who believe

in the existence of a Lord) let us assume that the pradhdna

possesses the quality of knowledge owing to the witnessing

principle (the Lord), just as the quality of burning is im-

parted to an iron ball by fire.—No, we reply ; for if this

were so, it would be more reasonable to assume that that

which is the cause of the pradhAna having the quality of

thought i.e. the all-knowing primary Brahman itself is

the cause of the world.

The objection that to Brahman also all-knowingness in

its primary sense cannot be ascribed because, if the activity

of cognition were permanent, Brahman could not be con-

sidered as independent with regard to it, we refute as

follows. In what way, we ask the Selnkhya, is Brah-

man's all-knowingness interfered with by a permanent

;

cognitional activity ? To maintain that he, who possesses

eternal knowledge capable to throw light on all objects,

is not all-knowing, is contradictory. If his knowledge were

considered non-permanent, he would know sometimes, and

sometimes he would not know; from which it would

follow indeed that he is not all-knowing. This fault

is however avoided if we admit Brahman's knowledge

to be permanent.—But, it may be objected, on this

latter alternative the knower cannot be designated as

independent with reference to the act of knowing.—Why
not ? we reply ; the sun ako, although his heat and light

are permanent, is nevertheless designated as independent

* The excess of Sattva in the Yogin would not enable him to rise

to omniscience if he did not possess an intelligent principle in-

dependent of Sattva.

[34] E
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when we say, *he bums, he gives light ^/—But, it will

again be objected, we say that the sun burns or gives

light when he stands in relation to some object to be

heated or illuminated ; Brahman, on the other hand, stands,

before the creation of the world, in no relation to any object

of knowledge. The cases are therefore not parallel.—This

objection too, we reply, is not valid ; for as a matter of fact

we speak of the Sun as an agent, saying ' the sun shines/

even without reference to any object illuminated by him,

and hence Brahman also may be spoken of as an agent,

in such passages as * it thought/ &c., even without reference

to any object of knowledge. If, however, an object is

supposed to be required (* knowing' being a transitive

verb while 'shining' is intransitive), the texts ascribing

thought to Brahman will fit all the better.—What then is

that object to which the knowledge of the Lord can refer

previously to the origin of the world ?—Name and form, we
reply, which can be defined neither as being identical with

Brahman nor as different from it, unevolved but about to

be evolved. For ^if, as the adherents of the Yoga-jdstra

assume, the Yogins have a perceptive knowledge of the

past and the future through the favour of the Lord ; in

what terms shall we have to speak of the eternal cognition

of the ever pure Lord himself, whose objects are the

creation, subsistence, and dissolution of the world! The
objection that Brahman, previously to the origin of the

world, is not able to think because it is not connected with

a body, &c. does not apply; for Brahman, whose nature is

eternal cognition—as the sun's nature is eternal luminous-

^ Ananda Giri comments as follows: paroktSnupapatlim ni-

rasitum Tpn'kkhdiii idam iti. Praknlyarthabhdvat pratyaydrthabhdvdd

vd brahma«o sarva^;7ateti pra^nam eva praka/ayati katham iti. .Pra-

thamaw pratyaha yasyeti. Uktzm vyatirekadvar^ vivr/>zoti anityatve

hiti. 'Dwiiiydim jahkate ^/Hneti. Svato nityasySpi ^anasya tatta-

danh^vai^^^innasya kdryatvdt tatra svatantryam pralyaydriho brah-

mandih sidhyality dha.—The knowledge of Brahman is eternal, and

in so far Brahman is not independent with regard to it, but it is in-

dependent with regard to each particular act of knowledge ; the

verbal affix in *^dndti' indicating the particularity of the act.
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ness—can impossibly stand in need of any instruments of

knowledge. The transmigrating soul (sawsclrin) indeed,

which is under the sway of Nescience, &c., may require a

body in order that knowledge may arise in it ; but not so

the Lord, who is free from all impediments of knowledge.

The two following Mantras also declare that the Lord does

not require a body, and that his knowledge is without any

obstructions. * There is no effect and no instrument known

of him, no one is seen like unto him or better ; his high power

is revealed as manifold, as inherent, acting as knowledge

and force.' * Grasping without hands, hasting without feet,

he sees without eyes, he hears without ears. He knows

what can be known, but no one knows him ; they call him

the first, the great person * (Sv. Up. VI, 8 ; III, 19).

But, to raise a new objection, there exists no trans-

migrating soul different from the Lord and obstructed by

impediments of knowledge ; for 5ruti expressly declares

that 'there is no other seer but he; there is no other

knower but he' (Bru Up. Ill, 7, 23). How then can it be

said that the origination of knowledge in the transmigrating

soul depends on a body, while it does not do so in the case

of the Lord?—True, we reply. There is in reality no

transmigrating soul different from the Lord. Still the

connexion (of the Lord) with limiting adjuncts, consisting

of bodies and so on, is assumed, just as we assume the ether

to enter into connexion with divers limiting adjuncts such

as jars, pots, caves, and the like. And just as in con-

sequence of connexion of the latter kind such conceptions

and terms as * the hollow (space) of a jar,' &c. are generally

current, although the space inside a jar is not really

different from universal space, and just as in consequence

thereof there generally prevails the false notion that there

are different spaces such as the space of a jar and so on

;

so there prevails likewise the false notion that the Lord

and the transmigrating soul are different ; a notion due to

the non-discrimination of the (unreal) connexion of the soul

with the limiting conditions, consisting of the body and so

on. That the Self, although in reality the only existence,

imparts the quality of Selfhood to bodies and the like

E 2
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which are Not-Self is a matter of observation, and is due

to mere wrong conception, which depends in its turn on

antecedent wrong conception. And the consequence of the

soul thus involving itself in the transmigratory state is that

its thought depends on a body and the like.

The averment that the pradh4na, because consisting of

several elements, can, like clay and similar substances,

occupy the place of a cause while the uncompounded

Brahman cannot do so, is refuted by the fact of the pra-

dh&na not basing on Scripture. That, moreover, it is possible

to establish by argumentation the causality of Brahman, but

not of the pradhana and similar principles, the Sutrak^ra

will set forth in the second Adhyaya (II, i, 4, &c.).

Here the Sdnkhya comes forward with a new objection.

The difficulty started by you, he says, viz. that the non-

intelligent pradhAna cannot be the cause of the world,

because thought is ascribed to the latter in the sacred

texts, can be got over in another way also, viz. on the

ground that non-intelligent things are sometimes figura-

tively spoken of as intelligent beings. We observe, for

instance, that people say of a river-bank about to fall, ' the

bank is inclined to fall (pipatishati),' and thus speak of a

non-intelligent bank as if it possessed intelligence. So the

pradh&na also, although non-intelligent, may, when about

to create, be figuratively spoken of as thinking. Just as in

ordinary life some intelligent person after having bathed,

and dined, and formed the purpose of driving in the after-

noon to his village, necessarily acts according to his

purpose, so the pradhana also acts by the necessity of its

own nature, when transforming itself into the so-called great

principle and the subsequent forms of evolution; it may
therefore figuratively be spoken of as intelligent.—But what

reason have you for setting aside the primary meaning of

the word * thought ' and for taking it in a figurative sense ?

—The observation, the Sdnkhya replies, that fire and water

also are figuratively spoken of as intelligent beings in the

two following scriptural passages, * That fire thought ; that

water thought' (A7/. Up. VI, a, 3 ; 4). We therefrom con-

clude that thought is to be taken in a figurative sense there
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also where Being (Sat) is the agent, because it is mentioned

in a chapter where (thought) is generally taken in a figura-

tive sense ^

To this argumentation of the Sankhya the next Sfttra

replies

:

6. If it is said that (the word 'seeing') has a

figurative meaning, we deny that, on account of the

word Self (being applied to the cause of the world).

Your assertion that the term * Being ' denotes the non-

intelligent pradhdna, and that thought is ascribed to it in a

figurative sense only, as it is to fire and water, is untenable.

Why so ? On account of the term * Self.' For the passage

AT//. Up. VI, a, which begins * Being only, my dear, this

was in the beginning,' after having related the creation of

fire, water, and earth (*it thought,' &c. ; *it sent forth fire,'

&c.), goes on—denoting the thinking principle of which the

whole chapter treats, and likewise fire, water, and earth, by
the term * divinities '—as follows, 'That divinity thought:

Let me now enter those three divinities with this living Self

(giva dtman) and evolve names and forms.' Ifwe assumed that

in this passage the non-intelligent pradhdna is figuratively

spoken of as thinking, we should ako have to assume that

the same pradhdna—as once constituting the subject-matter

of the chapter— is referred to by the term *that divinity.'

But in that case the divinity would not speak of the ^iva

as 'Self.* For by the term 'Civa' we must understand,

according to the received meaning and the etymology of

the word, the intelligent (principle) which rules over the

body and sustains the vital airs. How could such a

principle be the Self of the non-intelligent pradhdna? By
* Self we understand (a being's) own nature, and it is clear

that the intelligent 6^iva cannot constitute the nature of

the non-intelligent pradh^na. If, on the other hand, we
refer the whole chapter to the intelligent Brahman, to

* In the second Kha«</a of the sixth PrapSMaka of the KA, Up.

* aikshata ' is twice used in a figurative sense (with regard to fire

and water) ; it is therefore to be understood figuratively in the

third passage also where it occurs.
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which thought in its primary sense belongs, the use of the

word 'Self with reference to the Civa is quite adequate.

Then again there is the other passage, * That which is that

subtle essence, in it all that exists has its self. It is the

true. It is the Self. That art thou, O 5vetaketu ' (Kh, Up.

VI, 8, 7, &c.). Here the clause ' It is the Self* designates

the Being of which the entire chapter treats, viz. the subtle

Self, by the word *Self,' and the concluding clause, 'that

art thou, O 5vetaketu/ declares the intelligent 5vetaketu

' to be of the nature of the Self. Fire and water, on the

other hand, are non-intelligent, since they are objects (of

the mind), and since they are declared to be implicated in

' the evolution of names and forms. And as at the same

time there is no reason for ascribing to them thought in its

primary sense—while the employment of the word *Self'

furnishes such a reason with reference to the Sat—the

thought attributed to them must be explained in a figura-

tive sense, like the inclination of the river-bank. Moreover,

the thinking on the part of fire and water is to be under-

stood as dependent on their being ruled over by the Sat.

On the other hand, the thought of the Sat is, on account of

the word *Self,' not to be understood in a figurative sense ^.

Here the ScLnkhya comes forward with a new objection.

The word * Self,* he says, may be applied to the pradh^na,

although unintelligent, because it is sometimes figuratively

used in the sense of *that which effects all purposes of

another
;

' as, for instance, a king applies the word * Self* to

some servant who carries out all the king's intentions, * Bha-

drasena is my (other) Self.' For the pradhdna, which effects

the enjoyment and the emancipation of the soul, serves the

latter in the same way as a minister serves his king in the

affairs of peace and war. Or else, it may be said, the one

word *Self' may refer to non-intelligent things as well as

to intelligent beings, as we see that such expressions as

* the Self of the elements,' 'the Self of the senses/ are made
use of, and as the one word * light ' (^otis) denotes a certain

' So that, on this latter explanation, it is unnecessary to assume

a figurative sense of the word ' thinking ' in any of the three pas-

sages.
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sacrifice (the ^yotish/oma) as well as a flame. How then

does it follow from the word *Self' that the thinking

(ascribed to the cause of the world) is not to be taken in a

figurative sense ?

To this last argumentation the Sfltrakdra replies

:

7. (The pradh^na cannot be designated by the

term *Self') because release is taught of him who
takes his stand on that (the Sat).

The non -intelligent pradh^na cannot be the object of the

term ' Self* because in the passage Kh, Up. VI, % ff"., where

the subtle Sat which is under discussion is at first referred to

in the sentence, ' That is the Self,' and where the subsequent

clause, * That art thou, O 5vetaketu,' declares the intelligent

5vetaketu to have his abode in the Self, a passage sub-

sequent to the two quoted (viz. ' a man who has a teacher

obtains true knowledge ; for him there is only delay as long

as he is not delivered, then he will be perfect') declares

final release. For if the non-intelligent pradh&na were

denoted by the term * Sat,' and did comprehend—by means

of the phrase * That art thou '—persons desirous of final

release who as such are intelligent, the meaning could only

be *Thou art non-intelligent;' so that Scripture would

virtually make contradictory statements to the disadvantage

of man, and would thus cease to be a means of right know-

ledge. But to assume that the faultless j^stra is not a

means of right knowledge, would be contrary to reason.

And if the j^stra, considered as a means of right knowledge,

should point out to a man desirous of release, but ignorant

of the way to it, a non-intelligent Self as the real Self, he

would—comparable to the blind man who had caught hold

of the ox's tail ^—cling to the view of that being the Self,

* A wicked man meets in a forest a blind person who has lost

his way, and implores him to lead him to his village ; instead of

doing so the wicked man persuades the blind one to catch hold of

the tail of an ox, which he promises would lead him to his place.

The consequence is that the blind man is, owing to his trustfulness,

led even farther astray, and injured by the bushes, &c., through

which the ox drags him.
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and thus never be able to reach the real Self different from

the false Self pointed out to him ; hence he would be de-

barred from what constitutes man's good, and would incur

evil. We must therefore conclude that, just as the ^stra

teaches the agnihotra and similar performances in their

true nature as means for those who are desirous of the

heavenly world, so the passage *that is the Self, that art

thou, O 5vetaketu,' teaches the Self in its true nature also.

Only on that condition release for him whose thoughts are

true can be taught by means of the simile in which the

person to be released is compared to the man grasping the

heated axe {Kh. Up. VI, i6). For in the other case, if the

doctrine of the Sat constituting the Self had a secondary

meaning only, the cognition founded on the passage * that

art thou ' would be of the nature of a fanciful combination

only ^, like the knowledge derived from the passage, ' I am
the hymn' (Ait. Ar. II, i, a, 6), and would lead to a mere

transitory reward ; so that the simile quoted could not

convey the doctrine of release. Therefore the word * Self

is applied to the subtle Sat not in a merely figurative sense.

In the case of the faithful servant, on the other hand, the

word *Self' can—in such phrases as 'Bhadrasena is my
Self—be taken in a figurative sense, because the difference

between master and servant is well established by per-

ception. Moreover, to assume that, because words are

sometimes seen to be used in figurative senses, a figurative

sense may be resorted to in the case of those things also

for which words (i. e. Vedic words) are the only means of

knowledge, is altogether indefensible ; for an assumption of

that nature would lead to a general want of confidence.

The assertion that the word *Self* may (primarily) signify

what is non-intelligent as well as what is intelligent, just as

the word *^yotis* signifies a certain sacrifice as well as

light, is inadmissible, because we have no right to attribute

to words a plurality of meanings. Hence (we rather

assume that) the word 'Self in its primary meaning refers

to what is intelligent only and is then, by a figurative

* Cp. above, p. 30.
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attribution of intelligence, applied to the elements and the

like also; whence such phrases as ' the Self of the elements,*

* the Self of the senses/ And even if we assume that the

word * Self primarily signifies both classes of beings, we

are unable to settle in any special case which of the two

meanings the word has, unless we are aided either by the

general heading under which it stands, or some determina-

tive attributive word. But in the passage under discussion

there is nothing to determine that the word refers to

something non-intelligent, while, on the other hand, the

Sat distinguished by thought forms the general heading,

and 5vetaketu, i.e. a being endowed with intelligence, is

mentioned in close proximity. That a non- intelligent Self

does not agree with 5vetaketu, who possesses intelligence,

we have already shown. All these circumstances determine

the object of the word ' Self here to be something intelli-

gent. The word *^yotis' does moreover not furnish an

appropriate example ; for according to common use it has

the settled meaning of * light ' only, and is used in the

sense of sacrifice only on account of the arthav&da assuming

a similarity (of the sacrifice) to light.

A different explanation of the Sutra is also possible.

The preceding Sutra may be taken completely to refute all

doubts as to the word ' Self having a figurative or double

sense, and then the present Sutra is to be explained as con-

taining an independent reason, proving that the doctrine

of the pradhdna being the general cause is untenable.

Hence the non-intelligent pradhdna is not denoted by

the word * Self This the teacher now proceeds to prove

by an additional reason,

8. And (the pradhSna cannot be denoted by the

word 'Self) because there is no statement of its

having to be set aside.

If the pradhdna which is the Not-Self were denoted by
the term 'Being' (Sat), and if the passage *That is the

Self, that art thou, O 5vetaketu/ referred to the pradhdna

;

the teacher whose wish it is to impart instruction about the
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true Brahman would subsequently declare that the pradhdna

is to be set aside (and the true Brahman to be considered)
;

for otherwise his pupil, having received the instruction

about the pradhdna, might take his stand on the latter,

looking upon it as the Non-Self. In ordinary life a man who
wishes to point out to a friend the (small) star Arundhatt

at first directs his attention to a big neighbouring star,

saying *that is Arundhati,' although it is really not so;

and thereupon he withdraws his first statement and points

out the real Arundhati. Analogously the teacher (if he

intended to make his pupil understand the Self through

the Non-Self) would in the end definitely state that the

Self is not of the nature of the pradhSna. But no such

statement is made ; for the sixth PrapS/Z/aka arrives at a

conclusion based on the view that the Self is nothing but

that which is (the Sat).

The word ' and ' (in the Siitra) is meant to notify that

the contradiction of a previous statement (which would be

implied in the rejected interpretation) is an additional

reason for the rejection. Such a contradiction would result

even if it were stated that the pradhfina is to be set aside.

For in the beginning of the Prapa/>5aka it is intimated that

through the knowledge of the cause everything becomes

known. Compare the following consecutive sentences,

* Have you ever asked for that instruction by which we
hear what cannot be heard, by which we perceive what

cannot be perceived, by which we know what cannot

be known ? What is that instruction ? As, my dear, by

one clod of clay all that is made of clay is known, the

modification (i.e. the effect) being a name merely which

has its origin in speech, while the truth is that it is clay

merely,' &c. Now if the term * Sat ' denoted the pradhdna,

which is merely the cause of the aggregate of the objects

of enjoyment, its knowledge, whether to be set aside or not

to be set aside, could never lead to the knowledge of the

aggregate of enjoyers (souls), because the latter is not an

effect of the pradh&na. Therefore the pradhdna is not

denoted by the term * Sat.'—For this the SfltrakAra gives

a further reason.
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9. On account of (the individual Soul) going to

the Self (the Self cannot be the pradhana).

With reference to the cause denoted by the word * Sat,'

Scripture says, * When a man sleeps here, then, my dear, he

becomes united with the Sat, he is gone to his own (Self),

Therefore they say of him, " he sleeps " (svapiti), because he

is gone to his own (svam apita).' {Kh, Up. VI, 8, i.) This

passage explains the well-known verb * to sleep,* with refer-

ence to the soul. The word, ' his own,* denotes the Self which

had before been denoted by the word Sat; to the Self he (the

individual soul) goes, i.e. into it it is resolved, according to the

acknowledged sense of api-i, which means ' to be resolved

into.* The individual soul (^iva) is called awake as long as

being connected with the various external objects by means

of the modifications of the mind—which thus constitute

limiting adjuncts of the soul—it apprehends those external

objects, and identifies itself with the gross body, which is

one of those external objects^. When, modified by the

impressions which the external objects have left, it sees

dreams, it is denoted by the term * mind ^.' When, on the

cessation of the two limiting adjuncts (i. e. the subtle and

the gross bodies), and the consequent absence of the modi-

fications due to the adjuncts, it is, in the state of deep sleep,

merged in the Self as it were, then it is said to be asleep

(resolved into the Self). A similar etymology of the word

*hr/daya* is given by sx\\\\, *That Self abides in the heart.

And this is the etymological explanation: he is in the

heart (hr/di ayam).' {Kh, Up. VIII, 3, 3.) The words

aj'anfiya and udany^ are similarly etymologised :
' water is

carrying away what has been eaten by him ;
'

* fire carries

away what has been drunk by him ' {Kh. Up. VI, 8, 3 ; 5).

Thus the passage quoted above explains the resolution (of

the soul) into the Self, denoted by the term *Sat/ by means

of the etymology of the word * sleep.' But the intelligent

* So according to the commentators, not to accept whose guidance

in the translation of scholastic definitions is rather hazardous. A
simpler translation of the clause might however be given,

» With reference to Kh. Up. VI, 8, 2.
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Self can clearly not resolve itself into the non-intelligent

pradh^na. If, again, it were said that the pradhana is

denoted by the word ^ own/ because belonging to the Self

(as being the Selfs own), there would remain the same ab-

surd statement as to an intelligent entity being resolved into

a non-intelligent one. Moreover another scriptural passage

(viz. ' embraced by the intelligent—prA^;7a—Self he knows

nothing that is without, nothing that is within/ Bri. Up.

IV, 3, 2i) declares that the soul in the condition of dream-

less sleep is resolved into an intelligent entity. Hence that

into which all intelligent souls are resolved is an intelligent

cause of the world, denoted by the word * Sat/ and not the

pradhana.—A further reason for the pradhdna not being the

cause is subjoined.

lo. On account of the uniformity of view (of the

Veddnta-texts, Brahman is to be considered the

cause).

If, as in the argumentations of the logicians, so in the

Ved^nta-texts also, there were set forth different views con-

cerning the nature of the cause, some of them favouring the

theory of an intelligent Brahman being the cause of the

world, others inclining towards the pradhana doctrine, and

others again tending in a different direction ; then it might

perhaps be possible to interpret such passages as those, which

speak of the cause of the world as thinking, in such a manner

as to make them fall in with the pradhana theory. But the

stated condition is absent since all the Ved^nta-texts uni-

formly teach that the cause of the world is the intelligent

Brahman. Compare, for instance, * As from a burning fire

sparks proceed in all directions, thus from that Self the

pri«as proceed each towards its place ; from the prd^as the

gods, from the gods the worlds* (Kau. Up. Ill, 3). And
*from that Self sprang ether* (Taitt. Up. II, i). And 'all

this springs from the Self* (K/i. Up. VII, 26, i). And *this

pr&;/a is born from the Self * (Pr. Up. Ill, 3); all which

passages declare the Self to be the cause. That the word
* Self* denotes an intelligent being, we have already shown.

Digitized byGoogle



I adhyXya, I pAda, II. 6 1.

And that all the Veddnta-texts advocate the same view as

to an intelligent cause of the world, greatly strengthens their

claim to be considered a means of right knowledge, just

as the corresponding claims of the senses are strengthened

by their giving us information of a uniform character re-

garding colour and the like. The all-knowing Brahman is

therefore to be considered the cause of the world, *on account

of the uniformity of view (of the VedSnta-texts),'—A further

reason for this conclusion is advanced.

II, And because it is directly stated in Scripture

(therefore the all-knowing Brahman is the cause of

the world).

That the all-knowing Lord is the cause of the world, is

also declared in a text directly referring to him (viz. the

all-knowing one), viz. in the following passage of the man-

tropanishad of the 5vetijvataras (VI, 9) where the word
* he * refers to the previously mentioned all-knowing Lord,

* He is the cause, the lord of the lords of the organs, and

there is of him neither parent nor lord.' It is therefore

finally settled that the all-knowing Brahman is the general

cause, not the non-intelligent pradh^na or anything else.

In what precedes we have shown, availing ourselves of

appropriate arguments, that the Veddnta-texts exhibited

under SCitras I, i-n, are capable of proving that the all-

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

subsistence, and dissolution of the world. And we have

explained, by pointing to the prevailing uniformity of view

(I, 10), that all Ved^nta-texts whatever maintain an intelli-

gent cause. The question might therefore be asked, 'What

reason is there for the subsequent part of the Veddnta-

sfltras?' (as the chief point is settled already.)

To this question we reply as follows : Brahman is appre-

hended under two forms ; in the first place as qualified by

limiting conditions owing to the multiformity of the evolu-

tions of name and form (i.e. the multiformity of the created

world ; in the second place as being the opposite of this,

i.e. free from all limiting conditions whatever. Compare
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the following passages : Br/. Up. IV, 5, 15, * For where

there is duality as it were, then one sees the other ; but

when the Self only is all this, how should he see another ?

'

Kh. Up. VII, ^4, I, * Where one sees nothing. else, hears

nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the greatest.

Where one sees something else, hears something else, under-

stands something else, that is the little. The greatest is

immortal; the little is mortal;' Taitt. Ar. Ill, 12, 7, *The

wise one, who having produced all forms and made all

names, sits calling (the things by their names ^)
;

' Sv. Up.

VI, 19, *Who is without parts, without actions, tranquil,

without faults, without taint, the highest bridge of immor-

tality, like a fire that has consumed its fuel \ Bri. Up. II,

3, 6, * Not so, not so
;

' Bri. Up. Ill, 8, 8, * It is neither

coarse nor fine, neither short nor long
;

' and 'defective is one

place, perfect the other.' All these passages, with many
others, declare Brahman to possess a double nature, accord-

ing as it is the object either of Knowledge or of Nescience.

As long as it is the object of Nescience, there are applied to

it the categories of devotee, object of devotion, and the

like*. The different modes of devotion lead to different

results, some to exaltation, some to gradual emancipation,

some to success in works ; those modes are distinct on

account of the distinction of the different qualities and

limiting conditions ^ And although the one highest Self

only, i.e. the Lord distinguished by those different qualities

constitutes the object of devotion, still the fruits (of devotion)

are distinct, according as the devotion refers to different

qualities. Thus Scripture says, * According as man wor-

ships him, that he becomes ; ' and, * According to what his

thought is in this world, so will he be when he has departed

* The wise one, i. e. the highest Self; which as ^ivdtman is con-

versant with the names and forms of individual things.

^ I.e. it is looked upon as the object of the devotion of the

individual souls; while in reality all those souls and Brahman

are one.

' Qualities, i. e. the attributes under which the Self is meditated

on ; limiting conditions, i. e. the localities—such as the heart and

the like—which in pious meditation are ascribed to the Self.
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this life' {Kh, Up. Ill, 14, i). Smr/ti also makes an analo-

gous statement, 'Remembering whatever form of being

he leaves this body in the end, into that form he enters,

being impressed with it through his constant meditation'

(Bha. Giti VIII, 6).

Although one and the same Self is hidden in all beings

movable as well as immovable, yet owing to the gradual

rise of excellence of the minds which form the limiting

conditions (of the Self), Scripture declares that the Self,

although eternally unchanging and uniform, reveals itself^

in a graduated series of beings, and so appears in forms of

various dignity and power; compare, for instance (Ait. Ar. II,

3, a, i), *He who knows the higher manifestation of the Self

in him *,' &c. Similarly SmrAi remarks, * Whatever being

there is of power, splendour or might, know it to have

sprung from portions of my glory' (Bha. GitA, X, 41); a

passage declaring that wherever there is an excess of power

and so on, there the Lord is to be worshipped. Accordingly

here (i. e. in the SGtras) also the teacher will show that the

golden person in the disc of the Sun is the highest Self, on ac-

count of an indicating sign, viz. the circumstance of his being

unconnected with any evil (Ved. Sii. I, i, ao) ; the same is to

be observed with regard to I, i, 1% and other Sutras. And,

again, an enquiry will have to be undertaken into the meaning

of the texts, in order that a settled conclusion may be reached

concerning that knowledge of the Self which leads to instan-

taneous release ; for although that knowledge is conveyed

by means of various limiting conditions, yet no special con-

nexion with limiting conditions is intended to be intimated,

in consequence of which there arises a doubt whether it (the

' Ananda Giri reads dvish/asya for Svishkr/tasya.

Cp. the entire passage. All things are manifestations of the

highest Self under certain limiting conditions, but occupying differ-

ent places in an ascending scale. In unsentient things, stones, &c.

only the satt^, the quality of being manifests itself; in plants,

animals, and men the Self manifests itself through the vital sap

;

in animals and men there is understanding ; higher thought in man
alone.
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knowledge) has the higher or the lower Brahman for its

object ; so, for instance, in the case of SGtra I, i, la ^ From
all this it appears that the following part of the 5istra has

a special object of its own, viz. to show that the Vedinta-

texts teach, on the one hand, Brahman as connected with

limiting conditions and forming an object of devotion, and

on the other hand, as being free from the connexion with

such conditions and constituting an object of knowledge.

The refutation, moreover, of non-intelligent causes different

from Brahman, which in I, i, lo was based on the uniformity

of the meaning of the Vedelnta-texts, will be further detailed

by the SutrakAra, who, while explaining additional passages

relating to Brahman, will preclude all causes of a nature

opposite to that of Brahman,

12. (The Self) consisting of bliss (is the highest

Self) on account of the repetition (of the word * bliss,*

as denoting the highest Self).

The Taittiriya-upanishad (II, 1-5), after having enume-

rated the Self consisting of food, the Self consisting of the

vital airs, the Self consisting of mind, and the Self consisting

of understanding, says, * Different from this which consists of

understanding is the other inner Self which consists of bliss.*

Here the doubt arises whether the phrase, * that which con-

sists of bliss,' denotes the highest Brahman of which it had

been said previously, that * It is true Being, Knowledge, with-

out end,* or something different from Brahman, just as the

* Ananda Girl on the preceding passage beginning from * thus

here also:' na kevalaw dvaividhyam brahma«a^ jrutismntyor eva

siddhaw ki/w tu s(itrakr/to»pi matam ity dha, evam iti, jrutismr/'tyor

iva prakr/'tcxpi s&sire dvairftpyam brahmawo bhavati; tatra sopS-

dhikabrahmavishayam antastaddharmSdhikarawam uddharati idi-

tyeti ; uktanyayaw tulyadejeshu prasdrayati evam iti ; sopddhikopa-

dejavan nirupadhikopadeja/« darxayati evam ityddind, dtma^«ana/«

nirwelavyam iti sambandha^ ; nirwayaprasahgam dha pareti; an-

namayddyupddhidvdroktasya katham paravidydvishayatva»i tatrdha

upadhiti ; nirwayakramam aha vakyeli, uklSrtham adhikara«a/« kvd-

slity isahkyoktaw/ yalheli.
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Self consisting of food, &c., is dififerent from it.—The
piirvapakshin maintains that the Self consisting of bliss is a

secondary (not the principal) Self, and something different

from Brahman; as it forms a link in a series of Selfs,

beginning with the Self consisting of food, which all are

not the principal Self. To the objection that even thus the

Self consisting of bliss may be considered as the primary

Self, since it is stated to be the innermost of all, he replies

that this cannot be admitted, because the Self of bliss is

declared to have joy and so on for its limbs, and because it

is said to be embodied. If it were identical with the primary

Self, joy and the like would not touch it; but the text

expressly says * Joy is its head
;

' and about its being em-

bodied we read, * Of that former one this one is the em-

bodied Self (Taitt. Up. II, 6), i.e. of that former Self of

Understanding this Self of bliss is the embodied Self. And
of what is embodied, the contact with joy and pain cannot

be prevented. Therefore the Self which consists of bliss is

nothing but the transmigrating Soul.

To this reasoning we make the following reply :—By the

Self consisting of bliss we have to understand the highest

Self, * on account of repetition.' For the word ' bliss ' is

repeatedly applied to the highest Self. So Taitt. Up. II,

7, where, after the clause ' That is flavour '—which refers

back to the Self consisting of bliss, and declares it to be of

the nature of flavour—we read, *For only after having

perceived flavour can any one perceive delight. Who could

breathe, who could breathe forth if that Bliss existed not in

the ether (of the heart) ? For he alone causes blessedness ;

'

and again, II, 8, * Now this is an examination of Bliss;*

* He reaches that Self consisting of Bliss ; ' and again, II, 9,
* He who knows the Bliss of Brahman fears nothing ;

' and

in addition, * He understood that Bliss is Brahman ' (III, 6).

And in another scriptural passage also (Br/. Up. Ill, 9, 28),

* Knowledge and bliss is Brahman,' we see the word * bliss

'

applied just to Brahman. As, therefore, the word * bliss
*

is repeatedly used with reference to Brahman, we conclude

that the Self consisting of bliss is Brahman also. The
objection that the Self consisting of bliss can only denote

[34] F
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the secondary Seff (the Saws^rin), because it forms a

link in a series of secondary Selfs, beginning with the

one consisting of food, is of no force, for the reason that

the Self consisting of bliss is the innermost of all. The
5astra, wishing to convey information about the primary

Self, adapts itself to common notions, in so far as it

at first refers to the body consisting of food, which,

although not the Self, is by very obtuse people identified

with it ; it then proceeds from the body to another Self,

which has the same shape with the preceding one, just as

the statue possesses the form of the mould into which the

molten brass had been poured ; then, again, to another one,

always at first representing the Non-Self as the Self, for the

purpose of easier comprehension ; and it finally teaches that

the innermost Self ^, which consists of bliss, is the real Self.

Just as when a man, desirous of pointing out the star

Arundhati to another man, at first points to several stars

which are not Arundhati as being Arundhati, while only the

star pointed out in the end is the real Arundhati ; so here

also the Self consisting of bliss is the real Self on account of

its being the innermost (i. e. the last). Nor can any weight

be allowed to the objection that the attribution of joy and

so on, as head, &c., cannot possibly refer to the real Self;

for this attribution is due to the immediately preceding

limiting condition (viz. the Self consisting of understanding,

the so-called vi^;7dnako5a), and does not really belong to the

real Self. The possession of a bodily nature also is ascribed

to the Self of bliss, only because it is represented as a link

in the chain of bodies which begins with the Self consisting

of food, and is not ascribed to it in the same direct sense in

which it is predicated of the transmigrating Self. Hence

the Self consisting of bliss is the highest Brahman.

13. If (it be objected that the term finandamaya,

consisting of bliss, can) not (denote the highest Self)

on account of its being a word denoting a modifica-

After which no other Self is mentioned.
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tion (or product)
;
(we declare the objection to be)

not (valid) on account of abundance, (the idea of

which may be expressed by the affix maya.)

Here the pCirvapakshin raises the objection that the word

^nandamaya (consisting of bliss) cannot denote the highest

Self.—Why?—Because the word Anandamaya is understood

to denote something dififerent from the original word (i.e.

the word Ananda without the derivative affix maya), viz. a

modification ; according to the received sense of the affix

maya. * Anandamaya ' therefore denotes a modification, just

as annamaya (consisting of food) and similar words do.

This objection is, however, not valid, because *maya' is

also used in the sense of abundance, i. e. denotes that where

there is abundance of what the original word expresses. So,

for instance, the phrase * the sacrifice is annamaya ' means
* the sacrifice is abounding in food ' (not * is some modifica-

tion or product of food '). Thus here Brahman also, as

abounding in bliss, is called Anandamaya. That Brahman

does abound in bliss follows from the passage (Taitt. Up.

II, 8), where, after the bliss of each of the dififerent classes

of beings, beginning with man, has been declared to be a

hundred times greater than the bliss of the immediately

preceding class, the bliss of Brahman is finally proclaimed to

be absolutely supreme. Maya therefore denotes abundance.

14. And because he is declared to be the cause of

it, (i. e. of bliss ; therefore maya is to be taken as

denoting- abundance.)

Maya must be understood to denote abundance, for that

reason also that Scripture declares Brahman to be the cause

of bliss, 'For he alone causes bliss' (Taitt. Up. II, 7).

For he who causes bliss must himself abound in bliss;

just as we infer in ordinary life, that a man who enriches

others must himself possess abundant wealth. As, there-

fore, maya may be taken to mean * abundant,' the Self

consisting of bliss is the highest Self.

15. Moreover (the anandamaya is Brahman be-

F 2
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cause) the same (Brahman) which had been referred

to in the mantra is sung, (i. e. proclaimed in the

BrAhma;^a passage as the inandamaya.)

The Self, consisting of joy, is the highest Brahman for

the following reason also ^. On the introductory words * he

who knows Brahman attains the highest ' (Taitt. Up. II, i),

there follows a mantra proclaiming that Brahman, which

forms the general topic of the chapter, possesses the quali-

ties of true existence, intelligence, infinity ; after that it is

said that from Brahman there sprang at first the ether and

then all other moving and non-moving things, and that,

entering into the beings which it had emitted. Brahman

stays in the recess, inmost of all ; thereupon, for its better

comprehension, the series of the different Selfs (* different

from this is the inner Self,' &c.) are enumerated, and then

finally the same Brahman which the mantra had proclaimed,

is again proclaimed in the passage under discussion, * different

from this is the other inner Self, which consists of bliss.'

To assume that a mantra and the BrAhma«a passage be-

longing to it have the same sense is only proper, on account

of the absence of contradiction (which results therefrom)

;

for otherwise we should be driven to the unwelcome in-

ference that the text drops the topic once started, and turns

to an altogether new subject.

Nor is there mentioned a further inner Self different from

the Self consisting of bliss, as in the case of the Self con-

sisting of food, &c.^ On the same (i. e. the Self consisting

of bliss) is founded, * This same knowledge of Bhr/gu and

Varu«a ; he understood that bliss is Brahman ' (Taitt. Up.

Ill, 6). Therefore the Self consisting of bliss is the highest

Self.

^ The previous proofs were founded on linga; the argument

which is now propounded is founded on prakarawa.

* While, in the case of ihe Selfs consisting of food and so on, a

further inner Self is duly mentioned each time. It cannot, there-

fore, be concluded that the Selfs consisting of food, &c., are likewise

identical with the highest Self referred to in the mantra.

Digitized byGoogle



I ADHYAYA, I PADA, 1 7. 69

16. (The Self consisting of bliss is the highest

Self,) not the other (i.e. the individual Soul), on

account of the impossibility (of the latter assump-

tion).

And for the following reason also the Self consisting of

bliss is the highest Self only, not the other, i.e. the one

which is other than the Lord, i.e. the transmigrating in-

dividual soul. The personal soul cannot be denoted by the

term * the one consisting of bliss.' Why ? On account of

the impossibility. For Scripture says, with reference to the

Self consisting of bliss, * He wished, may I be many, may
I grow forth. He brooded over himself. After he had thus

brooded, he sent forth whatever there is.' Here, the desire

arising before the origination of a body, &c., the non-

separation of the effects created from the creator, and the

creation of all effects whatever, cannot possibly belong to

any Self different from the highest Self.

17. And on account of the declaration of the

difference (of the two, the finandamaya cannot be the

transmigrating soul).

The Self consisting of bliss cannot be identical with the

transmigrating soul, for that reason also that in the section

treating of the Self of bliss, the individual soul and the Self

of bliss are distinctly represented as different ; Taitt. Up.

n, 7, *It (i.e. the Self consisting of bliss) is a flavour;

for only after perceiving a flavour can this (soul) perceive

bliss.' For he who perceives cannot be that which is per-

ceived.—But, it may be asked, if he who perceives or

attains cannot be that which is perceived or attained, how
about the following Sruii- and SmWti-passages, * The Self

is to be sought ;
* * Nothing higher is known than the attain-

ment of the Self ^ ? '—This objection, we reply, is legitimate

(from the point of view of absolute truth). Yet we see that

in ordinary life, the Self, which in reality is never anything

* Yadi labdhd na labdhavyaA katha;;/ tarhi paramatmano vastuto

rbhinnena^ivatman^ paramdtmd labhyata ity artha/^. Bhamatl.
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but the Self, is, owing to non-comprehension of the truth,

identified with the Non-Self, i. e. the body and so on
;

whereby it becomes possible to speak of the Self in so far

as it is identified with the body, and so on, as something

not searched for but to be searched for, not heard but to

be heard, not seized but to be seized, not perceived but to

be perceived, not known but to be known, and the like.

Scripture, on the other hand, denies, in such passages as
* there is no other seer but he ' {Bri. Up. Ill, 7, 23), that

there is in reality any seer or hearer different from the

all-knowing highest Lord. (Nor can it be said that the

Lord is unreal because he is identical with the unreal

individual soul; for) ^ the Lord differs from the soul {vign§i-

n^tman) which is embodied, acts and enjoys, and is the

product of Nescience, in the same way as the real juggler

who stands on the ground differs from the illusive juggler,

who, holding in his hand a shield and a sword, climbs up

to the sky by means of a rope ; or as the free unlimited

ether differs from the ether of a jar, which is determined by

its limiting adjunct, (viz. the jar.) With reference to this

fictitious difference of the highest Self and the individual

Self, the two last SCltras have been propounded.

18. And on account of desire (being mentioned

as belonging to the ^nandamaya) no regard is to be

•had to what is inferred, (i. e. to the pradh&na inferred

by the SAnkhyas.)

Since in the passage * he desired, may I be many, may
I grow forth,' which occurs in the chapter treating of the

dnandamaya (Taitt. Up. II, 6), the quality of feeling desire

is mentioned, that which is inferred, i. e. the non-intelligent

pradh^na assumed by the S^nkhyas, cannot be regarded as

being the Self consisting of bliss and the cause of the

world. Although the opinion that the pradhAna is the

* Yathd paramejvardd bhinno ^ivalma drash^ na bhavaty evam

^ivatmanoxpi drash/ur na bhinnaA paramexvara ili ^tvasydnirva^-

yatve paramejvaroxpy anirva^ya^ sydd ity ata dha paramexvaras tv

avidydkalpitad iti. Ananda Giri.
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1

cause of the world, has already been refuted in the SCitra I,

I, 5, It is here, where a favourable opportunity presents

itself, refuted for a second time on the basis of the scrip-

tural passage about the cause of the world feeling desire,

for the purpose of showing the uniformity of view (of all

scriptural passages).

19. And, moreover, it (i.e. Scripture) teaches the

joining of this (i. e. the individual soul) with that, (i, e.

the Self consisting of bliss), on that (being fully

known).

And for the following reason also the term, * the Self

consisting of bliss,' cannot denote either the pradhdna or the

individual soul. Scripture teaches that the individual soul

when it has reached knowledge is joined, i.e. identified,

with the Self of bliss under discussion, i. e. obtains final

release. Compare the following passage (Taltt. Up. II, 7),

* When he finds freedom from fear, and rest in that which

is invisible, incorporeal, undefined, unsupported, then he has

obtained the fearless. For if he makes but the smallest

distinction in it there is fear for him.* That means, if he

sees in that Self consisting of bliss even a small difference

in the form of non-identity, then he finds no release from

the fear of transmigratory existence. But when he, by
means of the cognition of absolute identity, finds absolute

rest in the Self consisting of bliss, then he is freed from the

fear of transmigratory existence. But this (finding absolute

rest) is possible only when we understand by the Self con-

sisting of bliss, the highest Self, and not either the pra-

dhdna or the individual soul. Hence it is proved that the

Self consisting of bliss is the highest Self.

But, in reality, the following remarks have to be made
concerning the true meaning of the word ' dnandamaya ^'

On what grounds, we ask, can it be maintained that the

' The explanation of the dnandamaya given hitherto is here re-

called, and a different one given. The previous explanation is

attributed by Go. An. to the vri'ttikdra.
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affix ' maya ' after having, in the series of compounds begin-

ning with annamaya and ending with vi^«anamaya, denoted

mere modifications, should all at once, in the word Snanda-

maya, which belongs to the same series, denote abun-

dance, so that dnandamaya would refer to Brahman? If

it should be said that the assumption is made on account of

the governing influence of the Brahman proclaimed in the

mantra (which forms the beginning of the chapter, Taitt.

Up. II), we reply that therefrom it would follow that also

the Selfs consisting of food, breath, &c., denote Brahman
(because the governing influence of the mantra extends to

them also).—The advocate of the former interpretation

will here, perhaps, restate an argument already made use

of above, viz. as follows : To assume that the Selfs consisting

of food, and so on, are not Brahman is quite proper, because

after each of them an inner Self is mentioned. After the

Self of bliss, on the other hand, no further inner Self is

mentioned, and hence it must be considered to be Brahman
itself; otherwise we should commit the mistake of dropping

the subject-matter in hand (as which Brahman is pointed

out by the mantra), and taking up a new topic.—But to this

we reply that, although unlike the case of the Selfs con-

sisting of food, &c., no inner Self is mentioned after the Self

consisting of bliss, still the latter cannot be considered as

Brahman, because with reference to the Self consisting of

bh'ss Scripture declares, * Joy is its head. Satisfaction is its

right arm. Great satisfaction is its left arm. Bliss is its

trunk. Brahman is its tail, its support.* Now, here the

very same Brahman which, in the mantra, had been

introduced as the subject of the discussion, is called

the tail, the support; while the five involucra, extending

from the involucrum of food up to the involucrum of

bliss, are merely introduced for the purpose of setting

forth the knowledge of Brahman. How, then, can it be

maintained that our interpretation implies the needless

dropping of the general subject-matter and the introduction

of a new topic?—But, it may again be objected. Brahman

is called the tail, i.e. a member of the Self consisting of

bliss ; analogously to those passages in which a tail and
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Other members are ascribed to the Selfs consisting of food

and so on. On what grounds, then, can we claim to know

that Brahman (which is spoken of as a mere member, i. e. a

subordinate matter) is in reality the chief matter referred to ?

—From the fact, we reply, of Brahman being the general

subject-matter of the chapter.—But, it will again be said,

that interpretation also according to which Brahman is

cognised as a mere member of the Anandamaya does not

involve a dropping of the subject-matter, since the Ananda-

maya himself is Brahman.—But, we reply, in that case one

and the same Brahman would at first appear as the whole,

viz. as the Self consisting of bliss, and thereupon as a mere

part, viz. as the tail ; which is absurd. And as one of the

two alternatives must be preferred, it is certainly appro-

priate to refer to Brahman the clause 'Brahman is the

tail * which contains the word * Brahman,' and not the

sentence about the Self of Bliss in which Brahman is

not mentioned. Moreover, Scripture, in continuation

of the phrase, ' Brahman is the tail, the support,' goes

on, * On this there is also the following jloka : He who

knows the Brahman as non-existing t)ecomes himself non-

existing. He who knows Brahman as existing him we

know himself as existing.' As this .yloka, without any refer-

ence to the Self of bliss, states the advantage and disadvan-

tage connected with the knowledge of the being and non-

being of Brahman only, we conclude that the clause,

* Brahman is the tail, the support,' represents Brahman as

the chief matter (not as a merely subordinate matter).

About the being or non-being of the Self of bliss, on the

other hand, a doubt is not well possible, since the Self of

bliss distinguished by joy, satisfaction, &c., is well known

to every one.—But if Brahman is the principal matter, how

can it be designated as the mere tail of the Self of bliss

(* Brahman is the tail, the support ')
?—Its being called so,

we reply, forms no objection ; for the word tail here denotes

that which is of the nature of a tail, so that we have to

understand that the bliss of Brahman is not a member (in

its literal sense), but the support or abode, the one nest

(resting-place) of all worldly bliss. Analogously another
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scriptural passage declares, * All other creatures live on a

small portion of that bliss' (Br/. Up. IV, 3, 32). Further,

if by the Self consisting of bliss we were to understand

Brahman, we should have to assume that the Brahman

meant is the Brahman distinguished by qualities (savijesha),

because it is said to have joy and the like for its members.

But this assumption is contradicted by a complementary

passage (II, 9) which declares that Brahman is the object

neither of mind nor speech, and so shows that the Brahman

meant is the (absolute) Brahman (devoid of qualities),

' From whence all speech, with the mind, turns away unable

to reach it, he who knows the bliss of that Brahman fears

nothing.' Moreover, if we speak of something as *abounding

in bliss \' we thereby imply the co-existence of pain ; for

the word * abundance' in its ordinary sense implies the

existence of a small measure of what is opposed to the

thing whereof there is abundance. But the passage so

understood would be in conflict with another passage {Kh,

Up. VII, 24), * Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing

else, understands nothing else, that is the Infinite
;

' which

declares that in the Infinite, i.e. Brahman, there is nothing

whatever different from it. Moreover, as joy, &c. differ in

each individual body, the Self consisting of bliss also is a

different one in each body. Brahman, on the other hand,

does not differ according to bodies ; for the mantra at the be-

ginning of the chapter declares it to be true Being,knowledge,

infinite, and another passage says, * He is the one God, hidden

in all beings, all-pervading, the Self within all beings ' (Sv.

Up. VI, 11). Nor, again, does Scripture exhibit a frequent

repetition of the word * dnandamaya ; ' for merely the radical

part of the compound (i.e. the word ananda without the

affix maya) is repeated in all the following passages ;
* It

is a flavour, for only after seizing flavour can any one seize

bliss. Who could breathe, who could breathe forth, if that

bliss existed not in the ether ? For he alone causes blessed-

ness ;
'

* Now this is an examination of bliss
;

'
* He who

' In which sense, as shown above, the word anandamaya must

be taken if understood to denote Brahman.
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knows the bliss of that Brahman fears nothing ;
* * He

understood that bliss is Brahman/ If it were a settled

matter that Brahman is denoted by the term, *the Self

consisting of bliss/ then we could assume that in the subse-

quent passages, where merely the word * bliss' is employed,

the term ' consisting of bliss ' is meant to be repeated ; but

that the Self consisting of bliss is not Brahman, we have

already proved by means of the reason of joy being its

head, and so on. Hence, as in another scriptural passage,

viz. * Brahman is knowledge and bliss' (Bri. Up. HI, 9, 28),

the mere word * bliss ' denotes Brahman, we must conclude

that also in such passages as, * If that bliss existed not in

the ether,' the word bliss is used with reference to Brahman,

and is not meant to repeat the term * consisting of bliss.'

The repetition of the full compound, * consisting of bliss,'

which occurs in the passage, * He reaches that Self consisting

of bliss ' (Taitt. Up. II, 8), does not refer to Brahman, as it

is contained in the enumeration of Non-Selfs, comprising the

Self of food, &c., all of which are mere effects, and all of

which are represented as things to be reached.—But, it may
be said, if the Self consisting of bliss, which is said to have

to be reached, were not Brahman—just as the Selfs con-

sisting of food, &c. are not Brahman—then it would not be

declared (in the passage immediately following) that he who
knows obtains for his reward Brahman.—This objection

we invalidate by the remark that the text makes its

declaration as to Brahman—which is the tail, the support

—

being reached by him who knows, by the very means of

the declaration as to the attainment of the Self of bliss ; as

appears from the passage, * On this there is also this jloka,

from which all speech returns,' &c. With reference, again,

to the passage, * He desired : may I be many, may I grow

forth,' which is found in proximity to the mention of the

Self consisting of bliss, we remark that it is in reality con-

nected (not with the Self of bliss but with) Brahman, which

is mentioned in the still nearer passage, 'Brahman is the tail,

the support,' and does therefore not intimate that the Self

of bliss is Brahman. And, on account of its referring to

the passage last quoted (* it desired/ &c.), the later passage
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also, * That is flavour/ &c., has not the Self of bliss for its

subject.—But, it may be objected, the (neuter word) Brah-

man cannot possibly be designated by a masculine word as

you maintain is done in the passage, ' He desired,' &c.—In

reply to this objection we point to the passage (Taitt. Up.

II, i), ' From that Self sprang ether,* where, likewise, the

masculine word *SeIf' can refer to Brahman only, since

the latter is the general topic of the chapter. In the know-

ledge of Bhr/gu and Varu^a finally (* he knew that bliss is

Brahman *), the word * bliss ' is rightly understood to denote

Brahman, since we there meet neither with the affix * maya,'

nor with any statement as to joy being its head, and the

like. To ascribe to Brahman in itself joy, and so on, as its

members, is impossible, unless we have recourse to certain,

however minute, distinctions qualifying Brahman ; and that

the whole chapter is not meant to convey a knowledge of

the qualified (savijesha) Brahman is proved by the passage

(quoted above), which declares that Brahman transcends

speech and mind. We therefore must conclude that the

affix maya, in the word Snandamaya, does not denote

abundance, but expresses a mere effect, just as it does in

the words annamaya and the subsequent similar com-

pounds.

The Siitras are therefore to be explained as follows.

There arises the question whether the passage, * Brahman

is the tail, the support,' is to be understood as intimating

that Brahman is a mere member of the Self consisting of

bliss, or that it is the principal matter. If it is said that it

must be considered as a mere member, the reply is, * The
Self consisting of bliss on account of the repetition.' That

means: Brahman, which in the passage *the Self con-

sisting of bliss,' &c., is spoken of as the tail, the support,

is designated as the principal matter (not as something

subordinate). On account of the repetition ; for in the

memorial jloka, * he becomes himself non-existing,' Brah-

man alone is reiterated. * If not, on account of the word

denoting a modification ; not so, on account of abundance.'

In this S(itra the word * modification ' is meant to convey

the sense of member. The objection that on account of
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the word * tail,' which denotes a mere member, Brahman

cannot be taken as the principal matter must be refuted.

This we do by remarking that there is no difficulty, since

a word denoting a member may be introduced into the

passage on account of prA^urya ^. TrSikuryaL here means a

phraseology abounding in terms denoting members. After

the different members, beginning with the head and ending

with the tail, of the Selfs, consisting of food, &c. have been

enumerated, there are also mentioned the head and the other

limbs of the Self of bliss, and then it is added, * Brahman

is the tail, the support
;

' the intention being merely to intro-

duce some more terms denoting members, not to convey

the meaning of * member,' (an explanation which is impos-

sible) because the preceding Siitra already has proved

Brahman (not to be a member, but) to be the principal

matter. * And because he is declared to be the cause of it.'

That means : Brahman is declared to be thd cause of the

entire aggregate of effects, inclusive of the Self, consisting

of bliss, in the following passage, * He created all whatever

there is' (Taitt. Up. II, 6). And as Brahman is the cause,

it cannot at the same time be called the member, in the

literal sense of the word, of the Self of bliss, which is nothing

but one of Brahman's effects. The other Stitras also (which

refer to the Self of bliss ^) are to be considered, as well as

they may, as conveying a knowledge of Brahman, which

(Brahman) is referred to in the passage about the tail.

20. The one within (the sun and the eye) (is the

highest Lord), on account of his qualities being

declared ^

The following passage is found in Scripture {K/i, Up. I,

6, 6 ff.), * Now that person bright as gold who is seen within

^ I. e. the word translated hitherto by abundance.

^ See I, I, 15-19.

' The preceding adhikara«a had shown that the five Selfs (con-

sisting of food, mind, and so on), which the Taitt. Up. enumerates,

are introduced merely for the purpose of facilitating the cognition of

Brahman considered as devoid of all qualities ; while that Brahman
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the sun, with beard bright as gold and hair bright as gold,

bright as gold altogether to the very tips of his nails, whose

eyes are like blue lotus ; his name is Ut, for he has risen

(udita) above all evil. He also who knows this rises above

all evil. So much with reference to the devas.' And
further on, with reference to the body, ' Now the person

who is seen in the eye,' &c. Here the following doubt

presents itself. Do these passages point out, as the object

of devotion directed on the sphere of the sun and the eye,

merely some special individual soul, which, by means of

a large measure of knowledge and pious works, has raised

itself to a position of eminence; or do they refer to the

eternally perfect highest Lord ?

The pOrvapakshin takes the former view. An individual

soul, he says, is referred to, since Scripture speaks of a

definite shape. To the person in the sun special features

are ascribed, such as the possession of a beard as bright as

gold and so on, and the same features manifestly belong to

the person in the eye also, since they are expressly trans-

ferred to it in the passage, * The shape of this person is the

same as the shape of that person.' That, on the other

hand, no shape can be ascribed to the highest Lord, follows

from the passage (Kau. Up. 1, 3, 15), ' That which is without

sound, without touch, without form, without decay.' That

an individual soul is meant follows moreover from the fact

that a definite abode is mentioned, * He who is in the sun
;

he who is in the eye.' About the highest Lord, who has no

special abode, but abides in his own glory, no similar state-

ment can be made; compare, for instance, the two following

passages, * Where does he rest? In his own glory?* {KA,

Up. Vn, 34, i); and Mike the ether he is omnipresent,

eternal.' A further argument for our view is supplied by

the fact that the might (of the being in question) is said to

be limited ; for the passage, * He is lord of the worlds

beyond that, and of the wishes of the devas,' indicates the

itself is the real object of knowledge. The present adhikarawa un-

dertakes to show that the passage about the golden person represents

the savijesha Brahman as the object of devout meditation.
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limitation of the might of the person in the sun ; and the

passage, * He is lord of the worlds beneath that and of

the wishes of men/ indicates the limitation of the might

of the person in the eye. No limit, on the other hand, can

be admitted of the might of the highest Lord, as appears

from the passage (Br/. Up. IV, 4, 22), * He is the Lord of all,

the king of all things, the protector of all things. He is a

bank and a boundary so that these worlds may not be

confounded ;
* which passage intimates that the Lord is

free from all limiting distinctions. For all these reasons

the person in the eye and the sun cannot be the highest

Lord.

To this reasoning the Sutra replies, * The one within, on

account of his qualities being declared.' The person

referred to in the passages concerning the person within

the sun and the person within the eye is not a trans-

migrating being, but the highest Lord. Why? Because

his qualities are declared. For the qualities of the highest

Lord are indicated in the text as follows. At first the

name of the person within the sun is mentioned—*his

name is Ut*—and then this name is explained on the

ground of that person being free from all evil, 'He has

risen above all evil.' The same name thus explained is

then transferred to the person in the eye, in the clause,

* the name of the one is the name of the other.' Now,

entire freedom from sin is attributed in Scripture to the

highest Self only; so, for instance {Kh. Up. VIU, 7, i),

* The Self which is free from sin,* &c. Then, again, there is

the passage, * He is RiV, he is Siman, Uktha, Ya^s, Brah-

man,' which declares the person in the eye to be the Self

of the RiSa^ S&man, and so on ; which is possible only if

that person is the Lord who, as being the cause of all, is

to be considered as the Self of all. Moreover, the text,

after having stated in succession /?/k and S^man to have

earth and fire for their Self with reference to the Devas,

and, again, speech and breath with reference to the body,

continues, * Ri\i and Sdman are his joints,' with reference to

the Devas, and * the joints of the one are the joints of the

other,' with reference to the body. Now this statement
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also can be made only with regard to that which is the

Self of all. Further, the passage, * Therefore all who sing

to the Vin4 sing him, and from him also they obtain

wealth/ shows that the being spoken of is the sole topic

of all worldly songs ; which again holds true of the highest

Lord only. That absolute command over the objects of

worldly desires (as displayed, for instance, in the bestowal

of wealth) entitles us to infer that the Lord is meant,

appears also from the following passage of the Bhagavad-

git4 (X, 41), * Whatever being there is possessing power,

glory, or strength, know it to be produced from a portion

of my energy ^' To the objection that the statements

about bodily shape contained in the clauses, *With a

beard bright as gold,' &c., cannot refer to the highest

Lord, we reply that the highest Lord also may, when he

pleases, assume a bodily shape formed of Miy^, in order

to gratify thereby his devout worshippers. Thus Smr/ti

also says, 'That thou seest me, O Ndrada, is the MHyi
emitted by me ; do not then look on me as endowed with

the qualities of all beings.' We have further to note that

expressions such as, *That which is without sound, without

touch, without form, without decay,' are made use of where

instruction is given about the nature of the highest Lord in

so far as he is devoid of all qualities ; while passages such

as the following one, ' He to whom belong all works, all

desires, all sweet odours and tastes' {Kh. Up. Ill, 14, 3),

which represent the highest Lord as the object of devotion,

speak of him, who is the cause of everything, as possessing

some of the qualities of his effects. Analogously he may
be spoken of, in the passage under discussion, as having a

beard bright as gold and so on. With reference to the

objection that the highest Lord cannot be meant because

an abode is spoken of, we remark that, for the purposes of

devout meditation, a special abode may be assigned to

Brahman, although it abides in its own glory only ; for as

Brahman is, like ether, all-pervading, it may be viewed as

* So that the real giver of the gifts bestowed by princes on poets

and singers is Brahman.
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being within the Self of all beings. The statement, finally,

about the limitation of Brahman s might, which depends on

the distinction of what belongs to the gods and what to the

body, has likewise reference to devout meditation only.

From all this it follows that the being which Scripture

states to be within the eye and the sun is the highest Lord.

21. And there is another one (i.e. the Lord who
is dififerent from the individual souls animating the

sun, &c.), on account of the declaration of distinc-

tion.

There is, moreover, one distinct from the individual

souls which animate the sun and other bodies, viz. the Lord

who rules within; whose distinction (from all individual

souls) is proclaimed in the following scriptural passage, * He
who dwells in the sun and within the sun, whom the sun

does not know, whose body the sun is, and who rules the

sun within ; he is thy Self, the ruler within, the immortal

'

(Br/. Up. Ill, 7, 9). Here the expression, * He within the

sun whom the sun does not know/ clearly indicates that the

Ruler within is distinct from that cognising individual soul

whose body is the sun. With that Ruler within we have to

identify the person within the sun, according to the tenet

of the sameness of purport of all Veddnta-texts. It thus

remains a settled conclusion that the passage under dis-

cussion conveys instruction about the highest Lord.

22. The SkS^a, i. e. ether (is Brahman) on account

of characteristic marks (of the latter being men-

tioned).

In the KMndogysL (I, 9) the following passage is met with,

*What is the origin of this world?* * Ether,' he replied. *For

all these beings take their rise from the ether only, and

return into the ether. Ether is greater than these, ether is

their rest.'—Here the following doubt arises. Does the word
* ether ' denote the highest Brahman or the elemental ether ?

—Whence the doubt ?—Because the word is seen to be used

in both senses. Its use in the sense of * elemental ether

'

is well established in ordinary as well as in Vedic speech

;

[34] G
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and, on the other hand, we see that it is sometimes used to

denote Brahman, viz. in cases where we ascertain, either

from some complementary sentence or from the fact of

special qualities being mentioned, that Brahman is meant.

So, for instance, Taitt. Up. II, 7,
* If that bliss existed not

in the ether;' and Kh. Up. VIII, 14, *That which is called

ether is the revealer of all fonns and names ; that within

which forms and names are^ that is Brahman.' Hence the

doubt—Which sense is then to be adopted in our case ?

—

The sense of elemental ether, the piirvapakshin replies

;

because this sense belongs to the word more commonly,

and therefore presents itself to the mind more readily.

The word * ether ' cannot be taken in both senses equally,

because that would involve a (faulty) attribution of several

meanings to one and the same word. Hence the term
* ether ' applies to Brahman in a secondary (metaphorical)

sense only ; on account of Brahman being in many of its

attributes, such as all pervadingness and the like, similar to

ether. The rule is, that when the primary sense of a word

is possible, the word must not be taken in a secondary sense.

And in the passage under discussion only the primary sense

of the word * ether ' is admissible. Should it be objected

that, if we refer the passage under discussion to the ele-

mental ether, a complementary passage (*for all these

beings take their rise from the ether only, &c.') cannot be

satisfactorily accounted for; we reply that the elemental

ether also may be represented as a cause, viz. of air, fire, &c.

in due succession. For we read in Scripture (Taitt. Up.

II, i), * From that Self sprang ether, from ether air, from

air fire, and so on.' The qualities also of being greater

and of being a place of rest may be ascribed to the elemental

ether, if we consider its relations to all other beings. There-

fore we conclude that the word * ether' here denotes the

elemental ether.

To this we reply as follows :—The word ether must here

be taken to denote Brahman, on account of characteristic

marks of the latter being mentioned. For the sentence,

' Or else * that which is within forms and names.'
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* All these beings take their rise from the ether only/ clearly

indicates the highest Brahman, since all Veddnta-texts

agree in definitely declaring that all beings spring from

the highest Brahman.—But, the opponent may say, we
have shown that the elemental ether also may be repre-

sented as the cause, viz. of air, fire, and the other elements

in due succession.—We admit this. But still there remains

the difficulty, that, unless we understand the word to apply

to the fundamental cause ofall, viz. Brahman, the affirmation

contained in the word * only ' and the qualification expressed

by the word * all ' (in * all beings *) would be out of place.

Moreover, the clause, 'They return into the ether,' again

points to Brahman, and so likewise the phrase, * Ether is

greater than these, ether is their rest
;

' for absolute supe-

riority in point of greatness Scripture attributes to the

highest Self only; cp. Kh, Up. Ill, 14, 3,
* Greater than

the earth, greater than the sky, greater than heaven, greater

than all these worlds.' The quality of being a place of rest

likewise agrees best with the highest Brahman, on account

of its being the highest cause. This is confirmed by the

following scriptural passage :
* Knowledge and bliss is Brah-

man, it is the rest ofhim who gives gifts ' (Br/. Up. Ill, 9, a8).

Moreover, G^aivali finding fault with the doctrine of 541a-

vatya, on account of (his sAman) having an end {Kh, Up. I,

8, 8), and wishing to proclaim something that has no end

chooses the ether, and then, having identified the ether with

the Udgitha, concludes, *He is the Udgitha greater than

great; he is without end.' Now this endlessness is a

characteristic mark of Brahman. To the remark that

the sense of * elemental ether ' presents itself to the mind

more readily, because it is the better established sense of

the word Aklra, we reply, that, although it may present

itself to the mind first, yet it is not to be accepted, because

we see that qualities of Brahman are mentioned in the com-

plementary sentences. That the word Ak^ja is also used

to denote Brahman has been shown already; cp. such

passages as, * Ether is the revealer of all names and forms.'

We see, moreover, that various synonyma of Ak^ja are

employed to denote Brahman. So, for instance, RiV. Sd;//h.

G 2
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I, 164, 39, *In which the Vedas are^ in the Imperishable

one (i. e. Brahman), the highest, the ether (vyoman), on

which all gods have their scat* And Taitt. Up. Ill, 6,

* This is the knowledge of Bhrtgu and Varu«a, founded on

the highest ether (vyoman).' And again, * Om, ka is Brah-

man, ether (kha) is Brahman ' (KA. Up. IV, 10, 5), and *the

old ether ' (Br/. Up. V, i) ^. And other similar passages.

On account of the force of the complementary passage we
are justified in deciding that the word * ether,' although

occurring in the beginning of the passage, refers to Brahman.

The case is analogous to that of the sentence, *Agni (lit.

the fire) studies a chapter,* where the word agni, although

occurring in the beginning, is at once seen to denote a boy ^.

It is therefore settled that the word * ether * denotes Brahman.

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

Concerning the udgitha it is said {KA, Up. I, 10, 9),

* Prastotr/, that deity which belongs to the prastdva, &c.,'

and, further on (1, 1 1, 4 ; 5),
* Which then is that deity ? He

said : Breath. For all these beings merge into breath alone,

and from breath they arise. This is the deity belonging to

the prast&va.' With reference to this passage doubt and

decision are to be considered as analogous to those stated

under the preceding Sutra. For while in some passages— as,

for instance, * For indeed, my son, mind is fastened to pr^;/a,'

KA. Up. VI, 8, 2 ; and, * the prdwaof pr4;/a,' Bri. Up. IV, 4,

18—the word * breath* is seen to denote Brahman, its use

»

^ Viz. as intimating it. Thus An. Gi. and Go. An. against the

accent of r/HA. Sayawa explains r/H^ as genitive.

' Owk^asya prattkatvena va^akatvena lakshakatvena v^ brah-

matvam uklam, om ili, kaw sukhaw tasyarthendriyayoga^tvaw

varayituzw kham iti, tasya bhQtakajatva/w vyaseddhum purdwam ity

uktam. An. Gi.

' The doubt about the meaning of a word is preferably to be

decided by means of a reference to preceding passages ; where that

is not possible (the doubtful word occurring at the beginning of

some new chapter) complementary, i. e. subsequent passages have

to be taken into consideration.
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in the sense of a certain modification of air is better estab-

lished in common as well as in Vedic language. Hence

there arises a doubt whether in the passage under dis-

cussion the word pr^;/a denotes Brahman or (ordinary)

breath. In favour of which meaning have we then to

decide ?

Here the piirvapakshin maintains that the word must be

heiu to denote the fivefold vital breath, which is a peculiar

modification of wind (or air) ; because, as has been re-

marked already, that sense of the word prA«a is the better

established one.—But no, an objector will say, just as in the

case of the preceding Sfttra, so here also Brahman is meant,

on account of characteristic marks being mentioned; for

here also a complementary passage gives us to understand

that all beings spring from and merge into prd«a ; a process

which can take place in connexion with the highest Lord

only.—This objection, the pfirvapakshin replies, is futile,

since we see that the beings enter into and proceed from

the principal vital air also. For Scripture makes the fol-

lowing statement (5at. Br. X, 3, 3, 6), ' When man sleeps,

then into breath indeed speech merges, into breath the eye,

into breath the ear, into breath the mind ; when he awakes

then they spring again from breath alone.* What the Veda
here states is, moreover, a matter of observation, for during

sleep, while the process of breathing goes on uninterruptedly,

the activity of the sense organs is interrupted and again

becomes manifest at the time of awaking only. And as the

sense organs are the essence of all material beings, the com-

plementary passage which speaks of the merging and

emerging of the beings can be reconciled with the principal

vital air also. Moreover, subsequently to prfi/^a being

mentioned as the divinity of the prastdva the sun and food

are desigjnated as the divinities of the udgitha and the

pratih^ra. Now as they are not Brahman, the prA«a also,

by parity of reasoning, cannot be Brahman.

To this argumentation the author of the SOtras replies

:

For the same reason prA;/a—that means: on account of

the presence of characteristic marks—which constituted the

reason stated in the preceding SOtra—the word prA«a also

Digitized byGoogle



86 vedanta-sOtras.

must be held to denote Brahman. For Scripture says of

prA//a also, that it is connected with marks characteristic

of Brahman. The sentence, * All these beings merge into

breath alone, and from breath they arise,' which declares

that the origination and retractation of all beings depend on

prA«a, clearly shows prfi;/a to be Brahman. In reply to the

assertion that the origination and retractation of all beings can

be reconciled equally well with the assumption of pr^;/a de-

noting the chief vital air, because origination and retractation

take place in the stateofwaking and of sleep also, we remark

that in those two states only the senses are merged into, and

emerge from, the chief vital air, while, according to the

scriptural passage, * F'or all these beings, &c.,' all beings

whatever into which a living Self has entered, together with

their senses and bodies, merge and emerge by turns. And
even if the word ' beings ' were taken (not in the sense of

animated beings, but) in the sense of material elements in

general, there would be nothing in the way of interpreting

the passage as referring to Brahman.—But, it may be said,

that the senses together with their objects do, during sleep,

enter into pr^wa, and again issue from it at the time of

waking, we distinctly learn from another scriptural passage,

viz. Kau. Up. Ill, 3,
* When a man being thus asleep sees

no dream whatever, he becomes one with that pra«a alone.

Then speech goes to him with all names,' &c.—True, we

reply, but there also the word prAna. denotes (not the vital

air) but Brahman, as we conclude from characteristic marks

of Brahman being mentioned. The objection, again, that

the word pr^wa cannot denote Brahman because it occurs

in proximity to the words *food ' and *sun' (which do not

refer to Brahman), is altogether baseless ; for proximity is

of no avail against the force of the complementary passage

which intimates that pr^;/a is Brahman. That argument,

finally, which rests on the fact that the word prS//a com-

monly denotes the vital air with its five modifications, is to

be refuted in the same way as the parallel argument which

the pOrvapakshin brought forward with reference to the

word * ether.' From all this it follows that the pr^;/a, which

is the deity of the prastfiva, is Brahman.
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Some (commentators) ^ quote under the present SOtra the

following passages, * the prd^a of prA^^a ' (Br/. Up. IV, 4, 18),

and * for to prS;/a mind is fastened ' {Kh. Up. VI, 8, 3). But

that is wrong since these two passages offer no opportunity

for any discussion, the former on account of the separation

of the words, the latter on account of the general topic.

When we meet with a phrase such a§ * the father of the

father ' we understand at once that the genitive denotes a

father different from the father denoted by the nominative.

Analogously we infer from the separation of words con-

tained in the phrase, * the breath of breath,' that the * breath

of breath* is different from the ordinary breath (denoted

by the genitive ' of breath '). For one and the same thing

cannot, by means of a genitive, be predicated of—and thus

distinguished from—itself. Concerning the second passage

we remark that, if the matter constituting the general topic

of some chapter is referred to in that chapter under

a different name, we yet conclude, from the general topic,

that that special matter is meant. For instance, when we
meet in the section which treats ofthe^otish/oma sacrifice

with the passage, * in every spring he is to offer the ^otis

sacrifice,' we at once understand that the word ^otis

denotes the ^yotish/oma. If we therefore meet with the

clause * to pr^wji mind is fastened ' in a section of which

the highest Brahman is the topic, we do not for a moment
suppose that the word pr4//a should there denote the

ordinary breath which is a mere modification of air. The
two passages thus do not offer any matter for discussion,

and hence do not furnish appropriate instances for the

SQtra. We have shown, on the other hand, that the

passage about the prA;/a, which is the deity of the prastiva,

allows room for doubt, pfirvapaksha and final decision.

24. The * light' (is Brahman), on account of the

mention of feet (in a passage which is connected

with the passage about the light).

Scripture says [Kh, Up. Ill, 13, 7),
* Now that light which

shines above this heaven, higher than all, higher than every-

* The vr/Uikdra, the commentators say.
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thing, in the highest worlds beyond which there are no

other worlds that is the same light which is within man/

Here the doubt presents itself whether the word * light

'

denotes the light of the sun and the like, or the highest

Self. Under the preceding SOtras we had shown that some

words which ordinarily have different meanings yet in

certain passages denote Brahman, since characteristic marks

of the latter are mentioned. Here the question has to be

discussed whether, in connexion with the passage quoted,

characteristic marks of Brahman are mentioned or not.

The pflrvapakshin maintains that the word Might' de-

notes nothing else but the light of the sun and the like, since

that is the ordinary well-established meaning of the term.

The common use of language, he says, teaches us that the

two words ' light ' and * darkness ' denote mutually opposite

things, darkness being the term for whatever interferes with

the function of the sense of sight, as, for instance, the gloom

of the night, while sunshine and whatever else favours the

action of the eye is called light. The word * shines' also,

which the text exhibits, is known ordinarily to refer to the

sun and similar sources of light ; while of Brahman, which

is devoid of colour, it cannot be said, in the primary sense

of the word, that it 'shines.' Further, the word ^otis
must here denote light because it is said to be bounded by
the sky (*that light which shines above this heaven*).

For while it is impossible to consider the sky as being the

boundary of Brahman, which is the Self of all and the

source of all things movable or immovable, the sky may
be looked upon as forming the boundary of light, which is

a mere product and as such limited ; accordingly the text

says, 'the light beyond heaven.'—But light, although a

mere product, is perceived everywhere; it would therefore

be wrong to declare that it is bounded by the sky !—Well,

then, the purvapakshin replies, let us assume that the light

meant is the first-born (original) light which has not yet

become tripartite ^ This explanation again cannot be

^ I. e. which has not been mixed with water and earth, according

to KL Up. VI, 3, 3. Before that mixture took place light was
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admitted, because the non-tripartite light does not serve

any purpose.—But, the piirvapakshin resumes, Why should

its purpose not be found therein that it is the object of

devout meditation ?—That cannot be, we reply ; for we see

that only such things are represented as objects of devotion

as have some other independent use of their own ; so, for

instance, the sun (which dispels darkness and so on). More-

over the scriptural passage, * Let me make each of these

three (fire, water, and earth) tripartite,' does not indicate any

difference ^ And even of the non-tripartite light it is not

known that the sky constitutes its boundary.—Well, then

(the purvapakshin resumes, dropping the idea of the non-

tripartite light), let us assume that the light of which the

text speaks is the tripartite (ordinary) light. The objection

that light is seen to exist also beneath the sky, viz. in the

form of fire and the like, we invalidate by the remark that

there is nothing contrary to reason in assigning a special

locality to fire, although the latter is observed everywhere

;

while to assume a special place for Brahman, to which the

idea of place does not apply at all, would be most un-

suitable. Moreover, the clause * higher than everything, in

the highest worlds beyond which there are no other worlds,'

which indicates a multiplicity of abodes, agrees much better

with light, which is a mere product (than with Brahman).

There is moreover that other clause also, * That is the same

light which is within man,' in which the highest light is

identified with the gastric fire (the fire within man). Now
such identifications can be made only where there is a

certain similarity of nature ; as is seen, for instance, in the

passage, * Of that person BhOA is the head, for the head is

one and that syllable is one ' (Br/. Up. V, 5, 3). But that

the fire^within the human body is not Brahman clearly

appears from the passage, *Of this we have visible and

audible proof {Kh. Up. Ill, 13, 7 ; 8), which declares that

entirely separated from the other elements, and therefore bounded

by the latter.

* So as to justify the assumption that such a thing as non-tri-

partite light exists at all.
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the fire is characterised by the noise it makes, and by heat

;

and likewise from the following passage, * Let a man
meditate on this as that which is seen and heard.' The
same conclusion may be drawn from the passage, * He who
knows this becomes conspicuous and celebrated,' which

proclaims an inconsiderable reward only, while to the

devout meditation on Brahman a high reward would have

to be allotted. Nor is there mentioned in the entire

passage about the light any other characteristic mark of

Brahman, while such marks are set forth in the passages

(discussed above) which refer to pra/^a and the ether. Nor,

again, is Brahman indicated in the preceding section, * the

GAyatri is everything whatsoever exists,' &c. (Ill, 12); for

that passage makes a statement about the G^yatri metre

only. And even if that section did refer to Brahman, still

Brahman would not be recognised in the passage at present

under discussion ; for there (in the section referred to) it is

declared—in the clause, * Three feet of it are the Immortal

in heaven '—that heaven constitutes the abode ; while in

our passage the words ' the light above heaven ' declare

heaven to be a boundary. For all these reasons the word

^otis is here to be taken in its ordinary meaning, viz.

light.

To this we make the following reply. The word ^otis

must be held to denote Brahman. Why ? On account of

the feet (quarters) being mentioned. In a preceding

passage Brahman had been spoken of as having four feet

(quarters). * Such is the greatness of it
; greater than it is

the Person (purusha). One foot of it are all the beings,

three feet of it are the Immortal in heaven.' That which in

this passage is said to constitute the three-quarter part,

immortal and connected with heaven, of Brahman, which

altogether comprises four quarters; this very same entity

we recognise as again referred to in the passage under

discussion, because there also it is said to be connected

with heaven. If therefore we should set it aside in our

interpretation of the passage and assume the latter to refer

to the ordinary light, we should commit the mistake of

dropping, without need, the topic started and introducing
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a new subject. Brahman, in fact, continues to form the

subject-matter, not only of the passage about the light, but

likewise of the subsequent section, the so-called 5^;/^ilya-

vidyA {Kh, Up. Ill, 14). Hence we conclude that in our

passage the word * light * must be held to denote Brahman.

The objection (raised above) that from common use the

words Might' and *to shine' are known to denote effected

(physical) light is without force; for as it is known from

the general topic of the chapter that Brahman is meant,

those two words do not necessarily denote physical light

only to the exclusion of Brahman \ but may also denote

Brahman itself, in so far as it is characterised by the

physical shining light which is its effect. Analogously

another mantra declares, *that by which the sun shines

kindled with heat' (Taitt. Br. Ill, 12, 9, 7). Or else we
may suppose that the word ^yotis here does not denote at

all that light on which the function of the eye depends.

For we see that in other passages it has altogether different

meanings ; so, for instance, Br/. Up. IV, 3, 5,
* With speech

only as light man sits,' and Taitt. Sa. I, 6, 3, 3,
' May the

mind, the light, accept,' &c. It thus appears that whatever

illuminates (in the different senses of the word) something

else may be spoken of as * light.' Hence to Brahman also,

whose nature is intelligence, the term Might' may be

applied ; for it gives light to the entire world. Similarly,

other scriptural passages say, * Him the shining one, every-

thing shines after ; by his light all this is lighted ' (Kau. Up.

Ill 5j 15); and *Him the gods worship as the light of

lights, as the immortal ' (Br/. Up. IV, 4, 16). Against the

further objection that the omnipresent Brahman cannot be

viewed as bounded by heaven we remark that the assign-

ment, to Brahman, of a special locality is not contrary to

reason because it subserves the purpose of devout medita-

tion. Nor does it avail anything to say that it is impossible

to assign any place to Brahman because Brahman is out of

connexion with all place. For it is possible to make such

* Brahmawo vyavaX'X'Aidya tej§^samarpakatva»/ vijeshakatvam,

tadabhavo»vijeshakatvam. An. Gi.
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an assumption, because Brahman is connected with certain

limiting adjuncts. Accordingly Scripture speaks of different

kinds of devout meditation on Brahman as specially con-

nected with certain localities, such as the sun, the eye, the

heart. For the same reason it is also possible to attribute

to Brahman a multiplicity of abodes, as is done in the

clause (quoted above) * higher than all.' The further ob-

jection that the light beyond heaven is the mere physical

light because it is identified with the gastric fire, which

itself is a mere effect and is inferred from perceptible marks

such as the heat of the body and a certain sound, is equally

devoid of force ; for the gastric fire may be viewed as the

outward appearance (or symbol) of Brahman, just as Brah-

man's name is a mere outward symbol. Similarly in the

passage, * Let a man meditate on it (the gastric light) as

seen and heard,' the visibility and audibility (here implicitly

ascribed to Brahman) must be considered as rendered

possible through the gastric fire being the outward appear-

ance of Brahman. Nor is there any force in the objection

that Brahman cannot be meant because the text mentions

an inconsiderable reward only ; for there is no reason com-

pelling us to have recourse to Brahman for the purpose

of such and such a reward only, and not for the purpose of

such and such another reward. Wherever the text represents

the highest Brahman—which is free from all connexion

with distinguishing attributes—as the universal Self, it is

understood that the result of that instruction is one only,

viz. final release. Wherever, on the other hand, Brahman

is taught to be connected with distinguishing attributes or

outward symbols, there, we see, all the various rewards

which this world can offer are spoken of ; cp. for instance,

Bri. Up. IV, 4, 24, * This is he who eats all food, the giver

of wealth. He who knows this obtains wealth.* Although

in the passage itself which treats of the light no charac-

teristic mark of Brahman is mentioned, yet, as the Sfitra

intimates, the mark stated in a preceding passage (viz. the

mantra, * Such is the greatness of it/ &c.) has to be taken

in connexion with the passage about the light as well.

The question how the mere circumstance of Brahman being
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mentioned in a not distant passage can have the power

of divorcing from its natural object and transferring to

another object the direct statement about light implied in

the word ' light/ may be answered without difficulty. The
passage under discussion runs ^, * which above this heaven,

the light.' The relative pronoun with which this clause

begins intimates, according to its grammatical forced the

same Brahman which was mentioned in the previous

passage, and which is here recognised (as being the same

which was mentioned before) through its connexion with

heaven ; hence the word ^otis also—which stands in

grammatical co-ordination to * which '—must have Brahman
for its object. From all this it follows that the word
* light ' here denotes Brahman.

25. If it be objected that (Brahman is) not (denoted)

on account of the metre being denoted ;
(we reply)

not so, because thus (i. e. by means of the metre) the

direction of the mind (on Brahman) is declared ; for

thus it is seen (in other passages also).

We now address ourselves to the refutation of the asser-

tion (made in the pfirvapaksha of the preceding Sfttra) that

in the previous passage also Brahman is not referred to,

because in the sentence, ' G&yatrl is everything whatsoever

here exists,' the metre called Gdyatri is spoken of.—How
(we ask the purvapakshin) can it be maintained that, on

account of the metre being spoken of, Brahman is not

denoted, while yet the mantra *such is the greatness of

it,' &c., clearly sets forth Brahman with its four quarters ?

—You are mistaken (the pfirvapakshin replies). The

sentence, 'Gdyatri is everything,' starts the discussion of

Gdyatri. The same Gdyatri is thereupon described under

the various forms of all beings, earth, body, heart, speech,

breath ; to which there refers also the verse, * that Gayatrl

* If we strictly follow the order of words in the original.

Svasdmarthyena sarvandmna^ sannihitaparamarjitvavarena.
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has four feet and is sixfold.' After that we meet with the

mantra, * Such is the greatness of it/ &c. How then, we
ask, should this mantra, which evidently is quoted with

reference to the Gdyatri (metre) as described in the preceding

clauses, all at once denote Brahman with its four quarters ?

Since therefore the metre Gdyatrt is the subject-matter of

the entire chapter, the term ' Brahman ' which occurs in a

subsequent passage ('the Brahman which has thus been

described ') must also denote the metre. This is analogous

to a previous passage {Klu Up. Ill, ii, 3,
* He who thus

knows this Brahma-upanishad '), where the word Brahma-

upanishad is explained to mean Veda-upanishad. As
therefore the preceding passage refers (not to Brahman,

but) to the Giyatri metre, Brahman does not constitute the

topic of the entire section.

This argumentation, we reply, proves nothing against our

position. * Because thus direction of the mind is declared,'

i. e. because the Br^hmawa passage, ' Giyatrl indeed is all

this,' intimates that by means of the metre Gdyatri the mind

is to be directed on Brahman which is connected with that

metre. Of the metre G&yatri, which is nothing but a certain

special combination of syllables, it could not possibly be said

that it is the Self of everything. We therefore have to

understand the passage as declaring that Brahman, which, as

the cause of the world, is connected with that product also

whose name is G&yatri, is * all this
;

' in accordance with' that

other passage which directly says, *AI1 this indeed is

Brahman' (Kh. Up. Ill, 14, i). That the effect is in

reality not different from the cause, we shall prove later on,

under Sfitra II, i, 14. Devout meditation on Brahman under

the form of certain effects (of Brahman) is seen to be men-

tioned in other passages also, so, for instance. Ait. Ar. Ill,

a, 3, 12, 'For the Bahvr/i&as consider him in the great

hymn, the Adhvaryus in the sacrificial fire, the A'/zandogas

in the Mahdvrata ceremony.' Although, therefore, the

previous passage speaks of the metre. Brahman is what is

meant, and the same Brahman is again referred to in the

passage about the light, whose purport it is to enjoin

another form of devout meditation.
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Another commentator^ is of opinion that the term

G&yatri (does not denote Brahman in so far as^viewed under

the form of Gdyatri, but) directly denotes Brahman, on

account of the equality of number ; for just as the G&yatr!

metre has four feet consisting of six syllables each, so

Brahman also has four feet, (i. e. quarters.) Similarly we
see that in other passages also the names of metres are used

to denote other things which resemble those metres in

certain numerical relations; cp. for instance, Kh. Up. IV,

3, 8, where it is said at first, *Now these five and the

other five make ten and that is the Kr/ta,' and after that

* these are again the Vvc^g which eats the food/ If we
adopt this interpretation, Brahman only is spoken of, and

the metre is not referred to at all. In any case Brahman is

the subject with which the previous passage is concerned.

26. And thus also (we must conclude, viz. that

Brahman is the subject of the previous passage), be-

cause (thus only) the declaration as to the beings,

&c. being the feet is possible.

That the previous passage has Brahman for its topic, we
must assume for that reason also that the text designates

the beings and so on as the feet of Gdyatri. For the text

at first speaks of the beings, the earth, the body, and the

heart *, and then goes on ' that Giyatrl has four feet and is

sixfold.' For of the mere metre, without any reference to

Brahman, it would be impossible to say that the beings and

so on are its feet. Moreover, if Brahman were not meant,

there would be no room for the verse, * Such is the great-

ness,' &c. For that verse clearly describes Brahman in its

own nature ; otherwise it would be impossible to represent

the G^yatrt as the Self of everything as is done in the words,

* One foot of it are all the beings ; three feet of it are what

is immortal in heaven/ The purusha-sflkta also (^/k

* The vnUikara according to Go. An. in his /ikd on the bhashya

to the next Sfitra.

* Concerning the difficulty involved in this interpretation, cp.

Deussen, p. 183, note.

Digitized byGoogle



96 vedanta-sOtras.

Sawh. X, 90) exhibits the verse with sole reference to

Brahman. Smr/ti likewise ascribes to Brahman a like

nature, * I stand supporting all this world by a single portion

of myself (Bha, Gitd X, 42). Our interpretation moreover

enables us to take the passage, 'that Brahman indeed

which/ &c. (Ill, 12, 7), in its primary sense, (i. e. to under-

stand the word Brahman to denote nothing but Brahman.)

And, moreover, the passage, 'these are the five men of

Brahman' (III, 13, 6), is appropriate only if the former

passage about the G4yatri is taken as referring to Brahman
(for otherwise the * Brahman ' in * men of Brahman ' would

not be connected with the previous topic). Hence Brahman
is to be considered as the subject-matter of the previous

passage also. And the decision that the same Brahman is

referred to in the passage about the light where it is recog-

nised (to be the same) from its connexion with heaven,

remains unshaken.

27. The objection that (the Brahman of the former

passage cannot be recognised in the latter) on account

of the difference of designation, is not valid because

in either (designation) there is nothing contrary (to

the recognition).

The objection that in the former passage (* three feet of

it are what is immortal in heaven '), heaven is designated

as the abode, while in the latter passage (* that light which

shines above this heaven'), heaven is designated as the

boundary, and that, on account of this difference of desig-

nation, the subject-matter of the former passage cannot be

recognised in the latter, must likewise be refuted. This we
do by remarking that in either designation nothing is

contrary to the recognition. Just as in ordinary language

a falcon, although in contact with the top of a tree, is not

only said to be on the tree but also above the tree, so

Brahman also, although being in heaven, is here referred to

as being beyond heaven as well.

Another (commentator) explains: just as in ordinary

language a falcon, although not in contact with the top of a
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tree, is not only said to be above the top of the tree but also

on the top of the tree, so Brahman also, which is in reality

beyond heaven, is (in the former of the two passages) said

to be in heaven. Therefore the Brahman spoken of in the

former passage can be recognised in the latter also, and it

remains therefore a settled conclusion that the word ' light

'

denotes Brahman.

28. Fr^na, (breath) is Brahman, that being under-

stood from a connected consideration (of the passages

referring to prfi^^a).

In the Kaushitaki-brdhmawa-upanishad there is recorded

a legend of Indra and Pratardana which begins with the

words, * Pratardana, forsooth, the son of Divoddsa came by

means of fighting and strength to the beloved abode of

Indra' (Kau. Up. Ill, i). In this legend we read: *He
said: I am prd;ia, the intelligent Self (pra^«4tman), medi-

tate on me as Life, as Immortality' (III, 2). And later on

(III, 3), *Prd«a alone, the intelligent Self, having laid hold

of this body, makes it rise up.* Then, again (III, 8), *Let

no man try to find out what speech is, let him know the

speaker.' And in the end (III, 8), 'That breath indeed is

the intelligent Self, bliss, imperishable, immortal.'—Here the

doubt presents itself whether the word prd«a denotes

merely breath, the modification of air, or the Self of some

divinity, or the individual soul, or the highest Brahman.

—

But, it will be said at the outset, the Sfltra I, i, 21 already

has shown that the word prd«a refers to Brahman, and as

here also we meet with characteristic marks of Brahman, viz.

thewords * bliss, imperishable, immortal,' what reason is there

for again raising the same doubt ?—We reply : Because there

are observed here characteristic marks of different kinds.

For in the legend we meet not only with marks indicating

Brahman, but also with marks pointing to other beings.

Thus Indra's words, *Know me only' (III, 1), point to the

Self of a divinity ; the words, * Having laid hold of this

body it makes it rise up,' point to the breath ; the words,

' Let no man try to find out what speech is, let him know

[34] H
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the speaker/ point to the individual soul. There is thus

room for doubt..

If, now, the pfirvapakshin maintains that the term pr4;/a

here denotes the well-known modification of air, i.e. breath,

we, on our side, assert that the word prd«a must be under-

stood to denote Brahman.—For what reason ?—On account

of such being the consecutive meaning of the passages.

For if we examine the connexion of the entire section

which treats of the pra;/a, we observe that all the single

passages can be construed into a whole only if they are

viewed as referring to Brahman. At the beginning of the

legend Pratardana, having been allowed by Indra to choose

a boon, mentions the highest good of man, which he

selects for his boon, in the following words, * Do you your-

self choose that boon for me which you deem most beneficial

for a man.' Now, as later on prd«a is declared to be what

is most beneficial for man, what should prd«a denote but

the highest Self? For apart from the cognition of that

Self a man cannot possibly attain what is most beneficial

for him, as many scriptural passages declare. Compare, for

instance, 5ve. Up. Ill, 8, * A man who knows him passes

over death; there is no other path to go/ Again, the

further passage, * He who knows me thus by no deed of his

is his life harmed, not by theft, not by hhrilnahaLtyk* (III. i),

has a meaning only if Brahman is supposed to be the object

of knowledge. For, that subsequently to the cognition of

Brahman all works and their effects entirely cease, is well

known from scriptural passages, such as the following, * All

works perish when he has been beheld who is the higher

and the lower' (Mu. Up. II, a, 8). Moreover, prd«a can

be identified with the intelligent Self only if it is Brahman.

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

intelligent Self. Those characteristic marks, again, which

are mentioned in the concluding passage (viz. those inti-

mated by the words * bliss,' * imperishable,' * immortaP) can,

if taken in their full sense, not be reconciled with any being

except Brahman. There are, moreover, the following

passages, ' He does not increase by a good action, nor de-

crease by a bad action. For he makes him whom he wishes
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to lead up from these worlds do a good deed ; and the same

makes him whom he wishes to lead down from these worlds

do a bad deed ; ' and, ' He is the guardian of the world, he

is the king of the world, he is the Lord of the world ' (Kau.

Up. Ill, 8). All this can be properly understood only if the

highest Brahman is acknowledged to be the subject-matter

of the whole chapter, not if the vital air is substituted in its

place. Hence the word prkna, denotes Brahman.

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) not (denoted)

on account of the speaker denoting himself; (we

reply that this objection is not valid) because there

is in that (chapter) a multitude of references to the

interior Self.

An objection is raised against the assertion that pr&;/a de-

notes Brahman. The word prSwa, it is said, does not denote

the highest Brahman, because the speaker designates him-

self. The speaker, who is a certain powerful god called

Indra, at first says, in order to reveal himself to Pratardana,

* Know me only,' and later on, * I am pr^;^a, the intelligent

Self.' How, it is asked, can the prd«a, which this latter

passage, expressive of personality as it is, represents as the

Self of the speaker, be Brahman to which, as we know from

Scripture, the attribute of being a speaker cannot be

ascribed; compare, for instance, Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 8,* It iswithout

speech, without mind.' Further on, also, the speaker, i.e.

Indra, glorifies himself by enumerating a number of attri-

butes, all of which depend on personal existence and can in

no way belong to Brahman, ' I slew the three-headed son

of Tvash/r/; I delivered the Arunmukhas, the devotees, to

the wolves,' and so on. Indra may be called pr^«a on

account of his strength. Scripture says, * Strength indeed

is pr4«a,' and Indra is known as the god of strength ; and

of any deed of strength people say, * It is Indra s work.'

The personal Self of a deity may, moreover, be called an

intelligent Self; for the gods, people say, possess unob-

structed knowledge. It thus being a settled matter that

some passages convey information about the personal Self

H 2
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of some deity, the other passages also—as, for instance, the

one about what is most beneficial for man—must be inter-

preted as well as they may with reference to the same deity.

Hence pr4«a does not denote Brahman.

This objection we refute by the remark that in that

chapter there are found a multitude of references to the in-

terior Self. For the passage, ' As long as pri»a dwells in this

body so long surely there is life,' declares that that prA«a

only which is the intelligent interior Self—and not some

particular outward deity—has power to bestow and to take

back life. And where the text speaks of the eminence of

the prkn3LS as founded on the existence of the pr4«a, it

shows that that prd«a is meant which has reference to the

Self and is the abode of the sense-organs \

Of the same tendency is the passage, * Pr&;/a, the intel-

ligent Self, alone having laid hold of this body makes it rise

up ; ' and the passage (which occurs in the passus, * Let no

man try to find out what speech is,' &c.), * For as in a car

the circumference of the wheel is set on the spokes and the

spokes on the nave, thus are these objects set on the subjects

(the senses) and the subjects on the prd«a. And that

prA«a indeed is the Self of pra^«^, blessed, imperishable,

immortal.' So also the following passage which, referring

to this interior Self, forming as it were the centre of the

peripherical interaction of the objects and senses, sums up

as follows, * He is my Self, thus let it be known ; ' a summing

up which is appropriate only if pra«a is meant to denote

not some outward existence, but the interior Self. And
another scriptural passage declares * this Self is Brahman,

omniscient*' (Br/. Up. II, 5, 19). We therefore arrive at

^ The text runs, * astitve ^a prSwanS;;/ ni^jreyasam,' and Go. An.

explains 'astitve prS«asthitau ^rinin^m indriyiwdm sthitir ity

arthataA xrutim aha.' He as well as An. Gi. quotes as the text of

the scriptural passage referred to * athdto ni^jreyasdddnam ity idi.'

But if instead of * astitve ^a ' we read ' asti tv eva,' we get the con-

cluding clause of Kau. Up. Ill, 2, as given in Cowell's edition.

' Whence we know that the interior Self referred to in the

Kau. Up. is Brahman.
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the conclusion that, on account of the multitude of references

to the interior Self, the chapter contains information regard-

ing Brahman, not regarding the Self of some deity.—How
then can the circumstance of the speaker (Indra) referring

to himself be explained ?

30. The declaration (made by Indra about himself,

viz. that he is one with Brahman) (is possible) through

intuition vouched for by Scripture, as in the case of

Vdmadeva.

The individual divine Self called Indra perceiving by

means of r^'shi-like intuition^—the existence of which is

vouched for by Scripture—its own Self to be identical with

the supreme Self, instructs Pratardana (about the highest

Self) by means of the words * Know me only.'

By intuition of the same kind the r/shi Vdmadeva reached

the knowledge expressed in the words, * I was Manu and

Sfirya ;
' in accordance with the passage, * Whatever deva was

awakened (so as to know Brahman) he indeed became that

'

(Br/. Up. I, 4, 10). The assertion made above (in the

pOrvapaksha of the preceding Sutra) that Indra after saying,

* Know me only,* glorifies himself by enumerating the slaying

of Tvash/r/'s son and other deeds of strength, we refute as

follows. The death of Tvash/ri's son and similar deeds are

referred to, not to the end of glorifying Indra as the object

of knowledge—in which case the sense of the passage would

be, * Because I accomplished such and such deeds, therefore

know me '—but to the end of glorifying the cognition of the

highest Self. For this reason the text, after having referred

to the slaying of Tvash/r/'s son and the like, goes on in the

clause next following to exalt knowledge, *And not one

hair of me is harmed there. He who knows me thus by no

deed of his is his life harmed.'—(But how does this passage

convey praise of knowledge?)—Because, we reply, its

meaning is as follows: 'Although I do such cruel deeds,

* I.e. spontaneous intuition of supersensible truth, rendered

possible through the knowledge acquired in former existences.
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yet not even a hair of mine is harmed because I am one

with Brahman ; therefore the life of any other person also

who knows me thus is not harmed by any deed of his.'

And the object of the knowledge (praised by Indra) is

nothing else but Brahman which is set forth in a subsequent

passage, * I am pr^«a, the intelligent Self/ Therefore the

entire chapter refers to Brahman.

31. If it be said (that Brahman is) not (meant), on

account of characteristic marks of the individual soul

and the chief vital air (being mentioned) ; we say no,

on account of the threefoldness of devout meditation

(which would result from your interpretation) ; on

account of (the meaning advocated by us) being ac-

cepted (elsewhere) ; and on account of (characteristic

marks of Brahman) being connected (with the pas-

sage under discussion).

Although we admit, the pfirvapakshin resumes, that the

chapter about the pr^;/a does not furnish any instruction

regarding some outward deity, since it contains a multitude

of references to the interior Self; still we deny that it is

concerned with Brahman.—For what reason?—Because it

mentions characteristic marks of the individual soul on the

one hand, and of the chief vital air on the other hand. The
passage, * Let no man try to find out what speech is, let him

know the speaker,^ mentions a characteristic mark of the

individual soul, and must therefore be held to point

out as the object of knowledge the individual soul which

rules and employs the different organs of action such as

speech and so on. On the other hand, we have the passage,

* But pra«a alone, the intelligent Self, having laid hold of

this body makes it rise up,' which points to the chief vital

air ; for the chief attribute of the vital air is that it sustains

the body. Similarly, we read in the colloquy of the vital

airs (Pra. Up. II, 3), concerning speech and the other vital

airs, 'Then prkna. (the chief vital air) as the best said to

them: Be not deceived; I alone dividing myself fivefold

support this body and keep it.' Those, again, who in the
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passage quoted above read * this one (masc), the body ^
' must

give the following explanation, Pr4«a having laid hold of

this one, viz. either the individual soul or the aggregate of

the sense organs, makes the body rise up. The individual

soul as well as the chief vital air may justly be designated

as the intelligent Self; for the former is of the nature of

intelligence, and the latter (although non-intelligent in

itself) is the abode of other pr4;2as, viz. the sense organs,

which are the instruments of intelligence. Moreover,

if the word pra;^a be taken to denote the individual

soul as well as the chief vital air, the pr^«a and the

intelligent Self may be spoken of in two ways, either as

being non-different on account of their mutual concomit-

ance, or as being different on account of their (essentially

different) individual character; and in these two different

ways they are actually spoken of in the two following

passages, * What is prSwa that is pra^«a, what is pra^«4 that

is prknsi ;
* and, * For together do these two live in the body

and together do they depart.' If, on the other hand, prdwa

denoted Brahman, what then could be different from what?

For these reasons prSwa does not denote Brahman, but

either the individual soul or the chief vital air or both.

All this argumentation, we reply, is wrong, *on account

of the threefoldness of devout meditation/ Your inter-

pretation would involve the assumption of devout medi-

tation of three different kinds, viz. on the individual soul,

on the chief vital air, and on Brahman. But it is inap-

propriate to assume that a single sentence should enjoin

three kinds of devout meditation ; and that all the passages

about the pr&«a really constitute one single sentence (one

syntactical whole) appears from the beginning and the

concluding part. In the beginning we have the clause

* Know me only/ followed by ' I am pr^«a, the intelligent

Self, meditate on me as Life, as Immortality;' and in

the end we read, * And that prd«a indeed is the intelligent

Self, blessed, imperishable, immortal.' The beginning and

the concluding part are thus seen to be similar, and we

* Imaw jariram instead of idzm jariram
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therefore must conclude that they refer to one and the

same matter. Nor can the characteristic mark of Brahman

be so turned as to be applied to something else ; for the

ten objects and the ten subjects (subjective powers) ^ cannot

. rest on anything but Brahman. Moreover, prkna, must

denote Brahman *on account of (that meaning) being

accepted/ i.e. because in the case of other passages where

characteristic marks of Brahman are mentioned the word

prd;/a is taken in the sense of * Brahman.' And another

reason for assuming the passage to refer to Brahman is

that here also, i.e. in the passage itself there is ' connexion

'

with characteristic marks of Brahman, as, for instance, the

reference to what is most beneficial for man. The assertion

that the passage, ' Having laid hold of this body it makes

it rise up,' contains a characteristic mark of the chief vital

air, is untrue; for as the function of the vital air also

ultimately rests on Brahman it can figuratively be ascribed

to the latter. So Scripture also declares, * No mortal lives

by the breath that goes up and by the breath that goes

down. We live by another in whom these two repose'

(Ka. Up. II, 5, 5). Nor does the indication of the in-

dividual soul which you allege to occur in the passage,

* Let no man try to find out what speech is, let him know
the speaker,' preclude the view of prkna, denoting Brahman.

For, as the passages, * I am Brahman,' * That art thou,' and

others, prove, there is in reality no such thing as an individual

soul absolutely different from Brahman, but Brahman, in

so far as it differentiates itself through the mind (buddhi)

and other limiting conditions, is called individual soul,

agent, enjoyer. Such passages therefore as the one alluded

to, (viz. * let no man try to find out what speech is, let him

know the speaker,') which, by setting aside all the dif-

ferences due to limiting conditions, aim at directing the

mind on the internal Self and thus showing that the

* Pa^^a jabdddaya^ pznka. pr/thivyddayaj ia daxa bhdtamdtrS^

paw^a buddhtndriydwi pa«^a buddhaya id daja pTZgnim^triA,

Yadvd ^«dnendriydrtha^ pa«^a karmendriyarthdx kz pa«^eti daxa

bhCitamStrS^ dvividhinindriyd«i pra^^Smdtra da^eti bhdva^. An. Gi.

Digitized byGoogle



I ADHYAYA, I PADA, 3 1. IO5

individual soul is one with Brahman, are by no means out of

place. That the Self which is active in speaking and the

like is Brahman appears from another scriptural passage also,

viz. Ke. Up. I, 5,
* That which is not expressed by speech

and by which speech is expressed that alone know as

Brahman, not that which people here adore.' The remark

that the statement about the difference of prkna. and

pr^«4 (contained in the passage, * Together they dwell

in this body, together they depart') does not agree with

that interpretation according to which prkna, is Brahman,

is without force ; for the mind and the vital air which are

the respective abodes of the two powers of cognition

and action, and constitute the limiting conditions of the

internal Self may be spoken of as different. The internal

Self, on the other hand, which is limited by those two

adjuncts, is in itself non-differentiated, so that the two

may be identified, as is done in the passage * pr^;^a is

pra^w^.*

The second part of the Sutra is explained in a different

manner also^, as follows: Characteristic marks of the

individual soul as well as of the chief vital air are not

out of place even in a chapter whose topic is Brahman.

How so? *0n account of the threefoldness of devout

meditation.' The chapter aims at enjoining three kinds

of devout meditation on Brahman, according as Brahman
is viewed under the aspect of pra;/a, under the aspect

of pra^«^, and in itself. The passages, * Meditate (on me)

as life, as immortality. Life is prdwa,' and * Having laid

hold of this body it makes it rise up. Therefore let man
worship it alone as uktha,* refer to the prd/za aspect.

The introductory passage, * Now we shall explain how all

things become one in that pra^^d,* and the subsequent

passages, * Speech verily milked one portion thereof; the

word is its object placed outside ; ' a^d, * Having by pra^/74

taken possession of speech he obtains by speech all words

&c.,* refer to the pra^d aspect. The Brahman aspect

finally is referred to in the following passage, * These ten

* Viz. by the vr/Uikdra.
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objects have reference to prag-^d, the ten subjects have

reference to objects. If there were no objects there

would be no subjects; and if there were no subjects

there would be no objects. For on either side alone no-

thing could be achieved. But that is not many. For as

in a car the circumference of the wheel is set on the spokes

and the spokes on the nave, thus are these objects set on

the subjects and the subjects on the prd«a/ Thus we
see that the one meditation on Brahman is here repre-

sented as threefold, according as Brahman is viewed either

with reference to two limiting conditions or in itself. In

other passages also we find that devout meditation on

Brahman is made dependent on Brahman being qualified

by limiting adjuncts; so, for instance {Kh, Up. Ill, 14, 2),

' He who consists of mind, whose body is prdwa.' The
hypothesis of Brahman being meditated upon under three

aspects perfectly agrees with the prd«a chapter ^ ; as, on the

one hand, from a comparison of the introductory and the

concluding clauses we infer that the subject-matter of

the whole chapter is one only, and as, on the other hand,

we meet with characteristic marks of pr^«a, prag^^^, and

Brahman in turns. It therefore remains a settled con-

clusion that Brahman is the topic of the whole chapter.

* Ihdpi tad yu^yate explaining the * iha tadyogat * of the SGtra.
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SECOND PADA.

Reverence to the highest Self !

In the first pdda Brahman has been shown to be the cause

of the origin, subsistence, and reabsorption of the entire

world, comprising the ether and the other elements. More-

over, of this Brahman, which is the cause of the entire world,

certain qualities have (implicitly) been declared, such as all-

pervadingness, eternity, omniscience, its being the Self of

all, and so on. Further, by producing reasons showing that

some words which are generally used in a different sense

denote Brahman also, we have been able to determine that

some passages about whose sense doubts are entertained

refer to Brahman. Now certain other passages present

themselves which because containing only obscure indica-

tions of Brahman give rise to the doubt whether they refer to

the highest Self or to something else.^ We therefore begin the

second and third p&das in order to settle those doubtful points.

I. (That which consists of mind is Brahman) be-

cause there is taught what is known from everywhere.

Scripture says, *A11 this indeed is Brahman, beginning,

ending, and breathing in it ; thus knowing let a man meditate

with calm mind. Now man is made of determination

(kratu) ; according to what his determination is in this world

so will he be when he has departed this life. Let him there-

fore form this determination : he who consists of mind, whose

body is breath (the subtle body),' &c. {Kh. Up. Ill, 14).

Concerning this passage the doubt presents itself whether

what is pointed out as the object of meditation, by means

of attributes such as consisting of mind, &c., is the embodied

(individual) soul or the highest Brahman.

The embodied Self, the purvapakshin says.—Why?

—

Because the embodied Self as the ruler of the organs of

action is well known to be connected with the mind and so

on, while the highest Brahman is not, as is declared in

several scriptural passages, so, for instance (Mu. Up. II, i, 2),
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* He is without breath, without mind, pure/—But, it may be

objected, the passage, * All this indeed is Brahman,' mentions

Brahman directly; how then can you suppose that the

embodied Self forms the object of meditation ?—This objec-

tion does not apply, the purvapakshin rejoins, because the

passage does not aim at enjoining meditation on Brahman,

but rather at enjoining calmness of mind, the sense being

:

because Brahman is all this, ta^^alan, let a man meditate

with a calm mind. That is to say : because all this

aggregate of effects is Brahman only, springing from it,

ending in it, and breathing in it ; and because, as everything

constitutes one Self only, there is no room for passion

;

therefore a man is to meditate with a calm mind. And since

the sentence aims at enjoining calmness of mind, it cannot

at the same time enjoin meditation on Brahman^; but

meditation is separately enjoined in the clause, * Let him

form the determination, i.e. reflection.' And thereupon

the subsequent passage, * He who consists of mind, whose

body is breath,' &c. states the object of the meditation in

words indicatory of the individual soul. For this reason we

maintain that the meditation spoken of has the individual

soul for its object. The other attributes also subsequently

stated in the text, * He to whom all works, all desires belong,'

&c. may rightly be held to refer to the individual soul.

The attributes, finally, of being what abides in the heart and

of being extremely minute which are mentioned in the pas-

sage, * He is my Self within the heart, smaller than a corn of

rice, smaller than a com of barley,' may be ascribed to the

individual soul which has the size of the point of a goad,

but not to the unlimited Brahman. If it be objected that the

immediately following passage, * greater than the earth,' &c.,

•cannot refer to something limited, we reply that smallness

and greatness which are mutually opposite cannot indeed be

ascribed to one and the same thing ; and that, if one attribute

^ The clause * he is to meditate with a calm mind * if taken as a

guwavidhi, i. e. as enjoining some secondary matter, viz. calmness

of mind of the meditating person, cannot at the same time enjoin

meditation ; for that would involve a so-called split of the sentence

(vdkyabheda).
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only is to be ascribed to the subject of the passage, smallness

is preferable because it is mentioned first ; while the great-

ness mentioned later on may be attributed to the soul in so

far as it is one with Brahman. If it is once settled that the

whole passage refers to the individual soul, it follows that

the declaration of Brahman also, contained in the passage,

*That is Brahman' (III, 14, 4), refers to the individual

souP, as it is clearly connected with the general topic.

Therefore the individual soul is the object of meditation

indicated by the qualities of consisting of mind and so on.

To all this we reply : The highest Brahman only is what

IS to be meditated upon as distinguished by the attributes

of consisting of mind and so on.—Why?— * On account of

there being taught here what is known from everywhere.'

What is known from all VedSnta-passages to be the sense

of the word Brahman, viz. the cause of the world, and what

is mentioned here in the beginning words of the passage,

(* all this indeed is Brahman,') the same we must assume to

be taught here as distinguished by certain qualities, viz.

consisting of mind and so on. Thus we avoid the fault of

dropping the subject-matter under discussion and needlessly

introducing a new topic.—But, it may be said, it has been

shown that Brahman is, in the beginning of the passage,

introduced merely for the purpose of intimating the injunc-

tion of calmness of mind, not for the purpose of intimating

Brahman itself.—True, we reply ; but the fact nevertheless

remains that, where the qualities of consisting of mind, &c. are

spoken of. Brahman only is proximate (i.e. mentioned not

far off so that it may be concluded to be the thing referred

to), while the individual soul is neither proximate nor

intimated by any word directly pointing to it. The cases

of Brahman and the individual soul are therefore not equal.

2. And because the qualities desired to be ex-

pressed are possible (in Brahman ; therefore the

passage refers to Brahman).

^ ^ivcxpi dehadibr/;whana^ ^ydstvanyaydd vi brahmatety artha^.

An. Gi.
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Although in the Veda which is not the work of man no

wish in the strict sense can be expressed ^, there being no

speaker, still such phrases as * desired to be expressed/ may
be figuratively used on account of the result, viz. (mental)

comprehension. For just as in ordinary language we speak

of something which is intimated by a word and is to be

received (by the hearer as the meaning of the word), as

'desired to be expressed ;
* so in the Veda also whatever is

denoted as that which is to be received is * desired to be

expressed,' everything else *not desired to be expressed.'

What is to be received as the meaning of a Vedic sentence,

and what not, is inferred from the general purport of

the passage. Those qualities which are here desired to

be expressed, i.e. intimated as qualities to be dwelt on in

meditation, viz. the qualities of having true purposes, &c.

are possible in the highest Brahman; for the quality of

having true purposes may be ascribed to the highest Self

which possesses unimpeded power over the creation, subsist-

ence, and reabsorption of this world. Similarly the qualities

of having true desires and true purposes are attributed to

the highest Self in another passage, viz. the one beginning,

*The Self which is free from sin' {Kh. Up. VIII, 7, i).

The clause, ' He whose Self is the ether,* means ' he whose

Self is like the ether
;

' for Brahman may be said to be

like the ether on account of its omnipresence and other

qualities. This is also expressed by the clause, * Greater

than the earth.' And the other explanation also, accord-

ing to which the passage means *he whose Self is the

ether ' is possible, since Brahman which as the cause of the

whole world is the Self of everything is also the Self of the

ether. For the same reasons he is called * he to whom all

works belong, and so on.' Thus the qualities here intimated

as topics of meditation agree with the nature of Brahman.

We further maintain that the terms ^ consisting of mind,' and
* having breath for its body,' which the pui-vapakshin asserts

^ The discussion is brought on by the term * vivakshita ' in the

SCitra whose meaning is ' expressed, aimed at/ but more literally

* desired to be expressed.'
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cannot refer to Brahman, may refer to it. For as Brahman is

the Self of everything, qualities such as consisting of mind

and the like, which belong to the individual soul, belong to

Brahman also. Accordingly 5ruti and Stnriti say of

Brahman, *Thou art woman, thou art man ; thou art youth,

thou art maiden ; thou as an old man totterest along on thy

staff; thou art born with thy face turned everywhere ' (5ve.

Up. IV, 3), and * its hands and feet are everywhere, its eyes

and head are everywhere, its ears are everywhere, it stands

encompassing all in the world* (Bha. Giti III, 13).

The passage (quoted above against our view), * Without

breath, without mind, pure,' refers to the pure (unrelated)

Brahman. The terms * consisting of mind ; having breath for

its body,'on the other hand, refer to Brahman as distinguished

by qualities. Hence, as the qualities mentioned are possible

in Brahman, we conclude that the highest Brahman only is

represented as the object of meditation.

3. On the other hand, as (those qualities) are not

possible (in it), the embodied (soul is) not (denoted

by manomaya, &c.).

The preceding Sutra has declared that the qualities

mentioned are possible in Brahman; the present SQtra

states that they are not possible in the embodied Self.

Brahman only possesses, in the manner explained, the

qualities of consisting of mind, and so on ; not the em-

bodied individual soul. For qualities such as expressed in

the words, ' He whose purposes are true, whose Self is the

ether, who has no speech, who is not disturbed, who is

greater than the earth,' cannot easily be attributed to the

embodied Self. By the term * embodied ' (j^rira) we have

to understand 'residing' in a body. If it be objected that

the Lord also resides in the body^, we reply. True, he

does reside in the body, but not in the body only ; for jruti

declares him to be all-pervading ; compare, * He is greater

than the earth
;
greater than the. atmosphere, omnipresent

like the ether, eternal.' The individual soul, on the other

^ Because he is vyapin.
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hand, is in the body only, apart from which as the abode of

fruition it does not exist.

4. And because there is a (separate) denotation

of the object of activity and of the agent.

The attributes of consisting of mind, and so on, cannot

belong to the embodied Self for that reason also, that there

is a (separate) denotation of the object of activity and of

the agent. In the passage, ' When I shall have departed

from hence I shall obtain him' (Kh, Up. Ill, 14, 4), the

word *him' refers to that which is the topic'of discussion,

viz. the Self which is to be meditated upon as possessing

the attributes of consisting of mind, &c., as the object of an

activity, viz. as something to be obtained ; while the words,

* I shall obtain/ represent the meditating individual Self as

the agent, i.e. the obtainer. Now, wherever it can be

helped, we must not assume that one and the same being is

spoken of as the agent and the object of the activity at the

same time. The relation existing between a person medi-

tating and the thing meditated upon requires, moreover,

different abodes.—And thus for the above reason, also, that

which is characterised by the attributes of consisting of

mind, and so on, cannot be the individual soul.

5. On account of the difference of words.

That which possesses the attributes of consisting of mind,

and so on, cannot be the individual soul, for that reason also

that there is a difference of words.

That is to say, we meet with another scriptural passage of

kindred subject-matter (5at. Brd. X, 6, 3, 2), * Like a rice

grain, or a barley grain, or a canary seed or the kernel of a

canary seed, thus that golden person is in the Self.' There

one word, i.e. the locative * in the Self,' denotes the embodied

Self, and a different word, viz. the nominative * person,'

denotes the Self distinguished by the qualities of con-

sisting of mind, &c. We therefrom conclude that the two

are different.

6. And on account of Smrfti.

Smr/ti also declares the difference of the embodied Self
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and the highest Self, viz. Bha. Gitd XVIII, 61, 'The Lord,

O Ai;^na, is seated in the heart of all beings, driving round

by his magical power all beings (as if they were) mounted

on a machine.'

But what, it may be asked, is that so-called embodied

Self different from the highest Self^which is to be set aside

according to the preceding Sutras ? ^ruti passages, as well

as Smr/ti, expressly deny that there is any Self apart from

the highest Self; compare, for instance, Bri, Up. Ill, 7, 23,

* There is no other seer but he ; there is no other hearer

but he;' and Bha. GitA XIII, 2, * And know me also, O
Bhdrata, to be the kshetrajfwa in all kshetras.'

True, we reply, (there is in reality one universal Self only.)

But the highest Self in so far as it is limited by its adjuncts,

viz. the body, the senses, and the mind (mano-buddhi), is,

by the ignorant, spoken of as if it were embodied. Simi-

larly the ether, although in reality unlimited, appears limited

owing to certain adjuncts, such as jars and other vessels.

With regard to this (unreal limitation of the one Self) the

distinction of objects of activity and of agents may be

practically assumed, as long as we have not learned

—

from the passage, *That art thou'—that the Self is one

only. As soon, however, as we grasp the truth that there

is only one universal Self, there is an end to the whole

practical view of the world with its distinction of bondage,

final release, and the like.

7. If It be said that (the passage does) not (refer

to Brahman) on account of the smallness of the

abode (mentioned), and on account of the denotations

of that (i. e. of minuteness) ; we say, no ; because

(Brahman) has thus to be contemplated, and be-

cause the case is analogous to that of ether.

On account of the limitation of its abode, which is men-

tioned in the clause, * He is my Self within the heart,' and

on account of the declaration as to its minuteness contained

in the direct statement, * He is smaller than a grain of rice,'

&c. ; the embodied soul only, which is of the size of an awl's

point, is spoken of in the passage under discussion, and not

[34] I
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the highest Self. This assertion made above (in the pdrva-

paksha of SiHtra I, and restated in the purvapaksha of the

present Siitra) has to be refuted. We therefore maintain

that the objection raised does not invalidate our view of the

passage. It is true that a thing occupying a limited space

only cannot in any way be spoken of as omnipresent ; but,

on the other hand, that which is omnipresent, and therefore

in all places may, from a certain point of view, be said to

occupy a limited space. Similarly, a prince may be called

the ruler of Ayodhyd although he is at the same time the

ruler of the whole earth.—But from what point of view can

the omnipresent Lord be said to occupy a limited space and

to be minute?—He may, we reply, be spoken of thus, * because

he is to be contemplated thus.* The passage under discus-

sion teaches us to contemplate the Lord as abiding within

the lotus of the heart, characterised by minuteness and

similar qualities—^which apprehension of the Lord is ren-

dered possible through a modification of the mind—^just as

Hari is contemplated in the sacred stone called 5dlagrdm.

Although present everywhere, the Lord is pleased when

meditated upon as dwelling in ' the heart. The case is,

moreover, to be viewed as analogous to that of the ether.

The ether, although all-pervading, is spoken of as limited

and minute, if considered in its connexion with the eye of a

needle ; so Brahman also. But it is an understood matter

that the attributes of limitation of abode and of minuteness

depend, in Brahman's case, entirely on special forms of con-

templation, and are not real. The latter consideration dis-

poses also of the objection, that if Brahman has its abode

in the heart, which heart-abode is a different one in each

body, it would follow that it is affected by all the imper-

fections which attach to beings having different abodes, such

as parrots shut up in different cages, viz. want of unity,

being made up of parts, non-permanency, and so on.

8. If it is said that (from the circumstance of

Brahman and the individual soul being one) there

follows fruition (on the part of Brahman); we say,

no ; on account of the difference of nature (of the two).
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But, it may be said, as Brahman is omnipresent like ether,

and therefore connected with the hearts of all living beings,

and as it is of the nature of intelligence and therefore not dif-

ferent from the individual soul, it follows that Brahman also

has the same fruition of pleasure, pain, and so on (as the indi-

vidual soul). The same result follows from its unity. For

in reality there exists no transmigratory Self different from

the highest Self; as appears from the text, 'There is no

other knower but he' (Br/. Up. Ill, 7, 23), and similar pas-

sages. Hence the highest Self is subject to the fruition

connected with transmigratory existence.

This is not so, we reply; because thereis a difference of

nature. From the circumstance that Brahman is connected

with the hearts of all living beings it does not follow that it

is, like the embodied Self, subject to fruition. For, between

the embodied Self and the highest Self, there is the dif-

ference that the former acts and enjoys, acquires merit and

demerit, and is affected by pleasure, pain, and so on ; while

the latter is of the opposite nature, i.e. characterised by being

free from all evil and the like. On account of this difference

of the two, the fruition of the one does not extend to the

other. To assume merely on the ground of the mutual

proximity of the two, without considering their essentially

different powers, that a connexion with effects exists (in

Brahman's case also), would be no better than to suppose

that space is on fire (when something in space is on fire).

The same objection and refutation apply to the case of

those also who teach the existence of more than one omni-

present Self. In reply to the assertion, that because

Brahman is one and there are no other Selfs outside

it. Brahman must be subject to fruition since the individual

soul is so, we ask the question : How have you, our wise

opponent, ascertained that there is no other Self? You will

reply, we suppose, from scriptural texts such as, * That art

thou,' ' I am Brahman,' * There is no other knower but he,'

and so on. Very well, then, it appears that the truth about

scriptural matters is to be ascertained from Scripture, and

that Scripture is not sometimes to be appealed to, and on

other occasions to be disregarded.

I 2
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Scriptural texts, such as * that art thou/ teach that

Brahman which is free from all evil is the Self of the

embodied soul, and thus dispel even the opinion that the cm-

bodied soul is subject to fruition ; how then should fruition

on the part of the embodied soul involve fruition on the

part of Brahman ?—Let, then, the unity of the individual

soul and Brahman not be apprehended on the ground of

Scripture.— In that case, we reply, the fruition on the part

of the individual soul has wrong knowledge for its cause,

and Brahman as it truly exists is not touched thereby, not

any more than the ether becomes really dark-blue in con-

sequence of ignorant people presuming it to be so. For

this reason the SdtrakAra says^ *no, on account of the

difference.' In spite of their unity, fruition on the part of

the soul does not involve fruition on the part of Brahman

;

because there is a difference. For there is a difference

between false knowledge and perfect knowledge, fruition

being the figment of false knowledge while the unity (of

the Self) is revealed by perfect knowledge. Now, as the

substance revealed by perfect knowledge cannot be affected

by fruition which is nothing but the figment of false

knowledge, it is impossible to assume even a shadow of

fruition on Brahman's part.

9. The eater (is the highest Self) since what is

movable and what is immovable is mentioned (as

his food).

We read in the Ka/Aavalli (I, 2, 25), * Who then knows

where He is, He to whom the Brahmans and Kshattriyas

are but food, and death itself a condiment?' This passage

intimates, by means of the words * food ' and ' condiment,'

that there is some eater. A doubt then arises whether the

eater be Agni or the individual soul or the highest Self;

for no distinguishing characteristic is stated, and Agni as

well as the individual soul and the highest Self is observed

to form, in that Upanished, the subjects of questions^.

^ Another interpretation of the later part of SQtra.

2 Cp. KaMa Up. I, i, 13 ; 20; I, 2, 14.
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The pOrvapakshin maintains that the eater is Agni, fire

being known from Scripture as well (cp. Br/. Up. I, 4, 6)

as from ordinary life to be the eater of food. Or else

the individual soul may be the eater, according to the

passage, *One of them eats the sweet fruit' (Mu. Up. Ill,

I, i). On the other hand, the eater cannot be Brahman

on account of the passage (which forms the continuation

of the one quoted from the Mu. Up.), 'The other looks

on without eating.'

The eater, we reply, must be the highest Self * because

there is mentioned what is movable and what is immov-

able.' For all things movable and immovable are here

to be taken as constituting the food, while death is the

condiment. But nothing beside the highest Self can be

the consumer of all these things in their totality; the

highest Self, however, when reabsorbing the entire aggre-

gate of effects may be said to eat everything. If it is

objected that here no express mention is made of things

movable and things immovable, and that hence we have

no right to use the (alleged) mention made of them as a

reason, we reply that this objection is unfounded ; firstly,

because the aggregate of all living beings is seen to be

meant from the circumstance of death being the condiment

;

and, secondly, because the Brahmans and Kshattriyas may
here, on account of their pre-eminent position, be viewed

as instances only (of all beings). Concerning the objection

that the highest Self cannot be an eater on account of the

passage quoted (*the other looks on without eating'), we
remark that that passage aims at denying the fruition (on

the part of the highest Self) of the results of works, such

fruition being mentioned in immediate proximity, but

is not meant to negative the reabsorption of the world

of effects (into Brahman) ; for it is well established by all

the Veddnta-texts that Brahman is the cause of the

creation, subsistence, and reabsorption of the world. There-

fore the eater can here be Brahman only.

10. And on account of the topic under discussion.

That the highest Self only can be the eater referred to
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is moreover evident from the passage (Ka. Up. I, 2, 18),

(' The knowing Self is not born, it dies not *), which shows

that the highest Self is the general topic. And to adhere

to the general topic is the proper proceeding. Further, the

clause, * Who then knows where he is,* shows that the

cognition is connected with difficulties ; which circumstance

again points to the highest Self.

II. The 'two entered into the cave' (are the in-

dividual soul and the highest Self), for the two are

(intelligent) Selfs (and therefore of the same nature),

as it is seen (that numerals denote beings of the

same nature).

In the same Ka///avalli we read (I, 3, i), * There are the

two drinking the reward of their works in the world, (i.e.

the body,) entered into the cave, dwelling on the highest

summit. Those who know Brahman call them shade and

light ; likewise those householders who perform the Tri;/d-

X'iketa sacrifice.'

Here the doubt arises whether the mind (buddhi) and

the individual soul are referred to, or the individual soul

and the highest Self. If the mind and the individual soul,

then the individual soul is here spoken of as different from

the aggregate of the organs of action, (i.e. the body,) among
which the mind occupies the first place. And a statement

on this point is to be expected, as a question concerning

it is asked in a preceding passage, viz. I, i, 20, 'There is

that doubt when a man is dead—some saying he is;

others, he is not. This I should like to know taught by
thee; this is the third of my boons/ If, on the other

hand, the passage refers to the individual soul and the

highest Self, then it intimates that the highest Self is

different from the individual soul ; and this also requires

to be declared here, on account of the question contained

in the passage (I, 2, 14),
* That which thou seest as different

from religious duty and its contrary, from effect and cause,

from the past and the future, tell me that.'

The doubt to which the passage gives rise having thus
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been stated, a caviller starts the following objection : neither

of the stated views can be maintained.—Why?—On account

of the characteristic mark implied in the circumstance that

the two are said to drink, i.e. to enjoy, the fruit of their

works in the world. For this can apply to the intelligent

individual soul only, not to the non-intelligent buddhi.

And as the dual form * drinking * (pibantau) shows that

both are drinking, the view of the two being the

buddhi and the individual soul is not tenable. For the

same reason the other opinion also, viz. of the two being

the individual soul and the highest Self, cannot be main-

tained ; for drinking (i.e. the fruition of reward) cannot

be predicated of the highest Self, on account of the mantra

(Mu. Up. Ill, I, i), *The other looks on without eating.'

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

as we see that in phrases such as *the men with the

umbrella (lit. the umbrella-men) are walking,' the attri-

bute of being furnished with an umbrella which properly

speaking belongs to one man only is secondarily ascribed

to many, so here two agents are spoken of as drinking

because one of them is really drinking. Or else we may
explain the passage by saying that, while the individual

soul only drinks, the Lord also is said to drink because

he makes the soul drink. On the other hand, we may
also assume that the two are the buddhi and the individual

soul, the instrument being figuratively spoken of as the

agent— a figure of speech exemplified by phrases such as

* the fuel cooks (the food).' And in a chapter whose topic

is the soul no two other beings can well be represented

as enjoying rewards. Hence there is room for the doubt

whether the two are the buddhi and the individual soul,

or the individual soul and the highest Self.

Here the p{irvapakshin maintains that the former of

the two stated views is the right one, because the two

beings are qualified as * entered into the cave/ Whether

we understand by the cave the body or the heart, in either

case the buddhi and the individual soul may be spoken

of as * entered into the cave.' Nor would it be appropriate,

as long as another interpretation is possible, to assume
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that a special place is here ascribed to the omnipresent

Brahman. Moreover, the words 'in the world of their

good deeds * show that the two do not pass beyond the

sphere of the results of their good works. But the highest

Self is not in the sphere of the results of either good or

bad works ; according to the scriptural passage, ' It does

not grow larger by works nor does it grow smaller.' Further,

the words 'shade and light' properly designate what is

intelligent and what is non-intelligent, because the two are

opposed to each other like light and shade. Hence we con-

clude that the buddhi and the individual soul are spoken of.

To this we make the following reply :—In the passage

under discussion the individual soul (vi^«dn^tman) and the

highest Self are spoken of, because these two, being both

intelligent Selfs, are of the same nature. For we see that

in ordinary life also, whenever a number is mentioned, beings

of the same class are understood to be meant ; when, for

instance, the order is given, *Look out for a second (i.e. a

fellow) for this bull,' people look out for a second bull, not

for a horse or a man. So here also, where the mention of

the fruition of rewards enables us to determine that the

individual soul is meant, we understand at once, when a

second is required, that the highest Self has to be understood

;

for the highest Self is intelligent, and therefore of the same

nature as the soul,—But has it not been said above that the

highest Self cannot be meant here, on account of the text

stating that it is placed in the cave ?—Well, we reply, jruti as

well as smrtii speaks of the highest Self as placed in the

cave. Compare, for instance (Ka. Up. I, a, 1 2),
* The Ancient

who is hidden in the cave, who dwells in the abyss;' Taitt.

Up. II, I, 'He who knows him hidden in the cave, in the

highest ether
;

' and, ' Search for the Self entered into the

cave.' That it is not contrary to reason to assign to the omni-

present Brahman a special locality, for the purpose of clearer

perception, we have already demonstrated. The attribute of

existing in the world of its good works, which properly belongs

to one of the two only, viz. to the individual soul, may be

assigned to both, analogously to the case of the men, one of

whom carries an umbrella. Their being compared to light
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and shade also is unobjectionable, because the qualities of

belonging and not belonging to this transmigratory world

are opposed to each other, like light and shade; the quality

of belonging to it being due to Nescience, and the quality of

not belonging to it being real. We therefore understand by

the two 'entered into the cave,' the individual soul and the

highest Self.—Another reason for this interpretation follows.

12. And on account of the distinctive qualities

(mentioned).

Moreover, the distinctive qualities mentioned in the text

agree only with the individual Self and the highest Self.

For in a subsequent passage (I, 3, 3),
* Know the Self to be

the charioteer, the body to be the chariot,' which contains the

simile of the chariot, the individual soul is represented as a

charioteer driving on through transmigratory existence and

final release, while the passage (9),
* He reaches the end of

his journey, and that is the highest place of Vish«u,' repre-

sents the highest Self as the goal of the driver's course.

And in a preceding passage also, (I, 2, 13, *The wise, who by

means of meditation on his Self, recognises the Ancient who
is difficult to be seen, who has entered into the dark, who is

hidden in the cave, who dwells in the abyss, as God, he

indeed leaves joy and sorrow far behind,') the same two

beings are distinguished as thinker and as object of thought.

The highest Self is, moreover, the general topic. And fur-

ther, the clause, * Those who know Brahman call them,' &c.,

which brings forward a special class of speakers, is in its

place only if the highest Self is accepted (as one of the two
beings spoken of). It is therefore evident that the passage

under discussion refers to the individual soul and the highest

Self.

The same reasoning applies to the passage (Mu. Up. Ill,

I, i), *Two birds, inseparable friends,* &c. There also the

Self is the general topic, and hence no two ordinary birds

can be meant ; we therefore conclude from the characteristic

mark of eating, mentioned in the passage, * One of them eats

the sweet fruit,' that the individual soul is meant, and from
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the characteristic marks of abstinence from eating and of in-

telh'gence, implied in the words, 'The other looks on without

eating/ that the highest Self is meant. In a subsequent

mantra again the two are distinguished as the seer and the

object of sight. ' Merged into the same tree (as it were into

water) man grieves at his own impotence (aniJci), bewildered
;

but when he sees the other Lord (i^a) contented and knows

his glory, then his grief passes away.'

Another (commentator) gives a different interpretation of

the mantra, ' Two birds inseparable,' &c. To that mantra,

he says, the final decision of the present head of discussion

does not apply, because it is differently interpreted in the

Paingi-rahasya Brahma«a. According to the latter the being

which eats the sweet fruit is the sattva ; the other being which

looks on without eating, the individual soul (gns) ; so that

the two are the sattva and the individual soul (kshetr^^a).

The objection that the word sattva might denote the indi-

vidual soul, and the word kshetra^«a, the highest Self, is to

be met by the remark that, in the first place, the words

sattva and kshetra^«a have the settled meaning of internal

organ and individual soul, and are, in the second place,

expressly so interpreted there, (viz. in the Paingi-rahasya,)

* The sattva is that by means of which man sees dreams

;

the embodied one, the seer, is the kshetra^«a ; the two are

therefore the internal organ and the individual soul.' Nor

does the mantra under discussion fall under the pftrvapaksha

propounded above. For it does not aim at setting forth

the embodied individual soul, in so far as it is characterised

by the attributes connected with the transmigratory state,

such as acting and enjoying ; but in so far rather as it

transcends all attributes connected with the ssLmskra, and is

of the nature of Brahman, i. e. is pure intelligence ; as is

evident from the clause, * The other looks on without eating.'

That agrees, moreover, with jruti and smrtti passages, such

as, ' That art thou,' and * Know me also to be the individual

soul* (Bha. Git^ XIII, 2). Only on such an explanation

of the passage as the preceding one there is room for the

declaration made in the concluding passage of the section,

* These two are the sattva and the kshetra^a ; to him indeed
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who knows this no impurity attaches ^.'—But how can, on

the above interpretation, the non-intelligent sattva (i.e. the

internal organ) be spoken of as an enjoyer, as is actually done

in the clause, *One of them eats the sweet fruit?*—The whole

passage, we reply, does not aim at setting forth the fact

that the sattva is an enjoyer, but rather the fact that the

intelligent individual soul is not an enjoyer, but is of the nature

of Brahman. To that end* the passage under discussion

metaphorically ascribes the attribute of being an enjoyer to

the internal organ, in so far as it is modified by pleasure,

pain, and the like. For all acting and enjoying is at the

bottom based on the non-discrimination (by the soul) of

the respective nature of internal organ and soul ; while in

reality neither the internal organ nor the soul either act or

enjoy ; not the former, because it is non-intelligent ; not the

latter, because it is not capable of any modification. And
the internal organ can be considered as acting and enjoying,

all the less as it is a mere presentment of Nescience. In agree-

ment with what we have here maintained, Scripture (* For

where there is as it were duality there one sees the other,'

&c. ; Br/. Up. IV, 5, 15) declares that the practical assump-

tion of agents, and so on—comparable to the assumption of

the existence of elephants, and the like, seen in a dream-
holds good in the sphere of Nescience only ; while the pas-

sage, * But when the Self only is all this, how should he see

another ? * declares that all that practically postulated exist-

ence vanishes for him who has arrived at discriminative

knowledge.

1 3. The person within (the eye) (is Brahman) on

account of the agreement (of the attributes of that

person with the nature of Brahman).

* Freedom from impurity can result only from the knowledge

that the individual soul is in reality Brahman. The commentators

explain ra^^ by avidya.

' Tadartham iti, ^tvasya brahmasiddhyartham iti ydvat, ^aitany-

a^^ayapanna dhth sukhddina pariwamata iti, tatra purusho^pi bhak-

tr/tvam ivdnubhavati na tattvata iti vaktum adhyaropayati. Ananda

Giri.
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Scripture says, ' He spoke : The person that is seen in the

eye that is the Self. This is the immortal, the fearless, this

is Brahman. Even though they drop melted butter or water

on it (the eye) it runs away on both sides,' &c, (ATA. Up.

IV. 15, I).

The doubt here arises whether this passage refers to the

reflected Self which resides in the eye, or to the individual

Self, or to the Self of some deity which presides over the

sense of sight, or to the Lord.

With reference to this doubt the pdrvapakshin argues as

follows : What is meant (by the person in the eye) is the

reflected Self, i.e. the image of a person (reflected in the eye

of another) : for of that it is well known that it is seen, and

the clause, * The person that is seen in the eye,' refers to it

as something well known. Or else we may appropriately

take the passage as referring to the individual Self. Fpr

the individual Self (cognitional Self, vj^^^n^tman) which

perceives the colours by means of the eye is, on that account,

in proximity to the eye; and, moreover, the word *Self'

(which occurs in the passage) favours this interpretation.

Or else the passage is to be understood as referring to the soul

animating the sun which assists the sense of sight ; compare

the passage (Br/. Up. V> 5, a), ' He (the person in the sun)

rests with his rays in him (the person in the right eye).' More-

over, qualities such as immortality and the like (which are

ascribed to the subject of the scriptural passage) may some-

how belong to individual deities. The Lord, on the other

hand^, cannot be meant, because a particular locality is

spoken of.

Against this we remark that the highest Lord only

can be meant here by the person within the eye.—Why ?

—

* On account of the agreement.' For the qualities men-

tioned in the passage accord with the nature of the highest

Lord. The quality of being the Self, in the first place,

belongs to the highest Lord in its primary (non-figurative

or non- derived) sense, as we know from such texts as ' That

* Who, somebody might say, is to be understood here, because

immortality and similar qualities belong to him not somehow only,

but in their true sense.

Digitized byGoogle



I ADHYAYA, 2 PADA, 1 4. 1 25

is the Self/ ' That art thou.' Immortality and fearlessness

again are often ascribed to him in Scripture. The location

in the eye also is in consonance with the nature of the

highest Lord. For just as the highest Lord whom Scrip-

ture declares to be free from all evil is not stained by any

imperfections, so the station of the eye also is declared

to be free from all stain, as we see from the passage, * Even

though they drop melted butter or water on it it runs away
on both sides.' The statement, moreover, that he possesses

the qualities of saw/yadvdma, &c. can be reconciled with

the highest Lord only (Kh. Up. IV, 15, 2, ' They call him

Sawyadv^ma, for all blessings (vdma) go towards him

(sawyanti). He is also v^mani, for he leads (nayati) all

blessings (vama). He is also BhAmani, for he shines (bh^ti)

in all worlds '). Therefore, on account of agreement, the

person within the eye is the highest Lord.

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

so on.

But how does the confined locality of the eye agree

with Brahman which is omnipresent like the ether?—To
this question we reply that there would indeed be a want

of agreement if that one locality only were assigned to

the Lord. For other localities also, viz. the earth and so

on, are attributed to him in the passage, ' He who dwells

in the earth,' &c. (Br/. Up. Ill, 7, 3). And among those

the eye also is mentioned, viz. in the clause, ' He who dwells

in the eye,' &c. The phrase * and so on/ which forms part

of the SOtra, intimates that not only locality is assigned

to Brahman, although not (really) appropriate to it, but that

also such things as name and form, although not appro-

priate to Brahman which is devoid of name and form, are

yet seen to be attributed to it. That, in such passages as

' His name is ut, he with the golden beard ' (Kh. Up. I,

6, 7, 6), Brahman although devoid of qualities is spoken

of, for the purposes of devotion, as possessing qualities

depending on name and form, we have already shown. And
we have, moreover, shown that to attribute to Brahman
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a definite locality, in spite of his omnipresence, subserves

the purposes of contemplation, and is therefore not con-

trary to reason ^ ; no more than to contemplate Vish«u in

the sacred jdlagr^m.

15. And on account of the passage referring to

that which is distinguished by pleasure (i. e. Brah-

man).

There is, moreover, really no room for dispute whether

Brahman be meant in the passage under discussion or not,

because the fact of Brahman being meant is established

* by the reference to that which is distinguished by pleasure/

For the same Brahman which is spoken of as characterised

by pleasure in the beginning of the chapter^, viz. in the

clauses, * Breath is Brahman, Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brah-

man,' that same Brahman we must suppose to be referred

to in the present passage also, it being proper to adhere

to the subject-matter under discussion ; the clause, * The
teacher will tell you the way^* merely announcing that

the way will be proclaimed [by the teacher; not that a

new subject will be started].—How then, it may be asked,

is it known that Brahman, as distinguished by pleasure, is

spoken of in the beginning of the passage?—We reply:

On hearing the speech of the fires, viz. * Breath is Brahman,

Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brahman,' Upakoi-ala says, * I under-

stand that breath is Brahman, but I do not understand

that Ka or Kha is Brahman/ Thereupon the fires reply,

' What is Ka is Kha, what is Kha is Ka.' Now the word

Kha denotes in ordinary language the elemental ether.

If therefore the word Ka which means pleasure were not

applied to qualify the sense of ' Kha,' we should conclude

^ The /fkas say that the contents of this last senttnce are hinted

at by the word ' and ' in the S(itra.

' 1. e. at the beginning of the instruction which the sacred fires

give to Upakojala, J^A. Up. IV, 10 ff.

' Which words conclude the instruction given by the fires, and

introduce the instruction given by the teacher, of which the passage

* the person that is seen in the eye/ &c. forms a part.
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that the name Brahman is here symbolically^ given to the

mere elemental ether as it is (in other places) given to

mere names and the like. Thus also with regard to the

word Ka, which, in ordinary language, denotes the imperfect

pleasure springing from the contact of the sense-organs

with their objects. If the word Kha were not applied to

qualify the sense of Ka we should conclude that ordinary

pleasure is here called Brahman. But as the two words

Ka and Kha (occur together and therefore) qualify each

other, they intimate Brahman whose Self is pleasure.

If* in the passage referred to (viz. * Breath is Brahman,

Ka is Brahman, Kha is Brahman') the second Brahman
(i.e. the word Brahman in the clause *Ka is Brahman')

were not added, and if the sentence would run * Ka, Kha
is Brahman,' the word Ka would be employed as a mere

qualifying word, and thus pleasure as being a mere quality

would not be represented as a subject of meditation. To
prevent this, both words—Ka as well as Kha—are joined

with the word Brahman (' Ka (is) Brahman, Kha (is) Brah-

man '). For the passage wishes to intimate that pleasure

also, although a quality, should be meditated upon as some-

thing in which qualities inhere. It thus appears that at

the beginning of the chapter Brahman, as characterised

by pleasure, is spoken of. After that the G^rhapatya and

the other sacred fires proclaim in turns their own glory,

and finally conclude with the words, * This is our knowledge,

O friend, and the knowledge of the Self; ' wherein they point

back to the Brahman spoken of before. The words, * The
teacher will tell you the way ' (which form the last clause

of the concluding passage), merely promise an explanation

of the way, and thus preclude the idea of another topic being

started. The teacher thereupon saying, *As water does

not cling to a lotus leaf, so no evil deed clings to one who
knows it ' (which words intervene between the concluding

^ Axraydntarapratyayasyajraydntare kshepaA pratika^, yathd

brahmaxabda^ paramatmavishayo namddishu kshipyate. Bha.

^ The following sentences give the reason why, although there is

only one Brahman, the word Brahman is repeated.
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speech of the fires and the information given by the teacher

about the person within the eye) declares that no evil

attacks him who knows the person within the eye, and

thereby shows the latter to be Brahman. It thus appears

that the teacher's intention is to speak about that Brahman

which had formed the topic of the instruction of the fires

;

to represent it at first as located in the eye and possessing

the qualities of Sawyadvdma and the like, and to point out

afterwards that he who thus knows passes on to light and

so on. He therefore begins by saying, * That person that

is seen in the eye that is the Self.'

1 6. And on account of the statement of the way

of him who has heard the Upanishads.

The person placed in the eye is the highest lord for

the following reason also. From .yruti as well as smriti

we are acquainted with the way of him who has heard

the Upanishads or the secret knowledge, i.e. who knows

Brahman. That way, called the path of the gods, is

described (Pra. Up. I, lo), 'Those who have sought the

Self by penance, abstinence, faith, and knowledge gain

by the northern path the sun. This is the home of the

spirits, the immortal, free from fear, the highest. From
thence they do not return ;' and also (Bha. Git4 VIII, 24),

'Fire, light, the bright fortnight, the six months of the

northern progress of the sun, on that way those who know
Brahman go, when they have died, to Brahman/ Now that

very same way is seen to be stated, in our text, for him

who knows the person within the eye. For we read {KA.

Up. IV, 15, 5),
* Now whether people perform obsequies

for him or no he goes to light ;
* and later on, * From the

sun (he goes) to the moon, from the moon to lightning.

There is a person not human, he leads them to Brahman.

This is the path of the gods, the path that leads to Brah-

man. Those who proceed on that path do not return to

the life of man.' From this description of the way which

is known to be the way of him who knows Brahman we

ascertain that the person within the eye is Brahman.
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17. (The person within the eye is the highest),

not any other Self; on account of the non-perma-

nency (of the other Selfs) and on account of the im-

possibiUty (of the qualities of the person in the eye

being ascribed to the other Selfs).

To the assertion made in the piirvapaksha that the

person in the eye is either the reflected Self or the cog-

nitional Self (the individual soul) or the Self of some deity

the following answer is given.—No other Self such as, for

instance, the reflected Self can be assumed here, on account

of non-permanency.—The reflected Self, in the first place,

does not permanently abide in the eye. For when some

person approaches the eye the reflection of that person

is seen in the eye, but when the person moves away

the reflection is seen no longer. The passage *That

person within the eye' must, moreover, be held, on the

ground of proximity, to intimate that the person seen in

a man's own eye is the object of (that man's) devout medi-

tation (and not the reflected image of his own person which

he may see in the eye of another man). [Let, then, another

man approach the devout man, and let the latter meditate

on the image reflected in his own eye, but seen by the other

man only. No, we reply, for] we have no right to make

the (complicated) assumption that the devout man is, at

the time of devotion, to bring close to his eye another

man in order to produce a reflected image in his own

eye. Scripture, moreover, (viz. Kh, Up. VIII, 9, i, * It (the

reflected Self) perishes as soon as the body perishes/)

declares the non-permanency of the reflected Self—And,

further, 'on account of impossibility' (the person in the

eye cannot be the reflected SelQ. For immortality and

the other qualities ascribed to the person in the eye are

not to be perceived in the reflected Self—Of the cogni-

tional Self, in the second place, which is in general con-

nexion with the whole body and all the senses, it can

likewise not be said that it has its permanent station in

the eye only. That, on the other hand. Brahman although

all-pervading may, for the purpose of contemplation, be

[34] K
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spoken of as connected with particular places such as the

heart and the like, we have seen already. The cognitional

Self shares (with the reflected Self) the impossibility of

having the qualities of immortality and so on attributed to

it. Although the cognitional Self is in reality not different

from the highest Self, still there are fictitiously ascribed

to it (adhy^ropita) the effects of nescience, desire and

works, viz. mortality and fear ; so that neither immortality

nor fearlessness belongs to it. The qualities of being the

sawyadvAma, &c. also cannot properly be ascribed to the

cognitional Self, which is not distinguished by lordly power

(ai^arya).—In the third place, although the Self of a deity

(viz. the sun) has its station in the eye—according to the

scriptural passage, ' He rests with his rays in him '—^still

Selfhood cannot be ascribed to the sun, on account of

his externality (parAgrflpatva). Immortality, &c. also cannot

be predicated of him, as Scripture speaks of his origin and

his dissolution. For the (so-called) deathlessness of the

gods only means their (comparatively) long existence. And
their lordly power also is based on the highest Lord and

does not naturally belong to them ; as the mantra declares,

* From terror of it (Brahman) the wind blows, from terror

the sun rises ; from terror of it Agni and Indra, yea. Death

runs as the fifth.'—Hence the person in the eye must be

viewed as the highest Lord only. In the case of this

explanation being adopted the mention (of the person in

the eye) as something well known and established, which

is contained in the words 'is seen' (in the phrase *the

person that is seen^ in the eye '), has to be taken as referring

to (the mental perception founded on) the xdstra which

belongs to those who know ; and the glorification (of devout

meditation) has to be understood as its purpose.

18. The internal ruler over the devas and so on

(is Brahman), because the attributes of that (Brah-

man) are designated.

In Br/. Up. Ill, 7, I ff. we read, *He who within rules

this world and the other world and all beings,' and later

on, * He who dwells in the earth and within the earth, whom
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the earth does not know, whose body the earth is, who
rules the earth within, he is thy Self, the ruler within, the

immortal/ &c. The entire chapter (to sum up its contents)

speaks of a being, called the antaryimin (the internal ruler),

who, dwelling within, rules with reference to the gods,

the world, the Veda, the sacrifice, the beings, the Self.

—

Here now, owing to the unusualness of the term (antar-

y4min), there arises a doubt whether it denotes the Self

of some deity which presides over the gods and so on,

or some Yogin who has acquired extraordinary powers,

such as, for instance, the capability of making his body
subtle, or the highest Self, or some other being. What
alternative then does recommend itself?

As the term is an unknown one, the pftrvapakshin says,

we must assume that the being denoted by it is also an

unknown one, different from all those mentioned above.

—

Or else it may be said that, on the one hand, we have no

right to assume something of an altogether indefinite

character, and that, on the other hand, the term antary^-

min—which is derived from antaryamana (ruling within)

—

cannot be called altogether unknown, that therefore antar-

yAmin may be assumed to denote some god presiding over

the earth, and so on. Similarly, we read (Bri, Up. Ill, 9,

16), * He whose dwelling is the earth, whose sight is fire,

whose mind is light,' &c. A god of that kind is capable of

ruling the earth, and so on, dwelling within them, because

he is endowed with the organs of action ; rulership is there-

fore rightly ascribed to him.—Or else the rulership spoken

of may belong to someYogin whom his extraordinary powers

enable to enter within all things.—The highest Self, on the

other hand, cannot be meant, as it does not possess the organs

of action (which are required for ruling).

To this we make the following reply.—The internal ruler,

of whom Scripture speaks with reference to the gods, must

be the highest Self, cannot be anything else.—Why so ?

—

Because its qualities are designated in the passage under

discussion. The universal rulership implied in the statement

that, dwelling within, it rules the entire aggregate of created

beings, inclusive of the gods, and so on, is an appropriate

K 2
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attribute of the highest Self, since omnipotence depends

on (the omnipotent ruler) being the cause of all created

things.—The qualities of Selfhood and immortality also,

which are mentioned in the passage, * He is thy Self, the

ruler within, the immortal,' belong in their primary sense to

the highest Self.—Further, the passage, *He whom the earth

does not know,* which declares that the internal ruler is not

known by the earth-deity, shows him to be different from

that deity ; for the deity of the earth knows itself to be the

earth.—The attributes * unseen,' * unheard,' also point to

the highest Self, which is devoid of shape and other sensible

qualities.—The objection that the highest Self is destitute

of the organs of action, and hence cannot be a ruler, is

without force, because organs of action may be ascribed to

him owing to the organs of action of those whom he rules.

—

If it should be objected that [if we once admit an internal

ruler in addition to the individual soul] we are driven to

assume again another and another ruler ad infinitum ; we
reply that this is not the case, as actually there is no other

ruler (but the highest Self ^). The objection would be valid

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

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

highest Self.

19. And (the internal ruler is) not that which the

Smmi assumes, (viz. the pradhdna,) on account of

the statement of qualities not belonging to it.

Good so far, a S^hkhya opponent resumes. The attributes,

however, of not being seen, &c., belong also to the pradhana

assumed by the S^nkhya-smr/ti, which is acknowledged to

be devoid of form and other sensible qualities. For their

* According to Scripture, Nirahkujaw sarvaniyantritvaw jrauta^w

na kz, tddrije sarvaniyantari bhedo na Hnumdnaz/z jrudbhdditam

uUishMati. Ananda Giri. Or else, as Go. An. remarks, we may ex-

plain : as the highest Self is not really different from the individual

soul. So also Bh^matf : Na X'anavasthd, na hi niyantrantara»z tena

niyamyate ^sim tu yo ^tvo niyanta lokasiddha^ sa paramatmevo-

padhyava^i^^edakalpitabheda^.
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Smr/ti says, * Undiscoverable, unknowable, as if wholly in

sleep ' (Manu I, 5). To this pradhdna also the attribute of

rulership belongs, as it is the cause of all effects. Therefore

the internal ruler may be understood to denote the pradhdna.

The pradhdna has, indeed, been set aside already by the

Sutra I, I, 5, but we bring it forwkrd* again, because we find

that attributes belonging to it, such as not being seen and

the like, are mentioned in Scripture.

To this argumentation the SOtrakara replies that the word
* internal ruler' cannot denote the pradhana, because qualities

not belonging to the latter are stated. For, although the

pradhana may be spoken of as not being seen, &c., it cannot

be spoken of as seeing, since the Sdnkhyas admit it to be

non-intelligent. But the scriptural passage which forms the

complement to the passage about the internal ruler (Br/. Up.

Ill, 7, ^3) says expressly, * Unseen but seeing, unheard but

hearing, unperceived but perceiving, unknown but knowing.'

—And Selfhood also cannot belong to the pradhana.

Well, then, if the term 'internal ruler* cannot be admitted

to denote the pradhana, because the latter is neither a Self

nor seeing ; let us suppose it to denote the embodied (indi-

vidual) soul, which is intelligent, and therefore hears, sees,

perceives, knows ; which is internal (pratya«/fe), and there-

fore of the nature of Self ; and which is immortal, because

it is able to enjoy the fruits of its good and evil actions,

It is, moreover, a settled matter that the attributes of not

being seen, &c., belong to the embodied soul, because the

agent of an action, such as seeing, cannot at the same time

be the object of the action. This is declared in scriptural

passages also, as, for instance (Br/. Up. Ill, 4, a), *Thou
couldst not see the seer of sight' The individual soul is,

moreover, capable of inwardly ruling the complex of the

organs of action, as it is the enjoyer. Therefore the internal

ruler is the embodied soul.—To this reasoning the following

Siitra replies.

20. And the embodied soul (also cannot be under-

stood by the internal ruler), for both also (i. e. both
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recensions of the Br^Tiad Ara;tyaka) speak of it as

different (from the internal ruler).

The word * not ' (in the Sfttra) has to be supph'ed from

the preceding Sfttra. Although the attributes of seeing, &c.,

belong to the individual soul, still as the soul is limited by
its adjuncts, as the ether is by a jar, it is not capable of

dwelling completely within the earth and the other beings

mentioned, and to rule them. Moreover, the followers of

both j^khds, i. e. the KA«vas as well as the MAdhyandinas,

speak in their texts of the individual soul as different from

the internal ruler, viz. as constituting, like the earth, and so

on, his abode and the object of his rule. The K^;^vas read

(Bri. Up. Ill, 7, 22), * He who dwells in knowledge ;

' the

M^dhyandinas, * He who dwells in the Self.' If the latter

reading is adopted, the word *Self ' denotes the individual

soul ; if the former, the individual soul is denoted by the

word * knowledge;' for the individual soul consists of

knowledge. It is therefore a settled matter that some

being different from the individual soul, viz. the lord, is

denoted by the term * internal ruler.*—But how, it may be

asked, is it possible that there should be within one body
two seers, viz. the lord who rules internally and the individual

soul different from him ?—Why—we ask in return—should

that be impossible?—Because, the opponent replies, it is

contrary to scriptural passages, such as, * There is no other

seer but he,' &c., which deny that there is any seeing, hearing,

perceiving, knowing Self, but the internal ruler under dis-

cussion.—May, we rejoin, that passage not have the purpose

of denying the existence of another ruler?—No, the opponent

replies, for there is no occasion for another ruler (and

therefore no occasion for denying his existence), and the

text does not contain any specification, (but merely denies

the existence of any other seer in general.)

We therefore advance the following final refutation of the

opponent's objection.—The declaration of the difference of

the embodied Self and the internal ruler has its reason in

the limiting adjunct, consisting of the organs of action, pre-

sented by Nescience, and is not absolutely true. For the
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Self within is one only ; two internal Selfs are not possible.

But owing to its limiting adjunct the one Self is practically

treated as if it were two
;

just as we make a distinction

between the ether of the jar and the universal ether. Hence

there is room for those scriptural passages which set forth

the distinction of knower and object of knowledge, for per-

ception and the other means of proof, for the intuitive

knowledge of the apparent world, and for that part of

Scripture which contains injunctions and prohibitions. In

accordance with this, the scriptural passage, * Where there

is duality, as it were, there one sees another,' declares that

the whole practical world exists only in the sphere of

Nescience; while the subsequent passage, *But when the

Self only is all this, how should he see another ?
' declares

that the practical world vanishes in the sphere of true

knowledge.

21. That which possesses the attributes of invisi-

bility and so on (is Brahman), on account of the

declaration of attributes.

Scripture says, ' The higher knowledge is riiis by which

the Indestructible is apprehended. That which cannot

be seen nor seized, which is without origin and qualities,

without eyes and ears, without hands and feet, the eternal,

all-pervading, omnipresent, infinitesimal, that which is im-

perishable, that it is which the wise regard as the source

of all beings' (Mu. Up. I, i, 5 ; 6).—Here the doubt arises

whether the source of all beings which is spoken of as

characterised by invisibility, &c. be the pradhdna, or the

embodied soul, or the highest Lord.

We must, the piirvapakshin says, understand by the

source of all beings the non-intelligent pradh^na because

(in the passage immediately subsequent to the one quoted)

only non-intelligent beings are mentioned as parallel in-

stances. *As the spider sends forth and draws in its

thread, as plants grow on the earth, as from the living

man hairs spring forth on the head and the body, thus

everything arises here from the Indestructible.'—But, it
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may be objected, men and spiders which are here quoted

as parallel instances are of inteUigent nature.—No, the

pftrvapakshin replies; for the intelligent being as such is

not the source of the threads and the hair, but everybody

knows that the non-intelligent body of the spider ruled

by intelligence is the source of the threads ; and so in the

case of man also.—While, moreover, in the case of the

preceding SOtra, the pradhina hypothesis could not be

accepted, because, although some qualities mentioned, such

as invisibility and so on, agreed with it, others such as being

the seer and the like did not; we have here to do only

with attributes such as invisibility which agree with the

pradhAna, no attribute of a contrary nature being men-

tioned.—But the qualities mentioned in the complementary

passage (Mu. Up. I, 1,9),' He who knows all and perceives

all,' do not agree with the non-intelligent pradh^na; how,

then, can the source of all beings be interpreted to mean the

pradhdna ?—To this the p{irvapakshin replies : The passage,

* The higher knowledge is that by which the Indestructible

is apprehended, that which cannot be seen,' &c., points, by
means of the term ' the Indestructible,' to the source of all

beings characterised by invisibility and similar attributes.

This same * Indestructible * is again mentioned later on in

the passage, * It is higher than the high Imperishable.'

Now that which in this latter passage is spoken of as

higher than the Imperishable may possess the qualities

of knowing and perceiving everything, while the pradhdna

denoted by the term *the Imperishable' is the source of

all beings.—If, however, the word * source ' (yoni) be taken

in the sense of operative cause, we may by * the source

of the beings ' understand the embodied Self also, which,

by means of merit and demerit, is the cause of the origin

of the complex of things.

To this we make the following reply.—That which here

is spoken of as the source of all beings, distinguished by
such qualities as invisibility and so on, can be the highest

Lord only, nothing else.—Whereupon is this conclusion

founded ?—On the statement of attributes. For the clause,

*He who is all-knowing, all-perceiving,' clearly states an
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attribute belonging to the highest Lord only, since the

attributes of knowing all and perceiving all cannot be

predicated either of the non-intelligent pradhSna or the

embodied soul whose power of sight is narrowed by its

limiting conditions. To the objection that the qualities

of knowing and perceiving all are, in the passage under

discussion, attributed to that which is higher than the

source of all beings—which latter is denoted by the term
* the Imperishable'—not to the source itself, we reply that

this explanation is inadmissible because the source of all

beings, which—in the clause, * From the Indestructible every-

thing here arises '—is designated as the material cause of

all created beings, is later on spoken of as all-knowing,

and again as the cause of all created beings, viz. in the

passage (I, i, 9),
* From him who knows all and perceives

all, whose brooding consists of knowledge, from him is

born that Brahman, name, form, and food.' As therefore

the Indestructible which forms the general topic of dis-

cussion is, owing to the identity of designation, recognised

(as being referred to in the later passage also), we understand

that It is the same Indestructible to which the attributes

of knowing and perceiving all are ascribed.—We further

maintain that also the passage, * Higher than the high

Imperishable,' does not refer to any being different from

the imperishable source of all beings which is the general

topic of discussion. We conclude this from the circum-

stance that the passage, * He truly told that knowledge

of Brahman through which he knows the imperishable

true person,' (I, 2, 13 ; which passage leads on to the

passage about that which is higher than the Imperishable,)

merely declares that the imperishable source of all beings,

distinguished by invisibility and the like—which formed

the subject of the preceding chapter—will be discussed.

The reason why that imperishable source is called higher

than the high Imperishable, we shall explain under the next

Sutra.—Moreover, two kinds of knowledge are enjoined

there (in the Upanishad), a lower and a higher one. Of

the lower one it is said that it comprises the Rig-veda, and

so on, and then the text continues, * The higher knowledge
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is that by which the Indestructible is apprehended.' Here

the Indestructible is declared to be the subject of the

higher knowledge. If we now were to assume that the

Indestructible distinguished by invisibility and like qualities

is something different from the highest Lord, the know-

ledge referring to it would not be the higher one. For

the distinction of lower and higher knowledge is made on

account of the diversity of their results, the former leading

to mere worldly exaltation, the latter to absolute bliss ; and

nobody would assume absolute bliss to result from the know-

ledge of the pradhSna.—Moreover, as on the view we are

controverting the highest Self would be assumed to be

something^ higher than the imperishable source of all

beings, tnree kinds of knowledge would have to be ac-

knowledged, while the text expressly speaks of two kinds

only.—Further, the reference to the knowledge of every-

thing being implied in the knowledge of one thing—which

is contained in the passage (I, 1, 3), *Sir, what is that

through which if it is known everything else becomes

known ? '—is possible only if the allusion is to Brahman

the Self of all, and not either to the pradhAna which com-

prises only what is non-intelligent or to the enjoyer viewed

apart from the objects of enjoyment.—The text, moreover,

by introducing the knowledge of Brahman as the chief

subject—which it does in the passage (I, i, i), ' He told the

knowledge of Brahman, the foundation of all knowledge,

to his eldest son Atharvan '—and by afterwards declaring

that out of the two kinds of knowledge, viz. the lower

one and the higher one, the higher one leads to the com-

prehension of the Imperishable, shows that the knowledge

of the Imperishable is the knowledge of Brahman. On the

other hand, the term 'knowledge of Brahman' would

become meaningless if that Imperishable which is to be

comprehended by means of it were not Brahman. The
lower knowledge of works which comprises the 7?/g-veda,

and so on, is mentioned preliminarily to the knowledge of

Brahman for the mere purpose of glorifying the latter;

as appears from the passages in which it (the lower know-

ledge) is spoken of slightingly, such as (I, 2, 7),
* But frail
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indeed are those boats, the sacrifices, the eighteen in

which this lower ceremonial has been told. Fools who
praise this as the highest good are subject again and again

to old age and death/ After these slighting remarks the

text declares that he who turns away from the lower

knowledge is prepared for the highest one (I, a, 12),

' Let a Brdhmawa after he has examined all these worlds

which are gained by works acquire freedom from all desires.

Nothing that is eternal (not made) can be gained by what

is not eternal (made). Let him in order to understand this

take fuel in his hand and approach a guru who is learned

and dwells entirely in Brahman.*—The remark that, because

the earth and other non-intelligent things are adduced as

parallel instances, that also which is compared to them,

viz. the source of all beings must be non-intelligent, is

without foundation, since it is not necessary that two

things of which one is compared to the other should be

of absolutely the same nature. The things, moreover, to

which the source of all beings is compared, viz. the earth

and the like, are material, while nobody would assume the

source of all beings to be material.—For all these reasons

the source of all beings, which possesses the attributes

of invisibility and so on, is the highest Lord.

22. The two others (i.e. the individual soul and

the pradhAna) are not (the source of all beings) be-

cause there are stated distinctive attributes and

difference.

The source of all beings is the highest Lord, not either

of the two others, viz. the pradhana and the individual soul,

on account of the following reason also. In the first place,

the text distinguishes the source of all beings from the

embodied soul, as something of a different nature ; compare

the passage (II, i, 3), *That heavenly person is without

body, he is both without and within, not produced, with-

out breath and without mind, pure.' The distinctive attri-

butes mentioned here, such as being of a heavenly nature,

and so on, can in no way belong to the individual soul,
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which erroneously considers itself to be limited by name
and form as presented by Nescience, and erroneously imputes

their attributes to itself. Therefore the passage manifestly

refers to the Person which is the subject of all the Upanishads.

—In the second place, the source of all beings which forms

the general topic is represented in the text as something

different from the pradhSna, viz. in the passage, * Higher

than the high Imperishable.' Here the term * Imperishable
'

means that undeveloped entity which represents the seminal

potentiality of names and forms, contains the fine parts

of the material elements, abides in the Lord, forms his

limiting adjunct, and being itself no effect is high in com-

parison to all effects; the whole phrase, * Higher than the

high Imperishable,' which expresses a difference then

clearly shows that the highest Self is meant here.—We do

not on that account assume an independent entity called

pradhdna and say that the source of all beings is stated

separately therefrom ; but if a pradhSna is to be assumed

at all (in agreement with the common opinion) and if being

assumed it is assumed of such a nature as not to be opposed

to the statements of Scripture, viz. as the subtle cause of all

beings denoted by the terms 'the Undeveloped' and so on,

we have no objection to such an assumption, and declare

that, on account of the separate statement therefrom, i.e.

from that pradh^na, * the source of all beings ' must mean

the highest Lord.—A further argument in favour of the

same conclusion is supplied by the next Sutra.

23. And on account of its form being mentioned.

Subsequently to the passage, * Higher than the high

Imperishable,' we meet (in the passage, * From him is born

breath,' &c.) with a description of the creation of all things,

from breath down to earth, and then with a statement of

the form of this same source of beings as consisting of

all created beings, * Fire is his head, his eyes the sun and

the moon, the quarters his ears, his speech the Vedas dis-

closed, the wind his breath, his heart the universe ; from

his feet came the earth; he is indeed the inner Self of

all things.' This statement of form can refer only to the
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highest Lord, and not either to the embodied soul, which,

on account of its small power, cannot be the cause of all

effects, or to the pradhdna, which cannot be the inner Self

of all beings. We therefore conclude that the source of all

beings is the highest Lord, not either of the other two.

—

But wherefrom do you conclude that the quoted declara-

tion of form refers to the source of all beings ?—From the

general topic, we reply. The word * he ' (in the clause, ' He
is indeed the inner Self of all things ') connects the passage

with the general topic. As the source of all beings consti-

tutes the general topic, the whole passage, from * From him
is born breath,' up to, * He is the inner Self of all beings,'

refers to that same source. Similarly, when in ordinary

conversation a certain teacher forms the general topic of the

talk, the phrase, ' Study under him ; he knows the Veda and

the Veddngas thoroughly,' as a matter of course, refers to

that same teacher.—But how can a bodily form be ascribed

to the source of all beings which is characterised by invisi-

bility and similar attributes?—The statement as to its nature,

we reply, is made for the purpose of showing that the source

of all beings is the Self of all beings, not of showing that it is

of a bodily nature. The case is analogous to such passages

as, • I am food, I am food, I am the eater of food ' (Taitt.

Up. Ill, 10, 6).—Others, however, are of opinion^ that the

statement quoted does not refer to the source of all beings,

because that to which it refers is spoken of as something

produced. For, on the one hand, the immediately pre-

ceding passage (* From him is born health, mind, and all

organs of sense, ether, air, light, water, and the earth, the

support of all ') speaks of the aggregate of beings from air

down to earth as something produced, and, on the other

* VrAtikr/dvj^khydm d(ishajati, Go. An. ; ekadejinaw dfishayati,

Ananda Giri; tad etat paramatenikshepasamddhandbhyaw vya-

khydya svamatena vyii^ash/e, punaA j-abdo^pi pfirvasmdd vijesha/«

dyotayann asyesh/ata/w s^i^ayati, Bh^matt.—The statement of the

two former commentators must be understood to mean—in agree-

ment with the Bhdmatt—that iS'ahkara is now going to refute the

preceding explanation by the statement of his own view. Thus

Go. An. later on explains * asmin pakshe ' by * svapakshe.'
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hand, a passage met with later on (* From him comes Agni,

the sun being his fuel/ up to * All herbs and juices ') ex-

presses itself to the same purpose. How then should all at

once, in the midst of these two passages (which refer to the

creation), a statement be made about the nature of the source

of all beings?—The attribute of being the Self of all beings

(which above was said to be mentioned in the passage about

the creation, * Fire is his head,' &c., is not mentioned there but)

is stated only later on in a passage subsequent to that which

refers to the creation, viz. * The Person is all this, sacrifice,*

&c. (II, I, 10).—Now, we see that snxti as well as smriti

speaks of the birth of Pra^pati, whose body is this three-

fold world ; compare Rig-veda. Sawh. X, 121, i, *Hira«ya-

garbha arose in the beginning ; he was the one born Lord

of things existing. He established the earth and this sky

;

to what God shall we offer our oblation ?
' where the expres-

sion * arose * means * he was born.' And in smriti we read,

* He is the first embodied one, he is called the Person ; as

the primal creator of the beings Brahman was evolved in

the beginning.' This Person which is (not the original

Brahman but) an effect (like other created beings) may be

called the internal Self of all beings (as it is called in II, i, 4),

because in the form of the Self of breath it abides in the

Selfs of all beings.—On this latter explanation (according to

which the passage, * Fire is his head,' &c., does not describe

the nature of the highest Lord, and can therefore not be

referred to in the Sfitra) the declaration as to the Lord

being the * nature ' of all which is contained in the passage,

* The Person is all this, sacrifice,' &c., must be taken as the

reason for establishing the highest Lord, (i. e. as the passage

which, according to the SOtra, proves that the source of all

beings is the highest Lord ^)

* The question is to what passage the * r(ipopany^s4t ' of the

Siitra refers.—^According to the opinion set forth first it refers to

Mu. Up. II, I, 4 ff.—But, according to the second view, II, i, 4 to

II, I, 9, cannot refer to the source of all beings, i. e. the highest

Self, because that entire passage describes the creation, the inner

Self of which is not the highest Self but Pra^dpati, i. e. the Hirawya-

garbha or Sdu-dtman of the later Veddnta, who is himself an
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24. Vaii'vinara (is the highest Lord) on account of

the distinction qualifying the common terms (Vaii'va-

nara and Self).

(In Kh, Up. V, II ff.) a discussion begins with the words,

* What is our Self, what is Brahman ?
' and is carried on in

the passage, * You know at present that Vai^Snara Self,

tell us that ;
* after that it is declared with reference to

Heaven, sun, air, ether, water, and earth, that they are con-

nected with the qualities of having good light, &c., and, in

order to disparage devout meditation on them singly, that

they stand to the Valrvdnara in the relation of being his head,

&c., merely ; and then finally (V, 18) it is said, * But he who
meditates on the Vai^Anara Self as measured by a span, as

abhivimdna ^, he eats food in all worlds, in all beings, in all

Selfs. Of that Vaijvinara Self the head is Sute^s (having

good light),the eyeVLfvarflpa(multiform),the breath Pr/thag-

vartman (moving in various courses), the trunk Bahula (full),

the bladder Rayi (wealth), the feet the earth, the chest the

altar, the hairs the grass on the altar, the heart the Gdrhapatya

fire, the mind the Anvihirya fire, the mouth the Ahavaniya

fire.'—Here the doubt arises whether by the term * VaLyvd-

nara ' we have to understand the gastric fire, or the elemental

fire, or the divinity presiding over the latter, or the embodied

soul, or the highest Lord.—But what, it may be asked, gives

rise to this doubt ?—The circumstance, we reply, of * VaLrvi-

nara ' being employed as a common term for the gastric fire,

the elemental fire, and the divmity of the latter, while * Self

is a term applying to the embodied soul as well as to the

highest Lord. Hence the doubt arises which meaning of

the term is to be accepted and which to be set aside.

Which, then, is the alternative to be embraced?—Vai-

.rv&nara, the piirvapakshin maintains, is the gastric fire,

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

* effect,' and who is caUed the inner Self, because he is the breath

of life (priwa) in everything.—Hence the Sfitra must be connected

with another passage, and that passage is found in II, i, 10, where

it is said that the Person (i. e. the highest Self) is all this, &c.
* About which term see later on.

Digitized byGoogle



1 44 vedanta-sOtras.

that special sense ; so, for instance (Bri. Up. V, 9),
* Agni

Vai,fvAnara is the fire within man by which the food that is

eaten is cooked.*—Orelse the term may denote fire in general,

as we see it used in that sense also ; so, for instance {Rig-

veda Sawh. X, 88, 13), * For the whole world the gods have

made the Agni Vaixvanara a sign of the days.' Or, in the

third place, the word may denote that divinity whose body

is fire. For passages in which the term has that sense are

likewise met with ; compare, for instance, Rtg-veds, Sa;//h. I,

98, I, * May we be in the favour of Vai^vtoara ; for he is the

king of the beings, giving pleasure, of ready grace;' this

and similar passages properly applying to a divinity

endowed with power and similar qualities. Perhaps it

will be urged against the preceding explanations, that,

as the word Valfvdnara is used in co-ordination with the

term * Self,' and as the term ' Self alone is used in the intro-

ductory passage (* What is our Self, what is Brahman ?
'),

Vaijvdnara has to be understood in a modified sense, so as

to be in harmony with the term Self. Well, then, the

pflrvapakshin rejoins, let us suppose that Vai.fVclnara is

the embodied Self which, as being an enjoyer, is in close

vicinity to the Vai.rvSnara fire,^ (i.e. the fire within the

body,) and with which the qualification expressed by

the term, * Measured by a span,' well agrees, since it is

restricted by its limiting condition (viz. the body and so

on).—In any case it is evident that the term Vai.rvdnara

does not denote the highest Lord.

To this we make the following reply.—The word Vai.rvd-

nara denotes the highest Self, on account of the distinction

qualifying the two general terms.—Although the term * Self/

as well as the term * Vaijv^nara,' has various meanings

—

the latter term denoting three beings while the former

denotes two—yet we observe a distinction from which we

conclude that both terms can here denote the highest Lord

only ; viz. in the passage, * Of that Vai.fv4nara Self the head

is Sute^s,' &c. For it is clear that that passage refers to

the highest Lord in so far as he is distinguished by having

heaven, and so on, for his head and limbs, and in so far as

^ Strife laksha«a}'d vai^vinarajabdopapattim aha tasyeti. An. Gi.
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he has entered into a different state (viz. into the state of

being the Self of the threefold world) ; represents him, in

fact, for the purpose of meditation, as the internal Self of

everything. As such the absolute Self may be represented,

because it is the cause of everything ; for as the cause

virtually contains all the states belonging to its effects, the

heavenly world, and so on, may be spoken ofas the members
of the highest Self.—Moreover, the result which Scripture

declares to abide in all worlds—viz. in the passage, ' He eats

food in all worlds, in all beings, in all Selfs *—is* possible only

if we take the term Vaijvdnara to denote the highest Self.

—

The same remark applies to the declaration that all the sins

are burned of him who has that knowledge, * Thus all his

sins are burned,' &c. {Kh. Up. V, 24, 3).—Moreover, we
meet at the beginning of the chapter with the words * Self

and * Brahman ;
* viz. in the passage, * What is our Self,

what is Brahman ? ' Now these are marks of Brahman, and

indicate the highest Lord only. Hence he only can be

meant by the term Vairvdnara.

25. (And) because that which is stated by Smmi
(i. e. the shape of the highest Lord as described by

Smmi) is an inference (i. e. an indicatory mark from

which we infer the meaning of ^S^ruti).

The highest Lord only is Vairvclnara, for that reason also

that Smr/ti ascribes to the highest Lord only a shape con-

sisting of the threefold world, the fire constituting his mouth,

the heavenly world his head, &c. So, for instance, in the

following passage, * He whose mouth is fire, whose head

the heavenly world, whose navel the ether, whose feet the

earth, whose eye the sun, whose ears the regions, reverence

to him the Self of the world/ The shape described here in

Smr/ti allows us to infer a 5ruti passage on which the Smr/ti

rests, and thus constitutes an inference, i. e. a sign indicatory

of the word * VaLrvdnara ' denoting the highest Lord. For,

although the quoted Smr/ti passage contains a glorification

\

* And as such might be said not to require a basis for its

statements.

[34] L
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still even a glorification in the form in which it there appears

is not possible, unless it has a Vedic passage to rest on.

—

Other Smriti passages also may be quoted in connexion

with this SCitra, so, for instance, the following one, ' He
whose head the wise declare to be the heavenly world, whose

navel the ether, whose eyes sun and moon, whose ears the

regions, and whose feet the earth, he is the inscrutable

leader of all beings.'

26. If it be maintained that (Vaii'vinara is) not (the

highest Lord) on account of the term (viz. Vaii'va-

nara, having a settled different meaning), &c., and

on account of his abiding within (which is a charac-

teristic of the gastric fire)
;
(we say) no, on account

of the perception (of the highest Lord), being taught

thus (viz. in the gastric fire), and on account of the

impossibility (of the heavenly world, &c. being the

head, &c. of the gastric fire), and because they (the

Va/asaneyins) read of him (viz. the Vairvanara) as

man (which term cannot apply to the gastric fire).

Here the following objection is raised.—VaiJvdnara can-

not be the highest Lord, on account of the term, &c., and

on account of the abiding within. The term, viz. the term

Vaijvanara, cannot be applied to the highest Lord, because

the settled use of language assigns to it a different sense.

Thus, also, with regard to the term Agni (fire) in the pas-

sage (5at. Br^. X, 6, i, 11), * He is the Agni VaixvAnara.'

The word *&c.' (in the Sfttra) hints at the fiction concerning

the three sacred fires, the girhapatya being represented as

the heart, and so on, of the VaLrvdnara Self (A"//. Up. V,

18, 2^).—Moreover, the passage, 'Therefore the first food

which a man may take is in the place of homa ' (KA, Up. V,

19, i), contains a glorification of (Vaii-vdnara) being the abode

of the oblation to Prawa^. For these reasonswehave to under-

^ Na ^a garhapatyddihr/dayadild brahma^aA sambhavinJ. Bhd-

mat?.

' Na ks, prd«ihutyadhikara«ata x nyatra ^a/^aragner yu^yate.

Bhamatt.
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Stand by Vaijvdnara the gastric fire.—Moreover, Scripture

speaks of the Vaijvdnara as abiding within, * He knows him

abiding within man ;
' which again applies to the gastric fire

only.—With reference to the averment that on account ofthe

specifications contained in the passage, * His head is Sute^as/

&c., Vaijvdnara is to be explained as the highest Self, we
(the pCirvapakshin) ask : How do you reach the decision

that those specifications, although agreeing with both inter-

pretations, must be assumed to refer to the highest Lord

only, and not to the gastric fire ?—Or else we may assume

that the passage speaks of the elemental fire which abides

within and without ; for that that fire is also connected with

the heavenly world,and so on,we understand from the mantra,

' He who with his light has extended himself over earth

and heaven, the two halves of the world, and the atmo-

sphere' (Rig'veda, Samh. X, 88,3).—Or else the attribute of

having the heavenly world, and so on, for its members may,

on account of its power, be attributed to that divinity which

has the elemental fire for its body.—Therefore Vai^vinara

is not the highest Lord.

To all this we reply as follows.—Your assertions are

unfounded, * because there is taught the perception in this

manner.' The reasons (adduced in the former part of the

SCitra), viz. the term, and so on, are not sufficient to make
us abandon the interpretation according to which Vaijvinara

is the highest Lord.—Why?—On account of perception being

taught in this manner, i. e. without the gastric fire being set

aside. For the passages quoted teach the perception ofthe

highest Lord i n the gastric fire, analogously to such pas-

sages as * Let a man meditate on the mind as Brahman

'

(KA. Up. HI, 18, i).—Or else they teach that the object of

perception is the highest Lord, in so far as he has the

gastric fire called Vaijvdnara for his limiting condition ; ana-

logously to such passages as ' He who consists of mind,

whose body is breath, whose form is light' (K/i. Up. HI,

14, a ^). If it were the aim of the passages about the Vaij-

* According to the former explanation the gastric fire is to be

looked on as the outward manifestation (pratika) of the highest

Lord ; according to the latter as his limiting condition.

L 2
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vSnara to make statements not concerning the highest Lord,

but merely concerning the gastric fire, there would be no

possibility of specifications such as contained in the passage

* His head is Sute^s/ &c. That also on the assumption of

VaijVclnara being either the divinity of fire or the elemental

fire no room is to be found for the said specifications, we
shall show under the following SQtra.—Moreover, if the

mere gastric fire were meant, there would be room only

for a declaration that it abides within man, not that it is

man. But, as a matter of fact, the Vi^^asaneyins speak of

him—in their sacred text—as man, ' This Agni Vai^dnara

is man ; he who knows this Agni Vaijv^nara as man-like, as

abiding within man,' &c. (5at. Br4. X, 6, i, 11). The highest

Lord, on the other hand, who is the Self of everything, may
be spoken of as well as man, as abiding within man.—Those

who, in the latter part of the SOtra, read * man-like * (puru-

shavidham) instead of * man ' (purusham), wish to express

the following meaning : If Vai,rvdnara were assumed to be

the gastric fire only, he might be spoken of as abiding within

man indeed, but not as man-like. But the VS^saneyins do

speak of him as man-like, * He who knows him as man-like,

as abiding within man.'—The meaning of the term man-like

is to be concluded from the context, whence it will be seen

that, with reference to nature, it means that the highest Lord

has the heaven for his head, &c., and is based on the earth ;

and with reference to man, that he forms the head, &c., and

is based on the chin (of the devout worshipper i).

27. For the same reasons (the Vai^vSnara) cannot

be the divinity (of fire), or the element (of fire).

The averment that the fanciful attribution of members
contained in the passage * His head is Sutegas,' &c. may
apply to the elemental fire also which from the mantras

is seen to be connected with the heavenly world, &c., or else

to the divinity whose body is fire, on account of its power,

is refuted by the following remark: For the reasons

* I. e. that he may be fancifully identified with the head and so

on of the devout worshipper.
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already stated Vai^dnara is neither the divinity nor the

element. For to the elemental fire which is mere heat

and light the heavenly world and so on cannot properly

be ascribed as head and so on, because an effect cannot

be the Self of another effect.—Again, the heavenly world

cannot be ascribed as head, &c. to the divinity of fire, in

spite of the power of the latter ; for, on the one hand, it is

not a cause (but a mere effect), and on the other hand

its power depends on the highest Lord. Against all these

interpretations there lies moreover the objection founded

on the inapplicability of the term * Self.'

28. C'aimini (declares that there is) no contradic-

tion even on the assumption of a direct (worship of

the highest Lord as Vaii'vlinara).

Above (Sfttra 36) it has been said that Vaijvdnara is

the highest Lord, to be meditated upon as having the

gastric fire either for his outward manifestation or for his

limiting condition ; which interpretation was accepted in

deference to the circumstance that he is spoken of as

abiding within—and so on.—The teacher d^aimini however

is of opinion that it is not necessary to have recourse to

the assumption of an outward manifestation or limiting

condition, and that there is no objection to refer the

passage about Vai^rv^nara to the direct worship of the

highest Lord.—But, if you reject the interpretation based

on the gastric fire, you place yourself in opposition to the

statement that Vaijvdnara abides within, and to the reasons

founded on the term, &c. (Su. 26).—To this we reply that

we in no way place ourselves in opposition to the statement

that Vai.yvSnara abides within. For the passage, * He knows

him as man-like, as abiding within man,' does not by any

means refer to the gastric fire, the latter being neither

the general topic of discussion nor having been mentioned

by name before.—What then does it refer to ?—It refers to

that which forms the subject of discussion, viz. that similarity

to man (of the highest Self) which is fancifully found in the

members of man from the upper part of the head down to

the chin ; the text therefore says, * He knows him c\s man-like,
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as abiding within man/ just as we say of a branch that it

abides within the tree^—Or else we may adopt another

interpretation and say that after the highest Self has been

represented as having the likeness to man as a limiting

condition, with regard to nature as well as to man, the

passage last quoted (* He knows him as abiding within

man') speaks of the same highest Self as the mere witness

(sakshin ; i. e. as the pure Self, non-related to the limiting

conditions).—The consideration of the context having thus

shown that the highest Self has to be resorted to for the

interpretation of the passage, the term *VaiJv4nara' must

denote the highest Self in some way or other. The word

*Vi^Snara' is to be explained either as * he who is all

and man (i. e. the individual soul),' or * he to whom souls

belong ' (in so far as he is their maker or ruler), and thus

denotes the highest Self which is the Self of all. And the

form * Vai.9V^nara ' has the same meaning as * Vi^vdnara,' the

taddhita-suffix, by which the former word is derived from

the latter, not changing the meaning
;
just as in the case

of rikshasa (derived from rakshas), and v^yasa (derived

from vayas).—The word * Agni ' also may denote the

highest Self if we adopt the etymology agni= agra//i, i.e.

he who leads in front.—As the G^rhapatya-fire finally, and

as the abode of the oblation to breath the highest Self

may be represented because it is the Self of all.

But, if it is assumed that Vaijv^nara denotes the highest

Self, how can Scripture declare that he is measured by a

span?—On the explanation of this difficulty we now enter.

29. On account of the manifestation, so A^mara-

thya opines.

The circumstance of the highest Lord who transcends

all measure being spoken of as measured by a span has

for its reason * manifestation.' The highest Lord manifests

^ Whereby we mean not that it is inside the tree, but that it

forms a part of the tree.—The Vaijvdnara Self is identified with the

different members of the body, and these members abide within,

i. e. form parts of the body.
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himself as measured by a span, 1. e. he specially manifests

himself for the benefit of his worshippers in some special

places, such as the heart and the like, where he may be

perceived. Hence, according to the opinion of the teacher

Ajmarathya, the scriptural passage which speaks of him

who is measured by a span may refer to the highest Lord.

30. On account of remembrance; so Bddari opines.

Or else the highest Lord may be called * measured by
a span ' because he is remembered by means of the mind

which is seated in the heart which is measured by a span.

Similarly, barley-corns which are measured by means of

prasthas are themselves called prasthas. It must be ad-

mitted that barley-grains themselves have a certain size

which is merely rendered manifest through their being

connected with a prastha measure ; while the highest Lord

himself does not possess a size to be rendered manifest

by his connexion with the heart. Still the remembrance

(of the Lord by means of the mind) may be accepted as

offering a certain foundation for the 5ruti passage concern-

ing him who is measured by a span.—Or else^ the SOtra

may be interpreted to mean that the Lord, although not

really measured by a span, is to be remembered (meditated

upon) as being of the measure of a span ; whereby the

passage is furnished with an appropriate sense.—Thus the

passage about him who is measured by a span may, ac-

cording to the opinion of the teacher Bddari, be referred

to the highest Lord, on account of remembrance.

31. On the ground of imaginative identification

(the highest Lord may be called pradei'amitra),

G^aimini thinks ; for thus (Scripture) declares.

Or else the passage about him who is measured by a

span may be considered to rest on imaginative combin-

ation.—Why?—Because the passage of the Vd^^asaneyi-

* ParimSwasya hr/dayadv^raropitasya smaryamSwe katham dropo

vishayavishayitvena bheddd ity S^ahkya vydkhy^ntaram Sha pra-

dexeti. Ananda Giri.
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brdhma/za which treats of the same topic identifies heaven,

earth, and so on—which are the members of Vai^vinara

viewed as the Self of the threefold world—with certain

parts of the human frame, viz. the parts comprised between

the upper part of the head and the chin, and thus declares

the imaginative identity of Valrv^nara with something

whose measure is a span. There we read, * The Gods

indeed reached him, knowing him as measured by a span

as it were. Now I will declare them (his members) to

you so as to identify him (the Vai,yv4nara) with that whose

measure is a span ; thus he said. Pointing to the upper

part of the head he said : This is what stands above (i. e.

the heavenly world) as Vai^vinara (i. e. the head of Vaii*-

vdnara ^). Pointing to the eyes he said : This is he with

good light (i.e. the sun) as Vaij-vinara (i.e. the eye of

v.). Pointing to the nose he said : This is he who moves

on manifold paths (i. e. the air) as Vaiyvdnara (i. e. the

breath of V.). Pointing to the space (ether) within his

mouth he said : This is the full one (i. e. the ether) as

Vai,rv&nara. Pointing to the saliva within his mouth he

said : This is wealth as Vaiivdnara (i. e. the water in the

bladder of V.). Pointing to the chin he said : This is

the base as Vai.rvdnara (i. e. the feet of V.).'—Although

in the V^^asaneyi-brdhma«a the heaven is denoted as

that which has the attribute of standing above and the

sun as that which has the attribute of good light, while

in the K/tkndogya, the heaven is spoken of as having good

light and the sun as being multiform ; still this difference

does not interfere (with the unity of the vidyd) *, because

both texts equally use the term * measured by a span,* and

because all .rdkh^s intimate the same.—The above explana-

tion of the term 'measured by a span,' which rests on

imaginative identification, the teacher G^aimini considers the

most appropriate one.

32. Moreover they (the C'dbSlas) speak of him

A
* Atra sarvatra vaijvdnarajabdas tadahgapara/;. Go. An.

' Which unity entitles us to use the passage from the 5at. Brd.

for the explanation of the passage from the ICk. Up.
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(the highest Lord) in that (i. e. the interstice between

the top of the head and the chin which is measured

by a span).

Moreover the G&hkhs speak in their text of the highest

Lord as being in the interstice between the top of the head

and the chin. * The unevolved infinite Self abides in the

avimukta (i.e. the non-released soul). Where does that

avimukta abide ? It abides in the VarawA and the Nasi, in

the middle. What is that Vara//4, what is that Ndsi ?
' The

text thereupon etymologises the term Vara«4 as that which

wards off (vSrayati) all evil done by the senses, and the

term NAsi as that which destroys (n^^yati) all evil done

by the senses ; and then continues, * And what is its place ?

—The place where the eyebrows and the nose join. That is

the joining place of the heavenly world (represented by the

upper part of the head) and of the other (i. e. the earthly

world represented by the chin).' ((Jdbila Up. I.)—Thus

it appears that the scriptural statement which ascribes

to the highest Lord the measure of a span is appropriate.

That the highest Lord is called abhivimdna refers to his

being the inward Self of all. As such he is directly

measured, i.e. known by all animate beings. Or else

the word may be explained as * he who is near everywhere

—as the inward Self—and who at the same time is measure-

less ' (as being infinite). Or else it may denote the highest

Lord as him who, as the cause of the world, measures it

out, L e. creates it. By all this it is proved that Vai.rvdnara

is the highest Lord.
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THIRD pAdA.

Reverence to the highest Self!

I. The abode of heaven, earth, and so on (is

Brahman), on account of the term * own/ i. e. Self

We read (Mu. Up. II, 2, 5),
* He in whom the heaven, the

earth, and the sky are woven, the mind also with all the

vital airs, know him alone as the Self, and leave off other

words ! He is the bridge of the Immortal/—Here the doubt

arises whether the abode which is intimated by the state-

ment of the heaven and so on being woven in it is the

highest Brahman or something else.

The pQrvapakshin maintains that the abode is something

else, on account of the expression, * It is the bridge of the

Immortal/ For, he says, it is known from every-day ex-

perience that a bridge presupposes some further bank to

which it leads, while it is impossible to assume something

further beyond the highest Brahman, which in Scripture is

called 'endless, without a further shore ' (Br/. Up. 11,4, 12).

Now if the abode is supposed to be something different

from Brahman, it must be supposed to be either the pra-

dh^na known from Smr/'ti, which, as being the (general)

cause, may be called the (general) abode ; or the air known

from 5ruti, of which it is said (Br/. Up. Ill, 7, 2, * Air is that

thread, O Gautama. By air as by a thread, O Gautama,

this world and the other world and all beings are strung

together '), that it supports all things ; or else the embodied

soul which, as being the enjoyer, may be considered as an

abode with reference to the objects of its fruition.

Against this view we argue with the sCitrakSra as follows :

—

* Of the world consisting of heaven, earth, and so on, which

in the quoted passage is spoken of as woven (upon some-

thing), the highest Brahman must be the abode/—Why ?

—

On account of the word * own,' i. e. on account of the word

*Self.' For we meet with the word *Self' in the pas-

sage, 'Know him alone as the Self/ This term *Self' is
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thoroughly appropriate only if we understand the highest

Self and not anything else.—(To propound another inter-

pretation of the phrase ' sva^abddt ' employed in the Sutra.)

Sometimes also Brahman is spoken of in 5ruti as the

general abode by its own terms (i.e. by terms properly

designating Brahman), as, for instance (K/i. Up. VI, 8, 4),

* All these creatures, my dear, have their root in the being,

their abode in the being, their rest in the being ^'—(Or

else we have to explain * svaj-abdena ' as follows). In

the passages preceding and following the passage under

discussion Brahman is glorified with its own names ^;

cp. Mii. Up. II, I, 10, *The Person is all this, sacrifice,

penance, Brahman, the highest Immortal,' and II, 2, 11,

' That immortal Brahman is before, is behind, Brahman is

to the right and left/ Here, on account of mention being

made of an abode and that which abides, and on account of

the co-ordination expressed in the passage, * Brahman is

air (Mu. Up. II, 2y 11), a suspicion might arise that Brah-

man is of a manifold variegated nature, just as in the case

ofa tree consisting of different parts we distinguish branches,

stem, and root. In order to remove this suspicion the text

declares (in the passage under discussion), 'Know him

alone as the Self.' The sense of which is : The Self is not

to be known as manifold, qualified by the universe of effects

;

you are rather to dissolve by true knowledge the universe

of effects, which is the mere product of Nescience, and to

know that one Self, which is the general abode, as uniform.

Just as when somebody says, 'Bring that on which Deva-

datta sits,' the person addressed brings the chair only (the

abode of Devadatta), not Devadatta himself; so the pas-

sage, * Know him alone as the Self,' teaches that the object

to be known is the one uniform Self which constitutes the

general abode. Similarly another scriptural passage re-

proves him who believes in the unreal world of effects,

* From passages of which nature we may infer that in the

passage under discussion also the ' abode ' is Brahman.
* From which circumstance we may conclude that the passage

under discussion also refers to Brahman.
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* From death to death goes he who sees any difference

here' (Ka. Up. II, 4, 11). The statement of co-ordination

made in the clause * All is Brahman * aims at dissolving (the

wrong conception of the reality of) the world, and not in any

way at intimating that Brahman is multiform in nature ^ ; for

the uniformity (of Brahman's nature) is expressly stated in

other passages such as the following one, * As a mass of salt

has neither inside nor outside, but is altogether a mass of

taste, thus indeed has that Self neither inside nor outside,

but is altogether a mass ofknowledge ' {Bri. Up. IV, 5, 13).

—

For all these reasons the abode of heaven, earth, &c. is the

highest Brahman.—Against the objection that on account

of the text speaking of a * bridge,' and a bridge requiring

a further bank, we have to understand by the abode of

heaven and earth something different from Brahman, we

remark that the word * bridge ' is meant to intimate only

that that which is called a bridge supports, not that it has

a further bank. We need not assume by any means that

the bridge meant is like an ordinary bridge made of clay

and wood. For as the word setu (bridge) is derived from

the root s i, which means * to bind,' the idea of holding

together, supporting is rather implied in it than the idea of

being connected with something beyond (a further bank).

According to the opinion of another (commentator) the

word * bridge ' does not glorify the abode of heaven, earth,

&c., but rather the knowledge of the Self which is glorified

in the preceding clause, * Know him alone as the Self,* and

the abandonment of speech advised in the clause, ' leave off

other words;' to them, as being the means of obtaining

immortality, the expression * the bridge of the immortal
*

applies *. On that account we have to set aside the assertion

that, on account of the word ' bridge/ something different

from Brahman is to be understood by the abode of heaven,

earth, and so on.

* Yat sarvam avidySropitaw tat sarva»2 paramdrthato brahma

na tu yad brahma tat sarvam ity artha^. Bhamati.

^ So that the passage would have to be translated, ' That, viz.

knowledge, &c. is the bridge of the Immortal.'
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2. And on account of its being designated as that

to which the Released have to resort.

By the abode of heaven, earth, and so on, we have to

understand the highest Brahman for that reason also that

we find it denoted as that to which the Released have to

resort.—The conception that the body and other things

contained in the sphere of the Not-self are our Self,

constitutes Nescience; from it there spring desires with

regard to whatever promotes the well-being of the body

and so on, and aversions with regard to whatever tends to

injure it ; there further arise fear and confusion when we
observe anything threatening to destroy it. All this con-

stitutes an endless series of the most manifold evils with

which we all are acquainted. Regarding those on the other

hand who have freed themselves from the stains of Nescience

desire aversion and so on, it is said that they have to resort

to that, viz. the abode of heaven, earth, &c. which forms the

topic of discussion. For the text, after having said, ' The
fetter of the heart is broken, all doubts are solved, all his

works perish when He has been beheld who is the higher

and the lower ' (Mu. Up. II, a, 8), later on remarks, * The wise

man freed from name and form goes to the divine Person

who is greater than the great' (Mu. Up. Ill, a, 8). That

Brahman is that which is to be resorted to by the released,

is known from other scriptural passages, such as * When all

desires which once entered his heart are undone then does

the mortal become immortal, then he obtains Brahman'

(BrL Up. IV, 4, 7). Of the pradh^na and similar entities,

on the other hand, it is not known from any source that they

are to be resorted to by the released. Moreover, the text

(in the passage, * Know him alone as the Self and leave off

other words *) declares that the knowledge of the abode of

heaven and earth, &c. is connected with the leaving off of

all speech ; a condition which, according to another scrip-

tural passage, attaches to (the knowledge of) Brahman ; cp.

Br/. Up. IV, 4, 21, * Let a wise Brkhmana,, after he has dis-

covered him, practise wisdom. Let him not seek after many
words, for that is mere weariness of the tongue.*—For that
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reason also the abode of heaven, earth, and so on, is the

highest Brahman.

3. Not (1. e. the abode of heaven, earth, &c. can-

not be) that which is inferred, (i. e. the pradhana), on

account of the terms not denoting it.

While there has been shown a special reason in favour of

Brahman (being the abode), there is no such special reason

in favour of anything else. Hence he (the sfitrakdra) says

that that which is inferred, i. e. the pradhana assumed by

the Sclnkhya-smrfti, is not to be accepted as the abode of

heaven, earth, &c.—Why ?—On account of the terms not

denoting it. For the sacred text does not contain any

term intimating the non-intelligent pradhdna, on the ground

of which we might understand the latter to be the general

cause or abode ; while such terms as * he who perceives all

and knows all * (Mu. Up. I, i, 9) intimate an intelligent being

opposed to the pradhina in nature.—For the same reason

the air also cannot be accepted as the abode of heaven,

earth, and so on.

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

Although to the cognitional (individual) Self the qualities

of Selfhood and intelligence do belong, still omniscience

and similar qualities do not belong to it as its knowledge

is limited by its adjuncts; thus the individual soul also

cannot be accepted as the abode of heaven, earth, &c.,

for the same reason, i.e. on account of the terms not

denoting it.—Moreover, the attribute of forming the abode

of heaven, earth, and so on, cannot properly be given to the

individual soul because the latter is limited by certain

adjuncts and therefore non-pervading (not omnipresent) \

—The special enunciation (of the individual soul) is caused

by what follows ^—The individual soul is not to be

* Bhogyasya bhoktmeshatvat tasydyatanatvam uktam Sxahkyaha

na X'eti, ^vasyddr/'sh/advdrd dyubhvddinimittatve « pi na sakshdt

tadayatanatvam aupddhikatvenavibhutvdd ity artha^. Ananda Giri.

' It would not have been requisite to introduce a special SQtra
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accepted as the abode of heaven, earth, &c. for the follow-

ing reason also.

5. On account of the declaration of difference.

The passage * Know him alone as the Self* moreover

implies a declaration of difference, viz. of the difference of

the object of knowledge and the knower. Here the indi-

vidual soul as being that which is desirous of release is the

knower, and consequently Brahman, which is denoted by

the word ' self* and represented as the object of knowledge,

is understood to be the abode of heaven, earth, and so on.

—For the following reason also the individual soul cannot be

accepted as the abode of heaven, earth, &c.

6. On account of the subject-matter.

The highest Self constitutes the subject-matter (of the

entire chapter), as we see from the passage, * Sir, what is

that through which, when it is known, everything else

becomes known ? ' (Mu. Up. I, i, 3), in which the knowledge

of everything is declared to be dependent on the knowledge

of one thing. For all this (i. e. the entire world) becomes

known if Brahman the Self of all is known, not if only the

individual soul is known.—Another reason against the

individual soul follows.

7. And on account of the two conditions of stand-

ing and eating (of which the former is characteristic

of the highest Lord, the latter of the individual soul).

With reference to that which is the abode of heaven,

earth, and so on, the text says, * Two birds, inseparable

friends,' &c. (Mu. Up. Ill, i, i). This passage describes

the two states of mere standing, i. e. mere presence, and of

eating, the clause, * One of them eats the sweet fruit,' refer-

ring to the eating, i. e. the fruition of the results of works,

for the individual soul—which, like the air, is already excluded by

the preceding Stitra—if it were not for the new argument brought

forward in the following SQtra which applies to the individual soul

only.
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and the clause, *The other one looks on without eating/

describing the condition of mere inactive presence. The
two states described, viz. of mere presence on the one hand

and of enjoyment on the other hand, show that the Lord

and the individual soul are referred to. Now there is room

for this statement which represents the Lord as separate

from the individual soul, only if the passage about the

abode of heaven and earth likewise refers to the Lord ; for

in that case only there exists a continuity of topic On
any other supposition the second passage would contain a

statement about something not connected with the general

topic, and would therefore be entirely uncalled for.—But, it

may be objected, on your interpretation also the second

passage makes an uncalled-for statement, viz. in so far as it

represents the individual soul as separate from the Lord.

—

Not so, we reply. It is nowhere the purpose of Scripture

to make statements regarding the individual soul. From
ordinary experience the individual soul, which in the different

individual bodies is joined to the internal organs and other

limiting adjuncts, is known to every one as agent and

enjoyer, and we therefore must not assume that it is

that which Scripture aims at setting forth. The Lord, on

the other hand, about whom ordinary experience tells

us nothing, is to be considered as the special topic of

all scriptural passages, and we therefore cannot assume

that any passage should refer to him merely casually ^.

—

" If the individual soul were meant by the abode of heaven,

earth, &c., the statement regarding Ijvara made in the passage

about the two birds would be altogether abrupt, and on that ground

objectionable. The same difficulty does not present itself with

regard to the abrupt mention of the individual soul which is well

known to everybody, and to which therefore casual allusions may
be made.—I subjoin Ananda Giri's commentary on the entire pas-

sage: Gfvasyopidhyaikyenivivakshitatvdt ta4§^«ane»pi sarva^«ana-

siddhes tasyayatanatvadyabhdve hetvantaraw vS^yam ity ajahkya

sdirena. pariharati kutar^etyddina. Tad vya/tash/e dyubhvdditi.

Nirdexam eva darxayati tayor iti. Vibhaktyartham dha tdbhydw X'eti.

Sthityejvarasyddand^ ^vasa^^grahe * pi katham uvarasyaiva vijvd-

yatanatva;w taddha yaditi. Lvarasydyanatvendprakr/latve^fvapr/-
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That the mantra * two birds/ &c. speaks of the Lord and

the individual soul we have already shown under I, 2. 11.

—And if, according to the interpretation given in the Paingi-

upanishad (and quoted under I, a, 11), the verse is under-

stood to refer to the internal organ (sattva) and the

individual soul (not to the individual soul and the Lord),

even then there is no contradiction (between that interpre-

tation and our present averment that the individual soul is

not the abode of heaven and earth).—How so?—Here

(i.e. in the present Siitra and the SQtras immediately

preceding) it is denied that the individual soul which, owing

to its imagined connexion with the internal organ and other

limiting adjuncts, has a separate existence in separate

bodies—its division being analogous to the division of

universal space into limited spaces such as the spaces

within jars and the like—is that which is called the abode

of heaven and earth. That same soul, on the other hand,

which exists in all bodies, if considered apart from the limit-

ing adjuncts, is nothing else but the highest Self Just as

the spaces within jars, if considered apart from their limiting

conditions, are merged in universal space, so the individual

soul also is incontestably that which is denoted as the

abode of heaven and earth, since it (the soul) cannot really

be separate from the highest Self. That it is not the

abode of heaven and earth, is therefore said of the indi-

vidual soul in so far only as it imagines itself to be con-

nected with the internal organ and so on. Hence it follows

that the highest Self is the abode of heaven, earth, and so

on.—The same conclusion has already been arrived at

under I, 2, 21 ; for in the passage concerning the source

of all beings (which passage is discussed under the Sutra

quoted) we meet with the clause, * In which heaven and

thakkathandnupapattir ity uktam eva vyatirekadviraha anyatheti.

Gtvasyayatanatvendprakmatve tulydnupapattir iti jahkate nanviti.

Tasyaikydrthaw lokasiddhasydnuvddatvdn naivam ity dha neti.

Glvasydpftrvatvdbhdvendpratipadyatvam eva praka/ayati kshetra^/fo

hiti. trvarasydpi lokavadisiddhatvid apratipadyatety diahkyaha

fxvaras tv iti.

[34] M
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earth and the sky are woven/ In the present adhikara«a

the subject is resumed for the sake of further elucidation.

8. The bhiiman (is Brahman), as the instruction

about it is additional to that about the state of deep

sleep (i. e. the vital air which remains awake even in

the state of deep sleep).

We read [Kh, Up. VII, 23; 24), *That which is much
(bhiiman) we must desire to understand.—Sir, I desire to

understand it.—Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing

else, understands nothing else, that is what is much (bhfiman).

Where one sees something else, hears something else, under-

stands something else, that is the Little.'—Here the doubt

arises whether that which is much is the vital air (prd«a) or

the highest Self.—Whence the doubt ?—The word 'bhOman,'

taken by itself, means the state of being much, according to

its derivation as taught by Pa«ini, VI, 4, 158. Hence
there is felt the want of a specification showing what con-

stitutes the Self of that muchness. Here there presents itself

at first the approximate passage, * The vital air is more than

hope' {Kh. Up. VII, 15, i), from which we may conclude

that the vital air is bhiiman.— On the other hand, we meet

at the beginning of the chapter, where the general topic is

stated, with the following passage, * I have heard from men
like you that he who knows the Self overcomes grief. I am
in grief. Do, Sir, help me over this griefof mine;* from which

passage it would appear that the bhiiman is the highest

Self.—Hence there arises a doubt as to which of the two

alternatives is to be embraced, and which is to be set aside.

The purvapakshin maintains that the bhQman is the vital

air,' since there is found no further series of questions and

answers as to what is more. For while we meet with a series

of questions and answers (such as, * Sir, is there something

which is more than a name? '—
* Speech is more than name.'

—

* Is there something which is more than speech ?
'—

* Mind is

more than speech '); which extends from name up to vital air,

we do not meet with a similar question and answer as to what

might be more than vital air (such as, * Is there something
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which is more than vital air?'— * Such and such a thing is

more than vital air'). The text rather at first declares at

length (in the passage, * The vital air is more than hope/ &c.)

that the vital air is more than all the members of the series

from name up to hope ; it then acknowledges him who

knows the vital air to be an ativddin, i.e. one who makes

a statement surpassing the preceding statements (in the

passage, * Thou art an ativAdin. He may say I am an ati-

vAdin ; he need not deny it ') ; and it thereupon (in the

passage, * But he in reality is an ativAdin who declares

something beyond by means of the True'^),—not leaving

off, but rather continuing to refer to the quality of an

ativddin which is founded on the vital air,—proceeds, by

means of the series beginning with the True, to lead over to

the bhuman ; so that we conclude the meaning to be

that the vital air is the bh\iman.--fBut, if the bhuman is

interpreted to mean the vital air, how have we to explain

the passage in which the bhOman is characterised, * Where
one sees nothing else ?

' &c.—As, the purvapakshin replies,

in the state of deep sleep we observe a cessation of all

activity, such as seeing, &c., on the part of the organs

merged in the vital air, the vital air itself may be charac-

terised by a passage such as, * Where one sees nothing else.*

Similarly, another scriptural passage (Pra. Up. IV, 2; 3) de-

scribes at first (in the words, * He does not hear, he does not

see,' &c.) the state of deep sleep as characterised by the cessa-

tion ofthe activity of all bodily organs, and then by declaring

that in that state the vital air, with its five modifications,

remains awake (* The fires of the prknsis are awake in that

town *), shows the vital air to occupy the principal position

in the state of deep sleep.—That passage also, which speaks

of the bliss of the bhiiman (' The bhQman is bliss,' KA, Up.

Vn, 23), can be reconciled with our explanation, because

Pra. Up. IV, 6 declares bliss to attach to the state of deep

sleep ('Then that god sees no dreams and at that time

that happiness arises in his body ').—Again, the statement,

'The bhiiman is immortality' (K/t. Up. VII, 24, i), may

* As might be the primi facie conclusion from the particle * but

'

introducing the sentence * but he in reality,' &c.

M 2
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likewise refer to the vital air ; for another scriptural passage

says/Prd«a is immortality' (Kau. Up. Ill, 2).—But how
can the view according to which the bhfiman is the vital air

be reconciled with the fact that in the beginning of the

chapter the knowledge of the Self is represented as the

general topic (' He who knows the Self overcomes grief/ &c.)?

—By the Self there referred to, the piirvapakshin replies,

nothing else is meant but the vital air. For the passage,

• The vital air is father, the vital air is mother, the vital air

is brother, the vital air is sister, the vital air is teacher, the

vital air is Brdhma^/a' {Kh. Up. VII, 15, i), represents

the vital air as the Self of everything. As, moreover, the

passage, *As the spokes of a wheel rest in the nave, so

all this rests in prcl//a,* declares the prd«a to be the Self of

all—by means of a comparison with the spokes and the

nave of a wheel—the pr^«a may be conceived under the form

of bhfiman, i.e. plenitude. —Bhiiman, therefore, means the

vital air.

To this we make the following reply.—Bhuman can mean

the highest Self only, not the vital air.—Why ?
—

* On account

of information being given about it, subsequent to bliss.'

The word 'bliss ' (samprasllda) means the state of deep sleep,

as may be concluded, firstly, from the etymology of the

word (*In it he, i.e. man, is altogether pleased—samprasJ-

dati')—and, secondly, from the fact of samprasllda being

mentioned in the Br/had4ra«yaka together with the state

of dream and the waking state. And as in the state of

deep sleep the vital air remains awake, the word * sampra-

sAda * is employed in the Sutra to denote the vital air ; so

that the Sutra means, 'on account of information being

given about the bhuman, subsequently to (the informa-

tion given about) the vital air.* If the bhQman were the

vital air itself, it would be a strange proceeding to make

statements about the bhiiman in addition to the statements

about the vital air. For in the preceding passages also we

do not meet, for instance, with a statement about name

subsequent to the previous statement about name (i. e. the

text does not say 'name is more than name*), but after

something has been said about name, a new statement is

Digitized byGoogle



I ADIIYAYA, 3 pAda, 8. 1 65

made about speech, which is something different from name

(i.e. the text says, * Speech is more than name '), and so on

up to the statement about vital air, each subsequent state-

ment referring to something other than the topic of the

preceding one. We therefore conclude that the bhfiman

also, the statement about which follows on the statement

about the vital air, is something other than the vital air.

—

But— it may be objected—we meet here neither with a ques-

tion, such as, * Is there something more than vital air? ' nor

with an answer, such as, * That and that is more than vital

air.' How, then, can it be said that the information about the

bhOman is given subsequently to the information about the

vital air?—Moreover, we see that the circumstance of being

an ativddin, which is exclusively connected with the vital

air, is referred to in the subsequent passage (viz. * But in

reality he is an ativddin who makes a statement surpassing

(the preceding statements) by means of the True '). There

is thus no information additional to the information about

the vital air.—To this objection we reply that it is impos-

sible to maintain that the passage last quoted merely con-

tinues thediscussion ofthequality of being an ativSdin,as con-

nected with the knowledge of the vital air ; since the clause,

* He who makes a statement surpassing, &c. by means of

the True,* states a specification.—But, the objector resumes,

this very statement of a specification may be explained as

referring to the vital air. If you ask how, we refer you to

an analogous case. If somebody says, *This Agnihotrin

speaks the truth,* the meaning is not that the quality of

being an Agnihotrin depends on speaking the truth ; that

quality rather depends on the (regular performance of the)

agnihotra only, and speaking the truth is mentioned merely

as a special attribute of that special Agnihotrin. So

our passage also ('But in reality he is an ativ^din who
makes a statement, &c. by means of the True ') does not

intimate that the quality of being an ativSdin depends on

speaking the truth, but merely expresses that speaking

the truth is a special attribute of him who knows the vital

air; while the quality of being an ativlldin must be con*

sidered to depend on the knowledge of the vital air.—This
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objection we rebut by the remark that it involves an aban-

donment of the direct meaning of the sacred text. For

from the text, as it stands, we understand that the quality

of being an atividin depends on speaking the truth ; the sense

being : An ativddin is he who is an ativddin by means of the

True. The passage does not in anyway contain a eulogisation

of the knowledge of the vital air. It could be connected

with the latter only on the ground of general subject-matter

(prakara;/a) ^ ; which would involve an abandonment ofthe di-

rect meaning of the text in favour of prakara«a *.—Moreover,

the particle but (* But in reality he is,' &c.), whose purport

is to separate (what follows) from the subject-matter of what

precedes, would not agree (with the prd;/a explanation).

The following passage also, ' But we must desire to know
the True* (VII, i6), which presupposes a new effort, shows

that a new tcfpic is going to be entered upon.—For these

reasons we have to consider the statement about the ati-

vddin in the same light as we should consider the remark

—

made in a conversation which previously had turned on the

praise of those who study one Veda—that he who studies

the four Vedas is a great Br&hma^a ; a remark which we
should understand to be laudatory of persons different from

those who study one Veda, i.e. of those who study all the

four Vedas. Nor is there any reason to assume that a new
topic can be introduced in the form of question and answer

only ; for that the matter propounded forms a new topic is

sufficiently clear from the circumstance that no connexion

can be established between it and the preceding topic.

The succession of topics in the chapter under discussion

is as follows: NSrada at first listens to the instruction

which Sanatkumdra gives him about various matters, the

last of which is Prd^/a, and then becomes silent. Thereupon

SanatkumSra explains to him spontaneously (without being

" It being maintained that the passage referred to is to be viewed

in connexion with the general subject-matter of the preceding part

of the chapter.

' And would thus involve a violation of a fundamental principle

of the MlmS;7isi.
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asked) that the quality of being an ativddin, if merely based

on the knowledge of the vital air—which knowledge has

for its object an unreal product,—is devoid of substance, and

that he only is an ativAdin who is such by means of

the True. By the term * the True ' there is meant the

highest Brahman ; for Brahman is the Real, and it is

called the 'True* in' another scriptural passage also, viz.

Taitt Up. II, I, *The True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman/

N^rada, thus enlightened, starts a new line of enquiry

(* Might I, Sir, become an ativddin by the True?') and

Sanatkumdra then leads him, by a series of instrumental

steps, beginning with understanding, up to the knowledge

of bhOman. We therefrom conclude that the bhCiman is

that very True whose explanation had been promised in

addition to the (knowledge of the) vital air. We thus see

that the instruction about the bhCiman is additional to the

instruction about the vital air, and bhCiman must therefore

mean the highest Self, which is different from the vital air.

With this interpretation the initial statement, according to

which the enquiry into the Self forms the general subject-

matter, agrees perfectly well. The assumption, on the

other hand (made by the pQrvapakshin), that by the Self

we have here to understand the vital air is indefensible.

For, in the first place. Self-hood docs not belong to the

vital air in any non-figurative sense. In the second place,

cessation of grief cannot take place apart from the knowledge

of the highest Self; for, as another scriptural passage

declares, * There is no other path to go' (5vet. Up. VI, 15).

Moreover, after we have read at the outset, * Do, Sir, lead

me over to the other side of grief* {Kh. Up. VII, i, 3), we
meet with the following concluding words (VII, 26, 2), * To
him, after his faults had been rubbed out, the venerable

Sanatkumdra showed the other side of darkness.' The
term * darkness ' here denotes Nescience, the cause of grief,

and so on.—Moreover, if the instruction terminated with the

vital air, it would not be said of the latter that it rests on

something else. But the brahma//a (Kh. Up. VII, 26, i)

does say, * The vital air springs from the Self.' Nor can it

be objected against this last argument that the concluding
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part of the chapter may refer to the highest Self, while, all

the same, the bhfiman (mentioned in an earlier part of the

chapter) may be the vital air. For, from the passage (VII,

24, i), (*Sir, in what does the bhOman rest? In its own

greatness,* &c.), it appears that the bhClman forms the con-

tinuous topic up to the end of the chapter.—The quality of

being the bhClman—which quality is plenitude—agrees,

moreover, best with the highest Self, which is the cause of

everything.

9. And on account of the agreement of the

attributes (mentioned in the text).

The attributes, moreover, which the sacred text ascribes

to the bhQman agree well with the highest Self. The
passage, * Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else,

understands nothing else, that is the bh(iman,' gives us to

understand that in the bhOman the ordinary activities of

seeing and so on are absent ; and that this is characteristic

of the highest Self, we know from another scriptural passage,

viz. * But when the Self only is all this, how should he see

another ?
' &c. (Br/. Up. IV, 5, 15). What is said about the

absence of the activities of seeing and so on in the state of

deep sleep (Pra. Up. IV, a) is said with the intention of

declaring the non-attachedness of the Self, not of describing

the nature of the prawa ; for the highest Self (not the vital

air) is the topic of that passage. The bliss also of which

Scripture speaks as connected with that state is mentioned

only in order to show that bliss constitutes the nature of

the Self For Scripture says (Br/. Up. IV, 3, 32), ' This is

his highest bliss. All other creatures live on a small por-

tion of that bliss.'—The passage under discussion also

(' The bhuman is bliss. There is no bliss in that which is

little (limited). The bhOman only is bliss') by denying

the reality of bliss on the part of whatever is perishable

shows that Brahman only is bliss as bhuman, i.e. in its

plenitude.—Again, the passage, *The bhQman is immor-

tality,' shows that the highest cause is meant; for the

immortality of all effected things is a merely relative one.
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and another scriptural passage says that * whatever is

different from that (Brahman) is perishable* (Br/. Up.

Ill, 4, 2).—Similarly, the qualities of being the True, and of

resting in its own greatness, and of being omnipresent, and

of being the Self of everything which the text mentions (as

belonging to the bhOman) can belong to the highest Self

only, not to anything else.—By all this it is proved that

the bhOman is the highest Self.

10. The Imperishable (is Brahman) on account of

(its) supporting (all things) up to ether.

We read (Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 7 ; 8), * In what then is the ether

woven, like warp and woof?—He said : O GArgi, the

Brdhma//as call this the akshara (the Imperishable). It is

neither coarse nor fine,' and so on.—Here the doubt arises

whether the word ' akshara ' means * syllable ' or * the highest

Lord.'

The pCirvapakshin maintains that the word * akshara
'

means * syllable* merely, because it has, in such terms as

akshara-sam&mndya, the meaning of * syllable ;
' because

we have no right to disregard the settled meaning of a word

;

and because another scriptural passage also (* The syllable

Om is all this,' K/i. Up. II, 23, 4) declares a syllable, repre-

sented as the object of devotion, to be the Self of all.

To this we reply that the highest Self only is denoted by

the word * akshara.'—Why?—Because it (the akshara) is

said to support the entire aggregate of effects, from earth

up to ether. For the sacred text declares at first that the

entire aggregate of effects beginning with earth and differ-

entiated by threefold time is based on ether, in which it is

* woven like warp and woof ;

' leads then (by means of the

question, * In what then is the ether woven, like warp and

woof? ') over to the akshara, and, finally, concludes with the

words, ' In that akshara then, O G^rgi, the ether is woven,

like warp and woof.'—Now the attribute of supporting

everything up to ether cannot be ascribed to any being

but Brahman. The text (quoted from the K/i. Up.) says

indeed that the syllable Om is all this, but that statement
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is to be understood as a mere glorification of the syllable

Om considered as a means to obtain Brahman.—Therefore

we take akshara to mean either * the Imperishable ' or * that

which pervades ;
* on the ground of either of which explana-

tions it must be identified with the highest Brahman.
But—our opponent resumes—while we must admit .that

the above reasoning holds good so far that the circum-

stance of the akshara supporting all things up to ether is to

be accepted as a proof of all effects depending on a cause,

we point out that it may be employed by those also who
declare the pradhAna to be the general cause. How then

does the previous argumentation specially establish Brah-

man (to the exclusion of the pradhdna) ?—The reply to this

is given in the next SOtra.

1 1

.

This (supporting can), on account of the

command (attributed to the Imperishable, be the

work of the highest Lord only).

The supporting of all things up to ether is the work of the

highest Lord only.—Why ?—On account of the command.

—

For the sacred text speaks of a command {' By the command
of that akshara,0 Gdrgt,sunand moon stand apart!' 111,8,9),

and command can be the work of the highest Lord only, not

of the non-intelligent pradh&na. For non-intelligent causes

such as clay and the like are not capable of command, with

reference to their effects, such as jars and the like.

12. And on account of (Scripture) separating (the

akshara) from that whose nature is different (from

Brahman).

Also on account of the reason stated in this SCltra

Brahman only is to be considered as the Imperishable, and

the supporting of all things up to ether is to be looked

upon as the work of Brahman only, not of anything else.

The meaning of the SOtra is as follows. Whatever things

other than Brahman might possibly be thought to be

denoted by the term * akshara,' from the nature of all those

things Scripture separates the akshara spoken of as the
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support of all things up to ether. The scriptural passage

alluded to is III, 8, 11, * That akshara, O G^rgi, is unseen

but seeing, unheard but hearing, unperceived but perceiving,

unknown but knowing.' Here the designation of being

unseen, &c. agrees indeed with the pradh4na also, but not

so the designation of seeing, &c., as the pradhAna is non-

intelligent.—Nor can the word akshara denote the embodied

soul with its limiting conditions, for the passage following

on the one quoted declares that there is nothing different

from the Self (* there is nothing that sees but it, nothing

that hears but it, nothing that perceives but it, nothing that

knows but it
') ; and, moreover, limiting conditions are

expressly denied (of the akshara) in the passage, *It is

without eyes, without ears, without speech, without mind,'

&c. (Ill, 8, 8). An embodied soul without limiting con-

ditions does not exist ^.—It is therefore certain beyond

doubt that the Imperishable is nothing else but the highest

Brahman.

13. On account of his being designated as the

object of sight (the highest Self is meant, and) the

same (is meant in the passage speaking of the medi-

tation on the highest person by means of the syllable

Om).

(In Pra. Up. V, 2) the general topic of discussion is set

forth in the words, * O Satyakima, the syllable Om is the

highest and also the other Brahman; therefore he who
knows it arrives by the same means at one of the two.'

The text then goes on, * Again, he who meditates with this

syllable Om of three mdtr^s on the highest Person,' &c.

—

Here the doubt presents itself, whether the object of medi-

tation referred to in the latter passage is the highest Brahman

or the other Brahman ; a doubt based on the former pas-

sage, according to which both are under discussion.

The pftrvapakshin maintains that the other, i. e. the lower

' A remark directed against the possible attempt to explain the

passage last quoted as referring to the embodied soul.
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Brahman, is referred to, because the text promises only a

reward limited by a certain locality for him who knows it.

For, as the highest Brahman is omnipresent, it would be

inappropriate to assume that he who knows it obtains a

fruit limited by a certain locality. The objection that, if

the lower Brahman were understood, there would be no

room for the qualification, * the highest person,' is not valid,

because the vital principal (pra«a) may be called * higher

'

with reference to the body ^.

To this we make the following reply : What is here taught

as the object of meditation is the highest Brahman only.

—Why ?—On account of its being spoken ofas the object of

sight. For the person to be meditated upon is, in a com-

plementary passage, spoken of as the object of the act

of seeing, *He sees the person dwelling in the castle (of

the body
;
purusham purijayam), higher than that one who

is of the shape of the individual soul, and who is himself

higher (than the senses and their objects).' Now, of an act

of meditation an unreal thing also can be the object, as, for

instance, the merely imaginary object of a wish. But of the

act of seeing, real things only are the objects, as we know
from experience ; we therefore conclude, that in the passage

last quoted, the highest (only real) Self which corresponds

to the mental act of complete intuition ^ is spoken of as the

object of sight. This same highest Self we recognise in the

passage under discussion as the object of meditation, in conse-

quence of the term, * the highest person.'—But—an objection

will be raised—as the object of meditation we have the

highest person, and as the object of sight the person higher

than that one who is himself higher, &c. ; how, then, are we to

know that those two are identical ?—The two passages, we

* Vwdah sthCilo deha^, prawa^ sOtralma. Ananda Giri.—The
lower Brahman (hirawyagarbha on sfitratman) is the vital principle

(prawa) in all creatures.

' Sawyagdarjana, i. e. complete seeing or intuition ; the same
term which in other places—where it is not requisite to insist on

the idea of * seeing' in contradistinction from 'reflecting' or * medi-

tating'—is rendered by perfect knowledge.
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reply, have in common the terms * highest ' (or * higher/

para), and * person.' And it must not by any means be

supposed that the term ^vaghana ^ refers to that highest

person which, considered as the object of meditation, had

previously been introduced as the general topic. For the

consequence of that supposition would be that that highest

person which is the object of sight would be different from

that highest person which is represented as the object of

meditation. We rather have to explain the word^ivaghana

as 'He whose shape ^ is characterised bythe^ivas;* so that

what is really meant by that term is that limited condition

of the highest Self which is owing to its adjuncts, and

manifests itself in the form of^ivas, i. e. individual souls ; a

condition analogous to the limitation of salt (in general) by

means of the mass ofa particular lump of salt. That limited

condition of the Self may itself be called * higher,* if viewed

with regard to the senses and their objects.

Another (commentator) says that we have to understand

by the word *^ivaghana ' the world of Brahman spoken of

in the preceding sentence (* by the Sciman verses he is led

up to the world of Brahman *), and again in the following

sentence (v. 7), which may be called * higher,' because it is

higher than the other worlds. That world of Brahman may
be called ^ivaghana because all individual souls dfiva) with

their organs of action may be viewed as comprised (sanghdta

= ghana) within Hirawyagarbha, who is the Selfof all organs,

and dwells in the Brahma-world. We thus understand that

he who is higher than that ^ivaghana, i. e. the highest Self,

which constitutes the object of sight, also constitutes the

object of meditation. The qualification, moreover, ex-

pressed in the term * the highest person ' is in its place

only if we understand the highest Self to be meant. For

the name, * the highest person/ can be, given only to the

highest Self, higher than which there is nothing. So another

scriptural passage also says, * Higher than the person there

is nothing—this is the goal, the highest road.' Hence the

* Translated above by * of the shape of the individual soul.'

' Pacini III, 3, 77, 'mOrtta;// ghana^.'
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sacred text, which at first distinguishesbetween thehigherand

the lower Brahman (* the syllable Om is the higher and the

lower Brahman '),and afterwards speaks ofthe highest Person

to be meditated upon by means of the syllable Om, gives

us to ainderstand that the highest Person is nothing else but

the highest Brahman. That the highest Self constitutes the

object of meditation, is moreover intimated by the passage

declaring that release from evil is the fruit (of medita-

tion), * As a snake is freed from its skin, so is he freed from

evil.'—With reference to the objection that a fruit confined

to a certain place is not an appropriate reward for him who
meditates on the highest Self, we finally remark that the

objection is removed, if we understand the passage to refer

to emancipation by degrees. He who meditates on the

highest Self by means of the syllable Om,'as consisting of

three m&trAs, obtains for his (first) reward the world of

Brahman, and after that, gradually, complete intuition.

14. The small (ether) (is Brahman) on account of

the subsequent (arguments).

We read {Kh, Up. VIII, i, i), * There is this city of Brah-

man, and in it the palace, the small lotus, and in it that

small ether. Now what exists within that small ether that

is to be sought for, that is to be understood,' &c.—Here the

doubt arises whether the small ether within the small lotus

of the heart of which Scripture speaks, is the elemental

ether, or the individual soul (vi^«&nAtman), or the highest

Self. This doubt is caused by the words * ether ' and * city

of Brahman.' For the word * ether,' in the first place, is

known to be used in the sense of elemental ether as well

as of highest Brahman. Hence the doubt whether the

small ether of the text be the elemental ether or the highest

ether, i. e. Brahman. In explanation of the expression * city

of Brahman,' in the second place, it might be said either

that the individual soul is here called Brahman and the

body Brahman's city, or else that the city of Brahman
means the city of the highest Brahman. Here (i. e. in con-

sequence of this latter doubt) a further doubt arises as to
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the nature of the small ether, according as the individual

soul or the highest Self is understood by the Lord of the

city.

The pOrvapakshin maintains that by the small ether we
have to understand the elemental ether, since the latter

meaning is the conventional one of the word §^iks2L. The
elemental ether is here called small with reference to its

small abode (the heart).—In the passage, * As large as this

ether is, so large is that ether within the heart,' it is repre-

sented as constituting at the same time the two terms of a

comparison, because it is possible to make a distinction

between the outer and.the inner ether ^ ; and it is said that

* heaven and earth are contained within it,* because the whole

ether, in so far as it is space, is one ^—Or else, the pOrva-

pakshin continues, the * small one ' may be taken to mean

the individual soul, on account of the term, * the city of

Brahman.* The body is here called the city of Brahman

because it is the abode of the individual soul ; for it is

acquired by means of the actions of the soul. On this

interpretation we must assume that the individual soul is

here called Brahman metaphorically. The highest Brahman

cannot be meant, because it is not connected with the body

as its lord. The lord of the city, i. e. the soul, is represented

as dwelling in one spot of the city (viz. the heart), just as a

real king resides in one spot of his residence. Moreover, the

mind (manas) constitutes the limiting adjunct of the indi-

vidual soul, and the mind chiefly abides in the heart;

hence the individual soul only can be spoken of as dwelling

in the heart. Further, the individual soul only can be

spoken of as small, since it is (elsewhere ; 5vet. Up. V, 8)

compared in size to the point of a goad. That it is com-

pared (in the passage under discussion) to the ether must be

understood to intimate its non diflerence from Brahman.—

" So that the interpretation of the pfirvapakshin cannot be

objected to on the ground of its involving the comparison of a

thing to itself.

* So that no objection can be raised on the ground that heaven

and earth cannot be contained in the small ether of the heart.
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Nor does the scriptural passage say that the * small * one is

to be sought for and to be understood, since in the clause,

* That which is within that/ &c., it is represented as a mere

distinguishing attribute of something else ^

To all this we make the following reply :—The small ether

can mean the highest Lord only, not either the elemental

ether or the individual soul.—Why?—On account of the

subsequent reasons, i.e. on account of the reasons implied

in the complementary passage. For there, the text declares

at first, with reference to the small ether, which is enjoined

as the object of sight, * If they should say to him,' &c.

;

thereupon follows an objection, * What is there that deserves

to be sought for or that is to be understood ?
' and thereon

a final decisive statement, * Then he should say: As large

as this ether is, so large is that ether within the heart.

Both heaven and earth are contained within it.' Here the

teacher, availing himself of the comparison of the ether

within the heart with the known (universal) ether, precludes

the conception that the ether within the heart is small

—

which conception is based on the statement as tothesmallness

of the lotus, i. e. the heart—and thereby precludes the pos-

sibility of our understanding by the term * the small ether,'

the elemental ether. For, although the ordinary use of

language gives to the word * ether ' the sense of elemental

ether, here the elemental ether cannot be thought of, because

it cannot possibly be compared with itself—But, has it not

been stated above, that the ether, although one only, may
be compared with itself, in consequence of an assumed dif-

ference between the outer and the inner ether?—That

explanation, we reply, is impossible ; for we cannot admit

that a comparison of a thing with itself may be based upon

a merely imaginary difference. And even if we admitted

* Viz. of that which is within it. Ananda Giri proposes two

explanations: na ^eti, paravijeshawatvenety atra paro dahar&kSja

upSdSndt tasminn iti saptamyanta-ta^i^Aabdasyeti jesha^. Yadv^

pararabdo * nta^sthavastuvishayas tadvij-eshawatvena tasminn iti

dahardkSjasyokter ity artha^. Ta>^i^^abdasya samnikr/sh/invaya-

yoge viprakr/'sh/anvayasya ^aghanyatvad Ska^intargata/w dhyeyam
iti bhdva^.
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the possibility of such a comparison, the extent of the outer

ether could never be ascribed to the limited inner ether.

Should it be said that to the highest Lord also the extent of

the (outer) ether cannot be ascribed, since another scriptural

passage declares that he is greater than ether (5a. BrL X,

6> 3» 2)> we invalidate this objection by the remark, that the

passage (comparing the inner ether with the outer ether) has

the purport of discarding the idea of smallness (of the inner

ether), which is primA facie established by the smallness of

the lotus of the heart in which it is contained, and has not

the purport of establishing a certain extent (of the inner

ether). If the passage aimed at both, a split of the sen-

tence^ would result.—Nor, if we allowed the assumptive

difference of the inner and the outer ether, would it be

possible to represent that limited portion of the ether which

is enclosed in the lotus of the heart, as containing within

itself heaven, earth, and so on. Nor can we reconcile with

the nature of the elemental ether the qualities of Self-hood,

freeness from sin, and so on, (which are ascribed to the

* small ' ether) in the following passage, * It is the Self free

from sin, free from old age, from death and grief, from

hunger and thirst, of true desires, of true purposes.*—Al-

though the term ' Self ' (occurring in the passage quoted)

may apply to the individual soul, yet other reasons exclude

all idea of the individual soul being meant (by the small

ether). For it would be impossible to dissociate from the

individual soul, which is restricted by limiting conditions

and elsewhere compared to the point of a goad, the attri-

bute of smallness attaching to it, on account of its being

enclosed in the lotus of the heart.—Let it then be assumed

—

our opponent remarks—that the qualities of all-pervading-

ness, &c. are ascribed to the individual soul with the intention

of intimating its non-difference from Brahman.—Well, we
reply, if you suppose that the small ether is called all-

pervading because it is one with Brahman, our own suppo-

* A vdkyabheda—split of the sentence—takes place according

to the Mfmd/wsd when one and the same sentence contains two

new statements which are different.

[34] N
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sition, viz. that the all-pervadingness spoken of is directly

predicated of Brahman itself, is the much more simple one.

—

Concerning the assertion that the term * city of Brahman

'

can only be understood, on the assumption that the indi-

vidual soul dwells, like a king, in one particular spot of the

city of which it is the Lord, we remark that the term is

more properly interpreted to mean * the body in so far as

it is the city of the highest Brahman ;
* which interpretation

enables us to take the term * Brahman ' in its primary sense ^

The highest Brahman also is connected with the body, for

the latter constitutes an abode for the perception of Brah-

man*. Other scriptural passages also express the same

meaning, so, for instance, Pra. Up. V, 5, * He sees the highest

person dwelling in the city' (purusha= purijaya), &c., and

Bru Up. II, 5, 18, *This person (purusha) is in all cities

(bodies) the dweller within the city (purijaya).*—Or else

(taking brahmapura to mean ^vapura) we may understand

the passage to teach that Brahman is, in the city of the

individual soul, near (to the devout worshipper), just as

Vish«u is near to us in the 541agr4ma-stone.—Moreover,

the text (VIII, 1, 6) at first declares the result of works

to be perishable (*as here on earth whatever has been

acquired by works perishes, so perishes whatever is acquired

for the next world by good actions,' &c.), and afterwards

declares the imperishableness of the results flowing from a

knowledge of the small ether, which forms the general sub-

ject of discussion ('those who depart from hence after

having discovered the Self and those true desires, for them

there is freedom in all worlds'). From this again it is

manifest that the small ether is the highest Self.—We now
turn to the statement made by the piirvapakshin, *that the

sacred text does not represent the small ether as that

* While the explanation of Brahman by ^va would compel us

to assume that the word Brahman secondarily denotes the individual

soul.

* Upalabdher adhishMdnam brahma«a deha ishyate I

Tendsddhdrawatvena deho brahmapuram bhavet ll

Bhdmatt.
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which is to be sought for and to be understood, because

it is mentioned as a distinguishing attribute of something

else/ and reply as follows : If the (small) ether were not

that which is to be sought for and to be understood, the

description of the nature of that ether, which is given in

the passage (* as large as this ether is, so large is that ether

within the heart '), would be devoid of purport.—But—the
opponent might say—that descriptive statement also has the

purport of setting forth the nature of the thing abiding

within (the ether) ; for the text after having raised an objec-

tion (in the passage, * And if they should say to him : Now
with regard to that city of Brahman and the palace in it, i.e.

the small lotus of the heart, and the small ether within the

heart, what is there within it that deserves to be sought for

or that is to be understood ? *) declares, when replying to that

objection, that heaven, earth, and so on, are contained within

it (the ether), a declaration to which the comparison with

the ether forms a mere introduction.—Your reasoning, we
reply, is faulty. If it were admitted, it would follow that

heaven, earth, &c., which are contained within the small

ether, constitute the objects of search and enquiry. But

in that case the complementary passage would be out

of place. For the text carrying on, as the subject of dis-

cussion, the ether that is the abode of heaven, earth, &c.

—

by means of the clauses, *In it all desires are contained,'

'It is the Self free from sin,' &c., and the passage, 'But

those who depart from hence having discovered the Self,

and the true desires * (in which passage the conjunction * and

'

has the purpose of joining the desires to the Self)—declares

that the Self as well, which is the abode of the desires, as

the desires which abide in the Self, are the objects of know-

ledge. From this we conclude that in the beginning of the

passage also, the small ether abiding within the lotus of

the heart, together with whatever is contained within it as

earth, true desires, and so on, is represented as the object of

knowledge. And, for the reasons explained, that ether is

the highest Lord.

15. (The small ether is Brahman) on account of

N 2
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the action of going (into Brahman) and of the word

(brahmaloka) ; for thus it is seen (i. e. that the indi-

vidual souls go into Brahman is seen elsewhere in

Scripture) ; and (this going of the souls into Brahman

constitutes) an inferential sign (by means of which

we may properly interpret the word * brahmaloka').

It has been declared (in the preceding SOtra) that the

small (ether) is the highest Lord, on account of the reasons

contained in the subsequent passages. These subsequent

reasons are now set forth.—For this reason also the small

(ether) can be the highest Lord only, because the passage

complementary to the passage concerning the small (ether)

contains a mention of going and a word, both of which

intimate the highest Lord. In the first place, we read {Kh.

Up. VIII, 3, a), * All these creatures, day after day going

into that Brahma-world, do not discover it.* This passage

which refers back, by means of the word * Brahma-world,'

to the small ether which forms the general subject-matter,

speaks of the going to it of the creatures, i. e. the individual

souls, wherefrom we conclude that the small (ether) is

Brahman. For this going of the individual souls into

Brahman, which takes place day after day in the state of

deep sleep, is seen, i.e. is met with in another scriptural

passage, viz. Kh, Up. VI, 8, i, * He becomes united with the

True,* &c. In ordinary life also we say of a man who lies

in deep sleep, *he has become Brahman,' *he is gone into

the state of Brahman.'—In the second place, the word
' Brahma-world,' which is here applied to the small (ether)

under discussion, excludes all thought of the individual

soul or the elemental ether, and thus gives us to understand

that the small (ether) is Brahman.—But could not the word
* Brahma-world ' convey as well the idea of the world of him
whose throne is the lotus ^ ?—It might do so indeed, if we
explained the compound ' Brahma-world ' as * the world of

Brahman.' But if we explain it on the ground of the co-

ordination of both members of the compound—so that

* I. e. Brahm^, the lower Brahman.
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* Brahma-world ' denotes that world which is Brahman

—

then it conveys the idea of the highest Brahman only.

—

And that daily going (of the souls) into Brahman (mentioned

above) is, moreover, an inferential sign for explaining the

compound * Brahma-world/ on the ground of the co-ordina-

tion of its two constituent members. For it would be

impossible to assume that all those creatures daily go into

the world of the effected (lower) Brahman ; which world is

commonly called the Satyaloka, i. e. the world of the True.

1 6. And on account of the supporting also (attri-

buted to it), (the small ether must be the Lord)

because that greatness is observed in him (accord-

ing to other scriptural passages).

And also on account of the * supporting * the small ether

can be the highest Lord only.—How ?—The text at first

introduces the general subject of discussion in the passage,

* In it is that small ether
;

' declares thereupon that the small

one is to be compared with the universal ether, and that

everything is contained in it; subsequently applies to it

the term *Self,' and states it to possess the qualities of

being free from sin, &c. ; and, finally, declares with reference

to the same general subject of discussion, * That Self is a

bank, a limitary support (vidhr/ti), that these worlds may
not be confounded.* As ' support ' is here predicated of

the Self, we have to understand by it a supporting agent.

Just as a dam stems the spreading water so that the

boundaries of the fields are not confounded, so that Self

acts like a limitary dam in order that these outer and

inner worlds, and all the different castes and Irramas may
not be confounded. In accordance with this our text

declares that greatness, which is shown in the act of holding

asunder, to belong to the small (ether) which forms the subject

of discussion ; and that such greatness is found in the highest

Lord only, is seen from other scriptural passages, such as * By
the command of that Imperishable, O G^rgi, sun and moon
are held apart' (Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 9). Similarly, we read in

another passage also, about whose referring to the highest
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Lord there is no doubt, ' He is the Lord of all, the king of

all things, the protector of all things. He is a bank and a

limitary support, so that these worlds may not be con-

founded' (Br/. Up. IV, 4, 22).—Hence, on account of the

' supporting/ also the small (ether) is nothing else but the

highest Lord.

17. And on account of the settled meaning.

The small ether within cannot denote anything but the

highest Lord for this reason also, that the word 'ether'

has (among other meanings) the settled meaning of 'highest

Lord.* Compare, for instance, the sense in which the word
' ether ' is used in Kh, Up. VHI, 14, * He who is called ether

is the revealer of all forms and names ;

' and Kh, Up. I, 9,

I, * All these beings take their rise from the ether,' &c. On
the other hand, we do not meet with any passage in which

the word 'ether* is used in the sense of 'individual soul.*

—We have already shown that the word cannot, in our

passage, denote the elemental ether ; for, although the

word certainly has that settled meaning, it cannot have it

here, because the elemental ether cannot possibly be com-

pared to itself, &c. &c.

18. If it be said that the other one (i.e. the indi-

vidual soul) (is meant) on account of a reference to

it (made in a complementary passage), (we say) no,

on account of the impossibility.

Ifthe small (ether) is to be explained as the highest Lord on

account of a complementary passage, then, the pQrvapakshin

resumes, we point out that another complementary passage

contains a reference to the other one, i. e. to the individual

soul :
* Now that serene being (literally : serenity, complete

satisfaction), which after having risen out from this earthly

body and having reached the highest light, appears in its true

form, that is, the Self; thus he spoke* {Kh, Up. VIII, 3, 4).

For there the word * serenity,* w^hich is known to denote, in

another scriptural passage, the state of deep sleep, can

convey the idea of the individual soul only when it is in
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that State, not of anything else. The ' rising from the body *

also can be predicated of the individual soul only whose
abode the body is; just as air, &c., whose abode is the

ether, are said to arise from the ether. And just as

the word * ether,* although in ordinary language not denoting

the highest Lord, yet is admitted to denote him in such

passages as, * The ether is the revealer of forms and names,'

because it there occurs in conjunction with qualities of the

highest Lord, so it may likewise denote the individual soul.

Hence the term * the small ether * denotes in the passage

under discussion the individual soul, * on account of the

reference to the other.*

Not so, we reply, *on account of the impossibility.* In

the first place, the individual soul, which imagines itself to

be limited by the internal organ and its other adjuncts, can-

not be compared with the ether. And, in the second place,

attributes such as freedom from evil, and the like, cannot be

ascribed to a being which erroneously transfers to itself the

attributes of its limiting adjuncts. This has already been

set forth in the first S(itra of the present adhikara^a, and

is again mentioned here in order to remove all doubt

as to the soul being different from the highest Self. That

the reference pointed out by the pQrvapakshin is not to the

individual soul will, moreover, be shown in one of the next

SQtras (I, 3, ai).

19. If it be said that from the subsequent (chapter

it appears that the individual soul is meant), (we

point out that what is there referred to is) rather

(the individual soul in so far) as its true nature has

become manifest (i. e. as it is non-different from

Brahman).

The doubt whether, * on account of the reference to the

other,* the individual soul might not possibly be meant, has

been discarded on the ground of * impossibility.' But, like

a dead man on whom amr/ta has been sprinkled, that doubt

rises again, drawing new strength from the subsequent

chapter which treats of Pr^flpati. For there he (Pra^pati)
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at the outset declares that the Self, which is free from sin

and the like, is that which is to be searched out, that which

we must try to understand (Kh. Up. VIII, 7, i) ; after that

he points out that the seer within the eye, i.e. the individual

soul, is the Self (* that person that is seen in the eye is the

Self/ VIII, 7, 3) ; refers again and again to the same entity

(in the clauses * I shall explain him further to you,* VIII, 9,

3 ; VIII, 10, 4) ; and (in the explanations fulfilling the given

promises) again explains the (nature of the) same individual

soul in its different states (' He who moves about happy

in dreams is the Self,' VIII, 10, i ;
* When a man being

asleep, reposing, and at perfect rest sees no dreams, that is

the Self,' VIII, 11, i). The clause attached to both these

explanations (viz. * That is the immortal, the fearless

;

that is Brahman ') shows, at the same time, the individual

soul to be free from sin, and the like. After that Pra^pati,

having discovered a shortcoming in the condition of deep

sleep (in consequence of the expostulation of Indra, * In that

way he does not know himself that he is I, nor does he

know these beings,* VIII, 11, 2), enters on a further expla-

nation (' I shall explain him further to you, and nothing more

than this*), begins by blaming the (souFs) connexion with the

body, and finally declares the individual soul, when it has

risen from the body, to be the highest person. (* Thus does

that serene being, arising from this body, appear in its own
form as soon as it has approached the highest light. That

is the highest person.*)—From this it appears that there is a

possibilityofthe qualities ofthe highest Lord belonging to the

individual soul also, and on that account we maintain that the

term, *the small ether within it,* refers to the individual soul.

This position we counter-argue as follows. * But in so far

as its nature has become manifest.* The particle * but * (in

the SGtra) is meant to set aside the view of the pGrvapakshin,

so that the sense of the SCitra is, * Not even on account of

the subsequent chapter a doubt as to the small ether being

the individual soul is possible, because there also that which

is meant to be intimated is the individual soul, in so far only

as its (true) nature has become manifest.* The Sutra uses

the expression 'he whose nature has become manifest,'
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which qualifies ^va, the individual soul, with reference to

its previous condition^.— The meaning is as follows.

Pra^pati speaks at first of the seer characterised by the

eye (' That person which is within the eye/ &c.) ; shows

thereupon, in the passage treating of (the reflection in) the

waterpan, that he (viz. the seer) has not his true Self in

the body ; refers to him repeatedly as the subject to be

explained (in the clauses 'I shall explain him further

to you
') ; and having then spoken of him as subject to

the states of dreaming and deep sleep, finally explains

the individual soul in its real nature, i.e. in so far as

it is the highest Brahman, not in so far as it is indi-

vidual soul (* As soon as it has approached the highest

light it appears in its own form*). The highest light

mentioned, in the passage last quoted, as what is to be

approached, is nothing else but the highest Brahman,

which is distinguished by such attributes as freeness from

sin, and the like. That same highest Brahman constitutes

— as we know from passages such as * that art thou*—the

real nature of the individual soul, while its second nature,

I.e. that aspect of it which depends on fictitious limiting

conditions, is not its real nature. For as long as the indi-

vidual soul does not free itself from Nescience in the form of

duality—which Nescience may be compared to the mistake

of him who in the twilight mistakes a post for a man—and

does not rise to the knowledge of the Self, whose nature is

unchangeable, eternal Cognition—which expresses itself in

the form * I am Brahman '—so long it remains the individual

soul. But when, discarding the aggregate of body, sense-

organs and mind, it arrives, by means of Scripture, at the

knowledge that it is not itself that aggregate, that it does

not form part of transmigratory existence, but is the True,

the Real, the Self, whose nature is pure intelligence ; then

* The masculine ' avirbhQtasvarQpa^ * qualifies the substantive

g^vzh which has to be supplied. Properly speaking the ^iva whose

true nature has become manifest, i. e. which has become Brahman,

is no longer ^iva ; hence ihe explanatory statement that the term

^tva is used with reference to what the ^tva was before it became

Brahman.
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knowing itself to be of the nature of unchangeable, eternal

Cognition, it lifts itself above the vain conceit of being one

with this body, and itself becomes the Self, whose nature is

unchanging, eternal Cognition. As is declared in such

scriptural passages as * He who knows the highest Brahman

becomes even Brahman' (Mu. Up. Ill, a, 9). And this is

the real nature of the individual soul by means of which it

arises from the body and appears in its own form.

Here an objection may be raised. How, it is asked, can we
speak ofthe true nature (svarOpa) of that which is unchanging

and eternal, and then say that ' it appears in its own form

(true nature) ?
' Of gold and similar substances, whose true

nature becomes hidden, and whose specific qualities are

rendered non-apparent by their contact with some other

substance, it may be said that their true nature is rendered

manifest when they are cleaned by the application of some

acid substance ; so it may be said, likewise, that the stars,

whose light is during daytime overpowered (by the superior

brilliancy of the sun), become manifest in their true nature

at night when the overpowering (sun) has departed. But it

is impossible to speak of an analogous overpowering of the

eternal light of intelligence by whatever agency, since, like

ether, it is free from all contact, and since, moreover, such

an assumption would be contradicted by what we actually

observe. For the (energies of) seeing, hearing, noticing,

cognising constitute the character of the individual soul,

and that character is observed to exist in full perfection,

even in the case of that individual soul which has not yet

risen beyond the body. Every individual soul carries on

the course of its practical existence by means of the activities

of seeing, hearing, cognising; otherwise no practical existence

at all would be possible. If, on the other hand, that character

would realise itself in the case of that soul only which has

risen above the body, the entire aggregate of practical exis-

tence, as it actually presents itself prior to the soul's rising,

would thereby be contradicted. We therefore ask : Wherein

consists that (alleged) rising from the body? Wherein con-

sists that appearing (of the soul) in its own form ?

To this we make the following reply.—Before the rise of
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discriminative knowledge the nature of the individual soul,

which is (in reality) pure light, is non-discriminated as it

were from its limiting adjuncts consisting of body, senses,

mind, sense-objects and feelings, and appears as consisting

of the energies of seeing and so on. Similarly—to quote an

analogous case from ordinary experience—the true nature

of a pure crystal, i.e. its transparency and whiteness, is,

before the rise of discriminative knowledge (on the part of

the observer), non-discriminated as it were from any limiting

adjuncts of red or blue colour ; while, as soon as through

some means of true cognition discriminative knowledge has

arisen, it is said to have now accomplished its true nature,

i.e. transparency and whiteness, although in reality it had

already done so before. Thus the discriminative knowledge,

effected by 5ruti, on the part of the individual soul which

previously is non-discriminated as it were from its limiting

adjuncts, is (according to the scriptural passage under dis-

cussion) the soul's rising from the body, and the fruit of that

discriminative knowledge is its accomplishment in its true

nature, i.e. the comprehension that its nature is the pure

Self. Thus the embodiedness and the non-embodiedness of

the Self are due merely to discrimination and non-discrimi-

nation, in agreement with the mantra, * Bodiless within the

bodies,* &c. (Ka. Up. I, 2,, aa), and the statement of Smriii

as to the non-difference between embodiedness and non-

embodiedness * Though dwelling in the body, O Kaunteya,

it does not act and is not tainted' (Bha. Gl. XIII, 31).

The individual soul is therefore called *That whose true

nature is non-manifest ' merely on account of the absence of

discriminative knowledge, and it is called 'That whose

nature has become manifest ' on account of the presence of

such knowledge. Manifestation and non-manifestation of

its nature of a different kind are not possible, since its

nature is nothing but its nature (i. e. in reality is always the

same). Thus the difference between the individual soul and

the highest Lord is owing to wrong knowledge only, not to

any reality, since, like ether, the highest Self is not in real

contact with anything.

And wherefrom is all this to be known?—From the instruc-

Digitized byGoogle



1 88 vedanta-sOtras.

tion given by Prag^pati who, after having referred to the

^iva (* the person that is seen in the eye/ &c.), continues

*This is the immortal, the fearless, this is Brahman.' If

the well-known seer within the eye were different from

Brahman which is characterised as the immortal and fear-

less, it would not be co-ordinated (as it actually is) with the

immortal, the fearless, and Brahman. The reflected Self, on

the other hand, is not spoken of as he who is characterised

by the eye (the seer within the eye), for that would render

Pra^^pati obnoxious to the reproach of saying deceitful

things.—So also, in the second section, the passage, *He
who moves about happy in dreams,* &c. does not refer to a

being different from the seeing person within the eye spoken

of in the first chapter, (but treats of the same topic) as

appears from the introductory clause, ' I shall explain him

further to you.' Moreover ^ a person who is conscious of

having seen an elephant in a dream and of no longer seeing

it when awake discards in the waking state the object which

he had seen (in his sleep), but recognises himself when awake

to be the same person who saw something in the dream*

—

Thus in the third section also Pra^&pati does indeed

declare the absence of all particular cognition in the state

of deep sleep, but does not contest the identity of the

cognising Self (* In that way he does not know himself that

he is I, nor all these beings '). The following clause also,

* He is gone to utter annihilation,' is meant to intimate only

the annihilation of all specific cognition, not the annihilation

of the cogniser. For there is no destruction of the knowing

of the knower as—according to another scriptural pas-

sage (Br/. Up. IV, 3, 30)—that is imperishable.—Thus,

again, in the fourth section the introductory phrase

of Pr^^pati is, *I shall explain him further to you and

nothing different from this
;

' he thereupon refutes the con-

nexion (of the Self) with the body and other limiting

conditions (* Maghavat, this body is mortal,* &c.), shows the

individual soul—which is there called *the serene being'

—

* To state another reason showing that the first and second

chapters of PrSi^pati's instruction refer to the same subject.
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in the state when it has reached the nature of Brahman
(* It appears in its own form '), and thus proves the soul to

be non-different from the highest Brahman whose charac-

teristics are immortality and fearlessness.

Some (teachers) however are of opinion that if the highest

Self is meant (in the fourth section) it would be inappropriate

to understand the words * This (him) I will explain further/

&c., as referring to the individual soul, and therefore suppose

that the reference is (not to the individual soul forming the

topic of the three preceding sections, but) to the Self

possessing the qualities of freeness from sin, &c, which Self

is pointed out at the beginning of the entire chapter (VII,

1).—Against this interpretation we remark that, in the first

place, it disregards the direct enunciation of the pronoun (i. e.

the * this ' in ' this I will explain ') which rests on something

approximate (i. e. refers to something mentioned not far off),

and, in the second place, is opposed to the word ' further ' (or

* again ') met with in the text, since from that interpretation it

would follow that what had been discussed in the preceding

sections is not again discussed in the subsequent section.

Moreover, if Pra^pati, after having made a promise in the

clause, * This I shall explain ' (where that clause occurs for the

first time), did previously to the fourth section explain a

different topic in each section,we should have toconclude that

he acted deceitfully.—Hence (our opinion about the purport

of the whole chapter remains valid, viz. that it sets forth how)

the unreal aspect of the individual soul as such—which is a

mere presentation of Nescience, is stained by all the desires

and aversions attached to agents and enjoyers, and is con-

nected with evils of various kinds—is dissolved by true

knowledge, and how the soul is thus led over into the

opposite state, i. e. into its true state in which it is one with

the highest Lord and distinguished by freedom from sin and

similar attributes. The whole process is similar to that by
which an imagined snake passes over into a rope as soon as

the mind of the beholder has freed itself from its erroneous

imagination.

Others again, and among them some of ours (asmadiyAj

kdi ke^it), are of opinion that the individual soul as such
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is real. To the end of refuting all these speculators who
obstruct the way to the complete intuition of the unity

of the Self this jdriraka-^stra has been set forth, whose

aim it is to show that there is only one highest Lord ever

unchanging, whose substance is cognition^, and who, by

means of Nescience, manifests himself in various ways, just

as a thaumaturg appears in different shapes by means of his

magical power. Besides that Lord there is no other sub-

stance of cognition.—If, now, the SQtrakdra raises and

refutes the doubt whether a certain passage which (in

reality) refers to the Lord does refer to the individual soul,

as he does in this and the preceding Sutras *, he does so

for the following purpose. To the highest Self which is

eternally pure, intelligent and free, which is never changing,

one only, not in contact with anything, devoid of form, the

opposite characteristics of the individual soul are errone-

ously ascribed
;
just as ignorant men ascribe blue colour to

the colourless ether. In order to remove this erroneous

opinion by means of Vedic passages tending either to prove

the unity of the Self or to disprove the doctrine of duality

—which passages he strengthens by arguments—he insists

on the difference of the highest Self from the individual

soul, does however not mean to prove thereby that the soul

is different from the highest Self, but, whenever speaking of

the soul, refers to its distinction (from the SelQ as forming

an item of ordinary thought, due to the power of Nescience.

For thus, he thinks, the Vedic injunctions of works which are

given with a view to the states of acting and enjoying,

natural (to the non-enlightened soul), are not stultified;

—

That, however, the absolute unity of the Self is the real

purport of the j^stra's teaching, the SQtrakdra declares, for

instance, in I, i, 30^. The refutation of the reproach of

' I. e. of whom cognition is not a mere attribute.

* Although in reality there is no such thing as an individual

soul.

' Nanu ^ivabrahmawor aikyam na kvapi stitrakaro mukhato

vadati kim tu sarvatra bhedam eva, ato naikyam ish/am tatriha

pratipddyam tv iti.
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futility raised against the injunctions of works has already

been set forth by us, on the ground of the distinction

between such persons as possess full knowledge, and such as

do not.

20. And the reference (to the individual soul) has

a different meaning.

The alleged reference to the individual soul which has

been pointed out (by the pGrvapakshin) in the passage

complementary to the passage about the small ether

('Now that serene being,' &c., VIII, 3, 4) teaches, if the

small ether is interpreted to mean the highest Lord, neither

the worship of the individual soul nor any qualification of

the subject under discussion (viz. the small ether), and is

therefore devoid of meaning.—On that account the Siitra

declares that the reference has another meaning, 1. e. that

the reference to the individual soul is not meant to deter-

mine the nature of the individual soul, but rather the nature

of the highest Lord. In the following manner. The indi-

vidual soul which, in the passage referred to, is called the

serene being, acts in the waking state as the ruler of the

aggregate comprising the body and the sense-organs;

permeates in sleep the narfis of the body, and enjoys the

dream visions resulting from the impressions of the waking

state ; and, finally, diesirous of reaching an inner refuge, rises

in the state of deep sleep beyond its imagined connexion

with the gross and the subtle body, reaches the highest

light, i. e. the highest Brahman previously called ether, and

thus divesting itself of the state of specific cognition appears

in its own (true) nature. The highest light which the soul

is to reach and through which it is manifested in its true

nature is the Self, free from sin and so on, which is there

represented as the object of worship.—In this sense the

reference to the individual soul can be admitted by those

also who maintain that in reality the highest Lord is

meant.

21. If it be said that on account of the scriptural
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declaration of the smallness (of the ether) (the Lord

cannot be meant ; we reply that) that has been ex-

plained (before).

The pdrvapakshin has remarked that the smallness of

the ether stated by Scripture (* In it is that small ether
')

does not agree with the highest Lord, that it may however

be predicated of the individual soul which (in another

passage) is compared to the point of a goad. As that remark

calls for a refutation we point out that it has been refuted

already, it having been shown—under I, 2, 7—that a rela-

tive smallness may be attributed to the Lord. The same

refutation is—as the SQtra points out— to be applied here

also.—That smallness is, moreover, contradicted by that

scriptural passage which compares (the ether within the

heart) with the known (universal) ether. (* As large as is

this ether, so large is the ether within the heart.*)

22. On account of the acting after (i. e. the shining

after), (that after which sun, moon, &c. are said to

shine is the highest Self), and (because by the light)

of him (all this is said to be lighted).

We read (Mu. Up. II, 2, 10, and Ka. Up. V, 15), *The

sun does not shine there, nor the moon and the stars, nor

these lightnings, much less this fire. After him when he

shines everything shines ; by the light of him all this is

lighted.' The question here arises whether he * after whom
when he shines everything shines, and by whose light all

this is lighted,* is some luminous substance, or the highest

Self (pra^^a dtman).

A luminous substance, the pftrvapakshin maintains.

—

Why?—Because the passage denies the shining only of

such luminous bodies as the sun and the like. It is known
(from every-day experience) that luminous bodies such as

the moon and the stars do not shine at daytime when the

sun, which is itself a luminous body, is shining. Hence we
infer that that thing on account of which all this, includ-

ing the moon, the stars, and the sun himself, does not
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shine is likewise a thing of light. The * shining after'

also is possible only if there is a luminous body already

,

for we know from experience that * acting after' (imita-

tion) of any kind takes place only when there are more

than one agent of similar nature ; one man, for instance,

walks after another man who walks himself. Therefore

we consider it settled that the passage refers to some

luminous body.

To this we reply that the highest Self only can be

meant.—Why?—On account of the acting after. The
shining after mentioned in the passage, * After him when
he shines everything shines,' is possible only if the pr^^a
Self, i.e. the highest Self, is understood. Of that prd^a
Self another scriptural passage says, * His form is light,

his thoughts are true' {Kh. Up. Ill, 14, 2). On the other

hand, it is not by any means known that the sun, &c. shines

after some other luminous body. Moreover, on account

of the equality of nature of all luminous bodies such as

the sun and the like, there is no need for them of any other

luminous body after which they should shine ; for we see

that a lamp, for instance, does not * shine after* another

lamp. Nor is there any such absolute rule (as the pur-

vapakshin asserted) that acting after is observed only

among things of similar nature. It is rather observed

among things of dissimilar nature also ; for a red-hot iron

ball acts after, i. e. burns after the burning fire, and the dust

of the ground blows (is blown) after the blowing wind.

—

The clause * on account of the acting after ' (which forms

part of the SQtra) points to the shining after (mentioned

in the scriptural jloka under discussion) ; the clause * and

of him ' points to the fourth pdda of the same .rloka. The
meaning of this latter clause is that the cause assigned

for the light of the sun, &c. (in the passage * by the light

of him everything is lighted ') intimates the pr4^;7a Self.

For of that Self Scripture says, * Him the gods worship

as the light of lights, as immortal time ' (Br/. Up. IV, 4,

16). That, on the other hand, the light of the sun, the

moon, &c. should shine by some other (physical) light is, in

the first place, not known ; and, in the second place, absurd

[34J o
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as one (physical) light is counteracted by another.—Or
else the cause assigned for the shining does not apply only

to the sun and the other bodies mentioned in the jloka;

but the meaning (of the last pdda) rather is—as we may
conclude from the comprehensive statement * all this '

—

that the manifestation of this entire world consisting of

names and forms, acts, agents and fruits (of action) has

for its cause the existence of the light of Brahman; just

as the existence of the light of the sun is the cause of the

manifestation of all form and colour.—Moreover, the text

shows by means of the word * there ' (* the sun does not

shine there,' &c.) that the passage is to be connected with

the general topic, and that topic is Brahman as appears

from Mu. Up. II, 2, 5, * In whom the heaven, the earth, and

the sky are woven,' &c. The same appears from a passage

subsequent (on the one just quoted and immediately pre-

ceding the passage under discussion). * In the highest

golden sheath there is the Brahman without passion and

without parts ; that is pure, that is the light of lights, that

is it which they know who know the Self This passage

giving rise to the question, * How is it the light of lights?

'

there is occasion for the reply given in * The sun does

not shine there,' &c.—In refutation of the assertion that

the shining of luminous bodies such as the sun and the

moon can be denied only in case of there being another

luminous body—as, for instance, the light of the moon and

the stars is denied only when the sun is shining—we point

out that it has been shown that he (the Self) only can be

the luminous being referred to, nothing else. And it is

quite possible to deny the shining of sun, moon, and so on

with regard to Brahman ; for whatever is perceived is

perceived by the light of Brahman only so that sun, moon,

&c. can be said to shine in it; while Brahman as self-

luminous is not perceived by means of any other light.

Brahman manifests everything else, but is not manifested

by anything else ; according to such scriptural passages as,

' By the Self alone as his light man sits/ &c. (Br/. Up.

^V, 3, 6), and * He is incomprehensible, for he cannot be

comprehended ' (Br/. Up. IV, a, 4).
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23. Moreover Smmi also speaks of him (i.e. of

the pr^^a Self as being the universal light).

Moreover that aspect of the prd^wa Self is spoken of

in Smr/ti also, viz. in the Bhagavad Gitd (XV, 6, 12),

* Neither the sun, nor the moon, nor the fire illumines that

;

having gone into which men do not return, that is my
highest seat.' And *The light which abiding in the sun

illumines the whole world, and that which is in the moon

and that which is in the fire, all that light know to be

mine.'

24. On account of the term, (viz. the term * lord
*

applied to it) the (person) measured (by a thumb) (is

the highest Lord).

We read (Ka. Up. II, 4, 12), *The person of the size of

a thumb stands in the middle of the Self,* &c., and (II,

4, 13), ' That person, of the size of a thumb, is like a light

without smoke, lord of the past and of the future, he is

the same to-day and to-morrow. This is that/—The
question here arises whether the person of the size of a

thumb mentioned in the text is the cognitional (individual)

Self or the highest Self.

The p{irvapakshin maintains that on account of the

declaration of the person's size the cognitional Self is

meant. For to the highest Self which is of infinite length

and breadth Scripture would not ascribe the measure of

a span ; of the cognitional Self, on the other hand, which

IS connected with limiting adjuncts, extension of the size

of a span may, by means of some fictitious assumption, be

predicated. Smriti also confirms this, * Then Yama drew

forth, by force, from the body of Satyavat the person of

the size of a thumb tied to Yama's noose and helpless'

(Mahabh. Ill, 16763). For as Yama could not pull out by
force the highest Self, the passage is clearly seen to refer

to the transmigrating (individual soul) of the size of a

thumb, and we thence infer that the same Self is meant in

the Vedic passage under discussion.

To this we reply that the person a thumb long can only

o 2
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be the highest Lord.—Why?—On account of the term

Mord of the past and of the future.* For none but the

highest Lord is the absolute ruler of the past and the

future.—Moreover, the clause *this is that' connects the

passage with that which had been enquired about, and

therefore forms the topic of discussion. And what had

been enquired about is Brahman, * That which thou seest

as neither this nor that, as neither effect nor cause, as

neither past nor future, tell me that' (1,2, 14).
—*0n ac-

count of the term,' i. e. on account of the direct statement,

in the text, of a designation, viz. the term ' Lord,' we under-

stand that the highest Lord is meant^.—But still the question

remains how a certain extension can be attributed to the

omnipresent highest Self.—The reply to this is given in

the next SQtra.

25. But with reference to the heart (the highest

Self is said to be of the size of a span), as men are

entitled (to the study of the Veda).

The measure of a span is ascribed to the highest Lord,

although omnipresent with reference to his abiding within

the heart
;
just as to ether (space) the measure of a cubit

is ascribed with reference to the joint of a bamboo. For,

on the one hand, the measure of a span cannot be ascribed

directly to the highest Self which exceeds all measure,

and, on the other hand, it has been shown that none but

the highest Lord can be meant here, on account of the

term ' Lord,* and so on.—But—an objection may be raised

—

as the size of the heart varies in the different classes of

living beings it cannot be maintained that the declaration

^ This last sentence is directed against the possible objection

that *jabda,' which the SOtra brings forward as an argument in

favour of the highest Lord being meant, has the sense of ' sentence

'

(vdkya), and is therefore of less force than lihga, i.e. indicatory or

inferential mark which is represented in our passage by the

ahgushMamatratd* of the purusha, and favours the ^tva- interpreta-

tion. iS'abda, the text remarks, here means xruti, i. e. direct enun-

ciation, and jruti ranks, as a means of proof, higher than lihga.
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of the highest Self being of the size of a thumb can be

explained with reference to the heart.—To this objection

the second half of the Siitra replies : On account of men
(only) being entitled. For the ^stra, although propounded

without distinction (i. e. although not itself specifying

what class of beings is to proceed according to its pre-

cepts), does in reality entitle men ^ only (to act according to

its precepts) ; for men only (of the three higher castes) are,

firstly, capable (of complying with the precepts of the

j^stra) ; are, secondly, desirous (of the results of actions

enjoined by the jdstra) ; are, thirdly, not excluded by pro-

hibitions ; and are, fourthly, subject to the precepts about

the upanayana ceremony and so on ^. This point has been

explained in the section treating of the definition of adhi-

kara (Piirva Mim. S. VI, i).—Now the human body has

ordinarily a fixed size, and hence the heart also has a fixed

size, viz. the size of a thumb. Hence, as men (only) are

entitled to study and practise the j&stra, the highest Self

may, with reference to its dwelling in the human heart,

be spoken of as being of the size of a thumb.—In reply

to the pOrvapakshin's reasoning that on account of the

statement of size and on account of Smriti we can under-

stand by him who is of the size of a thumb the trans-

migrating soul only, we remark that—analogously to such

passages as * That is the Self,' * That art thou '—our passage

* I. e. men belonging to the three upper castes.

^ The first reason excludes animals, gods, and r/shis. Gods

cannot themselves perform sacrifices, the essential feature of which

is the parting, on the part of the sacrificer, with an offering meant

for the gods. i?/*shis cannot perform sacrifices in the course of

whose performance the ancestral r/shis of the sacrificer are invoked.

—The second reason excludes those men whose only desire is

emancipation and who therefore do not care for the perishable

fruits of sacrifices.—The third and fourth reasons exclude the

A^fldras who are indirectly disqualified for jastric works because the

Veda in different places gives rules for the three higher castes only,

and for whom the ceremony of the upanayana—indispensable for

all who wish to study the Veda—is not prescribed.—Cp. PQrva

Mimd;»sd Siitras VI, i.
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teaches that the transmigrating soul which is of the size

of a thumb is (in reality) Brahman. For the Veddnta-

passages have a twofold purport; some of them aim at

setting forth the nature of the highest Self, some at

teaching the unity of the individual soul with the highest

Self Our passage teaches the unity of the individual

soul with the highest Self, not the size of anything. This

point is made clear further on in the Upanishad, *The
person of the size of a thumb, the inner Self, is always

settled in the heart of men. Let a man draw that Self

forth from his body with steadiness, as one draws the pith

from a reed. Let him know that Self as the Bright, as the

Immortal* (II, 6, 17).

26. Also (beings) above them, (viz. men) (are

qualified for the study and practice of the Veda),

on account of the possibility (of it), according to

Bddardya^^a.

It has been said above that the passage about him who
is of the size of a thumb has reference to the human heart,

because men are entitled to study and act according to the

j^stra. This gives us an occasion for the following discussion.

—It is true that the jdstra entitles men, but, at the same time,

there is no exclusive rule entitling men only to the know-

ledge of Brahman; the teacher, B^dardyawa, rather thinks

that the jdstra entitles those (classes of beings) also which

are above men, viz. gods, and so on.—On what account ?

—

On the account of possibility.—For in their cases also the

different causes on which the qualification depends, such as

having certain desires, and so on, may exist. In the first

place, the gods also may have the desire of final release,

caused by the reflection that all effects, objects, and powers

are non-permanent. In the second place, they may be

capable of it as their corporeality appears from mantras,

arthavddas, itihdsas, purd;/as, and ordinary experience. In

the third place, there is no prohibition (excluding them like

50dras). Nor does, in the fourth place, the scriptural rule

about the upanayana-ceremony annul their title; for that
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ceremony merely subserves the study of the Veda, and to

the gods the Veda is manifest of itself (without study).

That the gods, moreover, for the purpose of acquiring

knowledge, undergo discipleship, and the like, appears

from such scriptural passages as *One hundred and one

years Indra lived as a disciple with Pra^^pati ' {Kh, Up.

VIII, II, 3), and * Bhngu V^ru«i went to his father Varuwa,

saying, " Sir, teach me Brahman "
' (Taitt. Up. Ill, i).—And

the reasons which have been given above against gods and

r/shis being entitled to perform religious works (such as

sacrifices), viz. the circumstance of there being no other gods

(to whom the gods could offer sacrifices), and of there being

no other r/shis (who could be invoked during the sacrificej,

do not apply to the case of branches ofknowledge. For Indra

and the other gods, when applying themselves to knowledge,

have no acts to perform with a view to Indra, and so on

;

nor have Bhr/gu and other r^shis, in the same case, to do

anything with the circumstance of their belonging to the

same gotra as Bhr/gu, &c. What, then, should stand in

the way of the gods' and r/shis' right to acquire knowledge ?

—Moreover, the passage about that which is of the size of a

thumb remains equally valid, if the right of the gods, &c.

is admitted ; it has then only to be explained in each par-

ticular case by a reference to the particular size of the

thumb (of the class of beings spoken of).

27. If it be said that (the corporeal individuality

of the gods involves) a contradiction to (sacrificial)

works ; we deny that, on account of the observation

of the assumption (on the part of the gods) of several

(forms).

If the right of the gods, and other beings superior to men,

to the acquisition of knowledge is founded on the assumption

of their corporeality, &c., we shall have to admit, in conse-

quence of that corporeality, that Indra and the other gods

stand in the relation of subordinate members (anga) to

sacrificial acts, by means of their being present in person
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just as the priests are. But this admission will lead to * a

contradiction in the sacrificial acts/ because the circumstance

of the gods forming the members of sacrificial acts by means

of their personal presence, is neither actually observed nor

possible. For it is not possible that one and the same

Indra should, at the same time, be present in person at many
sacrifices.

To this we reply, that there is no such contradiction.—

Why?—On account of the assumption of several (forms).

For it is possible for one and the same divine Self to assume

several forms at the same time.—How is that known?—From
observation.—For a scriptural passage at first replies to the

question how many gods there are, by the declaration that

there are * Three and three hundred, three and three thou-

sand,' and subsequently, on the question who they are,

declares *They (the 303 and 3003) are only the various

powers of them, in reality there are only thirty-three gods
*

(Br/. Up. Ill, 9, I, 2) ; showing thereby that one and the

same divine Self may at the same time appear in many
forms. After that it proceeds to show that these thirty-

three gods themselves are in reality contained in six, five,

&c., and, finally, by replying to the question, ' Who is the one

god ?
' that Breath is the one god, shows that the gods are

all forms of Breath, and that Breath, therefore, can at the

same time appear in many forms.

—

Stnriti also has a similar

statement, *A Yogin, O hero of the Bharatas, may, by his

power, multiply his Self in many thousand shapes, and in

them walk about on the earth. In some he may enjoy

the objects, in others he may undergo dire penance, and,

finally, he may again retract them all, just as the sun

retracts the multitude of his rays.' If such Stnriti pas-

sages as the above declare that even Yogins, who have

merely acquired various extraordinary powers, such as

subtlety of body, and the like, may animate several bodies

at the same time, how much more capable of such feats must

the gods be, who naturally possess all supernatural powers

The gods thus being able to assume several shapes, a god

may divide himself into many forms and enter into relation

with many sacrifices at the same time, remaining all the
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while unseen by others, in consequence of his power to

render himself invisible.

The latter part of the Siitra may be explained in a

different manner also, viz, as meaning that even beings

enjoying corporeal individuality are seen to enter into mere

subordinate relation to more than one action. Sometimes,

indeed, one individual does not at the same time enter into

subordinate relation to different actions ; one Brahma«a, for

instance, is not at the same time entertained by many enter-

tainers. But in other cases one individual stands in subor-

dinate relation to many actions at the same time; one

Brdhmawa, for instance, may constitute the object of the

reverence done to him by many persons at the same time.

Similarly, it is possible that, as the sacrifice consists in the

parting (on the part of the sacrificer with some offering)

with a view (to some divinity), many persons may at the

same time part with their respective offerings, all of them

having in view one and the same individual divinity. The
individuality of the gods does not, therefore, involve any

contradiction in sacrificial works.

28. If it be said (that a contradiction will result)

in respect of the word ; we refute this objection on

the ground that (the world) originates from the

word, as is shown by perception and inference.

Let it then be granted that, from the admission of the

corporeal individuality of the gods, no contradiction will

result in the case of sacrificial works. Still a contradic-

tion will result in respect of the * word ' (jabda).—How ?

—

The authoritativeness of the Veda has been proved * from

its independence,' basing on the original (eternal) connexion

of the word with its sense (* the thing signified y. But now,

although a divinity possessing corporeal individuality, such

as admitted above, may, by means of its supernatural

powers, be able to enjoy at the same time the oblations

* The reference is to PQrva Mtmd^zsS Siitras I, i, 5 (not to I, 2,

21, as stated in Muir's Sanskrit Texts, III, p. 69).
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which form part of several sacrifices, yet it will, on account

of its very individuality, be subject to birth and death just

as we men are, and hence, the eternal connexion of the

eternal word with a non-eternal thing being destroyed, a

contradiction will arise with regard to the authoritative-

ness proved to belong to the word of the Veda.

To this we reply that no such contradiction exists.—Why ?

—
* On account of their origin from it.' For from that very

same word of the Veda the world, with the gods and other

beings, originates.—But—an objection will be raised—in

SQtra I, 1, 2 ('That whence there is the origin, &c. of this

world*) it has been proved that theworld originates from Brah-

man ; how then can it be said here that it originates from the

word ? And, moreover, even if the origin of the worldiJcom

the word of the Veda be admitted, how is the contradiction

in regard to the word removed thereby, inasmuch as the

Vasus, the Rudras, the Adityas, the Vi.rvedevas, and the

Maruts^ are non-eternal beings, because produced ; and if

they are non-eternal, what is there to preclude the non-

etemality of the Vedic words Vasu, &c. designating them ?

For it is known from every-day life that only when the son

of Devadatta is born, the name Ya^^adatta is given to him

(lit. made for him) 2. Hence we adhere to our opinion

that a contradiction does arise with regard to the * word.'

This objection we negative, on the ground that we observe

the eternity of the connexion between such words as cow,

and so on, and the things denoted by them. For, although

the individuals of the (species denoted by the word) cow

have an origin, their species^ does not have an origin, since

of (the three categories) substances, qualities, and actions

the individuals only originate, not the species. Now it is

with the species that the words are connected, not with the

individuals, which, as being infinite in number, are not

capable of entering into that connexion. Hence, although

^ In which classes of beings all the gods are comprised.

^ Which shows that together with the non-eternality of the thirig

denoted there goes the non-eternality of the denoting word.

' Akr/ti, best translated by cTSos.
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the individuals do not originate, no contradiction arises

in the case of words such as cow, and the like, since the

species are eternal. Similarly, although individual gods are

admitted to originate, there arises no contradiction in the

case of such words as Vasu, and the like, since the species

denoted by them are eternal. And that the gods, and so

on, belong to different species, is to be concluded from

the descriptions of their various personal appearance,

such as given in the mantras, arthavddas, &c. Terms such

as * Indra ' rest on the connexion (of some particular being)

with some particular place, analogously to terms such as

'army-leader;' hence, whoever occupies that particular

place is called by that particular name.—The origination

of the world from the * word ' is not to be understood in that

sense, that the word constitutes the material cause of the

world, as Brahman does; but while there exist the ever-

lasting words, whose essence is the power of denotation in

connexion with their eternal sense (i. e. the dkr/tis denoted),

the accomplishment of such individual things as are capable

of having those words applied to them is called an origina-

tion from those words.

How then is it known that the world originates from

the word?—*From perception and inference.' Perception

here denotes Scripture which, in order to be authoritative,

is independent (of anything else). * Inference' denotes

Smr/ti which, in order to be authoritative, depends on

something else (viz. Scripture). These two declare that

creation is preceded by the word. Thus a scriptural

passage says, *At the word these Praj^pati created the

gods; at the words were poured out he created men; at

the word drops he created the fathers; at the words

through the filter he created the Soma cups ; at the words

the swift ones he created the stotra; at the words to all

he created the ^astra; at the word blessings he created

the other beings.' And another passage says, * He with

his mind united himself with speech (i. e. the word of

the Veda.—Br/. Up. I, 2, 4). Thus Scripture declares in

different places that the word precedes the creation.

—

Smmi also delivers itself as follows, * In the beginning
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a divine voice, eternal, without beginning or end, formed

of the Vedas was uttered by SvayambhO, from which

all activities proceeded.' By the ' uttering ' of the voice

we have here to understand the starting of the oral

tradition (of the Veda), because of a voice without

beginning or end * uttering' in any other sense cannot

be predicated.—Again, we read, * In the beginning Ma-

hejvara shaped from the words of the Veda the names

and forms of all beings and the procedure of all actions/

And again, * The several names, actions, and conditions of

all things he shaped in the beginning from the words of the

Veda' (Manu I, ai). Moreover, we all know from observa-

tion that any one when setting about some thing which he

wishes to accomplish first remembers the word denoting

the thing, and after that sets to work. We therefore con-

clude that before the creation the Vedic words became

manifest in the mind of Prs^^dpati the creator, and that

after that he created the things corresponding to those

words. Scripture also, where it says (Taitt. Brd. II, iy 4, 2)

* uttering bhOr he created the earth,' &c., shows that the

worlds such as the earth, &c. became manifest, i. e. were

created from the words bhur, &c. which had become mani-

fest in the mind (of Pra^pati).

Of what nature then is the * word ' with a view to which

it is said that the world originates from the * word ? '—It

is the spho/a, the piirvapakshin says^ For on the as-

* The pfirvapakshin, i. e. here the grammarian maintains, for the

reasons specified further on, that there exists in the case of

words a supersensuous entity called spho/a which is manifested by

the letters of the word, and, if apprehended by the mind, itself mani-

fests the sense of the word. The term spho/a may, according as it

is viewed in either of these lights, be explained as the manifestor or

that which is manifested.—The spho/a is a grammatical fiction, the

word in so far as it is apprehended by us as a whole. That we

cannot identify it with the 'notion' (as Deussen seems inclined to do,

p. 80) follows from its being distinctly called vi^aka or abhidhdyaka,

and its being represented as that which causes the conception

of the sense of a word (arthadhihetu).
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sumption that the letters are the word, the doctrine that

the individual gods, and so on, originates from the eternal

words of the Veda could not in any way be proved,

since the letters perish as soon as they are produced

(i. e. pronounced). These perishable letters are more-

over apprehended as differing according to the pronun-

ciation of the individual speaker. For this reason we are

able to determine, merely from the sound of the voice

of some unseen person whom we hear reading, who is

reading, whether Devadatta or Ya^adatta or some other

man. And it cannot be maintained that this apprehension

of difference regarding the letters is an erroneous one

;

for we do not apprehend anything else whereby it is

refuted. Nor is it reasonable to maintain that the ap-

prehension of the sense of a word results from the letters.

For it can neither be maintained that each letter by itself

intimates the sense, since that would be too wide an assump-

tion ^ ; nor that there takes place a simultaneous appre-

hension of the whole aggregate of letters ; since the letters

succeed one another in time. Nor can we admit the explan-

ation that the last letter of the word together with the im-

pressions produced by the perception of the preceding

letters is that which makes us apprehend the sense. For

the word makes us apprehend the sense only if it is itself

apprehended in so far as having reference to the mental

grasp of the constant connexion (of the word and the

sense), just as smoke makes us infer the existence of fire

only when it is itself apprehended ; but an apprehension

of the last letter combined with the impressions produced

by the preceding letters does not actually take place,

because those impressions are not objects of perception ^

Nor, again, can it be maintained that (although those im-

* For that each letter by itself expresses the sense is not

observed ; and if it did so, the other letters of the word would have

to be declared useless.

' In order to enable us to apprehend the sense from the word,

there is required the actual consciousness of the last letter plus the

impressions of the preceding letters
;
just as smoke enables us to
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pressions are not objects of perception, yet they may be

inferred from their effects, and that thus) the actual per-

ception of the last letter combined with the impressions

left by the preceding letters—which impressions are appre-

hended from their effects—is that which intimates the sense

of the word ; for that effect of the impressions, viz. the

remembrance of the entire word, is itself something con-

sisting of parts which succeed each other in time.—From
all this it follows that the spho/a is the word. After the

apprehending agent, i. e. the buddhi, has, through the ap-

prehension of the several letters of the word, received

rudimentary impressions, and after those impressions have

been matured through the apprehension of the last letter,

the spho/a presents itself in the buddhi all at once as the

object of one mental act of apprehension.—And it must not

be maintained that that one act of apprehension is merely

an act of remembrance having for its object the letters

of the word ; for the letters which are more than one

cannot form the object of one act of apprehension.—As
tbat^pho/a is recognised as the same as often as the word

is pronotmced, it is eternal ; while the apprehension of

difference referred to above has for its object the letters

merely. From this eternal word, which is of the_nature

of the spho/a and possesses denotative power, there is

produced the object denoted, i. e. this world which consists

of actions, agents, and results of action.

Against this doctrine the reverend Upavarsha maintains

that the letters only are the word.—But—an objection is

raised—it has been said above that the letters no sooqer

produced pass away !—That assertion is not true, we reply
;

for they are recognised as the same letters (each time they

are produced anew).—Nor can it be maintained that the

recognition is due to similarity only, as in the case of hairs,

for instance; for the fact of the recognition being a re-

cognition in the strict sense of the word is not contradicted

by any other means of proof.—Nor, again, can it be said

infer the existence of fire only if we are actually conscious of the

smoke. But that actual consciousness does not take place because

the impressions are not objects of perceptive consciousness.
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that the recognition has its cause in the species (so that

not the same individual letter would be recognised, but only

a letter belonging to the same species as other letters

heard before) ; for, as a matter of fact, the same individual

letters are recognised. That the recognition of the letters

rests on the species could be maintained only if whenever

the letters are pronounced different individual letters were

apprehended, just as several cows are apprehended as

different individuals belonging to the same species. But

this is actually not the case; for the (same) individual

letters are recognised as often as they are pronounced. If,

for instance, the word cow is pronounced twice, we think

not that two different words have been pronounced, but

that the same individual word has been repeated.—But,

our opponent reminds us, it has been shown above, that

the letters are apprehended as different owing to differences

of pronunciation, as appears from the fact that we apprehend

a difference when merely hearing the sound of Devadatta or

Ya^«adatta reading.—Although, we reply, it is a settled

matter that the letters are recognised as the same, yet we
admit that there are differences in the apprehension of the

letters ; but as the letters are articulated by means of the

conjunction and disjunction (of the breath with the palate,

the teeth, &c.), those differences are rightly ascribed to the

various character of the articulating agents and not to

the intrinsic nature of the letters themselves. Those,

moreover, who maintain that the individual letters are

different have, in order to account for the fact of recogni-

tion, to assume species of letters, and further to admit

that the apprehension of difference is conditioned by ex-

ternal factors. Is it then not much simpler to assume,

as we do, that the apprehension of difference is conditioned

by external factors while the recognition is due to the

intrinsic nature of the letters? And this very fact of

recognition is that mental process which prevents us from

looking on the apprehension of difference as having the

letters for its object (so that the opponent was wrong in

denying the existence of such a process). For how should,

for instance, the one syllable ga, when it is pronounced in
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the same moment by several persons, be at the same time

of different nature, viz. accented with the uddtta, the

anuddtta, and the Svarita and nasal as well as non-nasal ^ ?

Or else^—and this is the preferable explanation—we
assume that the difference of apprehension is caused not

by the letters but by the tone (dhvani). By this tone we
have to understand that which enters the ear of a person

who is listening from a distance and not able to distinguish

the separate letters, and which, for a person standing near,

affects the letters with its own distinctions, such as high

or low pitch and so on. It is on this tone that all the

distinctions of uddtta, anuditta, and so on depend, and not

on the intrinsic nature of the letters ; for they are recognised

as the same whenever they are pronounced. On this theory

only we gain a basis for the distinctive apprehension of

the udcLtta, the anuddtta, and the like. For on the theory

first propounded (but now rejected), we should have to

assume that the distinctions of uddtta and so on are due

to the processes of conjunction and disjunction described

above, since the letters themselves, which are ever re-

cognised as the same, are not different. But as those

processes of conjunction and disjunction are not matter

of perception, we cannot definitely ascertain in the letters

any differences based on those processes, and hence the

apprehension of the uddtta and so on remains without

a basis.—Nor should it be urged that from the dif-

ference of the uddtta and so on there results also

a difference of the letters recognised. For a difference

in one matter does not involve a difference in some

other matter which in itself is free from difference.

Nobody, for instance, thinks that because the individuals

* ' How should it be so ?
' i. e. it cannot be so ; and on that

account the differences apprehended do not belong to the letters

themselves, but to the external conditions mentioned above.

* With 'or else' begins the exposition of the finally accepted

theory as to the cause why the same letters are apprehended as

different. Hitherto the cause had been found in the variety of the

upadhis of the letters. Now a new distinction is made between

articulated letters and non-articulated tone.
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are different from each other the species also contains a

difference in itself.

The assumption of the spho/a is further gratuitous, be-

cause the sense of the word may be apprehended from the

letters.—But—our opponent here objects— I do not assume
the existence of the spho/a. I, on the contrary, actually

perceive it ; for after the buddhi has been impressed by the

successive apprehension of the letters of the word, the

spho^a all at once presents itself as the object of cognition.

—You are mistaken, we reply. The object of the cognitional

act of which you speak is simply the letters of the word.

That one comprehensive cognition which follows upon the

apprehension of the successive letters of the word has for

its object the entire aggregate of the letters constituting the

word, and not anything else. We conclude this from the

circumstance that in that final comprehensive cognition

there are included those letters only of which a definite

given word consists, and not any other letters. If that

cognitional act had for its object the spho/a— i. e. something

different from the letters of the given word—then those

letters would be excluded from it just as much as the letters

of any other word. But as this is not the case, it follows

that that final comprehensive act of cognition is nothing but

an act of remembrance which has the letters of the word

for its object.—Our opponent has asserted above that the

letters of a word being several cannot form the object of

one mental act. But there he is wrong again. The ideas

which we have of a row, for instance, or a wood or an army,

or of the numbers ten, hundred, thousand, and so on, show

that also such things as comprise several unities can become

the objects of one and the same cognitional act. The idea

which has for its object the word as one whole is a derived

one, in so far as it depends on the determination of one

sense in many letters ^ ; in the same way as the idea of a

* I. e. it is not directly one idea, for it has for its object more

than one letter; but it may be called one in a secondary sense

because it is based on the determinative knowledge that the letters,

although more than one, express^one sense only.

[34] ^
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wood, an army, and so on.—But—our opponent may here

object—if the word were nothing else but the letters which

in their aggregate become the object of one mental act,

such couples of words as ^r4 and r&g^ or pika and kapi

would not be cognised as different words ; for here the same

letters are presented to consciousness in each of the words

constituting one couple.—There is indeed, we reply, in

both cases a comprehensive consciousness of the same

totality of letters ; but just as ants constitute the idea of a

row only if they march one after the other, so the letters

also constitute the idea of a certain word only if they follow

each other in a certain order. Hence it is not contrary to

reason that the same letters are cognised as different words,

in consequence of the different order in which they are

arranged.

The hypothesis of him who maintains that the letters are

the word may therefore be finally formulated as follows.

The letters of which a word consists—assisted by a certain

order and number—have, through traditional use, entered

into a connexion with a definite sense. At the time when

they are employed they present themselves as such (i. e. in

their definite order and number) to the buddhi, which, after

having apprehended the several letters in succession, finally

comprehends the entire aggregate, and they thus unerringly

intimate to the buddhi their definite sense. This hypothesis

is certainly simpler than the complicated hypothesis of the

grammarians who teach that the spho/a is the word. For

they have to disregard what is given by perception, and to

assume something which is never perceived ; the letters

apprehended in a definite order are said to manifest the

spho/a, and the spho/a in its turn is said to manifest the

sense.

Or let it even be admitted that the letters are differ-

ent ones each time they are pronounced
;

yet, as in that

case we necessarily must assume species of letters as

the basis of the recognition of the individual letters, the

function of conveying the sense which we have demon-

strated in the case of the (individual) letters has then to be

attributed to the species.
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From all this it follows that the theory according to which

the individual gods and so on originate from the eternal

words is unobjectionable.

29. And from this very reason there follows the

eternity of the Veda.

As the eternity of the Veda is founded on the absence

of the remembrance of an agent only, a doubt with regard

to it had been raised owing to the doctrine that the gods

and other individuals have sprung from it. That doubt

has been refuted in the preceding Sfltra.—The present

Siitra now confirms the, already established, eternity of

the Veda. The eternity of the word of the Veda has to

be assumed for this very reason, that the world with its

definite (eternal) species, such as gods and so on, originates

from it.—A mantra also (* By means of the sacrifice they

followed the trace of speech; they found it dwelling in

the r/shis,' i?/g-veda Sa/«h. X, 71, 3) shows that the

speech found (by the r/shis) was permanent.—On this

point Vedavy^sa also speaks as follows :
* Formerly the

great r/shis, being allowed to do so by SvayambhO, ob-

tained, through their penance, the Vedas together with

the itih^sas, which had been hidden at the end of the

yuga.'

30. And on account of the equality of names and

forms there is no contradiction (to the eternity of

the word of the Veda) in the renovation (of the

world) ; as is seen from ^Sruti and Smmi.

If—the p{irvapakshin resumes—the individual gods and so

on did, like the individual animals, originate and pass away
in an unbroken succession so that there would be no break

of the course of practical existence including denominations,

things denominated and agents denominating; the con-

nexion (between word anji thing) would be eternal, and the

objection as to a contradiction with reference to the word

(raised in SCitra 27) would thereby be refuted. But if,

as 5ruti and Smr/ti declare, the whole threefold

p 2
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.world periodically divests itself of name and form, and is

^.entirely dissolved (at the end of a kalpa), and is after that

/produced anew ; how can the contradiction be considered to

' have been removed ?

To this we reply :
* On account of the sameness of name

and form.'—Even then the beginninglessness of the world

will have to be admitted (a point which the teacher will

prove later on: II, i, ^6), And in the beginningless sa/;/-

sdra we have to look on the (relative) beginning, and the

dissolution connected with a new kalpa in the same light

in which we look on the sleeping and waking states, which,

although in them according to Scripture (a kind of) dis-

solution and origination take place, do not give rise to

any contradiction, since in the later waking state (subse-

quent to the state of sleep) the practical existence is carried

on just as in the former one. That in the sleeping and the

waking states dissolution and origination take place is stated

Kaush. Up. Ill, 3, *When a man being asleep sees no

dream whatever he becomes one with that pr^wa alone.

Then speech goes to him with all names, the eye with all

forms, the ear with all sounds, the mind with all thoughts.

And when he awakes then, as from a burning fire, sparks

proceed in all directions, thus from that Self the pra/^as

proceed, each towards its place ; from the pra;?as the gods,

from the gods the worlds.'

Well, the pui*vapakshin resumes, it may be that no

contradiction arises in the case of sleep, as during the sleep

of one person the practical existence of other persons suffers

no interruption, and as the sleeping person himself when

waking from sleep may resume the very same form of

practical existence which was his previously to his sleep.

The case of a mahdpralaya (i. e. a general annihilation of

the world) is however a different one, as then the entire

current of practical existence is interrupted, and the form of

existence of a previous kalpa can be resumed in a subsequent

kalpa no more than an individual can resume that form of

existence which it enjoyed in a former birth.

This objection, we reply, is not valid. For although a

mah^pralaya does cut short the entire current of practical
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existence, yet, by the favour of the highest Lord, the Lords

(Uvara), such as Hirawyagarbha and so on, may continue the

same form of existence which belonged to them in the

preceding kalpa. Although ordinary animated beings do

not, as we see, resume that form of existence which belonged

to them in a former birth ; still we cannot judge of the

Lords as we do of ordinary beings. For as in the series

of beings which descends from man to blades of grass a

successive diminution of knowledge, power, and so on, is

observed—although they all have the common attribute of

being animated—so in the ascending series extending from

man up to Hirawyagarbha, a gradually increasing manifes-

tation of knowledge, power, &c. takes place ; a circumstance

which 5ruti and Smn'ti mention in many places, and which

it is impossible to deny. On that account it may very well

be the case that the Lords, such as Hira«yagarbha and so

on, who in a past kalpa were distinguished by superior

knowledge and power of action, and who again appear in

the present kalpa, do,, if favoured by the highest Lord,

continue (in the present kalpa) the same kind of existence

which they enjoyed in the preceding kalpa
;
just as a ntan

who rises from sleep continues the same form of existence

which he enjoyed previously to his sleep. Thus Scripture

also declares, 'He who first creates Brahman (Hirawya-

garbha) and delivers the Vedas to him, to that God who is

the light of his own thoughts, I, seeking for release, go for

refuge* (5vet. Up. VI, 18). 5aunaka and others more-

over declare (in the Anukrama;/is of the Veda) that the ten

books (of the -/?/g-veda) were seen by Madhu^/'/zandas and

other r/shis^. And, similarly, Smr/ti tells us, for every Veda,

of men of exalted mental vision (r/shis) who * saw ' the sub-

divisions of their respective Vedas, such as k§indas and so

on. Scripture also declares that the performance of the

sacrificial action by means of the mantra is to be preceded by

the knowledge of the r/shi and so on, * He who makes another

person sacrifice or read by means of a mantra of which he

* Which circumstance proves that exalted knowledge appertains

not only to Hirawyagarbha, but to many beings.
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does not know the r/shi, the metre, the divinity, and the

Brdhmawa, runs against a post, falls into a pit\ &c. &c.,

therefore one must know all those matters for each mantra
*

(Arsheya Brihmawa, first section).—Moreover, religious duty

is enjoined and its opposite is forbidden, in order that the

animate beings may obtain pleasure and escape pain.

Desire and aversion have for their objects pleasure and

pain, known either from experience or from Scripture, and

do not aim at anything of a different nature. As therefore

each new creation is (nothing but) the result of the religious

merit and demerit (of the animated beings of the preceding

creation), it is produced with a nature resembling that of

the preceding creation. Thus Smriii also declares, * To
whatever actions certain of these (animated beings) had

turned in a former creation, to the same they turn when
created again and again. Whether those actions were

harmful or harmless, gentle or cruel, right or wrong, true

or untrue, influenced by them they proceed ; hence a cer-

tain person delights in actions of a certain kind.*—More-

over, this world when being dissolved (in a mah^pralaya) is

dissolved to that extent only that the potentiality (jakti)

of the world remains, and (when it is produced again) it

is produced from the root of that potentiality ; otherwise

we should have to admit an effect without a cause. Nor
have we the right to assume potentialities of different kind

(for the different periods of the world). Hence, although

the series of worlds from the earth upwards, and the series

of different classes of animate beings such as gods, animals,

and men, and the different conditions based on caste,

Aj'rama, religious duty and fruit (of works), although all

these we say are again-and again interrupted and thereupon

produced anew ; we yet have to understand that they are, in

the beginningless sa;//sara, subject to a certain determinate-

ness analogous to the determinateness governing the con-

nexion between the senses and their objects. For it is

impossible to imagine that the relation of senses and sense-

objects should be a different one in different creations, so

* Viz. naraka, the commentaries say.
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that, for instance, in some new creation a sixth sense and a

corresponding sixth sense-object should manifest them-

selves. As, therefore, the phenomenal world is the same in

all kalpas and as the Lords are able to continue their

previous forms of existence, there manifest themselves, in

each new creatten, individuals bearing the same names and

forms as the individuals of the preceding creations, and,

owing to this equality of names and forms, the admitted

periodical renovations of the world in the form of general

pralayas and general creations do not conflict with the

authoritativeness of the word of the Veda. The permanent

identity of names and forms is declared in 5ruti as well as

Smrtti; compare, for instance, Rik. Sawh. X, 190, 3, *As

formerly the creator ordered sun and moon, and the sky,

and the air, and the heavenly world
;

' which passage means

that the highest Lord arranged at the beginning of the

present kalpa the entire world with sun and moon, and so

on, just as it had been arranged in the preceding kalpa.

Compare also Taitt. Brdhm. Ill, i, 4, i, * Agni desired:

May I become the consumer of the food of the gods ; for

that end he offered a cake on eight potsherds to Agni and

the Krrttikas.' This passage, which forms part of the

injunction of the ish/i to the Nakshatras, declares equality of

name and form connecting the Agni who offered and the

Agni to whom he offered ^

Smr/ti also contains similar statements to be quoted

here; so, for instance, 'Whatever were the names of the

rishis and their powers to see the Vedas, the same the

Unborn one again gives to them when they are produced

afresh at the end of the night (the mahcipralaya). As the

various signs of the seasons return in succession in their due

time, thus the same beings again appear in the different

yugas. And of whatever individuality the gods of the

^ Asmin kalpe sarveshim prawindm dahapakaprakajakari yo

•yam agnir dmyate so«yam agni^ pQrvasmin kalpe manushya^

san devatvapadaprapakafw karmanush/Myasmin kalpa eta^ ^anma
labdhavan ata^ pfirvasmin kalpe sa manushyo bhdviniw sa/w^/Jam

ajr/tyagnir iti vyapadijyate.—Saya//a on the quoted passage.

Digitized byGoogle



2 1

6

vedanta-sOtras.

past ages were, equal to them are the present gods in

name and form.'

31. On account of the impossibility of (the gods

being qualified) for the madhu-vidy4, &c. 6^aimini

(maintains) the non-qualification (of the gods for

the Brahma-vidyd).

A new objection is raised against the averment that the

gods, &c. al^o are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman.

The teacher, Caimini, considers the gods and similar beings

not to have any claim.—Why?—On account of the impos-

sibility, in the case of the so-called Madhu-vidyi, &c. It

their claim to the knowledge of Brahman were admitted,

we should have to admit their claim to the madhu-vidyi (* the

knowledge of the honey ') also, because that also is a kind

of knowledge not different (from the knowledge of Brahman).

But to admit this latter claim is not possible ; for, according

to the passage, * The Sun is indeed the honey of the devas

'

{Kh. Up. Ill, I, i), men are to meditate on the sun (the

god Aditya) under the form of honey, and how, if the gods

themselves are admitted as meditating worshippers, can

Aditya meditate upon another Aditya?—Again, the text,

after having enumerated five kinds of nectar, the red one,

&c. residing in the sun, and after having stated that the five

classes of gods, viz. the Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Maruts, and

Sddhyas, live on one of these nectars each, declares that * he

who thus knows this nectar becomes one of the Vasus, with

Agni at their head, he sees the nectar and rejoices, &c., and

indicates thereby that those who know the nectars enjoyed

by the Vasus, &c., attain the greatness of the Vasus, &c.

But how should the Vasus themselves know other Vasus

enjoying the nectar, and what other Vasu-greatness should

they desire to attain ?—We have also to compare the pas-

sages * Agni is one foot, Aditya is one foot, the quarters are

one foot * {Kk, Up. Ill, 18, 2) ;
* Air is indeed the absorber

'

{Kh. Up. IV, 3, i) ;
' Aditya is Brahman, this is the doctrine.'

All these passages treat of the meditation on the Self of

certain divinities, for which meditation these divinities them-
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selves are not qualified.—So it is likewise impossible that the

rishis themselves should be qualified for meditations con-

nected with rishis, such as expressed in passages like Br/.

Up. II, a, 4,
* These two are the rishis Gautama and Bharad-

v^^ ; the right Gautama, the left Bharadvd^.'—Another

reason for the non-qualification of the gods is stated in the

following SOtra.

32. And (the devas, &c. are not qualified) on

account of (the words denoting the devas,Ac.) being

(used) in the sense of (sphere of) light.

To that sphere of light, the pfirvapakshin resumes, which

is stationed in the sky, and during its diurnal revolutions

illumines the world, terms such as Aditya, i. e. the names of

devas, are applied, as we know from the use of ordinary

language, and from Vedic complementary passages ^. But

ofa mere sphere of light we cannot understand how it should

be endowed with either a bodily form, consisting of the heart

and the like, or intelligence, or the capability of forming

wishes^. For mere light we know to be, like earth, entirely

devoid of intelligence. The same observation applies to

Agni (fire), and so on. It will perhaps be said that our

objection is not valid, because the personality of the devas

is known from the mantras, arthavddas, itih^sas, purSwas,

and from the conceptions of ordinary life ^
; but we contest

the relevancy of this remark. For the conceptions of ordi-

nary life do not constitute an independent means of know-

ledge ; we rather say that a thing is known from ordinary

life if it is known by the (acknowledged) means of know-

ledge, perception, &c. But none of the recognised means

of knowledge, such as perception and the like, apply to the

' As, for instance, ' So long as Aditya rises in the east and sets

in the west ' {ICL Up. Ill, 6, 4).

' Whence it follows that the devas are not personal beings, and

therefore not qualified for the knowledge of Brahman.
' Yama, for instance, being ordinarily represented as a person

with a staff in his hand, Varuwa with a noose, Indra with a thunder-

bolt, &c. &c.
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matter under discussion. Itih&sas and pur4«as again being

of human origin, stand themselves in need of other means

of knowledge on which to base. The arthavida passages

also, which, as forming syntactical wholes with the injunctory

passages, have merely the purpose of glorifying (what is

enjoined in the latter), cannot be considered to constitute

by themselves reasons for the existence of the personality,

&c. of the devas. The mantras again, which, on the ground

of direct enunciation, &c., are to be employed (at the dif-

ferent stages of the sacrificial action), have merely the

purpose of denoting things connected -with the sacrificial

performance, and do not constitute an independent means

of authoritative knowledge for anything^—For these reasons

the devas, and similar beings, are not qualified for the

knowledge of Brahman.

^7,. Badardya«a, on the other hand, (maintains)

the existence (of qualification for Brahma-vidy4 on

the part of the gods) ; for there are (passages

indicatory of that).

The expression 'on the other hand' is meant to rebut

the piirvapaksha. The teacher, Bddar4ya«a, maintains the

existence of the qualification on the part of the gods, &c.

For, although the qualification of the gods cannot be ad-

mitted with reference to the madhu-vidyd, and similar topics

of knowledge, in which the gods themselves are implicated,

still they may be qualified for the pure knowledge of Brah-

man, qualification in general depending on the presence of

desire, capability, &c.^ Nor does the impossibility of quali-

fication in certain cases interfere with the presence of qualifi-

cation in those other cases where it is not impossible. To the

case of the gods the same reasoning applies as to the case of

men ; for among men also, all are not qualified for everything,

Brdhma^as, for instance, not for the rS^sOya-sacrifice ^.

* On the proper function of arthavada and mantra according to

the Mimdwsd, cp. Arthasawgraha, Introduction.

^ See above, p. 197.

^ Which can be offered by kshattriyas only.
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And, with reference to the knowledge of Brahman, Scrip-

ture, moreover, contains express hints notifying that the

devas are qualified ; compare, for instance, Bri. Up. 1,4, 10,

* Whatever Deva was awakened (so as to know Brahman)

he indeed became that; and the same with rishis;' Kh,

Up. VIII, 7, a, 'They said: Well, let us search for that

Self by which, if one has searched it out, all worlds and all

desires are obtained. Thus saying, Indra went forth from

the Devas, Viro>^ana from the Asuras.' Similar statements

are met with in Smr/ti, so, for instance, in the colloquy of the

Gandharva and YA^/avalkya^—Against the objection raised

in the preceding SOtra (3^^) we argue as follows. Words
like dditya, and so on, which denote devas, although having

reference to light and the like, yet convey the idea of

certain divine Selfs (persons) endowed with intelligence and

pre-eminent power; for they are used in that sense in

mantras and arthavida passages. For the devas possess,

in consequence of their pre-eminent power, the capability of

residing within the light, and so on, and to assume any form

they like. Thus we read in Scripture, in the arthavdda

passage explaining the words *ram of Medhitithi,' which

form part of the Subrahmawya-formula, that * Indra, having

assumed the shape of a ram, carried off MedhAtithi, the

descendant of Ka;«va ' (Sha^/v. Br. I, i). And thus Smr/ti

says that * Aditya, having assumed the shape of a man, came

to Kuntl.' Moreover, even in such substances as earth, in-

telligent ruling beings must be admitted to reside, for that

appears from such scriptural passages as * the earth spoke,'

* the waters spoke,* &c. The non-intelligence of light and

the like, in so far as they are mere material elements, is

admitted in the case of the sun (iditya), &c. also; but—as

already remarked—from the use of the words in mantras and

* AS'rautalihgenanumanabddha/w darxayitva smartenapi tadbadhaw

darxayati smdrtam iti. Kiw atra brahma amr/ta^w Y\m svid

vedyam anuttamam, ^'intayet tatra vai gatva gandharvo mdm
apr/>t>t^ta, Vixv^vasus tato rS^n vedanta^;/anakovida iti moksha-

dharme ^anakayd^;?avalkyasawvddat prahlada^garasawvdda^ ^ok-

tanuminasiddhir ity artha^.
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arthavSdas it appears that there are inteUigent beings of

divine nature (which animate those material elements).

We now turn to the objection (raised above by the pur-

vapakshin) that mantras and arthav&das, as merely sub-

serving other purposes, have no power of setting forth the

personality of the devas, and remark that not the cir-

cumstance of subordination or non-subordination to some

other purpose, but rather the presence or absence of a

certain idea furnishes a reason for (our assuming) the

existence of something. This is exemplified by the case

of a person who, having set out for some other purpose,

(nevertheless) forms the conviction of the existence of leaves,

grass, and the like, which he sees lying on the road.—But,

the piirvapakshin may here object, the instance quoted by

you is not strictly analogous. In the case of the wanderer,

perception, whose objects the grass and leaves are, is active,

and through it he forms the conception of their existence.

In the case of an arthavdda, on the other hand, which, as

forming a syntactical unity with the corresponding injunctory

passage, merely subserves the purpose of glorifying (the

latter), it is impossible to determine any energy having a

special object of its own. For in general any minor syntac-

tical unity, which is included in a more comprehensive

syntactical unity conveying a certain meaning, does not

possess the power of expressing a separate meaning of its

own. Thus, for instance, we derive, from the combination

of the three words constituting the negative sentence, * (Do)

not drink wine,* one meaning only, i.e. a prohibition of

drinking wine, and do not derive an additional meaning,

viz. an order to drink wine, from the combination of the last

two words, * drink wine.*—To this objection we reply, that

the instance last quoted is not analogous (to the matter

under discussion). The words of the sentence prohibiting

the drinking of wine form only one whole, and on that

account the separate sense which any minor syntactical unity

included in the bigger sentence may possess cannot be

accepted. In the case of injunction and arthavcida, on the

other hand, the words constituting the arthavSda form a

separate group of their own which refers to some accom-
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plished thing ^, and only subsequently to that, when it comes

to be considered what purpose they subserve, they enter on

the function of glorifying the injunction. Let us examine,

as an illustrative example, the injunctive passage, * He who
is desirous of prosperity is to offer to Viyu a white animal/

All the words contained in this passage are directly con-

nected with the injunction. This is, however, not the case

with the words constituting the corresponding arthavAda

passage, 'For V4yu is the swiftest deity; VAyu he ap-

proaches with his own share ; he leads him to prosperity.'

The single words of this arthavida are not grammatically

connected with the single words of the injunction, but form

a subordinate unity of their own, which contains the praise

of Vdyu, and glorify the injunction, only in so far as they

give us to understand that the action enjoined is connected

with a distinguished divinity. If the matter conveyed by the

subordinate (arthavida) passage can be known by some other

means of knowledge, the arthavSda acts as a mere anuvSda,

i. e. a statement referring to something (already known)^.

When its contents are contradicted by other means of

knowledge it acts as a so-called guwavSda, i. e. a statement

of a quality'. Where, again, neither of the two mentioned

conditions is found, a doubt may arise whether the arthav&da

is to be taken as a gu/^av&da on account of the absence of

other means of knowledge, or as an arthavAda referring to

something known (i. e. an anuvAda) on account of the ab-

sence of contradiction by other means of proof. The latter

alternative is, however, to be embraced by reflecting people.

—The same reasoning applies to mantras also.

There is a further reason for assuming the personality of

the gods. The Vedic injunctions, as enjoining sacrificial

offerings to Indra and the other gods, presuppose certain

characteristic shapes of the individual divinities, because

^ As opposed to an action to be accomplished.

' Of this nature is, for instance, the arthavada, * Fire is a remedy

for cold.*

' Of this nature is, for instance, the passage * the sacrificial post

is the sun' (i.e. possesses the qualities of the sun, luminousness,

&c. ; a statement contradicted by perception).
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without such the sacrificer could not represent Indra and

the other gods to his mind. And if the divinity were not

represented to the mind it would not be possible to make
an offering to it. So Scripture also says, * Of that divinity

for which the offering is taken he is to think when about to

say vausha/' (Ai. Br. Ill, 8, i). Nor is it possible to con-

sider the essential form (or character) of a thing to consist

in the word only ^ ; for word (denoting) and thing (denoted)

are different. He therefore who admits the authorita-

tiveness of the scriptural word has no right to deny

that the shape of Indra, and the other gods, is such as we
understand it to be from the mantras and arthav^das.

—

Moreover, itih&sas and purSwas also—because based on

mantra and arthavdda which possess authoritative power in

the manner described—are capable of setting forth the per-

sonality, &c. of the devas. ItihAsa and pur^«a can, besides,

be considered as based on perception also. For what is

not accessible to our perception may have been within the

sphere of perception of people in ancient times. Smr/ti

also declares that Vydsa and others conversed with the gods

face to face. A person maintaining that the people of

ancient times were no more able to converse with the gods

than people are at present, would thereby deny the (incon-

testable) variety of the world. He might as well maintain

that because there is at present no prince ruling over the

whole earth, there were no such princes in former times

;

a position by which the scriptural injunction of the rd^sfiya-

sacrifice^ would be stultified. Or he might maintain that

in former times the spheres of duty of the different castes

and d^ramas were as generally unsettled as they are now,

and, on that account, declare those parts of Scripture which

define those different duties to be purposeless. It is there-

fore altogether unobjectionable to assume that the men of

ancient times, in consequence of their eminent religious

* And therefore to suppose that a divinity is nothing but a

certain word forming part of a mantra.

' The ra^sQya-sacrifice is to be offered by a prince who wishes

to become the ruler of the whole earth.
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merit, conversed with the gods face to face. Smriti also

declares that *from the reading of the Veda there results

intercourse with the favourite divinity' (Yoga Sfitra II, 44).

And that Yoga does, as Smr/ti declares, lead to the

acquirement of extraordinary powers, such as subtlety of

body, and so on, is a fact which cannot be set aside by a

mere arbitrary denial. Scripture also proclaims the great-

ness of Yoga, * When, as earth, water, light, heat, and ether

arise, the fivefold quality of Yoga takes place, then there is

no longer illness, old age, or pain for him who has obtained

a body produced by the fire of Yoga* (5vet. Up. II, 12).

Nor have we the right to measure by our capabilities the

capability of the rtshis who see the mantras and brdhma«a

passages (i. e. the Veda).—From all this it appears that the

itih&sas and pur^«as have an adequate basis.—And the

conceptions of ordinary life also must not be declared to

be unfounded, if it is at all possible to accept them.

The general result is that we have the right to conceive

the gods as possessing personal existence, on the ground

of mantras, arthavSdas, itihasas, purd«as, and ordinarily

prevailing ideas. And as the gods may thus be in the con-

dition of having desires and so on, they must be considered

as qualified for the knowledge of Brahman. Moreover,

the declarations which Scripture makes concerning gradual

emancipation ^ agree with this latter supposition only.

34. Grief of him (i.e. of 6^ana^ruti) (arose) on

account of his hearing a disrespectful speech about

himself ; on account of the rushing on of that (grief)

(Raikva called him KSAdra) ; for it (the grief) is

pointed at (by Raikva).

(In the preceding adhikarawa) the exclusiveness of the

claim of men to knowledge has been refuted, and it has

been declared that the gods, &c. also possess such a claim.

The present adhikarawa is entered on for the purpose of

removing the doubt whether, as the exclusiveness of the

* In one of whose stages the being desirous of final emancipation

becomes a deva.
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claim of twice-born men is capable of refutation, the

5udras also possess such a claim.

The pCirvapakshin maintains that the 5iidras also have

such a claim, because they may be in the position of

desiring that knowledge, and because they are capable of

it; and because there is no scriptural prohibition (ex-

cluding them from knowledge) analogous to the text,

* Therefore^ the 5iidra is unfit for sacrificing' (Taitt. Saw/h.

VII, 1,1,6). The reason, moreover, which disqualifies the

5udras for sacrificial works, viz. their being without the

sacred fires, does not invalidate their qualification for know-

ledge, as knowledge can be apprehended by those also who
are without the fires. There is besides. an inferential mark

supporting the claim of the 6udras ; for in the so-called

sawvarga-knowledge he (Raikva) refers to Cinajruti

Pautrdya/^a, who wishes to learn from him, by the name
of 5iidra * Fie, necklace and carriage be thine, O 5Cidra,

together with the cows' {Kit. Up. IV, 2, 3). Smnti
moreover speaks of Vidiira and others who were born from

5iidra mothers as possessing eminent knowledge.—Hence

the 5iidra has a claim to the knowledge of Brahman.

To this we reply that the 6"0dras have no such claim,

on account of their not studying the Veda. A person

who has studied the Veda and understood its sense is

indeed qualified for Vedic matters ; but a 5udra does not

study the Veda, for such study demands as its antecedent

the upanayana-ceremony, and that ceremony belongs to

the three (higher) castes only. The mere circumstance

of being in a condition of desire does not furnish a

reason for qualification, if capability is absent. Mere
temporal capability again does not constitute a reason

for qualification, spiritual capability being required in

spiritual matters. And spiritual capability is (in the case

of the 5iidras) excluded by their being excluded from

the study of the Veda.—The Vedic statement, moreover,

that the 5iidra is unfit for sacrifices intimates, because

^ The commentaries explain * therefore ' by 'on account of his

being devoid of the three sacred fires.' This explanation does not,

however, agree with the context of the Taitt. Sawh.
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founded on reasoning, that he is unfit for knowledge also

;

for the argumentation is the same in both cases ^—With
reference to the purvapakshin's opinion that the fact of the

word ' 50dra ' being enounced in the sawvarga-knowledge

constitutes an inferential mark (of the 5udra's qualifica-

tion for knowledge), we remark that that inferential mark
has no force, on account of the absence of arguments. For

the statement of an inferential mark possesses the power

of intimation only in consequence of arguments being

adduced ; but no such arguments are brought forward in

the passage quoted^. Besides, the word *5udra' which

occurs in the sa;;/varga-vidyd would establish a claim on the

part of the 5udras to that one vidyd only, not to all vidyds.

In reality, however, it is powerless, because occurring in an

arthav^da, to establish the 5udras* claim to anything.—The
word * 5udra ' can moreover be made to agree with the con-

text in which it occurs in the following manner. When
GknsLsruti Pautrdya//a heard himself spoken of with dis-

respect by the flamingo (* How can you speak of him, being

what he is, as if he were like Raikva with the car ?
' IV, i, 3),

grief (.ru^) arose in his mind, and to that grief the rishi Raikva

alludes with the word 5Cidra, in order to show thereby his

knowledge of what is remote. This explanation must be ac-

cepted because a (real) born 5udra is not qualified (for the

sa;//varga-vidyd). If it be asked how the grief (^u^) which

had arisen in 6'^najruti's mind can be referred to by means

of the word 5udra, we reply : On account of the rushing

on (^drava;/a) of the grief For we may etymologise the

word 5udra by dividing it into its parts, either as * he rushed

into grief (5u>l'am abhidudrSva) or as * grief rushed on

' The -S'Cidra not having acquired a knowledge of Vedic matters

in the legitimate way, i. e. through the study of the Veda under the

guidance of a guru, is unfit for sacrifices as well as for vidya.

* The lihga contained in the word '-S'fidra* has no proving

power as it occurs in an arlhavdda-passage which has no authority

if not connected with a corresponding injunctive passage. In our

case the linga in the arthavdda-passage is even directly contradicted

by those injunctions which militate against the 5(idras* qualification

for Vedic matters.

[34] Q
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him/ or as * he in his grief rushed to Raikva ;
* while on

the other hand it is impossible to accept the word in its

ordinary conventional sense. The circumstance (of the

king actually being grieved) is moreover expressly touched

upon in the legend ^

35. And because the kshattriyahood (of CAna^ruti)

is understood from the inferential mark (supplied by

his being mentioned) later on with Alaitraratha (who

was a kshattriya himself).

Canajruti cannot have been a 5iidra by birth for that

reason also that his being a kshattriya is understood from

an inferential sign, viz. his being mentioned together (in one

chapter) with the kshattriya ATaitraratha Abhiprat^rin. For,

later on, i. e. in the passage complementary to the sawvarga-

vidyA, a kshattriya ATaitrarathi AbhipratArin is glorified,

* Once while 5aunaka K^peya and AbhipratArin K^kshaseni

were being waited on at their meal a religious student begged

of them ' {Kh. Up. IV, 3, 5). That this Abhiprat^rin was a

ATaitrarathi (i. e. a descendant of ATitraratha) we have to

infer from his connexion with a K^peya. For we know
(from 5ruti) about the connexion of ATitraratha himself with

the KSpeyas (* the Kdpeyas made ATitraratha perform that

sacrifice ,-' Tkndy^ Br. XX, 12, 5), and as a rule sacrificers

of one and the same family employ officiating priests of

one and the same family. Moreover, as we understand

from Scripture (* from him a ATaitrarathi descended who was

a prince^') that he (ATaitraratha) was a prince, we must

' Hawsivakyad dtmano*nadaraw jrutva ^anaxrute^ jug ut-

pannety etad eva kathaw gamyate yenasau jQdrajabdena sCiiyate

tatrdha spr/>yate ^eti. Ananda Giri.

' I translate this passage as I find it in all MSS. of .Sahkara

consulted by me (noting, however, that some MSS. read >^itrarathi-

ndmaika//). Ananda Giri expressly explains tasmdd by >&itrarathdd

ity artha^.—The text of the Tinc/ys, Br. runs : tasmd^>taitrarathinam

eka^ kshatrapatir gayate, and the commentary explains: tasmdt

kdrawad adydpi ^ilravaz^/jotpanndnaw madhye eka eva r^a kshatra-
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understand him to have been a kshattriya. The fact now

of Gkmsruii being praised in the same vidy4 with the

kshattriya Abhiprat^rin intimates that the former also was

a kshattriya. For as a rule equals are mentioned together

with equals. That Cdna^ruti was a kshattriya we more-

over conclude from his sending his door-keeper and from

other similar signs of power (mentioned in the text).

—

Hence the 5fldras are not qualified (for the knowledge of

Brahman).

36. On account of the reference to ceremonial

purifications (in the case of the higher castes) and

on account of their absence being declared (in the

case of the ^'udras).

That the 5iidras are not qualified, follows from that

circumstance also that in different places of the vidyas such

ceremonies as the upanayana and the like are referred to.

Compare, for instance, 5at. Br. XI, 5, 3, 13, 'He initiated

him as a pupil;' K/i. Up. VH, i, i, * Teach me, Sir! thus

he approached him ;
* Pra. Up. I, 1 ,

* Devoted to Brahman,

firm in Brahman, seeking for the highest Brahman they,

carrying fuel in their hands, approached the venerable

Pippalada, thinking that he would teach them all that.'

—

Thus the following passage also, * He without having made
them undergo the upanayana (said) to them' (KA. Up. V,

II, 7), shows that the upanayana is a well-established cere-

mony ^—With reference to the 5udras, on the other hand,

the absence of ceremonies is frequently mentioned ; so,

for instance, Manu X, 4, where they are spoken of as * once

born ' only (' the 5udra is the fourth caste, once-born '), and

Manu X, 126, *In the ^iidra there is not any sin, and

he is not fit for any ceremony.'

palir baladhipatir bhavati.—Grammar does not authorise the form

^aitraratha used in the Siitra.

* The king Ajvapati receives some Brdhma//as as his pupils

without insisting on the upanayana. This express statement of the

upanayana having been omitted in a certain case shows it to be the

general rule.

Q 2
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37. And on account of (Gautama) proceeding (to

initiate 6^Abala) on the ascertainment of (his) not

being that (i. e. a ^'fldra).

The ^lidras are not qualified for that reason also that

Gautama, having ascertained Gkh&la, not to be a 5Cidra

from his speaking the truth, proceeded to initiate and

instruct him. 'None who is not a BrShma«a would thus

speak out. Go and fetch fuel, friend, I shall initiate you.

You have not swerved from the truth ' (AT//. Up. IV, 4, 5)

;

which scriptural passage furnishes an inferential sign (of

the .Sfldras not being capable of initiation).

38. And on account of the prohibition, in Smmi,
of (the KS'udras') hearing and studying (the Veda) and

(knowing and performing) (Vedic) matters.

The 5fldras are not qualified for that reason also that

Smr/ti prohibits their hearing the Veda, their studying the

Veda, and their understanding and performing Vedic matters.

The prohibition of hearing the Veda is conveyed by the

following passages :
* The ears of him who hears the Veda

are to be filled with (molten) lead and lac,' and *For a

5udra is (like) a cemetery, therefore (the Veda) is not to be

read in the vicinity of a vSCidra.' From this latter passage

the prohibition of studying the Veda results at once; for

how should he study Scripture in whose vicinity it is not

even to be read ? There is, moreover, an express prohibition

(of the 5Cidras studying the Veda). 'His tongue is to be

slit if he pronounces it ; his body is to be cut through if he

preserves it.* The prohibitions of hearing and studying

the Veda already imply the prohibition of the knowledge

and performance of Vedic matters; there are, however,

express prohibitions also, such as *he is not to impart

knowledge to the 5udra,* and 'to the twice-born belong

study, sacrifice, and the bestowal of gifts.*—From those

5udras, however, who, like Vidura and * the religious hunter,'

acquire knowledge in consequence of the after effects of

former deeds, the fruit of their knowledge cannot be with-
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held, since knowledge in all cases brings about its fruit.

Smriti, moreover, declares that all the four castes are

qualified for acquiring the knowledge of the itihdsas and

purdwas ; compare the passage, ' He is to teach the four

castes ' (Mah&bh.).—It remains, however, a settled point that

they do not possess any such qualification with regard to the

Veda.

39. (The prSina, is Brahman), on account of the

trembling (predicated of the whole world).

The discussion of qualification for Brahma-knowledge

—

on which we entered as an opportunity offered—being

finished we return to our chief topic, i. e. the enquiry into

the purport of the Ved^nta-texts.—We read (Ka. Up. II,

6, a), * Whatever there is, the whole world when gone forth

trembles in the pr4;/a. It (the pr^//a) is a great terror, a

raised thunderbolt. Those who know it become immortal ^.*

—This passage declares that this whole world trembles,

abiding in prS«a, and that there is raised something very

terrible, called a thunderbolt, and that through its knowledge

immortality is obtained. But as it is not immediately clear

what the pr^«a is, and what that terrible thunderbolt, a

discussion arises.

The pflrvapakshin maintains that, in accordance with the

ordinary meaning of the term, pr^«a denotes the air with

its five modifications, that the word * thunderbolt ' also is to

be taken in its ordinary sense, and that thus the whole

passage contains a glorification of air. For, he says, this

whole world trembles, abiding within air with its five forms

—which is here called prkna,—and the terrible thunderbolts

also spring from air (or wind) as their cause. For in the

air, people say, when it manifests itself in the forqfi of

Par^anya, lightning, thunder, rain, and thunderbolts manifest

themselves.—Through the knowledge of that air immortality

* As the words stand in the original they might be translated

as follows (and are so translated by the pfirvapakshin), * Whatever

there is, the whole world trembles in the pra/za, there goes forth

(from it) a great terror, viz. the raised thunderbolt.'
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also can be obtained ; for another scriptural passage says,

* Air is everything by itself, and air is all things together.

He who knows this conquers death/—We therefore con-

clude that the same air is to be understood in the passage

under discussion.

To this we make the following reply.—Brahman only can

be meant, on account of what precedes as well as what

follows. In the preceding as well as the subsequent part

of the chapter Brahman only is spoken of; how then can it

be supposed that in the intermediate part all at once the

air should be referred to? The immediately preceding

passage runs as follows, * That only is called the Bright, that

is called Brahman, that alone is called the Immortal. All

worlds are contained in it, and no one goes beyond it.'

That the Brahman there spoken of forms the topic of our

passage also, we conclude, firstly, from proximity ; and,

secondly, from the circumstance that in the clause, *The

whole world trembles in pranB,' we recognise a quality of

Brahman, viz. its constituting the abode of the whole world.

That the word prd«a can denote the highest Self also,

appears from such passages as * the pra«a of pr&»a ' (Bri.

Up. IV, 4, 1 8). Being the cause of trembling, moreover,

is a quality which properly appertains to the highest Self

only, not to mere air. Thus Scripture says, * No mortal

lives by the pr^«a and the breath that goes down. We
live by another in whom these two repose ' (Ka. Up. II, 5»

5). And also in the passage subsequent to the one under

discussion, (* From terror of it fire burns, from terror the

sun burns, from terror Indra and V^yu, and Death as the

fifth run away,*) Brahman, and not the air, must be sup-

posed to be spoken of, since the subject of that passage is

represented as the cause of fear on the part of the whole

world inclusive of the air itself. Thence we again conclude

that the passage under discussion also refers to Brahman,

firstly, on the ground of proximity ; and, secondly, because

we recognise a quality of Brahman, viz. its being the cause

of fear, in the words, * A great terror, a raised thunderbolt.'

The word * thunderbolt * is here used to denote a cause of

fear in general. Thus in ordinary life also a man strictly
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carries out a king's command because he fearfully considers

in his mind, 'A thunderbolt (i. e. the king's wrath, or

threatened punishment) is hanging over my head ; it might

fall if I did not carry out his command.' In the same

manner this whole world inclusive of fire, air, sun, and so

on, regularly carries on its manifold functions from fear of

Brahman ; hence Brahman as inspiring fear is compared to

a thunderbolt. Similarly, another scriptural passage, whose

topic is Brahman, declares, * From terror of it the wind

blows, from terror the sun rises ; from terror of it Agni and

Indra, yea, Death runs as the fifth.'—That Brahman is what

is referred to in our passage, further follows from the declara-

tion that the fruit of its cognition is immortality. For that

immortality is the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman is

known, for instance, from the mantra, * A man who knows

him only passes over death, there is no other path to go

'

(5vet Up. VI, 15).—That immortality which the pCirva-

pakshin asserts to be sometimes represented as the fruit of

the knowledge of the air is a merely relative one ; for there

(i. e. in the chapter from which the passage is quoted) at first

the highest Self is spoken of, by means of a new topic

being started (Br/. Up. Ill, 4), and thereupon the inferior

nature of the air and so on is referred to. (* Everything

else is evil.')—That in the passage under discussi6n the

highest Self is meant appears finally from the general subject-

matter; for the question (asked by Na>tiketas in I, 2, 14,

* That which thou seest as neither this nor that, as neither

effect nor cause, as neither past nor future tell me that')

refers to the highest Self.

40. The light (is Brahman), on account of that

(Brahman) being seen (in the scriptural passage).

We read in Scripture, 'Thus does that serene being,

arising from this body, appear in its own form as soon as it

has approached the highest light' [Kh. Up. VIII, la, 3).

Here the doubt arises whether the word * light ' denotes the

(physical) light, which is the object of sight and dispels dark-

ness, or the highest Brahman.
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The pilrvapakshin maintains that the word * light ' denotes

the well-known (physical) light, because that is the conven-

tional sense of the world. For while it is to be admitted

that in another passage, discussed under I, i, 24, the word
' light ' does, owing to the general topic of the chapter, divest

itself of its ordinary meaning and denote Brahman, there

is in our passage no similar reason for setting the ordinary

meaning aside. Moreover, it is stated in the chapter

treating of the nd^s of the body, that a man going to final

release reaches the sun (* When he departs from this body

then he departs upwards by those very rays
;

' Kh, Up. VIII,

6, 5). Hence we conclude that the word * light ' denotes,

in our passage, the ordinary light.

To this we make the following reply.—The word * light
*

can denote the highest Brahman only, on account of that

being seen. We see that in the whole chapter Brahman is

carried on as the topic of discussion. For the Self, which

is free from sin, &c. is introduced as the general subject-

matter in VIII, 7, I (*the Self which is free from sin ') ; it is

thereupon set forth as that which is to be searched out and

to be understood (VIII, 7, 1) ; it is carried on by means of

the clauses, *I shall explain that further to you' (VIII, 9,

3 ff.) ; after that freedom from body is said to belong to it,

because it is one with light (* when he is free from the body
then neither pleasure nor pain touches him,' VIII, 12, i)

—

and freedom from body is not possible outside Brahman

—

and it is finally qualified as * the highest light, the highest

person' (VIII, 12, 3).—Against the statement, made by the

pflrvapakshin, that Scripture speaks of a man going to re-

lease as reaching the sun, we remark that the release there

referred to is not the ultimate one, since it is said to be con-

nected with going and departing upwards. That the ulti-

mate release has nothing to do with going and departing

upwards we shall show later on.

41. The ether is (Brahman), as it is designated as

something different, &c. (from name and form).

Scripture says, * He who is called ether (^k^ja) is the

revealcr of all forms and names. That within which these
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forms and names are contained is the Brahman, the Immor-

tal, the Self {Kh. Up. VIII, 14, i).

There arising a doubt whether that which here is called

ether is the highest Brahman or the ordinary elemental

ether, the piirvapakshin declares that the latter alternative

is to be embraced, firstly, because it is founded on the con-

ventional meaning oftheword * ether;' and, secondly, because

the circumstance of revealing names and forms can very well

be reconciled with the elemental ether, as that which affords

room (for all things). Moreover, the passage contains no

clear indicatory mark of Brahman, such as creative power,

and the like.

To this we reply, that the word * ether ' can here denote

the highest Brahman only, because it is designated as a

different thing, &c. For the clause, *That within which

these two are contained is Brahman,' designates the ether

as something different from names and forms. But,

excepting Brahman, there is nothing whatever different

from name and form, since the entire world of effects is

evolved exclusively by names and forms. Moreover, the

complete revealing of names and forms cannot be accom-

plished by anything else but Brahman, according to the

text which declares Brahman's creative agency, * Let me
enter (into those beings) with this living Self (^iva dtman),

and evolve names and forms ' {Kh. Up. VI, 3, 2). But—it

may be said—from this very passage it is apparent that the

living Self also (i. e. the individual soul) possesses revealing

power with regard to names and forms.—True, we reply,

but what the passage really wishes to intimate, is the non-

difference (of the individual soul from the highest Self).

And the very statement concerning the revealing of names

and forms implies the statement of signs indicatory of

Brahman, viz. creative power and the like.—Moreover,

the terms * the Brahman, the Immortal, the Self (VIII, 14)

indicate that Brahman is spoken of.

42. And (on account of the designation) (of the

highest Self) as different (from the individual soul)

in the states of deep sleep and departing^
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In the sixth prapA///aka of the Br/Tiad^rawyaka there

is given, in reply to the question, * Who is that Self?' a

lengthy exposition of the nature of the Self, * He who is

within the heart, among the pr^«as, the person of light,

consisting of knowledge' (Br/. Up. IV, 3, 7). Here the

doubt arises, whether the passage merely aims at making

an additional statement about the nature of the transmi-

grating soul (known already from other sources), or at

establishing the nature of the non-transmigrating Self.

The purvapakshin maintains that the passage is concerned

with the nature of the transmigrating soul, on account of

the introductory and concluding statements. For the intro-

ductory statement, * He among the pr^«as who consists of

knowledge,' contains marks indicatory of the embodied

soul, and so likewise the concluding passage, *And that

great unborn Self is he who consists of cognition,' &c.

(IV, 4, 22). We must therefore adhere to the same subject-

matter in the intermediate passages also, and look on them

as setting forth the same embodied Self, represented in

its different states, viz. the waking state, and so on.

In reply to this, we maintain that the passage aims only

at giving information about the highest Lord, not at making

additional statements about the embodied soul.—Why ?

—

On account of the highest Lord being designated as different

from the embodied soul, in the states of deep sleep and of

departing from the body. His difference from the embodied

soul in the state of deep sleep is declared in the following

passage, ' This person embraced by the intelligent (prkgita)

Self knows nothing that is without, nothing that is within.'

Here the term, * the person/ must mean the embodied soul

;

for of him it is possible to deny that he knows, because he,

as being the knower, may know what is within and without.

The * intelligent Self,' on the other hand, is the highest Lord,

because he is never dissociated from intelligence, i. e.—in his

case—all-embracing knowledge.—Similarly, the passage

treating of departure, i. e. death (* this bodily Self mounted

by the intelligent Self moves along groaning '), refers to the

highest Lord as different from the individual Self. There

also we have to understand by the * embodied one ' the indi-
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vidual soul which is the Lord of the body, while the * intel-

ligent one ' is again the Lord. We thus understand that

* on account of his being designated as something different,

in the states of deep sleep and departure/ the highest Lord

forms the subject of the passage.—With reference to the

pOrvapakshin s assertion that the entire chapter refers to

the embodied Self, because indicatory marks of the latter

are found in its beginning, middle, and end, we remark

that in the first place the introductory passage ('He

among the prd«as who consists of cognition') does not

aim at setting forth the character of the transmigrating

Self, but rather, while merely referring to the nature of

the transmigrating Self as something already known, aims

at declaring its identity with the highest Brahman ; for

it is manifest that the immediately subsequent passage,

*as if thinking, as if moving^,' aims at discarding the

attributes of the transmigrating Self. The concluding pas-

sage again is analogous to the initial one; for the words,

' And that great unborn Self is he who,' &c., mean

:

We have shown that that same cognitional Self, which is

observed among the pra^as, is the great unborn Self, i. e.

the highest Lord.—He, again, who imagines that the pas-

sages inteiTening (between the two quoted) aim at setting

forth the nature of the transmigrating Self by represent-

ing it in the waking state, and so on, is like a man who

setting out towards the east, wants to set out at the same

time towards the west. For in representing the states of

waking, and so on, the passage does not aim at describing

the soul as subject to different states or transmigration, but

rather as free from all particular conditions and trans-

migration. This is evident from the circumstance that

on (kanaka's question, which is repeated in every section,

* Speak on for the sake of emancipation,* Y&^wavalkya

replies each time, ' By all that he is not affected, for that

person is not attached to anything' (Br/. Up. IV, 3, 14-16).

And later on he says (IV, 3, 22), * He is not followed by

^ The stress lies here on the * as if,' which intimate that the Self

does not really think or move.
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good, not followed by evil, for he has then overcome all the

sorrows of the heart.* We have, therefore, to conclude that

the chapter exclusively aims at setting forth the nature of

the non-transmigrating Self.

43. And on account of such words as Lord, &c.

That the chapter aims at setting forth the nature of the

non-transmigrating Self, we have to conclude from that

circumstance also that there occur in it terms such as Lord

and so on, intimating the nature of the non-transmigrating

Self, and others excluding the nature of the transmigrating

Self. To the first class belongs, for instance, * He is the lord

of all, the king of all things, the protector of all things.'

To the latter class belongs the passage, * He does not be-

come greater by good works, nor smaller by evil works.'

—

From all which we conclude that the chapter refers to the

non-transmigrating highest Lord.
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FOURTH PAdA.

Reverence to the highest Self!

I. If it be said that some (mention) that which is

based on inference (i. e. the pradh&na) ; we deny this,

because (the term alluded to) refers to what is con-

tained in the simile of the body (i. e. the body itself)

;

and (that the text) shows.

In the preceding part of this work— as whose topic there

has been set forth an enquiry into Brahman—we have at

first defined Brahman (I, i, 2) ; we have thereupon refuted

the objection that that definition applies to the pradhana

also, by showing that there is no scriptural authority for the

latter (I, i, 5), and we have shown in detail that the common
purport of all Veddnta-texts is to set forth the doctrine that

Brahman, and not the pradhS^a, is the cause of the world.

Here, however, the SAhkhya again raises an objection which

he considers not to have been finally disposed of.

It has not, he says, been satisfactorily proved that there

is no scriptural authority for the pradh&na ; for some j&khSs

contain expressions which seem to convey the idea of the

pradhdna. From this it follows that Kapila and other

supreme r/shis maintain the doctrine of the pradhina

being the general cause only because it is based on the

Veda.—As long therefore as it has not been proved that

those passages to which the Sankhyas refer have a different

meaning (i. e. do not allude to the pradhana), all our previous

argumentation as to the omniscient Brahman being the cause

of the world must be considered as unsettled. We there-

fore now begin a new chapter which aims at proving that

those passages actually have a different meaning.

The SAnkhyas maintain that that also which is based on

inference, i. e. the pradhAna, is perceived in the text of some

^khds. We read, for instance, they say, in the Ki///aka

(I, 3, 11), 'Beyond the Great there is the Undeveloped,
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beyond the Undeveloped there is the Person.' There we

recognise, named by the same names and enumerated in the

same order, the three entities with which we are acquainted

from the S^hkhya-smr/ti, viz. the great principle, the Un-

developed (the pradhina), and the soul ^ That by the Un-

developed is meant the pradhdna is to be concluded from

the common use of Smr/ti and from the etymological inter-

pretation of which the word admits, the pradh^na being

called undeveloped because it is devoid of sound and other

qualities. It cannot therefore be asserted that there is no

scriptural authority for the pradh^na. And this pradhana

vouched for by Scripture we declare to be the cause of the

world, on the ground of Scripture, Smr/ti, and ratiocination.

Your reasoning, we reply, is not valid. The passage

from the Kd/Aaka quoted by you intimates by no means the

existence of that great principle and that Undeveloped

which are known from the S^hkhya-smr/ti. We do not

recognise there the pradhana of the S^hkhyas, i. e. an inde-

pendent general cause consisting of three constituting

elements ; we merely recognise the word ' Undeveloped/

which does not denote any particular determined thing, but

may—owing to its etymological meaning, *that which is

not developed, not manifest'—denote anything subtle

and difficult to distinguish. The Sankhyas indeed give to

the word a settled meaning, as they apply it to the

pradhana ; but then that meaning is valid for their system

only, and has no force in the determination of the sense of

the Veda. Nor does mere equality of position prove

equality of being, unless the latter be recognised indepen-

dently. None but a fool would think a cow to be a horse

because he sees it tied in the usual place of a horse. We,
moreover, conclude, on the strength of the general subject-

matter, that the passage does not refer to the pradhana the

fiction of the Sankhyas, ' on account of there being referred

* The Great one is the technical Sahkhya-term for buddhi,

avyakta is a common designation of pradhana or prakmi, and

purusha is the technical name of the soul. Compare, for instance,

Sahkhya Kar. 2, 3.
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to that which is contained in the simile of the body/ This

means that the body which is mentioned in the simile of

the chariot is here referred to as the Undeveloped. We
infer this from the general subject-matter of the passage and

from the circumstance of nothing else remaining.—The

immediately preceding part of the chapter exhibits the

simile in which the Self, the body, and so on, are compared

to the lord of a chariot, a chariot, &c., * Know the Self to

be the lord of the chariot, the body to be the chariot, the

intellect the charioteer, and the mind the reins. The senses

they call the horses, the objects of the senses their roads.

When he (the Self) is in union with the body, the senses

and the mind, then wise people call him the enjoyer.' The

text then goes on to say that he whose senses, &c. are not

well controlled enters into saws^ra, whtle he who has them

under control reaches the end of the journey, the highest

place of Vish;/u. The question then arises : What is the end

of the journey, the highest place of Vishnu ? Whereupon

the text explains that the highest Self which is higher than

the senses, &c., spoken of is the end of the journey, the

highest place of Vish;/u. * Beyond the senses there are the

objects, beyond the objects there is the mind, beyond the

mind there is the intellect, the great Self is beyond the in-

tellect. Beyond the great there is the Undeveloped, beyond

the Undeveloped there is the Person. Beyond the Person

there is nothing—this is the goal, the highest Road.' In this

passage we recognise the senses, &c. which in the preceding

simile had been compared to horses and so on, and we thus

avoid the mistake of abandoning the matter in hand and

taking up a new subject. The senses, the intellect, and the

mind are referred to in both passages under the same names.

The objects (in the second passage) are the objects which

are (in the former passage) designated as the roads of the

senses ; that the objects are beyond (higher than) the senses

is known from the scriptural passage representing the senses

as grahas, i. e. graspers, and the objects as atigrahas, i. e.

superior to the grahas (Br/. Up. Ill, 3). The mind (manas)

again is superior to the objects, because the relation of the

senses and tbcir objects is based on the mind. The intellect

Digitized byGoogle



240 vedanta-sOtras.

(buddhi) is higher than the mind, since the objects of enjoy-

ment are conveyed to the soul by means of the intellect.

Higher than the intellect is the great Self which was repre-

sented as the lord of the chariot in the passage, * Know the

Self to be the lord of the chariot.' That the same Self is

referred to in both passages is manifest from the repeated

use of the word 'Self;' that the Self is superior to intelli-

gence is owing to the circumstance that the enjoyer is

naturally superior to the instrument of enjoyment. The
Self is appropriately called great as it is the master.

—

Or else the phrase *the great Self may here denote the

intellect of the first-born Hira«yagarbha which is the basis

of all intellects ; in accordance with the following Smr/ti-

passage' it is called mind, the great one ; reflection, Brahman
;

the stronghold, intellect ; enunciation, the Lord ; highest

knowledge, consciousness ; thought, remembrance^,' and like-

wise with the following scriptural passage, * He (Hira^ya-

garbha) who first creates Brahman and delivers the Vedas

to him' (5vet. Up. VI, 18). The intellect, which in the

former passage had been referred to under its common name
buddhi, is here mentioned separately, since it may be repre-

sented as superior to our human intellects. On this latter

explanation of the term * the great Self,' we must assume

that the personal Self which in the simile had been compared

to the charioteer is, in the latter passage, included in the

highest person (mentioned last) ; to which there is no objec-

tion, since in reality the personal Self and the highest Self

are identical.—Thus there remains now the body only which

had before been compared to a chariot. We therefore con-

1 Sawkalpavikalparfipamanana^akty^ hairawyagarbhi buddhir

manas tasya^ vyash/imana^su samash/itay^ vydptim aha mahdn
iii. Sawzkalpadijaktitaya tarhi sawdehatmatvaw tatrdha matir iti.

Mahatvam upapddayati brahmeti. Bhogya^atadharatvam dha piir

iti. Nij^ayatmakatvam dha buddhir iti. Kirtijaktimattvam 5ha

khydtir iti. Niyamanajaklimatvam dha uvara iti. Loke yat

prakr/sh/a;w ^^anam tato« natirekam aha pr^gneti. Tatphalam api

tato ndrthantaravishayam ity dha sa/wvid iti. Altpradhanatvam

aha ^itir iti. (z;7atasarvarthanusaf?xdhdnajaktim dha smrnij' ^eti.

Ananda Giri.
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elude that the text after having enumerated the senses and

all the other things mentioned before, in order to point

out the highest place, points out by means of the one

remaining word, viz. avyakta, the only thing remaining out

of those which had been mentioned before, viz. the body.

The entire passage aims at conveying the knowledge of the

unity of the inward Self and Brahman, by describing the

soul's passing through sa;;^ra and release under the form

of a simile in which the body, &c. of the soul—which is

affected by Nescience and therefore joined to a body, senses,

mind, intellect, objects, sensations, &c.—are compared to a

chariot, and so on.—In accordance with this the subsequent

verse states the difficulty of knowing the highest place of

Vishwu (* the Self is hidden in all beings and does not shine

forth, but it is seen by subtle seers through their sharp and

subtle intellect '), and after that the next verse declares Yoga
to be the means of attaining that cognition. * A wise man
should keep down speech in the mind, he should keep down
the mind in intelligence, intelligence he should keep down
within the great Self, and he should keep that within the quiet

Self.*—That means: The wise man should restrain the

activity of the outer organs such as speech, &c., and abide

within the mind only ; he should further restrain the mind

which is intent on doubtful external objects within intelli-

gence, whose characteristic mark is decision, recognising that

indecision is evil; he should further restrain intelligence

within the great Self, i. e. the individual soul or else the

fundamental intellect ; he should finally fix the great Self

on the calm Self, i. e. the highest Self, the highest goal, oi

which the whole chapter treats.—If we in this manner review

the general context, we perceive that there is no room for

the pradh^na imagined by the S^nkhyas.

2. But the subtle (body is meant by the term

avyakta) on account of its capability (of being so

designated).

It has been asserted, under the preceding Stitra, that the

term * the Undeveloped * signifies, on account of the general

[34] K
r
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subject-matter and because the body only remains, the

body and not the pradhana of the Sdhkhyas.—But here

the following doubt arises: How can the word 'unde-

veloped' appropriately denote the body which, as a gross

and clearly appearing thing, should rather be called vyakta,

i. e. that which is developed or manifested ?

To this doubt the SCltra replies that what the term

avyakta denotes is the subtle causal body. Anything

subtle may be spoken of as Undeveloped. The gross

body indeed cannot directly be termed * undeveloped,'

but the subtle parts of the elements from which the gross

body originates may be called so, and that the term de-

noting the causal substance is applied to the effect also is

a matter of common occurrence ; compare, for instance, the

phrase ' mix the Soma with cows, i. e. milk ' (/?jg-veda S. IX,

46, 4). Another scriptural passage also—* now all this was

then undeveloped ' (Bri. Up. I, 4, 7)—shows that this, i. e.

this developed world with its distinction of names and

forms, is capable of being termed undeveloped in so far

as in a former condition it was in a merely seminal or

potential state, devoid of the later evolved distinctions of

name and form.

3. (Such a previous seminal condition of the world

may be admitted) on account of its dependency on

him (the Lord)
;

(for such an admission is) according

to reason.

Here a new objection is raised.T~If, the opponent says,

in order to prove the possibility of the body being called

undeveloped you admit that this world in its antecedent

seminal condition before either names or forms are evolved

can be called undeveloped, you virtually concede the

doctrine that the pradhfina is the cause of the world. For

we Sdhkhyas understand by the term pradh&na nothing

but that antecedent condition of the world.

Things lie differently, we rejoin. If we admitted some

antecedent state of the world as the independent cause of

the actual world, we should indeed implicitly admit the
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pradh^na doctrine. What we admit is, however, only a

previous state dependent on the highest Lord, not an

independent state. A previous stage of the world such as

the one assumed by us must necessarily be admitted, since

it is according to sense and reason. For without it the

highest Lord could not be conceived as creator, as he

could not become active if he were destitute of the po-

tentiality of action. The existence of such a causal poten-

tiality renders it moreover possible that the released souls

should not enter on new courses of existence, as it is

destroyed by perfect knowledge. For that causal potenti-

ality is of the nature of Nescience ; it is rightly denoted

by the term ' undeveloped ; ' it has the highest Lord for

its substratum ; it is of the nature of an illusion ; it is

a universal sleep in which are lying the transmigrating

souls destitute for the time of the consciousness of their

individual character ^. This undeveloped principle is some-

times denoted by the term clklfa, ether; so, for instance,

in the passage, *In that Imperishable^then, O G^rgf, the

ether is woven like warp and woof (Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 11).

Sometimes, again, it is denoted by the term akshara, the

Imperishable ; so, for instance (Mu. Up. II, i, 2), * Higher,

than the high Imperishable.' Sometimes it is spoken of

as MAySiy illusion ; so, for instance (5ve. Up. IV, 10), * Know
then Praknti is Mdy&, and the great Lord he who is

affected with Mfiy4.* For Mdy4 is properly called un-

developed or non-manifested since it cannot be defined

either as that which is or that which is not.—The statement

of the Ka///aka that ' the Undeveloped is beyond the Great

* Nanu na bfj^aktir vidya^d dahyate vastutvad aimavan nely

dha avidyeti. Ke^it tu prat'^ivam avidya^aklibhedam i^Manli

tan na avyakiavyikrAadixabddyds tasyd bhedakabhavad ekatve<pi

svaraktyd vi^trakdryakaratvad ity dha avyakteti. Na ^a tasyd

^tvdjrayatvaw ^tvaxabdavd^yasya kalpiialvdd avidydrGpatvdt ta^^^i^a-

bdalakshyasya brahmdvyatirekdd ity dha paramexvareti. Mayd-

vidyayor bheddd fxvarasya mdyd^rayatvaw ^ivdndm avidydxrayateti

vadantaf^ pratydha maydmayiti. Yathd maydvino mdyd paratantrd

tathaishdpity artha^^. Pratltau tasyd^ ^etandpekshdm dha mahdsuptir

ili. Ananda Girl.
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one ' IS based on the fact of the Great one originating from

the Undeveloped, if the Great one be the intellect of

Hirawyagarbha. If, on the other hand, we understand by

the Great one the individual soul, the statement is founded

on the fact of the existence of the individual soul depending

on the Undeveloped, i. e. Nescience. For the continued

existence of the individual soul as such is altogether owing

to the relation in which it stands to Nescience. The
quality of being beyond the Great one which in the first

place belongs to the Undeveloped, i. e. Nescience, is attri-

buted to the body which is the product of Nescience, the

cause and the effect being considered as identical. Al-

though the senses, &c. are no less products of Nescience,

the term ' the Undeveloped ' here refers to the body only,

the senses, &c. having already been specially mentioned

by their individual names, and the body alone being left.

—

Other interpreters of the two last SOtras give a somewhat

different explanation ^.—There are, they say, two kinds of

body, the gross one and the subtle one. The gross body
is the one which is perceived ; the nature of the subtle one

will be explained later on. (Ved. Sfl. Ill, i, i.) Both

these -bodies together were in the simile compared to the

chariot ; but here (in the passage under discussion) only

the subtle body is referred to as the Undeveloped, since

the subtle body only is capable of being denoted by that

term. And as the soul's passing through bondage and

release depends on the subtle body, the latter is said to be

beyond the soul, like the things (arthavat), i. e. just as the

objects are said to be beyond the senses because the activity

of the latter depends on the objects.—But how—we ask those

interpreters—is it possible that the word 'Undeveloped'

should refer to the subtle body only, while, according to

your opinion, both bodies had in the simile been represented

as a chariot, and so equally constitute part of the topic of

the chapter, and equally remain (to be mentioned in the

' SGtradvayasya vr/Uikr/dvydkhy4nam utthdpayati. Go. An.

AHryadexiyamatam utthdpayati. An. Gi.
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passage under discussion)?—If you should rejoin that you

are authorised to settle the meaning of what the text

actually mentions, but not to find fault with what is not

mentioned, and that the word avyakta which occurs in

the text can denote only the subtle body, but not the

gross body which is vyakta, i. e. developed or manifest ; we
invalidate this rejoinder by remarking that the determin-

ation of the sense depends on the circumstance of the

passages interpreted constituting a syntactical whole. For

if the earlier and the later passage do not form a whole

they convey no sense, since that involves the abandonment

of the subject started and the taking up of a new subject.

But syntactical unity cannot be established unless it be

on the ground of there being a want of a complementary

part of speech or sentence. If you therefore construe the

connexion of the passages without having regard to the

fact that the latter passage demands as its complement

that both bodies (which had been spoken of in the former

passage) should be understood as referred to, you destroy

all syntactical unity and so incapacitate yourselves from

arriving at the true meaning of the text. Nor must you

think that the second passage occupies itself with the subtle

body only, for that reason that the latter is not easily

distinguished from the Self, while the gross body is easily

so distinguished on account of its readily perceived loath-

someness. For the passage does not by any means refer

to such a distinction—as we conclude from the circumstance

of there being no verb enjoining it—but has for its only

subject the highest place of Vish;/u, which had been men-

tioned immediately before. For after having enumerated a

series of things in which the subsequent one is always

superior to the one preceding it, it concludes by saying

that nothing is beyond the Person.—We might, however,

accept the interpretation just discussed without damaging

our general argumentation ; for whichever explanation we
receive, so much remains clear that the Ka/Aaka passage

does not refer to the pradh&na.

4. And (the pradhdna cannot be meant) because
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there is no statement as to (the avyakta) being

something to be cognised.

The Sdnkhyas, moreover, represent the pradhAna as some-

thing to be cognised in so far as they say that from the

knowledge of the difference of the constitutive elements

of the pradhSna and of the soul there results the desired

isolation of the soul. For without a knowledge of the

nature of those constitutive elements it is impossible to

cognise the difference of the soul from them. And some-

where they teach that the pradhana is to be cognised by
him who wishes to attain special powers.—Now in the

passage under discussion the avyakta is not mentioned

as an object of knowledge ; we there meet with the mere

word avyakta, and there is no sentence intimating that the

avyakta is to be known or meditated upon. And it is

impossible to maintain that a knowledge of things which

(knowledge) is not taught in the text is of any advantage

to man.—For this reason also we maintain that the word

avyakta cannot denote the pradh&na.-^Our interpretation,

on the other hand, is unobjectionable, since according to it

the passage mentions the body (not as an object of know-

ledge, but merely) for the purpose of throwing light on

the highest place of Vishnu, in continuation of the simile in

which the body had been compared to a chariot.

5. And if you maintain that the text does speak

(of the pradhdna as an object of knowledge) we deny

that; for the intelligent (highest) Self is meant,

on account of the general subject-matter.

Here the Sahkhya raises a new objection, and maintains

that the averment made in the last Sutra is not proved, since

the text later on speaks of the pradhdna—which had been

referred to as the Undeveloped—as an object of knowledge.
* He who has perceived that which is without sound, without

touch, without form, without decay, without taste, eternal,

without smell, without beginning, without end, beyond the

great and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws of death'

(Ka. Up. 1 1, 3, 15). For here the text speaks of the pradh4na.
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which is beyond the great, describing it as possessing the

same qualities which the SSnkhya-smnti ascribes to it, and

designating it as the object of perception. Hence we con-

clude that the pradhdna is denoted by the term avyakta.

To this we reply that the passage last quoted does repre-

sent as the object of perception not the pradhdna but the

intelligent, i.e. the highest Self. We conclude this from

the general subject-matter. For that the highest Self

continues to form the subject-matter is clear from the fol-

lowing reasons. In the first place, it is referred to in the

passage, * Beyond the person there is nothing, this is the goal,

the highest Road ;
* it has further to be supplied as the

object of knowledge in the passage, 'The Self is hidden

in all beings and does not shine forth,' because it is there

spoken of as difficult to know ; after that the restraint of

passion, &c. is enjoined as conducive to its cognition, in the

passage, *A wise man should keep down speech within

the mind
;

' and, finally, release from the jaws of death is

declared to be the fruit of its knowledge. The Sdnkhyas,

on the other hand, do not suppose that a man is freed from

the jaws of death merely by perceiving the pradhdna, but

connect that result rather with the cognition of the intelli-

gent Self.—The highest Self is, moreover, spoken of in all

Veddnta-texts as possessing just those qualities which are

mentioned in the passage quoted above, viz. absence of

sound, and the like. Hence it follows, that the pradhdna is

in the text neither spoken of as the object of knowledge nor

denoted by the term avyakta.

6. And there is question and explanation relative

to three things only (not to the pradhina).

To the same conclusion we are led by the consideration

of the circumstance that the Ka/Aavalli-upanishad brings

forward, as subjects of discussion, only three things, viz. the

fire sacrifice, the individual soul, and the highest Self.

These three things only Yama explains, bestowing thereby

the boons he had granted, and to them only the questions

of Na^iketas refer. Nothing else is mentioned or enquired

r
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about. The question relative to the fire sacrifice is con-

tained in the passage (Ka. Up. I, i, 13), *Thou knowest, O
Death, the fire sacrifice which leads us to Heaven; tell it

to me, who am full of faith.' The question as to the indi-

vidual soul is contained in I, i, 20, 'There is that doubt

when a man is dead, some saying, he is ; others, he is not.

This I should like to know, taught by thee ; this is the third

of my boons.' And the question about the highest Self is

asked in the passage (I, a, 14), * That which thou seest as

neither this nor that, as neither effect nor cause, as neither

past nor future, tell me that.'—The corresponding answers

are given in I, i, 15, ' Yama then told him that fire sacrifice,

the beginning of all the worlds, and what bricks are required

for the altar, and how many ;' in the passage met with con-

siderably later on (II, 5, 6; 7),
* Well then, O Gautama, I shall

tell thee this mystery, the old Brahman and what happens

to the Self after reaching death. Some enter the womb
in order to have a body as organic beings, others go into

inorganic matter according to their work and according to

their knowledge ;' and in the passage (1, 2, 18), ' The knowing
Self is not born nor does it die,' &c. ; which latter passage

dilates at length on the highest Self. But there is no ques-

tion relative to the pradhdna, and hence no opportunity

for any remarks on it.

Here the Sdhkhya advances a new objection. Is, he asks,

the question relative to the Self which is asked in the pas-

sage, * There is that doubt when a man is dead,' &c., again

resumed in the passage, * That which thou seest as neither

this nor that,' &c., or does the latter passage raise a distinct

new question ? If the former, the two questions about the

Self coalesce into one, and there are therefore altogether

two questions only, one relative to the fire sacrifice, the

other relative to the Self. In that case the SQtra has no

right to speak of questions and explanations relating to

three subjects.—If the latter, you do not consider it a

mistake to assume a question in excess of the number of

boons granted, and can therefore not object to us if we
assume an explanation about the pradhdna in excess of the

number of questions asked.
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To this we make the following reply.—We by no means

assume a question in excess of the number of boons granted,

being prevented from doing so by the influence of the

opening part of that syntactical whole which constitutes the

Ka/Aavalli-upanishad. The Upanishad starts with the topic

of the boons granted by Yama, and all the following part of

the Upanishad—which is thrown into the form of a colloquy

of Yama and Na>&iketas—carries on that topic up to the very

end. Yama grants to Na^iketas, who had been sent by his

father, three boons. For his first boon Na^iketas chooses

kindness on the part of his father towards him, for his second

boon the knowledge of the fire sacrifice, for his third boon

the knowledge of the Self. That the knowledge of the Self

is the third boon appears from the indication contained in the

passage (I, i, 20), 'There is that doubt— ; this is the third

of my boons.'— If we therefore supposed that the passage,

* That which thou seest as neither this nor that,* &c., raises

a new question, we should thereby assume a question in

excess of the number of boons granted, and thus destroy the

connexion of the entire Upanishad.—But—the SAnkhya will

perhaps interpose—it must needs be admitted that the pas-

sage last quoted does raise a new question, because the subject

enquired about is a new one. For the former question refers

to the individual soul, as we conclude from the doubt ex-

pressed in the words, * There is that doubt when a man is

dead—some saying, he is; others, he is not.' Now this

individual soul, as having definite attributes, &c., cannot

constitute the object of a question expressed in such terms

as, * This which thou seest as neither this nor that,' &c.

;

the highest Self, on the other hand, may be enquired about

in such terms, since it is above all attributes. The appearance

of the two questions is, moreover, seen to differ; for the

former question refers to existence and non-existence, while

the latter is concerned with an entity raised above all definite

attributes, &c. Hence we conclude that the latter question,

in which the former one cannot be recognised, is a separate

question, and does not merely resume the subject of the

former one.—All this argumentation is not valid, we reply,

since we maintain the unity of the highest Self and the
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individual Self. If the individual Self were different from

the highest Self, we should have to declare that the two

questions are separate independent questions, but the

two are not really different, as we know from other scrip-

tural passages, such as * Thou art that/ And in the Upani-

shad under discussion also the answer to the question, * That

which thou seest as neither this nor" that,' viz. the passage,

* The knowing Self is not born, it dies not '—which answer

is given in the form of a denial of the birth and death of the

Self—clearly shows that the embodied Self and the highest

Self are non-different. For there is room for a denial of

something only when that something is possible, and the

possibility of birth and death exists in the embodied Self

only, since it is connected with the body, but not in the

highest Self.—There is, moreover, another passage conveying

the same meaning, viz. II, 4, 4, * The wise when he knows

that that by which he perceives all objects in sleep or in

waking, is the great omnipresent Self, grieves no more.' This

passage makes the cessation of all grief dependent on the

knowledge of the individual Self, in so far as it possesses

the qualities of greatness and omnipresence, and thereby

declares that the individual Self is not different from the

highest Self. For that the cessation of all sorrow is con-

sequent on the knowledge of the highest Self, is a recognised

Veddnta tenet.—There is another passage also warning

men not to look on the individual Self and the highest Self

as different entities, viz. II, 4, 10, 'What is here the same is

there ; and what is there the same is here. He who sees

any difference here goes from death to death.'—The fol-

lowing circumstance, too, is worthy of consideration. When
NaX'iketas has asked the question relating to the existence or

non-existence of the soul after death, Yama tries to induce

him to choose another boon, tempting him with the offer of

various objects of desire. But Na^iketas remains firm.

Thereupon Death, dwelling on the distinction of the Good

and the Pleasant, and the distinction of wisdom and ignor-

ance, praises Na/&iketas, * I believe Na^iketas to be one who

desires knowledge, for even many pleasures did not tear

thee away' (I, a, 4); and later on praises the question
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asked by Na>6iketas, ' The wise who, by means of meditation

on his Self, recognises the Ancient who is difficult to be

seen, who has entered into the dark, who is hidden in the

cave, who dwells in the abyss, as God, he indeed leaves joy

and sorrow far behind' (I, 2, 12). Now all this means to

intimate that the individual Self and the highest Self are

non-different. For if Na^iketas set aside the question, by

asking which he had earned for himself the praise of Yama,

and after having received that praise asked a new question,

all that praise would have been bestowed on him unduly.

Hence it follows that the question implied in I, 2, 14, * That

which thou seest as neither this nor that,' merely resumes

the topic to which the question in I, i, 20 had referred.

—

Nor is there any basis to the objection that the two questions

differ in form. The second question, in reality, is concerned

with the same distinction as the first. The first enquires

about the existence of the soul apart from the body, &c.

;

the second refers to the circumstance of that soul not being

subject to sawsAra. For as long as Nescience remains, so

long the soul is affected with definite attributes, &c. ; but

as soon as Nescience comes to an end, the soul is one

with the highest Self, as is taught by such scriptural texts

as 'Thou art that.' But whether Nescience be active or

inactive, no difference is made thereby in the thing itself (viz.

the soul). A man may, in the dark, mistake a piece of rope

lying on the ground for a snake, and run away from it,

frightened and trembling ; thereon another man may tell

him, * Do not be afraid, it is only a rope, not a snake
;

' and he

may then dismiss the fear caused by the imagined snake,

and stop running. But all the while the presence and subse-

quent absence of his erroneous notion, as to the rope being

a snake, make no difference whatever in the rope itself.

Exactly analogous is the case of the individual soul which

is in reality one with the highest soul, although Nescience

makes it appear different. Hence the reply contained in

the passage, * It is not born, it dies not,* is also to be con-

sidered as furnishing an answer to the question asked in I,

I, 20.—The SOtra is to be understood with reference to the

distinction of the individual Self and the highest Self which
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results from Nescience. Although the question relating to

the Self is in reality one only, yet its former part (I, i, 20)

is seen specially to refer to the individual Self, since there a

doubt is set forth as to the existence of the soul when, at

the time of death, it frees itself from the body, and since

the specific marks of the sawsAra-state, such as activity, &c.

are not denied ; while the latter part of the question (I, 2,

14), where the state of being beyond all attributes is spoken

of, clearly refers to the highest Self.—For these reasons tfie

Siitra is right in assuming three topics of question and

explanation, viz. the fire sacrifice, the individual soul,

and the highest Self. Those, on the other hand, who
assume that the pradhana constitutes a fourth subject

discussed in the Upanishad, can point neither to a boon

connected with it, nor to a question, nor to an answer.

Hence the pradhfina hypothesis is clearly inferior to our

own.

7. And (the case of the term avyakta) is like that

of the term mahat.

While the SAnkhyas employ the term * the Great one,' to

denote the first-born entity, which is mere existence^ (? viz.

the intellect), the term has a different meaning in Vedic use.

This we see from its being connected with the Self, &c. in

such passages as the following, * The great Self is beyond

the Intellect' (Ka. Up. I, 3, 10); * The great omnipresent

Self (Ka. Up. I, a, 22,); 'I know that great person ' (5ve.

Up. Ill, 8). We thence conclude that the word avyakta

also, where it occurs in the Veda, cannot denote the

pradhana.—The pradhina is therefore a mere thing of

inference, and not vouched for by Scripture.

8. (It cannot be maintained that a^a means the

* The commentators give different explanations of the Satla-

matra of the text.—Sattamatre saltvapradhdnaprakr/ter adya-

pari«ame. Go. An.—Bhogapavargapunisharthasya maha^^^bdi-

tabuddhikdryatvdt purushSpekshitaphalakjirawaw sad u^yate tatra

bhdvapratyayo » pi svarGpSrtho na sdmanyava^i karyanumeyaw

mahan na pratyaksham iti matrarabda^. Ananda Giri.
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pradhdna) because no special characteristic is stated

;

as in the case of the cup.

Here the advocate of the pradhdna comes again forward

and maintains that the absence of scriptural authority for

the pradhdna is not yet proved. For, he says, we have the

following mantra (Sve. Up. IV, 5),
* There is one s^^, red,

white, and black, producing manifold offspring of the same
nature. There is one Rg-a. who loves her and lies by her

;

there is another who leaves her after having enjoyed her.'

—

In this mantra the words * red/ ' white,* and * black ' denote

the three constituent elements of the pradhdna. Passion is

called red on account of its colouring, i. e. influencing pro-

perty ; Goodness is called white, because it is of the nature

of Light ; Darkness is called black on account of its covering

and obscuring property. The state of equipoise of the three

constituent elements, i. e. the pradhdna, is denoted by the at-

tributes of its parts,and is therefore called red—white—black.

It is further called a^, i. e. unborn, because it is acknow-

ledged to be the fundamental matter out of which everything

springs, not a mere effect.—But has not the word a^ the

settled meaning of she-goat ?—True ; but the ordinary

meaning of the word cannot be accepted in this place,

because true knowledge forms the general subject-matter.

—

Irhat pradhAna produces many creatures participating in its

three constituent elements. One unborn being loves her

and lies by her, i.e. some souls, deluded by ignorance,

approach her, and falsely imagining that they experience

pleasure or pain, or are in a state of dulness, pass through

the course of transmigratory existence. Other souls, again,

which have attained to discriminative knowledge, lose their

attachment to prakr/ti, and leave her after having enjoyed

her, i. e. after she has afforded to them enjoyment and release.

—On the ground of this passage, as interpreted above, the

* As the meaning of the word a^^ is going to be discussed, and

as the author of the Siitras and .Sahkara seem to disagree as to its

meaning (see later on), I prefer to leave the word untranslated in

this place.—^Sankara reads—and explains,—in the mantra, sardpd^

(not sarQpdm) and bhuktabhogdm, not bhuktabhogydm.
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followers of Kapila claim the authority of Scripture for their

pradhAna hypothesis.

To this argumentation we reply, that the quoted mantra

by no means proves the S^nkhya doctrine to be based on

Scripture. That mantra, taken by itself, is not able to give

additional strength to any doctrine. For, by means of

some supposition or other, the terms a^d, &c. can be

reconciled with any doctrine, and there is no reason for

the special assertion that the Sankhya doctrine only is meant.

The case is analogous to that of the cup mentioned in the

mantra, * There is a cup having its mouth below and its

bottom above ' (Br/. Up. II, a, 3). Just as it is impossible to

decide on the ground of this mantra taken by itself what

special cup is meant—it being possible to ascribe, somehow
or other, the quality of the mouth being turned downward

to any cup— ; so here also there is no special quality stated,

so that it is not possible to decide from the mantra itself

whether the pradhdna is meant by the term a^, or some-

thing else.—But in connexion with the mantra about the

cup we have a supplementary passage from which we learn

what kind of cup is meant, * What is called the cup having

its mouth below and its bottom above is this head.'—Whence,

however, can we learn what special being is meant by the

a^ of the 5vetlyvatara-upanishad?—To this question the

next Sfitra replies.

9. But the (elements) beginning with light (are

meant by the term a^&) ; for some read so in their

text.

By the term agk we have to understand the causal

matter of the four classes of beings, which matter has sprung

from the highest Lord and begins with light, i. e. comprises

fire, water, and earth.—The word * but ' (in the Siitra) gives

emphasis to the assertion.—This a^ is to be considered as

comprising three elementary substances, not as consisting of

three gu«as in the Sdnkhya sense. We draw this conclusion

from the fact that one s&kh§L, after having related how fire,

water, and earth sprang from the highest Lord, assigns to

them red colour, and so on. ' The red colour of burning fire
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(agni) is the colour of the elementary fire (te^s), its white

colour is the colour of water, its black colour the colour of

earth/ &c. Now those three elements—fire, water,and earth

—

we recognise in the 5vetlrvatara passage, as the words red,

white, and black are common to both passages, and as these

words primarily denote special colours and can be applied

to the S&hkhya gu«as in a secondary sense only. That

passages whose sense is beyond doubt are to be used for the

interpretation of doubtful passages, is a generally acknow-

ledged rule. As we therefore find that in the 5vetlfvatara

—

after the general topic has been started in I, i, * The Brahman-
students say, Is Brahman the cause ? '—the text, previous

to the passage under discussion, speaks of a power of the

highest Lord which arranges the whole world (* the Sages

devoted to meditation and concentration have seen the

power belonging to God himself, hidden in its own
qualities'); and as further that same power is referred

to in two subsequent complementary passages (*Know
then, Prakr/ti is MAyd, and the great Lord he who is

affected with MAyA ;
'

' who being one only rules over every

germ ;' IV, 10, 11); it cannot possibly be asserted that the

mantra treating of the sg& refers to some independent causal

matter called pradhina. We rather assert, on the ground

of the general subject-matter, that the mantra describes

the same divine power referred to in the other passages, in

which names and forms lie unevolved, and which we assume

as the antecedent condition of that state of the world

in which names and forms are evolved. And that divine

power is represented as three-coloured, because its products,

viz. fire, water, and earth, have three distinct colours.—But

how can we maintain, on the ground of fire, water, and earth

having three colours, that the causal matter is appropriately

called a three-coloured a^? if we consider, on the one hand,

that the exterior form of the genus a^ (i. e. goat) does not

inhere in fire, water, and earth ; and, on the other hand, that

Scripture teaches fire, water, and earth to have been pro-

duced, so that the word a^ cannot be taken in the sense

' non-produced ^.'—To this question the next Sutra replies.

^ Here there seems to be a certain discrepancy between the
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10. And on account of the statement of the

assumption (of a metaphor) there is nothing con-

trary to reason (in a^a denoting the causal matter)

;

just as in the case of honey (denoting the sun) and

similar cases.

The word a^& neither expresses that fire, water, and earth

belong to the goat species, nor is it to be explained as

meaning * unborn ;
* it rather expresses an assumption, i. e.

it intimates the assumption of the source of all beings (which

source comprises fire, water, and earth), being compared to

a she-goat. For as accidentally some she-goat might be

partly red, partly white, partly black, and might have many
young goats resembling her in colour, and as some he-goat

might love her and lie by her, while some other he-goat

might leave her after having enjoyed her ; so the universal

causal matter which is tri-coloured, because comprising fire,

water, and earth, produces many inanimate and animate

beings similar to itself, and is enjoyed by the souls fettered

by Nescience, while it is abandoned by those souls which

have attained true knowledge.—Nor must we imagine that

the distinction of individual souls, which is implied in the

preceding explanation, involves that reality of the multi-

plicity of souls which forms one of the tenets of other philo-

sophical schools. For the purport of the passage is to

intimate, not the multiplicity of souls, but the distinction of

views of the Siitra writer and -Sahkara. Govindananda notes that

according to the Bhdshyakr/t a^ means simply maya—which

interpretation is based on prakarawa—while, according to the Siitra-

kr/t, who explains a^a on the ground of the -Oandogya-passage

treating of the three primary elements, a^a denotes the aggregate of

those three elements constituting an avdntaraprakmi.—On *Sah-

kara's explanation the term a^a presents no difficulties, for mdyd is

a^, i. e. unborn, not produced. On the explanation of the Siitra

writer, however, a^d cannot mean unborn, since the three primary

elements are products. Hence we are thrown back on the rddM

signification of a^, according to which it means she-goat. But

how can the avantara-prakr/'ti be called a she-goat? To this

question the next Siitra replies.
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the States of bondage and release. This latter distinction

is explained with reference to the multiplicity of souls as

ordinarily conceived; that multiplicity, however, depends

altogether on limiting adjuncts, and is the unreal product

of wrong knowledge merely ; as we know from scriptural

passages such as, * He is the one God hidden in all beings,

all-pervading, the Self in all beings,* &c.—The words * like

the honey ' (in the SOtra) mean that just as the sun, although

not being honey, is represented as honey (Kh, Up. Ill, i),

and speech as a cow (Br^ Up. V, 8), and the heavenly

world, &c. as the fires (Br/. Up. VI, 2, 9), so here the

causal matter, although not being a she-goat, is metaphori-

cally represented as one. There is therefore nothing con-

trary to reason in the circumstance of the term zgk being

used to denote the aggregate of fire, water, and earth.

II. (The assertion that there is scriptural autho-

rity for the pradhSna, &c. can) also not (be based)

on the mention of the number (of the S^nkhya

categories), on account of the diversity (of the

categories) and on account of the excess (over the

number of those categories).

The attempt to base the S^nkhya doctrine on the mantra

speaking of the ^gk having failed, the Sahkhya again comes

forward and points to another mantra :
* He in whom the five

" five-people " and the ether rest, him alone I believe to be the

Self; I who know believe him to be Brahman ' (Br/. Up. IV,

4, 17). In this mantra we have one word which expresses

the number five, viz. the five-people, and then another

word, viz. five, which qualifies the former; these two words

together therefore convey the idea of five pentads, i.e.

twenty-five. Now as many beings as the number twenty-

five presupposes, just so many categories the Sdnkhya

system counts. Cp. Sahkhya Kdrikd, 3 :
' The funda-

mental causal substance (i.e. the pradh^na) is not an effect.

Seven (substances), viz. the Great one (Intellect), and so

on, are causal substances as well as effects. Sixteen are

effects. The soul is neither a causal substance nor an effect.'

[34J s
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As therefore the number twenty- five, which occurs in the

scriptural passage quoted, clearly refers to the twenty-five

categories taught in the Sihkhya-smr/ti, it follows that the

doctrine of the pradhlina, &c. rests on a scriptural basis.

To this reasoning we make the following reply.—It is

impossible to base the assertion that the pradhdna, &c.

have Scripture in their favour on the reference to their

number which you pretend to find in the text, ' on account

of the diversity of the Sdhkhya categories.' The Sahkhya

categories have each their individual difference, and there

are no attributes belonging in common to each pentad on

account of which the number twenty-five could be divided

into five times five. For a number of individually separate

things can, in general, not be combined into smaller groups

of two or three, &c. unless there be a special reason for

such combination.—Here the Sankhya will perhaps rejoin

that the expression five (times) five is used only to denote

the number twenty-five which has five pentads for its

constituent parts
;
just as the poem says, ' five years and

seven Indra did not rain,' meaning only that there was no

rain for twelve years.—But this explanation also is not

tenable. In the first place, it is liable to the objection that

it has recourse to indirect indication ^.—In the second

place, the second 'five' constitutes a compound with the

word 'people,' the Brihma«a-accent showing that the

two form one word only 2. To the same conclusion we
are led by another passage also (Taitt. Sawh. I, 6, a, 2,

p2L7ikkvi&m tvd paw^a^an^ndm, &c.) where the two terms

constitute one word, have one accent and one case-

^ Indication (lakshawa, which consists in this case in five times five

being used instead of twenly-five) is considered as an objectionable

mode of expression, and therefore to be assumed in interpretation

only where a term can in no way be shown to have a direct

meaning.

* That pa«f^a^ana^ is only one word appears from its having

only one accent, viz. the uddtta on the last syllable, which udatta

becomes anuddtta according to the rules laid down in the BhSshika

Sfitra for the accentuation of the »Satapatha-brdhma«a.
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termination. The word thus being a compound there

is neither a repetition of the word *five/ involving two

pentads, nor does the one five qualify the other, as the

mere secondary member of a compound cannot be qualified

by another word.—But as the people are already denoted

to be five by the compound * five-people/ the effect of the

other 'five* qualifying the compound will be that we

understand twenty-five people to be meant; just as the

expression * five five-bundles ' (pa«^a pa^^apfllyciA) conveys

the idea of twenty-five bundles.—The instance is not an

analogous one, we reply. The word 'pa^^apfili' denotes

a unity (i.e. one bundle made up of five bundles), and hence

when the question arises, * How many such bundles are

there?' it can be qualified by the word *five/ indicating

that there are five such bundles. The word paw^a^ndA,

on the other hand, conveys at once the idea of distinction

(i.e. of five distinct things), so that there is no room at all

for a further desire to know how many people there are,

and hence no room for a further qualification. And if the

word *five' be taken as a qualifying word it can only

qualify the numeral five (in five-people) ; the objection

against which assumption has already been stated.—For

all these reasons the expression the five five-people cannot

denote the twenty-five categories of the Sdhkhyas.—This

is further not possible * on account of the excess.' For on

the Sdnkhya. interpretation there would be an excess over*

the number twenty-five, owing to the circumstance of the

ether and the Self being mentioned separately. The Self

is spoken of as the abode in which the five five-people rest,

the clause * Him I believe to be the Self being connected

with the *in whom' of the antecedent clause. Now the

Self is the intelligent soul of the Sdhkhyas which is

already included in the twenty-five categories, and which

therefore, on their interpretation of the passage, would

here be mentioned once as constituting the abode and once

as what rests in the abode ! If, on the other hand, the

soul were supposed not to be comprised in the twenty-five

categories, the Sdnkhya would thereby abandon his own

doctrine of the categories being twenty-five. The same

S 2
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remarks apply to the separate mention made of the ether.

—How, finally, can the mere circumstance of a certain

number being referred to in the sacred text justify the

assumption that what is meant are the twenty-five S^hkhya

categories of which Scripture speaks in no other place?

especially if we consider that the word ^na has not the

settled meaning of category, and that the number may be

satisfactorily accounted for on another interpretation of the

passage.

How, then, the Sdnkhya will ask, do you interpret the

phrase *the five five-people?'—On the ground, we reply,

of the rule PA«ini H, i, 50, according to which certain

compounds formed with numerals are mere names. The
word p3Lnk3Lg2LnSiA thus is not meant to convey the idea of

the number five, but merely to denote certain classes of

beings. Hence the question may present itself. How many
such classes are there? and to this question an answer

is given by the added numeral ^five.' There are certain

classes of beings called five-people, and these classes are

five. Analogously we may speak of the seven seven-

r/shis, where again the compound denotes a class of beings

merely, not their number.—Who then are those five-

people?—To this question the next Sfttra replies.

12. (The paw^^ana^ are) the breath and so

on, (as is seen) from the complementary passage.

The mantra in which the paw^a^nAA are mentioned is

followed by another one in which breath and four other

things are mentioned for the purpose of describing the

nature of Brahman. 'They who know the breath of

breath, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the food of

food, the mind of mind^' Hence we conclude, on the

ground of proximity, that the five-people are the beings

mentioned in this latter mantra.—But how, the SAnkhya

asks, can the word ' people ' be applied to the breath, the

eye, the ear, and so on?—How, we ask in return, can it be

^ So in the Madhyandina recension of the Upanishad; the

K^va recension has not the clause ' the food of food.'
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1

applied to your categories ? In both cases the common
meaning of the word * people ' has to be disregarded

;

but in favour of our explanation is the fact that the breath,

the eye, and so on, are mentioned in a complementary

passage. The breath, the eye, &c. may be denoted by the

word 'people' because they are connected with people.

Moreover, we find the word * person,' which means as much
as * people,' applied to the prA;/as in the passage, * These

are the five persons of Brahman' {Kh. Up. Ill, 13, 6) ; and

another passage runs, * Breath is father, breath is mother,'

&c. (Kh. Up. VII, 15, i). And, owing to the force of

composition, there is no objection to the compound being

taken in its settled conventional meaning ^—But how can

the conventional meaning be had recourse to, if there is no

previous use of the word in that meaning ?—That may be

done, we reply, just as in the case of udbhid and similar

words ^. We often infer that a word of unknown meaning

refers to some known thing because it is used in connexion

with the latter. So, for instance, in the case of the fol-

lowing words :
* He is to sacrifice with the udbhid ; he cuts

the yiipa ; he makes the vedi.' Analogously we conclude

that the term pB.nka£^ankA, which, from the grammatical

rule quoted, is known to be a name, and which there-

fore demands a thing of which it is the name, denotes

the breath, the eye, and so on, which are connected with

it through their being mentioned in a complementary

passage.—Some commentators explain the word pa«^a-

* This in answer to the Sahkhya who objects to ^na when

applied to the prana, Ac. being interpreted with the help of

laksha«^; while if referred to the pradhana, Ac. it may be

explained to have a direct meaning, on the ground of yaugika

interpretation (the pradhdna being ^ana because it produces, the

mahat &c. being ^na because they are produced). The Veddntin

points out that the compound pa^ib^and^ has its own rdd/ii'

meaning, just as ajvakar«a, literally horse-ear, which conventionally

denotes a certain plant.

• We infer that udbhid is the name of a sacrifice because it is

mentioned in connexion with the act of sacrificing ; we infer that

the yOpa is a wooden post because it is said to be cut, and so on.
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gdiVidih to mean the Gods, the Fathers, the Gandharvas,

the Asuras, and the Rakshas. Others, again, think that

the four castes together with the NishAdas are meant.

Again, some scriptural passage (/?ig-veda Sawh. VIII, 53, 7)

speaks of the tribe of ^ the five-people,' meaning thereby

the created beings in general ; and this latter explanation

also might be applied to the passage under discussion.

The teacher (the Sfltrakdra), on the other hand, aiming at

showing that the passage does not refer to the twenty-five

categories of the Sinkhyas, declares that on the ground of

the complementary passage breath, &c. have to be under-

stood.

Well, let it then be granted that the five-people mentioned

in the MAdhyandina-text are breath, &c. since that text

mentions food also (and so makes up the number five).

But how shall we interpret the Kci«va-text which does not

mention food (and thus altogether speaks of four things

only) ?—To this question the next Siitra replies.

13. In the case of (the text of) some (the Kfi/^vas)

where food is not mentioned, (the number five is

made full) by the light (mentioned in the preceding

mantra).

The Kci;/va-text, although not mentioning food, makes up

the full number five, by the light mentioned in the mantra

preceding that in which the five-people are spoken of. That

mantra describes the nature of Brahman by saying, * Him
the gods worship as the light of lights.*—If it be asked

how it is accounted for that the light mentioned in both

texts equally is in one text to be employed for the expla-

nation of the five-people, and not in the other text ; we reply

that the reason lies in the difference of the requirements.

As the Mddhyandinas meet in one and the same mantra

with breath and four other entities enabling them to interpret

the term, ' the five-people,' they are in no need of the light

mentioned in another mantra. The K4//vas, on the other

hand, cannot do without the light. The case is analogous

to that of the Sho^a^in-cup, which, according to different
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passages, is either to be offered or not to be offered at the

atirdtra-sacrifice.

We have proved herewith that Scripture offers no basis

for the doctrine of the pradh^na. That this doctrine can-

not be proved either by Smr/ti or by ratiocination will be

shown later on.

14. (Although there is a conflict of the Ved^nta-

passages with regard to the things created, such as)

ether and so on
; (there is no such conflict with

regard to the Lord) on account of his being re-

presented (in one passage) as described (in other

passages), viz. as the cause (of the world).

In the preceding part of the work the right definition of

Brahman has been established ; it has been shown that all the

VedAnta-texts have Brahman for their common topic ; and

it has been proved that there is no scriptural authority for

the doctrine of the pradhina.—But now a new objection

presents itself

It is not possible—our opponent says—to prove either

that Brahman is the cause of the origin, &c. of the world,

or that all Veddnta-texts refer to Brahman ; because we

observe that the VedSnta-texts contradict one another.

All the Veddnta-passages which treat of the creation

enumerate its successive steps in different order, and so in

reality speak of different creations. In one place it is said

that from the Self there sprang the ether (Taitt. Up. II, i)

;

in another place that the creation began with fire {Kh, Up.

VI, 2, 3) ; in another place, again, that the Person created

breath and from breath faith (Pr. Up.VI, 4) ; in another place,

again, that the Self created these worlds, the water (above

the heaven), light, the mortal (earth), and the water (below

the earth) (Ait. Ar. II, 4, i, 3; 3). There no order is stated

at all. Somewhere else it is said that the creation origi-

nated from the Non-existent. * In the beginning this was

non-existent ;'from it was bom what exists' (Taitt. Up. II, 7)

;

and, * In the beginning this was non-existent ; it became

existent ; it grew ' [Kh, Up. Ill, 19, i). In another place,
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again, the doctrine of the Non-existent being the ante-

cedent of the creation is impugned, and the Existent men-

tioned in its stead. 'Others say, in the beginning there

was that only which is not ; but how could it be thus, my
dear ? How could that which is be born of that which is

not ? * (Kh. Up. VI, a, I ; 2.) And in another place, again,

the development of the world is spoken of as having taken

place spontaneously, * Now all this was then undeveloped.

It became developed by form and name ' (Br/. Up. I, 4, 7).

—As therefore manifold discrepancies are observed, and

as no option is possible in the case of an accomplished

matter^, the Ved^nta-passages cannot be accepted as

authorities for determining the cause of the world, but we

must rather accept some other cause of the world resting

on the authority of Smr/ti and Reasoning.

To this we make the following reply.—Although the

Vedcinta-passages may be conflicting with regard to the

order of the things created, such as ether and so on, they

do not conflict with regard to the creator, * on account of

his being represented as described.' That means : such as

the creator is described in any one Vedcinta-passage, viz. as

all-knowing, the Lord of all, the Self of all, without a

second, so he is represented in all other Ved^nta-passages

also. Let us consider, for instance, the description of

Brahman (given in Taitt. Up. II, i ff".). There it is said at

first, * Truth, knowledge, infinite is Brahman.' Here the

word * knowledge,' and so likewise the statement, made
later on, that Brahman desired (II, 6), intimate that Brah-

man is of the nature of intelligence. Further, the text

declares ^ that the cause of the world is the general Lord, by

representing it as not dependent on anything else. It further

applies to the cause of the world the term * Self ' (II, i), and

it represents it as abiding within the series of sheaths begin-

^ Option being possible only in the case of things to be accom-

plished, i.e. actions.

' According to Go. An. in the passage, *That made itself its

Self* (II, 7); according to An. Giri in the passage, * He created

all ' (II, 6).
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ning with the gross body ; whereby it affirms it to be the

internal Self within all beings. Again—in the passage,

* May I be many, may I grow forth
'— it tells how the Self

became many, and thereby declares that the creator is non-

different from the created effects. And—in the passage,

* He created all this whatever there is
'—it represents the

creator as the Cause of the entire world, and thereby declares

him to have been without a second previously to the

creation. The same characteristics which in the above

passages are predicated of Brahman, viewed as the Cause of

the world, we find to be predicated of it in other passages

also, so, for instance, * Being only, my dear, was this in the

beginning, one only, without a second. It thought, may I

be many, may I gro\y forth. It sent forth fire * {KA. Up.

VI, 2, I
; 3), and * In the beginning all this was Self, one

only; there was nothing else blinking whatsoever. He
thought, shall I send forth worlds? ' (Ait. Ar. H, 4, i, i ; 2.)

The Veddnta-passages which are concerned with setting

forth the cause of the world are thus in harmony through-

out.—On the other hand, there are found conflicting state-

ments concerning the world, the creation being in some
places said to begin with ether, in other places with fire, and

so on. But, in the first place, it cannot be said that the

conflict of statements concerning the world affects the

statements concerning the cause, i.e. Brahman, in which all

the Veddnta-texts are seen to agree—for that would be an

altogether unfounded generalization ;—and, in the second

place, the teacher will reconcile later on (II, 3) those con-

flicting passages also which refer to the world. And, to

consider the matter more thoroughly, a conflict of state-

ments regarding the world would not even matter greatly,

since the creation of the world and similar topics are not at

all what Scripture wishes to teach. For we neither observe

nor are told by Scripture that the welfare of man depends

on those matters in any way ; nor have we the right to

assume such a thing ; because we conclude from the intro-

ductory and concluding clauses that the passages about the

creation and the like form only subordinate members of

passages treating of Brahman. That all the passages
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setting forth the creation and so on subserve the purpose of

teaching Brahman, Scripture itself declares ; compare Kh.

Up. VI, 8, 4, ' As food too is an offshoot, seek after its root,

viz. water. And as water too is an offshoot, seek after its

root, viz. fire. And as fire too is an offshoot, seek after its

root, viz. the True.' We, moreover, understand that by

means of comparisons such as that of the clay [Kh. Up. VI,

I, 4) the creation is described merely for the purpose of

teaching us that the effect is not really different from the

cause. Analogously it is said by those who know the sacred

tradition, * If creation is represented by means of (the

similes of) clay, iron, sparks, and other things ; that is only

a means for making it understood that (in reality) there is

no difference whatever* (Gau^ap. K^. Ill, 15).—On the

other hand. Scripture expressly states the fruits connected

with the knowledge of Brahman, * He who knows Brahman

obtains the highest' (Taitt. Up. II, 1) ; *He who knows the

Self overcomes grief (A7/. Up. VII, i, 3); * A man who
knows him passes over death' (5ve. Up. Ill, 8). That

fruit is, moredver, apprehended by intuition (pratyaksha),

for as soon as, by means of the doctrine, * That art thou,' a

man has arrived at the knowledge that the Self is non-

transmigrating, its transmigrating nature vanishes for him.

It remains to dispose of the assertion that passages such

as * Non-being this was in the beginning ' contain conflicting

statements about the nature of the cause. This is done in

the next Sutra.

15. On account of the connexion (with passages

treating of Brahman, the passages speaking of the

Non-being do not intimate absolute Non-existence).

The passage * Non-being indeed was this in the beginning

'

(Taitt. Up. II, 7) does not declare that the cause of the

world is the absolutely Non-existent which is devoid of

all Selfhood. For in the preceding sections of the Upani-

shad Brahman is distinctly denied to be the Non-existing,

and is defined to be that which is (* He who knows the

Brahman as non-existing becomes himself non-existing.
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He who knows the Brahman as existing him we know
himself as existing

') ; it is further, by means of the series

of sheaths, viz. the sheath of food, &c., represented as the

inner Self of everything. This same Brahman is again

referred to in the^ clause, * He wished, may I be many ;

'

is declared to have originated the entire creation ; and is

finally referred to in the clause, * Therefore the wise call

it the true.' Thereupon the text goes on to say, with

reference to what has all along been the topic of discussion,

* On this there is also this jloka. Non-being indeed was

this in the beginning,* &c. If here the term * Non-being
*

denoted the absolutely Non-existent, the whole context

would be broken; for while ostensibly referring to one

matter the passage would in reality treat of a second

altogether different matter. We have therefore to conclude

that, while the term * Being' ordinarily denotes that which

is differentiated by names and forms, the term * Non-being

'

denotes the same substance previous to its differentiation,

i. e. that Brahman is, in a secondary sense of the word,

called Non-being, previously to the origination of the world.

The same interpretation has to be applied to the passage

* Non-being this was in the beginning' {Kh, Up. Ill, 19, i)

;

for that passage also is connected with another passage which

runs, * It became being;' whence it is evident that the ' Non-

being' of the former passage cannot mean absolute Non-

existence. And in the passage, * Others say, Non-being

this was in the beginning' {Kh. Up. VI, a, i), the reference

to the opinion of * others ' does not mean that the doctrine

referred to (according to which the world was originally

absolutely non-existent) is propounded somewhere in the

Veda ; for option is possible in the case of actions but not

in the case of substances. The passage has therefore to

be looked upon as a refutation of the tenet of primitive

absolute non-existence as fancifully propounded by some

teachers of inferior intelligence ; a refutation undertaken for

the purpose of strengthening the doctrine that this world

has sprung from that which is.—The following passage

again, * Now this was then undeveloped,' &c. (Br/. Up. I,

4, 7), does not by any means assert that the evolution of
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the world took place without a ruler ; as we conclude from

the circumstance of its being connected with another

passage in which the ruler is represented as entering into

the evolved world of effects, * He entered thither to the

very tips of the finger-nails,' &c. If it were supposed that

the evolution of the world takes place without a ruler, to

whom could the subsequent pronoun *he' refer (in the

passage last quoted) which manifestly is to be connected

with something previously intimated? And as Scripture

declares that the Self, after having entered into the body,

is of the nature of intelligence (* when seeing, eye by name

;

when hearing, ear by name ; when thinking, mind by

name'), it follows that it is intelligent at the time of its

entering also.—We, moreover, must assume that the world

was evolved at the beginning of the creation in the same

way as it is at present seen to develop itself by names and

forms, viz. under the rulership of an intelligent creator;

for we have no right to make assumptions contrary to

what is at present actually observed. Another scriptural

passage also declares that the evolution of the world took

place under the superintendence of a ruler, * Let me now
enter these beings with this living Self, and let me then

evolve names and forms ' {Kh. Up. VI, 3, 2). The in-

transitive expression * It developed itself (vyikriyata;

it became developed) is to be viewed as having reference to

the ease with which the real agent, viz. the Lord, brought

about that evolution. Analogously it is said, for instance,

that * the cornfield reaps itself (i.e. is reaped with the

greatest ease), although there is the reaper sufficient (to

account for the work being done).—Or else we may look

on the form vydkriyata as having reference to a necessarily

implied agent ; as is the case in such phrases as ' the village

IS being approached ' (where we necessarily have to supply

* by Devadatta or somebody else').

16. (He whose work is this is Brahman), because

(the * work *) denotes the world.

In the Kaushitaki-brdhmawa, in the dialogue of BAldki

and A^atajatru, we read, * O Balaki, he who is the maker of
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those persons, he of whom this is the work, he alone is to be

known' (Kau. Up. IV, 19). The question here arises whether

what is here inculcated as the object of knowledge is the

individual soul or the chief vital air or the highest Self.

The pOrvapakshin maintains that the vital air is meant.

For, in the first place, he says, the clause ^of whom this

is the work* points to the activity of motion, and that

activity rests on the vital air. In the second place, we meet

with the word * prd«a ' in a complementary passage (* Then
he becomes one with that pra//a alone '), and that word

is well known to denote the vital air. In the third place,

pra//a is the maker of all the persons, the person in the

sun, the person in the moon, &c., who in the preceding part

of the dialogue had been enumerated by Balaki ; for that

the sun and the other divinities are mere differentiations of

prd«a we know from another scriptural passage, viz. * Who
is that one god (in whom all the other gods are contained)?

Pra;/a and he is Brahman, and they call him That ' (Br/.

Up. Ill, 9, 9).—Or else, the purvapakshin continues, the

passage under discussion represents the individual soul as

the object of knowledge. For of the soul also it can be

said that ' this is the work,* if we understand by * this ' all

meritorious and non-meritorious actions ; and the soul also,

in so far as it is the enjoyer, can be viewed as the maker

of the persons enumerated in so far as they are instru-

mental to the soul's fruition. The complementary passage,

moreover, contains an inferential mark of the individual

soul. For A^ata^atru, in order to instruct BalAki about

the ' maker of the persons * who had been proposed as the

object of knowledge, calls a sleeping man by various names

and convinces Bil^ki, by the circumstance that the sleeper

does not hear his shouts, that the prd«a and so on are not

the enjoyers ; he thereupon wakes the sleeping man by
pushing him with his stick, and so makes B^l^ki compre-

hend that the being capable of fruition is the individual

soul which is distinct from the prd«a. A subsequent passage

also contains an inferential mark of the individual soul, viz.

* And as the master feeds with his people, nay, as his people

feed on the master, thus does this conscious Self feed with
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the other Selfs, thus those Selfs feed on the conscious

Self* (Kau. Up. IV, 20). And as the individual soul is the

support of the prA«a, it may itself be called pri«a.—We
thus conclude that the passage under discussion refers

either to the individual soul or to the chief vital air ; but

not to the Lord, of whom it contains no inferential marks

whatever.

To this we make the following reply.—The Lord only

can be the maker of the persons enumerated, on account

of the force of the introductory part of the section. BAldki

begins his colloquy with A^^tajatru with the offer, * Shall

I tell you Brahman ?
' Thereupon he enumerates some

individual souls residing in the sun, the moon, and so on,

which participate in the sight of the secondary Brahman,

and in the end becomes silent. A^ta^atru then sets aside

Bilciki's doctrine as not referring to the chief Brahn^an

—

with the words, * Vainly did you challenge me, saying, Shall

I tell you Brahman,' &c.—and proposes the maker of all

those individual souls as a new object of knowledge. If

now that maker also were merely a soul participating in

the sight of the secondary Brahman, the introductory

statement which speaks of Brahman would be futile.

Hence it follows that the highest Lord himself is meant.

—

None, moreover, but the highest Lord is capable of being

the maker of all those persons as he only is absolutely

independent.—Further, the clause *of whom this is the

work ' does not refer either to the activity of motion nor

to meritorious apd non-meritorious actions ; for neither

of those two is the topic of discussion or has been men-

tioned previously. Nor can the term 'work* denote the

enumerated persons, since the latter are mentioned separ-

ately—in the clause, * He who is the maker of those per-

sons '—and as inferential marks (viz. the neuter gender and

the singular number of the word karman, work) contradict

that assumption. Nor, again, can the term ' work ' denote

either the activity whose object the persons are, or the

result of that activity, since those two are already implied

in the mention of the agent (in the clause, ' He who is the

maker '). Thus there remains no other alternative than to
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1

take the pronoun ' this * (in * He of whom this is the work *)

as denoting the perceptible world and to understand the

same world—as that which is made—by the term * work.'

—We may indeed admit that the world also is not the

previous topic of discussion and has not been mentioned

before ; still, as no specification is mentioned, we conclude

that the term * work ' has to be understood in a general

sense, and thus denotes what first presents itself to the

mind, viz. everything which exists in general. It is, more-

over, not true that the world is not the previous topic of

discussion ; we are rather entitled to conclude from the cir-

cumstance that the various persons (in the sun, the moon,

&c.) which constitute a part of the world had been specially

mentioned before, that the passage in question is concerned

with the whole world in general. The conjunction * or ' (in

* or he of whom,' &c.) is meant to exclude the idea of limited

makership ; so that the whole passage has to be inter-

preted as follows, ' He who is the maker of those persons

forming a part of the world, or rather—to do away with

this limitation—he of whom this entire world without any

exception is the work.' The special mention made of the

persons having been created has for its purpose to show

that those persons whom BAliki had proclaimed to be

Brahman are not Brahman. The passage therefore sets

forth the maker of the world in a double aspect, at first as

the creator of ^ special part of the world and thereupon as

the creator of the whole remaining part of the world ; a way
of speaking analogous to such every-day forms of ex-

pression as, * The wandering mendicants are to be fed, and

then the Briihmawas ^' And that the maker of the world

is the highest Lord is affirmed in all VedSnta-texts.

17. If it be said that this is not so, on account of

the inferential marks of the individual soul and the

chief vital air ; we reply that that has already been

explained.

* By the Brahma;/as being meant all those Brahmawas who are

not at the ^.ame time wandering mendicants.'
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It remains for us to refute the objection that on account

of the inferential marks of the individual soul and the

chief vital air, which are met with in the complementary

passage, either the one or the other must be meant in the

passage under discussion, and not the highest Lord.—We
therefore remark that that objection has already been

disposed of under I, i, 31. There it was shown that from

an interpretation similar to the one here proposed by the

pOrvapakshin there would result a threefold meditation^

on^ having Brahman for its object, a second one directed

on the individual soul, and a third one connected with the

chief vital air. Now the same result would present itself

in our case, and that would be unacceptable as we must

infer from the introductory as well as the concluding

clauses, that the passage under discussion refers to Brah-

man. With reference to the introductory clause this has

been already proved ; that the concluding passage also

refers to Brahman, we infer from the fact of there being

stated in it a pre-eminently high reward, * Warding off all

evil he who knows this obtains pre-eminence among all

beings, sovereignty, supremacy.'—But if this is so, the

sense of the passage under discussion is already settled by
the discussion of the passage about Pratarda;/a (I, i, 31);

why, then, the present Sutra ?—No, we reply ; the sense of

our passage is not yet settled, since under I, i, 31 it has

not been proved that the clause, * Or he whose work is this,'

refers to Brahman. Hence there arises again, in con-

nexion with the present passage, a doubt whether the

individual soul and the chief vital air may not be meant,

and that doubt has again to be refuted.—The word pr^«a

occurs, moreover, in the sense of Brahman, so in the passage,

* The mind settles down on pra«a ' (KA. Up. VI, 8, 2).

—

The inferential marks of the individual soul also have, on

account of the introductory and concluding clauses referring

to Brahman, to be explained so as not to give rise to any

discrepancy.

18. But G^aimini thinks that (the reference to the

individual soul) has another purport, on account of
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the question and answer ; and thus some also (read

in their text).

Whether the passage under discussion is concerned with

the individual soul or with Brahman, is, in the opinion of

the teacher (7aimini, no matter for dispute, since the

reference to the individual soul has a different purport, i.e.

aims at intimating Brahman. He founds this his opinion

on a question and a reply met with in the text. After

A^ta^tru has taught Bdldki, by waking the sleeping

man, that the soul is different from the vital air, he asks

the following question, * Bdldki, where did this person here

sleep? Where was he? Whence came he thus back?'

This question clearly refers to something different from the

individual soul. And so likewise does the reply, *When
sleeping he sees no dream, then he becomes one with that

prAna. alone ;
* and, * From that Self all prdwas proceed, each

towards its place, from the prd/^as the gods, from the gods

the worlds.*—Now it is the general Vedanta doctrine that

at the time of deep sleep the soul becomes one with the

highest Brahman, and that from the highest Brahman the

whole world proceeds, inclusive of prd;/a, and so on. When
Scripture therefore represents as the object of knowledge

that in which there takes place the deep sleep of the soul,

characterised by absence of consciousness and utter tran-

quillity, i.e. a state devoid of all those specific cognitions

which are produced by the limiting adjuncts of the soul,

and from which the soul returns when the sleep is broken

;

we understand that the highest Self is meant.—Moreover,

the V4gusaneyLfdkha, which likewise contains the colloquy

of Bdldki and A^tajatru, clearly refers to the individual

soul by means of the term, * the person consisting of cog-

nition ' (vi^«4namaya), and distinguishes from it the highest

Self (* Where was then the person consisting of cognition ?

and from whence did he thus come back?' Bri. Up. II, i,

16) ; and later on, in the reply to the above question,

declares that * the person consisting of cognition lies in the

ether within the heart.' Now we know that the word * ether
*

may be used to denote the highest Self, as, for instance, in

[34] T
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the passage about the small ether within the lotus of the

heart {Kh, Up. VIII, i, i). Further on the Br/. Up. says,

* All the Selfs came forth from that Self;' by which state-

ment of the coming forth of all the conditioned Selfs it

intimates that the highest Self is the one general cause.

—The doctrine conveyed by the rousing of the sleeping

person, viz. that the individual soul is different from the

vital air, furnishes at the same time a further argument

against the opinion that the passage under discussion refers

to the vital air.

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, &c. is the

highest Self) on account of the connected meaning

of the sentences.

We read in the Br/had&ra«yaka, in the Maitreyi-brfih-

ma«a the following passage, * Verily, a husband is not dear

that you may love the husband, &c. &c. ; verily, everything

is not dear that you may love everything; but that you

may love the Self therefore everything is dear. Verily, the

Self is to be seen, to be heard, to be perceived, to be

marked, O Maitreyi 1 When the Self has been seen, heard,

perceived, and known, then all this is known ' (Br/. Up. IV,

5, 6).—Here the doubt arises whether that which is repre-

sented as the object to be seen, to be heard, and so on, is

the cognitional Self (the individual soul) or the highest

Self.—But whence the doubt?—Because, we reply, the

Self is, on the one hand, by the mention of dear things such

as husband and so on, indicated as the enjoyer whence it

appears that the passage refers to the individual soul ; and

because, on the other hand, the declaration that through the

knowledge of the Self everything becomes known points to

the highest Self.

The purvapakshin maintains that the passage refers to

the individual soul, on account of the strength of the initial

statement. The text declares at the outset that all the

objects of enjoyrnent found in this world, such as husband,

wife, riches, and so on, are dear on account of the Self, and

thereby gives us to understand that the enjoying (i.e. the
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individual) Self is meant ; if thereupon it refers to the Self

as the object of sight and so on, what other Self should it

mean than the same individual Self ?—A subsequent passage

also (viz. *Thus does this great Being, endless, unlimited,

consisting of nothing but knowledge, rise from out of these

elements,and vanish again after them. When he has departed

there is no more knowledge'), which describes how the

great Being under discussion rises, as the Self of knowledge,

from the elements, shows that the object of sight is no

other than the cognitional Self, i.e. the individual soul.

The concluding clause finally, * How, O beloved, should he

know the knower ?
' shows, by means of the term * knower,'

which denotes an agent, that the individual soul is meant.

The declaration that through the cognition of the Self

everything becomes known must therefore not be inter-

preted in the literal sense, but must be taken to mean that

the world of objects of enjoyment is known through its

relation to the enjoying soul.

To this we make the following reply.—The passage

makes a statement about the highest Self, on account of

the connected meaning of the entire section. If we consider

the different passages in their mutual connexion, we find

that they all refer to the highest Self. After Maitreyi has

heard from Y^^avalkya that there is no hope of immor-

tality by wealth, she expresses her desire of immortality in

the words, ' What should I do with that by which I do not

become immortal? What my Lord knoweth tell that to

me;' and thereupon Y^^wavalkya expounds to her the

knowledge of the Self. Now Scripture as well as Smriti

declares that immortality is not to be reached but through

the knowledge of the highest Self.—The statement further

that through the knowledge of the Self everything becomes

known can be taken in its direct literal sense only if by the

Self we understand the highest cause. And to take it in a

non-literal sense (as the piirvapakshin proposes) is inad-

missible, on account of the explanation given of that state-

ment in a subsequent passage, viz. * Whosoever looks for

the Brahman class elsewhere than in the Self, is aban-

doned by the Brahman class.' Here it is said that who-

T 2
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ever erroneously views this world with its Brahmans and so

on, as having an independent existence apart from the Self,

is abandoned by that veiy world of which he has taken an

erroneous view ; whereby the view that there exists any

difference is refuted. And the immediately subsequent

clause, * This everything is the Self,' gives us to understand

that the entire aggregate of existing things is non-different

from the Self; a doctrine further confirmed by the similes

of the drum and so on.—By explaining further that the

Self about which he had been speaking is the cause of the

universe of names, forms, and works (* There has been

breathed forth from this great Being what we have as Ri%'

veda,' &c.) Y^^avalkya again shows that it is the highest

Self—To the same conclusion he leads us by declaring, in

the paragraph which treats of the natural centres of things,

that the Self is the centre of the whole world with the

objects, the senses and the mind, that it has neither inside

nor outside, that it is altogether a mass of knowledge.

—

From all this it follows that what the text represents as the

object of sight and so on is the highest Self.

We now turn to the remark made by the pOrvapakshin

that the passage teaches the individual soul to be the

object of sight, because it is, in the early part of the chapter,

denoted as something dear.

20. (The circumstance of the soul being repre-

sented as the object of sight) indicates the fulfil-

ment of the promissory statement ; so A^marathya

thinks.

The fact that the text proclaims as the object of sight

that Self which is denoted as something dear indicates

the fulfilment of the promise made in the passages,

*When the Self is known all this is known,' *A11 this is

that Self.' For if the individual soul were different from

the highest Self, the knowledge of the latter would not

imply the knowledge of the former, and thus the promise

that through the knowledge of one thing everything is

to be known would not be fulfilled. Hence the initial
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statement aims at representing the individual Self and the

highest Self as non-different for the purpose of fulfilling

th6 promise made.—This is the opinion of the teacher

Afmarathya ^.

21. (The initial statement identifies the individual

soul and the highest Self) because the soul when it

will depart (from the body) is such (i.e. one with the

highest Self) ; thus Au^ulomi thinks.

The individual soul which is inquinated by the contact

with its different limiting adjuncts, viz. body, senses, and

mind (mano-buddhi), attains through the instrumentality

of knowledge, meditation, and so on, a state of complete

serenity, and thus enables itself, when passing at some

future time out of the body, to become one with the

highest Self; hence the initial statement in which it is

represented as non-different from the highest Self. This

is the opinion of the teacher Au<^ulomi.—Thus Scrip-

ture says, *That serene being arising from this body

appears in its own form as soon as it has approached

the highest light' {Kh, Up. VIII, 12, 3).—In another

place Scripture intimates, by means of the simile of the

rivers, that name and form abide in the individual soul, * As

* The comment of the Bhamati on the Stitra runs as follows : As
ihe sparks issuing from a fire are not absolutely different from the

fire, because they participate in the nature of the fire ; and, on the

other hand, are not absolutely non-different from the fire, because

in that case they could be distinguished neither from the fire nor

from each other; so the individual souls also—which are effects

of Brahman—are neither absolutely different from Brahman, for

that would mean that they are not of the. nature of intelligence

;

nor absolutely non-different from Brahman, because in that case

they could not be distinguished from each other, and because, if

they were identical with Brahman and therefore omniscient, it

would be useless to give them any instruction. Hence the

individual souls are somehow different from Brahman and some-

how non-different.—The technical name of the doctrine here

represented by Axmarathya is bheddbhedavada.
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the flowing rivers disappear in the sea, having lost their

name and their form, thus a wise man freed from name and

form goes to the divine Person who is greater than the great

'

(Mu. Up. Ill, a, 8). I.e. as the rivers losing the names and

forms abiding in them disappear in the sea, so the individual

soul also losing the name and form abiding in it becomes

united with the highest person. That the latter half of the

passage has the meaning here assigned to it, follows from

the parallelism which we must assume to exist between the

two members of the comparison ^.

2 2. (The initial statement is made) because (the

highest Self) exists in the condition (of the individual

soul) ; so Klyakmsna thinks.

Because the highest Self exists also in the condition of the

individual soul, therefore, the teacher Klrakr/tsna thinks, the

initial statement which aims at intimating the non-difference

of the two is possible. That the highest Self only is that which

appears as the individual soul, is evident from the Brihma«a-

passage, ' Let me enter into them with this living Self and

evolve names and forms,' and similar passages. We have

also mantras to the same effect, for instance, * The wise one

who, having produced all forms and made all names, sits

calling the things by their names* (Taitt. Ar. Ill, 12, 7)^

' Bhdmatl : The individual soul is absolutely different from the

highest Self; it is inquinated by the contact with its different limiting

adjuncts. But it is spoken of, in the Upanishad, as non-different

from the highest Self because after having purified itself by means

of knowledge and meditation it may pass out of the body and

become one with the highest Self. The text of the Upanishad

thus transfers a future state of non-difference to that time when

difference actually exists.. Compare the saying ofthe P^w^aralrikas

:

* Up to the moment of emancipation being reached the soul and the

highest Self are different. But the emancipated soul is no longer

different from the highest Self, since there is no further cause of

difference.'—The technical name of the doctrine advocated by

Au</ulomi is satyabhedavada.

* Compare the note to the same mantra as quoted above under

I, I, II.
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And where Scripture relates the creation of fire and the

other elements, it does not at the same time relate a sepa-

rate creation of- the individual soul; we have therefore no

right to look on the soul as a product of the highest Self*

different from the latter.—In the opinion of the teacher

KAsakritsna, the non-modified highest Lord himself is the

individual soul, not anything else. Axmarathya, although

meaning to say that the soul is not (absolutely) different

from the highest Self, yet intimates by the expression,

*On account of the fulfilment of the promise'—which de-

clares a certain mutual dependence—that there does exist

a certain relation of cause and effect between the highest

Self and the individual souP. The opinion of Au^ulomi

again clearly implies that the difference and non-difference

of the two depend on difference of condition^. Of these

three opinions we conclude that the one held by Klra-

kr/tsna accords with Scripture, because it agrees with what

all the Veddnta-texts (so, for instance, the passage, * That

art thou ') aim at inculcating. Only on the opinion of

Kksskritsna, immortality can be viewed as the result of

the knowledge of the soul ; while it would be impossible

to hold the same view if the soul were a modification

(product) of the Self and as such liable to lose its exist-

ence by being merged in its causal substance. For the

same reason, name and form cannot abide in the soul (as

was above attempted to prove by means of the simile of the

rivers), but abide in the limiting adjunct and are ascribed to

the soul itself in a figurative sense only. For the same

reason the origin of the souls from the highest Self, of

which Scripture speaks in some places as analogous to the

issuing of sparks from the fire, must be viewed as based

only on the limiting adjuncts of the soul.

The last three Siitras have further to be interpreted so as

to furnish replies to the second of the pftrvapakshin's argu-

ments, viz. that the B^'/Tiad^rawyaka passage represents as

' And not the relation of absolute identity.

' I.e. upon the state of emancipation and its absence.
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the object of sight the individual soul, because it declares

that the great Being which is to be seen arises from out of

these elements. * There is an indication of the fulfilment

of the promise ; so A^marathya thinks/ The promise is

made in the two passages, * When the Self is known, all this

is known/ and * All this is that Self.' That the Self is every-

thing, is proved by the declaration that the whole world of

names, forms, and works springs from one being, and is

merged in one being ^ ; and by its being demonstrated, with

the help of the similes of the drum, and so on, that effect

and. cause are non-different. The fulfilment ofthe promise is,

then, finally indicated by the text declaring that that great

Being rises, in the form ofthe individual soul, from out ofthese

elements ; thus the teacher Aj'marathya thinks. For if the

soul and the highest Self are non-different, the promise that

through the knowledge of one everything becomes known
is capable of fulfilment.

—
' Because the soul when it will

depart is such ; thus Au^ulomi thinks.* The statement as

to the non-difference of the soul and the Self (implied in the

declaration that the great Being rises, &c.) is possible,

because the soul when—after having purified itself by
knowledge, and so on—it will depart from the body, is

capable of becoming one with the highest Self. This

is Au<^ulomi*s opinion.

—

' Because it exists in the con-

dition of the soul ; thus Kksdkrttsn3, opines.' Because

the highest Self itself is that which appears as the indivi-

dual soul, the statement as to the non-difference of the

two is well-founded. This is the view of the teacher

Kksakritsna.

But, an objection may be raised, the passage, * Rising from

out of these elements he vanishes again after them. When
he has departed there is no more knowledge,* intimates the

final destruction of the soul, not its identity with the highest

Self!—By no means, we reply. The passage means to say

^ Upapadita;^ ^eti, sarvasyalmamatratvam iti jcsha^. Upapa-

danaprak^ra;^ sfiy^yati eketi. Sa yathardrendhandgner ityadinai-

kaprasavatvam, yathd sarvasam apam ityadin^ ^aikapralayatvaw

sarvasyoktam. An. Gi.
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only that on the soul departing from the body all specific

cognition vanishes, not that the Self is destroyed. For

an objection being raised—in the passage, * Here thou hast

bewildered me, Sir, when thou sayest that having departed

there is no more knowledge *—Scripture itself explains that

what is meant is not the annihilation of the Self,* I say nothing

that is bewildering. Verily, beloved, that Self is imperishable,

and of an indestructible nature. But there takes place non-

connexion with the mdtr^s.' That means: The eternally

•unchanging Self, which is one mass of knowledge, cannot

possibly perish ; but by means of true knowledge there is

effected its dissociation from the mdtris, i. e. the elements

and the sense organs, which are the product of Nescience.

When the connexion has been solved, specific cognition,

which depended on it, no longer takes place, and thus it can

be said, that * When he has departed there is no more

knowledge.*

The third argument also of the purvapakshin, viz. that

the word *knower'—which occurs in the concluding pas-

sage, 'How should he know the knower?'—denotes an agent,

and therefore refers to the individual soul as the object of

sight, is to be refuted according to the view of Kd^kr/tsna.

—

Moreover, the text after having enumerated—in the passage,

*For where there is duality as it were, there one sees the

other,' &c.—alt the kinds of specific cognition which belong

to the sphere of Nescience declares—in the subsequent

passage, * But when the Self only is all this, how should he

see another?'—that in the sphere of true knowledge all

specific cognition such as seeing, and so on, is absent. And,

again, in order to obviate the doubt whether in the absence

of objects the knower might not know himself, Yd^wavalkya

goes on, *How, O beloved, should he know himself, the

knower?' As thus the latter passage evidently aims at

proving the absence of specific cognition, we have to con-

clude that the word 'knower* is here used to denote that

being which is knowledge, i. e. the Self.—That the view of

KlyakrzTtsna is scriptural, we have already shown above.

And as it is so, all the adherents of the Veddnta must admit

that the difference of the soul and the highest Self is not
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real, but due to the limiting adjuncts, viz. the body, and so

on, which are the product of name and form as presented

by Nescience. That view receives ample confirmation from

Scripture ; compare, for instance, * Being only, my dear, this

was in the beginning, one, without a second * (AT//. Up. VI,

2, i) ;
' The Self is all this ' {Kh. Up. VII, 25, 2) ;

' Brahman

alone is all this' (Mu. Up. II, 2, 11) ; *This everything is

that Self (Bf-/. Up. II, 4, 6) ;
* There is no other seer but

he ' (Br/^ Up. Ill, 7, 23) ;
' There is nothing that sees but it

'

(Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 11).— It is likewise confirmed by Smr/ti;

compare, for instance, *VAsudeva is all this' (Bha. Gi.

VII, 19); 'Know me, O Bhdrata, to be the soul in all

bodies ' (Bha. Gt. XIII, 2) ;
* He who sees the highest Lord

abiding alike within all creatures* (Bha. Gi. XIII, 27).

—The same conclusion is supported by those passages

which deny all difference ; compare, for instance, * If he

thinks, that is one and I another ; he does not know ' (Br/.

Up. I, 4, 10) ;
' From death to death he goes who sees here

any diversity* (Br/. Up. IV, 4, 19). And, again, by those

passages which negative all change on the part of the Self;

compare, for instance, * This great unborn Self, undecaying,

undying, immortal, fearless is indeed Brahman * (Br/. Up.

IV, 24).—Moreover, if the doctrine of general identity were

not true, those who are desirous of release could not be in

the possession of irrefutable knowledge, and there would be

no possibility of any matter being well settled ; while yet

the knowledge of which the Self is the object is declared to

be irrefutable and to satisfy all desire, and Scripture speaks

of those, * Who have well ascertained the object of the

knowledge of the Ved^nta' (Mu. Up. Ill, 2, 6). Compare
also the passage, * What trouble, what sorrow can there be

to him who has once beheld that unity? ' (Ij*. Up. 7.)—And
Smr/ti also represents the mind of him who contemplates

the Self as steady (Bha. Gi. II, 54).

As therefore the individual soul and the highest Self differ

in name only, it being a settled matter that perfect know-

ledge has for its object the absolute oneness of the two ; it

is senseless to insist (as some do) on a plurality of SelCs, and

to maintain that the individual soul is different from the
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highest Self, and the highest Self from the individual soul.

For the Self is indeed called by many different names, but

it is one only. Nor does the passage, * He who knows

Brahman which is real, knowledge, infinite, as hidden in the

cave' (Taitt Up, II, i), refer to some one cave (different

from the abode of the individual soul) ^ And that nobody

else but Brahman is hidden in the cave we know from a

subsequent passage, viz. * Having sent forth he entered into

it* (Taitt. Up. II, 6), according to which the creator only

entered into the created beings.—Those who insist on the

distinction of the individual and the highest Self oppose

themselves to the true sense of the Veddnta-texts, stand

thereby in the way of perfect knowledge, which is the door

to perfect beatitude, and groundlessly assume release to be

something effected, and therefore non-eternal ^ (And if

they attempt to show that moksha, although effected, is

eternal) they involve themselves in a conflict with sound

logic.

23. (Brahman is) the material cause ^Iso, on

account of (this view) not being in conflict with

the promissory statements and the illustrative in-

stances.

It has been said that, as practical religious duty has to

be enquired into because it is the cause of an increase of

happiness, so Brahman has to be enquired into because it is

the cause of absolute beatitude. And Brahman has been

defined as that from which there proceed the origination,

sustentation, and retractation of this world. Now as this

definition comprises alike the relation of substantial caus-

ality in which clay and gold, for instance, stand to golden

ornaments and earthen pots, and the relation of operative

* So according to Go. An. and An. Gi.,' although their inter-

pretations seem not to account sufficiently for the ekam of the text.

—Kaw/'id evaikam iti ^tvasthanad anyam ily artha^. Go. An.

—

Czivabhavena pralibimbadharatiriktam ily artha^ An. Gi.

' While release, as often remarked, is eternal, it being in fact

not different from the eternally unchanging Brahman.
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causality in which the potter and the goldsmith stand to

the things mentioned ; a doubt arises to which of these

two kinds the causality of Brahman belongs.

The pftrvapakshin maintains that Brahman evidently is

the operative cause of the world only, because Scripture

declares his creative energy to be preceded by reflection.

Compare, for instance, Pra. Up. VI, 3 ; 4 :
* He reflected, he

created pr&«a.* For observation shows that the action of

operative causes only, such as potters and the like, is pre-

ceded by reflection, and moreover that the result of some

activity is brought about by the concurrence of several

factors ^ It is therefore appropriate that we should view

the prime creator in the same light. The circumstance of

his being known as * the Lord * furnishes another ai^u-

ment. For lords such as kings and the son of Vivasvat are

known only as operative causes, and the highest Lord also

must on that account be viewed as an operative cause

only.—Further, the effect of the creator's activity, viz. this

world, is seen to consist of parts, to be non-intelligent and

impure ; we therefore must assume that its cause also is of

the same nature ; for it is a matter of general observation

that cause and effect are alike in kind. But that Brahman

does not resemble the world in nature, we know from many
scriptural passages, such as * It is without parts, without

actions, tranquil, without fault, without taint' Sve. Up.

VI, 19). Hence there remains no other alternative but to

admit that in addition to Brahman there exists a material

cause of the world of impure nature, such as is known from

Smr/ti^ and to limit the causality of Brahman, as declared

by Scripture, to operative causality.

To this we make the following reply.—Brahman is to be

acknowledged as the material cause as well as the operative

cause ; because this latter view does not conflict with the

promissory statements and the illustrative instances. The
promissory statement chiefly meant is the following one,

* I.e. that the operative cause and the substantial cause are

separate things.

' Viz. the Sahkhya-smr/'ti.

Digitized byGoogle



I ADHYAYA, 4 PADA, 23. 285

*Have you ever asked for that instruction bywhich that which

is not heard becomes heard ; that which is not perceived,

perceived ; that which is not known, known ?* {Kh, Up. VI,

1, 3.) This passage intimates that through the cognition of

one thing everything else, even if (previously) unknown,

becomes known. Now the knowledge of everything is

possible through the cognition of the material cause, since

the effect is non-different from the material cause. On the

other hand, effects are not non-different from their operative

causes; for we know from ordinary experience that the

carpenter, for instance, is different from the house he has

built.—The illustrative example referred to is the one

mentioned {Kh. Up. VI, i, 4), *My dear, as by one clod

of clay all that is made of clay is known, the modification

(i.e. the effect) being a name merely which has its origin in

speech, while the truth is that it is clay merely
;

' which

passage again has reference to the material cause. The

text adds a few more illustrative instances of similar

nature, * As by one nugget of gold all that is made of gold

is known ; as by one pair of nail-scissors all that is made of

iron is known.*—Similar promissory statements are made

in other places also, for instance, *What is that through

which if it is known everything else becomes known ?
' (Mu.

Up. I, I, 3.) An illustrative instance also is given in the

same place, * As plants grow on the earth ' (I, i, 7).—Com-
pare also the promissory statement in Br/. Up. IV, 5, 6,

* When the Self has been seen, heard, perceived, and

known, then all this is known ; ' and the illustrative instance

quoted (IV, 5, 8), 'Now as the sounds of a drum if beaten

cannot be seized externally, but the sound is seized when

the drum is seized or the beater of the drum.'—Similar

promissory statements and illustrative instances which are

to be found in all Ved4nta-texts are to be viewed as

proving, more or less, that Brahman is also the material

cause of the world. The ablative case also in the passage,

* That from whence (yata//) these beings are born,' has to

be considered as indicating the material cause of the beings,

according to the grammatical rule, Vkn. I, 4, 30.—That

Brahman is at the same time the operative cause of the
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world, we have to conclude from the circumstance that

there is no other guiding being. Ordinarily material causes,

indeed, such as lumps of clay and pieces of gold, are

dependent, in order to shape themselves into vessels and

ornaments, on extraneous operative causes such as potters

and goldsmiths ; but outside Brahman as material cause

there is no other operative cause to which the material cause

could look ; for Scripture says that previously to creation

Brahman was one without a second.—The absence of a

guiding principle other than the material cause can more-

over be established by means of the argument made use of

in the SOtra, viz. accordance with the promissory state-

ments and the illustrative examples. If there were ad-

mitted a guiding principle different from the material

cause, it would follow that everything cannot be known
through one thing, and thereby the promissory statements

as well as the illustrative instances would be stultified.—The
Self is thus the operative cause, because there is no other

ruling principle, and the material cause because there is

no other substance from which the world could originate.

24. And on account of the statement of reflection

(on the part of the Self).

The fact of the sacred texts declaring that the Self

reflected likewise shows that it is the operative as well as

the material cause. Passages like * He wished, may I be

many, may I grow forth,' and * He thought, may I be many,

may I grow forth,* show, in the first place, that the Self is

the agent in the independent activity which is preceded by

the Self's reflection; and, in the second place, that it is the

material cause also, since the words 'May I be many'

intimate that the reflective desire of multiplying itself has

the inward Self for its object.

25. And on account of both (1. e. the origin and

the dissolution of the world) being directly de-

clared (to have Brahman for their material cause).

This Slitra supplies a further argument for Brahman's
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being the general material cause.—Brahman is the material

cause of the world for that reason also that the origination

as well as the dissolution of the world is directly spoken

of in the sacred texts as having Brahman for their material

cause, *A11 these beings take their rise from the ether

and return into the ether' {Kh. Up. I, 9, 1). That that

from which some other thing springs and into which it

returns is the material cause of that other thing is well

known. Thus the earth, for instance, is the material cause

of rice, barley, and the like.—The word * directly ' (in the

Sutra) notifies that there is no other material cause, but that

all this sprang from the ether only.—Observation further

teaches that effects are not re-absorbed into anything else

but their material causes.

26. (Brahman is the material cause) on account

of (the Self) making itself; (which is possible) owing

to modification.

Brahman is the material cause for that reason also that

Scripture—in the passage, * That made itself its Self (Taitt.

Up. II, 7)—represents the Self as the object of action as

well as the agent.—But how can the Self which as agent

was in full existence previously to the action be made out to

be at the same time that which is effected by the action ?

—

Owing to modification, we reply. The Self, although in full

existence previously to the action, modifies itself into some-

thing special, viz. the Self of the effect. Thus we see that

causal substances, such as clay and the like, are, by under-

going the process of modification, changed into their pro-

ducts.—The word * itself in the passage quoted intimates

the absence of any other operative cause but the Self

The word ' pari«AmAt ' (in the Sutra) may also be taken

as constituting a separate Sutra by itself, the sense of

which would be: Brahman is the material cause of the

world for that reason also, that the sacred text speaks

of Brahman and its modification into the Self of its effect

as co-ordinated, viz. in the passage, * It became sat and

tyat, defined and undefined ' (Taitt. Up. II, 6).
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27. And because Brahman is called the source.

Brahman is the material cause for that reason also that it

is spoken of in the sacred texts as the source (yoni); compare,

for instance, * The maker, the Lord, the person who has his

source in Brahman' (Mu. Up. Ill, i, 3); and *That which

the wise regard as the source of all beings' (Mu. Up. I, i,

6). For that the word * source ' denotes the material cause

is well known from the use of ordinary language; the

earth, for instance, is called the yoni of trees and herbs.

In some places indeed the word yoni means not source, but

merely place ; so, for instance, in the mantra, * A yoni, O
Indra, was made for you to sit down upon ' (Rik. Sawh.

1, 104, i). But that in the passage quoted it means * source

'

follows from a complementary passage, *As the spider sends

forth and draws in its threads,' &c.—It is thus proved that

Brahman is the material cause of the world.—Of the ob-

jection, finally, that in ordinary life the activity of operative

causal agents only, such as potters and the like, is preceded

by reflection, we dispose by the remark that, as the matter

in hand is not one which can be known through inferential

reasoning, ordinary experience cannot be used to settle it.

For the knowledge of that matter we rather depend on

Scripture altogether, and hence Scripture only has to be

appealed to. And that Scripture teaches that the Lord

who reflects before creation is at the same time the material

cause, we have already explained. The subject will, more-

over, be discussed more fully later on.

28. Hereby all (the doctrines concerning the

origin of the world which are opposed to the

Veddnta) are explained, are explained.

The doctrine according to which the pradhAna is the

cause of the world has, in the Sutras beginning with I,

I, 5, been again and again brought forward and refuted.

The chief reason for the special attention given to that

doctrine is that the Veddnta-texts contain some passages

which, to people deficient in mental penetration, may
appear to contain inferential marks pointing to it. The
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doctrine, moreover, stands somewhat near to the VedAnta

doctrine since, h'ke the latter^ it admits the non-difference

of cause and effect, and it, moreover, has been accepted by
some of the authors of the Dharma-sfltras, such as Devala,

and so on. For all these reasons we have taken special

trouble to refute the pradhAna doctrine, without paying

much attention to the atomic and other theories. These

latter theories, however, must likewise be refuted, as they

also are opposed to the doctrine of Brahman being the

general cause, and as slow-minded people might think that

they also are referred to in some Yedic passages.. Hence

the Sfltrakdra formally extends, in the above Sutra, the

refutation already accomplished of the pradhdna doctrine

to all similar doctrines which need not be demolished in

detail after their great protagonist, the pradh^na doctrine,

has been so completely disposed of. They also are, firstly,

not founded on any scriptural authority ; and are, secondly,

directly contradicted by various Vedic passages.— The
repetition of the phrase * are explained ' is meant to in-

timate that the end of the adhydya has been reached.

[34] U

/GoogleDigitized by
'



SECOND ADHYAYA.

FIRST pAdA.

Reverence to the highest Self!

I. If it be objected that (from the doctrine ex-

pounded hitherto) there would result the fault of

there being no room for (certain) Smmis ; we do

not admit that objection, because (from the rejection

of our doctrine) there would result the fault of want

of room for other Smmis.

It has been shown in the first adhyiya that the omniscient

Lord of all is the cause of the origin of this world in the

same way as clay is the material cause of jars and gold of

golden ornaments ; that by his rulership he is the cause of

the subsistence of this world once originated, just as the

magician is the cause of the subsistence of the magical

illusion ; and that he, lastly, is the cause of this emitted

world being finally reabsorbed into his essence, just as the

four classes of creatures are reabsorbed into the earth. It

has further been proved, by a demonstration of the connected

meaning of all the Ved^nta-texts, that the Lord is the Self

of all of us. Moreover, the doctrines of the pradhAna, and

so on, being the cause of this world have been refuted as

not being scriptural.—The purport of the second adhydya,

which we now begin, is to refute the objections (to the

doctrine established hitherto) which might be founded on

Smriti and Reasoning, and to show that the doctrines of the

pradhana, &c. have only fallacious arguments to lean upon,

and that the different Ved^nta-texts do not contradict one

another with regard to the mode of creation and similar

topics.—The first point is to refute the objections based on

Stnriti.

Your doctrine (the piirvapakshin says) that the omniscient
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1

Brahman only is the cause of this world cannot be main-

tained, 'because there results from it the fault of there

being no room for (certain) Smr/tis.' Such Smntis are the

one called Tantra which was composed by a rtshi and

is accepted by authoritative persons, and other Smr/tis

based on it ^ ; for all of which there would be no room if

your interpretation of the Veda were the true one. For

they all teach that the non-intelligent pradhSna is the

independent cause of the world. There is indeed room (a

raison d'etre) for SmrUis like the Manu-smr/ti, which

give information about matters connected with the whole

body of religious duty, characterised by injunction ^ and
comprising the agnihotra and similar performances. They
tell us at what time and with what rites the members of the

different castes are to be initiated ; how the Veda has to be

studied ; in what way the cessation of study has to take

place ; how marriage has to be performed, and so on. They
further lay down the manifold religious duties, beneficial to

man, of the four castes and lyramas ^ The Kdpila Smr/ti,

on the other hand, and similar books are not concerned with

things to be done, but were composed with exclusive refer-

ence to perfect knowledge as the means of final release. If

then no room were left for them in that connexion also, they

would be altogether purposeless ; and hence we must explain

the Vedanta-texts in such a manner as not to bring them
into conflict with the SmWtis mentioned ^.—But how, some-

body may ask the pOrvapakshin, can the eventual fault of

there being left no room for certain Sm/'/tis be used as an

objection against that sense of 5ruti which—from various

^ The Smr/ti called Tantra is the Sahkhyarastra as taught by

Kapila ; the Smmi-writers depending on him are Asuri, Pa///tajikha,

and others,

* Mtmimsi SO. I, i, 2 : ^odanalakshawo»rtho dharma^. Com-
mentary : ^odand iti kriyay^^ pravart^ka/^/ va^anam ahu//.

* Purushdrtha; in opposition to the rules referred to in the

preceding sentence which are kratvartha, L e. the acting according

to which secures the proper performance of certain rites.

* It having been decided by the Pftrvd Mima/;/sa already that

Smr/tis contradicted by •S'ruti are to be disregarded.

U 2
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reasons as detailed under I, i and ff.—has been ascertained

by us to be the true one, viz. that the omniscient Brahman

alone is the cause of the world ?—Our objection, the pur-

vapakshin replies, will perhaps not appear valid to persons

of independent thought ; but as most men depend in their

reasonings on others, and are unable to ascertain by them-

selves the sense of 5ruti, they naturally rely on Smrztis,

composed by celebrated authorities, and try to arrive at the

sense of ^ruti with their assistance ; while, owing to their

esteem for the authors of the Smntis, they have no trust in

our explanations. The knowledge of men like Kapila

Smriii declares to have been r/shi-like and unobstructed,

and moreover there is the following 5ruti-passage, * It is he

who, in the beginning, bears in his thoughts the son, the

r/shi, kapila ^, whom he wishes to look on while he is born

'

(5ve. Up. V, a). Hence their opinion cannot be assumed

to be erroneous, and as they moreover strengthen their

position by argumentation, the objection remains valid, and

we must therefore attempt to explain the VedAnta-texts in

conformity with the Smritis.

This objection we dispose of by the remark, * It is not so

because therefrom would result the fault of want of room

for other Smmis/—Ifyou object to the doctrine of the Lord

being the cause of the world on the ground that it would

render certain Smntis purposeless, you thereby render

purposeless other Smr/tis which declare themselves in

favour of the said doctrine. These latter Smnti-texts we
will quote in what follows. In one passage the highest

Brahman is introduced as the subject of discussion, ' That

which is subtle and not to be known ; ' the text then goes

on, * That is the internal Self of the creatures, their soul,'

and after that remarks * From that sprang the Unevolved,

consisting of the three gu«as, O best of Brdhma;/as.'

And in another place it is said that *the Unevolved is

* On the meaning of ' kapila ' in the above passage, compare the

Introduction to the Upanishads, translated by Max Mtiller, vol. ii,

p. xxxviii ff.—^As will be seen later on, ^ahkara, in this bhSshya,

takes the Kapila referred to to be some r/'shi.
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dissolved in the Person devoid of qualities, O Brdh-

ma;/a.'—Thus we read also in the Purd;/a, *Hear thence

this short statement: The ancient Ndrdya/za is all this;

he produces the creation at the due time, and at the

time of reabsorption he consumes it again.' And so

in the Bhagavadgltd also (VII, 6), * I am the origin and

the place of reabsorption of the whole world.' And
Apastamba too says with reference to the highest Self,

* From him spring all bodies ; he is the primary cause,

he is eternal, he is unchangeable' (Dharma Sutra I, 8,

23, 2). In this way Smnti, in many places, declares the

Lord to be the efficient as well as the material cause

of the world. As the pQrvapakshin opposes us on the

ground of Smnti, we reply to him on the ground of Smr/ti

only ; hence the line of defence taken up in the Sdtra. Now
it has been shown already that the 5ruti-texts aim at con-

veying the doctrine that the Lord is the universal cause, and

as wherever different Smritis conflict those maintaining one

view must be accepted, while those which maintain the

opposite view must be set aside, those SmrAis which follow

5ruti are to be considered as authoritative, while all others

are to be disregarded ; according to the Sdtra met with in

the chapter treating of the means of proof (Mim. Sdtra I, 3,

3),
* Where there is contradiction (between 5ruti and Smr/ti)

(Smn'ti) is to be disregarded ; in case of there being no

(contradiction) (Smr/ti is to be recognised) as there is infer-

ence (ofSmmi being founded on 5ruti).'—Norcanwe assume

that some persons are able to perceive supersensuous matters

without 5ruti, as there exists no efficient cause for such per-

ception. Nor, again, can it be said that such perception

may be assumed in the case of Kapila and others who
possessed supernatural powers, and consequently unob-

structed power of cognition. For the possession of super-

natural powers itself depends on the performance of religious

duty, and religious duty is that which is characterised by
injunction ^ ; hence the sense of injunctions (i. e. of the Veda)

* I. e. religious duty is known only from the injunctive passages

of the Veda.
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which is established first must not be fancifully interpreted

in reference to the dicta of men * established * (i.e. made
perfect, and therefore possessing supernatural powers) after-

wards only. Moreover, even if those 'perfect' men were

accepted as authorities to be appealed to, still, as there are

many such perfect men, we should have, in all those cases

where the SmrAis contradict each other in the manner
described, no other means of final decision than an appeal

to 5ruti.—As to men destitute of the power of inde-

pendent judgment, we are not justified in assuming that

they will without any reason attach themselves to some
particular Smr/ti ; for if men's inclinations were so alto-

gether unregulated, truth itself would, owing to the

multiformity of human opinion, become unstable. We
must therefore try to lead their judgment in the

right way by pointing out to them the conflict of the

Smri'tis, and the distinction founded on some of them

following 5ruti and others not.—The scriptural passage

which the purvapakshin has quoted as proving the eminence

of Kapila*s knowledge would not justify us in believing in

such doctrines of Kapila (i. e. of some Kapila) as are contrary

to Scripture ; for that passage mentions the bare name of

Kapila (without specifying which Kapila is meant), and we
meet in tradition with another Kapila, viz. the one who
burned the sons of Sagara and had the surname Vdsudeva.

That passage, moreover, serves another purpose, (viz. the

establishment of the doctrine of the highest Self,) and has on

that account no force to prove what is not proved by any

other means, (viz. the supereminence of Kapila's know-

ledge.) On the other hand, we have a 5ruti-passage which

proclaims the excellence of Manu ^, viz. * Whatever Manu
said is medicine ' (Taitt. Sawh. II, a, lo, 2). Manu himself,

where he glorifies the seeing of the one Self in everything

(' he who equally sees the Self in all beings and all beings

in the Self, he as a sacrificer to the Self attains self-

* After it has been shown that Kapila the dvaitavadin is not

mentioned in -Sruti, it is now shown that Manu the sarvdtmavSdin is

mentioned there.
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luminousness,' 1. e. becomes Brahman, Manu Stnriti XII,

91), implicitly blames the doctrine of Kapila. For Kapila,

by acknowledging a plurality of Selfs, does not admit the

doctrine of there being one universal Self. In the Mahd-
bh&rata also the question is raised whether there are many
persons (souls) or one ; thereupon the opinion of others is

mentioned, * There are many persons, O King, according to

the Sinkhya and Yoga philosophers
;

' that opinion is contro-

verted * just as there is one place of origin, (viz. the earth,)

for many persons, so I will proclaim to you that universal

person raised by his qualities;' and, finally, it is declared

that there is one universal Self, * He is the internal Self of

me, of thee, and of all other embodied beings, the internal

witness of all, not to be apprehended by any one. He the

all-headed, all-armed, all-footed, all-eyed, all-nosed one

moves through all beings according to his will and

liking.' And Scripture also declares that there is one

universal Self, * When to a man who understands the Self

has become all things, what sorrow, what trouble can

there be to him who once beheld that unity?* (l^-. Up.

7) ; and other similar passages. All which proves that the

system of Kapila contradicts the Veda, and the doctrine of

Manu who follows the Veda, by its hypothesis of a plurality

of Selfs also, not only by the assumption of an independent

pradhAna. The authoritativeness of the Veda with regard

to the matters stated by it is independent and direct, just

as the light of the sun is the direct means of our knowledge

of form and colour ; the authoritativeness of human dicta, on

the other hand, is of an altogether different kind, as it

depends on an extraneous basis (viz. the Veda), and is (not

immediate but) mediated by a chain of teachers and

tradition.

Hence the circumstance that the result (of our doctrine)

is want of room for certain Smr/tis, with regard to matters

contradicted by the Veda, furnishes no valid objection.

—

An additional reason for this our opinion is supplied by the

following S(itra.

2. And on account of the non-perception of the
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others (i. e. the effects of the pradhina, according

to the SAnkhya system).

The principles different from the pradhina, but to be

viewed as its modifications which the (Siukhya) Stnriti

assumes, as, for instance, the great principle, are perceived

neither in the Veda nor in ordinaiy experience. Now things

of the nature of the elements and the sense organs, which

are well known from the Veda, as well as from experience,

may be referred to in Stnriti ; but with regard tothings which,

like Kapila's great principle, are known neither from theVeda
nor from experience—no more than, for instance, the objects

ofa sixth sense—Smriti is altogether impossible. That some

scriptural passages which apparently refer to such things

as the great principle have in reality quite a different

meaning has already been shown under I, 4, i. But if

that part of Smr/ti which is concerned with the effects

(i. e. the great principle, and so on) is without authority>

the part which refers to the cause (the pradh&na) will be

so likewise. This is what the Sutra means to say.—We
have thus established a second reason, proving that the

circumstance of there being no room left for certain SmrAis
does not constitute a valid objection to our doctrine.—The
weakness of the trust in reasoning (apparently favouring

the S^nkhya doctrine) will be shown later on under II, i,

4ff

3. Thereby the Yoga (Smr/ti) is refuted.

This SAtra extends the application of the preceding argu-

mentation, and remarks that by the refutation of the

Sdnkhya-smr/ti the Yoga-smr/ti also is to be considered

as refuted ; for the latter also assumes, in opposition to

Scripture, a pradhdna as the independent cause of the world,

and the * great principle,' &c. as its effects, although neither

the Veda nor common experience favour these views.—But,

if the same reasoning applies to the Yoga also, the latter

system is already disposed of by the previous arguments
;

of what use then is it formally to extend them to the

Yoga? (as the Sutra does.)—We reply that here an ad-
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ditional cause of doubt presents itself, the practice of Yoga
being enjoined in the Veda as a means of obtaining perfect

knowledge ; so, for instance, Bri. Up. 11,4,5, '(The Self) is

to be heard, to be thought, to be meditated upon ^.* In

the 5vetcu$vatara Upanishad, moreover, we find various in-

junctions of Yoga-practice connected with the assumption

of different positions of the body, &c. ; so, for instance,

* Holding his body with its three erect parts even,' &c. (II, 8).

Further, we find very many passages in the Veda which

(without expressly enjoining it) point to the Yoga, as, for

instance, Ka. Up. II, 6, 11, *This, the firm holding back of

the senses, is what is called Yoga ; '
* Having received this

knowledge and the whole rule of Yoga ' (Ka. Up. II, 6,

18) ; and so on. And in the Yoga-^dstra itself the passage,

* Now then Yoga, the means of the knowledge of truth,' &c.

defines the Yoga as a means of reaching perfect knowledge.

As thus one topic of the j&stra at least (viz. the practice

of Yoga) is shown to be authoritative, the entire Yoga-

smr/ti will have to be accepted as unobjectionable, just

as the Stnriti referring to the ash/akSs \—To this we reply

that the formal extension (to the Yoga, of the arguments

primarily directed against the S^nkhya) has the purpose

of removing the additional doubt stated in the above lines ;

for in spite of a part of the Yoga-smr/ti being authoritative,

the disagreement (between Smriii and 5ruti) on other topics

remains as shown above.—Although ^ there are many
Smr/tis treating of the soul, we have singled out for refu-

tation the S^nkhya and Yoga because they are widely

known as offering the means for accomplishing the highest

r ' In which passage the phrase *to be meditated upon' (nidi-

dhyasd) indicates the act of mental concentration characteristic of

the Yoga.

' The ash/akSs (certain oblations to be made on the eighth days

after the full moons of the seasons hemanta and jijira) furnish the

stock illustration for the doctrine of the POrv^ Mim. that Smr/ii

is audioritative in so far as it is based on »S"ruti.

' But why—it will be asked—do you apply yourself to the

. refutation of the Sankhya and Yoga only, and not also to that of

other Smr/'tis conflicting with the Vedanta views ?
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end of man and have found favour with many competent

persons. Moreover, their position is strengthened by a

Vedic passage referring to them, *He who has known
that cause which is to be apprehended by Sdnkhya and

Yoga he is freed from all fetters ' (5ve. Up. VI, 13). (The

claims which on the ground of this last passage might be

set up for the S^hkhya and Yoga-smr/tis in their entirety)

we refute by the remark that the highest beatitude (the

highest aim of man) is not to be attained by the know-

ledge of the S&nkhya-smriti irrespective of the Veda, nor

by the road of Yoga-practice. For Scripture itself declares

that there is no other means of obtaining the highest beati-

tude but the knowledge of the unity of the Self which is

conveyed by the Veda, ' Over death passes only the man
who knows him ; there is no other path to go ' (Sve. Up.

Ill, 8). And the Sdhkhya and Yoga-systems maintain

duality, do not discern the unity of the Self. In the

passage quoted (' That cause which is to be apprehended

by S^nkhya and Yoga ') the terms * SAhkhya ' and * Yoga *

denote Vedic knowledge and meditation, as we infer from

proximity ^. We willingly allow room for those portions

of the two systems which do not contradict the Veda. In

their description of the soul, for instance, as free from all

qualities the SAhkhyas are in harmony with the Veda

which teaches that the person (purusha) is essentially pure

;

cp. Br/. Up. IV, 3, 16, * For that person is not attached to

anything.* The Yoga again in giving rules for the con-

dition of the wandering religious mendicant admits that

state of retirement from the concerns of life which is known

from scriptural passages such as the following one, * Then

the parivr^^ka with discoloured (yellow) dress, shaven,

without any possessions,* &c (6'dbila Upan. IV).

The above remarks will serve as a reply to the claims

of all argumentative Smf^tis. If it be said that those

Smr/tis also assist, by argumentation and proof, the cogni-

tion of truth, we do not object to so much, but we maintain

* I. e. from the fact of these terms being employed in a passage

standing close to other passages which refer to Vedic knowledge.
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all the same that the truth can be known from the VedAnta-

texts only ; as is stated by scriptural passages such as

* None who does not know the Veda perceives that great

one' (Taitt. Br. Ill, i!Z, 9, 7) ; *I now ask thee that person

taught in the Upanishads ' (Brz. Up. Ill, 9, 26) ; and others.

4. (Brahman can)not (be the cause of the world)

on account of the difference of character of that,

(viz. the world) ; and its being such, (i. e. different

from Brahman) (we learn) from Scripture.

The objections, founded on Smr/ti, against the doctrine

of Brahman being the efficient and the material cause of

this world have been refuted ; we now proceed to refute

those founded on Reasoning.—But (to raise an objection at

the outset) how is there room for objections founded on

Reasoning after the sense of the sacred texts has once been

settled ? The sacred texts are certainly to be considered

absolutely authoritative with regard to Brahman as well

as with regard to religious duty (dharma).—(To this the

pQrvapakshin replies). The analogy between Brahman and

dharma would hold good if the matter in hand were to be

known through the holy texts only, and could not be ap-

proached by the other means of right knowledge also.

In the case of religious duties, i. e. things to be done, we
indeed entirely depend on Scripture. But now we are

concerned with Brahman which is an accomplished existing

thing, and in the case of accomplished things there is room

for other means of right knowledge also, as, for instance,

the case of earth and the other elements shows. And
just as in the case of several conflicting scriptural passages

we explain all of them in such a manner as to make them

accord with one, so 5ruti, if in conflict with other means

of right knowledge, has to be bent so as to accord with

the latter. Moreover, Reasoning, whieh enables us to infer

something not actually perceived in consequence of its

having a certain equality of attributes with what is actually

perceived, stands nearer to perception than 5ruti which

conveys its sense by tradition merely. And the knowledge
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of Brahman which discards Nescience and effects final

release terminates in a perception (viz. the intuition—

sikshatk^ra—of Brahman), and as such must be assumed

to have a seen result (not an unseen one like dharma) ^.

Moreover, the scriptural passage, * He is to be heard, to

be thought,' enjoins thought in addition to hearing, and

thereby shows that Reasoning also is to be resorted to

with regard to Brahman. Hence an objection founded on

Reasoning is set forth, * Not so, on account of the difference

of nature of this (effect)/—The Vedantic opinion that the

intelligent Brahman is the material cause of this world

IS untenable because the effect would in that case be of

an altogether different character from the cause. For

this world, which the Vedantin considers as the effect

of Brahman, is perceived to be non-intelligent and im-

pure, consequently different in character from Brahman

;

and Brahman again is declared by the sacred texts to be

of a character different from the world, viz. intelligent

and pure. But things of an altogether different character

cannot stand to each other in the relation -of material

cause and effect. Such eff*ects, for instance, as golden orna-

ments do not have earth for their material cause, nor is

* The cognition of Brahman terminates in an act of anubhava
;

hence as it has been shown that reasoning is more closely con-

nected with anubhava than 5ruti is, we have the right to apply

reasoning to 6'ruti.—Ananda Giri comments on the passage from

anubhavdvasanam as follows: brahmasdkshitkarasya mokshopd-

yataya prddhanydt tatra jabdad api parokshago/'ardd aparokshar-

thasddharmyago^aras tarko^ntarahgam iti tasyaiva balavatvam ity

artha^. Aitihyamdtre«a pravadaparamparyamdtrewa parokshatayeti

yavat. Anubhavasya pradhanye tarkasyoktanyayena tasminn an-

tarahgatvad dgamasya ^a bahirahgatvad antarahgabahirahgayor

antarahga;w balavad ity nyaydd uktaw tarkasya balavattvam.

Anubhavapradhanya»i tu nadyapi siddham ity axahkyahdnubhaveti.

Nanu Brahma^//ana/» vaidikatvad dharmavad adr/sh/aphalam

esh/avyaw tat kuto»syanubhavdvasandvidyanivartakatva7;z tatraha

moksheti. AdhishManasakshaikarasya juktyadij§^«ane tadavidyatat-

kiryanivartakatvadr/sh/e^, brahma^wanasyapi tarkavajdd asambhd-

vanadinirdsadvdra sakshdtkdravasayinas tadavidyddinivartakatve-

naiva muktihetuteti nadr/sh/aphalatety artha^.
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gold the material cause of earthen vessels ; but effects of

an earthy nature originate from earth and effects of the

nature of gold from gold. In the same manner this world,

which is non-intelligent and comprises pleasure, pain, and
dulness, can only be the effect of a cause itself non-in-

telligent and made up of pleasure, pain, and dulness ; but

not of Brahman which is of an altogether different character.

The difference in character of this world from Brahman
must be understood to be due to its impurity and its want

of intelligence. It is impure because being itself made
up of pleasure, pain, and dulness, it is the cause of delight,

grief, despondency, &c., and because it comprises in itself

abodes of various character such as heaven, hell, and so on.

It is devoid of intelligence because it is observed to stand

to the intelligent principle in the relation of subserviency,

being the instrument of its activity. For the relation of

subserviency of one thing to another is not possible on

the basis of equality ; two lamps, for instance, cannot be

said to be subservient to each other (both being equally

luminous).—But, it will be said, an intelligent instrument

also might be subservient to the enjoying soul ; just as

an intelligent servant is subservient to his master.

—

This analogy, we reply, does not hold good, because in the

case of servant and master also only the non-intelligent

element in the former is subservient to the intelligent

master. For a being endowed with intelligence subserves

another intelligent being only with the non-intelligent part

belonging to it, viz. its internal organ, sense organs, &c.

;

while in so far as it is intelligent itself it acts neither for

nor against any other being. For the S^nkhyas are of

opinion that the intelligent beings (i. e. the souls) are in-

capable of either taking in or giving out anything ^, and

are non-active. Hence that only which is devoid of in-

telligence can be an instrument. Nor ^ is there anything

^ Niratijaya^, upa^napSyadharmaxftnyatvaw niratlrayatvam.

An. Gi.

^ A sentence replying to the possible objection that the world,

as being the effect of the intelligent Brahman, might itself be

intelligent.
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to show that things like pieces of wood and clods of earth

are of an intelligent nature ; on the contrary, the dichotomy

of all things which exist into such as are intelligent and

such as are non-intelligent is well established. This world

therefore cannot have its material cause in Brahman from

which it is altogether different in character.—Here some-

body might argue as follows. Scripture tells us that this

world has originated from an intelligent cause ; therefore,

starting from the observation that the attributes of the cause

survive in the effect, I assume this whole world to be in-

telligent. The absence of manifestation of intelligence

(in this world) is to be ascribed to the particular nature of

the modification ^. Just as undoubtedly intelligent beings do

not manifest their intelligence in certain states such as sleep,

swoon, &c., so the intelligence of wood and earth also is

not manifest (although it exists). In consequence of this

difference produced by the manifestation and non-mani-

festation of intelligence (in the case of men, animals, &c., on

the one side, and wood, stones, &c. on the other side), and

in consequence of form, colour, and the like being present in

the one case and absent in the other, nothing prevents the

instruments of action (earth, wood, &c.) from standing to

the souls in the relation of a subordinate to a superior thing,

although in reality both are equally of an intelligent nature.

And just as such substances as flesh, broth, pap, and the

like may, owing to their individual differences, stand in the

relation of mutual subserviency, although fundamentally

they are all of the same nature, viz. mere modifications of

earth, so it will be in the case under discussion also, with-

out there being done any violence to the well-known

distinction (of beings intelligent and non-intelligent).—This

reasoning—the piUrvapakshin replies—if valid might remove

to a certain extent that difference of character between

* In the case of things commonly considered non-intelligent,

intelligence is not influenced by an internal organ, and on that

account remains unperceived ; samaste ^agati satoxpi itaitanyasya

tatra tatrantai^kara;iapari;idmanuparagdd anupalabdhir aviruddha.

An. Gi.
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Brahman and the world which is due to the circumstance

of the one being intelligent and the other non-intelligent

;

there would, however, still remain that other difference which

results from the fact that the one is pure and the other

impure. But in reality the argumentation of the objector

does not even remove the first-named difference ; as is

declared in the latter part of the Siitra, * And its being such

we learn from Scripture.' For the assumption of the in-

tellectuality of the entire world—which is supported neither

by perception nor by inference, &c.—must "be considered

as resting on Scripture only in so far as the latter speaks

of the world as having originated from an intelligent cause

;

but that scriptural statement itself is contradicted by other

texts which declare the world to be 'of such a nature,*

i. e. of a nature different from that of its material cause.

For the scriptural passage, ' It became that which is know-

ledge and that which is devoid of knowledge ' (Taitt. Up.

II, 6), which teaches that a certain class of beings is of a

non-intelligent nature intimates thereby that the non-intel-

ligentworld is different from the intelligent Brahman.—But

—

somebody might again object—the sacred texts themselves

sometimes speak of the elements and the bodily organs,

which are generally considered to be devoid of intelligence,

as intelligent beings. The following passages, for instance,

attribute intelligence to the elements. * The earth spoke ;

*

'The waters spoke' (5at. Br. VI, i, 3, 2 ; 4); and, again,

• Fire thought
;

'
' Water thought ' (Kh. Up. VI, a, 3 ; 4;.

Other texts attribute intelligence to the bodily organs,

* These prdwas when quarrelling together as to who was the

best went to Brahman' (Br/. Up. VI, i, 7); and, again,

' They said to Speech : Do thou sing out for us ' (Br/. Up.

I, 3, a).—To this objection the purvapakshin replies in the

following Sutra.

5. But (there takes place) denotation of the super-

intending (deities), on account of the difference and

the connexion.

The word * but ' discards the doubt raised. We are
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not entitled to base the assumption of the elements and

the sense organs being of an intellectual nature on such

passages as * the earth spoke/ &c. because * there takes

place denotation of that which presides.* In the case of

actions like speaking, disputing, and so on, which require

intelligence, the scriptural passages denote not the mere

material elements and organs, but rather the intelligent

divinities which preside over earth, &c., on the one hand,

and Speech, &c., on the other hand. And why so ? * On
account of the difference and the connexion.* The
difference is the one previously referred to between the

enjoying souls, on the one hand, and the material elements

and organs, on the other hand, which is founded on the

distinction between intelligent and non-intelh'gent beings

;

that difference would not be possible if all beings were

intelligent. Moreover, the Kaushitakins in their account of

the dispute of the pr^;/as make express use of the word
' divinities * in order to preclude the idea of the mere material

organs being meant, and in order to include the super-

intending intelligent beings. They say, * The deities con-

tending with each for who was the best ;
' and, again, ' All

these deities having recognised the pre-eminence in pr^/ta*

(Kau. Up. II, 14).—And, secondly, Mantras, Arthavddas,

ItihSsas, Purd;/as, &c. all declare that intelligent presiding

divinities are connected with everything. Moreover, such

scriptural passages as * Agni having become Speech entered

into the mouth * (Ait. An II, 4, a, 4) show that each

bodily organ is connected with its own favouring divinity.

And in the passages supplementary to the quarrel of the

prS/zas we read in one place how, for the purpose of

settling their relative excellence, they went to Pra^Apati,

and how they settled their quarrel on the ground of presence

and absence, each of them, as Pra^pati had advised, de-

parting from the body for some time (* They went to their

father Pra^pati and said,' &c. ; Kh. Up. V, i, 7) ; and in

another place it is said that they made an offering to prd/ia

(Br/. Up. VI, I, 13), &c. ; all of them proceedings which are

analogous to those of men, &c., and therefore strengthen

the hypothesis that the text refers to the superintending
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deities. In the case of such passages as, * Fire thought/

we must assume that the thought spoken of is that of

the highest deity which is connected with its effects as

a superintending principle.—From all this it follows that

this world is different in nature from Brahman, and hence

cannot have it for its material cause.

To this objection raised by the pfirvapakshin the next

SiHtra replies.

6. But it is seen.

The word * but * discards the purvapaksha.

Your assertion that this world cannot have originated

from Brahman on account of the difference of its character

IS not founded on an absolutely true tenet. For we see

that from man, who is acknowledged to be intelligent, non-

intelligent things such as hair and nails originate, and that,

on the other hand, from avowedly non-intelligent matter,

such as cow-dung, scorpions and similar animals are pro-

duced.—But—to state an objection—the real cause of the

non-intelligent hair and nails is the human body which is

itself non-intelligent, and the non-intelligent bodies only of

scorpions are the effects of non-intelligent dung.—Even
thus, we reply, there remains a difference in character

(between the cause, for instance, the dung, and the effect,

for instance, the body of the scorpion), in so far as some

non-intelligent matter (the body) is the abode of an

intelligent principle (the scorpion's soul), while other

non-intelligent matter (the dung) is not. Moreover, the

difference of nature— due to the cause passing over

into the effect—between the bodies of men on the one

side and hair and nails on the other side, is, on account

of the divergence of colour, form, &c., very considerable

after all. The same remark holds good with regard to

cow-dung and the bodies of scorpions, &c. If absolute

equality were insisted on (in the case of one thing being

the effect of another), the relation of material cause and

effect (which after all requires a distinction of the two)

would be annihilated. If, again, it be remarked that in the

case of men and hair as well as in that of scorpions and

[34] X
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cow-dung there is one characteristic feature, at least, which

is found in the effect as well as in the cause, viz. the quality

of being of an earthy nature ; we reply that in the case of

Brahman and the world also one characteristic feature, viz.

that of existence (satt4), is found in ether, &c. (which are

the effects) as well as in Brahman (which is the cause).

—

He, moreover, who on the ground of the difference of the

attributes tries to invalidate the doctrine of Brahman

being the cause of the world, must assert that he under-

stands by difference of attributes either the non-occurrence

(in the world) of the entire complex of the characteristics

of Brahman, or the non-occurrence of any (some or other)

characteristic, or the non-occurrence of the characteristic

of intelligence. The first assertion would lead to the

negation of the relation of cause and effect in general,

which relation is based on the fact of there being in the effect

something over and above the cause (for if the two were

absolutely identical they could not be distinguished). The
second assertion is open to the charge of running counter

to what is well known ; for, as we have already remarked,

the characteristic quality of existence which belongs to

Brahman is found likewise in ether and so on. For the

third assertion the requisite proving instances are wanting

;

for what instances could be brought forward against the

upholder of Brahman, in order to prove the general

assertion that whatever is devoid of intelligence is seen not

to be an effect of Brahman ? (The upholder of Brahman
would simply not admit any such instances) because he

maintains that this entire complex of things has Brahman
for its material cause. And that all such assertions are

contrary to Scripture, is clear, as we have already shown it

to be the purport of Scripture that Brahman is the cause

and substance of the world. It has indeed been maintained

by the purvapakshin that the other means of proof also

(and not merely sacred tradition) apply to Brahman, on

account of its being an accomplished entity (not something

to be accomplished as religious duties are) ; but such an

assertion is entirely gratuitous. For Brahman, as being

devoid of form and so on, cannot become an object of
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perception ; and as there are in its case no characteristic

marks (on which conclusions, &c. might be based), inference

also and the other means of proof do not apply to it ; but,

like religious duty, it is to be known solely on the ground

of holy tradition. Thus Scripture also declares, * That

doctrine is not to be obtained by argument, but when it is

declared by another then, O dearest ! it is easy to under-

stand ' (Ka. Up. I, 2, 9). And again, * Who in truth knows

it? Who could here proclaim it, whence this creation

sprang ?* (i?/g-v. Sawh. X, 129, 6). These two mantras show

that the cause of this world is not to be known even by
divine beings (ijvara)^ of extraordinary power and wisdom.

There are also the following Stnriti passages to the same
effect :

* Do not apply reasoning to those things which are

uncognisable ^
;

' *Unevolved he is called, uncognisable,

unchangeable;' 'Not the legions of the gods know my
origin, not the great rfshis. For I myself am in every way
the origin of the gods and great r/shis* (Bha. Gf. X, 2).

—And if it has been maintained above that the scriptural

passage enjoining thought (on Brahman) in addition to

mere hearing (of the sacred texts treating of Brahman)

shows that reasoning also is to be allowed its place, we
reply that the passage must not deceitfully be taken

as enjoining bare independent ratiocination, but must be

understood to represent reasoning as a subordinate auxiliary

of intuitional knowledge. By reasoning of the latter type

we may, for instance, arrive at the following conclusions

;

that because the state of dream and the waking state exclude

each other the Self is not connected with those states;

that, as the soul in the state of deep sleep leaves the

phenomenal world behind and becomes one with that

whose Self is pure Being, it has for its Self pure Being

apart from the phenomenal world ; that as the world

springs from Brahman it cannot be separate from Brahman,

* On fjvara in the above meaning, compare Deussen, p. 69,

note 41.

' The line * prakr/tibhya^ param/ &c. is wanting in all MSS.

I have consulted.

X 2
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according to the principle of the non-difference of cause

and effect, &c.^ The fallaciousness of mere reasoning will

moreover be demonstrated later on (II, i, ii).—He^ more-

over, who merely on the ground of the sacred tradition

about an intelligent cause of the world would assume this

entire world to be of an intellectual nature would find room

for the other scriptural passage quoted above (* He became

knowledge and what is devoid of knowledge*) which

teaches a distinction of intellect and non-intellect ; for

he could avail himself of the doctrine of intellect being

sometimes manifested and sometimes non-manifested. His

antagonist, on the other hand (i. e. the Sdnkhya), would not

be able to make anything of the passage, for it distinctly

teaches that the highest cause constitutes the Self of the

entire world.

If, then, on account of difference of character that which

is intelligent cannot pass over into what is non-intelligent,

that also which is non-intelligent (i.e. in our case, the

non-intelligent pradhSna of the Sdhkhyas) cannot pass over

into what is intelligent.— (So much for argument's sake,)

but apart from that, as the argument resting on difference

of character has already been refuted, we must assume an

intelligent cause of the world in agreement with Scripture.

* Ananda Giri on the above passage : jrutySkShkshitaw tarkam

eva mananavidhivishayam udaharati svapnSnteti. Svapna^garitayor

mithovyabhi^rdd dtmanaA svabhdvatas tadvattvdbhdvSd avastha-

dvayena tasya svato«sawpr/ktatvam ato ^fvasydvasthavatvena

ndbrahmatvam ity artha/^. TathSpi dehaditdddtmyenitmano bhSvin

na ni/^prapa;?^abrahmatety Irahkydha sa/nprasdde Jteii, Satd somya

tada sa»/panno bhavattti jrute^ sushupte ni^prapa/7^saddtmatvdva-

gamid dtmanas tathavidhabrahmatvasiddhir ity artha^. Dvaita-

grdhipratyakshddivirodhat katham dtmano«dvitfyabrahmatvain ity

Irahkya ta^^atvadihetund brahmdtiriktavastvabhSvasiddher adhya-

kshddinam atatvSvedakaprdmSwydd avirodhdd j^ktam Stmano

* dvitiyabrahmatvam ity dha prapa«^asyeti.

• Let us finally assume, merely for argument's sake, that a

vailakshawya of cause and effect is not admissible, and enquire

whether that assumption can be reconciled more easily with an

intelligent or a non-intelligent cause of the world.
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7. If (it is said that the effect is) non-existent

(before its origination) ; we do not allow that

because it is a mere negation (without an object).

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pure, and devoid of

qualities such as sound, and so on, is supposed to be the

cause of an effect which is of an opposite nature, i.e.

non-intelligent, impure, possessing the qualities of sound,

&c., it follows that the effect has to be considered as

non-existing before its actual origination. But this con-

sequence cannot be acceptable to you—the Vedantin

—

who maintain the doctrine of the effect existing in the

cause already.

This objection of yours, we reply, is without any force,

on account of its being a mere negation. If you negative

the existence of the effect previous to its actual origina-

tion, your negation is a mere negation without an object to

be negatived. The negation (implied in * non-existent
')

can certainly not have for its object the existence of the

effect previous to its origination, since the effect must be

viewed as * existent,* through and in the Self of the cause,

before its origination as well as after it ; for at the present

moment also this effect does not exist independently, apart

from the cause ; according to such scriptural passages as,

* Whosoever looks for anything elsewhere than in the Self

is abandoned by everything* (Bri. Up. II, 4, 6). In so

far, on the other hand, as the effect exists through the Self

of the cause, its existence is the same before the actual be-

ginning of the effect (as after it).—But Brahman, which is

devoid of qualities such as sound, &c., is the cause of this

world (possessing all those qualities) !—True, but the effect

with all its qualities does not exist without the Self of the

cause either now or before the actual beginning (of the

effect) ; hence it cannot be said that (according to our

doctrine) the effect is non-existing before its actual begin-

ning.—This point will be elucidated in detail in the section

treating of the non-difference of cause and effect.

8. On account of such consequences at the time
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of reabsorption (the doctrine maintained hitherto)

is objectionable.

The pftrvapakshin raises further objections.—If an effect

which IS distinguished by the qualities of grossness, con-

sisting of parts, absence of inteUigence, limitation, impurity,

&c., is admitted to have Brahman for its cause, it follows

that at the time of reabsorption (of the world into Brah-

man), the effect, by entering into the state of non-division

from its cause, inquinates the latter with its properties. As
therefore—on your doctrine—the cause (i.e. Brahman) as

well as the effect is, at the time of reabsorption, character-

ised by impurity and similar qualities, the doctrine of the

Upanishads, according to which an omniscient Brahman is

the cause of the world, cannot be upheld.—Another ob-

jection to that doctrine is that in consequence of all

distinctions passing at the time of reabsorption into the

state of non-distinction there would be no special causes

left at the time of a new beginning of the world, and con-

sequently the new world could not arise with all the

distinctions of enjoying souls, objects to be enjoyed and so

on (which are actually observed to exist).—A third ob-

jection is that, if we assume the origin of a new world even

after the annihilation of all works, &c. (which are the causes

of a new world arising) of the enjoying souls which enter

into the state of non-difference from the highest Brahman,

we are led to the conclusion that also those (souls) which

have obtained final release again appear in the new world.

—

If you finally say, ' Well, let this world remain distinct from

the highest Brahman even at the time of reabsorption,* we
reply that in that case a reabsorption will not take place

at all, and that, moreover, the effect's existing separate

from the cause is not possible.—For all these reasons the

Vedanta doctrine is objectionable.

To this the next Sfltra replies.

9. Not so ; as there are parallel instances.

There is nothing objectionable in our system.—The

objection that the effect when being reabsorbed into its
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cause would inquinate the latter with its qualities does not

damage our position * because there are parallel instances/

i. e. because there are instances of effects not inquinating

with their qualities the causes into which they are re-

absorbed. Things, for instance, made of clay, such as pots,

&c., which in their state of separate existence are of various

descriptions, do not, when they are reabsorbed into their

original matter (i.e. clay), impart to the latter their in-

dividual qualities ; nor do golden ornaments impart their

individual qualities to their elementary material, 1. e. gold,

into which they may finally be reabsorbed. Nor does the

fourfold complex of organic beings which springs from

earth impart its qualities to the latter at the time of re-

absorption. You (1. e. the pfirvapakshin), on the other hand,

have not any instances to quote in your favour. For re-

absorption could not take place at all if the effect when
passing back into its causal substance continued to subsist

there with all its individual properties. And ^ that in spite

of the non-difference of cause and effect the effect has its

Self in the cause, but not the cause in the effect, is a point

which we shall render clear later on, under II, i, 14.

Moreover, the objection that the effect would impart its

qualities to the cause at the time of reabsorption is formu-

lated too narrowly because, the identity of cause and effect

being admitted, the same would take place during the time

of the subsistence (of the effect, previous to its reabsorption).

That the identity of cause and effect (of Brahman and the

world) holds good indiscriminately with regard to all time

(not only the time of reabsorption), is declared in many
scriptural passages, as, for instance, * This everything is that

Self (Br/. Up. II, 4, 6); 'The Self is all this' {Kh. Up.

VII, 25, a); * The immortal Brahman is this before' (Mu.

Up. II, a, II) ; 'AH this is Brahman' (Kh. Up. Ill, 14, i).

With regard to the case referred to in the 5ruti*passages

we refute the assertion of tHe cause being affected by the

* Nanu pralayakale k^ryadharmar ^en navatishMeran na tarhi

kdraz/adharmd api lishZ/^eyus layor abhedat tatrahananyatve * pfti.

An. Gi.
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effect and its qualities by showing that the latter are the

mere fallacious superimpositions of nescience, and the very

same argument holds good with reference to reabsorption

also.—We can quote other examples in favour of our

doctrine. As the magician is not at any time affected by

the magical illusion produced by himself, because it is un-

real, so the highest Self is not affected by the world-

illusion. And as one dreaming person is not affected by

the illusory visions of his dream because they do not

accompany the waking state and the state of dreamless

sleep ; so the one permanent witness of the three states

(viz. the highest Self which is the one unchanging witness of

the creation, subsistence, and reabsorption of the world) is

not touched by the mutually exclusive three states. For

that the highest Self appears in those three states, is a mere

illusion, not more substantial than the snake for which the

rope is mistaken in the twilight. With reference to this point

teachers knowing the true tradition of the Vedlinta have

made the following declaration, * When the individual soul

which is held in the bonds of slumber by the beginningless

May^ awakes, then it knows the eternal, sleepless, dream-

less non-duality' (Gau^ap. K^r. I, i6).

So far we have shown that—on our doctrine—there is no

danger of the cause being affected at the time of reabsorp-

tion by the qualities of the effect, such as grossness and the

like.—With regard to the second objection, viz. that if we
assume all distinctions to pass (at the time of reabsorption)

into the state of non-distinction there would be no special

reason for the origin of a new world affected with dis-

tinctions, we likewise refer to the ' existence of parallel

instances.' For the case is parallel to that of deep sleep

and trance. In those states also the soul enters into an

essential condition of non-distinction ; nevertheless, wrong

knowledge being not yet finally overcome, the old state of

distinction re-establishes itself as soon as the soul awakes

from its sleep or trance. Compare the scriptural passage,

*A11 these creatures when they have become merged in

the True, know not that they are merged in the True.

Whatever these creatures are here, whether a lion, or a
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wolf, or a boar, or a worm, or a midge, or a gnat, or a

musquito, that they become again ' {Kh. Up. VI, 9, %
\ 3).

For just as during the subsistence of the world the phe-

nomenon of multifarious distinct existence, based on wrong

knowledge, proceeds unimpeded like the vision of a dream,

although there is only one highest Self devoid of all dis-

tinction; so, we conclude, there remains, even after re-

absorption, the power of distinction (potential distinction)

founded on wrong knowledge.—Herewith the objection

that—according to our doctrine—even the finally released

souls would be born again is already disposed of. They
will not be born again because in their case wrong know-

ledge has been entirely discarded by perfect knowledge.

—The last alternative finally (which the piirvapakshin had

represented as open to the Vedintin), viz. that even at the

time of reabsorption the world should remain distinct from

Brahman, precludes itself because it is not admitted by the

Ved&ntins themselves.—Hence the system founded on the

Upanishads is in every way unobjectionable.

10. And because the objections (raised by the

Sankhya against the VedAnta doctrine) apply to his

view also.

The doctrine of our opponent is liable to the very same

objections which he urges against us, viz. in the following

manner.—The objection that this world cannot have

sprung from Brahman on account of its difference of

character applies no less to the doctrine of the pradh^na

being the cause of the world ; for that doctrine also assumes

that from a pradhdna devoid of sound and other qualities a

world is produced which possesses those very qualities.

The beginning of an effect different in character being thus

admitted, the Slihkhya is equally driven to the doctrine

that before the actual beginning the effect was non-existent.

And, moreover, it being admitted (by the Sankhya also)

that at the time of reabsorption the effect passes back into

the state of non-distinction from the cause, the case of

the SShkhya here also is the same as ours.—And, further, if
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(as the SAhkhya also must admit) at the time of reabsorp-

tion the differences of all the special effects are obliterated

and pass into a state of general non-distinction, the special

fixed conditions, which previous to reabsorption were the

causes of the different worldly existence of each soul, can,

at the time of a new creation, no longer be determined,

there being no cause for them ; and if you assume them to

be determined without a cause, you are driven to the

admission that even the released souls have to re-enter a

state of bondage, there being equal absence of a cause (in

the case of the released and the non-released souls). And
if you try to avoid this conclusion by assuming that at the

time of reabsorption some individual differences pass into

the state of non-distinction, others not, we reply that in

that case the latter could not be considered as effects of the

pradh^na ^—It thus appears that all those difficulties (raised

by the Slihkhya) apply to both views, and cannot therefore

be urged against either only. But as either of the two

doctrines must necessarily be accepted, we are strengthened

—by the outcome of the above discussion—in the opinion

that the alleged difficulties are no«real difficulties ^

II. If it be said that, in consequence of the ill-

foundedness of reasoning, we must frame our con-

clusions otherwise
;
(we reply that) thus also there

would result non-release.

In matters to be known from Scripture mere reasoning is

not to be relied on for the following reason also. As the

thoughts of man are altogether unfettered, reasoning which

disregards the holy texts and rests on individual opinion

only has no proper foundation. We see how arguments,

which some clever men had excogitated wtth great pains,

are shown, by people still more ingenious, to be fallacious, and

how the arguments of the latter again are refuted in their turn

* For if they are effects of the pradhdna they must as such be

reabsorbed into it at the lime of general reabsorption.

^ And that the Vedanta view is preferable because the nullity of

the objections has already been demonstrated in its case.
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by other men ; so that, on account of the diversity of men's

opinions, it is impossible to accept mere reasoning as having

a sure foundation. Nor can we get over this difficulty by

accepting as well-founded the reasoning of some person of

recognised mental eminence, may he now be Kapila or any-

body else ; since we observe that even men of the most

undoubted mental eminence, such as Kapila, Ka«dda, and

other founders of philosophical schools, have contradicted

one another.

But (our adversary may here be supposed to say), we will

fashion our reasoning otherwise, i.e. in such a manner as

not to lay it open to the charge of having no proper foun-

dation. You cannot, after all, maintain that no reasoning

whatever is well-founded ; for you yourself can found your

assertion that reasoning has no foundation on reasoning only;

your assumption being that because some arguments are seen

to be devoid of foundation other arguments as belonging to

the same class are likewise devoid of foundation. Moreover,

if all reasoning were unfounded, the whole course of practical

human life would have to come to an end. For we see that

men act, with a view to obtaining pleasure and avoiding

pain in the future time, on the assumption that the past, the

present, and the future are uniform.—Further, in the case of

passages of Scripture (apparently) contradicting each other,

the ascertainment of the real sense, which depends on a

preliminary refutation of the apparent sense, can be effected

only by an accurate definition of the meaning of sentences,

and that involves a process of reasoning. Thus Manu also

expresses himself: 'Perception, inference, and the jdstra

according to the various traditions, this triad is to be known

well by one desiring clearness in regard to right.—He who
applies reasoning not contradicted by the Veda to the Veda
and the (Smriti) doctrine of law, he, and no other, knows the

law' (Manu Smriti XII, 105, 106). And that *want of

foundation', to which you object, really constitutes the beauty

of reasoning, because it enables us to arrive at unobjection-

able arguments by means of the previous refutation of

objectionable arguments^. (No fear that because the

* The whole style of argumentation of the Mimawsa would be
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piUrvapaksha is ill-founded the siddhdnta should be ill-

founded too
;
) for there is no valid reason to maintain that

a man must be stupid because his elder brother was stupid.

—For all these reasons the want of foundation cannot be

used as an argument against reasoning.

Against this argumentation we remark that thus also

there results * want of release/ For although with regard

to some things reasoning is observed to be well founded,

with regard to the matter in hand there will result * want of

release/ viz. of the reasoning from this very fault of ill-

foundedness. The true nature of the cause of the world

on which final emancipation depends cannot, on account of

its excessive abstruseness, even be thought of without the

help of the holy texts ; for, as already remarked, it cannot

become the object of perception, because it does not possess

qualities such as form and the like, and as it is devoid of

characteristic signs, it does not lend itself to inference and

the other means of right knowledge.—Or else (if we adopt

another explanation of the word * avimoksha *) all those who
teach the final release of the soul are agreed that it results

from perfect knowledge. Perfect knowledge has the cha-

racteristic mark of uniformity, because it depends on accom-

plished actually existing things; for whatever thing is

permanently of one and the same nature is acknowledged

to be a true or real thing, and knowledge conversant about

such is called perfect knowledge; as, for instance, the

knowledge embodied in the proposition, * fire is hot.* Now,

it is clear that in the case of perfect knowledge a mutual

conflict of men's opinions is impossible. But that cognitions

founded on reasoning do conflict is generally known ; for

we continually observe that what one logician endeavours

to establish as perfect knowledge is demolished by another,

who, in his turn, is treated alike by a third. How therefore

can knowledge, which is founded on reasoning, and whose

object is not something permanently uniform, be perfect

knowledge ?—Nor can it be said that he who maintains the

impossible, if all reasoning were sound ; for then no pGrvapaksha

view could be maintained.
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pradhdna to be the cause of the world (i.e. the SAiikhya) is

the best of all reasoners, and accepted as such by all philoso-

phers ; which would enable us to accept his opinion as perfect

knowledge.—Nor can we collect at a given moment and on

a given spot all the logicians of the past, present, and future

time, so as to settle (by their agreement) that their opinion

regarding some uniform object is to be considered perfect

knowledge. The Veda, on the other hand, which is eternal

and the source of knowledge, may be allowed to have for

its object firmly established things, and hence the perfection

of that knowledge which is founded on the Veda cannot be

denied by any of the logicians of the past, present, or future.

We have thus established the perfection of this our know-

ledge which reposes on the Upanishads, and as apart from

it perfect knowledge is impossible, its disregard would lead

to * absence of final release ' of the transmigrating souls.

Our final position therefore is, that on the ground of Scrip-

ture and of reasoning subordinate to Scripture, the intelli-

gent Brahman is to be considered the cause and substance

of the world.

12. Thereby those (theories) also which are not

accepted by competent persons are explained.

Hitherto we have refuted those objections against the

Vedinta-texts which, based on reasoning, take their stand

on the doctrine of the pradhdna being the cause of the world
;

(which doctrine deserves to be refuted first), because it stands

near to our Vedic system, is supported by somewhat weighty

arguments, and has, to a certain extent, been adopted by

some authorities who follow the Veda.—But now some dull-

witted persons might think that another objection founded

on reasoning might be raised against the Veddnta, viz. on the

ground of the atomic doctrine. The Sfltrakdra, therefore,

extends to the latter objection the refutation of the former,

considering that by the conquest of the most dangerous

adversary the conquest of the minor enemies is already

virtually accomplished. Other doctrines, as, for instance,

the atomic doctrine of which no part has been accepted by
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either Manu or Vydsa or other authorities, are to be con-

sidered as * explained,* i. e. refuted by the same reasons

which* enabled us to dispose of the pradh^na doctrine. As
the reasons on which the refutation hinges are the same,

there is no room for further doubt. Such common argu-

ments are the impotence of reasoning to fathom the depth

of the transcendental cause of the world, the ill-foundedness

of mere Reasoning, the impossibility of final release, even

in case of the conclusions being shaped * otherwise ' (see the

preceding Sfltra), the conflict of Scripture and Reasoning,

and so on.

13. If it be said that from the circumstance of (the

objects of enjoyment) passing over into the enjoyer

(and vice vers&) there would result non-distinction

(of the two) ; we reply that (such distinction) may exist

(nevertheless), as ordinary experience shows.

Another objection, based on reasoning, is raised against

the doctrine of Brahman being the cause of the world.

—

Although Scripture is authoritative with regard to its own
special subject-matter (as, for instance, the causality of

Brahman), still it may have to be taken in a secondary sense

in those cases where the subject-matter is taken out of its

grasp by other means of right knowledge
; just as mantras

and arthavidas have occasionally to be explained in a

secondary sense (when the primary, literal sense is rendered

impossible by other means of right knowledge'). Ana-

logously reasoning is to be considered invalid outside its

legitimate sphere ; so, for instance, in the case of religious

duty and its opposite ^.—Hence Scripture cannot be acknow-

ledged to refute what is settled by other means of right

knowledge. And if you ask, * Where does Scripture oppose

itself to what is thus established ?
' we give you the fol-

* The following arthavada-passage, for instance, * the sacrificial

post is the sun,' is to be taken in a metaphorical sense ; because

perception renders it impossible for us to take it in its literal

meaning.

' Which are to be known from the Veda only.
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lowing instance. The distinction of enjoyers and objects

of enjoyment is well known from ordinary experience, the

enjoyers being intelligent, embodied souls, while sound and

the like are the objects ofenjoyment. Devadatta,for instance,

IS an enjoyer, the dish (which he eats) an object of enjoy-

ment. The distinction of the two would be reduced to

non-existence if the enjoyer passed over into the object

of enjoyment, and vice vers^. Now this passing over of

one thing into another would actually result from the doc-

trine of theworld being non-different from Brahman. But the

sublation of a well-established distinction is objectionable,

not only with regard to the present time when that distinc-

tion is observed to exist, but also with regard to the past

and the future, for which it is inferred. The doctrine of

Brahman's causality must therefore be abandoned, as it

would lead to the sublation of the well-established dis-

tinction of enjoyers and objects of enjoyment.

To the preceding objection we reply, * It may exist as in

ordinary experience.' Even on our philosophic view the dis-

tinction may exist, as ordinary experience furnishes us with

analogous instances. We see, for instance, that waves, foam,

bubbles, and other modifications of the sea, although they

really arc not different from the sea-water, exist, sometimes

in the state of mutual separation, sometimes in the state of

conjunction, &c. From the fact of their being non-different

from the sea-water, it does not follow that they pass over

into each other; and, again, although they do not pass

over into each other, still they are not different from the

sea. So it is in the case under discussion also. The
enjoyers and the objects of enjoyment do not pass over

into each other, and yet they arc not different from the

highest Brahman. And although the enjoyer is not really

an effect of Brahman, since the unmodified creator himself,

in so far as- he enters into the effect, is called the enjoyer

(according to the passage, * Having created he entered into

it,'Taitt. Up. II, 6), still after Brahman has entered into its

effects it passes into a state of distinction, in consequence of

the effect acting as a limiting adjunct
;
just as the universal

ether is divided by its contact with jars and other limiting
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adjuncts. The conclusion is, that the distinction of enjoyers

and objects of enjoyment is possible, although both are non-

different from Brahman, their highest cause, as the analogous

instance of the sea and its waves demonstrates.

14. The non-difference of them (i. e. of cause and

effect) results from such terms as ' origin * and the

like.

The ^ refutation contained in the preceding SAtra was set

forth on the condition of the practical distinction of en-

joyers and objects of enjoyment being acknowledged. In

reality, however, that distinction does not exist because

there is understood to be non-difference (identity) of cause

and effect. The effect is this manifold world consisting of

ether and so on; the cause is the highest Brahman. Of
the effect it is understood that in reality it is non-different

from the cause, 1. e. has no existence apart from the cause.

—

How so ?
—

' On account of the scriptural word " origin " and

others.* The word * origin * is used in connexion with a

simile, in a passage undertaking to show how through the

knowledge of one thing everthing is known ; viz. Kh. Up.

VI, T, 4, 'As, my dear, by one clod of clay all that is made
of clay is known, the modification (i. e. the effect ; the thing

made of clay) being a name merely which has its origin

in speech, while the truth is that it is clay merely; thus,'

&c.—The meaning of this passage is that, if there is known

a lump of clay which really and truly is nothing but clay *,

there are known thereby likewise all things made of clay,

such as jars, dishes, pails, and so on, all of which agree in

having clay for their true nature. For these modifications

or effects are names only, exist through or originate

from speech only, while in reality there exists no such thing

as a modification. In so far as they are names (individual

effects distinguished by names) they are untrue ; in so far

* Pari^amavadam avalambyapdtato virodha/w samldhdya vivar-

tavadam dxritya paramasamddhdnam dha. An. Gi.

' Ananda Giri construes differently : etad uktam iti, paramdrthato

vi^/7atam iti sambandha^.
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as they are clay they are true.—This parallel instance is given

with reference to Brahman ; applying the phrase * having its

origin in speech' to the case illustrated by the instance quoted

we understand that the entire body of effects has no existence

apart from Brahman.^—Later on again the text, after having

declared that fire, water, and earth are the effects of Brahman,

maintains that the effects of these three elements have no

existence apart from them, * Thus has vanished the specific

nature of burning fire, the modification being a mere name
which has its origin in speech, while only the three colours

are what is true ' (Kh, Up. VI, 4, i).—Other sacred texts

also whose purport it is to intimate the unity of the Self

are to be quoted here, in accordance with the * and others

'

of the SQtra. Such texts are, * In that all this has its Self;

it is the True, it is the Self, thou art that ' {Kh. Up. VI,

8, 7) ; 'This everything, all is that Self (Br/. Up. II, 4, 6)

;

'Brahman alone is all this' (Mu. Up. II, a, 11) ; 'The Self

is all this ' (AV/. Up. VII, 25, 2) ;
* There is in it no diversity

'

(Br/. Up. IV, 4, 25).—On any other assumption it would

not be possible to maintain that by the knowledge of one

thing everything becomes known (as the text quoted above

declares). We therefore must adopt the following view.

In the same way as those parts of ethereal space which

are limited by jars and waterpots are not really different

from the universal ethereal space, and as the water of a

mirage is not really different from the surface of the salty

steppe—for the nature of that water is that it is seen in

one moment and has vanished in the next, and moreover,

it is not to be perceived by its own nature (i. e. apart from

the surface of the desert^)— ; so this manifold world with its

objects of enjoyment, enjoyers and so on has no existence

apart from Brahman.—But— it might be objected—EU*ah-

man has in itself elements of manifoldness. As the tree

has many branches, so Brahman possesses many powers

* Dr/sh/eti kadd^id dr;*sh/aw punar nash/am anityam iti yavat.

—

Dr/*sh/agraha;/as0^itafw pratttikile»pi satldrdhityaw tatraiva helvan-

taram dha svarfipeweti. An. Gi.

[34] Y
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and energies dependent on those powers. Unity and mani-

foldness are therefore both true. Thus, a tree considered

in itself is one, but it is manifold if viewed as having

branches ; so the sea in itself is one, but manifold as having

waves and foam ; so the clay in itself is one, but manifold

if viewed with regard to the jars and dishes made of it.

On this assumption the process of final release resulting

from right knowledge may be established in connexion

with the element of unity (in Brahman), while the two

processes of common worldly activity and of activity ac-

cording to the Veda—which depend on the karmakdwrfa

—

may be established in connexion with the element of mani-

foldness. And with this view the parallel instances of clay

&c. agree very well.

This theory, we reply, is untenable because in the in-

stance (quoted in the Upanishad) the phrase * as clay they

are true ' asserts the cause only to be true while the phrase

•having its origin in speech' declares the unreality of all

effects. And with reference to the matter illustrated by the

instance given (viz. the highest cause. Brahman) we read,

* In that all this has its Self;' and, again, *That is true;'

whereby it is asserted that only the one highest cause is

true. The following passage again, * That is the Self; thou

art that, O 5vetaketu I ' teaches that the embodied soul

(the individual soul) also is Brahman. (And we must note

that) the passage distinctly teaches that the fact of the em-

bodied soul having its Self in Brahman is self-established,

not to be accomplished by endeavour. This doctrine of

the individual soul having its Self in Brahman, if once

accepted as the doctrine of the Veda, does away with the

independent existence of the individual soul, just as the

idea of the rope does away with the idea of the snake

(for which the rope had been mistaken). And if the

doctrine of the independent existence of the individual

soul has to be set aside, then the opinion of the entire

phenomenal world—which is based on the individual soul

—

having an independent existence is likewise to be set aside.

But only for the establishment of the latter an element

of manifoldness would have to be assumed in Brahman, in
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addition to the element of unity.—Scriptural passages also

(such as, * When the Self only is all this, how should he see

another?' Br/. Up. II, 4, 13) declare that for him who sees

that everything has its Self in Brahman the whole

phenomenal world with its actions, agents, and results of

actions is non-existent. Nor can it be said that this

non-existence of the phenomenal world is declared (by

Scripture) to be limited to certain states ; for the passage

*Thou art that' shows that the general fact of Brahman

being the Self of all is not limited by any particular state.

Moreover, Scripture, showing by the instance of the thief

{Kh. VI, 16) that the false-minded is bound while the true-

minded is released, declares thereby that unity is the one

true existence while manifoldness is evolved out of wrong

knowledge. For if both were true how could the man
who acquiesces in the reality of this phenomenal world

be called false-minded ^ ? Another scriptural passage (* from

death to death goes he who perceives therein any diversity,'

Br/. Up. IV, 4, 19) declares the same, by blaming those

who perceive any distinction.—Moreover, on the doctrine,

which we are at present impugning, release cannot result

from knowledge, because the doctrine does not acknow-

ledge that some kind of wrong knowledge, to be removed

by perfect knowledge, is the cause of the phenomenal

world. For how can the cognition of unity remove the

cognition of manifoldness if both are true?

Other objections are started.—If we acquiesce in the

doctrine of absolute unity, the ordinary means of right

knowledge, perception, &c., become invalid because the

absence of manifoldness deprives them of their objects;

just as the idea of a man becomes invalid after the right

idea of the post (which at first had bieen mistaken for a

man) has presented itself. Moreover, all the texts em-

bodying injunctions and prohibitions will lose their pur-

port if the distinction on which their validity depends

^ In the passage alluded to he is called so by implication, being

compared to the * false-minded ' thief who, knowing himself to be

guilty, undergoes the ordeal of the heated hatchet.

V 2
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does not really exist. And further, the entire body of

doctrine which refers to final release will collapse, if the

distinction of teacher and pupil on which it depends is

. not real. And if the doctrine of release is untrue, how
can we maintain the truth of the absolute unity of the

Self, which forms an item of that doctrine ?

These objections, we reply, do not damage our position

because the entire complex of phenomenal existence is

considered as true as long as the knowledge of Brahman
being the Self of all has not arisen

; just as the phantoms

of a dream are considered to be true until the sleeper

wakes. For as long as a person has not reached the true

knowledge of the unity of the Self, so long it does not

enter his mind that the world of effects with its means and

objects of right knowledge and its results of actions is

untrue ; he rather, in consequence of his ignorance, looks

on mere effects (such as body, offspring, wealth, &c.) as

forming part of and- belonging to his Self, forgetful of

Brahman being in reality the Self of all. Hence, as long

a*s true knowledge does not present itself, there is no reason

why the ordinary course of secular and religious activity

should not hold on undisturbed. The case is analogous to

that of a dreaming man who in his dream sees manifold

things, and, up to the moment of waking, is convinced that

his ideas are produced by real perception without sus-

pecting the perception to be a merely apparent one.—But

how (to restate an objection raised above) can the Ved^nta-

texts if untrue convey information about the true being

of Brahman? We certainly do not observe that a man
bitten by a rope-snake (i.e. a snake falsely imagined in

a rope) dies, nor is the water appearing in a mirage used

for drinking or bathing ^—This objection, we reply, is with-

out force (because as a matter of fact we do see real effects

to result from unreal causes), for we observe that death

sometimes takes place from imaginary venom, (when a man
imagines himself to have been bitten by a venomous snake,)

*

^ I.e. ordinary experience does not teach us that real effects

spring from unreal causes.
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and effects (of what is perceived in a dream) such as the

bite of a snake or bathing in a river take pl^ce with regard

to a dreaming person.—But, it will be said, these effects

themselves are unreal !—These effects themselves, we reply,

are unreal indeed ; but not so the consciousness which the

dreaming person has of them. This consciousness is a real

result ; for it is not sublated by the waking consciousness.

The man who has risen from sleep does indeed consider

the effects perceived by him in his dream such as being

bitten by a snake, bathing in a river, &c. to be unreal, but

he does not on that account consider the consciousness he

had of them to be unreal likewise.—(We remark in passing

that) by this fact of the consciousness of the dreaming

person not being sublated (by the waking consciousness)

the doctrine of the body being our true Self is to be con-

sidered as refuted ^.—Scripture also (in the passage, ' If a

man who is engaged in some sacrifice undertaken for some

special wish sees in his dream a woman, he is to infer there-

from success in his work') declares that by the unreal

phantom of a dream a real result such as prosperity may
be obtained. And, again, another scriptural passage, after

having declared that from the observation of certain un-

favourable omens a man is to conclude that he will not

live long, continues * if somebody sees in hi« dream a black

man with black teeth and that man kills him,* intimating

thereby that by the unreal dream-phantom a real fact, viz.

death, is notified.— It is, moreover, known from the ex-

perience of persons who carefully observe positive and

negative instances that such and such dreams are auspicious

omens, others the reverse. And (to quote another example

that something true can result from or be known through

something untrue) we see that the knowledge of the real

sounds A. &c. is reached by means of the unreal written

letters. Moreover, the reasons which establish the unity of the

^ Svapna^agraddehayor vyabhiHre^pi pratyabhi^«andt tadanu-

gatdtmaikyasiddhej >&aitanyasya J^ dehadharmatve rQpadivat tadanu-

palabdhiprasahgad avagatej ytabadhat ladrQpasyatmano dehadvayati-

rekasiddher dehamdtratmavado na yukta ity artha^. An. Gi.
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Selfare altogether final, so that subsequently to them nothing

more is required for full satisfaction ^ An injunction as,

for instance, * He is to sacrifice ' at once renders us desirous

of knowing what is to be effected, and by what means and in

what manner it is to be effected ; but passages such as, * Thou
art that,' * I am Brahman/ leave nothing to be desired because

the state of consciousness produced by them has for its object

the unity of the universal Self. For as long as something else

remains a desire is possible ; but there is nothing else which

could be desired in addition to the absolute unity of Brah-

man. Nor can it be maintained that such states of con-

sciousness do not actually arise; for scriptural passages

such as, * He understood what he said * {Kh, Up. VH, i8, 2),

declare them to occur, and certain means are enjoined to

bring them about, such as the hearing (of the Veda from

a teacher) and the recital of the sacred texts. Nor, again,

can such consciousness be objected to on the ground either

of uselessness or of erroneousness, because, firstly, it is seen

to have for its result the cessation of ignorance, and because,

secondly, there is no other kind of knowledge by which it

could be sublated. And that before the knowledge of the

unity of the Self has been reached the whole real-unreal

course of ordinary life, worldly as well as religious, goes on

unimpeded,we have already explained. When,however, final

authority having intimated the unity of the Self, the entire

course of the world which was founded on the previous

distinction is sublated, then there is no longer any oppor-

tunity for assuming a Brahman comprising in itself various

elements.

But—it may be said—(that would not be a mere assump-

tion, but) Scripture itself, by quoting the parallel instances

of clay and so on, declares itself in favour of a Brahman

* As long as the * vyavahara ' presents itself to our mind, we might

feel inclined to assume in Brahman an element of manifoldness

whereby to account for the vyavahdra; but as soon as we arrive

at true knowledge, the vyavahara vanishes, and there remains no

longer any reason for qualifying in any way the absolute unity of

Brahman.
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capable of modification ; for we know from experience that

clay and similar things do undergo modifications.—This

objection—we reply—is without force, because a number
of scriptural passages, by denying all modification of Brah-

man, teach it to be absolutely changeless (kO/astha). Such

passages are, * This great unborn Self, undecaying, undying,

immortal, fearless, is indeed Brahman ' (Br/. Up. IV, 4, 25)

;

'That Self is to be described by No, no* (Br/. Up. Ill,

9, 26); *It is neither coarse nor fine' (Br/. Up. Ill, 8, 8).

For to the one Brahman the two qualities of being subject

to modification and of being free from it cannot both be

ascribed. And if you say, * Why should they not be both

predicated of Brahman (the former during the time of the

subsistence of the world, the latter during the period of

reabsorption) just as rest and motion may be predicated

(of one body at different times) ? * we remark that the quali-

fication, * absolutely changeless ' (kfl/astha), precludes this.

For the changeless Brahman cannot be the substratum of

varying attributes. And that, on account of the negation

of all attributes, Brahman really is eternal and changeless

has already been demonstrated.—Moreover, while the

cognition of the unity of Brahman is the instrument of final

release, there is nothing to show that any independent

result is connected with the view of Brahman, by undergoing

a modification, passing over into the form of this world.

Scripture expressly declares that the knowledge of the

changeless Brahman being the universal Self leads to a

result ; for in the passage which begins, * That Self is to

be described by No, no,' we read later on, ' O 6^anaka, you

have indeed reached fearlessness ' (Br/. Up. IV, 2, 4). We
have then ^ to accept the following conclusion that, in the

sections treating of Brahman, an independent result belongs

only to the knowledge of Brahman as devoid of all attributes

and distinctions, and that hence whatever is stated as having

no special fruit of its own—as, for instance, the passages

about Brahman modifying itself into the form of this

^ Tatreti, sn'sh/yMisruitn^m svarthe phalavaikalye satiti yavat.

An. Gi.
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world—is merely to be applied as a means for the c(^ni-

tion of the absolute Brahman, but does not bring about

an independent result ; according to the principle that

whatever has no result of its own, but is mentioned in con-

nexion with something else which has such a result, is

subordinate to the latter ^. For to maintain that the result

of the knowledge of Brahman undergoing modifications

would be that the Self (of him who knows that) would

undergo corresponding modifications* would be inappro-

priate, as the state of final release (which the soul obtains

through the knowledge of Brahman) is eternally unchanging.

But, it is objected, he who maintains the nature of Brah-

man to be changeless thereby contradicts the fundamental

tenet according to which the Lord is the cause of the world,

since the doctrine of absolute unity leaves no room for the

distinction of a Ruler and something ruled.—This objection

we ward off by remarking that omniscience, &c. (i.e. those

qualities which belong to Brahman only in so far as it is

related to a world) depend on the evolution of the germinal

principles called name and form, whose essence is Nescience.

The fundamental tenet which we maintain (in accordance

with such scriptural passages as, 'From that Self sprang

ether,' &c. ; Taitt. Up. II, 1) is that the creation, sustentation,

and reabsorption of the world proceed from an omniscient,

omnipotent Lord, not from a non-intelligent pradhdna or

any other principle. That tenet we have stated in I, i, 4,

and here we do not teach anything contrary to it.—But

how, the question may be asked, can you make this last

assertion while all the while you maintain the absolute unity

and non-duality of the Self?—Listen how. Belonging to

the Self, as it were, of the omniscient Lord, there are name
and form, the figments of Nescience, not to be defined either

' A Mimawsa principle. A sacrificial act, for instance, is inde-

pendent when a special result is assigned to it by the sacred texts

;

an act which is enjoined without such a specification is merely

auxiliary to another act.

' According to the ^S'ruti *in whatever mode he worships him

into that mode he passes himself.'
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as being (i.e. Brahman), nor as different from it^, the

germs of the entire expanse of the phenomenal world, called

in 5ruti and Smr/ti the illusion (mdyd), power (^akti), or

nature (prakr/ti) of the omniscient Lord. Different from

them is the omniscient Lord himself, as we learn from scrip-

tural passages such as the following, ' He who is called

ether is the revealer of all forms and names ; that within

whichthese forms and names are contained is Brahman * (AT//.

Up. VIII, 14, i) ;
* Letme evolvenames andforms ' {Kh. Up.

VI, 3, 2) ;
* He, the wise one, who having divided all forms

and given all names, sits speaking (with those names) ' (Taitt.

Ar. Ill, 1 2, 7) ;
* He who makes the one seed manifold ' (5ve.

Up. VI, I a).—Thus the Lord depends (as Lord) upon the

limiting adjuncts of name and form, the products of Nes-

cience
; just as the universal ether depends (as limited

ether, such as the ether of a jar, &c.) upon the limiting ad-

juncts in the shape of jars, pots, &c. He (tjie Lord) stands

in the realm of the phenomenal in the relation of a ruler to

the so-called ^ivas (individual souls) or cognitional Selfs

(vi^«anatman), which indeed are one with his own Self—just

as the portions of ether enclosed in jars and the like are

one with the universal ether—but are limited by aggregates

of instruments of action (i. e. bodies) produced from name
and form, the presentations of Nescience. Hence the

Lord's being a Lord, his omniscience, his omnipotence,

&c. all depend on the limitation due to the adjuncts whose

Self is Nescience ; while in reality none of these qualities

belong to the Self whose true nature is cleared, by right

knowledge, from all adjuncts whatever. Thus Scripture

also says, * Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing else,

understands nothing else, that is the Infinite' (Kh, Up. VII,

24, i); 'But when the Self only has become all this, how
should he see another ? * (Br/. Up. II, 4, 13.) In this manner

the Vedanta-texts declare that for him who has reached the

^ Tativanyatvabhydm iti, na htjvaratvena le niru^yete ^at/a^a^ayor

abhedayogat ndpi talo«nyatvena niruktim arhata^ svitantrye«a

sattdsphGrtyasambhavat na hi ^^am ajg^a^lnapekshya;^ saltdsphfir-

timad upalakshyate ^a^atvabhahgaprasahgat tasmad avidyatmake

namarfipe ity artha^. An. Gi.

r
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state of truth and reality the whole apparent world does

not exist. The Bhagavadgita also (* The Lord is not the

cause of actions, or of the capacity of performing actions, or

of the connexion of action and fruit ; all that proceeds

according to its own nature. The Lord receives no one's

sin or merit. Knowlecjge is enveloped by Ignorance ; hence

all creatures are deluded;' Bha. Gi. V, 14; 15) declares

that in reality the relation of Ruler and ruled does not exist.

That, on the other hand, all those distinctions are valid, as

far as the phenomenal world is concerned. Scripture as well

as the Bhagavadgita states; compare Br/. Up. IV, 4, 2a,

* He is the Lord of all, the king of all things, the protector

of all things ; he is a bank and boundary, so that these

worlds may not be confounded;' and Bha. Gi. XVIII,

61, *The Lord, O Ar^una, is seated in the region of the

heart of all beings, turning round all beings, (as though)

mounted on a machine, by his delusion.' The SutrakAra

also asserts the non-difference of cause and effect only with

regard to the state of Reality; while he had, in the pre-

ceding Sfltra, where he looked to the phenomenal world,

compared Brahman to the ocean, &c., that comparison

resting on the assumption of the world of effects not yet

having been refuted (i. e. seen to be unreal).—The view of

Brahman as undergoing modifications will, moreover, be of

use in the devout meditations on the qualified (saguwa)

Brahman.

15. And because only on the existence (of the

cause) (the effect) is observed.

For the following reason also the effect is non-different from

the cause, because only when the cause exists the effect is

observed to exist, not when it does not exist. For instance,

only when the clay exists the jar is observed to exist, and

the cloth only when the threads exist. That it is not a gene-

ral rule that when one thing exists another is also observed

to exist, appears, for instance, from the fact, that a horse

which is other (different) from a cow is not observed to exist

only when a cow exists. Nor is the jar observed to exist

only when the potter exists; for in that case non-difference
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does not exist, although the relation between the two is that of

an operative cause and its effect ^.—But— it may be objected

—even in the case of things other (i. e. non-identical) we

find that the observation of one thing regularly depends on

the existence of another ; smoke, for instance, is observed

only when fire exists.—We reply that this is untrue, because

sometimes smoke is observed even after the fire has been ex-

tinguished ; as, for instance, in the case of smoke being kept

by herdsmen in jars.—Well, then—the objector will say—let

us add to smoke a certain qualification enabling us to say that

smoke of such and such a kind '^ does not exist unless fire

exists.—Even thus, we reply, your objection is not valid,

because we declare that the reason for assuming the non-dif-

ference of cause and effect is the fact of the internal organ

(buddhi) being affected (impressed) by cause and effect

jointly ^ And that does not take place in the case of fire

and smoke.—Or else we have to read (in the Sutra) * bhdvit,'

and to translate, * and on account of the existence or obser-

vation/ The non-difference of cause and effect results not

only from Scripture but also from the existence of percep-

tion. For the non-difference of the two is perceived, for

instance, in an aggregate of threads, where we do not per-

ceive a thing called * cloth,' in addition to the threads, but

merely threads running lengthways and crossways. So

again, in the threads we perceive finer threads (the aggre-

* So that from the instance of the potter and the jar we cannot

conclude that the relation of clay and the jar is only that of nimitta

and naimittika, not that of non-difference.

* For instance, smoke extending in a long line whose base

is connected with some object on the surface of the earth.-

' I.e. (as An, Gi. explains) because we assume the relation of

cause and effect not merely on the ground of the actual existence

of one thing depending on that upon another, but on the additional

ground of the mental existence, the consciousness of the one

not being possible without the consciousness of the other.—Tad-

bhdvdnuvidhayibhavatvam tadbhananuvidhayihhanatvaz^/ ^a kar-

yasya kdrawananyatve hetur dh(imavijeshasya /agnibhavanuvi-

dh4yibhavatve«pi na tadbhdn^nuvidhayibhanatvam agnibhanasya

dhOmabhdnadhfnatvat.

Digitized byGoogle



332 vedanta-sOtras.

gate of which is identical with the grosser threads), in them

again finer threads, and so on. On the ground of this our

perception we conclude that the finest parts which we can

perceive are ultimately identical with their causes, viz. red,

white, and black (the colours of fire, water, and earth,

according to Kh. Up. VI, 4) ; those, again, with air, the latter

with ether, and ether with Brahman, which is one and

without a second. That all means of proof lead back to

Brahman (as the ultimate cause of the world ; not to pra-

dhAna, &c.), we have already explained.

16. And on account of that which is posterior

(i. e. the effect) being that which is.

For the following reason ako the effect is to be con-

sidered as non-different (from the cause). That which is

posterior in time, i. e. the effect, is declared by Scripture to

have, previous to its actual beginning, its Being in the

cause, by the Self of the cause merely. For in passages

like, * In the beginning, my dear, this was that only which

is' {Kk. Up. VI, 2, i) ; and, 'Verily, in the beginning this

was Self, one only* (Ait Ar. II, 4, i, i), the effect which is

denoted by the word * this ' appears in grammatical co-ordi-

nation with (the word denoting) the cause (from which it

appears that both inhere in the same substratum). A thing,

on the other hand, which does not exist in another thing

by the Self of the latter is not produced from that other

thing ; for instance, oil is not produced from sand. Hence
as there is non-difference before the production (of the

effect), we understand that the effect even after having been

produced continues to be non-different from the cause. As
the cause, i. e. Brahman, is in all time neither more nor less

than that which is, so the effect ako, viz. the world, is in all

time only that which is. But that which is is one only

;

therefore the effect is non-different from the cause.

17. If it be said that on account of being denoted

as that which is not (the effect does) not (exist before

it is actually produced)
;
(we reply) not so, (because
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the term *that which is not' denotes) another

quality (merely)
; (as appears) from the comple-

mentary sentence.

But, an objection will be raised, in some places Scripture

speaks of the effect before its production as that which is

not ; so, for instance, * In the beginning this was that only

which IS not' {Kh. Up. Ill, 19, i) ; and * Non-existent^

indeed this was in the beginning * (Taitt. Up. II, 7). Hence
Being (sattvam) cannot be ascribed to the effect before its

production.

This we deny. For by the Non-existence of the effect

previous to its production is not meant absolute Non-

existence, but only a different quality or state, viz. the state

of name and form being unevolved, which state is different

from the state of name and form being evolved. With

reference to the latter state the effect is called, previous to

its production, non-existent although then also it existed

identical with its cause. We conclude this from the

complementary passage, according to the rule that the

sense of a passage whose earlier part is of doubtful meaning

is determined by its complementary part. With reference

to the passage, * In the beginning this was non-existent

only,' we remark that what is there denoted by the word
* Non-existing ' is—in the complementary passage, 'That

became existent'—referred to by the word 'that,' and

qualified as * Existent.'

The word * was ' would, moreover, not apply to the

(absolutely) Non-existing, which cannot be conceived as

connected with prior or posterior time.—Hence with refer-

ence to the other passage also, * Non-existing indeed,'

&c., the complementary part, *That made itself its Self,'

shows, by the qualification which it contains, that absolute

Non-existence is not meant.—It follows from all this that

the designation of * Non-existence ' applied to the effect

before its production has reference to a different state of

being merely. And as those things which are distinguished

^ For simplicity's sake, asat will be translated henceforth by non-

existing.
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by name and form are in ordinary language called * existent/

the term * non-existent * is figuratively applied to them to

denote the state in which they were previously to their

differentiation.

1 8. From reasoning and from another Vedic

passage.

That the effect exists before its origination and is non-

different from the cause, follows from reasoning as well as

from a further scriptural passage.

We at first set forth the argumentation.—Ordinary expe-

rience teaches us that those who wish to produce certain

effects, such as curds, or earthen jars, or golden ornaments,

employ for their purpose certain determined causal sub-

stances such as milk, clay, and gold ; those who wish to

produce sour milk do not employ clay, nor do those who
intend to make jars employ milk and so on. But, according

to that doctrine which teaches that the effect is non-existent

(before its actual production), all this should be possible.

For if before their actual origination all effects are equally

non-existent in any causal substance, why then should curds

be produced from milk only and not from clay also, and jars

from clay only and not from milk as well ?—Let us then main-

tain, the asatk^ryavadin rejoins, that there is indeed an equal

non-existence of any effect in any cause, but that at the same

time each causal substance has a certain capacity reaching

beyond itself (ati^aya) for some particular effect only and not

for other effects ; that, for instance, milk only, and not clay,

has a certain capacity for curds ; and clay only, and not milk,

an analogous capacity for jars.—What, we ask in return, do

you understand by that * ati^aya ?
' If you understand by it

the antecedent condition of the effect (before its actual origi-

nation), you abandon your doctrine that the effect does not

exist in the cause, and prove our doctrine according to which

it does so exist. If, on the other hand, you understand by
the ati^aya a certain power of the cause assumed to the end

of accounting for the fact that only one determined effect

springs from the cause, you must admit that the power can
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determine the particular effect only if it neither is other

(than cause and effect) nor non-existent ; for if it were either,

it would not be different from anything else which is either

non-existent or other than cause and effect, (and how then

should it alone be able to produce the particular effect?)

Hence it follows that that power is identical with the Self of

the cause, and that the effect is identical with the Self of that

power.—Moreover, as the ideas of cause and effect on the one

hand and of substance and qualities on the other hand are

not separate ones, as, for instance, the ideas of a horse and

a buffalo, it follows that the identity of the cause and the

effect as well as of the substance and its qualities has to be

admitted. (Let it then be assumed, the opponent rejoins,

that the cause and the effect, although really different, are

not apprehended as such, because they are connected by the

so-called samavaya connexion ^)—If, we reply, you assume

the samavdya connexion between cause and effect, you have

either to admit that the samavdya itself is joined by a

certain connexion to the two terms which are connected by

samaviya, and then that connexion will again require a new

connexion (joining it to the two terms which it binds

together), and you will thus be compelled to postulate an

infinite series of connexions ; or else you will have to main-

tain that the samavaya is not joined by any connexion to the

terms which it binds together, and from that will result the

dissolution of the bond which connects the two terms of

the samavAya relation ^—Well then, the opponent rejoins,

let us assume that the samavaya connexion as itself being a

connexion may be connected with the terms which it joins

without the help of any further connexion.—Then, we reply,

conjunction (sawyoga) also must be connected with the two

terms which it joins without the help of the samavaya

* Samavaya, commonly translated by inherence or intimate rela-

tion, is, according to the Nyaya, the relation connecting a whole and

its parts, substances, and qualities, &c.

* Samavayasya svatantryapaksha/w dfishayati anabhyupagamya-

mane^eti. Samavayasya samavayibhi^ sambandho neshyate km
tu svatantryam evety atiavayavavayavinor dravyagu«SdinS;w kB,

viprakarsha^ syat sa;wnidhayakabh^vad ity artha^. An. Gi.
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connexion ; for conjunction also is a kind of connexion ^.

—

Moreover, as substances, qualities, and so on are apprehended

as standing in the relation of identity, the assumption of the

samav^ya relation has really no puiport

In what manner again do you—who maintain that the

cause and the effect are joined by the samavdya relation

—

assume a substance consisting of parts which is an effect to

abide in Its causes, i. e. in the material parts of which it

consists? Does it abide in all the parts taken together or

in each particular part ?—If you say that it abides in all

parts together, it follows that the whole as such cannot be

perceived, as it is impossible that all the parts should be in

contact with the organs of perception. (And let it not be

objected that the whole may be apprehended through some

of the parts only), for manyness which abides in all its

substrates together (i.e. in all the many things), is not

apprehended so long as only some of those substrates are

apprehended.—Let it then be assumed that the whole

abides in all the parts by the mediation of intervening

aggregates of parts^.—In that case, we reply, we should

have to assume other parts in addition to the primary

originative parts of the whole, in order that by means of

those other parts the whole could abide in the primary

parts in the manner indicated by you. For we see (that

one thing which abides in another abides there by means

of parts different from those of that other thing), that the

sword, for instance, pervades the sheath by means of parts

different from the parts of the sheath. But an assumption

of that kind would lead us into a regressus in infinitum,

because in order to explain how the whole abides in certain

^ A conclusion which is in . conflict with the Nydya tenet that

sa/«yoga, conjunction, as, for instance, of the jar and the ground

on which it stands, is a quality (gu«a) inherent in the two conjoined

substances by means of the samavdya relation.

' So that the whole can be apprehended by us as such if we

apprehend a certain part only; analogously to our apprehending

the whole thread on which a garland of flowers is strung as soon as

we apprehend some few of the flowers.
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given parts we should always have to assume further parts^.

—Well, th^n, let us maintain the second alternative, viz, that

the whole abides in each particular part.—That also cannot

be admitted ; for if the whole is present in one part it cannot

be present in other parts also ; not any more than Devadatta

can be present in 5rughna and in Pft/aliputra on one and

the same day. If the whole were present in more than one

part, several wholes would result, comparable to Devadatta

and Ya^«adatta, who, as being two different persons, may
live one of them at ^rughna and the other at Pd/aliputra.

—

If the opponent should rejoin that the whole may be fully

present in each part, just as the generic character of the cow

is fully present in each individual cow ; we point out that

the generic attributes of the cow are visibly perceived in

each individual cow, but that the whole is not thus perceived

in each particular part. If the whole were fully present in

each part, the consequence would be that the whole would

produce its effects indifferently with any of its parts ; a cow,

for instance, would give milk from her horns or her tail. But

such things are not seen to take place.

We proceed to consider some further arguments opposed

to the doctrine that the effect does not exist in the cause.

—

That doctrine involves the conclusion that the actual origi-

nation of an effect is without an agent and thus devoid of

substantial being. For origination is an action, and as such

requires an agent ^ just as the action of walking does. To
speak of an action without an agent would be a contradic-

* Kalpantaram utthapayati atheti, tatha ^a yathdvayavai^ siitra/w

kusumdni vyapnuvat katipayakusumagraha«e*pi gnliyate tatha

katipayavayavagraha;/e«pi bhavaty avayavino graha«am ity artha^

Talra kim irambhakivayavair eva teshv avayavJ vartteta kirn vi

tadatiriklivayavair iti vikalpyddyam pratyaha tadaptti. Yatra yad

varttate tat tadaliriktavayavair eva tatra vartamana;// dr/'sh/am iti

dr/sh/antagarbhaw hetum ditash/e kojcti. DvitJyam dQshayati

anavastheti. Kalpitdnantavayavavyavahilataya prakr/tdvayavino

dftraviprakarshat tantunishMatvam pa/asya na syad iti bhava^.

An. Gi.

2 I. e. a something in which the action inheres ; not a causal

agent.

[34] 2
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tion. But if you deny the pre-existence of the effect in the

cause, it would have to be assumed that whenevej; the origi-

nation of a jar, for instance, is spoken of the agent is not the

jar (which before its origination did not exist) but something

else, and again that when the origination of the two halves

of the jar is spoken of the agent is not the two halves but

something else. From this it would follow that the sentence,

* the jar is originated,' means as much as * the potter and

the other (operative) causes are originated^.' But as a

matter of fact the former sentence is never understood to

mean the latter ; and it is, moreover, known that at the time

when the jar originates, the potter, &c. are already in exist-

ence.—Let us then say, the opponent resumes, that origi-

nation is the connexion of the effect with the existence of

its cause and its obtaining existence as a Self.—How, we
ask in reply, can something which has not yet obtained

existence enter into connexion with something else? A
connexion is possible of two existing things only, not of one

existing and one non-existing thing or of two non-existing

things. To something non-existing which on that account

is indefinable, it is moreover not possible to assign a limit

as the opponent does when maintaining that the effect is

non-existing before its origination ; for experience teaches

us that existing things only such as fields and houses have

limits, but not non-existing things. If somebody should use,

for instance, a phrase such as the following one, ' The son

of a barren woman was king previously to the coronation of

Pur;?avarman,' the declaration of a limit in time implied in

that phrase does not in reality determine that the son of the

barren woman, i.e. a mere non-entity, either was or is or will

be king. If the son of a barren woman could become an

existing thing subsequently to the activity of some causal

* Every action, *S'ahk^ra says, requires an agent, i. e. a substrate

in which the action takes place. If we deny that the jar exists in

the clay even before it is actually originated, we lose the substrate

for the action of origination, i. e. entering into existence (for the

non-existing jar cannot be the substratum of any action), and have

to assume, for that action, other substrates, such as the operative

causes of the jar.
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agent, in that case it would be possible also that the non-

existing effect should be something existing, subsequently

to the activity of some causal agent. But we know that the

one thing can take place no more than the other thing ; the

non-exfsting effect and the son of the barren woman are

both equally non-entities and can never be.—But, the

asatkdryavddin here objects, from your doctrine there

follows the result that the activity of causal agents is alto-

gether purposeless. For if the effect were lying already

fully accomplished in the cause and were non-different from

it, nobody would endeavour to bring it about, no more than

anybody endeavours to bring about the cause which is

already fully accomplished previously to all endeavour.

But as a matter of fact causal agents do endeavour to bring

about effects, and it is in order not to have to condemn

their efforts as altogether useless that we assume the non-

existence of the effect previously to its origination.—Your

objection is refuted, we reply, by the consideration that the

endeavour of the causal agent may be looked upon as having

a purpose in so far as it arranges the causal substance in

the form of the effect. That, however, even the form of the

effect (is not something previously non-existing, but) belongs

to the Self of the cause already because what is devoid of

Selfhood cannot be begun at all, we have already shown

above.—Nor does a substance become another substance

merely by appearing under a different aspect. Devadatta

may at one time be seen with his arms and legs closely

drawn up to his body, and another time with his arms and

legs stretched out, and yet he remains the same substantial

being, for he is recognised as such. Thus the persons also

by whom we are surrounded, such as fathers, mothers,

brothers, &c., remain the same, although we see them in

continually changing states and attitudes ; for they are

always recognised as fathers, mothers, brothers, and so on.

If our opponent objects to this last illustrative example on

the ground that fathers, mothers, and so on remain the

same substantial beings, because the different states in which

they appear are not separated from each other by birth or

death, while the effect, for instance a jar, appears only after

z 2
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the cause, for instance the clay, has undergone destruction

as it were (so that the effect may be looked upon as some-

thing altogether different from the cause) ; we rebut this

objection by remarking that causal substances also such as

milk, for instance, are perceived to exist even after they

have entered into the condition of effects such as curds and

the like (so that we have no right to say that the cause

undergoes destruction). And even in those cases where the

continued existence of the cause is not perceived, as, for

instance, in the case of seeds of the fig-tree from which there

spring sprouts and trees, the term * birth ' (when applied to

the sprout) only means that the causal substance, viz. the

seed, becomes visible by becoming a sprout through the

continual accretion of similar particles of matter; and

the term * death ' only means that, through the secession of

those particles, the cause again passes beyond the sphere of

visibility. Nor can it be said that from such separation by
birth and death as described just now it follows that the

non-existing becomes existing, and the existing non-

existing ; for if that were so, it would also follow that the

unborn child in the mother's womb and the new-born babe

stretched out on the bed are altogether different beings.

It would further follow that a man is not the same person

in childhood, manhood, and old age, and that terms such as

father and the like are illegitimately used.—The preceding

arguments may also be used to refute the (Bauddha doctrine)

of all existence being momentary only\

The doctrine that the effect is non-existent previously to

its actual origination, moreover, leads to the conclusion that

the activity of the causal agent has no object ; for what does

not exist cannot possibly be an object ; not any more than

the ether can be cleft by swords and other weapons for

striking or cutting. The object can certainly not be the

inherent cause ; for that would lead to the erroneous con-

clusion that from the activity of the causal agent, which has

for its object the inherent cause, there results something else

* Which doctrine will be fully discussed in the second pdda of

this adhyaya.
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1

(viz. the effect). And if (in order to preclude this erroneous

conclusion) the opponent should say that the effect is (not

something different from the cause, but) a certain relative

power (atLraya) of the inherent cause ; he thereby would

simply concede our doctrine, according to which the effect

exists in the cause already.

We maintain, therefore, as our final conclusion, that milk

and other substances are called effects when they are in the

state of curds and so on, and that it is impossible, even

within hundreds of years, ever to bring about an effect which

is different from its cause. The fundamental cause of all

appears in the form of this and that effect, up to the last

effect of all, just as an actor appears in various robes and

costumes, and thereby becomes the basis for all the current

notions and terms concerning the phenomenal world.

The conclusion here established, on the ground of rea-

soning, viz. that the effect exists already before its origina-

tion, and is non-different from its cause, results also from

a different scriptural passage. As under the preceding

Sutra a Vedic passage was instanced which speaks of the

non-existing, the different passage referred to in the present

Sutra is the one {Kh. Up. VI, 2, i) which refers to that

which is. That passage begins, * Being only was this in the

beginning, one without a second,' refers, thereupon, to

the doctrine of the Non-existent being the cause of the

world (* Others say. Non-being was this in the beginning '),

raises an objection against that doctrine ( * How could that

which is be born of that which is not?'), and, finally, re-

affirms the view first set forth, * Only Being was this in the

beginning.' The circumstance that in this passage the

effect, which is denoted by the word * this,' is by Scripture,

with reference to the time previous to its origination, co-

ordinated with the cause denoted by the term * Being,*

proves that the effect exists in—and is non-different from

—

the cause. If it were before its origination non-existing

and after it inhered in its cause by samavdya, it would be

something different from the cause, and that would virtually

imply an abandonment of the promise made in the passage,

' That instruction by which we hear what is not heard,' &c.
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(VI, I, 3). The latter assertion is ratified, on the other

hand, through the comprehension that the effect exists in

—

and is not different from—the cause.

19. And like a piece of cloth.

As of a folded piece of cloth we do not know clearly

whether it is a piece of cloth or some other thing, while on

its being unfolded it becomes manifest that the folded thing

was a piece of cloth ; and as, so long as it is folded, we per-

haps know that it is a piece of cloth but not of what definite

length and width it is, while on its being unfolded we know
these particulars, and at the same time that the cloth is not

different from the folded object ; in the same way an effect,

such as a piece of cloth, is non-manifest as long as it exists

in its causes, i. e. the threads, &c. merely, while it becomes

manifest and is clearly apprehended in consequence of the

operations of shuttle, loom, weaver, and so on.—Applying

this instance of the piece of cloth, first folded and then

unfolded, to the general case of cause and effect, we con-

clude that the latter is non-different from the former.

20. And as in the case of the different vital

airs.

It is a matter of observation that when the operations of

the different kinds of vital air—such as pri//a the ascending

vital air, apana the descending vital air, &c.—are suspended,

in consequence of the breath being held so that they exist in

their causes merely, the only effect which continues to be ac-

complished is life, while all other effects, such as the bending

and stretching of the limbs and so on, are stopped. When,
thereupon, the vital airs again begin to act, those other effects

also are brought about, in addition to mere life.—Nor must

the vital airs, on account of their being divided into classes,

be considered as something else than vital air ; for wind (air)

constitutes their common character. Thus (i. e. in the

manner illustrated by the instance of the vital airs) the non-

difference of the effect from the cause is to be conceived.

—

As, therefore, the whole world is an effect of Brahman and
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non-different from it, the promise held out in the scriptural

passage that * What is not heard is heard, what is not per-

ceived is perceived, what is not known is known * {Kh, Up.

VI, I, 3) is fulfilled \

21. On account of the other (i.e. the individual

soul) being designated (as non-different from Brah-

man) there would attach (to Brahman) various

faults, as, for instance, not doing what is bene-

ficial.

Another objection is raised against the doctrine of an

intelligent cause of the world.—If that doctrine is accepted,

certain faults, as, for instance, doing what is not beneficial,

will attach (to the intelligent cause, i. e. Brahman), ' on ac-

count of the other being designated/ For Scripture declares

the other, i. e. the embodied soul, to be one with Brahman,

as is shown by the passage, ' That is the Self; that art thou,

O 5"vetaketu !
* {Kh. Up. VI, 8, 7.)—O** ^'se (if we interpret

* the other ' of the Sutra in a different way) Scripture declares

the other, i.e. Brahman, to be the Self of the embodied

soul. For the passage, * Having created that he entered

into it,' declares the creator, i. e. the unmodified Brahman,

to constitute the Self of the embodied soul, in consequence

of his entering into his products. The following passage

also, * Entering (into them) with this living Self I will evolve

names and forms* (Kh, Up. VI, 3, 2), in which the highest

divinity designates the living (soul) by the word ' Self,'

shows that the embodied Self is not different from Brahman.

Therefore the creative power of Brahman belongs to the

embodied Self also, and the latter, being thus an inde-

pendent agent, might be expected to produce only what is

beneficial to itself, and not things of a contrary nature, such

as birth, death, old age, disease, and whatever may be the

other meshes of the net of suffering. For we know that no

free person will build a prison for himself, and take up his

abode in it. Nor would a being, itself absolutely stainless,

* Because it has been shown that cause and effect are identical

;

hence if the cause is known, the effect is known also.
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look on this altogether unclean body as forming part of

its Self. It would, moreover, free itself, according to its

liking, of the consequences of those of its former actions

which result in pain, and would enjoy the consequences of

those actions only which are rewarded by pleasure. Fur-

ther, it would remember that it had created this manifold

world ; for every person who has produced some clearly

appearing effect remembers that he has been the cause of it.

And as the magician easily retracts, whenever he likes, the

magical illusion which he had emitted, so the embodied

soul also would be able to reabsorb this world into itself. The

fact is, however, that the embodied soul cannot reabsorb its

own body even. As we therefore see that * what would be

beneficial is not done,' the hypothesis of the world having

proceeded from an intelligent cause is unacceptable.

2 2. But the separate (Brahman, i.e. the Brahman

separate from the individual souls) (is the creator)

;

(the existence of which separate Brahman we learn)

from the declaration of difference.

The word ^but' discards the pQrvapaksha.—We rather

declare that that omniscient, omnipotent Brahman, whose

essence is eternal pure cognition and freedom, and which

is additional to, i. e. different from the embodied Self, is the

creative principle of the world. The faults specified above,

such as doing what is not beneficial, and the like, do not

attach to that Brahman ; for as eternal freedom is its charac-

teristic nature, there is nothing either beneficial to be done

by it or non-beneficial to be avoided by it. Nor is there

any impediment to its knowledge and power; for it is

omniscient and omnipotent. The embodied Self, on the

other hand, is of a different nature, and to it the mentioned

faults adhere. But then we do not declare it to be the

creator of the world, on account of *the declaration of

difference.' For scriptural passages (such as, * Verily, the

Self is to be seen, to be heard, to be perceived, to be marked,'

Bri. Up. II, 4, 5 ; 'The Self we must search out, we must

try to understand,' K/i. Up. VIII, 7, i ; *Then he becomes
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united with the True/ Kh. Up. VI, 8, i ;
* This embodied.

Self mounted by the intelligent Self/ Br/. Up. IV, 3, 35)

declare differences founded on the relations of agent, object,

and so on, and thereby show Brahman to be different from

the individual soul.—And if it be objected that there are

other passages declaratory of non-difference (for instance,

*That art thou'), and that difference and non-difference

cannot co-exist because contradictory, we reply that the

possibility of the co-existence of the two is shown by the

parallel instance of the universal ether and the ether limited

by a jar.—Moreover, as soon as, in consequence of the decla-

ration of non-difference contained in such passages as *that

art thou,' the consciousness of non-difference arises in us, the

transmigratory state of the individual soul and the creative

quality of Brahman vanish at once, the whole phenomenon of

plurality, which springs from wrong knowledge, being sub-

lated by perfect knowledge, and what becomes then of the

creation and the faults of not doing what is beneficial, and

the like ? For that this entire apparent world, in which good

and evil actions are done, &c., is a mere illusion, owing to

the non-discrimination of (the Self's) limiting adjuncts, viz. a

body, and so on, which spring from name and form the pre-

sentations of Nescience, and does in reality not exist at all,

we have explained more than once. The illusion is analogous

to the mistaken notion we entertain as to the dying, being

born, being hurt, &c. of ourselves (our Selfs ; while in

reality the body only dies, is born, &c.). And with

regard to the state in which the appearance of plurality is

not yet sublated, it follows from passages declaratory of

such difference (as, for instance, * That we must search for,'

&c.) that Brahman is superior to the individual soul

;

whereby the possibility of faults adhering to it is excluded.

23. And because the case is analogous to that

of stones, &c. (the objections raised) cannot be

established.

As among minerals, which are all mere modifications of

earth, nevertheless great variety is observed, some being

Digitized byGoogle



346 vedAnta-sOtras.

precious gems, such as diamonds, lapis lazuli, &c., others,

such as crystals and the like, being of medium value, and

others again stones only fit to be flung at dogs or crows

;

and as from seeds which are placed in one and the same

ground various plants are seen to spring, such as sandal-

wood and cucumbers, which show the greatest difference

in their leaves, blossoms, fruits, fragrancy, juice, &c. ; and

as one and the same food produces various effects, such

as blood and hair ; so the one Brahman also may contain

in itself the distinction of the individual Selfs and the highest

Self, and may produce various effects. Hence the objec-

tions imagined by others (against the doctrine of Brahman

being the cause of the world) cannot be maintained.—Fur-

ther^ arguments are furnished by the fact of all effects

having, as Scripture declares, their origin in speech only,

and by the analogous instance of the variety of dream phan-

toms (while the dreaming person remains one).

24. If you object on the ground of the observation

of the employment (of instruments) ;
(we say). No

;

because as milk (transforms itself, so Brahman

does).

Your assertion that the intelligent Brahman alone, without

a second, is the cause of the world cannot be maintained, on

account of the observation of employment (of instruments).

For in ordinary life we see that potters, weavers, and other

handicraftsmen produce jars, cloth, and the like, after having

put themselves in possession of the means thereto by pro-

viding themselves with various implements, such as clay,

staffs, wheels, string, &c. ; Brahman, on the other hand,

you conceive to be without any help ; how then can it act as

a creator without providing itself with instruments to work

with ?—We therefore maintain that Brahman is not the cause

of the world.

This objection is not valid, because causation is possible

* Which arguments, the commentators say, are hinted at by the

' and ' of the SQtra.
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in consequence of a peculiar constitution of the causal sub-

stance, as in the case of milk. Just as milk and water turn

into curds and ice respectively, without any extraneous

means, so it is in the case of Brahman also. And if you

object to this analogy for the reason that milk, in order to

turn into curds, does require an extraneous agent, viz. heat,

we reply that milk by itself also undergoes a certain amount

of definite change, and that its turning is merely accelerated

by heat. If milk did not possess that capability of itself,

heat could not compel it to turn ; for we see that air or ether,

for instance, is not compelled by the action of heat to turn

into sour milk. By the co-operation of auxiliary means the

milk's capability of turning into sour milk is merely com-

pleted. The absolutely complete power of Brahman, on

the other hand, does not require to be supplemented by any

extraneous help. Thus Scripture also declares, * There is no

effect and no instrument known of him, no one is seen like

unto him or better ; his high power is revealed as manifold,

as inherent, acting as force and knowledge ' (Sve, Up. VI,

8). Therefore Brahman, although one only, is, owing to

its manifold powers, able to transform itself into manifold

effects
;
just as milk is.

25. And (the case of Brahman is) like that of

gods and other beings in ordinary experience.

Well, let it be admitted that milk and other non-intelli-

gent things have the power of turning themselves into sour

milk, &c. without any extraneous means, since it is thus

observed. But we observe, on the other hand, that intelli-

gent agents, as, for instance, potters, proceed to their several

work only after having provided themselves with a complete

set of instruments. How then can it be supposed that

Brahman, which is likewise of an intelligent nature, should

proceed without any auxiliary?

We reply, * Like gods and others.' As gods, fathers, r/shis,

and other beings of great power, who are all of intelligent

nature, are seen to create many and various objects, such

as palaces, chariots, &c., without availing themselves of any
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extraneous means, by their mere intention, which is effective

in consequence of those beings' pecuHar power—a fact

vouchsafed by mantras, arthavcidas, itih^sas, and pur^//as ;

—

and as the spider emits out of itself the threads of its

web ; and as the female crane conceives without a male

;

and as the lotus wanders from one pond to another without

any means of conveyance ; so the intelligent Brahman also

may be assumed to create the world by itself without ex-

traneous means.

Perhaps our opponent will argue against all this in the

following style.—The gods and other beings, whom you

have quoted as parallel instances, are really of a nature

different from that of Brahman. For the material causes

operative in the production of palaces and other material

things are the bodies of the gods, and not their intelligent

Selfs. And the web of the spider is produced from its saliva

which, owing to the spider's devouring small insects, acquires

a certain degree of consistency. And the female crane con-

ceives from hearing the sound of thunder. And the lotus

flower indeed derives from its indwelling intelligent principle

the impulse of movement, but is not able actually to move
in so far as it is a merely intelligent being ^ ; it rather wanders

from pond to pond by means of its non-intelligent body,

just as the creeper climbs up the tree.—Hence all these

illustrative examples cannot be applied to the case of

Brahman.

To this we reply, that we meant to show merely that the

case of Brahman is different from that of potters and similar

agents. For while potters, &c., on the one side, and gods,

&c., on the other side, possess the common attribute of intelli-

gence, potters require for their work extraneous means (i. e.

means lying outside their bodies) and gods do not. Hence

Brahman also, although intelligent, is assumed to require

no extraneous means. So much only we wanted to show

by the parallel instance of the gods, &c. Our intention is

to point out that a peculiarly conditioned capability which

* The right reading appears to be * svayam eva ^etana ' as found

in some MSS. Other MSS. read ^etana^.
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IS observed in some one case (as in that of the potter) is not

necessarily to be assumed in all other cases also.

26. Either the consequence of the entire (Brah-

man undergoing change) has to be accepted, or else

a violation of the texts declaring Brahman to be

without parts.

Hitherto we have established so much that Brahman,

intelligent, one, without a second, modifying itself without

the employment of any extraneous means, is the cause of the

world.—Now, another objection is raised for the purpose of

throwing additional light on the point under discussion.

—

The consequence of the Vedcinta doctrine, it is said, will be

that we must assume the entire Brahman to undergo the

change into its effects, because it is not composed of parts.

If Brahman, like earth and other matter, consisted of

parts, we might assume that a part of it undergoes the

change, while the other part remains as it is. But Scripture

distinctly declares Brahman to be devoid of parts. Com-
pare, * He who is without parts, without actions, tranquil,

without fault, without taint' (5ve. Up. VI, 19); 'That

heavenly person is without body, he is both without and

within, not produced ' (Mu. Up. II, i, 3) ;
* That great Being

is endless, unlimited, consisting of nothing but knowledge
*

(Br/. Up. II, 4, 12); * He is to be described by No, no'

(Br/. Up. Ill, 9, 26) ; *It is neither coarse nor fine' (Br/,

Up. Ill, 8, 8); all which passages deny the existence of

any distinctions in Brahman.—As, therefore, a partial modi-

fication is impossible, a modification of the entire Brahman

has to be assumed. But that involves a cutting off of

Brahman from its very basis.—Another consequence of the

Veddntic view is that the texts exhorting us to strive * to

see' Brahman become purposeless ; for the effects ofBrahman
may be seen without any endeavour, and apart from them

no Brahman exists.—And, finally, the texts declaring Brah-

man to be unborn are contradicted thereby.—If, on the other

hand—in order to escape from these difficulties—we assume

Brahman to consist of parts, we thereby do violence to those

texts which declare Brahman not to be made up of parts.
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Moreover, if Brahman is made up of parts, it follows that it

is non-eternal.—Hence the Vedantic point of view cannot be

maintained in any way.

27. But (this is not so), on account of scriptural

passages, and on account of (Brahman) resting on

Scripture (only).

The word 'but' discards the objection.—We deny this

and maintain that our view is not open to any objections.

—

That the entire Brahman undergoes change, by no means

follows from our doctrine, * on account of sacred texts.' For

in the same way as Scripture speaks of the origin of the

world from Brahman, it also speaks of Brahman subsisting

apart from its effects. This appears from the passages

indicating the difference of cause and effect (* That divinity

thought) let me enter into these three divinities with this

living Self and evolve names and forms
;

' and, ' Such is

the greatness of it, greater than it is the Person ; one foot

of him are all things, three feet are what is immortal in

heaven' {Kh, Up. Ill, 12, 6); further, from the passages

declaring the unmodified Brahman to have its abode in

the heart, and from those teaching that (in dreamless sleep)

the individual soul is united with the True. For if the

entire Brahman had passed into its effects, the limitation

(of the soul's union with Brahman) to the state of dreamless

sleep which is declared in the passage, *then it is united

with the True, my dear,' would be out of place ; since the

individual soul is always united with the effects of Brah-

man, and since an unmodified Brahman does not exist (on

that hypothesis). Moreover, the possibility of Brahman

becoming the object of perception by means of the senses

is denied while its effects may thus be perceived. For

these reasons the existence of an unmodified Brahman has

to be admitted.—Nor do we violate those texts which

declare Brahman to be without parts; we rather admit

Brahman to be without parts just because Scripture reveals

it. For Brahman which rests exclusively on the holy texts,

and regarding which the holy texts alone are authori-
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tative—not the senses, and so on—must be accepted such

as the texts proclaim it to be. Now those texts declare,

on the one hand, that not the entire Brahman passes over

into its effects, and, on the other hand, that Brahman is

without parts. Even certain ordinary things such as gems,

spells, herbs, and the like possess powers which, owing to

difference of time, place, occasion, and so on, produce

various opposite effects, and nobody unaided by instruc-

tion is able to find out by mere reflection the number

of these powers, their favouring conditions, their objects,

their purposes, &c. ; how much more impossible is it to

conceive without the aid of Scripture the true nature of

Brahman with its powers unfathomable by thought! As
the Purciwa says :

* Do not apply reasoning to what is

unthinkable! The mark of the unthinkable is that it is

above all material causes ^' Therefore the cognition of

what is supersensuous is based on the holy texts only*

But—our opponent will say—even the holy texts can-

not make us understand what is contradictory. Brahman,

you say, which is without parts undergoes a change, but

not the entire Brahman. If Brahman is without parts, it

does either not change at all or it changes in its entirety.

If, on the other hand, it be said that it changes partly and

persists partly, a break is effected in its nature, and from that

it follows that it consists of parts. It is true that in matters

connected with action (as, for instance, in the case of the two
Vedic injunctions * at the atirStra he is to take thesho^/a^n-

cup,* and * at the atir^tra he is not to take the shorfaj'in-cup
')

any contradiction which may present itself to the under-

standing is removed by the optional adoption of one of

the two alternatives presented as action is dependent on

man ; but in the case under discussion the adoption of one of

the alternatives does not remove the contradiction because

an existent thing (like Brahman) does not (like an action

which is to be accomplished) depend on man. We are

therefore met here by a real difficulty.

' * Prakr/iibhya iti, pratyakshadr/'sh/apadarthasvabhavebhyo yat

paraw vilakshawam dXaryddyupadejagamyaw tad a>^intyam ity

ariha^ An. Gi.
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No, we reply, the difficulty is merely an apparent one

;

as we maintain that the (alleged) break in Brahman's

nature is a mere figment of Nescience. By a break of

that nature a thing is not really broken up into parts, not

any more than the moon is really multiplied by appearing

double to a person of defective vision. By that element

of plurality which is the fiction of Nescience, which is

characterised by name and form, which is evolved as well

as non-evolved, which is not to be defined either as the

Existing or the Non-existing, Brahman becomes the basis

of this entire apparent world with its changes, and so on,

while in its true and real nature it at the same time remains

unchanged, lifted above the phenomenal universe. And as

the distinction of names and forms, the fiction of Nescience,

originates entirely from speech only, it does not militate

against the fact of Brahman being without parts.—Nor
have the scriptural passages which speak of Brahman as

undergoing change the] purpose of teaching the fact of

change ; for such instruction would have no fruit. They
rather aim at imparting instruction about Brahman's Self

as raised above this apparent world ; that being an in-

struction which we know to have a result of its own. For

in the scriptural passage beginning * He can only be

described by No, no' (which passage conveys instruction

about the absolute Brahman) a result is stated at the end, in

the words * O Canaka, you have indeed reached fearlessness

'

(Br/. Up. IV, a, 4).—Hence our view does not involve any

real difficulties.

28. For thus it is in the (individual) Self also,

and various (creations exist in gods \ &c.).

Nor is there any reason to find fault with the doctrine

that there can be a manifold creation in the one Self,

without destroying its character. For Scripture teaches

us that there exists a multiform creation in the one Self

^ This is the way in which .Sahkara divides the Siitra ; An. Gi.

remarks to ' loke«po, &c.: dtmani ^eti vyakhyaya vi^itraj ^a hiti

vya^ash/e/
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of a dreaming person, * There are no chariots in that state,

no horses, no roads, but he himself creates chariots, horses,

and roads' (Br/. Up. IV, 3, to). In ordinary life too

multiform creations, elephants, horses, and the like are

seen to exist in gods, &c., and magicians without in-

terfering with the unity of their being. Thus a multiform

creation may exist in Brahman also, one as it is, without

divesting it of its character of unity.

29. And because the objection (raised against

our view) lies against his (the opponent's) view

likewise.

Those also who maintain that the world has sprung

from the pradh^na implicitly teach that something not

made up of parts, unlimited, devoid of sound and other

qualities—viz. the pradhAna—is the cause of an effect—viz.

the world—which is made up of parts, is limited and is

characterised by the named qualities. Hence it follows

from that doctrine also either that the pradh^na as not

consisting of parts has to undergo a change in its entirety,

or else that the view of its not consisting of parts has to be

abandoned.—But—it might be pleaded in favour of the

Sdhkhyas—they do not maintain their pradhina to be with-

out parts; for they define it as the state of equilibrium

of the three gu;ias, Goodness, Passion, and Darkness, so

that the pradhdna forms a whole containing the three

gun3is as its parts.—Wc reply that such a partiteness as

is here proposed does not remove the objection in hand

because still each of the three qualities is declared to be

in itself without parts ^. And each guna. by itself assisted

merely by the two other gu«as constitutes the material

cause of that part of the world which resembles it in its

nature*^.—So that the objection lies against the S^nkhya

* So that if it undergoes modifications it must either change in

its entirely, or else—against the assumption—consist of parts.

• The last clause precludes the justificatory remark that the

stated difficulties can be avoided if we assume the three guwas in

combination only to undergo modification ; if this were so the

inequality of the different effects could not be accounted for.

f34] . A a
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view likewise.—Well, then, as the reasoning (on which the

doctrine of the impartiteness of the pradhana rests) is not

absolutely safe, let us assume that the pradhana consists

of parts.—If you do that, we reply, it follows that the

pradh&na cannot be eternal, and so on.—Let it then be said

that the various powers of the pradhana to which the

variety of its effects is pointing are its parts,—Well, we
reply, those various powers are admitted by us also who
see the cause of the world in Brahman.

The same objections lie against the doctrine of the

world having originated from atoms. For on that doctrine

one atom when combining with another must, as it is not

made up of parts, enter into the combination with its

whole extent, and as thus no increase of bulk takes place

we do not get beyond the first atom^ If, on the other

hand, you maintain that the atom enters into the com-

bination with a part only, you offend against the assumption

of the atoms having no parts.

As therefore all views are equally obnoxious to the objec-

tions raised, the latter cannot be urged against any one view

in particular, and the advocate of Brahman has consequently

cleared his doctrine.

30. And (the highest divinity is) endowed with all

(powers) because that is seen (from Scripture).

We have stated that this multiform world of effects is

possible to Brahman, because, although one only, it is

endowed with various powers.—How then— it may be

asked—do you know that the highest Brahman is endowed

with various powers?—He is, we reply, endowed with all

powers, * because that is seen.* For various scriptural pas-

sages declare that the highest divinity possesses all powers,

* He to whom all actions, all desires, all odours, all tastes

belong, he who embraces all this, who never speaks, and is

* As an atom has no parts it cannot enter into partial contact

with another, and the only way in which the two can combine is

entire interpenetration ; in consequence of which the compound of

two atoms would not occupy more space than one atom.
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never surprised* (Kh, Up. Ill, 14, 4); * He who desires

what is true and imagines what is true' {Kh. Up. VIII, 7,

i) ;
* He who knows all (in its totality), and cognizes all (in

its detail
')
(Mu. Up. I, i, 9) ;

* By the command of that Im-

perishable, O G^rgi, sun and moon stand apart* (Br/. Up.

Ill, 8, 9) ; and other similar passages.

31. If it be said that (Brahman is devoid of

powers) on account of the absence of organs
;
(we

reply that) this has been explained (before).

Let this be granted.—Scripture, however, declares the

highest divinity to be without (bodily) organs of action^;

so, for instance, in the passage, * It is without eyes, without

ears, without speech, without mind' (Br/. Up. Ill, S, 8).

Being such, how should it be able to produce effects,

although It may be endowed with all powers? For we
know (from mantras, arthavcidas, &c.) that the gods and

other intelligent beings, though endowed with all powers,

are capable ofproducing certain effects only because they are

furnished with bodily instruments of action. And, moreover,

how can the divinity, to whom the scriptural passage, ' No,

no,' denies all attributes, be endowed with all powers ?

The appropriate reply to this question has been already

given above. The transcendent highest Brahman can be

fathomed by means of Scripture only, not by mere reasoning.

Nor arc we obliged to assume that the capacity of one being

is exactly like that which is observed in another. It has

likewise been explained above that although all qualities are

denied of Brahman we nevertheless may consider it to be

endowed with powers, if we assume in its nature an element

of plurality, which is the mere figment of Nescience.

Moreover, a scriptural passage (^ Grasping without hands,

hastening without feet, he sees without eyes, he hears

without ears,' 5ve. Up. Ill, 19) declares that Brahman,

' The Sfitra is concerned with the body only as far as it is an

instrument; the case of extraneous instruments having already

been disposed of in SQtra 24.

A a 2
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although devoid of bodily organs, possesses all possible

capacities.

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of the world),

on account of (beings engaging in any action) having

a motive.

Another objection is raised against the doctrine of an

intelligent cause of the world.—The intelligent highest Self

cannot be the creator of the sphere of this world, * on account

of actions having a purpose/—We know from ordinary ex-

perience that man, who is an intelligent being, begins to act

after due consideration only, and does not engage even in

an unimportant undertaking unless it serves some purpose

of his own ; much less so in important business. There is

also a scriptural passage confirming this result of common
experience, * Verily everything is not dear that you may love

everything ; but that you may love the Self therefore every-

thing is dear* (Br/. Up. II, 4, 5). Now the undertaking of

creating the sphere of this world, with all its various con-

tents, is certainly a weighty one. If, then, on the one hand,

you assume it to serve some purpose of the intelligent highest

Self, you thereby sublate its self-sufficiency vouched for by

Scripture; if, on the other hand, you affirm absence of

motive on its part, you must affirm absence of activity

also.—Let us then assume that just as sometimes an intel-

ligent person when in a state of frenzy proceeds, owing to

his mental aberration, to action without a motive, so the

highest Self also created this world without any motive.

—

That, we reply, would contradict the omniscience of the

highest Self, which is vouched for by Scripture.—Hence

the doctrine of the creation proceeding from an intelligent

Being is untenable.

33. But (Brahman's creative activity) is mere

sport, such as we see in ordinary life.

The word ' but ' discards the objection raised.—We see in

cvery-day life that certain doings of princes or other men
of high position who have no unfulfilled desires left have no
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reference to any extraneous purpose, but proceed from mere

sportfulness, as, for instance, their recreations in places of

amusement. We further see that the process of inhalation

and exhalation is going on without reference to any

extraneous purpose, merely following the law of its own
nature. Analogously, the activity of the Lord also may be

supposed to be mere sport, proceeding from his own nature ^,

without reference to any purpose. For on the ground

neither of reason nor of Scripture can we construe any other

purpose of the Lord. Nor can his nature be questioned ^

—

Although the creation of this world appears to us a weighty

and difficult undertaking, it is mere play to the Lord, whose

power is unlimited. And if in ordinary life we might pos-

sibly, by close scrutiny, detect some subtle motive, even for

sportful action, we cannot do so with regard to the actions

of the Lord, all whose wishes are fulfilled, as Scripture says.

—Nor can it be said that he either does not act or acts like

a senseless person ; for Scripture affirms the fact of the crea*

tion on the one hand, and the Lord's omniscience on the

other hand. And, finally, we must remember that the scrip-

tural doctrine of creation does not refer to the highest reality

;

it refers to the apparent world only, which is characterised by
name and form, the figments of Nescience, and it, moreover,

aims at intimating that Brahman is the Self of everything.

34. Inequality (of dispensation) and cruelty (the

Lord can)not (be reproached with), on account of

* The nature (svabhdva) of the Lord is, the commentators say,

Mayd joined with time and karman.

' This clause is an answer to the objection that the Lord might

remain at rest instead of creating a world useless to himself and

the cause of pain to others. For in consequence of his conjunciion

with Maya the creation is unavoidable. Go. An. Avidyd naturally

tends towards effects, without any purpose. Bha.

An. Gi. remarks : Nanu liladav asmadadinam akasmdd eva

nivr/tter api darxandd uvarasyapi mayamayydw lilayaw tatha-

bhdve vinapi sa/fiyag^/7anaw sawsdrasamu^^^iltir ili tatraha na X'eti.

Anirvd^yd khalv avidya parasyexvarasya ^a svabhavo lileti ^o^yate

tatra na pratitikasvabhavayam anupapattir avataratity arthaA.
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his regarding (merit and demerit) ; for so (Scripture)

declares.

In order to strengthen the tenet which we are at present

defending, we follow the procedure of him who shakes a pole

planted in the ground (in order to test whether it is firmly

planted), and raise another objection against the doctrine

of the Lord being the cause of the world.—The Lord, it is

said, cannot be the cause of the world, because, on that

hypothesis, the reproach of inequality of dispensation and

cruelty would attach to him. Some beings, viz. the gods

and others, he renders eminently happy ; others, as for

instance the animals, eminently unhappy ; to some again, as

for instance men, he allots an intermediate position. To a

Lord bringing about such an unequal condition of things,

passion and malice would have to be ascribed, just as to

any common person acting similarly ; which attributes

would be contrary to the essential goodness of the Lord

affirmed by 6'ruti and Smr/ti. Moreover, as the infliction of

pain and the final destruction of all creatures would form

part of his dispensation, he would have to be taxed with

great cruelty, a quality abhorred by low people even. For

these two reasons Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.

The Lord, we reply, cannot be reproached with inequality

of dispensation and cruelty, * because he is bound by regards.'

If the Lord on his own account, without any extraneous

regards, produced this unequal creation, he would expose

himself to blame ; but the fact is, that in creating he is bound

by certain regards, i. e. he has to look to merit and demerit.

Hence the circumstance of the creation being unequal is due

to the merit and demerit of the living creatures created, and

is not a fault for which the Lord is to blame. The position

of the Lord is to be looked on as analogous to that of

Par^anya, the Giver of rain. For as Par^anya is the com-

mon cause of the production of rice, barley, and other plants,

while the difference between the various species is due to the

various potentialities lying hidden in the respective seeds,

so the Lord is the common cause of the creation of gods,

men, &c., while the differences between these classes of beings
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are due to the different merit belonging to the individual

souls. Hence the Lord, being bound by regards, cannot be

reproached with inequality of dispensation and cruelty.

—

And if we are asked how we come to know that the Lord,

in creating this world with its various conditions, is bound
by regards, we reply that Scripture declares that ; compare,

for instance, the two following passages, * For he (the Lord)

makes him, whom he wishes to lead up from these worlds,

do a good deed ; and the same makes him, whom he wishes

to lead down from these worlds, do a bad deed ' (Kaush.

Up. Ill, 8)^ ; and, * A man becomes good by good work,

bad by bad work * (Bri. Up. Ill, 2, 13). Smmi passages

also declare the favour of the Lord and its opposite to de-

pend on the different quality of the works of living beings

;

so, for instance, * I serve men in the way in which they

approach me* (Bha. Gi. IV, 11).

35. If it be objected that it (viz. the Lord*s

having regard to merit and demerit) is impossible

on account of the non-distinction (of merit and

demerit, previous to the first creation) ; we refute

the objection on the ground of (the world) being

without a beginning.

But—an objection is raised—the passage, * Being only

this was in the beginning, one, without a second,* affirms

that before the creation there was no distinction and conse-

quently no merit on account of which the creation might

have become unequal. And if we assume the Lord to have

been guided in his dispensations by the actions of living

beings subsequent to the creation, we involve ourselves in

the circular reasoning that work depends on diversity of

* From this passage we must not—the commentators say—infer

injustice on the part of the Lord ; for the previous merit or demerit

of a l)eing determines the specific quality of the actions which he

performs in his present existence, the Lord acting as the common
cause only (as Par^nya does).
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condition of life, and diversity of condition again on work.

The Lord may be considered as acting with regard to reli-

gious merit after distinction had once arisen ; but as before

that the cause of inequah'ty, viz. merit, did not exist, it

follows that the first creation must have been free from

inequalities.

This objection we meet by the remark, that the transmi-

gratory world is without beginning.—The objection would

be valid if the world had a beginning ; but as it is without

beginning, merit and inequality are, like seed and sprout,

caused as well as causes, and there is therefore no logical

objection to their operation.—To the question how we know
that the world is without a beginning, the next Sutra replies.

36. (The beginninglessness of the world) recom-

mends itself to reasonand is seen (from Scripture).

The beginninglessness of the world recommends itself to

reason. For if it had a beginning it would follow that, the

world springing into existence without a cause, the released

souls also would again enter into the circle of transmigratory

existence ; and further, as then there would exist no deter-

mining cause of the unequal dispensation of pleasure and

pain, we 3hould have to acquiesce in the doctrine of rewards

and punishments being allotted, without reference to previous

good or bad actions. That the Lord is not the cause of the

inequality, has already been remarked. Nor can Nescience

by itself be the cause, as it is of a uniform nature. On
the other hand, Nescience may be the cause of inequality,

if it be considered as having regard to merit accruing from

action produced by the mental impressions of wrath, hatred,

and other afflicting passions ^. Without merit and demerit

nobody can enter into existence, and again, without a body

merit and demerit cannot be formed ; so that—on the doc-

* Ragadvcsliamohd mgadayas le i\\ purushaw dukhadibhi^

klijyanltti klcjas tcshaz^/ vasana// karmapravr/ityanugu;/as tabhir

akshiplaz^/ dharmadilakshawaw karma ladapckshavidya. An. Gi.
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trine of the world having a beginning—we are led into a

logical see-saw. The opposite doctrine, on the other hand,

explains all matters in a manner analogous to the case ofthe

seed and sprout, so that no difficulty remains.—Moreover,

the fact of the world being without a beginning, is seen in

Svwix and Smr/ti. In the first place, we have the scriptural

passage, * Let me enter with this living Self (^va),' &c. {Kk,

Up. VI, 3, 2). Here the circumstance of the embodied

Self (the individual soul) being called, previously to creation,

*the living Self— a name applying to it in so far as it is

the sustaining principle of the pr^;/as— shows that this

phenomenal world is without a beginning. For if it had a

beginning, the pr^//as would not exist before that beginning,

and how then could the embodied Self be denoted, with

reference to the time of the world's beginning, by a name
which depends on the existence of those pr^«as? Nor can

it be said that it is so designated with a view to its future

relation to the pr4;/as ; it being a settled principle that a

past relation, as being already existing, is ofgreater force than

a mere future relation.—Moreover, we have the mantra,*As
the creator formerly devised (akalpayat) sun and moon'
{Ri, Sawh. X, 190, 3), which intimates the existence of

former Kalpas. Smr/ti also declares the world to be

without a beginning, * Neither its form is known here, nor

its end, nor its beginning, nor its support ' (Bha. GL XV,

3). And the Pura«a also declares that there is no measure

of the past and the future Kalpas.

37. And because all the qualities (required in the

cause of the world) are present (in Brahman).

The teacher has now refuted all the objections, such as

difference of character, and the like, which other teachers

have brought forward against what he had established as

the real sense of the Veda, viz. that the intelligent Brahman

is the cause and matter of this world.

Now, before entering on a new chapter, whose chief aim it

will be to refute the (positive) opinions held by other teach-

ers, he sums up the foregoing chapter, the purport of which
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it was to show why his view should be accepted.—Because,

if that Brahman is acknowledged as the cause of the world,

all attributes required in the cause (of the world) are seen

to be present—Brahman being all-knowing, all-powerful,

and possessing the great power of M^yd,—on that account

this our system, founded on the Upanishads, is not open to

any objections.
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SECOND PADA.

Reverence to the highest Self!

I. That which is inferred (by the SAnkhyas, viz.

the pradhana) cannot be the cause (of the world),

on account of the orderly arrangement (of the world)

being impossible (on that hypothesis).

Although it IS the object of this system to define the true

meaning of the Veddnta-texts and not, like the science of

Logic, to establish or refute some tenet by mere ratiocin-

ation, still it is incumbent on thorough- students of the

Veddnta to refute the S^nkhya and other systems which

are obstacles in the way of perfect knowledge. For this

purpose a new chapter is begun. (Nor must it be said that

the refutation of the other systems ought to have preceded

the establishment of the Vedanta position; for) as the

determination of the sense of the Veddnta-passages directly

subserves perfect knowledge, we have at first, by means of

such a determination, established our own position, since

this is a task more important than the refutation of the

views entertained by others.

Here an opponent might come forward and say that we

are indeed entitled to establish our own position, so as to

define perfect knowledge which is the means of release to

those desirous of it, but that no use is apparent of a refuta-

tion of other opinions, a proceeding productive of nothing

but hate and anger.—There is a use, we reply. For there

is some danger of men of inferior intelligence looking upon

the Sahkhya and similar systems as requisite for perfect

knowledge, because those systems have a weighty appear-

ance, have been adopted by authoritative persons, and

profess to lead to perfect knowledge. Such people might

therefore think that those systems with their abstruse argu-
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ments were propounded by omniscient sages, and might on

that account have faith in them. For this reason we must

endeavour to demonstrate their intrinsic worthlessness.

But, it might be said, the S^nkhya and similar systems

have already been impugned in several SCltras of the first

adhy^ya (I, i, 5, 18 ; 1, 4, 28) ; why, then, controvert them

again ?—The task—we reply—which we are now about to

undertake differs from what we have already accomplished.

As the Sdhkhyas and other philosophers also quote, in

order to establish their own positions, the Vedinta-passages

and interpret them in such a manner as to make them agree

with their own systems, we have hitherto endeavoured to

show that their interpretations are altogether fallacious.

Now, however, we are going to refute their arguments in an

independent manner, without any reference to the Vedanta-

texts.

The Sslrikhyas, to make a beginning with them, argue

as follows.—Just as jars, dishes, and other products which

possess the common quality of' consisting of clay are seen

to have for their cause clay in general ; so we must suppose

that all the outward and inward (i.e. inanimate and ani-

mate) effects which are endowed with the characteristics of

pleasure, pain, and dulncss ^ have for their causes pleasure,

pain, and dulness in general. Pleasure, pain, and dulness in

their generality together constitute the threefold pradhdna.

This pradh^na which is non-intelligent evolves itself spon-

taneously into multiform modifications ^ in order thus to

effect the purposes (i. e. enjoyment, release, and so on) of

the intelligent soul.—The existence of the pradh^na is to

be inferred from other circumstances also, such as the limita-

tion of all effects and the like ^

Against this doctrine we argue as follows.—If you Sdh-

khyas base your theory on parallel instances merely, we point

* The characteristics of Goodness, Passion, and Darkness, the

three constituent elements (guwa) of the pradhana. Sa. Ka. 12, 13.

^ Viz. the great principle (mahat), ahankara, &c. Sa. Ka. 3.

' The arguments here referred to are enumerated in the Sd. Ka.

15; Sa. Satras I, 129 ff.
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out that a non-intelligent thing which, without being guided

by an intelligent being, spontaneously produces effects

capable of subserving the purposes of some particular

person is nowhere observed in the world. We rather

observe that houses, palaces, couches, pleasure-grounds, and

the like—things which according to circumstances are con-

ducive to the obtainment of pleasure or the avoidance of

pain—are made by workmen endowed with intelligence.

Now look at this entire world which appears, on the one

hand, as external (i. e. inanimate) in the form of earth and the

other elements enabling (the souls) to enjoy the fruits of

their various actions, and', on the other hand, as animate, in

the form of bodies which belong to the different classes of

beings, possess a definite arrangement of organs, and are

therefore capable of constituting the abodes of fruition
;

look, we say, at this world, of which the most ingenious

workmen cannot even form a conception in their minds, and

then say if a non-intelligent principle like the pradhdna is

able to fashion it ! Other non-intelligent things such as

stones and clods of earth are certainly not seen to possess

analogous powers. We rather must assume that just as

clay and similar substances are seen to fashion themselves

into various forms, if worked upon by potters and the like,

so the pradhdna ako (when modifying itself into its effects)

is ruled by some intelligent principle. When endeavouring

to determine the nature of the primal cause (of the world),

there is no need for us to take our stand on those attributes

only which form part of the nature of material causes such

as clay, &c., and not on those also which belong to

extraneous agents such as potters, &c.^ Nor (if remem-
bering this latter point) do we enter into conflict with any
means of right knowledge ; we, on the contrary, are in direct

agreement with Scripture which teaches that an intelligent

* If we attempt to infer the nature of the universal cause from

its effects on the ground of parallel instances, as, for instance, that

of an earthen jar whose material cause is clay, we must remember

that the jar has sprung from clay not without the co-operation of

an intelligent being, viz. the potter.
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cause exists.~For the reason detailed in the above, i.e. on

account of the impossibih'ty of the * orderly arrangement

'

(of the world), a non-intelligent cause of the world is not to

be inferred.—The word * and ' (in the Sutra) adds other

reasons on account of which the pradhdna cannot be inferred,

viz. * on account of the non-possibility of endowment,' &c.

For it cannot be maintained ^ that all outward and inward

effects are * endowed ' with the nature of pleasure, pain, and

dulness, because pleasure, &c. are known as inward (mental)

states, while sound, &c. (i. e. the sense-objects) are known

as being of a different nature (i. e. as outward things), and

moreover as being the operative causes of pleasure, &c.^

And, further, although the sense-object such as sound and

so on is one, yet we observe that owing to the difference of

the mental impressions (produced by it) differences exist in

the effects it produces, one person being affected by it

pleasantly, another painfully, and so on^— (Turning to the

next Sahkhya argument which infers the existence of the

pradhdna from the limitation of all effects), we remark that

he who concludes that all inward and outward effects depend

on a conjunction of several things, because they are limited

(a conclusion based on the observation that some limited

effects such as root and sprout, &c. depend on the conjunc-

tion of several things), is driven to the conclusion that the

three constituents of the pradhdna, viz. Goodness, Passion,

and Darkness, likewise depend on the conjunction of several

* As had been asserted above for the purpose of inferring there-

from, according to the principle of the equality of cause and effect,

the existence of the three constituents of the pradhana.

* And a thing cannot consist of that of which it is the cause.

' Which differences cannot be reconciled with the Sdhkhya

hypothesis of the object itself consisting of either pleasure or pain,

&c.— * If things consisted in themselves of pleasure, pain, Ac., then

sandal ointment (which is cooling, and on that account pleasant in

summer) would be pleasant in winter also; for sandal never is

anything but sandal.—And as thistles never are anything but

thistles they ought, on the Sahkhya hypothesis, to be eaten with

enjoyment not only by camels but by men also.' Bha.
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antecedents ^ ; for they also are limited \—Further ^ it is

impossible to use the relation of cause and effect as a reason

for assuming that all effects whatever have a non-intelligent

principle for their antecedent ; for we have shown already

that that relation exists in the case of couches and chairs

also, over whose production intelligence presides.

2. And on account of (the impossibility of) ac-

tivity.

Leaving the arrangement of the world, we now pass on to

the activity by which it is produced.—The three gu«as,

passing out of the state of equipoise and entering into the

condition of mutual subordination and superordination,

originate activities tending towards the production of

particular effects.—Now these activities also cannot be

ascribed to a non-intelligent pradhdna left to itself, as no

such activity is seen in clay and similar substances, or in

chariots and the like. For we observe that clay and the

like, and chariots—which are in their own nature non-

intelligent—enter on activities tending towards particular

effects only when they are acted upon by intelligent beings

such as potters, &c. in the one case, and horses and the like

in the other case. From what is seen we determine what is

not seen. Hence a non-intelligent cause of the world is not

to be inferred because, on that hypothesis, the activity

without which the world cannot be produced would be

impossible.

But, the Sinkhya rejoins, we do likewise not observe

activity on the part of mere intelligent beings.—True ; we
however see activity on the part of non-intelligent things

such as chariots and the like when they are in conjunction

with intelligent beings.—But, the Sdhkhya again objects,

we never actually observe activity on the part of an intel-

^ Sa/Tisargapiirvakatvaprasanga id gun^nim sa/nsr/sh/anekava-

stuprakrnikatvaprasaktir ity artha^. An. Gi.

' For they limit one another.

To proceed to the argument * from the separateness of cause

and effect ' (Sa. Ka. 15).
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ligcnt being even when in conjunction with a non-intelligent

thing.—^Very well ; the question then arises : Does the

activity belong to that in which it is actually observed (as

the Sdnkhya says), or to that on account of the conjunction

with which it is observed (as the Vedantin avers) ?—We
must, the Sinkhya replies, attribute activity to that in

which it is actually seen, since both (i. e. the activity and its

abode) are matter of observation. A mere intelligent

being, on the other hand, is never observed as the abode of

activity while a chariot is. The ^ existence of an intelligent

Self joined to a body and so on which are the abode of

activity can be established (by inference) only ; the inference

being based on the difference observed between living bodies

and mere non-intelligent things, such as chariots and the like.

For this very reason, viz. that intelligence is observed only

where a body is observed while it is never seen without a

body, the Materialists consider intelligence to be a mere

attribute of the body.—Hence activity belongs only to

what is non-intelligent.

To all this we—the Veddntins—make the following

reply.—We do not mean to say that activity does not

belong to those non-intelligent things in which it is observed

;

it does indeed belong to them; but it results from an

intelligent principle, because it exists when the latter is

present and does not exist when the latter is absent. Just

as the effects of burning and shining, which have their abode

in wood and similar material, are indeed not obsei*ved when

there is mere fire (i. e. are not due to mere fire ; as mere

fire, i.e. fire without wood, &c., does not exist), but at the

same time result from fire only as they are seen when fire

is present and are not seen when fire is absent ; so, as the

Materialists also admit, only intelligent bodies are observed

* The next sentences furnish the answer to the question how
the intelligent Self is known at all if it is not the object of per-

ception.—Pratyakshatvabhdve katham atmasiddhir ity ^sahkya

anumdn^d ity aha, pravr/tliti. Anumanasiddhasya ^etanasya na

pravr/ity^rayateti darxayitum evakdra//. Katham anumdnam ity

apekshdySzw tatprakaraw sO^ayati kevaleti. Vailakshawyazw prawd-

dimattvam. An. Gi.

Digitized byGoogle



II ADHYAYA, 2 PADA, 3. 369

to be the movers of chariots and other non-intelligent

things. The motive power of intelligence is therefore

incontrovertible.—But—^an objection will be raised—your

Self even if joined to a body is incapable of exercising mov-

ing power, for motion cannot be effected by that the nature

of which is pure intelligence.—A thing, we reply, which is

itself devoid of motion may nevertheless move other things.

The magnet is itself devoid of motion, and yet it moves

iron ; and colours and the other objects of sense, although

themselves devoid of motion, produce movements in the

eyes and the other organs of sense. So the Lord also who

is all-present, the Self of all, all-knowing and all-powerful

may, although himself unmoving, move the universe.—If it

finally be objected that (on the Veddnta doctrine) there is

no room for a moving power as in consequence of the

oneness (aduality) of Brahman no motion can take place

;

we reply that such objections have repeatedly been refuted

by our pointing to the fact of the Lord being fictitiously

connected with M^yi, which consists of name and form

presented by Nescience.—Hence motion can be reconciled

with the doctrine of an all-knowing first cause ; but not

with the doctrine of a non-intelligent first cause.

3. If it be said (that the pradhana moves) like

milk or water, (we reply that) there also (the motion

is due to intelligence).

Well, the Sdnkhya resumes, listen then to the following

instances.—As non-sentient milk flows forth from its own

nature merely for the nourishment of the young animal, and

as non-sentient water, from its own nature, flows along for

the benefit of mankind ; so the pradhina also, although non-

intelligent, may be supposed to move from its own nature

merely for the purpose of effecting the highest end of man.

This argumentation, we reply, is unsound again; for as

the adherents of both doctrines admit that motion is not

observed in the case of merely non-intelligent things such

as chariots, &c., we infer that water and milk also move

only because they are directed by intelligent powers.

Scriptural passages, moreover (such as * He who dwells in

[34] li b
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the water and within the water, who rules the water within,'

Br/. Up. Ill, 7, 4; and, * By the command of that Akshara,

O Gcirgi, some rivers flow to the East,* &c., Bri. Up. I II, 8, 9),

declare that everything in this world which flows is directed

by the Lord. Hence the instances of milk and water as

belonging themselves to that class of cases which prove our

general principle ^ cannot be used to show that the latter is

too wide.— Moreover, the cow, which is an intelligent being

and loves her calf, makes her milk flow by her wish to do

so, and the milk is in addition drawn forth by the sucking

of the calf. Nor does water move either with absolute

independence—for its flow depends on the declivity of the

soil and similar circumstances— or independently of an

intelligent principle, for we have shown that the latter is

present in all cases— If, finally, our opponent should point

to SQtra II, i, 24 as contradicting the present Sutra, we
remark that there we have merely shown on the ground of

ordinary experience that an effect may take place in itself

independently of any external instrumental cause ; a con-

clusion which does not contradict the doctrine, based on

Scripture, that all effects depend on the Lord.

4. And because (the pradhdna), on account of

there existing nothing beyond it, stands in no rela-

tion ; (it cannot be active.)

The three gu;/as of the Sankhyas when in a state of equi-

poise form the pradhdna. Beyond the pradhana there

exists no external principle which could either impel the

pradhana to activity or restrain it from activity. The soul

(purusha), as we know, is indifferent, neither moves to—nor

restrains from—action. As therefore the pradhdna stands

in no relation, it is impossible to see why it should sometimes

modify itself into the great principle (mahat) and sometimes

not. The activity and non-activity (by turns) of the Lord,

* Viz. that whatever moves or acts does so under the influence

of intelligence. — Sadhyapakshanikshiptatvaw sadhyavati pakshe

pravish/atvam eva ta^ ksi sapakshanikshiptatvasyapy upalaksha/iam,

anupanyaso na vyabhi^rabhiimir ity arthaA. An. Gi.
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on the other hand, are not contrary to reason, on account

of his omniscience and omnipotence, and his being con-

nected with the power of illusion (m&y4).

5. Nor (can it be said that the pradhdna modifies

itself spontaneously) like grass, &c. (which turn into

milk) ; for (milk) does not exist elsewhere (but in

the female animal).

Let this be (the Sdhkhya resumes). Just as grass, herbs,

water, &c. independently of any other instrumental cause

transform themselves, by their own nature, into milk ; so,

we assume, the pradhcina also transforms itself into the

great principle, and so on. And, if you ask how we know

that grass transforms itself independently of any instru-

mental cause ; we reply, ' Because no such cause is ob-

served.* For if we did perceive some such cause, we certainly

should apply it to grass, &c. according to our liking, and

thereby produce milk. But as a matter of fact we do no

such thing. Hence the transformation ofgrass and the like

must be considered to be due to its own nature merely

;

and we may infer therefrom that the transformation of the

pradh^na is of the same kind.

To this we make the following reply.—The transformation

of the pradhcLna might be ascribed to its own nature merely

if we really could admit that grass modifies itself in the

manner stated by you ; but we are unable to admit that,

since another instrumental cause is observed. How?
* Because it does not exist elsewhere.* For grass becomes

milk only when it is eaten by a cow or some other female

animal, not if it is left either uneaten or is eaten by a bull.

If the transformation had no special cause, grass would

become milk even on other conditions than that of entering

a cow's body. Nor would the circumstance of men not

being able to produce milk according to their liking prove

that there is no instrumental cause ; for while some effects

can be produced by men, others result from divine action

only\ The fact, however, is that men also are able, by

* It might be held that for the transformation of grass into milk

no other cause is required than the digestive heat of the cow's

B b 2
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applying a means in their power, to produce milk from

grass and herbs ; for when they wish to procure a more

abundant supply of milk they feed the cow more plentifully

and thus obtain more milk from her.—For these reasons

the spontaneous modification of the pradhdna cannot be

proved from the instance of grass and the like.

6. Even if we admit (the Sahkhya position refuted

in what precedes, it is invalidated by other ob-

jections) on account of the absence of a purpose

(on the part of the pradhdna).

Even if we, accommodating ourselves to your (the San-

khya s) belief, should admit what has been disproved in the

preceding SOtra, viz. that the pradhana is spontaneously

active, still your opinion would lie open to an objection * on

account of the absence of a purpose.* For if the spontaneous

activity of the pradhdna has, as you say, no reference to

anything else, it will have no reference not only to any aiding

principle, but also to any purpose or motive, and conse-

quently your doctrine that the pradhdna is active in order

to effect the purpose of man will become untenable. If you

reply that the pradhdna does not indeed regard any aiding

principle, but does regard a purpose, we remark that in

that casq we must distinguish between the different pos-

sible purposes, viz. either enjoyment (on the part of the

soul), or final release, or both. If enjoyment, what enjoy-

ment, we ask, can belong to the soul which is naturally

incapable of any accretion (of pleasure or pain) ^ ? Moreover,

there would in that case be no opportunity for release ^

— If release, then the activity of the pradhana would be

purposeless, as even antecedently to it the soul is in the

body ; but a reflecting person will acknowledge that there also the

omniscient Lord is active. Bha.

* Anadheyatijayasya sukhadukhapraptiparihararQpatijayajQnyas-

yely artha^ An. Gi.

' For the soul as being of an entirely inactive nature cannot of

itself aim at release, and the pradhana aims—ex hypo the si

—

only at the soul's undergoing varied experience.
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State of release ; moreover, there would then be no occasion

for the perception of sounds, &c.^—If both, then, on account

of the infinite number of the objects of pradhana to be

enjoyed (by the soul)^, there would be no opportunity for

final release. Nor can the satisfaction of a desire be con-

sidered as the purpose of the activity of the pradhdna ; for

neither the non-intelligent pradhdna nor the essentially

pure soul can feel any desire.—If, finally, you should assume

the pradhclna to be active, because otherwise the power of

sight (belonging to the soul on account of its intelligent

nature) and the creative power (belonging to the pradhdna)

would be purposeless ; it would follow that, as the creative

power of the pradhana does not cease at any time any more

than the soul's power of sight does, the apparent world

would never come to an end, so that no final release of the

soul could take place ^.—It is, therefore, impossible to

maintain that the pradh&na enters on its activity for the

purposes of the soul.

7. And if you say (that the soul may move the

pradhSna) as the (lame) man (moves the blind one)

or as the magnet (moves the iron) ; thus also (the

difificulty is not overcome).

Well then—the Sslhkhya resumes, endeavouring to defend

his position by parallel instances—let us say that, as some

lame man devoid of the power of motion, but possessing

the power of sight, having mounted the back of a blind

man who is able to move but not to sec, makes the latter

move; or as the magnet not moving itself, moves the iron,

so the soul moves the pradhana.—Thus also, we reply, you

do not free your doctrine from all shortcomings ; for this

your new position involves an abandonment of your old

^ I. e. for the various items consiiluiing enjoyment or experience.

* Tr/itye«pi katlpayajabdad} upalabdhir vd samastatadupalabdhir

va bhoga iti vikalpyadye sarvesham ekadaiva mukti^ syad iti

manvdno dvitiyaw pratydha ubhaydrthateti. An. Gi.

' The MSS. of Ananda Giri omit sawsaranu^^^edat ; the Bha-

mali's reading is : Sargajaktyanu^X'^edavad (Ir/Tciaklyanu^^^edaL
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position, according to which the pradhSna is moving of

itself, and the (indifferent, inactive) soul possesses no

moving power. And how should the indifferent soul move
the pradh^na ? A man, altliough lame, may make a blind

man move by means of words and the like ; but the soul

which is devoid of action and qualities cannot possibly put

forth any moving energy. Nor can it be said that it moves

the pradh^na by its mere proximity as the magnet moves

the iron ; for from the permanency of proximity (of soul

and pradh^na) a permanency of motion would follow. The
proximity of the magnet, on the other hand (to the iron), is

not permanent, but depends on a certain activity and the

adjustment of the magnet in a certain position ; hence

the (lame) man and the magnet do not supply really

parallel instances.—The pradhdna then being non- intelligent

and the soul indifferent, and there being no third principle

to connect them, there can be no connexion of the two. If

we attempted to establish a connexion on the ground of

capability (of being seen on the part of the pradh^na, of

seeing on the part of the soul), the permanency of such

capability would imply the impossibility of final release.

—

Moreover, here as well as before (in the preceding Sutra)

the different alternatives connected with the absence of

purpose (on the pradhdna s part) have to be considered ^.

—

The highest Self, on the other hand (which is the cause of

the world, according to the Ved^ntins), is characterised by

non-activity inherent in its own nature, and, at the same

time, by moving power inherent in Mkyk and is thus

superior (to the soul of the Sahkhyas).

8. And, again, (the pradhfina cannot be active)

because the relation of principal (and subordinate

matter) is impossible (between the three guwas).

For the following reason also activity on the part of the

pradhdna is not possible.—The condition of the pradhdna

' On the llieory ihat ilie soul is ihe cause of the pradhana's

activity we again have to ask whether the pradhana acts for the

sours enjoyment or for its release, &c.
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consists in the three gu//as, viz. goodness, passion, and
darkness, abiding in themselves in a state of equipoise

without standing to one another in the relation of mutual

superiority or inferiority. In that state the gu«as cannot

possibly enter into the relation of mutual subserviency

because thereby they would forfeit their essential character-

istic, viz. absolute independence. And as there exists no
extraneous principle to stir up the gu;/as, the production of

the great principle and the other effects—which would

require for its operative cause a non-balanced state of the

guwas—is impossible.

9. And although another inference be made, (the

objections remain in force) on account of the (pra-

dhina) being devoid of the power of intelligence.

But—the Sdnkhya resumes—we draw another inference,

so as to leave no room for the objection just stated. We do

not acknowledge the gu;^as to be characterised by absolute

irrelativity and unchangeableness, since there is no proof

for such an assumption. We rather infer the character-

istics of the guwas from those of their effects, presuming

that their nature must be such as to render the production

of the effects possible. Now the gu«as are admitted to be

of an unsteady nature ; hence the gu//as themselves are

able to enter into the relation of mutual inequality, even

while they are in a state of equipoise.

Even in that case, we reply, the objections stated above

which were founded on the impossibility of an orderly

arrangement of the world, &c., remain in force on account

of the pradhflna being devoid of the power of intelligence.

And if (to escape those objections) the S^nkhya should

infer (from the orderly arrangement of the world, &c.), that

the primal cause is intelligent, he would cease to be an

antagonist, since the doctrine that there is one intelligent

cause of this multiform world would be nothing else but the

Veddntic doctrine of Brahman.—Moreover, if the gu;/as

were capable of entering into the relation of mutual in-

equality even while in the state of equipoise, one of two
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things would happen ; they would either not be in the con-

dition of inequality on account of the absence of an opera-

tive cause ; or else, if they were in that condition, they

would always remain in it ; the absence of an operative

cause being a non-changing circumstance. And thus the

doctrine would again be open to the objection stated

before \

lo. And moreover (the S&nkhya doctrine) is ob-

jectionable on account of its contradictions.

The doctrine of the S^nkhyas, moreover, is full of contra-

dictions. Sometimes they enumerate seven senses, some-

times eleven ^ In some places they teach that the subtle

elements of material things proceed from the great prin-

ciple, in other places again that they proceed from self-

consciousness. Sometimes they speak of three internal

organs, sometimes of one only ^. That their doctrine, more-

over, contradicts Stuti, which teaches that the Lord is the

cause of the world, and Smr/ti, based on 5ruti, is well

known.— For these reasons also the S^hkhya system is

objectionable.

Here the SAnkhya again brings a countercharge.—The

system of the Veddntins also, he says, must be declared to

be objectionable ; for it does not admit that that which suffers

and that which causes suffering* are different classes of

things (and thereby renders futile the well-established dis-

tinction of causes of suffering and suffering beings). For

^ Ananiaro dosho mahadadikaryotpad^yoga^. An. Gi.

* In the former case the five intellectual senses are looked upon

as mere modifications of the sense of touch.

^ Buddhi in the latter case being the generic name for buddhi,

ahankdra, and manas.

* Lit. that which burns and that which is burned, which literal

rendering would perhaps be preferable throughout. As it is,

ihe context has necessitated its retention in some places.—The
sufferers are the individual souls, the cause of suffering the world

in which the souls live.
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those who admit the one Brahman to be the Self of every-

thing and the cause of the whole world, have to admit also

that the two attributes of being that which causes suffering

and that which suffers belong to the one supreme Self (not

to different classes of beings). If, then, these two attributes

belong to one and the same Self, it never can divest itself of

them, and thus Scripture, which teaches perfect knowledge

for the purpose of the cessation of all suffering, loses all its

meaning. For—to adduce a parallel case—a lamp as long

as it subsists as such is never divested of the two qualities

of giving heat and light And if the Veddntin should

adduce the case of water with its waves, ripples, foam,

&c.\ we remark that there also the waves, &c. constitute

attributes of the water which remain permanently, although

they by turns manifest themselves, and again enter into

the state of non-manifestation ; hence the water is never

really destitute of waves, not any more than the lamp is

ever destitute of heat and light.—That that which causes

suffering, and that which suffers constitute different classes

of things is, moreover, well known from ordinary experi-

ence. For (to consider the matter from a more general

point of view) the person desiring and the thing desired ^

are understood to be separate existences. If the object

of desire were not essentially different and separate from

the person desiring, the state of being desirous could not be

ascribed to the latter, because the object with reference to

which alone he can be called desiring would already essen-

tially be established in him (belong to him). The latter

state of things exists in the case of a lamp and its light, for

instance. Light essentially belongs to the lamp, and hence

the latter never can stand in want of light; for want or

desire can exist only if the thing wanted or desired is not

yet obtained.

' In the case of the lamp, light and heat are admittedly

essential; hence the VedSntin is supposed to bring forward the

sea with its waves, and so on, as furnishing a case where attributes

pass away while the substance remains.

^ * Artha,' a useful or beneficial thing, an object of desire.

Digitized byGoogle



378 vedanta-sOtras.

(And just as there could be no desiring person, if the

object of desire and the desiring person were not essentially

separate), so the object of desire also would cease to be an

object for the desiring person, and would be an object for

itself only. As a matter of fact, however, this is not the

case ; for the two ideas (and terms), * object of desire ' and
* desiring person,' imply a relation (are correlative), and a

relation exists in two things, not in one only. Hence the

desiring person and the object of desire are separate.—The
same holds good with regard to what is not desired (object

of aversion ; anartha) and the non-desiring person (anarthin).

An object of desire is whatever is of advantage to the de-

siring person, an object of aversion whatever is of disadvan-

tage ; with both one person enters into relation by turns.

On account of the comparative paucity of the objects of

desire, and the comparative multitude of the objects of

aversion, both may be comprised under the general term,

'object of aversion/ Now, these objects of aversion we

mean when we use the term * causes of suffering,* while by

the term * sufferer* we understand the soul which, being

one, enters into successive relations with both (i.e. the

objects of desire and the objects of aversion). If, then, the

causes of suffering and the sufferer constitute one Self

(as the VedSnta teaches), it follows that final release is im-

possible.—But if, on the other hand, the two are assumed to

constitute separate classes, the possibility of release is not

excluded, since the cause of the connexion of the two (viz.

wrong knowledge) may be removed.

All this reasoning—we, the Veddntins, reply— is futile,

because on account of the unity of the Self the relation,

whose two terms are the causes of suffering, and the suf-

ferer cannot exist (in the Self).—Our doctrine would be

liable to your objection if that which causes suffering and

that which suffers did, while belonging to one and the same

Self, stand to each other in the relation of object and sub-

ject. But they do not stand in that relation just because they

are one. If fire, although it possesses different attributes,

such as heat and light, and is capable of change, does neither

burn nor illumine itself since it is one only ; how can the
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one unchangeable Brahman enter with reference to itself into

the relation of cause of suffering and sufferer ?—Where then,

it may be asked, does the relation discussed (which after all

cannot be denied altogether) exist ?—That, we reply, is not

difficult to see ^. The living body which is the object of the

action of burning is the sufferer ; the sun, for instance, is

a cause of suffering (burning).—But, the opponent rejoins,

burning is a pain, and as such can affect an intelligent being

only, not the non-intelligent body ; for if it were an affection

of the mere body, it would, on the destruction of the body,

cease of itself, so that it would be needless to seek for^

means to make it cease.—But it is likewise not observed, we
reply, that a mere intelligent being destitute of a body is

burned and suffers pain.—Nor would you (the S^nkhya)

also assume that the affection called burning belongs to a

mere intelligent being. Nor can you admit ^ a real connexion

of the soul and the body, because through such a connexion

impurity and similar imperfections would attach to the

soul ^. Nor can suffering itself be said to suffer. And how
then, we ask, can you explain the relation existing between a

sufferer and the causes of suffering? If (as a last refuge) you

should maintain that the sattva-gu;«a is that which suffers,

and the gu«a called passion that which causes suffering, we
again object, because the intelligent principle (the soul) can-

not be really connected with these two ^ And if you should

say that the soul suffers as it were because it leans towards ^

the sattva-gu;/a, we point out that the employment of the

phrase, * as it were,' shows that the soul does not really suffer.

* In reality neither suffering nor sufferers exist, as the Vedantin

had pointed out in the first sentences of his reply ; but there can of

course be no doubt as to who suffers and what causes suffering in

the vyavaharika-state, i. e. the phenomenal world.

' In order to explain thereby how the soul can experience pain.

' And that would be against the Sahkhya dogma of the soul's

essential purity.

* So that the fact of suffering which cannot take place apart

from an intelligent principle again remains unexplained.

* Atmanas tapte sallve pratibimitatvdd yukld laptir iti xahkate

sattveti. An. Gi.
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If it is understood that its suffering is not real, we do not

object to the phrase * as it were ^.' For the aniphisbena also

does not become venomous because it is * a serpent as it

were ' (* like a serpent '), nor does the serpent lose its venom
because it is Mike an amphisbena.' You must therefore

admit that the relation of causes of suffering and of sufferers

is not real, but the effect of Nescience. And if you admit

that, then my (the Veddntic) doctrine also is free from

objections ^.

But perhaps you (the S^nkhya) will say that, after all,

suffering (on the part of the soul) is real ^ In that case,

however, the impossibility of release is all the more unde-

niable*, especially as the cause of suffering (viz. the pra-

dhdna) is admitted to be eternal.—And if (to get out of this

difficulty) you maintain that, although the potentialities of

suffering (on the part of the soul) and of causing suffering

(on the part of the pradhdna) are eternal, yet suffering, in

order to become actual, requires the conjunction of the two

—which conjunction in its turn depends on a special reason,

viz. the non-discrimination of the pradhdna by the soul

—

and that hence, when that reason no longer exists, the con-

junction of the two comes to an absolute termination,

whereby the absolute release of the soul becomes possible

;

we are again unable to accept your explanation, because

that on which the non-discrimination depends, viz. the gu/ia,

called Darkness, is acknowledged by you to be eternal.

' For it then indicates no more than a fictitious resemblance.

' The Sahkhya PGrvapakshin had objected to the Vedanta

doctrine that, on the latter, we cannot account for the fact known

from ordinary experience that there are beings suffering pain and

things causing suffering.—The Veddntin in his turn endeavours to

show that on the Sahkhya doctrine also the fact of suffering

remains inexplicable, and is therefore to be considered not real,

but fictitious merely, the product of Nescience.

' Not only ' suffering as it were,' as it had been called above.

* For real suffering cannot be removed by mere distinctive

knowledge on which—according to the Sahkhya also—release

depends.
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1

And as ^ there is no fixed rule for the (successive) rising and

sinking of the influence of the particular gu;/as, there is also

no fixed rule for the termination of the cause which

effects the conjunction of soul and pradhdna (i. e. non-dis-

crimination) ; hence the disjunction of the two is uncer-

tain, and so the Sankhyas cannot escape the reproach of

absence of final release resulting from their doctrine. To
the Veddntin, on the other hand, the idea of final release

being impossible cannot occur in his dreams even ; for the

Self he acknowledges to be one only, and one thing cannot

enter into the relation of subject and object, and Scripture,

moreover, declares that the plurality of effects originates

from speech only. For the phenomenal world, on the other

hand, we may admit the relation of sufferer and suffering

just as it is observed, and need neither object to it nor

refute it.

Herewith we have refuted the doctrine which holds the

pradhana to be the cause of the world. We have now to

dispose of the atomic theory.

We begin by refuting an objection raised by the atomists

against the upholders of Brahman.—The Vai^eshikas argue

as follows : The qualities which inhere in the substance con-

stituting the cause originate qualities of the same kind in

the substance constituting the effect ; we see, for instance,

that from white threads white cloth is produced, but do not

observe what is contrary (viz. white threads resulting in a

piece of cloth of a different colour). Hence, if the intelli-

gent Brahman is assumed as the cause of the world, we
should expect to find intelligence inherent in the effect also,

viz. the world. But this is not the case, and consequently

the intelligent Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.

—This reasoning the Sutrakdra shows to be fallacious, on the

ground of the system of the Vai.reshikas themselves.

II. Or (the world may originate from Brahman)

* This in answer to the remark that possibly the conjunclion of

soul and pradhana may come to an end when the influence

of Darkness declines, it being overpowered by the knowledge of

Truth.
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as the great and the long originate from the short

and the atomic.

The system of the Vaijeshikas is the following :-^The

atoms which possess, according to their special kind *, the

qualities of colour, &c., and which are of spherical form *,

subsist during a certain period ^ without producing any

effects *. After that, the unseen principle (adrish/a), &c. ^

acting as operative causes and conjunction constituting the

non-inherent cause ^, they produce the entire aggregate of

effected things, beginning with binary atomic compounds.

At the same time the qualities of the causes (1. e. of the

simple atoms) produce corresponding qualities in the effiects.

Thus, when two atoms produce a binary atomic compound,

the special qualities belonging to the simple atoms, such as

white colour, &c., produce a corresponding white colour in

the binary compound. One special quality, however, of the

simple atoms, viz. atomic sphericity, does not produce cor-

responding sphericity in the binary compound ; for the

forms of extension belonging to the latter are said to be

minuteness (awutva) and shortness. And, again, when two

binary compounds combining produce a quaternary atomic

compound, the qualities, such as whiteness, &c., inherent in

the binary compounds produce corresponding qualities

in the quaternary compounds ; with the exception, however,

of the two qualities of minuteness and shortness. For it is

* I. e. according as they are atoms of earth, water, fire, or air.

" Parima«</ala, spherical is the technical term for the specific

form of extension of the atoms, and, secondarily, for the atoms

themselves. The latter must apparently be imagined as infinitely

small spheres. Cp. Vaij. S(it. VII, i, 20.

* Viz. during the period of each pralaya. At that time all the

atoms are isolated and motionless.

* When the time for a new creation has come.
"* The &c. implies the activity of the Lord.

* The inherent (material) cause of an atomic compound are the

constituent atoms, the non-inherent cause the conjunction of those

atoms, the operative causes the adr/'sh/a and the Lord's activity

which make them enter into conjunction.
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admitted that the forms of extension belonging to quater-

nary compounds are not minuteness and shortness, but

bigness (mahattva) and length. The same happens ^ when

many simple atoms or many binary compounds or a simple

atom and a binary compound combine to produce new

effects.

Well, then, we say, just as from spherical atoms binary

compounds are produced, which are minute and short, and

ternary compounds which are big and long, but not anything

spherical ; or as from binary compounds, which are minute

and short, ternary compounds, &c., are produced which are

big and long, not minute and short ; so this non-intelligent

world may spring from the intelligent Brahman. This is a

doctrine to which you—the Vaijeshika—cannot, on your

own principles, object.

Here the Vai^eshika will perhaps come forward with the

following argumentation ^, As effected substances, such as

binary compounds and so on, are engrossed by forms of

extension contrary to that of the causal substances, the

forms of extension belonging to the latter, viz. sphericity

and so on, cannot produce similar qualities in the effects.

The world, on the other hand, is not engrossed by any

quality contrary to intelligence owing to which the intelli-

gence inherent in the cause should not be able to originate

a new intelligence in the effect. For non-intelligence is not a

quality contrary to intelligence, but merely its negation.

As thus the case of sphericity is not an exactly parallel

one, intelligence may very well produce an effect similar to

itself

This argumentation, we rejoin, is not sound. Just as the

qualities of sphericity and so on, although existing in the

cause, do not produce corresponding effects, so it is with

* I. e. in all cases the special form of extension of the effect

depends not on the special extension of the cause, but on the number

of atoms composing the cause (and thereby the effect).

' In order to escape the conclusion that the non-acceptance

of the doctrine of Brahman involves the abandonment of a funda-

mental Vai^eshika principle.
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intelligence also ; so that the two cases are parallel so far.

Nor can the circumstance of the effects being engrossed by
a different form of extension be alleged as the reason of

sphericity, &c. not originating qualities similar to them-

selves; for the power of originating effects belongs to

sphericity, &c. before another form of extension begins

to exist. For it is admitted that the substance pro-

duced remains for a moment devoid of qualities, and that

thereupon only (i. e. after that moment) its qualities begin

to exist. Nor, again, can it be said that sphericity, &c.

concentrate their activity on originating other forms of

extension ^, and therefore do not originate forms of exten-

sion belonging to the same class as their own ; for it is

admitted that the origin of other forms is due to other

causes ; as the Sutras of Ka;/abhu^ (Ka;/ida) themselves

declare (Vaij. Sut. VII, i, 9, 'Bigness is produced from

plurality inherent in the causes, from bigness of the cause

and from a kind of accumulation ;
* VII, i, 10, * The con-

trary of this (the big) is the minute ; ' VII, i, 17, * Thereby

length and shortness are explained^').—Nor, again, can it

be said that plurality, &c. inherent in the cause originate

(like effects) in consequence of some peculiar proximity (in

which they are supposed to stand to the effected substance),

while sphericity, &c. (not standing in a like proximity) do

not ; for when a new substance or a new quality is origin-

* I. e. forms of extension different from sphericity, &c.

^ The first of the three Siitras quoted comprises, in the present text

of the Vaixeshika-sOtras, only the following words, * Kdfawabahutva^

/fa
;

' the kz. of the SQtra implying, according to the commentators,

mahattva and pra^aya.—According to the Vai^eshikas the form of

extension called a«u, minute, has for its cause the dvitva inherent

in the material causes, i. e. the two atoms from which the minute

binary atomic compound originates.—The form of extension called

mahat, big, has different causes, among them bahutva, i. e. the

plurality residing in the material causes of the resulting 'big'

thing ; the cause of the mahattva of a ternary atomic compound,

for instance, is the tritva inherent in the three constituent atoms.

In other cases mahattva is due to antecedent mahattva, in others

to pra^aya, i. e. accumulation. See the Upaskdra on Vaij. Siit. Vll,

I, 9; 10.
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ated, all the qualities of the cause stand in the same rela-

tion of inherence to their abode (i.e. the causal substance

in which they inhere). For these reasons the fact of

sphericity, &c. not originating like effects can be explained

from the essential nature of sphericity, &c. only, and the

same may therefore be maintained with regard to intelli-

gence ^. Moreover, from that observed fact also, that from

conjunction (sawyoga) there originate substances, &c. be-

longing to a class different (from that to which conjunction

itself belongs), it follows that the doctrine of effects belong-

ing to the same class as the causes from which they spring

is too wide. If you remark against this last argument that,

as we have to do at present with a substance (viz. Brah-

man), it is inappropriate to instance a quality (viz. con-

junction) as a parallel case ; we point out that at present

we only wish to explain the origination of effects belonging

to a different class in general. Nor is there any reason for

the restriction that substances only are to be adduced as

examples for substances, and qualities only for qualities.

Your own SGtrakdra adduces a quality as furnishing a

parallel case for a substance (VaiV. Sut IV, 2, 2, *0n
account of the conjunction of things perceptible and things

imperceptible being imperceptible the body is not com-

posed of five elements'). Just as the conjunction which

inheres in the perceptible earth and the imperceptible ether

is not perceptible, the body also, if it had for its inherent

cause the five elements which are part of them perceptible,

part of them imperceptible, would itself be imperceptible

;

but, as a matter of fact, it is perceptible ; hence it is not

composed of the five elements. Here conjunction is a

quality and the body a substance.—The origin of eflfects

different in nature (from the cause) has, moreover, been

already treated of under II, i, 6.—Well then, this being so,

the matter has been settled there already (why then is it

again discussed here ?)—Because, we reply, there we argued

* I.e. if the Vaijeshikas have to admit that it is the nature of

sphericity, &c. not to produce like effects, the Veddntin also may
maintain that Brahman produces an unlike effect, viz. the non-

intelligent world.

[34] C C
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against the S^nkhya, and at present we have to do with

the VaLfeshika.—But, already once before (II, i, 3) a line

of argument equally applicable to a second case was simply

declared to extend to the latter also
;

(why then do you

not simply state now that the arguments used to defeat the

SAhkhya are equally valid against the Vai^eshika?)

—

Because here, we reply, at the beginning of the examina-

tion of the Valyeshika system we prefer to discuss the

point with arguments specially adapted to the doctrine ol

the Vaijeshikas.

1 2. In both cases also (in the cases of the adresh/a

inhering either in the atoms or the soul) action (of

the atoms) is not (possible) ; hence absence of that

(viz, creation and pralaya).

The Sutrak^ra now proceeds to refute the doctrine of

atoms being the cause of the world.—This doctrine arises

in the following manner. We see that all ordinary sub-

stances which consist of parts as, for instance, pieces of

cloth originate from the substances connected with them by
the relation of inherence, as for instance threads, conjunc-

tion co-operating (with the parts to form the whole). We
thence draw the general conclusion that whatever consists

of parts has originated from those substances with which it

is connected by the relation of inherence, conjunction co-

operating. That thing now at which the distinction of whole

and parts stops and which marks the limit of division into

minuter parts is the atom.—This whole world, with its

mountains, oceans, and so on, is composed of parts ; because

it is composed of parts it has a beginning and an end ^ ; an

effect may not be assumed without a cause ; therefore the

atoms are the cause of the world. Such is Ka//ada's

doctrine.—As we observe four elementary substances con-

sisting of parts, viz. earth, water, fire, and air (wind), we have

to assume four different kinds of atoms. These atoms

marking the limit of subdivision into minuter parts can-

* Like other things, let us say a piece of cloth, which consists of

parts.
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not be divided themselves ; hence when the elements are

destroyed they can be divided down to atoms only ; this

state of atomic division of the elements constitutes the

pralaya (the periodical destruction of the world). After

that when the time for creation comes, motion (karman)

springs up in the aerial atoms. This motion which is due

to the unseen principle ^ joins the atom in which it resides to

another atom ; thus binary compounds, &C. are produced,

and finally the element of air. In a like manner are pro-

duced fire, water, earth, the body with its organs. Thus

the whole world originates from atoms. From the qualities

inhering in the atoms the qualities belonging to the binary

compounds are produced, just as the qualities of the cloth

result from the qualities of the threads.—Such, in short, is

the teaching of the followers of Ka//Ada.

This doctrine we controvert in the following manner.— It

must be admitted that the atoms when they are in a state

of isolation require action (motion) to bring about their

conjunction ; for we observe that the conjunction of threads

and the like is effected by action. Action again, which is

itself an effect, requires some operative cause by which it is

brought about; for unless some such cause exists, no original

motion can take place in the atoms. If, then, some operative

cause is assumed, we may, in the first place, assume some

cause analogous to seen causes, such as endeavour or impact.

But in that case original motion could not occur at all in

the atoms, since causes of that kind are, at the time, im-

possible. For in the pralaya state endeavour, which is a

quality of the soul, cannot take place because no body exists

then. For the quality of the soul called endeavour origi-

nates when the soul is connected with the internal organ

which abides in the body. The same reason precludes the

assumption of other seen causes such as impact and the

like. For they all are possible only after the creation of

the worid has taken place, and cannot therefore be the

* Or, more particularly, to the conjunction of the atoms with

the souls to \vhich merit and demerit belong.—Ajdr/'sh/Speksham

adr/sh/avatkshetra^^asaw}Ogdpeksham iti }dvat. An. Gi.

C C 2
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causes of the original action (by which the worid is

produced).— If, in the second place, the unseen principle is

assumed as the cause of the original motion of the atoms,

we ask: Is this unseen principle to be considered as

inhering in the soul or in the atom ? In both cases it can-

not be the cause of motion in the atoms, because it is non-

intelligent For, as we have shown above in our examina-

tion of the Sdnkhya system, a non-intelligent thing which

is not directed by an intelligent principle cannot of itself

either act or be the cause of action, and the soul cannot be

the guiding principle of the adWsh/a because at the time of

pralaya its intelligence has not yet arisen ^. If, on the other

hand, the unseen principle is supposed to inhere in the soul,

it cannot be the cause of motion in the atoms, because there

exists no connexion of it with the latter. If you say that

the soul in which the unseen principle inheres is connected

with the atoms, then there would result, from the continuity

of connexion *, continuity of action, as there is no other

restricting principle.—Hence, there being no definite cause

of action, original action cannot take place in the atoms

;

there being no action, conjunction of the atoms which

depends on action cannot take place ; there being no con-

junction, all the effects depending on it, viz. the formation

of binary atomic compounds, &c., cannot originate.

How, moreover, is the conjunction of one atom with

another to be imagined ? Is it to be total interpenetration

of the two or partial conjunction ? If the former, then no

increase of bulk could take place, and consequently atomic

size only would exist ; moreover, it would be contrary to

what is observed, as we see that conjunction takes place

between substances having paits (pradera). If the latter,

it would follow that the atoms are composed of parts.—Let

then the atoms be imagined to consist of parts.—If so,

imagined things being unreal, the conjunction also of the

atoms would be unreal and thus could not be the non-

* According to the Vaijeshikas intelligence is not essential to

the soul, but a mere adventitious quality arising only when the soul

is joined to an internal organ.

* The soul being all-pervading.
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inherent cause of real things. And without non-inherent

causes effected substances such as binary compounds, &c.

could not originate. And just as at the time of the first

creation motion of the atoms leading to their conjunction

could not take place, there being no cause of such motion
;

thus at the time of a general pralaya also no action could

take place leading to their separation, since for that occur-

rence also no definite seen cause could be alleged. Nor
could the unseen principle be adduced as the cause, since its

purport is to effect enjoyment (of reward and punishment

on the part of the soul), not to bring about the pralaya.

There being then no possibility of action to effect either the

conjunction or the separation of the atoms, neither conjunc*

tion nor separation would actually take place, and hence

neither creation nor pralaya of the world.—For these reasons

the doctrine of the atoms being the cause of the world must

be rejected.

13. And because in consequence of samavdya

being admitted a regressus in infinitum results

from parity of reasoning.

You (the Vaijeshika) admit that a binary compound which

originates from two atoms, while absolutely different from

them, is connected with them by the relation of inherence

;

but on that assumption the doctrine of the atoms being the

general cause cannot be established, * because parity involves

here a retrogressus ad infinitum.' For just as a binary

compound which is absolutely different from the two con-

stituent atoms is connected with them by means of the

relation of inherence (samav^ya), so the relation of inherence

itself being absolutely different from the two things which

it connects, requires another relation of inherence to connect

it with them, there being absolute difference in both cases.

For this second relation of inherence again, a third relation

of inherence would have to be assumed and so on ad
infinitum.—But—the Vai^eshika is supposed to reply—we
are conscious of the so-called samavdya relation as eternally

connected with the things between which it exists, not as
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either non-connected with them or as depending on another

connexion ; we are therefore not obliged to assume another

connexion, and again another, and so on, and thus to allow

ourselves to be driven into a regressus in infinitum.

—

Your defence is unavailing, we reply, for it would involve the

admission that conjunction (sawyoga) also as being eternally

connected with the things which it joins does, like samav^ya,

not require another connexion ^. If you say that conjunc-

tion does require another connexion because it is a different

thing '^, we reply that then samav^ya also requires another

connexion because it is likewise a different thing. Nor can

you say that conjunction does require another connexion

because it is a quality (gu«a), and samavdya does not

because it is not a quality ; for (in spite of this difference)

the reason for another connexion being required is the same
in both cases ^ and not that which is technically called

* quality ' is the cause (of another connexion being required)*.

—For these reasons those who acknowledge samavdya to be

a separate existence are driven into a regressus in infini-

tum, in consequence of which, the impossibility of one term

involving the impossibility of the entire series, not even the

origination of a binary compound from two atoms can be

accounted for.—For this reason also the atomic doctrine is

inadmissible.

14. And on account of the permanent existence

(of activity or non-activity).

Moreover, the atoms would have to be assumed as either

' Which is inadmissible on Vaixeshika principles, because saw-

yoga as being a quality is connected with the things it joins by

samav^ya.

^ Viz. from those things which are united by conjunction. The
argument is that conjunction as an independent third entity requires

another connexion to connect it with the two things related to each

other in the way of conjunction.

' Viz. the absolute difference of samavdya and sawyoga from

the terms which they connect.

^ Action (karman), &c. also standing in the samavaya relation

to their substrates.
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essentially active (moving) or essentially non-active, or both

or neither ; there being no fifth alternative. But none of the

four alternatives stated is possible. If they were essentially

active, their activity would be permanent so that no pralaya

could take place. If they were essentially non-active, their

non-activity would be permanent, and no creation could take

place. Their being both is impossible because self-con-

tradictory. If they were neither, their activity and non-

activity would have to depend on an operative cause, and

then the operative causes such as the adWsh/a being in

permanent proximity to the atoms, permanent activity

would result ; or else the adr/sh/a and so on not being taken

as operative causes, the consequence would be permanent

non-activity on the part of the atoms.—For this reason also

the atomic doctrine is untenable.

1 5. And on account of the atoms having colour,

&c., the reverse (of the Vai^eshika tenet would take

place) ; as thus it is observed.

Let us suppose, the Vai^shikas say, all substances com-

posed of parts to be disintegrated into their parts ; a limit

will finally be reached beyond which the process of disin-

tegration cannot be continued. What constitutes that limit

are the atoms, which are eternal (permanent), belong to

four different classes, possess the qualities of colour, &c.,

and are the originating principles of this whole material

world with its colour, form, and other qualities.

This fundamental assumption of the Vai^eshikas we
declare to be groundless because from the circumstance of

the atoms having colour and other qualities there would

follow the contrary of atomic minuteness and perma-

nency, i.e. it would follow that, compared to the ultimate

cause, they are gross and non-permanent. For ordinary

experience teaches that whatever things possess colour and

other qualities are, compared to their cause, gross and non-

permanent. A piece of cloth, for instance, is gross compared

to the threads of which it consists, and non-permanent;

and the threads again are non-permanent and gross com-
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pared to the filaments of which they are made up.

Therefore the atoms also which the Vaijeshikas admit to

have colour, &c. must have causes compared to which

they are gross and non-permanent. Hence that reason

also which Ka;iida gives for the permanence of the atoms

(IV, I, I, 'that which exists without having a cause is

permanent ') does not apply at all to the atoms because, as

we have shown just now, the atoms are to be considered as

having a cause.—The second reason also which Ka/rada

brings forward for the permanency of the atoms, viz. in

IV, I, 4, *the special negation implied in the term non-

eternal would not be possible
^

' (if there did not exist some-

thing eternal, viz. the atoms), does not necessarily prove the

permanency of the atoms ; for supposing that there exists

not any permanent thing, the formation of a negative com-

pound such as * non-eternal ' is impossible. Nor does the

existence of the word * non-permanent ' absolutely pre-

suppose the permanency of atoms ; for there exists (as we
Ved^ntins maintain) another permanent ultimate Cause,

viz. Brahman. Nor can the existence of anything be

established merely on the ground of a word commonly
being used in that sense, since there is room for common
use only if word and matter are well-established by some
other means of right knowledge.—The third reason also

given in the Vaij*. Sutras (IV, i, 5) for the permanency of

the atoms (* and Nescience *) is unavailing. For if we
explain that Sutra to mean ' the non-perception of those

actually existing causes whose effects are seen is Nescience,*

it would follow that the binary atomic compounds also are

permanent '^. And if we tried to escape from that difficulty

by including (in the explanation of the Sfltra as given above)

the qualification ' there being absence of (originating) sub-

* Our Vaijeshika-siitras read * pratishedhabhava^
;

' but as all

MSS. of 5ahkara have ' pratishedhdbhdvaA ' I have kept the latter

reading and translated according to Anandagiri's explanation

:

Kdryam anilyam iti karye vLreshato nityatvanishedho na syad yadi

kara«e«py anityatvam ato^/zfind/w kir^jtinim nityateti sfttrarthai^.

^ Because they also are not perceptible ; the ternary aggregates,

the so-called trasarewus, constituting the minima perceplibilia.
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Stances,* then nothing else but the absence of a cause would

furnish the reason for the permanency of the atoms, and

as that reason had already been mentioned before (in IV, i,

i) the Sutra IV, i, 5 would be a useless restatement.—Well,

then (the Vaij-cshika might say), let us understand by
'Nescience' (in theSfitra) the impossibility of conceiving a

third reason of the destruction (of effects), in addition to

the division of the causal substance into its parts, and the

destruction of the causal substance ; which impossibility

involves the permanency of the atoms ^—There is no neces-

sity, we reply, for assuming that a thing when perishing

must perish on account of either of those two reasons.

That assumption would indeed have to be made if it were

generally admitted that a new substance is produced only

by the conjunction of several causal substances. But if it

is admitted that a causal substance may originate a new

substance by passing over into a qualified state after having

previously existed free from qualifications, in its pure

generality, it follows that the effected substance may be

destroyed by its solidity being dissolved, just as the hard-

ness of ghee is dissolved by the action of fire ^.—Thus there

would result, from the circumstance of the atoms having

colour, &c., the opposite of what the Vai^eshikas mean.

For this reason also the atomic doctrine cannot be main-

tained.

16. And as there are difficulties in both cases.

Earth has the qualities of smell, taste, colour, and touch,

and is gross ; water has colour, taste, and touch, and is fine

;

fire has colour and touch, and is finer yet ; air is finest of

all, and has the quality of touch only. The question now

arises whether the atoms constituting the four elements are

to be assumed to possess the same greater or smaller

* As they have no cause which could either be disintegrated or

destroyed. •

' This according to the Vedanla view. If atoms existed they

might have originated from avidya by a mere pariwdma and might

again be dissolved into avidya, without either disintegration or

destruction of their cause taking place.
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number of qualities as the respective elements.—Either

assumption leads to unacceptable consequences. For if we
assume that some kinds of atoms have more numerous

qualities, it follows that their solid size (mfirti) will be

increased thereby, and that implies their being atoms no

longer. That an increase of qualities cannot take place

without a simultaneous increase of size we infer from our

observations concerning effected material bodies.—If, on the

other hand, we assume, in order to save the equality of

atoms of all kinds, that there is no difference in the number
of their qualities, we must either suppose that they have all

one quality only ; but in that case we should not perceive

touch in fire nor colour and touch in water, nor taste,

colour, and touch in earth, since the qualities of the effects

have for their antecedents the qualities of the causes. Or
else we must suppose all atoms to have all the four quali-

ties ; but in that case we should necessarily perceive what

we actually do not perceive, viz. smell in water, smell and

taste in fire, smell, taste, and colour in air.—Hence on this

account also the atomic doctrine shows itself to be unac-

ceptable.

17. And as the (atomic theory) is not accepted

(by any authoritative persons) it is to be disregarded

altogether.

While the theory of the pradh^na being the cause of the

world has been accepted by some adherents of the Veda

—

as, for instance, Manu—with a view to the doctrines of the

effect existing in the cause already, and so on, the atomic

doctrine has not been accepted by any persons of authority

in any of its parts, and therefore is to be disregarded

entirely by all those who take their stand on the Veda.

There are, moreover, other objections to the VaLfeshika

doctrine.—The Valfeshikas assume six categories, which

constitute the subject-matterof their system, viz. substance,

quality, action, generality, particularity, and inherence.

These six categories they maintain to be absolutely dif-

ferent from each other, and to have different characteristics

;
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just as a man, a horse, a hare differ from one another.

Side by side with this assumption they make another which

contradicts the former one, viz. that quality, action, &c.

have the attribute of depending on substance. But that is

altogether inappropriate ; for just as ordinary things, such

as animals, grass, trees, and the like, being absolutely

different from each other do not depend on each other, so

the qualities, &c. also being absolutely different from sub-

stance, cannot depend on the latter. Or else let the qualities,

&c. depend on substance ; then it follows that, as they are

present where substance is present, and absent where it is

absent, substance only exists, and, according to its various

forms, becomes the object of different terms and conceptions

(such as quality, action, &c.) ;
just as Devadatta, for instance,

according to the conditions in which he finds himself is the

object of various conceptions and names. But this latter

alternative would involve the acceptation of the Sinkhya

doctrine* and the abandonment of the VaLreshika stand-

point.—But (the Vaijeshika may say) smoke also is different

from fire and yet it is dependent on it.—True, we reply

;

but we ascertain the difference of smoke and fire from the

fact of their being apperceived in separation. Substance

and quality, on the other hand, are not so apperceived ; for

when we are conscious of a white blanket, or a red cow, or

a blue lotus, the substance is in each case cognised by means

of the quality ; the latter therefore has its Self in the sub-

stance. The same reasoning applies to action, generality,

particularity, and inherence.

If you (the Vai^eshika) say that qualities, actions, &c.

(although not non-different from substances) may yet

depend on the latter because substances and qualities stand

in the relation of one not being able to exist without the

other (ayutasiddhi ^) ; we point out that things which are

* The Sahkhyas looking on everything (except the soul) as

being the pradhana in various forms.—There is no need of

assuming with Govindananda that by the Sahkhya of the text we
have to understand the Vedanta.

^ Yayor dvayor madhya ekam avina^yad aparajritam evava-

tish/^ate tav ayutasiddhau yathSvayavdvayavinau.
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ayutasiddha must either be non-separate in place, or non-

separate in time, or non-separate in nature, and that none

of these alternatives agrees with Vai^eshika principles. For

the first alternative contradicts your own assumptions ac-

cording to which the cloth originating from the threads

occupies the place of the threads only, not that of the clotli,

while the qualities of the cloth, such as its white colour,

occupy the place of the cloth only, not that of the threads.

So the Vaijeshika-sfitras say (I, i, ic), * Substances originate

another substance and qualities another quality/ The
threads which constitute the causal substance originate the

effected substance, viz. the cloth, and the qualities of the

threads, such as white colour, &c., produce in the cloth new
corresponding qualities. But this doctrine is clearly contra-

dicted by the assumption of substance and quality being

non-separate in place.—If, in the second place, you explain

ayutasiddhatva as non-separation in time, it follows also

that, for instance, the right and the left horn of a cow would

be ayutasiddha.—And if, finally, you explain it to mean
*non-separation in character,' it is impossibk to make any

further distinction between the substance and the quality, as

then quality is conceived as being identical with substance.

Moreover, the distinction which the Vai^yeshikas make
between conjunction (sawyoga) as being the connexion of

things which can exist separately, and inherence (samavdya)

as being the connexion of things which are incapable of

separate existence is futile, since the cause which exists

before the effect ^ cannot be said to be incapable of separate

existence. Perhaps the Vaii-eshika will say that his defi-

nition refers to one of the two terms only, so that samavdya

is the connexion, with the cause, of the effect which is

incapable of separate existence. But this also is of no

avail ; for as a connexion requires two terms, the effect as

long as it has not yet entered into being cannot be con-

nected with the cause. And it would be equally unavailing

to say that the effect enters into the connexion after it has

begun to exist ; for if the Vaijeshika admits that the effect

* The connexion of cause and effect is of course samavaya.
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may exist previous to its connexion with the cause, it is

no longer ayutasiddha (incapable of separate existence), and

thereby the principle that between effect and cause con-

junction and disjunction do not take place is violated ^

And 2 just as conjunction, and not samavdya, is the con-

nexion in which every effected substance as soon as it has

been produced stands with the all-pervading substances as

ether, &c.—although no motion has taken place on the part

of the effected substance—so also the connexion of the

effect with the cause will be conjunction merely, not sama-

v^ya.

Nor is there any proof for the existence of any connexion,

samavaya or sa;«yoga, apart from the things which it con-

nects. If it should be maintained that sawyoga and sama-

vkya, have such an existence because we observe that there

are names and ideas of them in addition to the names and

ideas of the things connected, we point out that one and

the same thing may be the subject of several names and

ideas if it is considered in its relations to what lies without

it. Devadatta although being one only forms the object of

many different names and notions according as he is con-

sidered in himself or in his relations to others ; thus he is

thought and spoken of as man, Br4hma;^a, learned in the

Veda, generous, boy, young man, old man, father, son,

grandson, brother, son-in-law, &c. So, again, one and the

same stroke is, according to the place it is connected with,

spoken of and conceived as meaning either ten, or hundred,

or thousand, &c. Analogously, two connected things are

not only conceived and denoted as connected things, but

in addition constitute the object of the ideas and terms
* conjunction' or 'inherence/ which however do not prove

* If the effect can exist before having entered into connexion

with the cause, the subsequent connexion of the two is no longer

samavaya but szmyogz ; and that contradicts a fundamental Vaixe-

shika principle.

' This clause replies to the objection that only those connexions

which have been produced by previous motion are to be considered

conjunctions.
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themselves to be separate entities.—Things standing thus,

the non-existence of separate entities (conjunction, &c.),

which entities would have to be established on the ground

of perception, follows from the fact of their non-perception.

—Nor, again ^, does the circumstance of the word and idea

of connexion having for its object the things connected

involve the connexion's permanent existence, since we have

already shown above that one thing may, on account of its

relations to other things, be conceived and denoted in dif-

ferent ways.

Further^, conjunction cannot take place between the

atoms, the soul, and the internal organ, because they have

no parts ; for we observe that conjunction takes place only

of such substances as consist of parts. If the Vaii-eshika

should say that parts of the atoms, soul and mind may be

assumed (in order to explain their alleged conjunction),

we remark that the assumption of actually non-existing

things would involve the result that anything might be

established ; for there is no restrictive rule that only such

and such non-existing things—whether contradictory to

reason or not—should be assumed and not any other, and

assumptions depend on one's choice only and may be carried

to any extent. If we once allow assumptions, there is no

reason why there should not be assumed a further hundred

or thousand things, in addition to the six categories assumed

by the Vai^eshikas. Anybody might then assume anything,

and we could neither stop a compassionate man from

assuming that this transmigratory world which is the cause

of so much misery to living beings is not to be, nor a

malicious man from assuming that even the released souls

are to enter on a new cycle of existences.

^ A clause meant to preclude the assumption that the permanent

existence of the things connected involves the permanent existence

of the connexion.

^ It having been shown above that atoms cannot enter into

sa/wyoga with each other, it is shown now that sazwyoga of the soul

with the atoms cannot be the cause of the motion of the latter,

and that sa/^/yoga of soul and manas cannot be the cause of

cognition.
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Further, it is not possible that a binary atomic compound,
which consists of parts, should be connected with the simple

indivisible atoms by an intimate connexion (sawjlesha)

any more than they can thus be connected with ether ; for

between ether and earth, &c. there does not exist that kind

of intimate connexion which exists, for instance, between

wood and varnish \

Let it then be said (the Vaijeshika resumes) that the

samavdya relation must be assumed, because otherwise

the relation of that which abides and that which forms the

abode—which relation actually exists between the effected

substance and the causal substance—is not possible.—That

would, we reply, involve the vice of mutual dependence ; for

only when the separateness of cause and effect is established,

the relation of the abode and that which abides can be

established ; and only when the latter relation is estab-

lished, the relation of separateness can be established.

For the Veddntins acknowledge neither the separateness

of cause and effect, nor their standing to each other in the

relation of abode and thing abiding, since according to their

doctrine the effect is only a certain state of the cause ^.

—

Moreover, as the atoms are limited (not of infinite exten-

sion), they must in reality consist of as many parts as we

acknowledge regions of spaced whether those be six or

eight or ten, and consequently they cannot be permanent

;

conclusions contrary to the Vai^eshika doctrine of the indi-

visibility and permanency of the atoms.—If the VaLreshika

replies that those very parts which are owing to the exist-

ence of the different regions of space are his (indestructible)

^ Ekasambandhyakarshawe yatra sambandhyanlardkarshawaw

tatra sa/w^lesha^, sa tu savayavSnaw ^atukdshMddina^j dr/*sh/o

na tu niravayavai^ sdvayavandm, ato dvya«ukasya sdvayavasya

niravayavena paramSwund sa nopapadyate. Brahmavidydbh.

* In answer to the question how, in that case, the practically

recognised relation of abode, &c. existing between the cause and

the effect is accounted for.

' For they must in that case have a northern end, an eastern

end, &c.
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atoms ; we deny that because all things whatever, forming

a series of substances of ever-increasing minuteness, are

capable of dissolution, until the highest cause (Brahman) is

reached. Earth—which is, in comparison with a binary com-

pound, the grossest thing of all—undergoes decomposition

;

so do the substances following next which belong to the

same class as earth ; so does the binary compound ; and so

does, finally, the atom which (although the minutest thing of

all) still belongs to the same general class (i. e. matter) with

earth, &c. The objection (which the Vai^eshika might pos-

sibly raise here* again) that things can be decomposed only

by the separation of their parts ^, we have already disposed of

above, where we pointed out that decomposition may take

place in a manner analogous to the melting of ghee. Just as

the hardness of ghee, gold, and the like, is destroyed in con-

sequence of those substances being rendered liquid by their

contact with fire, no separation of the parts taking place all

the while ; so the solid shape of the atoms also may be

decomposed by their passing back into the indifferenced

condition of the highest cause. In the same way the origi-

nation of effects also is brought about not merely in the

way of conjunction of parts; for we see that milk, for

instance, and water originate effects such as sour milk and

ice without there taking place any conjunction of parts.

It thus appears that the atomic doctrine is supported by

very weak arguments only, is opposed to those scriptural

passages which declare the Lord to be the general cause, and

is not accepted by any of the authorities taking their stand

on Scripture, such as Manu and others. Hence it is to be

altogether disregarded by highminded men who have a

regard for their own spiritual welfare.

18. (If there be assumed) the (dyad of) aggregates

with its two causes, (there takes place) non-estab-

lishment of those (two aggregates).

The reasons on account of which the doctrine of the

* And that on that account the atoms which he considers as the

ultimate simple constifuents of matter cannot be decomposed.
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Vaireshikas cannot be accepted have been stated above.

That doctrine may be called semi-destructive (or semi-

nihilistic ^). That the more thorough doctrine which teaches

universal non-permanency is even less worthy of being

taken into consideration, we now proceed to show.

That doctrine is presented in a variety of forms, due

either to the difference of the views (maintained by Buddha
at different times), or else to the difference of capacity on

the part of the disciples (of Buddha). Three principal

opinions may, however, be distinguished; the opinion of

those who maintain the reality of everything (Realists,

sarv4stitvav4din) ; the opinion of those who maintain that

thought only is real (Idealists, vi^^navddin) ; and the

opinion of those who maintain that everything is void (un-

real ; Nihilists, ^(inyavddin *).—We first controvert those

* Because according to their opinion difference of size constitutes

difference of substance, so that the continuous change of size in

animal bodies, for instance, involves the continual perishing of old

and the continual origination of new substances.

' The following notes on Bauddha doctrines are taken exclusively

from the commentaries on the ^S'ahkarabhdshya, and no atten^pt

has been made to contrast or reconcile the Brahminical accounts

of Bauddha psychology with the teaching of genuine Bauddha

books. Cp. on the chief sects of the Buddhistic philosophers the

Bauddha chapter of the Sarvadarxa^asa;;/graha.—The Nihilists are

the Madhyamikas ; the Idealists are the YogaHras ; the Sautran-

tikas and the Vaibhdshikas together constitute the class of the

Realists.—I subjoin the account given of those sects in the Brah-

mavidyibhara;ia.—Buddhasya hi mddhyamika-yoga^ra-sautran-

tika-vaibhdshikasam^;?akar ^atvara^ jishya^ Tatra buddhena

prathama/^/ yan prati sarva/7/ x^nyam ity upadish/a;?/ te madhya-

mikds te hi gurun^ yathokta/7/ tathaiva ^raddhayd gr/htiavanta iti

kntva napakr/*sh/a^ punaj ^a taduktasyarthasya buddhyanusa-

re«akshepasyakrnatvdn notkr/sh/abuddhaya iti madhyamika^.

Anyais tu jishyair gunwa sarvajQnyatva upadish/e ^^anatiriktasya

sarvasya ^nyatvam astu n^meti guriiktir yoga iti bauddai^ pari-

bhdshitopetd^ tad upari ^a ^^anasya tu sdnysitysim na sawbhavati

tathdtve ^gadandhyaprasahgdt ^(inyasiddher apy asa/^/bhava^ ^eti

buddhamate d^aratvena paribhSshita dkshepo^pi kr/ta iti yogd-

^rd^, vi^^dnamdtrdstitvavadina/;. Tadanantaram anyai^ ^ishyai^

[34] D d
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who maintain that everything, external as well as internal, is

real. What is external is either element (bhuta) or elementary

(bhautika) ; what is internal is either mind (ifeitta) or mental

(>taitta). The elements are earth, water, and so on ; elemental

are colour, &c. on the one hand, and the eye and the other

sense-organs on the other hand. Earth and the other three

elements arise from the aggregation of the four different

kinds of atoms ; the atoms of earth being hard/ those of

water viscid, those of fire hot, those of air mobile.—The
inward world consists of the five so-called ' groups ' (skan-

dha), the group of sensation (rQpaskandha), the group of

knowledge (vi^dnaskandha), the group of feeling (vedanA-

skandha), the group of verbal knowledge (sam^askandha),

and the group of impressions (sa/wskdraskandha) *
; which

pratttisiddhasya kathaf^ jOnyalvam vaktum ^akyam ato ^/ianavad

vdhydrtho*pi satya ity ukte tarhi tathaiva so*stu, para/w tu so

'Humeyo na tu pratyaksha ity ukte tathdhgikr/lyaiva/Ti ^ishyamatim

anusr/tya kiyatparyanta/w sfttraw bhavishyatlti tai^ pr/sh/am atas

te saulranlika^. Anye punar yady ayaw gha/a iti pralidbalad

vdhyo«rtha upeyate tarhi tasyd eva praliter aparokshatvat sa

kathaw paroksho«to valiyo«rtho na pratyaksha iti bhfehd viruddh-

ely akshipann atas te vaibhashika^.

* The rfipaskandha comprises the senses and their objects,

colour, &c. ; the sense-organs were above called bhautika, they here

re-appear as ^aittika on account of their connexion with thought.

Their objects likewise are classed as ^ittika in so far as they are

p)erceived by the senses.—The vi^;?anaskandha comprises the

series of self-cognitions (ahamaham ity dlayavi^wdnapravdhaA),

according to all commentators ; and in addition, according to the

Brahmavidydbhara«a,the knowledge, determinate and indeterminate,

of external things (savikalpakafw nirvikalpakaw kz. pravr/Uivi^;ja-

nasam^«itam).—The vedandskandha comprises pleasure, pain, &c.

—The sam^/askandha comprises the cognition of things by their

names (gaur arva ityddixabdasam^g^lpitapratyayaA, An. Gi. ; gaur

arva ityevaw ndmavijish/asavikalpaka^ pratyaya^, Go. An. ; s^mgui

ya^^adattddipadatadullekhi savikalpapratyayo va, dvitlyapakshe

vi^wanapadena savikalpapratyayo na grdhya^, Brahmavidydbh.).

The sa;7;skdraskandha comprises passion, aversion, &c., dharma

and adharma.—Compare also the BhSmati.—The vi^wanaskandha

is ^itta, the other skandhas ^aitta.
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taken together constitute the basis of all personal exist-

ence ^.

With reference to this doctrine we make the following

remarks.—Those two aggregates, constituting two different

•classes, and having two different causes which the Bauddhas

assume, viz. the aggregate of the elements and elementary

things whose cause the atoms are, and the aggregate of the

five skandha^ whose cause the skandhas are, cannot, on Baud-

dha principles, be established, i.e. it cannot be explained

how the aggregates are brought about. For the parts con-

stituting the (material) aggregates are devoid of inteUigence,

and the kindling (abhi^alana) of intelligence depends on an

aggregate of atoms having been brought about previously \

And the Bauddhas do not admit any other permanent intelli-

gent being, such as either an enjoying soul or a ruling Lord,

which could effect the aggregation of the atoms. Nor can

the atoms and skandhas be assumed to enter on activity on

their own account ; for that would imply their never ceasing

to be active ^. Nor can the cause of aggregation be looked

for in the so-called abode (i.e. the dlayavi^^dna-pravdha,

the train of self-cognitions) ; for the latter must be described

either as different from the single cognitions or as not dif-

ferent from them. (In the former case it is either permanent,

and then it is nothing else but the permanent soul of the

Veddntins ; or non-permanent ;) then being admitted to be

momentary merely, it cannot exercise any influence and

cannot therefore be the cause of the motion of the atoms *.

^ It has to be kept in view that the sarvdstitvavidins as well as

the other Bauddha sects teach the momentariness (ksha/iikatva),

the eternal flux of everything that exists, and are on that ground

controverted by the upholders of the permanent Brahman.
' Mind, on the Bauddha doctrine, presupposes the existence ot

an aggregate of atoms, viz. the body.

' In consequence of which no release could take place.

* The Brahmavidydbharawa explains the last clause—from ksha-

mkatvd>^ kz.—somewhat differently : Api kz, parami^Qndm api

ksha;iikatvdbhyupagaman melana/^/ na sambhavati, paramd^dndf^

melana/« paramdfrukriyddhinam, tathd ^ svakriy^m prati parami-

frQnd/71 kdra/iatvdt kriydpQrvaksha;ie paramd;/ubhir bhdvyam, kriyi

D d 2
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(And in the latter case we are not further advanced than
' before.)—For all these reasons the formation of aggregates

cannot be accounted for. But without aggregates there

would be an end of the stream of mundane existence which

presupposes those aggregates.

19. If it be said that (the formation of aggregates

may be explained) through (Nescience, &c.) standing

in the relation of mutual causality ; we say * No,'

because they merely are the efficient causes of the

origin (of the immediately subsequent links).

Although there exists no permanent intelligent principle

of the nature either of a ruling Lord or an enjoying soul,

under whose influence the formation of aggregates could

take place, yet the course of mundane existence is rendered

possible through the mutual causality* of Nescience and

so on, .so that we need not look for any other combining

principle.

The serfes beginning with Nescience comprises the fol-

lowing members : Nescience, impression, knowledge, name
and form, the abode of the six, touch, feeling, desire,

activity, birth, species, decay, death, grief, lamentation,

pain, mental affliction, and the like^ All these terms con-

jrayatayd kriyakshawe^pi teshdm avaslhdnam apekshitam eva/;/

melanakshane«pi, nahi melanSxrayasySbhave melanariipi pravr/Uir

upapadyate, tathd H sthiraparama;2usadhyd melanarOpd przvrttiiA

kathaw tesham kshawikatve bhavet.—Ananda Giri also divides and

translates differently from the translation in the text.

* The karawatvat of -Sankara explains the pratyayatvit of the

SQtra ; kdryaw praty ayate ^nakatvena ga^t^^ati.

' The commentators agree on the whole in their explanations of

the terms of this series.—The following is the substance of the

comment of the Brahmavidydbharawa : Nescience is the error of

considering that which is momentary, impure, &c. to be permanent,

pure, &c.— Impression (affection, sawskira) comprises desire,

aversion, &c., and the activity caused by them.— Knowledge

(vVf^ina) is the self-consciousness (aham ity dlayavi^^inasya

vr/ttilibha^) springing up in the embryo.—Name and form is the

rudimentary flake- or bubble-like condition of the embryo.—The
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stitute a chain of causes and are as such spoken of in the

Bauddha system, sometimes cursorily, sometimes at length.

They are, moreover, all acknowledged as existing, not by

the Bauddhas only, but by the followers of all systems.

And as the cycles of Nescience, &c. forming uninterrupted

chains of causes and effects revolve unceasingly like water-

wheels, the existence of the aggregates (which constitute

bodies and minds) must needs be assumed, as without such

Nescience and so on could not take place.

This argumentation of the Bauddha we are unable to

accept, because it merely assigns efficient causes for the

origination of the members of the series, but does not

intimate an efficient cause for the formation of the aggre-

gates. If the Bauddha reminds us of the statement made
above that the existence of aggregates must needs be

inferred from the existence of Nescience and so on, we
point out that, if he means thereby that Nescience and so

on cannot exist without aggregates and hence require the

existence of such, it remains to assign an efficient cause for

the formation of the aggregates. But, as we have already

shown—when examining the Vai^eshika doctrine—that the

formation of aggregates cannot be accounted for even on

the assumption of permanent atoms and individual souls in

abode of the six (shar/ayatana) is the further developed stage of

the embryo in which the latter is the abode of the six senses.

—

Touch (sparja) is the sensations of cold, warmth, &c. on the

embryo's part.—Feeling (vedana) the sensations of pleasure and

pain resulting therefrom.—Desire (tr/*sh«a) is the wish to enjoy

the pleasurable sensations and to shun the painful ones.—Activity

(upadana) is the effort resulting from desire.—Birth is the passing

out from the uterus.—Species (^^ti) is the class of beings to wliich

the new-born creature belongs.—Decay (^ard).—Death (marawam)

is explained as the condition of the creature when about to die

(mumftrsha).— Grief (joka) the frustration of wishes connected

therewith.—Lament (paridevanam) the lamentations on that ac-

count.— Pain (du^kha) is such pain as caused by the five senses.

—

Durmanas is mental affliction.— The *and the like' implies death,

the departure to another world and the subsequent return from

there.
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which the adr/sh/a abides ^ ; how much less then are aggre-

gates possible if there exist only momentary atoms not

connected with enjoying souls and devoid of abodes (i. e.

souls), and that which abides in them (the adr/sh/a).—Let

us then assume (the Bauddha says) that Nescience, &c.

themselves are the efficient cause of the aggregate.—But

how—we ask—can they be the cause of that without which

—as their abode—they themselves are not capable of exist-

ence? Perhaps you will say that in the eternal sawsftra

the aggregates succeed one another in an unbroken chain,

and hence also Nescience, and so on, which abide in those

aggr^ates. But in .that case you will have to assume

either that each aggregate necessarily produces another

aggregate of the same kind, or that, without any settled

rule, it may produce either a like or an unlike one. In the

former case a human body could never pass over into that

of a god or an animal or a being of the infernal regions ; in

the latter case a man might in an instant be turned into an

elephant or a god and again become a man ; either of which

consequences would be contrary to your system.—Moreover,

that for the purpose of whose enjoyment the aggregate is

formed is, according to your doctrine, not a permanent

enjoying soul, so that enjoyment subserves itself merely and

cannot be desired by anything else ; hence final release also

must, according to you, be considered as subserving itself

* Ananda Giri and Go. Ananda explain: AjraydjrayibhQteshv

ili bhoktr/Viieshawam adr/sh/irrayeshv ity artha^.—The Brahma-

vidySbhara//a says : Nityeshv djrayirrayibhfiteshv awushv abhyupa-

gamyam^neshu bhoktr/shu ks, satsv ity anvaya^. Ajray^rayibhQ-

teshv ity asyopak^ryopaldrakabhdvapr^pteshv ity artha^.—And with

regard to the subsequent d^raySxrayijiinyeshu : Irrayajrayitvajii-

nyeshu, ayafw bhava^, sthireshu parajnawushu yadanvaye parama-

//Qndw sawghdtapatti^ yadvyatireke kz, na tad upakarakam upakar-

y^h paramawava^ yena talkr/'to bhoga^ prdrthyate sa tatra karleli

grahttu;w jakyate, kshawikeshu lu paramawushu anvayavyatireka-

grahasyanekaksha«asadhyasyasa7//bhavdn nopakdryopakarakabhSvo

nirdlidrayitu;// jakya^.—Ananda Giri remarks on the latter : Adr/-

sh/ajrayakartr/Vdhityam dhaxrayeti. Anolher reading appears to be

Sjaylrrayajftnyeshu.
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only, and no being desirous of release can be assumed. If

a being desirous of both were assumed, it would have to be

conceived as permanently existing up to the time of enjoy-

ment and release, and that would be contrary to your

doctrine of general impermanency.—There may therefore

exist a causal relation between the members of the series

consisting of Nescience, &c., but, in the absence of a

permanent enjoying soul, it is impossible to establisti on

that ground the existence of aggregates.

20. (Nor can there be a causal relation between

Nescience, &c.), because on the origination of the

subsequent (moment) the preceding one ceases to be.

We have hitherto argued that Nescience, and so on, stand

in a causal relation to each other merely, so that they can-

not be made to account for the existence of aggr^ates ; we
are now going to prove that they cannot even be considered

as efficient causes of the subsequent members of the series

to which they belong.

Those who maintain that everything has a momentary

existence only admit that when the thing existing in the

second moment ^ enters into being the thing existing in the

first moment ceases to be. On this admission it is impossible

to establish between the two things the relation of cause and

effect, since the former momentary existence which ceases

or has ceased to be, and so has entered into the state of

non-existence, cannot be the cause of the later momentary

existence.—Let it then be said that the former momentary

existence when it has reached its full development becomes

the cause of the later momentary existence.—That also is

impossible; for the assumption that a fully developed

existence exerts a further energy, involves the conclusion

that it is connected with a second moment (which contra-

dicts the doctrine of universal momentariness).—Then let

the mere existence of the antecedent entity constitute its

* Bauddhdnd/w ksha//apadena gha/adir eva padartho vyavahriyate

na tu tadatirikta^ kaj^it ksha//o nama hdIo>sti. Brahmavidyabh.
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causal energy.—That assumption also is fruitless, because we
cannot conceive the origination ofan effectwhich is notimbued

with the nature of the cause (i. e. in which the nature of the

cause does not continue to exist). And to assume that the

nature of the cause does continue to exist in the effect is im-

possible (on the Bauddha doctrine), as that would involve the

permanency of the cause, and thus necessitate the abandon-

ment of the doctrine of general non-permanency.—Nor can it

be admitted that the relation of cause and effect holds good

without the caus^ somehow giving its colouring to the effect

;

for that doctrine might unduly be extended to all cases ^.

—

Moreover, the origination and cessation of things of which the

Bauddha speaks must either constitute a thing's own form or

another state of it, or an altogether different thing. But

none of these alternatives agrees with the general Bauddha

principles. If, in the first place, origination and cessation

constituted the form of a thing, it would follow that the

word 'thing' and the words 'origination' and 'cessation*

are interchangeable (which is not the case).—Let then,

secondly, the Bauddha says, a certain difference be assumed,

in consequence of which the terms ' origination * and 'cessa-

tion * may denote the initial and final states of that which in

the intermediate state is called thing.—In that case, we
reply, the thing will be connected with three moments, viz.

the initial, the intermediate, and the final one, so that the

doctrine ofgeneral momentariness will have to be abandoned.

—Let then, as the third alternative, origination and cessation

be altogether different from the thing, as much as a buffalo

is from a horse.—That too cannot be, we reply ; for it would

lead to the conclusion that the thing, because altogether

disconnected with origination and cessation, is everlasting.

And the same conclusion would be led up to, if we under-

stood by the origination and cessation of a thing merely its

perception and non-perception ; for the latter are attributes

of the percipient mind only, not of the thing itself.— Hence

' And whereupon then could be established the difference of

mere efficient causes such as the potter's staff, &c., and material

causes such as clay, &c. ?
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we have again to declare the Bauddha doctrine to be

untenable.

21. On the supposition of there being no (cause;

while yet the effect takes place), there results con-

tradiction of the admitted principle ; otherwise

simultaneousness (of cause and effect).

It has been shown that on the doctrine of general non-

permanency, the former momentary existence, as having

already been merged in non-existence, cannot be the cause

of the later one.—Perhaps now the Bauddha will say that

an effect may arise even when there is no cause.—That, we
reply, implies the abandonment of a principle admitted by
yourself, viz. that the mind and the mental modifications

originate when in conjunction with four kinds of causes ^

Moreover, if anything could originate without a cause, there

would be nothing to prevent that anything might originate

at any time.—If, on the other hand, you should say that

we may assume ^the antecedent momentary existence to last

until the succeeding one has been produced, we point out

that that would imply the simultanpousness of cause and

effect, and so run counter to an accepted Bauddha tenet, viz.

that all things ^ are momentary merely.

' These four causes are the so-called defining cause (adhipati-

pratyaya), the auxiliary cause (^hakaripratyaya), the immediate

cause (samanantarapratyaya), and the substantial cause (aiambana-

pratyaya).—I extract the explanation from the Brahmavidydbharawa:

Adhipatir indriyaw tad dhi ^akshuradirflpam utpannasya ^//anasya

riipadivishayalaw niya^^^ati niyamakar ^a loke « dhipatir ity u>&yate.

Sahakari aloka^ Samanantarapratyaya^ p(irva^/7anam,bauddhamate

hi ksha«ikaj^/7anasawtatau pftrva^«anam uuar«i^/7anasya kdranaw

tad eva kz, mana ity u^yate. Alambanaw gha/adi^. Etdn hetQn

pratiya prapya ^akshuradi^nyam ity adi.

' Sawskdra iti, tanmate pOrvakshawa eva hetubhftta^ sawskaro

vdsaneti ^a vyavahriyate karyaw tu tadvishayataya karmavyutpattya

sawskdra^, tatha ^a kdryakara«atmaka;w sarva/w bhavariipa/7i ksha-

nikam iti prati^^artha^. Brahmavidyabharawa,
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22. Cessation dependent on c^ sublative act of the

mind, and cessation not so dependent cannot be

established, there being no (complete) interruption.

The Bauddhas who maintain that universal destruction is

going on constantly, assume that ' whatever forms an object

of knowledge and is diflferent from the triad is produced

(sRmskrita) and momentary.* To the triad there mentioned

they give the names * cessation dependent on a sublative act

of the mind,' 'cessation not dependent on such an act,' and
* space.' This triad they hold to be non-substantial, of a

merely negative character (abhdvamdtra), devoid of all

positive characteristics. By * cessation dependent on a sub-

lative act of the mind,* we have to understand such destruc-

tion of entities as is • preceded by an act of thought ^ ; by
'cessation not so dependent* is meant destruction of the

opposite kind '^ ; by * space * is meant absence in general of

something covering (or occupying space). Out of these

three non-existences * space ' will be refuted later on (Siitra

24) ; the two other ones are refuted in the present SCitra,

Cessation which is dependent on a subhitive act of the

mind, and cessation which is not so dependent are both

impossible, *on account of the absence of interruption.'

For both kinds of cessation must have reference either to the

series (of momentary existences) or to the single members

constituting the series.—The former alternative is impossible,

because in all series (of momentary existences) the members

of the series stand in an unbroken relation of cause and

effect so that the series cannot be interrupted ^—The latter

* As when a man smashes a jar having previously formed the

intention of doing so.

' I.e. the insensible continual decay of things.—Viparita iti

pratikshawaw gha/adina;7i yuktyd sadhyamSnoxkuxalair avagantum

ajakya^ sOkshmo vinajo«pratisa;wkhyanirodha^. Brahmav.

' A series of momentary existences constituting a chain of

causes and effects can never be entirely stopped ; for the last

momentary existence must be supposed either to produce its effect

or not to produce it. In the former case the series is continued

;

the latter alternative would imply that the last link does not really
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alternative is likewise inadmissible, for it is impossible to

maintain that any momentary existence should undergo

complete annihilation entirely undefinable and disconnected

(with the previous state of existence), since we observe that

a thing is recognised in the various states through which it

may pass and thus has a connected existence^. And in

those cases also where a thing is not clearly recognised

(after having undergone a change) we yet infer, on the

ground of actual observations made in other cases, that one

and the same thing continues to exist without any interrup-

tion.—For these reasons the two kinds of cessation which

the Bauddhas assume cannot be proved.

23. And* on account of the objections presenting

themselves in either case.

The cessation of Nescience, &c. which, on the assumption

of the Bauddhas, is included in the two kinds of cessation

discussed hitherto, must take place either in consequence of

perfect knowledge together with its auxiliaries, or else of

its own accord. But the former alternative would imply

the abandonment of the Bauddha doctrine that destruction

takes place without a cause, and the latter alternative would

involve the uselessness of the Bauddha instruction as to

the 'path*^ As therefore both alternatives are open to

objections, the Bauddha doctrine must be declared unsatis-

factory.

exist, since the Bauddhas define the satta of a thing as its causal

efficiency (cp. Sarvadarja«asa;7/graha). And the non-existence of

the last link would retrogressively lead to the non-existence of the

whole series.

* Thus clay is recognised as such whether it appears in the form

of a jar, or of the potsherds into which the jar is broken, or of the

powder into which the potsherds are ground.—Analogously we
infer that even things which seem to vanish altogether, such as

a drop of water which has fallen on heated iron, yet continue to

exist in some form.

' The knowledge that everything is transitory, pain, &c.
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24. And in the case of space also (the doctrine of

its being a non-entity is untenable) on account of

its not differing (from the two other kinds of non-

entity).

We have shown so far that of the triad declared by the

Bauddhas to be devoid of all pcfsitive characteristics, and

therefore non-definable, two (viz. prati-sawkhydvirodha and

aprati°) cannot be shown to be such ; we now proceed to

show the same with regard to space (ether, dkara).

With regard to space also it cannot be maintained that

it IS non-definable, since substantiality can be established in

the case of space no less than in the case of the two so-

called non-entities treated of in the preceding 3Atras. That

space is a real thing follows in the first place from certain

scriptural passages, such as * space sprang from the Self.'

—

To those, again, who (like the Bauddhas) disagree with us

as to the aulhoritativeness of Scripture we point out that

the real existence of space is to be inferred from the quality

of sound, since we observe that earth and other real things

are the abodes of smell and the other qualities.—Moreover,

if you declare that space is nothing bift the absence in

general of any covering (occupying) body, it would follow

that while one bird is flying—whereby space is occupied

—

there would be no room for a second bird wanting to fly at

the same time. And if you should reply that the second

bird may fly there where there is absence of a covering

body, we point out that that something by which the

absence of covering bodies is distinguished must be a

positive entity, viz. space in our sense, and not the mere

non-existence of covering bodies*.—Moreover, the Bauddha

places himself, by his view of space, in opposition to other

parts of his system. For we find, in the Bauddha Scriptures,

a series of questions and answers (beginning, * On what, O
reverend Sir, is the earth founded ? *), in which the following

' What does enable us to declare that there is dvanuiibhdva in

one place and not in another ? Space ; which therefore is some-

thing real.
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question occurs, *On what is the air founded?' to which it

is replied that the air is founded on space (ether). Now it

is clear that this statement is appropriate only on the sup-

position of space being a positive entity, not a mere

negation.—Further, there is a self-contradiction in the

Bauddha statements regarding all the three kinds of nega-

tive entities, it being said, on the one hand, that they are

not positively definable, and, on the other hand, that they

are eternal. Of what is not real neither eternity nor non-

eternity can be predicated, since the distinction of subjects

and predicates of attribution is founded entirely on real

things. Anything with regard to which that distinction

holds good we conclude to be a real thing, such as jars and

the like are, not a mere undefinable negation.

25. And on account of remembrance.

The philosopher who maintains that all things are

momentary only would have to extend that doctrine to

the perceiving person (upalabdhr^) also ; that is, however,

not possible, on account of the remembrance which is con-

sequent on the original perception. That remembrance can

take place only if it belongs to the same person who pre-

viously made the perception ; for we observe that what one

man has experienced is not remembered by another man.

How, indeed, could there arise the conscious state expressed

in the sentences, * I saw that thing, and now I see this

thing,' if the seeing person were not in both cases the same ?

That the consciousness of recognition takes place only in

the case of the observing and remembering subject being

one, is a matter known to every one ; for if there were, in

the two cases, different subjects, the state of consciousness

arising in the mind of the remembering person would be, * /
remember ; another person made the observation.' But no

such state of consciousness does arise.—When, on the other

hand, such a state of consciousness does arise, then every-

body knows that the person who made the original observa-

tion, and the person who remembers, are different persons,

and then the state of consciousness is expressed as follows,

• I remember that that other person saw that and that'

—
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In the case under discussion, however, the Vainlfika him-

self—whose state of consciousness is, * I saw that and that

'

—knows that there is one thinking subject only to which

the original perception as well as the remembrance belongs,

and does not think of denying that the past perception

belonged to himself, not any more than he denies that fire

is hot and gives light.

As thus one agent is connected with the two moments of

perception and subsequent remembrance, the Vain&^ika has

necessarily to abandon the doctrine of universal momentari-

ness. And if he further recognises all his subsequent

successive cognitions, up to his last breath, to belong to one

and the same subject, and in addition cannot but attribute

all his past cognitions, from the moment of his birth, to the

same Self, how can he maintain, without being ashamed of

himself, that everything has a momentary existence only ?

Should he maintain that the recognition (of the subject as

one and the same) takes place on account of the similarity

(of the different self-cognitions; each, however, being

momentary only), we reply that the cognition of similarity

IS based on two things, and that for that reason the advo-

cate of universal momentariness who denies the existence of

one (permanent) subject able mentally to grasp the two

similar things simply talks deceitful nonsense when

asserting that recognition is founded on similarity.

Should he admit, on the other hand, that there is one

mind grasping the similarity of two successive momen-
tary existences, he would thereby admit that one entity

endures for two moments and thus contradict the tenet of

universal momentariness.—Should it be said that the cog-

nition * this is similar to that ' is a different (new) cognition,

not dependent on the apperception of the earlier and

later momentary existences, we refute this by the remark

that the fact of different terms—viz. 'this' and *that*

—

being used points to the existence of different things (which

the mind grasps in a judgment of similarity). If the

mental act of which similarity is the object were an

altogether new act (not concerned with the two separate

similar entities), the expression 'this is similar to that'
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would be devoid of meaning ; we should in that case rather

speak of * similarity ' only.—Whenever (to add a general

reflexion) something perfectly well known from ordinary

experience is not admitted by philosophers, they may indeed

establish their own view and demolish the contrary opinion

by means of words, but they thereby neither convince

others nor even themselves. Whatever has been ascertained

to be such and such must also be represented as such and

such ; attempts to represent it as something else prove

nothing but the vain talkativeness of those who make those

attempts. Nor can the hypothesis of mere similarity being

cognised account for ordinary empirical life and thought ; for

(in recognising a thing) we are conscious of it being that

which we were formerly conscious of, not of it being merely

similar to that. We admit that sometimes with regard to

an external thing a doubt may arise whether it is that or

merely is similar to that; for mistakes may be made
concerning what lies outside our minds. But the con-

scious subject never has any doubt whether it is itself or

only similar to itself; it rather is distinctly conscious that

it is one and the same subject which yesterday had a

certain sensation and to-day remembers that sensation.

—

For this reason also the doctrine of the Nihilists is to

be rejected.

26. (Entity) does not spring from non-entity on

account of that not being observed.

The system of the Vainlrikas is objectionable for this

reason also that those who deny the existence of permanent

stable causes are driven to maintain that entity springs from

non-entity. This latter tenet is expressly enunciated by

the Bauddhas where they say, *0n account of the mani-

festation (of effects) not without previous destruction (of

the cause).' For, they say, from the decomposed seed only

the young plant springs, spoilt milk only turns into curds,

and the lump of clay has ceased to be a lump when it

becomes a jar. If effects did spring from the unchanged

causes, all effects would originate from all causes at once,
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as then no specification would be required \ Hence, as we
see that young plants, &c. spring from seeds, &c. only after

the latter have been merged in non-existence, we hold that

entity springs from non-entity.

To this Bauddha tenet we reply, (* Entity does) not

(spring) from non-entity, on account of that not being

observed/ If entity did spring from non-entity, the as-

sumption of special causes would be purportless. since

non-entity is in all cases one and the same. For the

non-existence of seeds and the like after they have been

destroyed is of the same kind as the non-existence of horns

of hares and the like, i.e. non-existence is in all cases

nothing else but the absence of all character of reality, and

hence there would be no sense (on the doctrine of origination

from non-existence) in assuming that sprouts are produced

from seeds only, curds from milk only, and so on. And
if non-distinguished non-existence were admitted to have

causal efficiency, we should also have to assume that

sprouts, &c. originate from the horns of hares, &c.—a thing

certainly not actually observed.—If, again, it should be

assumed that there are different kinds of non-existence

having special distinctions—^just as, for instance, blueness

and the like are special qualities of lotuses and so on

—

we point out that in that case the fact of there being such

special distinctions would turn the non-entities into entities

no less real than lotuses and the like. . In no case non-

existence would possess causal efficiency, simply because,

like the horn of a hare, it is non-existence merely.—Further,

if existence sprang from non-existence, all effects would be

affected with non-existence ; while as a matter of fact they

are observed to be merely positive entities distinguished by

their various special characteristics. Nor'^ does any one

* If the cause were able, without having undergone any change,

to produce effects, it would at the same moment produce all the

effects of which it is capable.—Cp. on this point the Sarvadarjawa-

sa;»graha.

* This is added to obviate the remark that it is not a general

rule that effects are of the same nature as their causes, and that

therefore, after all, existent things may spring from non-existence.
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think that things of the nature of clay, such as pots and

the like, are the effects of threads and the like; but every-

body knows that things of the nature of clay are the effects

of clay only.—The Bauddha's tenet that nothing can

become a cause as long as it rennains unchanged, but has

to that end to undergo destruction, and that thus existence

springs from non-existence only is false ; for it is observed

that only things ,of permanent nature which are always

recognised as what they are, such as gold, &c., are the causes

of effects such as golden ornaments, and so on. In those

cases where a destruction of the peculiar nature of the

cause is observed to take place, as in the case of seeds, for

instance, we have to acknowledge as the cause of the sub-

sequent condition (i. e. the sprout) not the earlier condition

in so far as it is destroyed, but rather those permanent

particles of the seed which are not destroyed (when the seed

as a whole undergoes decomposition).—Hence as we see

on the one hand that no entities ever originate from non-

entities such as the horns of a hare, and on the other hand

that entities do originate from entities such as gold and the

like, the whole Bauddha doctrine of existence springing

from non-existence has to be rejected.—We finally point

out that, according to the Bauddhas, all mind and all mental

modifications spring from the four skandhas discussed

above and all material aggregates from the atoms; why
then do they stultify this their own doctrine by the fanciful

assumption of entity springing from non-entity and thus

needlessly perplex the mind of every one ?

27. And thus (on that doctrine) there would be

an accomplishment (of ends) in the case of non-

active people also.

If it were admitted that entity issues from non-entity,

lazy inactive people also would obtain their purposes, since

* non-existence * is a thing to be had without much trouble.

Rice would grow for the husbandman even if he did not

cultivate his field ; vessels would shape themselves even if

the potter did not fashion the clay : and the weaver too

[34] E e
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lazy to weave the threads into a whole, would nevertheless

have in the end finished pieces of cloth just as if he had

been weaving. And nobody would have to exert himself

in the least either for going to the heavenly world or for

obtaining final release. All which of course is absurd and

not maintained by anybody.—Thus the doctrine of the

origination of entity from non-entity again shows itself to

be futile.

28. The non-existence (of external things) cannot

be maintained, on account of (our) consciousness (of

them).

There having been brought forward, in what precedes,

the various objections which lie against the doctrine of the

reality of the external world (in the Bauddha sense), such

as the impossibility of accounting for the existence of

aggregates, &c., we are now confronted by those Bauddhas

who maintain that only cognitions (or ideas, vjg'wana)

exist.—The doctrine of the reality of the external world

was indeed propounded by Buddha conforming himself to

the mental state of some of his disciples whom he perceived

to be attached to external things ; but it does not represent

his own trueview according to which cognitions alone are real.

According to this latter doctrine the process, whose con-

stituting members are the act of knowledge, the object of

knowledge, and the result of knowledge^, is an altogether

internal one, existing in so far only as it is connected with

the mind (buddhi). Even if external things existed, that

process could not take place but in connexion with the

mind. If, the Bauddhas say, you ask how it is known that

that entire process is internal and that no outward things

exist apart from consciousness, we reply that we base our

* According to the vi^wanavadin the cognition specialised by its

various contents, such as, for instance, the idea of blue colour is the

object of knowledge ; the cognition in so far as it is consciousness

(avabhdsa) is the result of knowledge ; the cognition in so far as it

is power is mana, knowledge ; in so far as it is the abode of that

power it is pramaln*, knowing subject.
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doctrine on the impossibility of external things. For if

external things are admitted, they must be either atoms or

aggregates of atoms such as posts and the like. But atoms

cannot be comprehended under the ideas of posts and the

like, it being impossible for cognition to represent (things

as minute as) atoms. Nor, again, can the outward things

be aggregates of atoms such as pillars and the like, because

those aggregates can neither be defined as different nor

as non-different from the atoms^—In the same way we

can show that the external things are not universals and

so on K

Moreover, the cognitions—which are of a uniform nature

only in so far as they are states of consciousness—undergo,

according to their objects, successive modifications, so that

there is presented to the mind now the idea of a post, now

the idea of a wall, now the idea of a jar, and so on. Now
this is not possible without some distinction on the part of

the ideas themselves, and hence we must necessarily admit

that the ideas have the same forms as their objects. But if

we make this admission, from which it follows that the form

of the objects is determined by the ideas, the hypothesis of

the existence of external things becomes altogether gratuit-

ous. From the fact, moreover, of our always being con-

scious of the act of knowledge and the object of knowledge

simultaneously it follows that the two are in reality identical.

When we are consciousofthe one we are conscious ofthe other

also ; and that would not happen if the two were essentially

distinct, as in that case there would be nothing to prevent

our being conscious of one apart from the other. For this

reason also we maintain that there are no outward things.—-

* If they are said to be different from the atoms they can no

longer be considered as composed of atoms; if they are non-

different from atoms they cannot be the cause of the menial

representations of gross non-atomic bodies.

* Avayavavayavirfipo vdhyo*rtho nasti ^en ma bhftd ^itivyaktya-

dirfipas tu syad ily Irahkyaha evam iti. Gatyadinaw vyaktyadJndm

Htyantabhinnatve svatantryaprasahgad atyantabhinnatve tadvade-

vatadbhdvdd bhinnabhinnaivasya viruddhatvdd avayavdvayavibhe-

dava^ gativyaktyadibhedo«pi nasthy artha^

E e 2
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Perception is to be considered as similar to a dream and

the like. The ideas present to our minds during a dream, a

magical illusion, a mirage and so on, appear in the twofold

form of subject and object, although there is all the while

no external object; hence we conclude that the ideas of

posts and the like which occur in our waking state are like-

wise independent of external objects ; for they also are

simply ideas.—If we be asked how, in the absence of ex-

ternal things, we account for the actual variety of ideas,

we reply that that variety is to be explained from the

impressions left by previous ideas ^ In the beginningless

sawsSra ideas and mental impressions succeed each other

as causes and effects, just as the plant springs from the seed

and seeds are again produced from the plant, and there

exists therefore a sufficient reason for the variety of ideas

actually experienced. That the variety of ideas is solely

due to the impressions left on the mind by past ideas

follows, moreover, from the following affirmative and

negative judgments: we both (the Veddntins as well as

the Bauddhas) admit that in dreams, &c. there presents

itself a variety of ideas which arise from mental im-

pressions, without any external object ; we (the Bauddhas)

do not admit that any variety of ideas can arise from

external objects, without mental impressions.—Thus we

are again led to conclude that no outward things exist.

To all this we (the Ved&ntins) make the following reply.

—

The non-existence of external things cannot be maintained

because we are conscious of external things. In every act

of perception we are conscious of some external thing cor-

responding to the idea, whether it be a post or a wall or a

piece of cloth or a jar, and that of which we are conscious

cannot but exist. Why should we pay attention to the

words of a man who, while conscious of an outward thing

through its approximation to his senses, affirms that he is

conscious of no outward thing, and that no such thing exists,

* Vasand, above translated by mental impression, strictly means

any member of the infinite series of ideas which precedes the

present actual idea.
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any more than we listen to a man who while he is eating

and experiencing the feeling of satisfaction avers that he

does not eat and does not feel satisfied?—If the Bauddha
should reply that he does not affirm that he is conscious of

no object but only that he is conscious of no object apart

from the act of consciousness, we answer that he may
indeed make any arbitrary statement he likes, but that he

has no arguments to prove what he says. That the out-

ward thing exists apart from consciousness, has necessarily

to be accepted on the ground of the nature of consciousness

itself. Nobody when perceiving a post or a wall is conscious

of his perception only, but all men are conscious of posts and

walls and the like as objects of their perceptions. That such

is the consciousness of all men, appears also from the fact that

even those who contest the existence of external things bear

witness to their existence when they say that what is an

internal object of cognition appears like something external.

For they practically accept the general consciousness, which

testifies to the existence of an external world, and being at

the same time anxious to refute it they speak of the external

things as * like something external.' If they did not them-

selves at the bottom acknowledge the existence of the ex-

ternal world, how could they use the expression Mike

something external ?
' No one says, * Vishwumitra appears

like the son of a barren mother/ If we accept the truth as

it is given to us in our consciousness, we must admit that

the object of perception appears to us as something external,

not like something external.—But—the Bauddha may reply

—we conclude that the object of perception is only like

something external because external things are impossible.

—This conclusion we rejoin is improper, since the possibility

or impossibility of things is to be determined only on the

ground of the operation or non-operation of the means of

right knowledge ; while on the other hand, the operation

and non-operation of the means of right knowledge are not

to be made dependent on preconceived possibilities or

impossibilities. Possible is whatever is apprehended by
perception or some other means of proof; impossible is

what is not so apprehended. Now the external things are,
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according to their nature, apprehended by all the instru-

ments of knowledge ; how then can you maintain that they

are not possible, on the ground of such idle dilemmas as

that about their difference or non-difference from atoms?

—

Nor, again, does the non-existence of objects follow from

the fact of the ideas having the same form as the objects

;

for if there were no objects the ideas could not have the

forms of the objects, and the objects are actually appre-

hended as external.—For the same reason (i. e. because the

distinction of thing and idea is given in consciousness) the

invariable concomitance of idea and thing has to be con-

sidered as proving only that the thing constitutes the means

of the idea, not that the two are identical. Moreover, when

we are conscious first of a pot and then of a piece of cloth,

consciousness remains the same in the two acts while what

varies are merely the distinctive attributes of consciousness

;

just as when we see at first a black and then a white cow, the

distinction of the two perceptions is due lo the varying

blackness and whiteness while the generic character of the

cow remains the same. The difference of the one per-

manent factor (from the two—or more—varying factors) is

proved throughout by the two varying factors, and vice

versd the difference of the latter (from the permanent factor)

by the presence of the one (permanent factor). Therefore

thing and idea are distinct. The same view is to be held

with regard to the perception and the remembrance of a

jar ; there also the perception and the remembrance only

are distinct while the jar !s one and the same ; in the same

way as when conscious of the smell of milk and the taste of

milk we are conscious of the smell and taste as different

things but of the milk itself as one only.

Further, two ideas which occupy different moments of

time and pass away as soon as they have become objects

of consciousness cannot apprehend—or be apprehended by

—each other. From this it follows that certain doctrines

forming part of the Bauddha system cannot be upheld ; so

the doctrine that ideas are different from each other ; the

doctrine that eveiything is momentary, void, &c. ; the doc-

trine of the distinction of individuals and classes; the
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doctrine that a former idea leaves an impression giving rise

to a later idea; the doctrine of the distinction, owing to

the influence of Nescience, of the attributes of existence and

non-existence; the doctrine of bondage and release (de-

pending on absence and presence of right knowledge) ^.

Further, if you say that we are conscious of the idea, you

must admit that we are also conscious of the external thing.

And if you rejoin that we are conscious, of the idea on its

own account because it is of a luminous nature like a lamp,

while the external thing is not so ; we reply that by main-

taining the idea to be illuminated by itself you make your-

self guilty of an absurdity no less than if you said that fire

burns itself. And at the same time you refuse to accept

the common and altogether rational opinion that we are

conscious of the external thing by means of the idea

different from the thing ! Indeed a proof of extraordinary

philosophic insight!—It cannot, moreover, be asserted in

any way that the idea apart from the thing is the object of

our consciousness ; for it is absurd to speak of a thing as

the object of its own activity. Possibly you (the Bauddha)

will rejoin that, if the idea is to be apprehended by some-

thing different from it, that something also must be appre-

hended by something different and so on ad infinitum.

And, moreover, you will perhaps object that as each cogni-

tion is of an essentially illuminating nature like a lamp, the

assumption of a further cognition is uncalled for; for as

they are both equally illuminating the one cannot give

light to the other.—But both these objections are unfounded.

As the idea only is apprehended, and there is consequently

no necessity to assume something to apprehend the Self

which witnesses the idea (is conscious of the idea), there re-

sults no regressus ad infinitum. And the witnessing Self

and the idea are of an essentially different nature, and may
therefore stand to each other in the relation of knowing

subject and object known. The existence of the witness-

* For all these doctrines depend on the comparison of ideas

which is not possible unless there be a permanent knowing subject

in addition to the transitory ideas.
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ing Self is self-proved and cannot therefore be denied.

—

Moreover, if you maintain that the idea, lamplike, manifests

itself without standing in need of a further principle to

illuminate it, you maintain thereby that ideas exist which

are not apprehended by any of the means of knowledge,

and which are without a knowing being ; which is no better

than to assert that a thousand lamps burning inside some

impenetrable mass of rocks manifest themselves. And if

you should maintain that thereby we admit your doctrine,

since it follows from what we have said that the idea itself

implies consciousness ; we reply that, as observation shows,

the lamp in order to become manifest requires some other

intellectual agent furnished with instruments such as the

eye, and that therefore the idea also, as equally being a thing

to be illuminated, becomes manifest only through an ulterior

intelligent principle. And if you finally object that we,

when advancing the witnessing Self as self-proved, merely

express in other words the Bauddha tenet that the idea

is self-manifested, we refute you by remarking that your

ideas have the attributes of originating, passing away, being

manifold, and so on (while our Self is one and permanent).

—

We thus have proved that an idea, like a lamp, requires an

ulterior intelligent principle to render it manifest.

29. And on account of their difiference of nature

(the ideas of the waking state) are not like those of

a dream.

We now apply ourselves to the refutation of the averment

made by the Bauddha, that the ideas of posts, and so on, of

which we are conscious in the waking state, may arise in

the absence of external objects, just as the ideas of a dream,

both being ideas alike.—The two sets of ideas, we maintain,

cannot be treated on the same footing, on account of the

difference of their character. They differ as follows.

—

The things of which we are conscious in a dream are

negated by our waking consciousness. * I wrongly thought

that I had a meeting with a great man ; no such meeting

took place, but my mind was dulled by slumber, and so the
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false idea arose/ In an analogous manner the things of

which we are conscious when under the influence of a magic

illusion, and the like, are negated by our ordinary con-

sciousness. Those things, on the other hand, of which we
are conscious in our waking state, such as posts and the like,

are never negated in any state.—Moreover, the visions of a

dream are act^ of remembrance, while the visions of the

waking state are acts of immediate consciousness; and

the distinction between remembrance and immediate con-

sciousness is directly cognised by every one as being

founded on the absence or presence of the object. When,
for instance, a man remembers his absent son, he does not

directly perceive him, but merely wishes so to perceive

him. As thus the distinction between the two states is

evident to every one, it is impossible to formulate the

inference that waking consciousness is false because it is

mere consciousness, such as dreaming consciousness; for

we certainly cannot allow would-be philosophers to deny

the truth of what is directly evident to themselves. Just

because they feel the absurdity of denying what is evident

to themselves, and are consequently unable to demonstrate

the baselessness of the ideas of the waking state from those

ideas themselves, they attempt to demonstrate it from their

having certain attributes in common with the ideas of the

dreaming state. But if some attribute cannot belong to a

thing on account of the latter's own nature, it cannot belong

to it on account of the thing having certain attributes in

common with some other thing. Fire, which is felt to be

hot, cannot be demonstrated to be cold, on the ground of

its having attributes in common with water. And the dif-

ference of nature between the waking and the sleeping state

we have already shown.

30. The existence (of mental impressions) is not

possible (on the Bauddha view) on account of the

absence of perception (of external things).

We now proceed to that theory of yours, according

to which the variety of ideas can be explained from the
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variety of mental impressions, without any reference to

external things, and remark that on your doctrine the

existence of mental impressions is impossible^ as_ you

do not admit the perception of external things. For the

variety of mental impressions is caused altogether by
the variety of the things perceived. How, indeed, could

various impressions originate if no external things were

perceived ? The hypothesis of a beginningless series of

mental impressions would lead only to a baseless regressus

ad i nf1 n i t u m, sublative of the entire phenomenal world, and

would in no way establish your position.—The same argu-

ment, i. e. the one founded on the impossibility of mental

impressions which are not caused by external things, refutes

also the positive and negative judgments, on the ground of

which the denier of an external world above attempted to

show that ideas are caused by mental impressions, not by
external things. We rather have on our side a positive and

a negative judgment whereby to establish our doctrine of

the existence of external things, viz. 'the perception of

external things is admitted to take place also without

mental impressions,' and 'mental impressions are not ad-

mitted to originate independently of the perception of

external things/—Moreover, an impression is a kind

of modification, and modifications cannot, as experi-

ence teaches, take place unless there is some substratum

which is modified. But, according to your doctrine, such a

substratum of impressions does not exist, since you say that

it cannot be cognised through any means of knowledge.

31. And on account of the momentariness (of the

Slayavi^/7&na, it cannot be the abode of mental

impressions).

If you maintain that the so-called internal cognition

(^layavi^wdna ') assumed by you may constitute the abode

* The vi^;?anaskandha comprises vi^wanas of two different kinds,

the dlayavi^^ana and the pravmtivi^wana. The ilayavi^^ana com-

prises the series of cognitions or ideas which refer to the ego ; the

pravrntivi^^7ana comprises those ideas which refer to apparently

external objects, such as colour and the like. The ideas of the
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of the mental impressions, we deny that, because that

cognition also being admittedly momentary, and hence

non-permanent, cannot be the abode of impressions any

more than the quasi-external cognitions (pravrztti-vifwdna).

For unless there exists one continuous principle equally

connected with the past, the present, and the future ^, or an

absolutely unchangeable (Self) which cognises everything,

we are unable to account for remembrance, recognition, and

so on, which are subject to mental impressions dependent

on place, time, and cause. If, on the other hand, you

declare your 41ayavi^«4na to be something permanent,

you thereby abandon your tenet of the ^layavi^cina as

well as everything else being momentary.—Or (to explain

the Sfttra in a different way) as the tenet of general momen-
tariness is characteristic of the systems of the idealistic

as well as the realistic Bauddhas, we may bring forward

against the doctrines of the former all those arguments

dependent on the principle of general momentariness which

we have above urged against the latter.

We have thus refuted both nihilistic doctrines, viz. the

doctrine which maintains the (momentary) reality of the ex-

ternal world, and the doctrine which asserts that ideas only

exist. The third variety of Bauddha doctrine, viz. that

everything is empty (i. e. that absolutely nothing exists), is

contradicted by all means of right knowledge, and therefore

requires no special refutation. For this apparent world,

whose existence is guaranteed by all the means of know-

ledge, cannot be denied, unless some one should find out

some new truth (based on which he could impugn its

existence)—for a general principle is proved by the absence

of contrary instances.

32. And on account of its general deficiency in

probability.

No further special discussion is in fact required. From

latter class are due to the mental impressions left by the antecedent

ideas of the former class.

* Viz. in the present case the principle that what presents itself

to consciousness is not non-existent.
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whatever new points of view the Bauddha system is tested

with reference to its probability, it gives way on all sides, like

the walls of a well dug in sandy soil. It has, in fact, no foun-

dation whatever to rest upon, and hence the attempts to use

it as a guide in the practical concerns of life are mere folly.

—Moreover, Buddha by propounding the three mutually

contradictory systems, teaching respectively the reality of

the external world, the reality of ideas only, and general

nothingness, has himself made it clear either that he

was a man given to make incoherent assertions, or

else that hatred of all beings induced him to propound

absurd doctrines by accepting which they would become

thoroughly confused.—So that—and this the Sutra means

to indicate—Buddha's doctrine has to be entirely dis-

regarded by all those who have a regard for their own
happiness.

33. On account of tlie impossibility (of contra-

dictory attributes) in one thing, (the 6^aina doctrine

is) not (to be accepted).

Having disposed of the Bauddha doctrine we now turn

to the system of the Gymnosophists (Cainas).

The 6^ainas acknowledge seven categories (tattvas), viz.

soul (^va), non-soul (a^iva), the issuing outward (asrava),

restraint (sawvara), destruction (nir^ra), bondage (bandha),

and release (moksha)^. Shortly it may be said that they

acknowledge two categories, viz. soul and non-soul, since

the five other categories may be subsumed under these two.

—They also set forth a set of categories different from the

two mentioned. They teach that there are five so-called

^ Soul and non-soul are the enjoying souls and the objects of

their enjoyment; dsrava is the forward movement of the senses

towards their objects ; sa/-«vara is the restraint of the activity of the

senses; nir^ara is self-mortification by which sin is destroyed

;

the works constitute bondage ; and release is the ascending of the

soul, after bondage has ceased, to the highest regions.—For the

details, see Professor Cowell's translation of the Arhata chapter

of the Sarvadarxawasazwgraha.
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astikdyas (* existing bodies/ i.e. categories), viz. the cate-

gories of soul (^iva), body (pudgala), merit (dharma),

demerit (adharma), and space (dklra). All these categories

they again subdivide in various fanciful ways ^—To all things

they apply the following method of reasoning, which they

call the saptabhanginaya : somehow it is; somehow it is

not; somehow it is and is not; somehow it is indescrib-

able; somehow it is and is indescribable; somehow it is

not and is indescribable ; somehow it is and is not and is

indescribable.

To this unsetth'ng style of reasoning they submit even

such conceptions as that of unity and eternity ^

This doctrine we meet as follows.—Your reasoning, we
say, is inadmissible ' on account of the impossibility in one

thing.' That is to say, it is impossible that contradictory

attributes such as being and non-being should at the same

time belong to one and the same thing
;
just as observation

teaches us that a thing cannot be hot and cold at the same

moment. The seven categories asserted by you must either

be so many and such or not be so many and such; the

third alternative expressed in the words 'they either are

such or not such ' results in a cognition of indefinite nature

which is no more a source of true knowledge than doubt is.

If you should plead that the cognition that a thing is of

more than one nature is definite and therefore a source of

true knowledge, we deny this. For the unlimited assertion

that all things are of a non-exclusive nature is itself some-

thing, falls as such under the alternative predications 'some-

how it is,' ' somehow it is not,' and so ceases to be a definite

assertion. The same happens to the person making the

assertion and to the result of the assertion
;
partly they are,

partly they are not. As thus the means of knowledge, the

object of knowledge, the knowing subject, and the act of

knowledge are all alike indefinite, how can the Tirthakara

(Gina) teach with any claim to authority, and how can his

followers act on a doctrine the matter of which is altogether

' Cp. translation of Sarvadarxawasawgraha, p. 59.

* And so impugn the doctrine of the one eternal Brahman.
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indeterminate ? Observation shows that only when a course

of action is known to have a definite result people set about

it without hesitation. Hence a man who proclaims a doc-

trine of altogether indefinite contents does not deserve to be

listened to any more than a drunken man or a madman.

—

Again, if we apply the Caina reasoning to their doctrine of

the five categories, we have to say that on one view of the

matter they are five and on another view they are not five

;

from which latter point of view it follows that they are

either fewer or more than five. Nor is it logical to declare

the categories to be indescribable. For if they are so, they

cannot be described ; but, as a matter of fact, they are

described so that to call them indescribable involves a

contradiction. And if you go on to say that the categories

on being described are ascertained to be such and such, and

at the same time are not ascertained to be such and such,

and that the result of their being ascertained is perfect

knowledge or is not perfect knowledge, and that imperfect

knowledge is the opposite of perfect knowledge or is not

the opposite; you certainly talk more like a drunken or

insane man than like a sober, trustworthy person.— If you

further maintain that the heavenly world and final release

exist or do not exist and are eternal or non-eternal, the

absence of all determinate knowledge which is implied in

such statements will result in nobody's acting for the

purpose of gaining the heavenly world and final release.

And, moreover, it follows from your doctrine that soul, non-

soul, and so on, whose nature you claim to have ascertained,

and which you describe as having existed from all eternity,

relapse all at once into the condition of absolute indeter-

mination.—As therefore the two contradictory attributes of

being and non-being cannot belong to any of the categories

—being excluding non-being and vice versa non-being ex-

cluding being—the doctrine of the Arhat must be rejected.

—The above remarks dispose likewise of the assertions

made by the ^'ainas as to the impossibility of deciding

whether of one thing there is to be predicated oneness or

plurality, permanency or non-permanency, separateness or

non-separateness, and so on.—The Caina doctrine that

Digitized byGoogle



II ADIIYAYA, 2 PADA, 34. 43

1

aggregates are formed from the atoms—by them called

pudgalas—we do not undertake to refute separately as its

refutation is already comprised in that of the atomistic

doctrine given in a previous part of this work.

34. And likewise (there results from the 6^aina

doctrine) non-universality of the Self.

We have hitherto urged against the (7aina doctrine an

objection resulting from the sy^dvSda, viz. that one thing

cannot have contradictory attributes. We now turn to the

objection that from their doctrine it would follow that the

individual Self is not universal, i.e. not omnipresent.—The
6^ainas are of opinion that the soul has the same size as the

body. From this it would follow that the soul is not of

infinite extension, but limited, and hence non-eternal like

jars and similar things. Further, as the bodies of different

classes of creatures are of different size, it might happen

that the soul of a man—which is of the size of the human
body—when entering, in consequence of its former deeds, on

a new state of existence in the body of an elephant would

not be able to fill the whole of it; or else that a human
soul being relegated to the body of an ant would not be

able to find sufficient room in it. The same difficulty would,

moreover, arise with regard to the successive stages of one

state of existence, infancy, youth, and old age.—But why,

the Caina may ask, should we not look upon the soul as

consisting of an infinite number of parts capable of under-

going compression in a small body and dilatation in a big

one?—Do you, we ask in return, admit or not admit that

those countless particles of the soul may occupy the same
place or not ?—If you do not admit it, it follows that the

infinite number of particles cannot be contained in a body
of limited dimensions.—If you do admit it, it follows that,

as then the space occupied by all the particles may be the

space of one particle only, the extension of all the par-

ticles together will remain inconsiderable, and hence the

soul be of minute size (not of the size of the body).

You have, moreover, no right to assume that a body

Digitized byGoogle



432 vedanta-sOtrAS.

of limited size contains an infinite number of soul par-

ticles.

Well then, the G^aina may reply, let us assume that by
turns whenever the soul enters a big body some particles

accede to it while some withdraw from it whenever it

enters a small body.—To this hypothesis the next Sutra

furnishes a reply.

35. Nor IS non-contradiction to be derived from

the succession (of parts acceding to and departing

from the soul), on account of the change, &c. (of

the soul).

Nor can the doctrine of the soul having the same size as

the body be satisfactorily established by means of the

hypothesis of the successive accession and withdrawal of

particles. For this hypothesis would involve the soul's

undergoing changes and the like. If the soul is continually

being repleted and depleted by the successive addition and

withdrawal of parts, it of course follows that it undergoes

change, and if it is liable to change it follows that it is non-

permanent, like the skin and similar substances. From that,

again, it follows that the Caina doctrine of bondage and

release is untenable ; according to which doctrine * the soul,

which in the state of bondage is encompassed by the ogdoad

of works and sunk in the ocean of sawsdra, rises when its

bonds are sundered, as the gourd rises to the surface of the

water when it is freed from the encumbering clay^'

—

Moreover, those particles which in turns come and depart

have the attributes of coming and going, and cannot, on

that account, be of the nature of the Self any more than the

body IS. And if it be said that the Self consists of some
permanently remaining parts, we remark that it would be

impossible to determine which are the permanent and which

the temporary parts.—We have further to ask from whence

those particles originate when they accede to the soul, and

into what they are merged when they detach themselves

from it. They cannot spring from the material elements

^ Cp. Sarvadarja«asa/wgraha translation, p. 58.
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and re-enter the elements ; for the soul is immaterial. Nor
have we any means to prove the existence of some other,

general or special, reservoir of soul-particles.—Moreover, on

the hypothesis under discussion the soul would be of in-

definite nature, as the size of the particles acceding and

departing is itself indefinite.—On account of all these and

similar difficulties it cannot be maintained that certain

particles by turns attach themselves to, and detach them-

selves from, the soul.

The Siitra may be taken in a different sense also. The
preceding SOtra has proved that the soul if of the same

size as the body cannot be permanent, as its entering into

bigger and smaller bodies involves its limitation. To
this the Gymnosophist may be supposed to rejoin that

although the soul's size successively changes it may yet be

permanent, just as the stream of water is permanent (al-

though the water continually changes). An analogous

instance would be supplied by the permanency of the

stream of ideas while the individual ideas, as that of a red

cloth and so on, are non-permanent.—To this rejoinder

our Sutra replies that if the stream is not real we are

led back to the doctrine of a general void, and that, if it

is something real, the difficulties connected with the souls

changing, &c. present themselves and render the Caina

view impossible.

36. And on account of the permanency of the

final (size of the soul) and the resulting permanency

of the two (preceding sizes) there is no difference (of

size, at any time).

Moreover, the (7ainas themselves admit the permanency

of the final size of the soul which it has in the state of

release. From this it follows also that its initial size and

its intervening sizes must be permanent ^, and that hence

* The inference being that the initial and intervening sizes of the

soul must be permanent because they are sizes of the soul, like its

final size.

[34J F f
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there is no difference between the three sizes. But this

would involve the conclusion that the different bodies of

the soul have one and the same size, and that the soul

cannot enter into bigger and smaller bodies.—Or else (to

explain the Siitra in a somewhat different way) from the

fact that the final size of the soul is permanent, it follows

that its size in the two previous conditions also is perma-

nent Hence the soul must be considered as being always

of the same size—whether minute or infinite—and not of

the varying size of its bodies.—For this reason also the

doctrine of the Arhat has to be set aside as not in any way
more rational than the doctrine of Buddha.

37. The Lord (cannot be the cause of the world),

on account of the inappropriateness (of that doc-

trine).

The Sutrakdra now applies himself to the refutation of

that doctrine, according to which the Lord is the cause of

the world only in so far as he is the general ruler.—But how
do you know that that is the purport of the Sfttra (which

speaks of the Lord 'without any qualification')?—From the

circumstance, we reply, that the teacher himself has proved,

in the previous sections of the work, that the Lord is the

material cause as well as the ruler of the world. Hence, if

the present SOtra were meant to impugn the doctrine of

the Lord in general, the earlier and later parts of the

work would be mutually contradictory, and the Siitrak4ra

would thus be in conflict with himself. We therefore must

assume that the purport of the present Sfttra is to make
an energetic attack on the doctrine of those who«main-

tain that the Lord is not the material cause, but merely

the ruler, i.e. the operative cause of the world ; a doctrine

entirely opposed to the Veddntic tenet of the unity of

Brahman.

The theories about the Lord which are independent of

the Veddnta are of various nature. Some taking their

stand on the Sdhkhya and Yoga systems assume that the

Lord acts as a mere operative cause, as the ruler of the
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pradhdna and of the souls, and that pradhdna, soul, and

Lord are of mutually different nature.—The M&hejvaras

(5aivas) maintain that the five categories, viz. effect, cause,

union, ritual, the end of pain, were taught by the Lord

Paj^pati (5iva) to the end of breaking the bonds of the

animal (i.e. the soul) ; Parupati is, according to them,

the Lord, the operative cause.—Similarly, the Vai^eshikas

and others also teach, according to their various systems,

that the Lord is somehow the operative cause of the

world.

Against all these opinions the S{itra remarks * the Lord,

on account of the inappropriateness.' Le. it is not possible

that the Lord as the ruler of the pradhllna and the soul

should be the cause of the world, on account of the inap-

propriateness of that doctrine. For if the Lord is supposed

to assign to the various classes of animate creatures low,

intermediate, and high positions, according to his liking, it

follows that he is animated by hatred, passion, and so on,

is hence like 6ne of us, and is no real Lord. Nor can we
get over this difficulty by assuming that he makes his

dispositions with a view to the merit and demerit of the

living beings ; for that assumption would lead us to a

logical see-saw, the Lord as well as the works of living

beings having to be considered in turns both as acting and

as acted upon. This difficulty is not removed by the con-

sideration that the works of living beings and the result-

ing dispositions made by the Lord form a chain which has

no beginning ; for in past time as well as in the present

mutual interdependence of the two took place, so that the

beginningless series is like an endless chain of blind men
leading other blind men. It is, moreover, a tenet set forth

by the Naiyllyikas themselves that * imperfections have the

characteristic of being the causes of action *
( Ny^ya Siitra

I, I, 18). Experience shows that all agents, whether they

be active for their own purposes or for the purposes of

something else, are impelled to action by some imperfection.

And even if it is admitted that an agent even when acting

for some extrinsic purpose is impelled by an intrinsic

motive, your doctrine remains faulty all the same ; for the

F f 2
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Lord is no longer a Lord, even if he is actuated by intrinsic

motives only (such as the desire of removing the painful

feeling connected with pity).—Your doctrine is finally

inappropriate for that reason also that you maintain the

Lord to be a special kind of soul ; for from that it follows

that he must be devoid of all activity.

38. And on account of the impossibility of the

connexion (of the Lord with the souls and the

pradh&na).

Against the doctrine which we are at present discussing

there lies the further objection that a Lord distinct from

the pradhdna and the souls cannot be the ruler of the latter

without being connected with them in a certain way. But

of what nature is that connexion to be ? It cannot be con-

junction (sawyoga), because the Lord, as well as the pra-

dhana and the souls, is of infinite extent and devoid of

parts. Nor can it be inherence, since it would be impossible

to define who should be the abode and who the abiding

thing. Nor is it possible to assume some other connexion,

the special nature of which would have to be inferred from

the effect, because the relation of cause and effect is just

what is not settled as yet^—How, then, it may be asked,

do you—the VedcLntins— establish the relation of cause and

effect (between the Lord and the world)?—There is, we
reply, no difficulty in our case, as the connexion we assume

is that of identity (taddtmya). The adherent of Brahman,

moreover, defines the nature of the cause, and so on, on the

basis of Scripture, and is therefore not obliged to render his

tenets throughout conformable to observation. Our adver-

sary, on the other hand, who defines the nature of the cause

and the like according to instances furnished by experience,

* The special nature of the connexion between the Lord and

the pradhana and the souls cannot be ascertained from the world

considered as the effect of the pradhana acted upon by the Lord
;

for that the world is the effect of the pradhdna is a point which

the Vedantins do not accept as proved.
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may be expected to maintain only such doctrines as agree

with experience. Nor can he put forward the claim that

Scripture, because it is the production of the omniscient

Lord, may be used to confirm his doctrine as well as that

of the Veddntin ; for that would involve him in a logical

see-saw, the omniscience of the Lord being established on

the doctrine of Scripture, and the authority of Scripture

again being established on the omniscience of the Lord.

—

For all these reasons the Sfthkhya-yoga hypothesis about

the Lord is devoid of foundation. Other similar hypotheses

which likewise are not based on the Veda are to be refuted

by corresponding arguments.

39. And on account of the impossibility of ruler-

ship (on the part of the Lord).

The Lord of the argumentative philosophers is an un-

tenable hypothesis, for the following reason also.—Those

philosophers are obliged to assume that by his influence

the Lord produces action in the pradhina, &c. just as the

potter produces motion in the clay, &c. But this cannot

be admitted; for the pradhana, which is devoid of colour

and other qualities, and therefore not an object of percep-

tion, is on that account of an altogether different nature

from clay and the like, and hence cannot be looked upon

as the object of the Lord's action.

40. If you say that as the organs (are ruled by

the soul so the pradhdna is ruled by the Lord), we
deny that on account of the enjoyment, &c.

Well, the opponent might reply, let us suppose that the

Lord rules the pradhana in the same way as the soul rules

the organ of sight and the other organs which are devoid

of colour, and so on, and hence not objects of perception.

This analogy also, we reply, proves nothing. For we
infer that the organs are ruled by the soul, from the

observed fact that the soul feels pleasure, pain, and the like

(which affect the soul through the organs). But we do not

observe that the Lord experiences pleasure, pain, &c. caused
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by the pradh&na. If the analogy between the pradhina

and the bodily organs were a complete one, it would follow

that the Lord is affected by pleasure and pain no less than

the transmigrating souls are.

Or else the two preceding SOtras may be explained in a

different way. Ordinary experience teaches us that kings,

who are the rulers of countries, are never without some

material abode, i.e. a body ; hence, if we wish to infer the

existence of a general Lord from the analogy of earthly

rulers, we must ascribe to him also some kind of body to

serve as the substratum of his organs. But such a body

cannot be ascribed to the Lord, since all bodies exist only

subsequently to the creation, not previously to it. The

Lord, therefore, is not able to act because devoid of a

material substratum ; for experience teaches us that action

requires a material substrate.— Let us then arbitrarily

assume that the Lord possesses some kind of body serving

as a substratum for his organs (even previously to creation).

—This assumption also will not do; for if the Lord has a

body he is subject to the sensations of ordinary transmigra-

tory souls, and thus no longer is the Lord.

41. And (there would follow from that doctrine)

either finite duration or absence of omniscience (on

the Lord's part).

The hypothesis of the argumentative philosophers is

invalid, for the following reason also.—They teach that

the Lord is omniscient and of infinite duration, and like-

wise that the pradh^na, as well as the individual souls, is

of infinite duration. Now, the omniscient Lord either

defines the measure of the pradhAna, the souls, and himself,

or does not define it. Both alternatives subvert the doc-

trine under discussion. For, on the former alternative, the

pradhdna, the souls, and the Lord, being all of them of

definite measure, must necessarily be of finite duration

;

since ordinary experience teaches that all things of definite

extent, such as jars and the like, at some time cease to exist.

The numerical measure of pradhdna, souls, and Lord is
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defined by their constituting a triad, and the individual

measure of each of them must likewise be considered as

defined by the Lord (because he is omniscient). The
number of the souls is a high one^. From among this

limited number of souls some obtain release from the

ssLfnsSirz, that means their sa,mskra, comes to an end, and

their subjection to the sa/;is&ra comes to an end. Gra-

dually all souls obtain release, and so there will finally be

an end of the entire sawsdra and the sawsAra state of all

souls. But the pradhdna which is ruled by the Lord and

which modifies itself for the purposes of the soul is what is

meant by sawsAra. Hence, when the latter no longer

exists, nothing is left for the Lord to rule, and his om-

niscience and ruling power have no longer any objects.

But if the pradh&na, the souls, and the Lord, all have an

end, it follows that they also have a beginning, and if they

have a beginning as well as an end, we are driven to the

doctrine of a general void.—Let us then, in order to avoid

these untoward conclusions, maintain the second alternative,

i. e. that the measure of the Lord himself, the pradhSna,

and the souls, is not defined by the Lord.—But that

also is impossible, because it would compel us to aban-

don a tenet granted at the outset, viz. that the Lord is

omniscient.

For all these reasons the doctrine of the argumentative

philosophers, according to which the Lord js the operative

cause of the world, appears unacceptable.

42. On account of the impossibility of the ori-

gination (of the individual soul from the highest

Lord, the doctrine of the Bh&gavatas cannot be

accepted).

We have, in what precedes, rofutcd the opinion of those

who think that the Lord is not the material cause but only

the ruler, the operative cause of the world. We are now

* I.e. a high one, but not an indefinite one ; since the omniscient

Lord knows its measure.
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going to refute the doctrine of those according to whom he

is the material as well as the operative cause.—But, it may
be objected, in the previous portions of the present work a

Lord of exactly the same nature, i.e. a Lord who is the

material, as well as the operative, cause of the world, has

been ascertained on the basis of Scripture, and it is a recog-

nised principle that Smriti, in so far as it agrees with

Scripture, is authoritative ; why then should we aim at

controverting the doctrine stated ?—It is true, we reply,

that a part of the system which we are going to discuss

agrees with the VedSnta system, and hence affords no

matter for controversy ; another part of the system, how-

ever, is open to objection, and that part we intend to

attack.

The so-called Bh&gavatas are of opinion that the one holy

(bhagavat) Vdsudeva, whose nature is pure knowledge, is

what really exists, and that he, dividing himself fourfold,

appears in four forms (vyOha), as V&sudeva, Sankarsha//a,

Pradyumna, and Aniruddha. VAsudeva denotes the highest

Self, Sankarsha«a the individual soul, Pradyumna the mind

(manas), Aniruddha the principle of egoity (ahahkdra).

Of these four Vdsudeva constitutes the ultimate causal

essence, of which the three others are the effects.—The
believer after having worshipped Vdsudeva for a hundred

years by means of approach to the temple (abhigamana),

procuring of things to be offered (upcldAna), oblation (i^Sl),

recitation of prayers, &c. (sv&dhydya), and devout meditation

(yoga), passes beyond all affliction and reaches the highest

Being.

Concerning this system we remark that we do not intend

to controvert the doctrine that NSrSyawa, who is higher

than the Undeveloped, who is the highest Self, and the

Self of all, reveals himself by dividing himself in multiple

ways ; for various scriptural passages, such as * He is one-

fold, he is threefold ' {KA. Up. VII, 26, a), teach us that

the highest Self appears in manifold forms. Nor do we
mean to object to the inculcation of unceasing concentra-

tion of mind on the highest Being which appears in the

BhSgavata doctrine under the forms of reverential approach,
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&c. ; for that we are to meditate on the Lord we know
full well from Smr/ti and Scripture. We, however, must

take exception to the doctrine that Sankarsha/za springs

from Vdsudeva, Pradyumna from Sankarshawa, Aniruddha

from Pradyumna. It is not possible that from VAsudeva,

i.e. the highest Self, there should originate Sahkarsha//a, i.e.

the individual soul ; for if such were the case, there would

attach to the soul non-permanency, and all the other imper-

fections which belong to things originated. And thence

release, which consists in reaching the highest Being,

could not take place ; for the effect is absorbed only by

entering into its cause.—That the soul is not an originated

thing, the teacher will prove later on (II, 3, 17). For this

reason the Bhdgavata hypothesis is unacceptable.

43. And (it is) not (observed that) the instrument

is produced from the agent.

The BhSgavata hypothesis is to be rejected for that

reason also, that observation never shows us an instrument,

such as a hatchet and the like, to spring from an agent such

as Devadatta, or any other workman. But the Bhigavatas

teach that from an agent, viz. the individual soul termed

Sahkarshawa, there springs its instrument, viz. the internal

organ termed Pradyumna, and again from this offspring of

the agent another instrument, viz. the ahaiik&ra termed

Aniruddha. Such doctrines cannot be settled without

observed instances. And we do not meet with any scriptural

passage in their favour.

44. Or (if) in consequence of the existence of

knowledge, &c. (Vdsudeva, &c. be taken as Lords),

yet there is non-exclusion of that (i. e. the objection

raised in Sfltra 42).

Let us then—the Bh&gavatas may say—understand by
Sahkarsha/;a, and so on, not the individual soul, the mind,

&c., but rather Lords, i. e. powerful beings distinguished by
all the qualities characteristic of rulers, such as pre-eminence

of knowledge and ruling capacity, strength, valour, glory.
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All these are VAsudevas free from faults, without a sub-

stratum (not sprung from pradhana), without any imper-

fections. Hence the objection urged in Sfltra 42 does

not apply.

Even on this interpretation of your doctrine, we reply,

the * non-exclusion of that,' i.e. the non-exclusion of the

impossibility of origination, can be established.—Do you, in

the first place, mean to say that the four individual Lords,

V&sudeva, and so on, have the same attributes, but do not

constitute one and the same Self?—If so, you commit the

fault of uselessly assuming more than one Lord, while all

the work of the Lord can be done by one. Moreover, you

offend thereby against your own principle, according to

which there is only one real essence, viz. the holy VAsu-

deva.—Or do you perhaps mean to say that from the one

highest Being there spring those four forms possessing equal

attributes?—In that case the objection urged in Sfltra 42

remains valid. For Sahkarshawa cannot be produced

from VAsudeva, nor Pradyumna from Sahkarsha;/a, nor

Aniruddha from Pradyumna, since (the attributes of all of

them being the same) there is no supereminence of any one

of them. Observation shows that the relation of cause and

effect requires some superiority on the part of the cause

—

as, for instance, in the case of the clay and the jar (where

the cause is more extensive than the effect)—and that

without such superiority the relation is simply impossible.

But the followers of the Piw^arAtra do not acknowledge any

difference founded on superiority of knowledge, power, &c.

between VAsudeva and the other Lords, but simply say that

they all are forms of VSsudeva, without any special distinc-

tions. The forms of VSsudeva cannot properly be limited

to four, as the whole world, from Brahman down tp a blade

of grass, is understood to be a manifestation of the supreme

Being*

45. And on account of contradictions.

Moreover, manifold contradictions are met with in the

Bh^gavata system, with reference to the assumption of

qualities and their bearers. Eminence of knowledge and

Digitized byGoogle



II ADIiYAYA, 2 pAdA, 45. 443

ruling capacity, strength, valour, and glory are enumerated

as qualities, and then they are in some other place spoken

of as Selfs, holy VAsudevas, and so on.—Moreover, we
meet with passages contradictory of the Veda. The follow-

ing passage, for instance, blames the Veda, * Not having

found the highest bliss in the Vedas S&ndi\ysi studied this

^dstra/—For this reason also the Bh&gavata doctrine can-

not be accepted.
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