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PREFACE

Some centres of the Ramakrishna Order have
for ~some years past been bringing out important
scriptures of the Hindus with text, word for word
rendcring, running translation and notes based on
wuthoritative commentaries, in order to make them
accesible  to  the English-knowing public  whose
tnowledge of Sanskrit is limited. The Bhagavad-
‘Gith by Swami Swarupananda published by the
Advaita Ashrama, Mayavati, and eight major
Upanishads by Swami Sharvananda published by
the Ramakrishna Math, Madras, have already
become popular. An edition of the Brahma-Sutras
on similar lines was over-due. The present work is
intended to fulfil this want and to complete in this
series the Prasthinatraya according to the inter-
pretations of Sankara. The word for word translation
is very literal, but the running translation is made
as literal as possible consistent with easy reading.
In some places the translation of quotations from
the Upanishads are taken from Max Miller’s edition
of the Upanishads and the quotations of the Sri
Bhishya from Dr. Thibaut’s edition of the book
(Sacred Books of the East Series), both with slight
adaptations.



It is hoped the volume will be a fitting com:
panion to the other Sanskrit works published by
the Ramakrishna Order. '

S.V.

ADVAITA ASHRAMA
MAYAVATI, HIMALAYAS
November 25, 1936
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INTRODUCTION

THE SIX SYSTEMS OF PHILOSOPHY

The Vedas are the scriptures of the Hindus, to
whatever sect or denomination they may belong.
They are the earliest extant religious literature to-day
and form the corner-stone of the Indo-Aryan cultural
edifice. The Hindus believe that the Vedas are not
the utterances of any person but are eternal and owe
their authority to no individual. They are not
inspired but expired by God. These Vedas are
divided into two sections, the Karmakinda and the
Jnénakanda, the former dealing with the ritualistic
and the latter with the knowledge portion of the
Vedas. The latter section is also known as the
Vedanta, the end of the Vedas or the goal or gist of
the Vedas. These are not mere speculations but the
record of the spiritual experiences of the race for
centuries, actual realizations or superconscious per-
ceptions.

Though we find Vedintic thought even in some
of the earliest hymns of the Rig-Veda, e.g. the
Nisadiya Sukta, which forms as it were the basis of
later Upanishads, yet there is no denying the fact that
the Indo-Aryans in their earlier days in India were
given more to rituals and sacrifices. These were
elaborated to such an extent by the Brahmanas, the
priestly class, that persons of rationalistic bent of
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mind revolted and questioned the very efficacy of the
sacrificial religion. They engaged themselves in
metaphysical problems and arrived at different solu-
tions of the world. The Vedintic thought that was
in germ form was now developed mere and more, ard
we have the Upanishads. This spirit of revolt against
ritualism was carried on mainly by the Kshatriyas.
The Indo-Aryans were very bold thinkers and nothing
was sacrilegious to them in their search after truth.
Traces of opposition against the religion of the Vedas
are found in the Vedas themselves. This tidal wave
of rationalism in its extreme form gave risc to such
schools of thought as the Charvikas, which were
extremely materialistic and anti-religious.

In the age immediately preceding Buddha and
during his lifetime there was a great religious and
philosophical upheaval in India. From the Brahma-
jala-Sutras we learn that in his time there were as
many as sixty-two different schools of philosophy in
India. We also learn from Buddhistic literature the
names of a good number of teachers who were vener-
ated in Aryivarta at the time—names like Purina
Kasyapa, Kityayana, Makkali Gosala, Nigantha
Néthaputra, the founder of Jainism, and others.
While these great souls represented Indian culture
from an anti-Vedic standpoint there were many great
names that represented the culture from the tradi-
tional standpoint—names that are still venerated by
Hindu religion and culture.
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The destructive criticism of everything in the old
system by the Charvakas and others set the orthodox
section to organize their belief on a more rationalistic
basis and render it immune against all such criticism.
This led to the foundation of the six systems of
orthodox Hindu philosophy—orthodox’ in the sense
that they accepted the authority of the Vedas in things
transcendental-—while there were others who did not
accept this authority and therefore were dubbed
heterodox, though otherwise they too were the out-
come of Upanishadic thought. The acceptance of the
authority of the Vedas by these orthodox schools,
however, does not mean that they accepted them
in toto. Their allegiance to the Vedas varied widely
and often it was too loose. Of the six orthodox
schools, 1iz. Nyadya, Vaiseshika, Sankhya, Yoga,
Purva MimAmsA and Uttara MimAmsi or Vedanta,
the last two are intimately connected with the Vedas,
which is one of the reasons why they are not mention-
ed in the Jaina and Buddhistic literature, while the
others are mentioned.

These six orthodox systems of thought developed
side by side at different intellectual centres, of which
there were a good number all over the country even
during the Upanishadic period. Again in each system
there were shades of difference. Thus for centuries
philosophic thought developed in India till at last it

' Astika  (orthodox) and Nastika (heterodox) had
nothing to do with belief or non-belief in the existence
of a God.r Sainkhya and Mimimsi which did not accept
an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (orthodox).
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became so unwieldy that a regular systematization
of each school of thought was found a great nccessity.
This led to the Sutra literature.

THE SUTRAS

These systematic treatises were written in short
aphorisms called Sutras, meaning clues, and were
intended as memory-aids to long discussions on any
topic which the student had gone through with his
teacher or Guru. The thought was very much
condensed, for much was taken for granted. Conse-
quently the maximum of thought was compressed into
these Sutras in as few words as possible. Madhwa-
charya quotes from Padma Purdna a definition of the
Sutra in his commentary on the Brahma-Sutras which
runs as follows:

HPTHRE N qrafgrEdgad |

e 9 g8 gafast fag:
‘““People learned in Sutra literature say that a Sutra
should be concise and unambiguous, give the essence
of the arguments on a topic but at the same time deal
with all aspects of the question, be free from repeti-
tion and {faultless.”” Though this definition states
what a Sutra ought to be, in practice, however, the
desire for brevity was carried to such extremes that
most part of the Sutra literature is now unintelligible,
and this is particularly so with respect to the Vedanta-
Sutras which has consequently given rise to divergent
systems.
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There was Sutra literature in every branch of
Indo-Aryan knowledge which had become cumbrous
through centuries and required systematization. The
authors of these Sutras, as we see, are not the
founders of the thonght or systems they propounded
but are mere systematizers of the thought developed
on the subject by successive gencrations of thinkers
for centuries. The thought of these Sutras was much
developed by later thinkers and even modified by
them, though all of them disclaimed any originality
in it, declaring that they were merely interpreting
the Sutras. This was specially the case with respect
to the philosophical Sutras. All these subsequent
thinkers belonged to one or other of the six systems
and developed its traditionary thought from genera-
tion to generation, rendering it more and more per-
fect, and more and more secure against the ever new
criticisms of rival schools. Such interpretations of
the Sutras gave rise to various kinds of literary
writings like Vikyas, Vrittis, Kérikis and Bhéashyas,
each of them being more and more elaborate than
the previous ones.

THE BRAHMA-SUTRAS

The Upanishads do not contain any ready-made
consistent system of thonght. At first sight they
seem to be full of contradictions. Hence arose the
necessity of systematizing the thought of the
Upanishads. Badariyana, to whom the authorship
of the Rrahma-Sutras or Vedinta-Sutras is ascribed,
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is not the only one who had tried to systematize the
philosophy of the Upanishads. From the Brahma-
Sutras itself we find that there were other schools of
Vedéanta which had their own following. We find the
names of Audulomi, KAasakristna, Bidari, Jaimin’i,
Karshnajini, Asmarathya and others mentioned. All
this shows that Badarayana’s Sutras do not constitute
the only systematic work in the Vedanta school,
though probably the last and best. All the sects of
India now hold this work to be the great authority and
every new sect starts with a fresh commentary on it
—without which no sect can be founded in this
country.

THE AUTHOR AND DATE OF THE SUTRAS

About Badariyana, the author of the Sutras,
very little is known to-day. Tradition, however,
identifies him with Vyésa, the author of the Gitd and
the Mahibhéirata. Sankara, however, in his com-
mentaries refers to Vyfsa as the author of the Mahi-
bhérata, and the author of the Sutras he refers to as
Bidarayana. Perhaps to him these two personalities
were different. His followers, VAchaspati, Anandagiri
and others identify Vyisa and Bédardyana, while
Réméanuja and other commentators on the Sutras
attribute it to Vyasa.

Deussen infers from the cross references in
the works of Jaimini and Bidariyana that they
may have been combined by a later editor into
one work, and provided with the cross references.
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This combined work, he says, was commented upon
by Upavarsha on whose work the commentaries of
Sabara on the Purva Mimimsd and Sankara on the
Uttara Mimimsi rest. Sankara’s commentary on
3.3.53 gives support to this last view and it also
explains the popular idea that the two Miméamsas
form one Sistra. This cormbined work might well
have been arranged by Vyasa, the author of the
Mahabhérata. Or it may be that he had written
them himself according to the views that were tradi-
tionally handed down as Bidariyana’s. This latter
view casily accounts for the reference to Badariyana
by name in the Sutras. That such a thing was not
uncommon in ancient India is established by Cole-
brook on the authority of Indian commentators of
Manu and Yéijnavalkya.! Max Miiller also says that
Bidariyana and other similar names are simply
cponymous heroes of different philosophies.®

In support of the view that the two persons are
one it can be pointed out that there existed in the time
of Pénini Sutras known as Bhikshu-Sutras which are
identified by Vichaspati with the Vedanta-Sutras.
The subject-matter of the Vedanta-Sutras being
Brahman, the knowledge of which is pre-eminently
meant for Sannyisins, it might well be called Bhikshu-
Sutras. Pinini in his Sutras ascribes these Bhikshu-
Sutras to Pardsarya, the son of Parasara, i.c. Veda-
Vyéasa, who was also called Badarayana as he had his

' The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (1912 Impres-
sion), p. 120.
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Ashrama at Badari in the Himélayas. That the
Vedanta-Sutras and Purva Mimdmsd-Sutras must
have existed before Pinini can also be inferred from
the commentary on both of them by Upavarsha who
is said to be the Guru of Pénini in the Kathi-sazit-
sigar, though we must admit it cannot be conclusive-
ly proved that the two Upavarshas are one and the
same person.

The identity of the Vedinta-Sutras and the
Bhikshu-Sutras would no doubt fix the date of the
Sutras very early, before Buddha, and a question may
arise how such an carly work could have referred to
various other schools of philosophy of a much later
date and refuted them. In this connection we must
not forget that the author of the Sutras does not refer
to any founder of the different schools by name. He
even does not use the technical terms of the different
schools as they are known to us to-day. During that
great philosophical ferment which followed at the
close of the Upanishadic period various metaphysical
views were held which later developed in definite
channels. Therefore the fact that Badardyana is
acquainted with certain systems of thought which
later came to be associated with certain names does
not show that Bidardyana was later than these
persons. These later names were by no means the
original founders of these systems of thought, but
only gave definite shape to some particular thought
that was found in that mass of philosophical specula-
tions which existed in that period. Badariyana could
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anticipate even the Buddhistic and Jaina schools, for
Buddha and Mabavira also were not the founders of
.any altogether new schools of philosophy but imbibed
much of the thought current in the country at the
time. There was no revolutionary departure in their
philosophy, but it was their great personality that
shaped the history of India for centuries. As regards
Jaina thought we know definitely that it existed from
even before the time of Parswanath (8th or 9th
century B. C.). 1In fact all these systems must have
belonged to the same period of philosophicai ferment
which preceded the rise of Buddhism. Thus a writer
of the Vedanta-Sutras before Buddha may well be
acquainted with the different schools of philosophy
refuted in the Tarkapida of that book, though they
might not have existed in the form in which we know
them to-day or in the form in which they have heen
refuted by Sankara.

Morcover, that the Vedéanta-Sutras were known
to exist before Buddha can also be made out from
the Gita. The date of the Gitd and the original
Mahibhirata, of which the Gitd is a part, can be
fixed belore the time of Buddha. Both of them are
pre-Buddhistic, for they contain no reference to
Buddha and Buddhism. Quotations from both are
found in Bodhiyana who belongs to 400 B.C. The
language of the Gitd also seems to belong to a period
before Panini. He is also conversant with the epic
characters. So we can well say that the Giti and the
Mahédbhéirata were known before Buddha. Now we
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find a clear reference to the Brahma-Sutras, in Git&
18.4, where the word ‘Brahma-Sutra-padaih’ occurs.
This is a definite reference to the Vedanta-Sutras.
The full text runs as follows: ¢This has been sung
by the Rishis in various ways and in different metges
and definitely and logically by the words of the
Brahma-Sutras.” Tilak argues in his Giti-Rahasya
that the first half refers to teachings which are dis-
connccted and unsystematic and therefore refers to
the Upanishads, while the later half to something
definite and logical-—a difference that is clearly
brought out by this stanza and therefore refers to the
systematized thought in the Vedanta-Sutras. Max
Miiller too is of opinion that the Vedanta-Sutras
belong to an earlier period than the Gita' and in the
text just quoted he finds a clear reference to the
recognized title of the Vedinta or Brahma-Sutras.”
Indian commentators on the Gitd like Réaminuja,
Madhwa and others identify the Vedanta-Sutras in
this passage of the Giti.

But if the Vedanta-Sutras be of an earlier date
than the Giti, how could it contain references to the
Gita? In Sutras 2. 8. 45 and 4. 2. 21 all the com-
mentators quote the same text of the Gita, and there
seems to be no doubt that they are right. These
cross references show that the author of the Gitd
had a hand in the present recension of the Sutras.
This is also made clear by the rejection of the fourfold

! The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 113.
? Ibid, n. 118.
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Vyuha of the Bhigavatas both by the Gitd and the
Sutras and the great predominance given to the
Sankhya school in both. The Gitd accepts the
Sankhya view of creation but modifies it to some
extent and makes the Pradhéna subservient to the
Supreme Brahman which is non-dual. In the
Vedéanta-Sutras also the author relutes the dualism of
the Séankhyas. Otherwise he has no objection to
accepting the Pradhidna or Frakriti as a principle
dependant on the Supreme Lord (wvide 1. 4. 2-3).
Sankara in his Bhéashya on these Sutras makes this
quite clear.

From what has bcen said above we find that there
are strong grounds for believing that the Vedéanta-
Sutras must have existed before Buddha and that if
Badardyana and Veda-Vyésa are not one and the
same person as tradition holds, the latter must have
had a hand in the present recension of the Sutras,
though it is very difficult to say to what extent—
whether it was by way of merely revising the original
Sutras of Bidariyana or writing them down in toto
after the teachings of Badariyana.

COMMENTATORS ON THE BRAHMA-SUTRAS

It has already been shown that the Brahma-
Sutras of Bidaridyana somehow gained prominence
and popularity and as a result all the great Achéiryas
have written commentaries on it. The oldest of the
extant commentaries is by Sankara, the exponent of
Monism. A Vritti by Upavarsha is mentioned by
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Sankara and Bhéiskara and a Vritti by Bodhiyana is
referred to and often quoted by Raménuja in his Sri
Bhéashya. Sankara does not refer to Bodhiyana.
According to Vedanta Desika the two are one person.
Unfortunately this work of Bodhidyana is not avail-
able now. Raminuja quotes also from the Dramida
Bhéishya which evidently belongs to the Bhakti cult
of Southern India. Sankara was followed by a host
of commentators on these Sutras—Yadava Prakésha,
Bhéskara, Vijnidna Bikshu, Rimaianuja, Nilakantha,
Sripati, Nimbarka, Madhwa, Vallabha and Baladeva
There are even some recent commentaries, though of
not much value. All these try to maintain that their
system is the one that Badariyana propounded
through his Sutras.

At present, however, only five of these great
commentators have a large following—Sankara, the
exponent of Monism; Raménuja, the exponent of
VisishtAdvaita or qualified Monism; Nimbéarka, the
exponent of Bhedibhedavada or the theory of differ-
ence and non-difference; Madhwa, the exponent of
Dualism; and Vallabha, the exponent of Suddhid-
vaitaviida. All of these systems seem to be based on
the views of one or other of the ancient Vedinta
schools which we find BAdarfiyana referring to in his
Sutras.

A question may be raised how the same work
could have given rise to so many conflicting schools
of thought. The reasons are many. In the first place
the brevity of the Sutras leaves much to be supplied
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by the commentators, and in the absence of
an universally accepted unbroken tradition each
is free to do this according to his own pre-
conceived ideas. Sumetimes even without supply-
ing anything the same Suvtra 1s capable of being
interpreted differently and even conveying quite the
opposite meaning (¢.g. Senkara and Réaménuja on
3. 2. 11) by the mere shifting of the stops. Again,
while there is a tradition which is accepted more or
less by all as regards the arrangement into chapters
and sections, there is no cuch accepted tradition as
regards the division into Adhikaranas (topics), nor
is there anything authoritative to guide us as
to which Sutras form the Purvapaksha or the
prima facic view and which give the Siddhanta
or the author’s view. So every one is free
to divide the Sutras into topics according to
his own choice and regard any Sutras as giving the
author’s view. Then again, the Sutras do not give
any referencc as to which texts of the scriptures are
being discussed and as a result the commentator is
free to select any texts from that vast repertory, so
much so that it often happens that different com-
mentators see different topics discussed in the same
set of Sutras. Added to all this is the difficulty that
Bidariyana is often silent as regards his own decision
and that on fundamental questions. He merely gives
the views of different Vedéintins and ends the topic
(vide 1. 4. 20-22).

The five great commentators more or less agree
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on certain points, especially where the author attacks
the principles of the non-Vedéantic schools. All of
them agree that Brahman is the cause of this world
and that knowledge of It leads to final emancipation
which is the goal to be attained; also that Brahman
can be known only through the scriptures and not
through mere reasoning. But they differ amongst
themselves as to the nature of this Brahman, Its
causality with respect to this world, the relation of the
individual soul to It and the condition of the soul in

the state of release.

Brahman according to Sankara is attributeless,
immutable, Pure Intelligence. Iswara according to
him is a product of Maya—the highest reading of the
Nirguna Brahman by the individualized soul. The
world is a Vivarta or apparent transformation through
Mayéd of the Nirguna Brahman but not in reality.
The Jiva in reality is all-pervading and identical with
Brahman, though as individualized by its Upadhi
(adjunct), the internal organ, it regards itself as
atomic, as an agent, and as a part of the Lord. The
knowers of the Nirguna Brahman attain It directly
and have not to go by ‘“the path of the gods”. It
is the knowers of the Saguna Brahman that go by
that path to Brahmaloka from where they do not
return but attain Brahman at the end of the cycle.
Knowledge is the only means to Liberation.

To Ramanuja and the other commentators
Brahman is not attributeless but an essentially
Personal God possessing infinite benign attributes.
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They hold that though personality as we experience
it in man is limited, it need not be invariably
connected with personality as Sankara thinks, so as to
contradict infinity. They do not accept the Maya
doctrine, for to them the world is real, and so they
accept that the world is produced from Brahman.
Madhwa, however, accepts It only as the efficient
cause and not as the material cause also. The Jiva
according to them is really atomic, an agent, and a
part of the Lord. The knower of Brahman goes by
the path of the gods to Brahmaloka where he attains
Brahman and does not return to this mortal world.
They do not make any distinction of higher and lower
knowledge like Sankara. According to them Bhakti
is the chief means to Liberation, and not Jnéna.

Thus to all of them Brahman, the world, and the
souls are all realities. Raméinuja integrates the three
into one organic whole and says that Brahman has
for Its body the other two. Nimbarka integrates the
three by his Bhedabhedavada, i.e. the relation of the
sentient and insentient world with Brahman is one of
difference and non-difference. Madhwa, a thorough-
going dualist, regards these three as quite independ-
ent, eternal entities, though Brahman is the ruler of
the other two. To Vallabha the world and the souls
are Brahman Itself. They are real and their relation
to Brahman is one of identity, as that of parts to a
whole.!

! For details, see the various Bhishyas on Sutras 1. 1. 2,
1. 4. 28, 26, 2. 1. 26-28, 2. 3. 18-58, 8. 2. 11-30, 4. 2. 12-14,
and 4. 4. 1-7.
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SANKARA’S INTERPRETATION OF THE SUTRAS

There is a strong opinion current amongst scholars
to-day that whatever be the merit of Sankara’s
metaphysical doctrines considered by themselves or
even as doctrines elucidating the teachings of the
Upanishads, he is not faithful to Bidariyana in his
interpretation of the Sutras. They hold that Bada-
riyana was ignorant of a twofold Brahman and conse-
quently of a twofold knowledge; that he was not
aware of the doctrine of Mayi and so did not hold
that the world was unreal, but that Brahman under-
went a real change into this world-order; and that the
Sutras do not hold the view of absolute identity of
the individual soul and Brahman. In short their
view is that the system of Béadardyana is a theistic
system which has more affinities with the systems of
Réméinuja and Nimbarka than with Sankara’s pure
Non-dualism. This view is nothing new. Bhaskara
at the beginning of his commentary on the Sutras
accuses Sankara of this very thing. But at the same
time we can also cite Sindilya, the author of the
Bhakti-Sutras, who in Sutra 80 of his work refers to
Badardyana as a Monist, which shows that the view
that Badardyana was an Abhedavadin was prevalent
in ancient days, even as early as the Sutra period.

It is not possible to deal with such a controversial
subject in a short Introduction like this. All the same
we shall take some salient points connected with this
discussion and try to see how far such a criticism
against Sankara is justified. At the outset, however,
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it is fair to admii that at places Sankara’s interpreta-
tions seum to te far-fetched; but this is by no means
a defect of his Bhishya alone but of all the other
cxtant Bhéshyas as well. Moreover, in such a critical
study we shall not gain much if we follow the Jettel
of the Sutras, missing the general spirit of the work
as a whole. It is possible to give a consistent inter-
pretation of the Sutras by following the letter of the
Sutras and at the same time miss the general spirit
of the work as a whole.

qtaieaterre: TeRtseaT T At |

““The Sruti texts give rise to a wrong view if they
are not studied as one connected whole’’—in other
words the letter often kills the spirit.

Sutra 2 aims at 1 Nirguna Brahman:

To start with, let us take the definition of
Brahman given by Badariyana in Sutra 2. Sutra 1
says that Brahman is to be inquired into, for the
knowledge of It leads to Moksha (Liberation). The
next Sutra defines Brahman and so naturally we
have to understand that the Brahman the knowledge
of which gives Moksha is defined herc. As such we
get a Saguna Brahman as the subject-matter of the
Séstra and not the Nirguna Brahman of Sankax;a
which is Existence, Knowledge, Bliss Absolute. So
it appears that the author at the very beginning of
the work precludes any chance of Sankara’s doctrine
being read in his Sutras. But let us investigate into

B
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the matter a little and see whether it is actually so.

After the statement in Sutra 1 that Brahman is
to be known, naturally the question about the nature
of Brahman arises. The Sutrakdra (aphorist) here
4nticipates an objection that Brahman cannot be
defined at all. For whatever we cognize in this world
is limited and as such cannot be a characteristic of
Brahman which is infinite. A limited thing cannot
define an unlimited thing. Nor can any characteris-
tic which is absolutely beyond our experience, like
Reality etc., define Brahman, for it is only a well-
known characteristic that defines a thing and dis-
tinguishes it from other things. Again the scriptures
cannot define Brahman, for being absolutely unique
It cannot be expressed in speech. Thus in the
absence of any definition Brahman cannot be a
thing worth inquiring into and cannot serve any
human purpose. To refute all such objections the
Sutrakara defines Brahman in Sutra 2. Granted that
the world we experience cannot define Brahman as
being a quality of It or as being identical with It,
yet the quality of being the (supposed) cause of the
world may indicate It. ‘“Birth etc.” mentioned in
the Sutra define Brahman per accidens. “Though
they inhere in the world and do not pertain to
Brahman, the causality connected therewith pertains
to Brahman and therefore the definition holds good.
This causality indicates Brahman even as the snake
indicates the rope when we say that that which is
the snake is the rope, where the rope is indicated
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by the snake owing to the illusory connection between
the two. This definition, therefore, actually aims
at the Nirguna Brahman and cannot be taken as a
definition of the Saguna Brahman.'

Again the Sutra refers to the Taittiriya text,
““That. from which these beings are born . . . That
is Brahman”’ etc. (8.1) and the word ‘that’ here refers
to the Brahman defined as Existence, Knowledge, and
Infinite in the immediately preceding section, the
Ananda Valli. Therefore from this text itself we get
at the real nature of Brahman.

Yet it may be questioned why the author should
give an indirect definition of Brahman instead of
defining It in Its real nature as, ‘‘Existence, Knowl-
edge, Bliss is Brahman.”” The answer is that the
author has followed here the universally accepted
principle of taking a student step by step from a
lower to a higher truth, from a grosser to a subtler
one. ft is indeed by first pointing to the end of the
branch of a trec that one points out the moon to
the child. Similarly, first Brahman as the Cause is
distinguished from this world of products, and
finally by saying that from Bliss this universe is
born, It is differentiated from other probable causes
like atoms, the Pradhéna, ete. In this way finally
Brahman’s real nature as distinguished from every-
thing else is described. The aspirant whose mind
is turned away from the world of the senses first

' Bhimati and Ratnaprabhi on Sankara’s comments on
Sutra 2,
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comprehends Brahman as the cause of the world.
Though in Ttself as the Inner Self Brahman is im-
mediate, vet we have the idea that It is remote.
Hence the Sruti first teaches that Brahman is the
cause of the world, and then to remove this false
notion of remoteness it teaches that It is one with
the Inner Self. So long as this identity is not
realized, It appears to be the cause of the world.

That Bliss which admits of no difference is
Brahman we learn from the Chhandogya Upanishad.
*“The Bhuman (Infinite) only is Bliss. This Infinite
we must desire to understand” (7. 23. 1). What is
this Infinite which is called Bliss? The Upanishad
explains:  ‘““Where one sees nothing else, hears
nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the
Infinite. Where one sees something else, hears some-
thing else, understands something else, that is the
finite. The Infinite is immortal, the finite is mortal®’
(Ibid. 7. 24. 1). This non-dual Bliss is the Infinite,
the Brahman defined in Ananda Valli as Existenc’,
Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman. and from this all
creation springs—so understood Bhrigu, the son of
Varuna.

Again the Taittiriya text, “That from which all
-beings are born . . . Try to know that. That is
Brahman,” aims at defining a non-dual Brahman as
the only reality and does not define a Saguna Brah-
man. It defines Brahman as the efficient and also
as the material cause of the universe, since It is the
place of dissolution of the world. Being the material
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cause of everything, It is the basic reality behind
everything and this gives rise to the intuition that
Brahman is non-dual and that everything else is
unreal. 1Its peing the efficient cause also establishes
the fact that It is non-dual, as it precludes anything
else being such an efficient causc. Thus this defini-
tion, which is but one, qualifies por «ecidens the non-
dual Brahman as both the efficient and material canse
of the universe. This materiai causaiity of Brahman
which is non-dual, immutable Intelligence cannot be
one of origination, as by primeval atoms by whose
combination something new is created; nor can it be
onc of modification, us of the Pradhéna of the
Sankhyas. It is through Vivarta or apparent modi-
fication through Méy4a or Nescience that Brahman is
transformed into this universe. This universe is
therefore illusory.’ Thut this is in accordance with
Badardyana’s view is made clear by the fact that he
uses the word ‘Sat’ as a characteristic epithet to
denote Brahmwan, which he would not have done if
he had considered the Jivas and the world also real
like Bralhman (vide Sutra 2. 3.9). The word ‘Sat’
here is interpreted by all commentators to denote
Brahman.

Thus we find that this definition is given by
Béadariyana to indicate a Nirguna (attributeless) and
Nirvisesha (absolute) Brahman and not a Saguna
Brahman and he has selected a significant text from

' Siddhéntalesha, Brahma Lakshanavichéra.
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the wide range of scriptural texts for defining his
Brahman.

Is Brahman the real or apparent cause of the world ?

Now let us take up the Sutras about the causal-
ity of Brahman, viz. Sutras 1. 4. 23-27 and Sutra
2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a brief summary
of the work up to 2. 1. 14. After defining Brahman
in Sutra 2 the Sutrakara from 1. 1. 5 to 1. 4. 18 and
in 1. 4. 28-27 shows that all the scriptural texts
teach that Brahman is both the efficient and the
material cause of the universe, refuting the Sankhyas
in 1. 1. 5-11 and in 1. 4. 1-18. Sutras 1. 4. 14-22
refute the Sinkhyan objection that there are con-
tradictions in the Sruti texts with respect to the First
Cause. Finally Sutra 28 says that by what has been
said against the Sédnkhyas the others also are refuted.
Sutras 2. 1. 1-8 reject the authority of the Sankhya
and Yoga Smritis as against the scriptures. Sutras
4-11 answer through reasoning without the aid of
texts the Sankhyan objection based on reasoning that
Brahman cannot be the material causc of the world,
for It and the world are of different nature and as
such the relation of cause and effect cannot exist
between them. Sutra 12 refutes the validity of
reasoning in matters transcendental and thus refutes
all schools which arrive at their doctrines through
reasoning. Sutra 13 answers another objection of
the Sankhyas that if Brahman be the material cause,
then there would result non-distinction between en-
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joyer and things enjoyed, a fact established by ex-
perience. The Sutra refutes it saying that such a
difference can exist in non-different things even as
we have waves, foam, ete. in the sea and so the
Vedantic doctrine cannot be set aside on the ground
of contradiction to our cxperience. Now, duality
and non-duality cannot exist in one and the same
thing, for they are mutually contradictory. The
cxample of the sea and the waves would be apt
if Brahman had aspects, but non-dual reality does
not admit of such aspects. Moreover, Sutra 13 has
not established the truth of the scriptural statement,
“By the knowledge of the one everything else is
known’> which was referred lo in Sutra 1. 4. 23.
To establish these two things Sutras 14-20 declare
that the effects are in reality non-different from the
cause, i.¢. they have no existence apart from the
cause.' Non-difference hecre does not mean identity
but that there is no difference.* In other words the
two, Brahman and the world, have not the same
grade of reality.” That is what is meant. If the
world is something different from Brahman it would
contradict such Sruti texts as, ‘“All this was but the
Self”’ (Brih. 1. 4. 1., 1. 4. 17). Again if the world is
real, it would contradict texts like, ‘““There is nothing
whatsoever here’’ (Brih. 4. 4. 19). Therefore the
world is non-different from Brahman. But identity

' Sankara on Sutra 14.
2 Bhimati on Sutra 14. )
* Siddhantalesha, Brahmakiranatvavichdra.
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is not what is meant by non-difference, for this
is impossible between the world and Brahman, they
being mutually different in nature. Hence non-
difference means that it has no existence apart {rom
Brahman, it precludes difference. The denial of
identity, however, does not establish the difference
of the world and Brahman, but establishes the
apparent identity or the illusory nature of the world,
even as the illusory snake is seen in the rope. This
is what the Chhandogva text 6. 1. 4 tries to teach.
Thus only by the knowledge of one thing can every-
thing be known, on any other assumption it would
be impossible to establish it. The non-difference of
the world from Brahman being established, the
question naturally arises that Brahman would then
be responsible for creating evil for the Jiva which is
one with It. This is answered in Sutras 2. 1. 21-23.
Sutras 21-25 show how Brahman, though destitute
of materials and instruments, vet is the cause of the
world even as milk turns into curds without any
extrancous help. The example cited raises a fresh
objection in Sutra 26 that Brahman cannot at the
same time be both immutable and be transformed
into the world. Against this Sutra 27 says
that the Sruti states both these views and
so they have to be accepted, as the Sruti
is the only authority with respect to Brahman.
As to how these two views are to be reconciled,
Sutra 28 says that cven as in the individual soul
diverse creation exists in the dream state without
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marring its indivi:ibility, so also this world springs
from Biahman. This example which is cited is very
significant as 1t shows that Bidariyana was quite
familiar with M2yivada—that he considered this
world unreal in a highcr sense even as the dream
world is Mayad (8. 2. 8). These two Sutras together
with Sutras 2. 3. 50 and 2. 2. 18 show that he viewed
the world as unreal. The subsequent Sutras establish
that BErahman throrgh Maya possesses all powers
necessary for creation and so on.

In the above summary we find how logically
and consistently Sankara has interpreted the Sutras
which leaves no room for dispute as to what Badara-
vana meant in these Sutras.

Thus in the whoie of Chapter I and Section 1 of
Chapter II Badariyana establishes the efficient and
material causality of Brahman and in this his oppo-
nents are primarilv the Sinkhyas who deny Its
material causality. As they also quote the seriptures
often in their support. they are the foremost opponents
in Badardyana’s view. He disposes of others by say-
ing that they too are refuted by these arguments.
Sankara also, as shown above, has in Ch. I, Sec. 4 and
Ch. .II, Sec. 1 consistently interpreted the Sutras as
directed against the Sinkhyas or as answering their
objections.

Some critics of Sankara, however, think that the
reasoning cmployed by the aphorist against the
Sankhyas in Sutras 4-11 of Ch. II, Sec. 1. especially
Sutra 6, weuld be hardly appropriate from Sankara’s
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point of view, for according to him the world springs
not from Brahman as Intelligence, but in so far as
It is associated with Maya. Similarly Sutra 24 which
says that Brahman transforms Itself into the world
like milk would be inappropriate if the world were
unreal; Sutra 1. 4. 28 where Brahman is said to be
the material and efficient cause of the world does
not say that Brahman is the material cause through
Maya; on the other hand Sutra 1. 4. 26 uses the word
‘Parindmét’ to show how Brahman is changed into
the world. '

This criticism does not seem to be relevant. In
Sutras 2. 1. 4-11 the Sankhyas’ objection against the
Vedantic doctrine of the material causality of Brah-
man is answered. Here the author is concerned only
with establishing Brahman as the material cause and
thus refuting the dualism of the Sankhyas who posit
an independent principle, the Pradhéna, as the First
Cause, and not with the true nature of this causality.
Up to Sutra 13 he refutes the objection from the
Sankhyas’ own realistic standpoint. His own view as
to the true significance of the causality is established
in Sutra 14. It is not true that Sankara holds that
Brahman as Pure Intelligence is not the material
cause, but only as endowed with Mayd. Brahman or
Pure Intelligence as such is the material cause of
the world as Sutra 1. 4. 28 says. But because of
this, we cannot expect the effect, the world, to be
similar to the cause in all respects. This is made
clear by Sankara in his commentary op Sutra 2.1.6
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where he says thuat they cannot be similar in all res-
pects, for if thev were, then there would be nothing
like cause and effect, nor would they be called by
different names. What is essential for establishing
the relation of cause and effect is that some qualities
of the cause must be found in the effect also, and
this is satisfied in the case of Brahman and the
world. Everything in this world exists and this
quality is obtained from Brahman which is existence;
everything is also illumined by Intelligence which is
Brahman. So Sutra 1. 4. 28 which says that Brahman
as Intelligence is the cause is not contradicted accord-
ing to Sankara’s view. This Sutra futher says, ‘“This
view not contradicting the proposition and illustration
cited in Chh. 6. 1. 4.7 In what sense the material
causality of Brahman as Intelligence does not contra-
dict this enunciation, is shown by the aphorist in
2. 1. 14. From these Sutras Sankara says that both
Brahman and Méy4 are the cause of the world. Brah-
man through Vivarta, and Maya through Parinima;
and the qualities of both are found in the effect, the
world, as we gather from our cognition of a pot, ‘The
pot exists,” ‘The pot is inert’ where as existence the
pot is indentical with Brahman which is existence
itself, and as inert it is identical with Maya which is
inert. Everything in this world has five elements in
its make-up, viz. Asti, Bhati, Priya, Nama, and Rupa,
the former three have Brahman for its material cause
corresponding to the three factors, Existence, Intelli-
gence and‘ Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya and
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are unreal. No doubt the aphorist takes the Pari-
nima view as a workable basis in refuting the San-
khyas. But we have already said that it is a well
established principle of Indian teachers to take the
aspirant step by step to the final truth. So Badara-
yana, by taking the Parinima view-point in his earlier
Sutras where Brahman is referred to as the Cause and
establishing Vivarta in 2. 1. 14, has only followed this
universally accepted method. That the author is not
for Parinimavada is made clear by him in Sutras
26-28. Sutra 28 clearly establishes the unreality of
the world, it being illusory like the dream world.
Coming to Rdmanuja’s commentary we find that
he is not so logical or consistent as Sankara. Accord-
ing to him Brahman has for Its body the entire
universe with all its sentient and insentient beings
in all Its states. When the souls and matter are
in the subtle state, Brahman is in the causal condition
and when they are in the gross state It is in the effect
state. The effect, i.c. the world, is thus seen to be
non-different from™ the cause, i.e. the Supreme
Brahman (vide Sri Bhashya Sutras 1. 4. 27 and
2. 1. 15). Béadarayana does not seem to hold this
view, for nowhere does he say that Brahman has
for Its body the souls and matter. Even if 2. 8. 43
should mean that the souls are the body of Brahman,
there is no similar Sutra to show that matter too is
Its body. Moreover, if Brahman is the material
cause of the world through Its insentient part only,
as the above view leads to, then Sutra 1. 4. 23 which
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says that Brahman as Intelligence is the material
cause would bc contradicted and Sutras 2. 1. 26-28
also would be useless, for the question of the whole
of Brabhman passing over into the world does not
arise at all. Nor can the relation of cause and effect
exist between Brahman in the causal and tbe effect
state for it is the same Brahman in either case.
Even if such a relaticnship be granted, it would make
Sutras 2. 1. 4-6 mcaningless, for there can be no
difference of nature in Brahman in the two states as
between Brahman and the world—the sentient and
the insentient. Riméanuja directs Sutra 14 against
the Vaiseshikas, but we do not find the author making
anybody clse but the Sankhyus the opponents. The
rest he disposes of by saying that the arguments
against the Sinkhyas refute others also (vide 1. 4. 28
and 2. 1. 12). The interpretation of Sutra 2. 1. 28
by RAaméinuja is very far-fetched. His explana-
tion that because things possess different qual-
ities owing to the difference in their essential
nature, Brahman which is unique can possess qualities
beyond our experience, is not to the point, while
Sankara’s interpretation is very happy as it gives us
an idea as to how it is possible for Brahman to create
the world and yet remain immutable. Moreover,
Ramanuja has not cxplained in Sutras 26-28 the con-
tradiction in the Sruti texts, while Sankara’s interpre-
tation reconciles the contradiction through reasoning,
and such reasoning as is not against the Sruti texts is
quite acceptable to all Vedantins; in fact that is what
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the author proposes to do in this Uttara-MimAmsa
work of his.

Coming to Nimbérka, his line of argument on
these Sutras relating to the causality of Brahman is
to establish the Bheddbheda doctrine. Sutra 2. 1. 18
he interprets first like Sankara. But in Sutra 14
the word ‘wama@®’ he interprets as ‘7 g waafusaw
‘not absolutely different.” That is, the effect is not
absolutely differnt from the cause: it has no separate
existence from Brahman. Thus from Sutra 13 which
says that Brahman and the Jiva are different, Sutras
4-6 which say that the insentient world is different
from It and Sutra 14 which says that they have no
separate existence apart from Brahman, Nimbarka
concludes that between Brahman and the sentient
and insentient world there is difference as well as
non-difference. But such a thing in one and the
same entity is impossible. The Chhéndogya text says
that the clay alone is real and not the things made
of clay, for they are mere names, unreal. Take
for example a clay pot; when we cognize it as a pot
we are not conscious of its being clay and when
we cognize it as clay we miss the pot, though both
these aspects are inherent in it. So we have to con-
clude that its nature is illusory, for it is not cognized
as what it is. That which is non-different from a
thing and yet appears to be different and which
depends upon the non-difference for its existence can-
not but be illusory. So between the pot and the
clay, the latter alone is real and not the pot.
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Similar is the case with Brahman and the world.
Brahman alone js real and the world is unreal.
“When all this is but the Self, how could one see
another ?”> (Brih. 2. 4. 14). Chhandogya 6. 16 calls
one who sees variety as fulse-minded and the one
who <ces unity as true-minded. But to people who
are in ignorance both diffcrence and non-difference
seem to be real, the unity being understood through
the scriptures and variety through direct perception.
This is only a relative or Vyavaharika state. The
truth is unity. Therefore Nimbérka’s view cannot
he correct.

Does Bddariyana accept the Pinchardtra view?

In Section 2 of Chapter iII the author takes the
offensive. So long he was on the defensive.
In the whole of this section he refutes through
reasoning alone, without recourse to the Sruti
texts, " the various schools of philosophy of the
time. In this section he refutes those schools
of thought that were regarded by the ortho-
dox section as outside the sphere of the Vedas. We
have enough references in ancient works like the
Mahébhérata and some of the Purdnas that all these
schools refuted in Section 2 by the author were so
regarded. The Siva Mahimna Stotra contains the
verse ‘@t @iw < ygufawd dwafafa’, which shows
that Sénkhya, Yoga, Pasupata and Vaishnava
(which includes Pancharatra) schools of thought were
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regarded as different from afi or the Vedic religion
with its two branches, Karmakénda and Jnénakanda.
Moreover, we find that in many works of the Pancha-
ratra school the Vedas are held in contempt. Sankara
himself quotes such a text. The scholiasts Govindé-
nanda and Anandagiri also quote similar texts.
Therefore they must have been definitely regarded
by the ancients as outside the pale of the Vedas and
we cannot reasonably expect Badarayana to have
accepted their view as his final conclusion in a work
meant to systematize the orthodox thought of the
Upanishads. Of course, to that portion which does
not contradict the Vedas he has no objection; nor
has Sankara, as he has made it clear in his Bhashya
on Sutras 42 and 43. RAmdanuja, however, sees in
Sutras 44 and 45 the acceptance of the Péancharatra
doctrine by a refutation of the objections raised
against it in Sutras 42-43. But his interpretations are
stretched. Sutra 45 he twists to mean, ‘“And because
the creation of the soul is contradicted by this
Sastra’, saying thereby that the question raised in
Sutra 42 as to the creation of the soul does not
arise at all, as this school does not hold the view.
The way in which this Sutra is stretched by Rami-
nuja can easily be seen by comparing it with Sutra
10 where Badardyana uses the same wording, ““And
on account of contradiction,’’ ete. to mean that con-
tradiction in the Sankhya system makes it unaccept-
sble to the wise. This seems to be the Sutrakira’s
view here also. Dr. Thibaut thinks, ‘It would not
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be unnatural proceeding to close the polemical section
with a defence »f that doctrine which in spite of
objections has to be viewed as the true one.”” But
that being the purpose of the whole work itself, we
cannot reasonably think that the author establishes
his doctrine in these two Sutras. Moreover, no other
commentator sees the acceptance of the Pancharatra
doctrine in this topic. Vallabha follows Sankara.
Nimbédrka sees the .efutation of Saktivida in the
topic. He is therefore consistent in that he regards
the whole of Section 2 as being devoted to a refutation
of views not acceptable to thc author. He accepts
the Pancharatra system and so he finds some other
subject in this topic, though on this account his inter-
pretation is not happy. But if Vyasa had any hand
in this work as alrcady shown, then we cannot but see
the refutation of the Péncharatra system in these
Sutras, for we find that he does not accept this
doctrine cven in his Gita.

The Jiva’s real nature:

Now we come to Sutras 2. 3. 16-58 which deal
with the nature of the soul and its relation to
Brahman. All except Sankara interpret these Sutras
to mean that the soul is atomic, an agent, and a part
of the Lord. Sankara alone says that the atomicity,
agency, and being a part are not the Jiva’s real
nature, but its nature as a Samsarin (transmigrating
entity) and that in reality it is all-pervasive and
identical with Brahman.
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The author defines Brahman as the cause ete.
of this world of sentient and insentient things in
Sutra 2, referring to the Taittiriya text, ‘“That out
of which all these creatures are born’’ ete. (8. 1). It
is clear, therefore, that the world of sentient and
insentient things has sprung from Brahman. Hence
the Jivas too have sprung from the Lord. But in
Sutra 17 the author says that the individual soul
is not produced. Thus he contradicts his definition
and also the enunciation of the scriptures that by
the knowledge of one thing everything else is known”’
(Chh. 6. 1). The Sutrakéra at every place makes this
enunciation the corner-stone of his argument. So we
have to reconcile it and the author’s definition of
Brahman with his statement in Sutra 17 which drives
us to the conclusion that the Jiva as such, as a
Samsirin, is an effect, but in its real nature it is
eternal and identical with Brahman. That the nature
of the Jiva as we experience it is unreal is made clear
by him in Sutra 16. What originates is its connection
with its adjuncts, gross and subtle, which is unreal.
From this standpoint it is also clear why the author
treats the question of the Jiva’s nature and its relation
to Brahman in this section which reconciles contradic-
tions in the Sruti texts with respect to creation. There
are different statements about the nature of the Jiva
also and these he reconciles in this section, showing
thereby that in its real nature it is not created and
is identical with Brahman, but as a Samsarin it is
an effect, atomic, an agent, and a part of Brahman.
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Even as Iswara or Brahman limited by Nescience is
not eternal, so is the Jiva limited by the body, mind,
etc. not eternal, but in its true nature it is eternal.
Bereft of their Upadhis both sre Pure Intelligence and
identical. That is why the Taittiriya Upanishad after
saying, ‘“Existence, Knnwledge, Infinite is Brahman”’
(2. 1) says, “From That verily—from this Self—is
the ether born’® ete. (2. 1), thus identifying the
self as bereft of all its Upadhis with Brahman.
Tsittiriya 2. 1, and 8. 1 cited by the Sutrakara
in his definition of Brahman all refer to the same
Pure Intelligence. Thus the one ‘Existence, Knowl-
edge, Infinite’ which is Pure Intelligence, reflected
in Nescience is Iswara, and reflected in the Antah-
karana (internal organ) is the Jiva, which is borne
out by the scriptural statement, ‘“This Jiva has the
effect for the adjunct and lswara has the cause for
the adjunct’’ (Sukharahasya Up. 2. 12). This seems
to be the true view-point which has guided the
aphorist in fraraing the Sutras of Section 8, Chapter II
and in which sense Sankara also has interpreted them.
The enunciation also is not contradicted according to
this interpretation.

According to Réménuja the souls are really
effects of Brahman but have existed in It from all
eternity as a mode or Prakéra of Brahman. So also
have the elements. Yet the latter are said to
originate, as at the time of creation they undergo
an essential change of nature. But the souls do not
undergo such a change, they are always cognizing
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agents, but at the time of creation there is an expan-
sion of their intelligence and in this sense alone,
i.e. in the sense that there is no essential change in
their nature at creation, are the souls said to be not
created (vide Sri Bhashya 2. 3. 18) while the elements
which undergo change in their essential nature
are saild to be created. Badariyana nowhere says
that the souls and Prakriti which form the body of
Brahman are Its effects; nor does he anywhere
declare such a difference between the souls and the
elements. Again, according to Rimanuja Brahman
means not pure Being but as qualified by the souls
and matter for Its body. This very conception of
Brahman establish that the relation between the souls
and Brahman is as between a quality and the thing
qualified and consequently 2. 3. 48 is redundant if
the word ‘part’ there should be interpreted to convey
this 1dea.

Raménuja sees a refutation of Advaita in Sutras
50-58. This does not seem to be intelligible at all.
for the Advaitins do not say that the Jiva is all-
pervading in its relative state. It is so in the state
of release. Sankara makes it clear that the Jiva
as such is limited and subject to injunctions and pro-
hibitions, through its connection with a gross body
(2. 8. 48), and that even after the gross body falls,
on account of its finer Upddhis, the Antahkarana
etc. which accompany it even after death (4. 2. 1-6),
it still continues to be individualized (2. 8. 80), and so
there is no confusion in fruits of actions done in the
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gross body (2. 8. 49 and 50). It is only when this
Upédhi also, which being something created and not
eternal (vide 2. 4) and therefore liabie to destruction,
is rent asunder, that the Jiva attains its real nature
and is all-pervading. As such, Ramapuja’s refutation
of Adsaita falls flat. Sankara’s interpretation of
these Sutras on the other hand is happy. The
Sutrakara, having established that the Jiva in its
relative state is atomic and an agent but in reality
all-pervading, refutes the view of those who hold
that the Jivas are many and all-pervading in their
relative state itself. Nimbérka and Vallabha also see
the same subject in this topic which shows that Rama-
nuja’s attempt to refute Advaita is far-fetched and
not at all what the Sutrakéra (aphorist) means.

Nimbérka too regards the Jivas and Prakriti as
effects of Brahman; but while matter undergoes
further modification after creation, the souls do not
and in this sense the soul is said to be eternal by
him also. Such a view stands refuted by the same
arguments as are applied against Raméanuja’s view.
Coming to Sutra 48 which says the Jiva is different
as well as non-different from Brahman, it has already
been shown by Sankara in 2. 1. 14 that such a thing
is not possible in the same entity and that non-
difference alone is real.

Let us now conclude this topic by considering
the reasonableness or otherwise of taking Sutras 19-28
as the decisive view of the author. According to
this view the soul is atomic, for the Sruti declares it
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to be so (Mu. 3. 1. 9) and other texts mention its
passing out of the body, going to heaven, etc. But
then the Sruti also describes the Supreme Self as
atomic in texts like, ‘“Smaller than a grain of rice,
smaller than a grain of barley’’ ete. (Chh. 8. 14. 8).
So how can we say that the Jiva alone is atomic and
not the Lord? It may be said that texts say that
Brahman is all-pervading. ¢‘All-pervading like the
ether and eternal’’ etc.; ‘““Greater than the sky,
greater than heaven’’ etc. But then the Sruti texts
describe the soul also as all-pervading : ‘“He is
indeed the great unborn Self’” (Brih. 4. 4. 22);
““Just as when a pot is carried, the pot alone is
carried, not the ether inside it, even so is the Jiva
compared to the ether,”” which expressly says it is
all-pervading. Nor will it serve any purpose to say
that Brahman, being the material cause of the world,
must be all-pervasive, for even the atomic Jiva creates
several bodies (Kdyavyuha) and rules them and so
Brahman though the material cause can yet be atomic.
So neither by the Sruti texts nor by reasoning can
the differentiation of Brahman and the Jiva as all-
pervasive and atomic be justified. But according to
Advaita there is no disparity in its reasoning in the
two cases. Brahman due to Upadhi (adjunct) appears
atomic but in reality It is all-pervasive. So also is
the Jiva in its real nature all-pervading and therefore
identical with Brahman, though it appears to be
atomic, an agent and so on owing to its limiting
adjunct, the Antahkarana. The primary texts say
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that Brahman and the Jiva in its real nature are
all-pervading. Thae texts which speak of atomicity
etc. arc of a secondary import and so have to be
explained otherwise.’

Is Brahman with or without attributes:

Now let us take up the Sutras in Chapter III,
Section 2, where Bidardyana describes the rature of
Brahman. Sutras 11-21 according to Sankara deal
with the reconciliation of texts which describe
Brahman both as attributeless and as possessing
attributes and mean that even from difference of place
a twofold characteristic cannot be predicated of
Brahman, because the scriptures teach throughout
that Brahman is without attributes (11). If it be
said that such difference is taught by the scriptures
we deny it, because with respect to each form the
Sruti declares just the opposite of that. The Sruti
explains ut every instance that the form is not true
and that behind all Upadhis there is one formless
principle (vide Brih. 2. 5. 1) (12). Moreover, some
teach thus (vide Katha. 4. 11) (18). Verily Brahman
is formless, for that is the purport of the texts (14).
And as formless light takes form, so does Brahman
take form in connection with Upadhis which serve the
purpose of Upésand (meditation) (15). It is Pure
Intelligence (16). The Sruti and Smriti teach that It
is attributeless (17). Therefore we have with respect

! Siddhz{ntalesha, Jivinutvavichira.



xl BRAHMA-SUTRAS

to Brahman comparisons like the images of the sun.
The forms are mere reflections, they are not real (18).

Réamanuja and Nimbérka on the other hand see
quite a different subject discussed in these Sutras.
The topic is not whether Brahman is attributeless or
possesses attributes, but whether It is polluted by
imperfections owing to Its being inside everything as
the Inner Ruler, even as the soul being embodied is
subject to imperfections due to its states of waking,
dream, and dreamless sleep described in Sutras 1-10.
Therefore according to Réméanuja the Sutras mean
that even on account of place such as matter and
soul there is not the possibility of the Supreme Lord
being contaminated by imperfections, since every-
where in the scriptures Brahman is described as having
a twofold characteristic, viz. freedom from imperfec-
tions and possessing all blessed qualities (11). If it
be said that since the soul also by nature possesses
according to Chh. 8.7 the twofold characteristic of
Brahman and yet is subject to imperfections due to
its connection withh a body, the Inner Ruler will
likewise be subject to such conditions owing to its
connection with bodies, we deny it, for the Sruti at
every place denies it by saying that Brahman is
immortal and therefore free from imperfections (vide
Brih. 8. 7. 3—22). The imperfections in the soul
are due to Karma and the Lord who is not subject to
it is therefore free from such imperfections (12).
Brahman can be said to have no form, as It is the
originator of name and form and therefore is not
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subject tc Karma like the souls which being e.nbodied
are subject to it (14). To an objection that the
differentiated form of Brahman is false, Sutra 15
answers thus: Ever as on account of texts like,
“Brabman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite’’ we
have to acccpt that intelligence constitutes the
essential nature of Brahman, so also we have to admit
that It possesses a twofold characteristic, as other-
wise such texts become meaningless (15). And the
texts say that much only, i.e. that Brahman has in-
telligence for its essential nature, and does not nega-
tive the other attributes of Brahman (16). The Sruti
and Smriti state thus (17). For this very reason are
comparisons such as reflected images of the sun.
Brahman, although abiding in manifold places, ever
possesses the twofold characteristic and is not con-
taminated even as the sun reflected in dirty water is
not polluted (18).

Nimbérka also more or less follows Ramaénuja’s
interpretation as regards Sutras 11-14. Sutras 15 and
16 he interprets in a different way, and sees in them
an argument for establishing the authority of the
Sruti as absolute in the matter discussed in 11-14.
Sutras 17-21 he interprets like R&ménuja, though he
reads 21 as a separate Sutra and not as a part of 20
as Raménuja does.

A glance through these three commentaries on
these Sutras convinces one of the superiority and
reasonableness and also of the logical consistency of
Sankara’s interpretation. Moreover, it has the merit
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of dealing with the solution of an important doubt
that arises in the mind of even a casual reader of
the Upanishads, viz. as to the nature of Brahman—
whether it is qualified or non-qualified; for the Sruti
texts seem to support both views though they are
contradictory. Réménuja and Nimbérka ignore such
an important subject and see a less important subject
discussed in these Sutras. Secondly, they fail to bring
out the force of the words of the Sutras in bold relief
as Sankara does, e.g. ‘twofold characteristic’ of Sutra
11 which refers to contradictory qualities in Sankara,
but not so in the other two. They therefore seem to
overlook what is actually taught in the Sutras and
bring in a subject-matter not meant by the aphorist.
We shall be doing an injustice to Badariyana to think
with Rdménuja and Nimbéirka that he had omitted
to discuss such an important subject in his work
meant to systematize the teachings of the Upanishads.
No doubt Riménuja broaches this subject in Sutras 15
and 16 and says that both these views are to be
accepted; but his interpretation of Sutra 16 is indeed
stretched and cannot be accepted, while Nimbérka
does not discuss the subject at all. We cannot think
with Ramanuja that Badardyana disposed of such an
important subject in one or two Sutras in a topic
which deals with quite a different subject-matter and
of less importance. Réménuja’s introducing this
subject in Sutras 15 and 16 is against the spirit of the
Adhikarana (topic) even according to his own inter-
pretation. It is something which he forcibly intro-
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duces out of all relation to the context, as anybody
can easily see.

In fact according to their interpretation of this
Adhikarana the whole of it looks redundant after what
has been stated by them in 2. 1. 18. Finally the
simile of the reflections of the sun is happier accord-
ing to Sankara’s interpretation than according to that
of the other two and the text cited by Ramanuja in
Sutra 18 holds good according to Sankara’s view also
and more aptly.

Sutras 22-80 Sankara takes as a separale topic
and interprets 22 to 24 as follows: What has been
mentioned up to this (i.e. the two forms of Brahman
mentioned in Brih. 2. 8. 1) is denied by the words
“Not this, not this’’ (Brih. 2. 8. 6) and the Sruti says
something more than that afterwards. It does not
deny Brahman but Its forms mentioned earlier, their
transcendental reality (22). The objection that
Brahman is denied because It is not experienced is
not reasonable, for the Sruti says that Brahman
exists, though It is not manifest on account of ignor-
ance (23). And moreover It is realized in perfect
meditation, so say the Sruti and Smriti (24). There-
fore the Jiva becomes one with the Infinite when
Knowledge dawns, for thus the scripture indicates
(26). In the next two Sutras an objection is raised
against Sutras 25 and 26. But on acount of both
difference and non-difference being taught by the
Sruti, the, relation between them is as between the
serpent and its coil (27), or like that between light
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and its orb (28). Sutra 29 refutes this view and
says: Or the relation is as given before in Sutras
25-26. And on account of the denial of everything
else besides Brahman by the Sruti texts (80).
Ramanuja continues the previous topic up to
26. Sutras 22-26 according to him mean: The text
(Brih. 2. 8. 6) denies the previously mentioned that-
muchness and says more than that. The two forms
of Brahman (Brih. 2. 8. 1) do not exhaust Its attri-
butes, for the text states further qualities after that.
“For there is nothing higher than this ‘not this’.
Then comes the name, ‘the Truth of truth’; for the
Pranas are true and It is the truth of them.” ‘Préanas’
here mean the souls, because they accompany the
latter at death. The souls are true, because they do
not undergo any change in their essential nature. The
Lord is the Truth of these true souls, for these
contract and expand with respect to intelligence,
while He is unaffected. Thus the subsequent part of
the text connects Brahman with some qualities. The
clause ‘“‘Not this, 'not this’> does not deny the
attributes of Brahman, but denies that Its nature is
confined to these two forms only (22). The Sruti
instruction is not unnecessary here, for though the
world is seen, yet it is not known as a Prakéra or mode
of Brahman and that is what can be gathered only
from the Sruti texts. So declares the Sruti (23). And
Brahman’s being differentiated by these two forms is
realized even as Its being of the nature of intelligence
is realized by repeated meditation (25). For all these
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reasons Brahman is regarded as Infinite. i.e. as
possessing infinite attributes; for thus the attributes
hold good, i.c. the twofold characteristic of Sutra 22
(26). Sutras 27-30 are treated by Ramanuja as a
separate topic. Sutras 27 and 28 give the Purva-
paksha, as Sankara also says, and 29 gives the
Siddhanta; but the words ‘as before’ in the Sutra
refer not to Sutras 25 and 26, but to 2. 8. 43.

Nimbarka follows Réaménuja in Sutras 22-24.
The next two Sutras he interprets somewhat different-
ly. Just as fire is manifested through the rubbing of
wooden sticks, so is Brahman manifested in medita-
tion (25). On realizing Brahman the soul becomes
one with It (26). Sutras 27 and 28 he takes as the
author’s and not as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27
describes that the relation between Brahman and the
insentient world is as between the serpent and its
coils (27) and the relation between the soul and
Brahman is as between the orb and the light (28).
But to an objection of the kind raised in Sutra 2.1.25
the answer is as before, i.c. 2. 1. 26 (29). Morcover,
the Supreme Self is not affected by the imperfection
of the soul (30).

Sankara thus interprets ‘“Not this, not this’’ as a
denial of the two forms of Brahman mentioned in
Brih. 2. 8. 1. Brahman can be described only as
““Not this, not this,”” i.e. It is not what we see.
Whatever we see is not Brahman as It is. Brahman
is somethmg different from all this manifested world.
This mterpretatwn is in keeping with scriptural
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teaching. Raméanuja and Nimbédrka interpret that
““Not this, not this’’ denies only the limitation of
Brahman’s nature to only these two forms, in other
words It has many more attributes than these two.
The two forms are real and are only two of the
infinite attributes of the Lord. This seems to be a
total denial of the Upanishadic teaching. ¢Not this,
not this’’> occurs in four different places in the Brih.
Up. Even if Raménuja’s explanation be allowed in
Brih. 2. 8. 6—however strange and twisted it might
seem, Brih. 4. 2. 4, 4. 4. 22 and 4. 5. 15 do not by
any means yield to such an.interpretation. These
texts after saying, ‘“This Self is that which has
been described as ‘Not this, not this,” *’ says, ‘It is
imperceptible’® etc. Other texts also describe the
Self or Brahman as beyond comprehension. ‘“There
goes neither the eye, nor speech nor the mind; we
know It not nor do we see how to teach about It.
Different It is from all that is known, and is beyond
the unknown as well”” (Kena 1. 8-4); ‘““Whence speech
returns along with the mind without realizing It”’
(Taitt. 2. 4); also Ibid 2. 9 and Katha 1. 8. 15.
From these texts we find that nothing can be
predicated of Brahman. From the Kena texts we
find that we cannot say that Brahman is this and
this in a positive way. It is not what we see and
therefore It can only be described as ‘““Not this, not
this’> by denying everything we see in It. It is true
that we do find the scriptures dealing with both
difference and non-difference; but with what object,
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is the question. 1t is not to establish that both are
true, for they arc mutually contradictory. A careful
study of the scriptures convinces one that duality is
taught in order to take the aspirant step by step
through it to non-duality. Ré&maénuja in his Bhashya
on these Sutras criticizes Sankara saying that the
Sruti could not have described these two forms only
to deny them later on. But that this is a process the
Sruti adopts is clear fruom Prajapati’s instruction to
Jadra in the Chhindogya or Varuna’s teaching to
Bhrigu in the Taittiriva Upanishad. The aspirant is
gradually taken to higher and higher truths. Through
duality he is led up to non-duality, the goal or final
truth. Duality has not been praised anywhere in the
scriptures, and no fruit is ascribed to it. On the other
hand it is censured (vide Katha 2. 4. 10-11 ; Brih.
4. 4. 19; Mait. 4. 2. and 6. 8), which shows that the
scriptures do not intend to posit duality. But non-
duality is praised and immortality is said to be
achieved by the knowledge of unity. According to
the Purva MimAmsd principle, that which has no
result of its own but is mentioned in connection with
something else which has a result, is subordinate to
the latter. Therefore duality which has no fruit of
its own is subsidiary to non-cuality which is the main
purport of the Sruti texts. Again we have texts like,
““The Atman is smaller than the smallest, greater
than the greatest” (Katha 1. 2. 20); ““Neither gross
nor fine’’ etc.—which negate all duality and establish
the Infinity of Brahman beyond all doubts.
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A question, however, may arise: If everything
is negated, what will be left? We shall by such a
process arrive at a nonentity. Not so. We cannot
go on negating ad infinitum, but have to come finally
to some basic reality, and this basic reality behind
everything is the Atman or Brahman. When we
remove an object, space is left behind. Similarly,
when everything we see is removed or negated,
Brahman is left behind, which cannot be negated and
which is the witness of everything. We cannot say
that by negation we come to nonentity, for the very
fact that we comprehend this nonentity shows that
it is being illumined by the witnessing consciousness,
the basic reality even behind this idea of nonentity.
In this Sutra the Sutrakéra solves this doubt, showing
that the negation concerns not Brahman, but only
the two forms of It. To turn the drift of this discus-
sion topsy turvy and establish the reality of the two
forms is to ignore the spirit of scriptural teaching.

Mdydvdda in the Upanishads:

There is a common belief that Mayavida is not
found in the scriptures and that it is Sankara’s own
doctrine borrowed from the Buddhists. But such a
statement is scarcely justified. In the Brihadiranyaka
text under discussion we have, ““Now its name: ‘The
Truth of truth.” The vital force is truth, and It is
the Truth of that’’ (Brih. 2. 8. 6). If the vital force,
i.e. Prajna (the soul in a state of deep sleep) of which
the vital force is an Upadhi is true or real, Brahman
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is the Truth or Reality of this real. In othcr words,
Brahman’s reality is of a different grade from that of
the universe. If this world is real and not MAaya, as
Sankara would call it, then Brahman is the Reality
of this real, which shows that the world’s reality is
of an inferior kind from that of Brahman and when
It is realized this world is no more. A similar idea
is conveyed by Chh. 7. 24. 1 where Brahman, the
Infinite, is said te be immortal and the werld, the
{inite, is said to bu mortal. But this is exactly what
Sankara too says—that the two, Brahman and the
world, have two grades of reality, even as the dream
world and the world we experience while we are
awake have two grades of reality, and as a result
we are justified in saying that the dream world is
Maiya, as the Sutraklrd says in 8. 2. 8, or unreal
as compared with the waking state. Similarly, this
world we experience is Maya or unreal as compared
with the reality of Brahman. The dream world has
a reality for the time being; so has this world so
long as we are in ignorance; and Sankara nowhere
denies the Vyavahirika (phenomenal) reality of this
world. The scriptures explain this difference between
the reality of the two, Brahman and the world, by
using symbology, as for example in Chh. 6. 1. 4, whick
we had occasion to explain in Sutra 2. 1. 14 where the
Sruti tries to explain that the one, the clay, is more
real than the many, which it identifies with name and
form only. We find the same idea again in Brih.
1. 6. 8 : ““This immortal entity is covered by truth (the
D
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five elements): The vital force is the immortal entity,
and name and form are truth; (so) this vital force is
covered by them.”” Name and form, i.e. the world
we experience, are called truth, but Brahman is
distinguished from them by saying that It is immortal
—Its reality is of a different grade from the reality
of that which is called truth. And as the reality of
this world is of a lesser grade or illusory as compared
with that of Brahman, It can be the cause of such an
illusory world of manifoldness without undergoing
any change in Itself; for an illusory manifoldness can
exist in It without in any way affecting Its immutabil-
ity, like a snake in a rope or the manifold dream
world in the dreaming self, as the Sutrakéra exempli-
fies in 2. 1. 28, which brings us to the conclusion that
this world is a Vivarta of the non-dual Brahman, as
Sankara says.

Coming to the interpretation of Sutras 27-30.
Sankara connects ‘‘or as before’” in Sutra 29 with
what immediately precedes in Sutras 25-26 and so it
is happy. Réméinuja connects it with Sutra 2. 3. 43
and so it is not se apt. Nimbéarka’s explanation is
still far-fetched; for while Raménuja refers for the
Siddhanta only to a previous Sutra, Nimbarka refers
for an objection as well as a decision to Sutras in 2.1.
His interpretation of the whole topic thus appears to
be much stretched.

That Sankara has followed the Sutrakara faith-
fully in his interpretation of Sutras 11-80 will be
clearer if we just try to see the reason why the latter
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treats of dream and deep sleep in this section which
desls with the nature of Brahraan. Sankara at the
beginning of Chapter III, Section 1, says that the
(ransmigration of the soul is taught in order to
generate a spirit of Vairdgya (dispassion).

Sutras 1-10 of Section 2 treat of the soul’s states
of dream and dreamless sleep. According to Sankara
the very fact that the dream world does not fulfil
the conditions of the time and space factors as in
the waking state, shows that the dream world is
illusory and therefore a creation of the soul and not
of the Lord. From this he shows that the rea! nature
of the Jiva is self-luminous and beyond all these
states. Thus Sutras 1-10 elucidate the real nature of
the ‘Thou’ in ““Thou art That.”” Sutras 11-21 give
the nature of ‘That’ and Sutras 22-30 identify the
two. Thus the place of Sutras 1-10 in this section is
very significant. Réméanuja and Nimbarka say that
the creation of the dream world belongs to the Lord
and not to the soul. If it were so, it should be as
real as this world. Granting that it is the Lord’s
creation, of what significance is this subject in a
section that deals with the nature of Brahman? It
would have been apt in 2.8 where creation is taught.
If it be to create a spirit of Vairdgya, as Radmanuja
says at the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to
have been included in Section 1 which treats of the
soul’s transmigration with the same object, and thus
be separated from Section 2 where it is out of place.
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The above analysis of Sutras 8. 2. 1-80 shows that
Sankara has rightly grasped the spirit of Badarayana,
while Ridméanuja and Nimbarka have sadly missed it.

A twofold knowledge of Brahman established:

Finally, let us consider Sutras 4. 2. 12-14 and
Sutras 4.4.1-7. The former set of Sutras as they
stand are interpreted better by Ramanuja and
Nimbérka than by Sankara. According to Sankara
they run as follows: If it be said (that the Prénas
of a knower of Brahman do not depart), on account
of the Sruti denying it (we say) not so, for the Sruti
(Madhyandina recension of the text) denies the
departure of the Pranas from the soul and not from
the body (12). For the denial is clear in the texts
of some schools (13). So in Sutra 12 the Siddhénta
view is first expressed on the basis of Brih. 4. 4. 6,
Kanva recension, and the objection against this is
raised by the opponent in the second half of the
Sutra, basing his argument on the Madhyandina
recension of the text, which is answered again in
Sutra 138 by Brih. 8. 2. 11, Kédnva recension. By such
an interpretation the significance of ‘some schools’ is
lost, for it ought to have referred to some text of the
Madhyandina school and not of the same Kanva
school on which the Siddhénta is based in Sutra 12.

Ramanuja and Nimbérka on the other hand read
these Sutras as one, which runs as follows: ¢If it
be said that the Pranas of a knower of Brahman do
not depart on account of the denial by the Sruti text
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(Brih. 4. 4. 6, Kanva), we deny it; for the Sruti says
that they do not depart from the soul (i.e. they
accompany the soul) and s is clear according
to some, viz. the Madhyandina recension of Brih.
4. 4. 6. We cannot but say that this is more happy,
as the force of ‘some school’ and the word ‘hi’
(becanse) in the Sutra are well brought out.

Though the interpretation according to the letter
of the Sutra forces us to side with Ramanuja and
Nimbarka, yet if we consider the Sruti text, viz. Brih.
4. 4. 6, on which the discussion is based and also the
arrangement of the Sutras in this Section 2 up to
Sutra 16, we find that Sankara is more reasonable
than the other two and it looks as though the Sutra-
kara himself had made a slip, though he meant other-
wise. Brih. 4. 4. 6 says in the first half of the text
how one who is attached transmigrates, and concludes
the first half by saying, *“Thus does the man who
desires transmigrate.”” The second half speaks of the
man without desires and says, ‘‘Of him who is with-
out desires . . . and to whom all objects of desire are
but the Self—the organs do not depart. Being but
Brahman, he is merged in Brahman.”” Here it is
quite clear that the Sruti contrasts the two cases of
one who is attached and one who is not attached and
so does not transmigrate but is merged in Brahman.
Now it is well known both from the scriptures and
the Vedanta-Sutras itself that a transmigrating soul
at the time ,of death goes out with the organs, and so
when in contrast to this it is said, ‘“‘His organs do not
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depart,” it is quite clear that the denial of departure
of the Prénas is from, the body as in the case of one
who is attached, anqy Jnsequently the expression
‘from him’ in the Madhyandina recension even ought
to mean the body and not the soul.

From what has been stated above we find Sankara
more reasonable and consistent and therefore we can
safely say that his interpretation of Sutras 12-14 as
establishing a twofold knowledge is after BAdara-
yana’s view, though according to the wording of
the Sutras it is not so happy. This sort of inter-
pretation of the Sutrakaras is not without its
precedent, as we find Upavarsha and Sabara doing
the same in their commentaries on the Purva
Mimamsa-Sutras.

We now come to the last section of the work
where the state of the released soul is described.
Sutras 1-8 describe that on the attainment of Know-
ledge the soul manifests itself in its own nature.
Sutra 4 says that it attains non-distinction with
Brahman. The question as to what the nature of
that state is naturally arises after this and Sutras 5-7
attempt a description. The views of Jaimini and
Audulomi are given and finally in Sutra 7
Béadardyana says that both these views are true, for
they are not contradictory. The question is, whether
the views of Jaimini and Audulomi are true of the
released soul in succession or simultaneously. Bada-
rayana’s decision is that they are true at one and
the same time according as the subject is viewed
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from the relative or trinscendental standpoint..
Sankara makes this ciear ir' his Bhashya. His critics
find fault with bim here. They say that he is obliged
in this Sutra to ascribe to the truly released soul
qualities whieh clearly cannot belong to it, since for
such a soul no Vyavakara exists. They say thereby
that his interpretation is not faithful. Such a criticism
shows that they have failed to understand what
Sankara means here. He does not say that the
released soul is conscious of itself as possessing all
the qualities described by Jaimini, but that we who
are in bondage are obliged in describing the state of
such a soul to have recourse to such a description.
In reality the soul when released exists as Pure
Intelligence, but as Pure Intelligence is beyond our
conception, we in our ignorance view it as identified
with Iswara, for that is the highest reading of Pure
Intelligence or the Nirguna Brahman that we can
possibly conceive. Certainly there exists no Vyava-
hiira at all for the released soul, which is free from
ignorance ; but it exists for us who are in ignorance
and Jaimini’s description of the state of a released
soul is our description of it. Iswara’s possession of
powers is not like that of an ordinary Jiva which
being - subject to Nescience thinks of itself as an
experiencer, an agent, and so on. He is beyond all
taint and therefore not subject to Nescience, and
consequently does not think of Himself as possessing
all these lordly powers; but these powers exist in
Him, because we in our ignorance ascribe them



vi BRAHMA-SUTRAS

»to Him. Even so are these lordly powers ascribed
to the released soul by us and it is regarded as
identical- or having attained non-distinction with
Iswara. This is the full import of Sutra 7 both
according to Badariyana and Sankara. So till all
souls are released, the state of the released partakes
‘of a twofold characteristic according to the view-
point from which it is described—transcendental or
relative, even as Brahman has a twofold characteristic
of which one is illusory or read from the relative
standpoint (vide 3. 2. 11-21). This attainment of
Jordly powers by souls on identification with Iswara
is not the same as the attainment of such powers
by the knowers of the Saguna Brahman who go to
Brahmaloka, for it is made clear in 4. 4. 17 that their
lordly powers do not include the power of creation
etc., but only power to create objects of enjoyments
at will (4. 4. 8), while this power is not negated in the
case of souls which get identified with Iswara accord-
ing to Sutra 4. 4. 5 and 7.

That the Sutrakira makes a distinction between
the attainment of Liberation by the knowledge of the
Nirguna Brahman and that by the knowledge of the
Saguna Brahman, is clear from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where
he makes no reference to any going forth in the case
of a Jivanmukta, but simply says that on the exhaus-
tion of the Prarabdha Karma he attains Brahman and
this is also in keeping with texts like Brih. 4. 4. 6
and especially Chh. 6. 14. 2 where it is clearly stated
that his merging in Brahman is delayed just as
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long as the body lasts. But going to Brahmaloka
by ‘“the path of tne gods”’ is also a kind of Liberation,
for from there the soul does not return to this mortal
world, but gets merged in Brahman at the end of
the cycle together with Brahmi, as stated in Sutra
4. 8. 10. As the author is concerned in this section,
with the result of Upésanfs, wviz. Libcration, he
describes the result of the knowledge of the Nirguns
Brahman in Sutras 1-7 and from 8-22 the result of
the knowledge of the Saguna Brahman. If, as accord-
ing ‘to Riménuja and Nimbédrka, there is no such
distinction at all, but the description is of one kind
of Liberation only, then when it is said in Sutra
4. 4. 5 that the released soul attains a nature like
that of Brahman, there is no further necessity of
saying that it can create at will all objects of enjoy-
ment. Moreover, if being free from sin, old age etc.
(Chh. 8. 1. 5) are qualities of the soul as well as of the
Lord, then they will cease to be the defining
characteristic of the Lord. In this case the objection
raised in the first part of Sutra 1. 8. 19 will not be
answered by the second half of the Sutra. The Sutra
runs as follows: ““If it be said that from the sub-
sequent texts which refer to the Jiva ‘small Akéasa’
means the Jiva, we say that the reference to the soul
is in so far as its real nature is made manifest (i.e.
as non-different from Brahman).”” In the previous
Sutra it was established that the ‘small Akfsa’ in
Chh. 8. 1. 1 is Brahman and not the Jiva, in spite
of the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 8. 8. 4, for “free
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from evil’ etc. which are said to be qualities of the
‘small Akasa’ are not true of the soul. At the end
of his commentary on Sutra 18, Sankara says that
Sutra 20 will make it clear why the individual soul
is referred to in Chh. 8. 8. 4. In Sutra 19 cited
above a fresh objection is raised that subsequent
texts also refer to the Jiva (vide Chh. 8. 7-11 in
which the waking, dream, and deep sleep state of the
soul are described) and therefore ‘small Akésa’ means
Jiva. The second half answers it by saying that the
reference to the Jiva is in so far as its real nature
is made manifest (vide Chh. 8. 12. 8). The reference
to the individual soul in Chh. 8. 8. 4 is to show that
in reality it is beyond the three states of waking,
dream, and deep sleep and non-different from
Brahman. If under the circumstances ‘free from sin’
etc. are its qualities even as different from Brahman,
as RAménuja says, then ‘small Akédsa’ cannot be
established to be Brahman against the objection
raised in Sutra 1. 8. 19. Moreover, in Sutra 1. 8. 20
(according to him 19) the explanation given by him
for the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 8. 8. 4 is not
at all satisfactory. He says, ‘“This reference to the
Jiva serves the purpose of giving instruction not
about the Jiva, but about the nature of that which
is the cause of the qualities of the individual soul,
i.e. qualities specially belonging to the Lord. The
reason is that such information about the released
soul helps the doctrine with respect to ‘small Akésa’.
The individual soul which wants to attain Brahman
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must also know its true nature, so that it as being
endowed with auspicious qualities will finally arrive
at the intuition of the Lord who is a mass of auspi-
cious qualities raised in the hLighest excellence.”” But
according to Sankara we have seen that its reference
is to identify the twc—the released soul and the
Lord. It is quile apparent that between the two
explanations Rdménuja’s falls to the ground. Such
an argument does not at all fit in as an explanation
for the reference to the released soul in Chh. 8. 8. 4
and is against the spirit of the teaching of the whole
of chapter 8 of the Chhindogya. Sankara’s critics
find fault with him taking into consideration only
Sutra 1. 8. 19; but if thev only try to understand
the Sutrakira taking into copnsideration Sutras 18-20
and the Sruti texts to which they refer, they will
find that Sankara’s interpretation is by far the best.

The defects that are shown in Rdménuja’s inter-
pretation of Section 4 hold good in the case of
Nimbérka also.

Sankara’s interpretation justified by the Gitd:

Thus a comparative study of these three com-
mentaries on the most important topics treated by
Bidarayana in his work establishes a strong case for
Sankara’s interpretation of the Sutras. We find
similar views also expressed in the Gitd. And if,
as has been shown at the beginning, the author of the
GitA had a hand in the Sutras—and this fact is
not questioned by Réménuja and Nimbarka, for
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according to them it is the same person Veda Vyisa—
then it goes all the more to show that Sankara’s
interpretation is correct, for we cannot expect that
the same author has expressed different views in the
two works. We shall cite a few texts from the Gité
which tally with Sankara’s interpretation of th
Sutras.

¢TI shall describe that which has to be known,
. . the beginningless Supreme Brahman. It is
called neither .being nor non-being, . . . Without
and within all beings. . . Impartible, yet It exists as
if divided in beings’ (18.12-16)—these texts describe
the attributelessness of Brahman. The text says
that the one Immutable appears as if divided into
many and not in reality. It Itself, therefore, is ‘“the
sustainer, generator, and devourer of all beings’’
(18. 16); also 7. 6 and 7. That Brahman has a two-
fold nature, the Nirguna which is Its real nature and
the Saguna which is the creation of Maya, is made
clear by Arjuna’s question in 12. 1 and the Lord’s
answer in 12. 2-5, 'where He recognizes the Nirguna
aspect, but says at the same time that those devoted
to the Saguna aspect are better versed in Yoga, as
devotion to it is easier and therefore best suited to
Arjuna and the generality of mankind, even as He
says in 5. 6 for the same reason that Karma Yoga is
better than Jnina Yoga.
The individual soul in its real nature is
described in 2. 11-25. Specially verses 16-18 say that
it is real, all-pervading, changeless, immutable,
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indestructible and illimitable, while verse 24 again
says it is all-pervading. Again 6. 31 establishes
the identity of the self and Brahman contained in
the Vedic dictum, ‘“That thou art,”” verses 29 and
80 having described the real nature of ‘thou’ and
‘That’; while 18. 29-84 describe the real nature of
the soul as identical with Brahman. But the soul
in its state of bondage being deluded considers itself
an agent and experiencer, atomic and a pari of the
Lord. “The Gunas of Prakriti perform all action.
With the understanding deluded by egoism, man
thinks, ‘I am the doer’ *’ (8. 27). See also 14. 23
and 15. 7.

The doctrine of Maya is clearly referred to in
the following texts: ‘‘Knowledge is enveloped in
ignorance, hence do beings get deluded” (5. 15);
““This world knows Me not, being deluded by the
modifications of the Gunas. Verily this divine Maya
of Mine is difficult to cross over . . . deprived of dis-
crimination by MAaya they follow the Asuric ways”
(7. 18-16); “I am not manifest to all, being veiled
by My Yogaméiya” (7. 25); *‘The Lord dwells in
the heart of all beings causing them to revolve by
His Méaya’’ (18. 61). Finally, though stress is laid
on Bhakti in the Gitd, nowhere does it say that
Bhakti is superior to Knowledge. On the other hand
we find Knowledge highly praised. ‘The fire of
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. There exists
nothing so purifying like Knowledge’ (4. 87-38);
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¢“Supremely dear is the wise man to Me. I regard
him as My very Self’’ (7. 17-18).

Conclusion :

In conclusion, we would like to state that from
what all has been said above we do not mean to
suggest that Sankara’s interpretation of the Sutras
is the only true one. Rather our object has been
to show that Sankara too, like the other great com-
mentators, is justified in interpreting the Sutras in
the way he has done. The fact is, Badariyana has
systematized the philosophy of the Upanishads in
his work, and like them his Sutras also are all-com-
prehensive. The Upanishads, we must remember, do
not teach throughout any particular doctrine. They
contain various doctrines which are meant for people
at different stages of spiritual evolution. They are
not contradictory, but rather they are based on the
principle of Adhikaribheda, as all are not capable
of apprehending the same truth. The old idea of
Arundhati-darasana-nydya' applies. Nearly every
chapter in the Upanishad begins with dualistic teach-
ing or Upésand and ends with a grand flourish of
Advaita. God is first taught as a Being who is the
creator of this universe, its preserver, and the de-
struction to which everything goes at last. He is the
one to be worshipped, the Ruler, and appears to be
outside of nature. Next we find the same teacher

' The method of spotting the tiny star Arundhati with
the help of bigger stars near it, calling them Arundhati.
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teaching that God is not outside of nature, but imma-
nent in nature And at last both ideas are discarded
and it is taugbt that whatever is real is He; there is
no difference. ““Svetaketu, thou art That.” The
immanent one is at last declared to be the same that
is in the human soul.’ This fact is recognized by
Badarayana too and so commentators make a mistake
when they think that the Sutras propound only their
doctrine and nothing elsec.

This grand principle of Adhikaribheda is the
foundation on which the teachings of the Upanishads,
the Brahma-Sutras, and the Gita are based and that is
the reason why they have been universally accepted
by the Hindus of all classes and denominations.
From this point of view we are inclined to think that
of all the commentators Sankara has done the greatest
justice to the Sutrakéra by his twofold doctrine of
the absolute and phenomenal reality.

' Complete Works of Swami Vivekananda, Vol. IIL
pp. 281, 397, and 398.
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ADHYASA OR SUPERIMPOSITION

The whole of Sankara’s philosophy may be
summed up as follows : s% g a@fmen Na 79 7 Mg ) —
The Brahman of the Uparishads 15 the only Reality,
and everything else--this world of manifoldness—is
unreal, is a mere appearance; the individual soul
(Jiva) is identical with Brahman, the One without a
second, which the scriptures define as KExistence-
Knowledge-Bliss Absolute. ‘‘Brahman is Existence,
Knowledge, Infinity’’ (Taitt. 2.1); ‘“Brahman is
Knowledge, Bliss’’ (Brih. 8.9.28). 'This identity of
the Jiva and Brahman is clearly stated by the scrip-
tures in texts like: ““Thou art That, O Svetaketu”
(Chh. 6.8.7), I am Brahman” (Brih. 1-4-10), and
““The Self alone is to be meditated upon” (Brih.
1.4.7). :

The question then naturally arises: If Truth
is one, whence arises this many which we experience
through the senses? Truth cannot contradict
experience. So Sankara had to explain this apparent
contradiction between Truth and our everyday
experience. He says that this plurality is an illusion
(Méya). It has no reality, for it disappears when
the knowledge of the true nature of Brahman is
realized. It is just like seeing a snake in a rope in
the dark. This wrong perception is brought about
by ignorance (Avidya), which is beginningless. It
is this ignorance which is the cause of all this duality,
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Brahman being mistaken for the world. On account
of this ignorance the individual soul identifies
itself with its adjuncts (Upéddhis) wviz. the body,
senses, etc., which are only superimposed on it. This
identification makes the soul think that it is the doer,
enjoyer, etc.—though the truth is that it is none of
these—and thereby it comes under the sway of birth,
death, happiness, misery, ete., in short, becomes
bound down to this world (Samséara).

When Sankara says that the world is false, he
does not mean that it is absolutely nothing, but that
our experience is liable to be stultified by means of
knowledge of things as they are. The world has a
relative existence; it is true for the time being, bLut
disappears when true knowledge dawns. It is not
real for all times, in other words, it is not real from
the absolute standpoint. MAy& or ignorance is not
a real entity. We can neither say that it exists nor
that it does not exist. It is a mystery which is
beyond our understanding; it is unspeakable (Anir-
vachaniya). As MAaya is not real, it cannot be related
to Brahman, the Reality, in any way whatsoever;
for any relation between truth and falsehood is
impossible. The relation is only apparent, and there-
fore Brahman is in no way affected by this illusion
which is superimposed upon It, even as the rope is
not affected by the snake that is assumed to exist
in it.

Therefore the only way to liberation from this
worldly existence (Samsira) is to get rid of this
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wrong notion tirnugh the real knowledge of Brahman.
Just as in the case of the rope and the snake, it is
the knowledge of the rope alone that removes the
illusion of the snake and nothing else, so also it is
the knowledge of Brahman alone that brings about
the cessation of this relative existence (Samséra).
¢“A man who knows It alone truly, passes beyond
death ; there is nu o'her path to go by’ (Svet. 8.8);
“He comes not to death who sees that One.”
Pilgrimages, austerities, worship and charity—these
by themselves, without Knowledge, cannot help us
to attain Liberation. Their utility lies only in
purifying our mind (Chittasuddhi), cleansing it of
all worldliness, and thus making it fit to comprehend
the Truth. Wkhen Brahman is realized this phenom-
enal world disappears automatically, without any
further effort on the part of the individual.
Knowledge of Brahman being thus the only way
to Liberation, an inquiry into Brahman through the
study of the Brahma-Sutras is absolutely necessary.

Sankara’s explanation of the world as an illusion
has given his philosophy the name of Miyavada or
Anirvachaniya Khyativida. It is also known as
Vivartavdda, the doctrine of the apparent modifica-
tion of Brahman into this phenomenal world, as
opposed to Parindmavdada or the doctrine of the
actual modification of Brahman into this phenomenal
world, as held by some other schools of Vedanta like
the Visislitidvaitavida of Raménuja.

Sankara anticipated that this method of explain-
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ing the phenomenal world would raise a protest from
the various other schools of his time. So at the
beginning of his commentary on the Brahma-Sutras,
he writes a masterly introduction, which is well
known as the Adhyasa Bhashya or the section dealing
with superimposition, wherein he establishes super-
imposition as a statement of fact and not a mere
hypothesis. He starts with the objections that can
possibly be raised against his theory of super-
imposition and then refutes them. He says: It is
well known that the subject and the object, which
have for their spheres or contents the notions of
‘I’ and ‘Thou’ respectively, and which are opposed
to each other as darkness and light, cannot be
identified. Hence their attributes also cannot be
identified. Consequently the superimposition of the
object and its attributes on the subject, whose
essence is pure intelligence, and vice versa, ought to
be a logical impossibility.

If the world phenomena are a case. of super-
imposition, like the snake in the rope, then which
is superimposed on which? Is the world super-
imposed on Brahman, or is it the reverse? In the
latter case, the world, which is the substratum, like
the rope in the example, would be a reality. If it
is the other way—the world on Brahman—it is not
possible, for Brahman is not an object which can be
perceived by the senses like the rope. A thing
becomes an object when it is limited by time, space,
and causation. Since Brahman is unlimited, It is
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beyoud these, and so cannot be an object of per-
ception; as such It cannot be the substratum of a
superimposition. Brahman is also the inner Self of
everyone and therefore can never be separate and
in front of a person like a rope, when alone the world
can be surimposed on It.

Neither can Brahman be both subject and object
of tke thinking process, for one and the same being
cannot both be the agent and the object of ils activity
at the same time. An object is that on which is
concentrated the activity of the agent, and hence it
must be different from the agent. If, again,
Brahman is manifested by some other knowledge and
thus becomes an object, It ceases to be self-luminous
and becomes limited, and this the scriptures do not
accept. Further, in all cases of superimposition there
is an antecedent real knowledge of the object which
is superimposed, as of the snake in the example. So
to superimpose the world on Brahman a real knowl-
edge of the world is necessary, and this would make
the world a reality, with the result that the cessation
of the world phenomena would be an impossibility
and Liberation would be impossible. Thus in what-
ever way we may try to establish the theory of
superimposition, we are not able to do so.

Yet, says Sankara, it is natural (a self-evident
fact) on the part of man, because of ignorance, not
to distinguish between the two entities (the subject
and the vbject), which are quite contradictory, and
to superimpose the one on the other, and their
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attributes as well, and thus mixing up the real and
the unreal to use such phrases as “That is I’’, or
““This is mine’>. The Self again is not altogether a
non-object, for it is the object of the notion of the
Ego. The Self does not entirely elude our grasp.
Though the inner Self is not an object and is also
without parts, yet owing to ignorance, which is
unspeakable and without a beginning, attributes like
mind, body, senses, etc., which are products of
ignorance, are superimposed on the Self, and it
behaves as if it were an agent, enjoyer, possessed
of parts, and many—although in truth it is none of
these—and thus becomes an object. The real Self
can never be an object of knowledge. Seli-
consciousness is possible only with respect to a Self
already qualified by these adjuncts (Upadhis). This
sounds like an argument in a circle; for to establish
superimposition we have to accept the Self to be an
object, and the Self can be an object only through
the superimposition of adjuncts (Upédhis); it is
actually not so. It is a case like the seed and the
tree. The seed gives rise to the tree, which again
produces the seed, the cause of the future tree, and
so on. So in this series of illusions without a
beginning, the Self, which is the substratum of the
present superimposition, is an object on account of
a past superimposition, and that one had for its
substratum the Self, which had become an object
of a still earlier superimposition, and so on ad
infinitum. The pure Self without the limiting



Adhydsa] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 9

adjuncts is wucver the substratum of a super-
imposition. 1t is the difference in the limiting
adjuncts, as shown above, that makes it possible
for the Self to be at the same time an agent and
the object of action.

Superimposition, again, is due to ignorance
and hence it is not necessary that the knowledge of
the object superimposed must be a real knowledge.
It is enough if we have a knowledge; it need not
neeessarily be real; it can itself be another illusory
knowledge. That the Self exists is proved by the
intuitive knowledge we have of it. This is well
known and but for it nothing would have been
cognized in this world. ‘‘He shining, everything else
shines” (Kath. 2.2.15). We know things in and
through it; no consciousness or experience is possible
independently of it. Everyone is conscious of his
own Self. for no one thinks, “I am not>. Nor, again,
is it necessary that the object to be a substratum
of a superimposition should be before us, for we see
that Akésa (sky), which is not visible to the senses,
becomes a substratum for superimpositions by the
ignorant, who impute blueness, spherical shape, etec.,
to it in such expressions as, ‘“The sky is blue’’, and
“It is spherical”. Thus superimposition is an
established fact.

But then direct perception, which is the best of
all proofs—since it is the basis of all other means
of knowledge like inference etc.—affirms this world
of manifoldness. How can the scriptures that deny it
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carry conviction as against direct experience? They
cannot. Hence scriptural texts that deny the many
and uphold unity will have to be interpreted in a
manner so as not to contradict our experience. This
view cannot stand. For the scriptures (Srutis) are
impersonal, eternal, self-luminous, and so on. Their
validity is direct and self-evident and therefore
infallible. They constitute by themselves an inde-
pendent source of knowledge. Hence they too are
to be accepted as authoritative. The fact is that
each evidence of knowledge has its own sphere
wherein it is absolutely authoritative. Perception
has its supreme validity in knowledge through the
senses. There a hundred texts cannot prevail against
it. The scriptures (Srutis) on the other hand have
their absolute authority in a province where per-
ception cannot be of any avail. Their province is
transcendental knowledge, which cannot be attained
in any other way. Here revelation, which does not
depend on other sources of knowledge, is the final
authority, and not -perception or even reason. The
scriptures do not deny the empirical validity of
perception ; they deny only its absolute or transcen-
dental validity.

SupERIMPOSITION DEFINED

Superimposition, says Sankara, is the apparent
presentation to consciousness, by way of remem-
brance, of something previously observed in some
other thing. It is an apparent presentation, that is
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knowledge which is subsequently falsified; in other
words, it is illusory knowledge. According to
Viachaspati Misra this is the fundamental character-
istic of superimposition, and the rest of the definition
only differentiates it from those given by other
schools of philosophy. B3ut the author of the com-
mentary Ratnaprabhd takes apparent presentation in
some other thing as the characteristic mark of super-
imposition, and this scems to be more in keeping with
Sankara, who says in his commentary: ‘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.”

As it is impossible to have illusory knowledge
without the mixing up of two things, we find the
words something previvusly observed in the definition.
These words, together with the words apparent pre-
sentation, make it clear that the thing superimposed
is not the real object seen some time before, but
something like it. A mere experience, and not the
reality, is what is necessary; hence the word
observed. The experience should not be a present
one, but a past one, and that is the significance of
the word previously. So the thing superimposed is
a false or unreal thing. But the thing on which it
is superimposed is a real thing. The words by way
of remembrance excludes all cases of recognition
where the object previously observed again presents
itself to' our senses, as when a person seen at
a particular place is again seen at another place. In
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remembrance the object previously observed is not
in renewed contact with the senses. It is mere
remembrance that operates in the case of super-
imposition.

This definition of superimposition meets an
objection of the Mimamsakas, who say that an unreal
thing cannot be an object of experience. According
to them all knowledge is real; there can be nothing
‘like false knowledge. They uphold the intrinsic
validity of all knowledge, for every knowledge
produces a sense of certainty in us and we have no
doubt about it at the time. If it were otherwise,
then we should always be in doubt and never arrive
at any certainty. So every knowledge is true for
the time being, though subsequent experience may
prove that it was wrong, as in the case of an illusion.
But from the definition of superimposition given
by Sankara we find that because a particular thing
is experienced it does not for that very reason become
real. A thing may'be unreal and at the same time
may be experienced. Otherwise the water in a
mirage would be a reality, which in fact we know
it is not.

The Prabhékara school of Mimémsakas raise a
fresh objection. How can the world be unreal or
non-existent? Non-existence is not a category by
itself; it can be conceived only in relation to a real
object. We speak of non-existence when one real
object is predicated in terms of another real object.
When we think of a pot in terms of a cloth, we say
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the megation »f the cloth is the pot. That is all that
ir meant by non-existence ; apart from this, it has no
reality. An uareal object can never be the object
of our experience. So this world, if it were unreal,
could never be the object of our experience. .

Applying this argument in the case of a mirage,
we find that the rcality, the sun’s rays refracted by
layers of air, is, accordirg to the Mimé&msakas,
nothing but the negation of water, and it is therefore
self-evident thut the phenomenon we experience
cannot be water. Neither can they say that the
water in the mirage s not real, since it is experienced.
So the water in the mirage is neither real nor unreal,
nor can it be both at the same time. Therefore we
have to accept the phenomenon as something beyond
our comprehension (Anirvachaniya), which is exactly
the view of Sankara.

Sankara says that the nature of objects is two-
fold, real and unreal. The first manifests by its
very nature, depending on the object itself; the
second, the unreal appearance, depends on some
other thing for its manifestation. In a mirage the
rays of the sun are a reality, but their appearance
as water is unreal and depends on something else,
the impressions (Samskéaras) produced by seeing
water elsewhere before. That which is real always
continues to be so, but the unreal is ever changing.
Brahman, the Reality, remains unchanged ; but Maya
and its products, which are assumed to exist in
Brahman, are unreal and therefore everchanging, yet
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experienced by us. The world phenomena are neither
real nor unreal, nor both; they are unspeakable
(Anirvachaniya). '

~ DEFINITION OF SUPERIMPOSITION ACCORDING TO
OTHER ScHOOLS

The four schools of philosophy in Buddhism
define superimposition as ‘‘the superimposition of
the attributes of one thing on another’’. They main-
tain that in superimposition forms of cognition, or
modes of the internal organ in the form of the
object, are superimposed on an external object which
itself may be real or illusory. The Prabhéakaras
refute this definition, for according to the Buddhists
there is no separate entity called the Self apart from
consciousness (Vijndna). The Self is but a form of
consciousness. If in an illusion, where a rope is
taken for a snake, the snake also be a form of
cognition, then our experience ought to be of the
kind, “I am a snake” or ‘“My snake’, and not as
“This is a snake’. Therefore Prabhakaras define
superimposition as ‘‘an error arising from the non-
perception of the difference of that which is super-
imposed from that on which it is superimposed’.
There is no positive wrong or illusory knowledge,
but a mere non-perception of the difference between
two real experiences, one of which is a past
experience. Where a mother-of-pearl is taken for
silver, the difference between the mother-of-pearl
seen at the moment and the silver remembered is not
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perceived. Naiydyikas refute this definition on the
ground that mere non-perception of the difference
cannot induce us to action. But as a matter of fact
we are tempted to possess the silver seen in a mother-
of-pearl. Where there is no positive knowledge, as,
for example, in profound sleep (Sushupti), there is no
activity. It is positive knowledge that is responsible
for our activity, as we find from our experience in
the dream and waking states. Nor can a inere
remembrance induce us to action. So in iliusion we
are conscious of silver as a reality present before us,
and not as a mere remembrance.

The Naiydyikas therefore define superimposition
as ““the fictitious assumption of attributes (like those
of silver) contrary to the nature of the thing (e.g.
the mother-of-pearl) on which something else (silver)
is superimposed’. An identity is established be-
tween the object present before us (the mother-of-
pearl) and the silver remembered, which is not here
and now, but imagined, and which exists as a reality
somewhere else. The person is not conscious that
it is only .a memory of silver, and not an actuality.
This identity between the silver seen elsewhere and
the mother-of-pearl is what gives rise to the illusion.
There is thus a positive factor in this experience,
which is not the case in the Prabhékaras’ definition.
Yet it may be questioned how the silver which exists
elsewhere can be in contact with the senses, which
is essential if the silver is to be experienced as an
actuality in front of us and not a mere memory.
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If it be said that there is transcendental contact
(Alaukika Jnanalakshana Sannikarsha) of the senses
with it, then where fire is inferred from smoke we
can say it is also a case of transcendental contact,
and inference as a means to knowledge becomes
unnecessary. Therefore we have to accept that in
illusion an indescribable (Anirvachaniya) silver is
produced, which is a reality for the time being. It
is this silver which is directly perceived by the senses
. and gives rise to the knowledge, *‘This is silver”.
The silver that is seen in the mother-of-pearl is not
present somewhere else, for in that case it could
not have been experienced as here and now; nor
is it in the mind. Neither is it a mere nonentity,
for then it could not have been an object of percep-
tion; nor can it be inherent in the mother-of-pearl,
for in that case it could not have been sublated
afterwards. So we are forced to say that the silver
has no real existence anywhere, but has only an
apparent reality for the time being which is
unspeakable. .

This superimposition is called ignorance (Avidya),
metaphorically, the effect being put for the cause.
Ignorance does not mean want of knowledge, but
that kind of knowledge which is stultified later on
by the knowledge of things as they are. Its counter-
part is called knowledge (Vidyd). When the Self
is discriminated from its limiting adjuncts through
vedantic discipline and practice (Saddhand), wviz.
hearing of seriptural texts, reflection, and meditation
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on them, then knowledge dawns, which destroys this
superimposition. A mere intellectual krowledge is
however not meant here, but uctual realization.
Since througl: this superimposition the two objects
are not in the least affected by the good or bad
qualities of each other, once true knowledge dawns,
it roots out ignorance with all its effects, leaving no
chance of;its cropping up again. The recrudescence
would have been pussible if owing to the super-
imposition the Se!f was in any way contaminated by
the non-Self and its properties.

This superimposition (Adhyasa) due to ignor-
ance is the presumption on which are based the
distinctions among the mean. of knowledge, objects
of knowledge, and knowing persons, in our career of
daily activity, and so are also based all scriptural
texts, whether they refer to rituals (Karma) or know-
ledge (Jnéna). All our experience starts in this error
which identifies the Self with the body, senses, etc.
All cognitive acts presuppose this kind of false
identification, for without it the pure Self can never
be a knower, and without a knowing personality, the
means of right knowledge cannot operate. There-
fore the means of right knowledge and the scriptural
texts belong to the sphere of ignorance (Avidya).
They are meant only for one who is still under ignor-
ance and has not realized the Self. They areivalidi
only so long as the ultimate Truth is not realized ;
they have just a relative value. But from the stand-
point of the ultimate Truth, our so-called knowledge

a2
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is all Avidya or no knowledge at all. In the pheno-
menal world, however, they are quite valid and are
capable of producing empirical knowledge.

That our knowledge (empirical) is no knowledge
at all is furtiier proved by the fact that we do not
differ from animals in the matter of cognition. Just
as a cow runs away when she sees a man with a
raised stick in his hand, while she approaches one
with a handful of green grass, so also do men, who
possess higher intelligence, walk away from wicked
persons shouting with drawn swords, while they
approach those of an opposite nature. The behaviour
of animals in cognition etc., is well known to be
based on ignorance. Therefore it can be inferred
that man’s conduct in the matter of cognition ete.,
so long as they are under delusion, is also similarly
based.

It may seem rather strange to say that even
the scriptures belong to the field of ignorance
(Avidya) ; for though in ordinary matters of cognition
etc. we may resemble animals and act through
ignorance, yet in matters religious, such as the per-
formance of sacrifices, the person who engages himself
in them has the knowledge that the self is separate
from the body, since otherwise he cannot expect to
enjoy the fruits of his ritualistic acts in Leaven, the
body being destroyed at death. But we forget that
though a person who engages himself in ritualistic
acts may have a knowledge of the Self as distinct
from the body, yet it is not necessary that he should
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have a knowledge of the reai nature of the Self as
given by the Vedinta texts; rather such knowledge
is destructive io him. For how can a person who
kviows the Self to be not an enjoyer, agent, and so
forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by the
scriptures?  Seriptural texts like., ‘A Bréhmana
should perform a sacrifice,”” are operative only on
the supposition that attributes such as caste, stage
of life, age, and circu.nstances are superimposed on
the Scif, which is none of these. Not only is
ritualism (Karmakénda) meant for persons under
ignorance (Avidyd), but even su is the Vedinta; for
without the distinction of the means of knowledge,
objects of knowledge, and knower it is not possible
to comprehend the mearing of the Vedanta texts.
A person who is conscious of these distinctions is
under the sway of ignorance (Avidya), being in the
world of duality. But there is a difference between
Vedinta and ritualism. While the latter has for its
goal that which is within the sphere of ignorance,
like enjoyment in heaven etc., the former helps one
to realize his true nature, which destroys all
ignorance.

How can ignorance lead to knowledge? Empiric-
al knowledge can produce transcendental knowledge
through its empirical validity. To put it in Sri
Ramakrishna’s beautiful language, ‘““When we run
a thorn in our hand we take it out by means of
another thorn and throw out both. So relative
knowledge "alone can remove that relative ignor-
ance which blinds the eye of the Self. But such
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knowledge and such ignorance are both alike included
in Avidyé ; hence the man who attains to the highest
Knowledge (Jnéna), the knowledge of the Absolute,
does away in the end with both knowledge and
ignorance, being free himself from all duality.” But
before the dawning of real knowledge th¢ authority
of the Vedas stands unquestioned, for a knowledge
that has not been realized cannot prevent a person
from entering on ritualistic activities. It is only
after realization that scriptural texts cease to be
operative. But before that, “Let the scriptures be
thy authority in ascertaining what ought to be done
and what ought not to be done. Having known
what is said in the ordinance of the scriptures
thou shouldst act here” (Gita 16.24). But when
realization dawns, then, ““To the sage who has known
the Self, all the Vedas are of so much use as a
reservoir is when there is flood everywhere’’ (Gita 2.
46). Tt is only for the knower of Brahman that they
have no value, and not for others.



CHAPTER I
SECTION 1

Topic 1: The inquiry into Brahman and
its pre-requisites.

warat smfEgET | 0

wq Now W& therefore @& the inquiry (into
tle real nature) of Brahman.

1. Now (after the attainment of the
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as
the results obtained by sacrifices etc., are
ephemeral, whereas the result of the
knowledge of Brahman is eternal), the
inquiry (into the real nature) of Brahman
(which is beset with doubts owing to the
conflicting views of various schools of
philosophy, should be taken up).

At the very beginning the utility of such an
inquiry is questioned.

Objection: Such an inquiry is not worth the
trouble. An intelligent man generally does not enter
into an inquiry about an object which is already
known, or the knowledge of which does not serve
any useful purpose. He is always guided by utility.
Now Brahman is such an object. As Brahman pure
and unconditioned, there is no doubt or indefiniteness
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about It, for we have such definitions as, ‘“Brahman
is Truth, Knowledge, Infinity’’ (Taitt. 2.1). As
identical with the Self (Atman)—which ‘the Vedéinta
holds—also, there is no doubt about Brahman; for
the Self is nothing but the object of the notion of
‘T’, the empirical self which is well known to exist
as something different from the body, senses, etc.
Moreover, no one doubts his own existence. There
is therefore no indefiniteness about Brahman, which
would induce one to make an inquiry into It. The
objection that this empirical self is a result of super-
imposition (Adhy#sa) of the non-Self on the Self
and vice versa, and is therefore not the true Self,
cannot be accepted, for such a superimposition
between two absolutely contradictory objects is not
possible.

Again, the knowledge of this Self or Brahman
which, as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot
destroy the world phenomena and help*bne to attain
Liberation, for they have been existing together side
by side all along from time immemorial. And as
there is no other knowledge of the Self besides ‘Ego-
consciousness’, which can be called the true knowledge
of the Self, there is no chance of the world phenom-
ena ever ceasing to exist. In other words, the
world is a reality, and not something illusory. So
the knowledge of Brahman serves no useful purpose
such as the attainment of Liberation from relative
existence (Samsira). For these reasons an inquiry
into Brahman is not desirable. '
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~ Aaswer: An inquiry into Brahman s desir-
sble, because there is some indefiniteness with respect
to It, for we find various conflicting views concerning
[ts nature. Different schools of philosophy hold
different views. Superimposition would have been
an impossibility, and there would have been no
indefinitcness abous Brahman, if the empirical self
hud been the real Self. But it i1s not. The scrip-
tures (Srutis) say that the Self is free from all
limiting adjuncts and is infinite, all-blissful, all-
knowing, One without a second, and so on. This
the scriptures repeatcdly inculcate, and as such it
cannot be intcrpreted in any secondary or figurative
sense. But the empiricai self is felt as occupying
definite space, as when we say, ‘I am in the room’,
as involved in manifold miseries, as ignorant, ete.
How can this kind of notion be regarded as the true
knowledge of the Self? To regard the Self, which
is beyond limitation etc., as being limited etec., is
itself an illusion, and hence superimposition is a self-
evident fact. The result of the true knowledge of
the Self leads to Liberation and so serves a very,
very fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about
Brahman through an examination of the Vedanta
texts dealing with It is worth while and should be
undertaken.

The word now in the Sutra is not used to
introduce a new subject that is going to be taken up,
in which sense it is generally used in other places, as
for example, in the beginning of the Yoga-Sutras or
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the Purva Mimé&msi-Sutras. Neither is it used in
any other sense, except that of immediate conse-
cution, that is, it implies an antecedent, which
existing, the inquiry about Brahman would be
possible, and without which it would be impossible.
This antecedent is neither the study of the Vedas,
for it is a common requisite for Purva Mimimsa
as well as Vedainta, nor the knowledge and per-
formance of rituals prescribed by the Karmakénda,
for these in no way help one who aspires after
knowledge, but certain spiritual requisites. The
spiritual requisites referred to are: (1) discrimina-
tion between things permanent and transient,
(2) renunciation of the enjoyment of fruits of action
in this world and in the next, (8) the six treasures,
as they are called, viz., not allowing the mind to
externalize and checking the external instruments of
the sense organs (Sama and Dama), not thinking of
things of the senses (Uparati), ideal forbearance
(Titikshd), constant practice to fix the mind in God
(SamAdhéna), and faith (Sraddhd); and (4) the
intense desire to be free (Mumukshutvam).

Topic 2: Definition of Brahman.
SIFATTET qa: || R |l

si=nife Origin ete. (i.e. sustenance and dissolution)
w# of this (world) 3a; from which.

2. (Brahman 1is that omniscient,
omnipotent cause) from which proceed the
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origin etc. (%.e. sustenance and dissolu-
tion) of this (world).

In the previous Sutra it has been established
that an inquiry into Brahman should be made as
it heips Liberation. Knowledge of Brahman leads
to Liberation. Now in order that we may attain
this kunowledge of Brahman, It must have some
characteristics by which It can be known; otherwise
it is not possible to have such knowledge. The
opponent holds that Brahman has no such character-
istics by which It can be defined, and in the absence
of a definition there can be no knowiedge of
Brahman, and consequertly no Freedom.

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a
definition of Brahman: ¢That which is the cause
of the world is Brahman’—where the imagined
“cause of the world” is indicative of Brahman.
This is called the Tatastha Lakshana, or that
characteristic of a thing which is distinct from its
nature and yet serves to make it known. In the
definition given by this Sutra, the origin, sustenance,
and dissolution are characteristics of the world and
as such are in no way related to Brahman, which is
eternal and changeless; yet these indicate Brahman,
which is imagined to be the cause of the world, just
as an imagined snake indicates the rope when we
say, ‘““that which is the snake is the rope”.

The scriptures give another definition of
Brahman which describes Its true nature: ‘“Truth,
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Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman.”” This is called
the Svarupa Lakshana, that which defines Brahman
in Its true essence. These words, though they have
different meanings in ordinary parlance, yet refer to
the one indivisible Brahman, even as the words,
father, son, brother, husband, etc., refer to one and
the same person according to his relation with
different individuals.

It must not however be thought that the First
Cause of the universe is arrived at by this Sutra
through mere reasoning, inferénce, and other means
of right knowledge usually valid in this sense world.
Brahman cannot be so established independently of
the scriptures (Sruti). Though from the effect, the
world, we can infer that it must have a cause, we
cannot establish with certainty what exactly is the
nature of that cause. We cannot say that Brahman
alone is the cause and nothing else, as Brahman is
not an object of the senses. The relation of cause
and effect can be established where both the objects
are perccived. Inference ete. may give only strong
suggestions of Brahman’s being the First Cause of
the world. A thing established by mere inference,
however well thought out, is explained otherwise by
greater intellects. Reasoning also is endless accord-
ing to the intellectual capacity of people and there-
fore cannot go far in the ascertainment of Truth. Seo
the scriptures ought to be the basis of all reasoning.
It is experience that carries weight, and the scriptures
are authoritative because they are the records of
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the experience nf master minds that have come face
tn face with Reality (Aptavdkya). That is why the
seriptures ar~ infallible. Hence in ascertaining the
First Cause the scriptures alone are authority.
The prime object of this Sutra, therefore, is not
to establish Brahman through inference but to
discuss  scriptural passages which declare that
Brahman is the First Cause—texts like - ‘“That
from which these beings are born, by which they
live after birth and into which they enter at death—
try to know That. That is Brahman’ (Taitt. 8.1).
The Sutra collects the Vedinta texts for the full com-
prehension ot Brahman. Once the scriptures have
declared Brahman to be the First Cause, reasoning
etc. may be taken advantage of in so far as they
de not contradict the scriptures, but rather supple-
ment them, in ascertaining the sense of the Vedanta
texts. Such reasoning must be corroborative of the
truth inculecated. This kind of reasoning includes
the hearing of the texts (Sravana), thinking about
their meaning (Manana), and meditation on them
(Nididhyésana). This leads to intuition. By
intuition is meant that mental modification (Vritti)
of the mind (Chitta) which destroys our ignorance
about Brahman. When the ignorance is destroxed
by this mental modification in the form of Brahman
(BrahmikAird Vritti), Brahman, which is self-
luminous, reveals Ttself. In ordinary perception
when we¢ cognize an object the mind (Chitta) takes
the form of the external object, which destroys the
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ignorance about it, and consciousness reflected in this
modification of the mind manifests the object. In
the case of Brahman, however, the mental modlﬁca-
tion destroys the ignorance, but Brahman, which is
consciousness pure and simple, manifests Itself, being
self-luminous. That is why the scriptures deseribe
Brahman as ‘Not this’, ‘Not this’, thus removing
the ignorance about it. Nowhecre is Brahman des-
cribed positively, as ‘It is this’, ‘It is this’.

There is thus a difference between an inquiry into
Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty (Dharma
Jijnasad). In the latter case, the scriptures alone
are authority. Purva Mimimsd says that if you
do such and such a thing, you will get such and such
results. It is something yet to come and does not
exist at the time. So no other proof is available
regarding the truth of these statements except faith
in them. But Vedanta speaks about Brahman,
which is an already existing entity, and not dependent
on human endeavour.” Therefore besides faith in the
scriptural texts there are other means available to
corroborate its statements. That is why there is
room for reasoning ete. in Vedénta.

Topic 3: Brahman cognisable only through the
scriptures.

bureente i@ UIERl

wa-Afa@q The scripture being the means of right
knowledge.
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*8. The scriptures (alone) being the
means of right knowledge (with regard to
Brahman. the proposition laid in Sutra 2
becomes corroboratcd).

This Sutra mahkcs the idea cxpressed in Sutra
2 clearer. If any doubt has been left regarding the
fact that Brahman as the origin ete. of *he world
is established by scriptural authority and not by
inference ctc. iudependently of it, this Sutra makes
it clear that Srutis alone are proof about Brahman.

Objectivn : Brehman is an already existing thing
like a pot, and so It cau be krown by other means
of right knowledge independently of the scriptures.

Answer: Brahman has no form etc. and so can-
not be cognized by direct perception. Again in the
absence of inseparable characteristics, as smoke is of
fire, It cannoct be established by inference or analogy
(Upamina). Therefore, It can be known only
through the scriptures. The scriptures themselves
say, “One who is ignorant of the scriptures cannot
know that Brahman”. No doubt, as already referred

* This Sutra can also be interpreted in another w=zy.
It has been said in Sutra 2 that Brahman, which is the
cause of this marifold universe, must naturally be omnis:
cient. This Sutra corroborates it. In that case it would
read: “(The omniscience and omnipotence of Brahman
follow from Its) being the source of the scriptures.”” The
scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth the
Vedas. So He who has produced these scriptures contain-
ing such stupendous knowledge cannot but be omniscient
and omnipotent.
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to in the previous Sutra, these means of right know-
ledge also have a scope, but it is only after Brahman
is established by the scriptures—as supplementary
to them and not independent of them.

Topic 4 : Brahman the main purport of all
Veddnta texts.

Y AFIEE I 8 0

a9 That § but ¥#®Tq because It is the main
purport. ’

4. But that (Brahman is to be known
only from the scriptures and not independ-
ently by any other means is established)
because It is the main purport (of all
Vedanta texts).

Objection by Purva Mimdmsakas: The Vedanta
texts do not refer to Brahman. The Vedas cannot
pdssibly aim at giving information regarding such
self-established, alréady existing objects like
Brahman, which can be known through other sources.
They generally give information only about objects
that cannot be known through other means of right
knowledge, and about the means to attain such
objects. Again Brahman, which is our own Self, can
neither be desired nor shunned and as such cannot
be an object of human effort. So a mere statement
of fact about an existing object like Brahman,
incapable of being desired or shunned and therefore
useless, would make the scriptures purposeless.
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Veaic passages have a meaning only in so far
as they are related to some action. So the Vedanta
texts, to have a meaning, must be so construed as to
be connected with action {rituals), as supplementing
them with some necessary information. The texts
dealing with tbe individaal soui in the Vedénta,
thereforc, refer to the agent; those dealing with
Brahman refer to the Deities; and those deahng with
creation refer to spiritual practices (Sadhands). In
that case, being supplementary to action, the
Vedanta texts will have a purpose. But if they are
taken to refer to Brahman only, they will be
meaningless, inasmuch as theyv will not be helpful to
any action.

Answer: The word but ir the Sutra refutes all
these objections. The Vedinta texts refer to
Brahman r..ly, for all of them have Brahman for
their main topic. The main purport of a treatise
is gathered from the following characteristics :
(1) Beginning and conclusion, (2) repetition,
(8) uniqueness of subject-matter, (4) fruit or result,
(5) praise, and (6) reasoning. These six help to
arrive at the real aim or purport of any work. In
chapter six of the Chhadndogya Upanishad, for
example, Brahman is the main purport of all the
paragraphs; for all these six characteristics point to
Brahman. It begins, ““This universe, my boy, was
but the Real (Sat), in the beginning” (Chh. 6.2.1),
and concludes by saying, ‘““In it all that exists has
its self. It is true. It is the Self”’ (Ibid. 6.15.2)—
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which also refers to the Sat or Brahman. In the
frequent repetition, ‘““Thou art That, O Svetaketu’’,
the same Brahman is referred to. The uniqueness
of Brahman is quite apparent, as It cannot be
realized either by direct perception or inference in
the absence of form etc. and characteristics respect-
ively. Reasoning also has been adopted by the
scriptures here by citing the example of clay to
elucidate their point. As different objects are made
out of clay, so -are all things created from this
Brahman. The description of the origin of the
universe from Brahman, and of its sustenance by
and reabsorption in It is by way of praise (Artha-
vida). The result or fruit (Phala) is also mentioned,
viz. that through the knowledge of Brahman every-
thing else is known. When we realize Brahman the
universal Reality, we know all the particulars
involved in It. So all these six characteristics go
to show that the main topic of the Vedanta texts,
as cited above, is Brahman.

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to
the agent etc., for they are treated in quite a
different section from the Karmakénda. Neither are
the texts useless, for from the comprehension of these
texts results Liberation, without any reference to
action on the part of the person, even as a mere
statement that it is a rope and not a snake helps to
destroy one’s illusion. A mere intellectual grasp of
the texts, however, will not help the person to attain
Liberation ; actual realization is what is meant here.
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Oljection: The scriptures have a purpose in so
far as they lay down injunctions for man. They
either induce him to or prohibit him from some
action. The very mcaning of the word ‘Séstra’ is
this. Even the Vedénta texts are related to
injunctions and thus bave a purpose. For though
they have Brahman for their main purport, yet they
do not end there, but after describing the nature of
Brabman they enjoin on man to realize Brahman
through intuition. “‘The Self is to be realized——to
be heard of, thought about, and meditated upon>—
in passages like thic the scriptures, after enjoining
on man tc be conversant first with the nature of
Brahman, further enjoin thinking and meditation on
the meaning of those passages for the attainment of
direct experience. Thus they formulate injunctions
with regard to the knowledge of Brahman.

Answer: ‘‘He who knows the Supreme Brahman
becomes Brauhman indeed’” (Mu. 8. 2. 9)—texts like
this show that to know Brahman is to become
Brahman. But since Brahman is an already existing
entity, we cannot say that to know. Brahman involves
an act, like a ritualistic act, having for its result
Brahman. When ignorance is removed Brahman
manifests Itself, even as when the illusion of the
snake is removed the rope manifests itself. Here the
rope is not the creation of any act. The identity of
the individual soul and Brahman set forth in texts
like, ‘I an: Brahman’’ (Brih. 1. 4. 10), is not a fancy
or imagination, but an actuality, and therefore differs

8
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from meditation and devout worship as prescribed
by the scriptures in texts like, ‘“‘One should meditate
on the mind as Brahman’’, and ““The Sun is
Brahman’ (Chh. 3. 18. 1; 8. 19. 1). The knowledge
of Brahman, therefore, does not depend on human
endeavour, and hence it is impossible to connect
Brahman or the knowledge of It with any action.
Neither can Brahman be said to be the object of the
act of knowing; for there are texts like, ‘It is differ-
ent from the known, again It is beyond the unknown”’
(Ken. 1, 4), and “Through what, O Maitreyi, can the
knower be known?’> (Brih. 2. 4. 14). In the same
way Brahman is denied as an object of devout wor-
ship (Upésand)—‘‘Know that alone to be Brahman,
not that which people adore here”” (Ken. 1. 5). The
scriptures, therefore, never describe Brahman as this
or that, but only negate manifoldness which is false,
in texts like, ““There is no manifoldness in It”” (Kath.
2. 4. 11), and ““He who sees manifoldness in It goes
from death to death’’ (Kath. 2. 4. 10).

Moreover, the result of action is either creation,
modification, purification or attainment. None of
these is applicable to the knowledge of Brahman,
which is the same thing as Liberation. If Liberation
were created or modified, it would not be permanent,
and no school of philosophers is prepared to accept
such a contingency. Since Brahman is our Inner
Self, we cannot attain It by any action, as a village
is attained by our act of going. Nor is there any
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room for a parificatory ceremony in the eternally
pure Self.

Knowledge itself, again, cannot be said to be an
activity of the mind. An action depends upon human
endeavour and is not bound vp with the nature of
things. It can either be dune, or not done or modified
by the agent. Knowledge, on tbe other hand, does
not depend upon human notions, but on the thing
itself. It is the result of the right means, having for
its objects existing things. Knowledge cam therefore
neither be made, nor not made, nor modified.
Although mental, it differs from such meditutions as
“Man is fire, O Gautama”, “Woman is fire’’, ete.
(Chh. 5. 7. 1; 5. 8. 1).

Thus Brahinan or the krowledge of Brahman
being in no way connected with action, injunctions
have no place with regard to It. Therefore texts
like, ‘““The Atman is to be realized’’ etc., though
imperative in character, do not lay down any injunc-
tion, but are intended to turn the mind of the
aspirant from things external, which keep one bound
to this relative existence, and direct it inwards.
Further it is not true that the scriptures can have a
purpose if only they enjoin or prohibit some action,
for even by describing existing things they serve a
useful purpose, if thereby they conduce to the well-
being of man, and what can do this better than
the knowledge of Brahman, which results in Libera-
tion? The comprehension of Brahman includes
hearing, reasoning, and meditation. Mere hearing
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does not result in full comprehension or realization
of Brahman. Reasoning and meditation are also
subservient to that full comprehension. Hence it
cannot be said that they are enjoined. If after full
comprehension Brahman was found to be related to
some injunction, then only it could be said to be
supplementary to action.

So Brahman is in no way connected with action.
All the Vedanta texts deal with an independent topic,
which is Brahman, and these texts are the only proof
of this Brahman, as it is not possible to know It
through any other source.

So far it has been shown in the previous Sutras.
that all the Vedanta texts refer exclusively to
Brahman without any connection whatscever with
action, and that Brahman is the omniscient, omni-
potent cause of the origin ete. of this universe.
Here the Sankhyas raise an objection: The
Vedénta texts about creation do not refer to Brahman
but to the unintelligent Pradhéna made up of the three
Gunas (constituents)—Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas,
as the First Cause. The Pradhéna is omnipotent with
respect to its effects. Again the Pradhé&na has Sattva
for one of its components, of which, according
to Smriti (Gitd 14. 17), knowledge is an attribute.
Therefore the Pradhéna can figuratively be said to
be omniscient, because of its capacity for all knowl-
2dge. To Brahman, on the other hand, which is
isolated and pure intelligence itself, you cannot
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ascribe all-knowiagness or partial-knowledge. More-
over, as the Pradhina has three compenents, it seems
reasonable that it alone is capable of undergoing
modifications, like clay, into various objects of name
and form, and not Brahman, which is uncompounded,
homogeneous and unchangeable. Moreover, the First
Cause is au already existing entity and so can be
established by infercnce from its effects and even
the scriptures recommend inference of the cause from
the effect. So what the Vedanta texts about creation
say with respect to the First Cause holds good, and
more aptly sc, in the case of the Pradhéna, and

therefore it is the First Cause referred to by the
scriptures.

Topic 5: The First Cause an intelligent
principle.

Sutras 5-11 refute these arguments of the
Sankhyas and establish Brahman as the First Cause.
The discussion mainly refers to the sixth chapter of
the Chhindogya Upanishad.

TeAa, AT N 4 |

3%d: On account of thinking (seeing) @ is not
wI®AR not based on the scriptures.
5. On account of thinking (being
attributed to the First Cause by the scrip-
tures, the Pradhana) is not (the First Cause

referred to by them); it (Pradhéna) is not
based on the scriptures.
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The First Cause is said, in the scriptures, to have
willed or thought before creation. ‘‘This universe, my
dear, was but the Real (Sat) in the beginning—One
only without a skcond. It thought, ‘may I be many,
may I grow!” and It projected fire (Chh. 6. 2. 2-3).
“It (the Atman) willed, ‘Let me project worlds!”
So It projected these worlds” (Ait. 1. 1. 1-2). Such
thinking or willing is not possible to the insentient
Pradhéna. It is possible only if the First Cause is
an intelligent principle like Brahman.

The all-knowingness attributed to the Pradhina
because of its Sattva component is inadmissible, as
Sattva is not predominant in the Pradhéana, since all
the three Gunas are in a state of equilibrium. If in
spite of this it is said to be capable of producing
knowledge, then the other two Gunas must be equally
capable of retarding knowledge. So while Sattva will
make it all-knowing, Rajas and Tamas will make it
partly knowing, which is a contradiction.

That all-knowingness and creation are not possi-
ble to Brahman, which is pure intelligence itself and
unchangeable, is also not true. For Brahman can
be all-knowing and creative through Maya. So
Brahman, the Sat of the text quoted, which thought,
is the First Cause.

The Sankhyas again try to avoid the difficulty
created by thinking being attributed to the First
Cause thus: In the same text quoted above it is
said further on, ““That fire thought, ‘may I be many,
may I grow!” and it projected water . . . . Water
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thought, . . . it projected earth’> (Chh. 6. 2. 8-4).
Here fire and water arc material things, and yet think-
ing is aitributed to them. Similarly the thinking by
the Sat (Real), in the text originally quoted, can also
be taken figuratively, in which case the Pradhéna,
though insentient, can yet be the First Cause.

This argument the following Sutra refutes.

Mursie, &, ArEARELE | & |
#tw: Secondary (figuretive) 37 if (it be said) @
not WMI=IA becausc of the werd ‘Self’ (Atman).

6. If it be said (that ‘thinking’) is
used in a secondary sense (with regard to
Sat) ; (we say) not so, because of the word
‘Self’” (by which the First Cause is referred
to in the scriptures).

The Sat (Real) of the text cited in the previous
Sutra after creating fire, water, etc. thought, “‘Let
me now enter into these three as this living self
(Jiva) and evolve names and forms’ (Chh. 6. 8. 2.).
The Sat, the First Cause, refers to the intelligent
principle, the Jiva, as its self. The insentient Pra-
dhéina cannot refer to an intelligent principle like the
Jiva as its self or as its own nature.

The Sinkhyas again try to ward off this objection
by saying that the word ‘Self’ (Atman) is equally
used to refer to intelligent and non-intelligent things,
as, for example, in expressions like Bhutdtma (the
self of the elements), IndriyAtma (the self of the
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senses), etc., and so can be used in connection with
the Pradhéna also.
The next Sutra refutes this argument.

afirgeg Ateitaama N 9 |

afms® To one who is devoted to that ( Sat)
AqmEwq because Liberation is declared.

7. (That Pradhina cannot be desig-
nated by the word ‘Self’ is established) be-
cause Liberation is declared to one who is
devoted to that Sat (the First Cause).

The sixth chapter of the Chhéandogya Upanishad
ends by instructing Svetaketu thus: ‘‘Thou art
that.” An intelligent being such as Svetaketu cannot
be identified with the insentient Pradhana. More-
over, in section 14, paragraphs 2-3 of this chapter,
Liberation is said to result to one who is devoted to
this Sat, and it cannot result from meditation on the
insentient Pradh&na. For these reasons, given in
the previous Sutra and in this, the ‘Sat.” the First
Cause, does not refer to the Pradhina but to an
intelligent prineciple.

BacarmaaTE || < |l

®a@@eEaq Fitness to be abandoned not being
stated (by the scriptures) = and.

8. And because it is not stated (by
the scriptures) that It (Sat) has to be
abandoned, (Pradhina cannot be denoted
by the word ‘Sat’).
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If tae intention of the scriptures had been to
‘take the aspirant step by step from grosser to subtler
truths tiil finully the real nature of the Atman was
presented to him, and for this purpose they had
referred to the Pradhdna——denoted by the word ‘Sat’
according to the Sdnkhyas—as the Self, then there
would have been later on a statement to the effect
that this Pradhéna must be dropped, for it was not
the real Self. But there is no such statement in the
texis in question. Ob the contrary. the whole chap-
ter of the Chhdndogya Upanishad, in which the texts
occur, deals with the Self as nothing but that Sat.
Moreover, this chapter begins with the question,
“‘What is that which being known everything is
known ?”> Now if the Pradhéna were the First Cause,
then by knowing it everything would be known,
which is not a fact. The enjoyer (Purusha}, which
is diflerent from it, not being a product of the
Pradhéna like the objects of enjoyment, cannot
be known by knowing the Pradhé&na. Therefore the
Pradhina is not the First Cause, knowing which
everything is known, according to the scriptures.
Such a view will contradict the premise.

T | &

@wag On account of resolving or merging in
one’s own Self.

9. On account of (the individual soul)

merging in its own Self (or the universal

Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep,
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the Pradhana cannot be denoted by the
word ‘Self’).

‘“When a man is said to be thus asleep, he is
united with the Sat, my child—he merges in his own
Self”’ (Chh. 6. 8. 1). Here it is taught that the individ-
ual soul merges in the Sat, and as it is impossible
for the intelligent soul to merge in the insentient
Pradhana, the latter cannot be the First Cause
denoted by the word ‘Sat’ in the text.

afagmameTg ) Lo i

afag@™g On account of the uniformity of views.

10. Because (all the Vedanta texts)
uniformly refer to (an intelligent principle
as the First Cause, Brahman is to be taken
as that Cause).

See Chh. 7. 26. 1, Pr. 3. 3, Taitt. 2. 1, ete. The
scriptures themselves say, ‘““Whom all the Vedas
proclaim” (Kath. 1. 2. 15).

sfaeaT 1l LR
gaaq Being declared by the Vedas ¥ also.

11. (The all-knowing Brahman alone
is the First Cause of this world) because
(it is so known directly) from the Vedas
also.

““He is the Cause, the Lord of the ruler of
the sense organs (Jivitman) and has neither parent
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nor Lord~’ (Svei. . 9)—whcre ‘He’ refers to the all-
knowing Lord described in that chapter.

Therefore it is established that the omniscient,
omnipotent Brahman 1s the First Cause and not the
insentient Pradhéna or anything else.

From Sutra 12 onwards till practically the end
of the first chapter a new topic is taken np for
discussion, viz. whcther certain terms found in the
Upanishads ure uscd in their ordinary senses or as
referring to Brahman. Again the Upanishads speak
of two types of Brahman, the Nirguna or Brauhman
without attributes and the Saguna or Brahman
with attributes. It is the latter which is within
the domain of Nescience and is the object of
meditation (Upésand). which is of different kinds
yielding different results; while the Nirguna Brah-
man, which is free from all imaginary limit-
ing adjuncts of the other type is the object of
Knowledge. Meditation on the Saguna Brahman
cannot lead to immediate Liberation. It can at best
lead to gradual Liberation (Krama-Mukti). The
knowledge of the Nirguna Brahman alone leads to
immediate Liberation. Now in many places in the
Upanishads Brahman is described apparently with
qualifying adjuncts; yet the scriptures say that the
knowledge of that Brahman leads to immediate
Liberation. If Brahman is worshipped as limited by
those adjuncts, it cannot lead to such Liberation.
But if these qualifying adjuncts are regarded as not
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being ultimately aimed at by the Sruti, but used
merely as indicative of Brahman, then these very
texts would refer to the Nirguna Brahman and Libera-
tion would be the immediate result of knowing that
Brahman. So by reasoning we have to arrive at a
conclusion as to the true significance of these texts,
which obviously have a doubtful import.

The issue of the Saguna and Nirguna Brahman
as shown above is not, however, kept up all through,
for in many places it is not between them but bet-
ween the Saguna Brahman and the individual soul or
something else.

Topic 6: Concerning ““‘the Self consisting of bliss™.

AR SVETETE | (R

we=wa: ‘““The Self consisting of bliss’’ wwaEw
because of the repetition.

12. (In the passage) “The Self con-
sisting of bliss” ete. (Brahman, which is
spoken of as the tail, is put forward as an
independent entity and not as something
subordinate to Anandamaya, the Self con-
sisting of bliss) on account of the repeti-
tion (of Brahman as the main topic in
many passages of that chapter).

In topic 5 the word ‘thinking’ attributed to the
First Cause is interpreted in its direct sense, thus
establishing the intelligent principle Brahman as the
First Cause, and the figurative meaning, which would
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have established the Pradhéna, is thrown out as being
doubtful. But here such a thing, that is the estab-
lishing of Brahman, is impossible, for the terms
aenoting parts allow no room for doubt, thus making
it impossible to interpret the texts as referring to
Brahman. This connects the preseat topic with the
last one by way of objection.

The passage in ruestion is: ‘‘Different from
this self, which consists of understanding (Vijni-
namaya), is the inner self which consists of bliss . . . .
Joy is the head, satisfaction is its right wing, rap-
ture is its left wing, bliss is its trunk, Brahman is the
tail, the support” (Taitt. 2. 5). The Sutra says that
here Brahman, which is spoken of as the tail, is treat-
ed as an independent entity and is not to be taken as
a part of ‘‘the self consisting of bliss,”” for ‘tail” here
does not mean the limb, in which sense it is generally
used, but the support of the individual soul made up
of ““the self consisting of bliss”’, as Brahman is the
substratum of the imaginary individual soul. This
conclusion is arrived at, because Brahman without
any limiting adjuncts whatsoever is again and again
reiterated in these Taittiriya texts.

[Sutras 12-19 are interpreted by the Vrittikara
(who is probably Upavarsha) as follows: The
Taittiriya Upanishad 2. 1-4 after enumerating the
selves consisting of food, vital force, mind, and
understanding, speaks of ‘‘the self consisting of
bliss’’ in the passage quoted above. (Taitt. 2. 5).
The question is whether this refers to the individual
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soul or Brahman. The opponent holds that it refers
to the individual soul, because the word ‘Ananda-
maya’ denotes a modification and therefore cannot
refer to Brahman, which is unchangeable. Moreover,
five different parts are enumerated of this Ananda-
maya, the self consisting of bliss; this is not possible
in the case of Brahman, which is without parts.
Sutras 12-19, according to this interpretation, main-
tain that ‘Anandamaya’, the self consisting of bliss,
refers to Brahman on account of the repetition of the
word ‘Anandamaya’ in these Taittiriya texts. Repeti-
tion has already been said to be one of the character-
istics by which the subject-matter of a passage is
ascertained. Brahman, again, has been proved to
be the main topic of the Vedanta texts (Ch. 1,
Sec. 1, Sutra 4). Therefore ‘Anandamaya’ refers to
Brahman. Moreover, the opening words of the
second chapter of the Taittiriya Upanishad, ‘“Truth,
Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman’ (Taitt. 2. 1),
and texts like, " ““He projected all this” (Taitt.
2. 6), make it clear that Brahman is the topic.
The termination ‘mayat’ is also not out of place in
Brahman, for it is used here to denote an abundance
of bliss. The possession of a body having parts is
also ascribed to It, only because of the immediately
preceding limiting condition, viz. the self consisting
of understanding and does not really belong to It.
Hence ‘‘the self consisting of bliss”” is the highest
Brahman.

Sankara objects to this interpretation of the
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Sutras and says that Anandamaya cannot be the
highest Brahman. First of all, there is no justifica-
tion, for suddcuiy changing the interpretation of the
affix ‘mayat’ from modification in the case of Vij-
nanawmaya, Prinamaya, ete. in the preceding pass-
ages to abunaance iz tne case of Anandamaya, so as
to make this word refer to Brahman. Again the very
idea of vreponderance or abundance of bliss suggests
that there is alsu misery in it, hcwever slight. Snch
a«n idea with respect to Brahman is absurd. So
Sankara replaces this interpretation of the Sutras,
which Anandagiri attributes to the Vrittikdra, by
another, which we huve reproduced above.]

frersgrata 3, &, srgatan 3

fagiw®ig On account of a word ( ‘tail’ ) denoting
part @ is not st@ | if it be said @ not so W¥alg on
account of abundance (of terms denoting parts).

13. i it be said (that Brahman) is
not (spoken of as an independent entity
in the passage) on account of a word
(‘tail’) denoting part, (we reply) not so,
on account of abundance (of terms denot-
ing parts).

Owing to the abundance of phraseology denoting
parts or limbs in the Taittiriya texts 2. 1-5, Brahman
is designated as the tail just to keep up the foregoing
imagery ; but it is not intended to convey the idea
that Brahman is actually a part or member of *‘the
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self consisting of bliss’>. The object of the scriptures.
is to teach the knowledge of the real Self. If the
“self consisting of bliss’’> were the real Self, the scrip-
tures would refer to this in the concluding texts, but
as a matter of fact they do not; on the other hand
they refer to the Nirguna Brahman, which is there-
fore the real subject-matter. Brahman’s being the
tail means, not that It is a part, but that It is the
main support or abode of everything.

aF geaqaaE | 28

aggaugwq Because (It) is declared to be the
cause of it = and.

14. And because (Brahman) is de-
clared to be the cause of it (the self
consisting of bliss), Brahman cannot be
taken as a part of it).

Brahman is the cause of everything, even of
“the self consisting of bliss’’, as also of the four
earlier named ones; viz. the self consisting of food,
vital force, mind, and understanding. ‘He pro-
jected all this whatever there is’’> (Taitt. 2. 6). Thé
cause canot be a part of the effect.

MegafoTRAT g | L4 i

wmafumd That which has been referred to in the
Mantra portion T the very same ¥ moreover NI&
is sung.

15. Moreover that very Brahman
which has been referred to in the Mantra
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portion is sung (in this Brahmana passage
as the tail).

The sccord chapter of the Taittiriya Upanishad
begins, ‘““He who knows Brahman attains the Highest

Brahman is Truth, Knowledge and Infinity.”’
This very Brahman is finaliy declared to be the tail.
Otherwise there would be a contradiction between the
Mantra and Brahmara portions, which cannot be,
for the Brahamanas only explain what the Mantras
declare. Therefore Brahman is the primary subject-
matter and is not treated as a part of ‘‘the self
consisting of bliss”’.

Aatsgaes: 1 4

7 Not s&a¥; the other (Jiva) ¥999%: on account of
impossibility.

16. (Brahman and) not the other
(the individual soul, is meant here) on
account of the impossibility (of that
assumption).

He who is referred to in the passage, ‘““The self
consisting of bliss*’ etc. is said to be the creator of
everything. ‘He projected all this whatever there is”’
(Taitt. 2. 6). This the individual soul cannot possi-
bly do and so is not referred to in the passage, ‘““The
self consisting of bliss’’ ete.

AgsaamE || L9 1
#g=u@wq On account of the declaration of differ-

ence ¥ and.
4
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17. And on account of the declara-
tion of difference (between the two, i.e.
the one referred to in the passage, “The
self consisting of bliss” etc. and the indi-
vidual soul, the latter cannot be the one
referred to in the passage).

That which is referred to in the passage, ‘‘The
self consisting of bliss”® etc. is said to be of the
essence of flavour, attaining which the individual
soul is blissful. “It (That which is referred to in
the passage, ‘“The self consisting of bliss’’ ete.) is
flavour; only after attaining (this essence of) flavour
is this (soul) blissful’® (Taitt. 2. 7). Now that which
is attained and the attainer cannot be the same. So
the individual soul is not referred to in that passage
under discussion.

HIHTE JIGATLET || <
F™Wq On account of the word ‘bliss’, literally
‘desire’, (denoting Brahman) = and ag@@@w (Anan-
damaya also) cannot be inferred as Brahman.

18. And on account of the word
‘bliss’, literally ‘desire’, (referring to
Brahman), (you) cannot infer (Ananda-
maya is also Brahman, since the suffix
‘mayat’ is used to denote modification).

In the scriptures the word ‘bliss’ is often used
for Brahman ; from this we cannot infer that Ananda-
maya, the self consisting of bliss, is also Brahman, for
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the suffix ‘mayat’ shows that it is a modification.
‘This sets aside the whole of the interpretation of the
Vrittikdra meutioned under Sutra 12.

afenmen o aenia avfe 1 L&

wf@s In this w® its (the Jiva’s) 9 also adni
mergence as that R teaches.

1¢. (The Ve-as) also teach of its (the
Jiva’s) becoming (on the dawning of
Knowledge) one with this (referred to in
the passage under discussion).

Since the individual soul, on the, dawning of
Kncwledge, becomes one with chat which is referred
to in the passage under discussion, the latter must
be Brahman.

Hence ‘‘the self consisting of bliss’’ is in no way
the principal topic of these texts. It is Brahman
which is the support of everything that is dealt with
as an independent entity in these texts.

Topic 7: The person in the sun and the eye is
Brahman.

AFTEAZTHTIIRT Il R0 )

wa: Within ag#iq@wq because Its characteristics
are mentioned.
20. (The one) within (the sun and
the eye is Brahman), because Its character-
istics are ‘'mentioned (therein).
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‘““Now that golden person who is seen within the
sun, with a golden beard and golden hair . . . is
named Ut, for he has risen (udita) above all evils
. . . Rik and Sdman are his joints . . . He is the
lord of the worlds beyond the sun and of all objects
desired by the gods™ (Cbh. 1. 6. 6-8). ‘“Now the
person who is seen in the eye is Rik; he is Sdman,
Uktha, Yajus, Brahman. The form of that person
in the eye is the same as that of the other (the person
in the sun), the joints of the one are the joints of the
other, the name of the one is the name of the other
. . . He is the lord of the world beneath the body
and of all oﬁjects desired by men”’ (Chh. 1. 7. 5-8).
In the last topic, in spite of things to the contrary,
the very fact of the repitition of Brahman in the texts
helped us to arrive at the conclusion that Brahman
was the topic of those texts. Following the same
argument, the repetition of abode, form, limitations,
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some individual
soul which has attained to that eminence of being the
presiding deity of the solar orb, and not Brahman,
the topic of these texts—this is the objection.

The Sutra refutes this and says that the person
spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its character-
istics—such as being above all evils, being the self of
everything like Rik, Yajus, Saman (these few being
mentioned only by way of example), and his being
the lord of the worlds beyond the sun and also of
the worlds beneath the body—are mentioned. The
mention of a particular abode, viz. the sun, and the
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eye, of jorm, as having a beard, and being golden in
colour, and of a limitation of powers is only for the
purpose of meditation (Upésand). The Highest Lord
may, in order to gratify His devout worshippers,
assume through Mayi any form He likes. It is for
‘the convenience of meditation that these limitations
are imagined in Brahman, which otherwise, in Its
true neture, is beyond them.

Aegsramrer=T: || R 1

#g=agwE On account of a distinction being made
< also w®: is different.

21. Also on account of a distinction
being made (in another text between the
two, i.e. the person in the sun and the
individual soul animating the sun) (the
Lord) is different (from the latter).

‘“He who dwells in the sun and is within the sun,
7chom, the sun dves not know, whose body the sun is
and who rules the sun from within, is thy Self,
the ruler within, the immortal>’ (Brih. 3. 7. 9)—this
text clearly shows that the Highest Lord is within
the sun and yet different from the individual soul
identifying itself with the sun. This confirms the
view expressed in the last Sutra.

Topic 8: The word ‘Akdsa’ (ether) to be
undersiood as Brahman.

In the last topic the characteristics like ‘‘being
‘above all evil”’ ete., being of doubtful import were
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made to refer to Brahman and not to the-deity of
the solar orb and accordingly the mention of form
etc. were interpreted to be imagined in Brahman
for the sake of meditation. But now the character-
istics mentioned in the text that are taken up for
discussion are not of doubtful import but refer clearly
to elemental ether, so how will you interpret these
texts—seems to be the view of the objector.

ATRTREfegTa Il RR

wis™: (The word) Akésa af@¥q on account of
the characteristic marks of that (Brahma_m).

22. (The word) Akéisa (ether) (is
Brahman) on account of the characteristic
marks of That (i.e. Brahman) (being
mentioned).

‘¢ ‘What is the goal of this world?’ ¢Akésa,’ he
replied. For all these beings take their rise from
Akasa only and dissolve in it. Akésa is greater
than these. It is their ultimate goal. It indeed is
the Supreme Udgitha . . . . He who knowing this
as such meditates on the Supreme Udgitha . . . *7
(Chh. 1. 9. 1-2). Here ‘Akésa’ refers to Brahman
and not to the elemental Akfsa (ether), as the
characteristics of Brahman, namely, the rise of the
entire creation from it and its return to it at dis-
solution are mentioned. No doubt these marks may
also refer to the ether, as the scriptures say that from
the ether is produced air, from air fire, etc., and they
return to the ether at the end of a cycle. But then
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the force of the words ‘all these’ and ‘only’ in the
text quoted would be lost. To preserve it the text
<hould be taken to refer to the fundamental cause of
all, ircluding the ether, which can be Brahman alone.
The word ‘Akésa’ is also used for Brahman in other
texts : ““That whick is called AkAsa is the revealer
of all forms and names.”” (Chh. 8. 14. 1). Again
Brahman alone can be ‘greater than all’ and ‘their
vltimate goal’ as .nentioned in the text. In other
scriptural passages like. ‘‘He is greater than the
earth, He is greater than the heavens’’ (Chh. 3. 14. 8),
“Brahman is knowledge and Bliss. It is the
ultimate goal of him who makes gifts’’ (Brih.
8. 9. 28)—these qualities of being greater and
the ultimate goal of everything are mentioned, and
therefore this interpretation is justified. Hence the
Udgitha in the text cited is to be meditated upon
not as a symbol of the ether but of Brahman.

Topic 9: The word Prdna to be understood
as Brahman.

Q@ qF AT || RZ M

wd wa For the same reason 9t (the word) Prana
(refers to Brahman).

23. For the same reason (the word)
‘Prana’ (also refers to Brahman).

¢ ‘Which is that deity?’ ‘Prana,” he said.
For all these beings merge in Prina alone and from
Prana they arise’’ (Chh. 1. 11. 4-5). The question is
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whether Prastava (a division of Sdman) is a symbol
" of the vital force or Brahman. Here Prana does
not mean the vital force but Brahman, in which
sense it is used in texts like, ““The Prana of Prina”
(Brih. 4. 4. 18). Why? Because the characteristic of
Brahman, ‘“All these beings merge in Préna,” ete.
js mentioned. All the Jivas merge in Préna, and
that is possible only if ‘Préna’ is Brahman and not
~the vital force (the ordinary sense of the word),
in which only the senses get merged in deep sleep.

Topic 10: The word ‘light’ to be understood
as Brahman.

In the two previous topics, on account of the
characteristics of Brahman being present in the texts
quoted, it was possible to conclude that Brahman was
referred to in them. The next Sutra takes up for
discussion a text which itself does not mention the
characteristics of Brahman, but the text prior to it

does.
SRtasaRunTRTaTAE i %8 |

sfifa; Light stwfwg@| on account of the mention
of feet.

24. (The word) ‘light’ (is Brahman)
on account of the mention of feet (in a
complimentary passage).

““Now that light which shines above this heaven.
beyond all,... Let a man meditate on this’’ etec.
(Chh. 8. 18. 7). Here the question is whether the
meditation is to be on the light as such or on
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Brahmaa. The Sutra says that ‘light’ here does not
mean physical light which helps vision, such as the
sun, but Bralauan, because feet (quarters) are men-
tioned in a preceding text: ‘“This much is Its glory,
greater than this is the Purusha. One foot of It is
all beings while Its (remaining) three feet are
immoital in heaven®® (Chh. 8. 12. 6). The Brahman
that hes been so described in this passage is recog-
nized in the one first quoted, where ‘light’ occurs,
vecause there also it is said to be connected with
“heaven’. Brahman is the subject matter of not only
the previous texts, but also of the subsequent texts;
for in the section immediately following that which
contains the passage under discussion (i.e. in Chh.
3.14) Brahman is also the raain topic. It is there-
fore but reasonable to say 'that the intervening
section (Chh. 8. 13) also deals with Brahman. Hence
“light’ here means Brahman. The word ‘light’ can
be used for Brahman, which manifests the world
even as light manifests objects. The mention of
limiting adjuncis with respect t6 Brahman, denoted
by the word ‘light’ is only for the sake of meditation.

gt shirmafa 39, a, aqr JasqufeEg,
aur f& gstag i Rl

g=sfagimq The metre (Gayatri) being mentioned
7 is not sf@ |q il it be said @ no @ in that way
fisanfaaziq the application of the mind has been
inculcated &% f& for so s@w® it is seen (in other
texts).
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25. If it be said (that Brahman is)
not (referred to) on account of the metre
(Gayatri) being mentioned ; (we reply)
no, because in that way (i.e. by means of
the metre), the application of the mind
(on Brahman) has been inculcated ; for so
(i.e. through the help of the modifications
of Brahman) it is seen (in other texts).

An objection is raised that in the text ‘““One foot
of It is all beings”’, Brahman is not referred to, but
the metre Gayatri, for the first paragraph of the
preceding section of the same Upanishad begins
with, ““Géyatri is everything, whatever here exists,”
etc. Therefore the febt referred to in the text cited
in the last Sutra refer to this metre and not to
Brahman. In reply it is said: Not so; for the
text, ““Gyatri is all this’’> etc., teaches that one
should meditate upon the Brahman which is con-
nected with this metre; because Brahman, being the
cause of everything, is connected with that Gayatri
also, and it is that Brahman which is to be meditated
upon. This interpretation would be in keeping with
the other texts in the same section, e.g. ““That
which is that Brahman’ (Chh. 8. 12. 7) and also
with ‘“All this indeed is Brahman’® (Chh. 3. 14. 1),
where Brahman is the chief topic. Meditation on
Brahman through Its modifications or effects is seen
in other texts also. ‘‘Him the Bahvrichas meditate
upon in the great hymn’’ ete. (Ait. Ar. 3. 2. 3. 12).
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Therefore Brahman is meaut here, and not the metre
Gayatri.

Jarfgaigsaqdiae=agase 1| 4 |

yefeyrg=egn The representation of beings ete.
as fuet 399%; is possible ¥ also waH thus.

26. Thus also (we have to conclude,
viz. that Brahman is the topic of the
previous passage, where Gayatri cccurs)
because (thus only) the representation of
the beings etc. as the feet (of Gayatri) is
possible.

The beings, earth, body., and heart can be feet
only of Brahman and not of Gayatri, the metre—
a mere collection of syliables. See Ch. 8. 12. 2-4..
So by Géyatri is here meant Brahman as connected
with the metre GAyatri. It is this Brahman so
particularized by Giyatri that is said to be the self
of all in the text, ‘““Gayatri is everything’’ etc..
This same Brahman is again recognised as ‘light’ in
Chh. 3. 138. 7.

eI A9, 7, SwatrrasEdma el S

gyeARIg On account of the difference in speci-
fication @ not ¥f@ ¥ if it be said @ n6 sSwafe™ wf¥ in
either {(description) wfallei§ because there is no
contradiction.

27. If it be said (that Brahman of
the Gayatri passage cannot be recognized
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in the passage dealing with ‘light’), on
account of difference in specification, (we
reply) no, there being no contradiction in
either (description to such a recognition).

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified as
the abode of Brahman, while in the other, Brahman
is described as existing above heaven. How then
can it be said that one and the same Brahman is
referred to in both the passages? It can; there is
no contradiction here, even as when we say, with
reference to a bird perching on the top of a tree,
that it is perching on the tree, or that it is above
the tree. The difference in the case-ending of the
word fzd is no contradiction, since the locative case
is often used in scriptural passages to express,
secondarily, the meaning of the ablative.

Therefore the word ‘light’ has to be understood
as Brahman.

Topic 11: Indra’s instruction to Pratardana.

SO TINATE, 1| ¢ |l

919 Prana @@ (like) that w#@@q being so compre-
hended (from the texts).

28. Prana is Brahman, it being so
comprehended (from the purport of the
texts).

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman’s
three feet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier
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text as being in heaven helped us to recognize that
the same Brahman is spoken cf as the light above
heéaven. The- connection with heaven helped us to
this recognition. Now another text is taken up for
discussion, in which there is no such decisive factor.
In the Kaushitaki Upanishad there occurs the
following cornversation between Indra and Pratar-
dana, in which the latter says to Indra: ‘You
yourself choose for me that boon which you deem
most beneficial to man.”” Indra said, ‘“Know me
only, that is what I deem most beneficial to man.
.. .. I am Prana, the intelligent self (Prajnatman),
meditate on me as life, as immortality. . . . And
that Préna is indeed the intelligent self, Llessed,
undecaying, immortal” (Kau. 3. 1-8). The question
is raised whether these passages refer to the god
Indra, or the individual self, or the vital force, or
Brahman. The decision is that as the characteristics
of Brahman are more in evidence in these passages.
than those of the god Indra, individual soul, or the
vital force (Prana), therefore Brahman is referred
to in these passages; hence Prana here means
Brahman. The characteristics of Brahman referred
to are: (1) Indra says in reply to Pratardana’s
request for that which is most beneficial to man,
“Know me, I am Prina’ etc., and since Brahman
alone is most beneficial to man, Indra’s answer refers.
to Brahman. (2) Prina is spoken of as blessed,.
undecaying,” immortal, which can be true only of
Brahman. (8) The knowledge of this Prana is also
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said to absolve one from all sins: ¢‘“He who knows
me thus, by no deed of his is his achievement
harmed, neither by matricide nor by patricide. . . .»
{Kau. 3. 1).

7 IFCCANRMRE 39, AqreRETEe AT
wfew I R ‘

@ Not ¥ the speaker’s WA Ui on account of
the instruction about himself sfa 99 if it be said
W H-g@A-AT abundance of reference to the Inner
Self f& because %@ in this.

29. 1If it be said that (Brahman is)
not (referred to in these passages) on
account of the speaker’s instruction about
himself ; (we reply not so), because there
is abundance of reference to the Inner Self
in this (chapter).

An objection is rajsed that the word ‘Prana’,
«cannot as stated in the last Sutra, refer to Brahman,
since the speaker Indra describes himself by the
word ‘Préna’ in, ‘I am Prana’ ete. But as in
this conversation there are profuse references, as
already pointed out in Sutra 28, to the Inner Self
or Brahman, ‘Prina’ here must be taken as Brahman.
And Indra’s describing himself as Prana is apt, since
he identifies himself with Brahman in that instruc-
tion, as did the Sage Vamadeva.



1.1.81] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 63

TTZTAT I FIHITTA N 30 |

sr@eenn Through realization of the Truth con-
firmed by the scriptures § but su?wW; instruction
awzaaq like Vamadeva.

20. But (Indra’s) instruction (to
Pratardana is justified) by his realization
of the Truth confirmed by the scriptures
(viz. that he is Brahman), as did (the
sage) Vamadeva.

Rishi Vamadeva having realized Brahman said
“I was Manu, and the sun,’” etc., which is justified
by the passage: ‘“Whichsoever of the gods knew
It (Brahman) became That’’ (Brih. 1. 4. 10). Indra’s
instruction also is like that. Having realized the
truth, ‘“Thou art That’’, declared by the scriptures,
he identifies himself in the instruction with the
Supreme Brahman.

Magermufegfa A, 7, ST,
sferaeTTy, €8 a1 3L

Magemafawq On account of the characteristics
of the individual soul and the vital energy @ not
sfa 99 if it be said @ not so SywI-afIAq because it
would enjoin threefold meditation wifyas™ on
account of Prana being accepted (elsewhere in the
sense of Brahman) ¥% here a@tmq because words
denoting Brahman are mentioned with reference to
Préina.
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81. If it be said that (Brahman) is
not referred to on account of the character-
istics of the individual soul and the vital
force (being mentioned), (we say) not
so, because (such an interpretation) would
enjoin threefold meditation (Upasani) ;
because Prana has been accepted (else-
where in the sense of Brahman) ; and be-
cause here also (words denoting Brahman)
are mentioned with reference to Prana.
(Hence it is to be understood to mean

Brahman).

The psasages under discussion might as well
refer to the individual soul and the wvital force,
for their characteristics also are found : ‘‘One should
know the speaker and not inquire into speech”
(Kau. 8. 8), “Prana, laying hold of this body, makes
it rise up”’ (Kau. 8. 8). The Sutra refutes such a
view and says that Brahman alone is referred to by
‘Prana’; for the above interpretation would involve
a threefold Upésand, viz. of the individual soul, of
the chief vital force, and of Brahman, which is
against the accepted rules of scriptural interpretation.
No single passage can be made to yield three different
meditations in this way by splitting it up. More-
over in the beginning we have, ‘“Know me only”,
followed by, “I am Préna’®’, and in the end again
we have, ‘“And that Préna indeed is the intelligent
self, blessed, undecaying, immortal”’, which shows
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that the sume topic is kept up throughout. Therefore
‘Préana’ must be taken in the sense of Brahman and
that on the ground that Its characteristics are found
iu this passage which have already been referred to
in Sutra 1. 1. 28. This mecaning of ‘Prana’ is found
in other scriptural passages, and we are justified in
taking it in that sensc here, sincc words denoting
Brahmoen are mentioned with reference to ‘Prana’.



CHAPTER 1

SECTION 1I

In the latter part of section 1, certain scriptural
terms generally used in a different sense have been
shown through reasoning to refer to Brahman, and
consequently certain passages of the scriptures of
doubtful sense, but containing clear characteristics
of Brahman, have been shown to refer to Brahman.
Now in this and the next section some more passages
of doubtful import, especially with no clear mention
of the characteristics of Brahman in them, are taken
up for discussion.

Topic 1: The Being consisting of the mind
is Brahman.

T sfagieamEn

g9a Throughout. (the scriptures) wfedludwq be-
cause there is taught (the Brahman which is) well
known. ,
1. (That which consists of the mind
[Manomaya] is Brahman) because there
is taught (in this text) (that Brahman
which is) well known (as the cause of the
universe) throughout (the scriptures).

Sutras 1-8 show that the Beiﬂg who consists of
the mind (Manomaya) and is prescribed as the object



1.2.2] ‘BRAHMA-SUTRAS 67

of Upasani or meditation in the text, ‘All this indeed
is Brahman, for it has its beginning, end, and sub-
sistence in It; so let a man meditate with a calm
mind. . . . He who consists of the mind, whose
body is Prina (the subtle body)’’ etc. (Chh. 8. 14.
1-2) is Brahman and not the individual soul. Why?
Because the text begins with, ‘‘All this is Brahman®’,
whereir that Brahman which is treated as the cause
of the universe in all scriptural texts is described.
Since the beginning refers to Brahman, it is but proper
that the later sentence where ‘“‘He who consists of
the mind”’ occurs, should also refer to Brahman as
distinguished by certain qualities; otherwise there
would arise the inconsistency of suddenly introducing
a new subject and dropping the previous one. More-
over the text here speaks of Upésand, meditation,
and as such it is but apt that Brahman which is
described in all other texts as an object of meditation
is also taught here and not the individual soul which
is nowhere prescribed as such. Moreover, one can
become calm as the text asks only by meditating on
Brahman which is bereft of all anger, hatred, etc.

farafirarrotaacdsr 1 = 0

faafea-T@y4d; Because qualities desired to be
expressed are befitting ¥ moreover.

2. Moreover the qualities desired to
be expressed are befitting (only in the
case of Brahman; and so the passage
refers to Brahman).
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‘““He who consists of the mind, whose body is
Prina (the subtle body), whose form is light,
resolve is true, whose nature is like that of ether
(omnipresent and invisible)”’, ete. (Chh, 8. 14. 2)—the
qualities mentioned in this text as topics of medita-
tion are possible in the case of Brahman alone.
Therefore the conclusion is that such a qualified
Brahman alone is to be meditated upon.

AFIqSAEG T AT || 3 )

wauys. Because ( they ) are not appropriate § on
the other hand 7 is not WO the individual soul.

3. On the other hand the individual
soul is not (referred to by the text)
because these qualities are not appropriate
(to it).

wHEg sqq2m= || B |
&% Object ®@ agent =G&WH on account of the
mention ¥ and. i

4. And on account of the mention of

the attainer and the object attained (“He

who consists of the mind” refers to Brah-
man and not to the individual soul).

In the same chapter of the Chhéndogya Upani-
shad there occurs the passage, ‘““When I shall have
departed from hence, I shall attain Him”’ (3. 14. 4),
where ‘Him’. refers to “Who consists of the mind”’,
the object of meditation spoken of in the earlier



1.2.6] BIIAHMA-STU'TRAS 69

passage. Therefore He is necessarily different from
the person whe meditates, the individual soul
referred to in the above text by the pronoun ‘I’.

gezfaRE @ 0

5. Because of the difference (indicat-
ed by the case-endings) of the words.

In the Satapatha Brihmana, where the same
idea is expressed in similar words, we have, ““As is
a gra:.n of rice, or a grain of barley . . . so is that
golden Being in the self”” (10. 6. 3. 2), where the
individual soul and ‘the self consisting of the mind’
are clearly described as two different entities, for
*the self consisting of the mind’—which is denoted
by a word in the nominative case—is described as
being in the individual self, the word denoting it
being in the locative case. Therefore it is clear that
the individual self is not referred to in the text under

discussion.
st I & 1l

@a: From the Smriti W9 also.

6. From the Smriti also (we learn
that the individual soul is different from
the one referred to in the text under dis-
cussion).

The Smriti referred to is, “The Lord, O Arjuna,
is seated in the hearts of all beings’’ ete. (Gita 18. 61}.
‘We must not forget, however, that &ccording to
Advaita Vedanta this difference is only imaginary and
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not real. The difference exists only so long as
ignorance lasts, and the full import of the text ‘““Thou
art That’’ has not been realized.

sTieEaT agaqdE Afs 3, 7, far
ZqeTae SR 1l 9 |

wiats@@q Because of the smallness of the abcde

~ ®EI9IAF on account of its being designated as such

(i. e. small) ¥ also 9 not ¥fa 97 if it be said @ not so

fawm@g for the sake of contemplation Td so fwaq
like the ether ¥ and.

7. If it be said that (the passage
does) not (refer to Brahman) because of
the smallness of the abode (referred to,
viz. the heart) and also on account of its
being designated as such (i.e. as minute) ;
(we say,) not so, (because Brahman has
been so characterized) for the sake of
comtemplation .and because the case 1is
similar to that of the ether.

“He is my self within the heart, smaller than a
grain of rice, smaller than a grain of barley’ etc.
(Chh. 8. 14. 8). This text occurs in the same section
in which we also find ‘‘the self consisting of the
mind’’. The objection is raised that since these
limitations are apt not in the case of Brahman but
of the individual soul, it is the latter that is referred
to by ‘‘the self consisting of the mind”. The Sutra
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refuies it and scys that Brahman here is thus
characterized. for the convenience of contemplation,
as otherwise it is difficult to meditate on the all-
pervading Brahman. This does not mar Its omni-
presence, as these limitations are merely imagined in
Brahman and are not real. The case is analogous
to that of the ether ir the eye of the needle, which
is spoken of as limited and small, whereas in fact
it is all-pervading.

dwfafifa A, 7, S=ng u <

&famfr: That it has experience (of pleasure and’
pain) xfa 3 if it be said 7 not so %= because of
the difference in nature.

8. If it be said that (being connected
with the hearts of all individual souls on
accovnt of Its omnipresence, It would also)
have experience (of pleasure and pain),
(we say,) not so, because of the difference
in the nature (of the two).

The mere fact that Brahman is all-pervading
and connected with the hearts of all individual souls,
and is also intelligent like them, does not make It
subject to pleasure and pain. For the individual
soul is an agent, the doer of good and bad deeds,
and therefore experiences pleasure and pain, while
Brahman is not an agent, and therefore does not
experience pleasure and -pain. A fallacious argument
is often put forward that because Brahman and the
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individual soul are in reality identical, therefore the
former is also subject to the pleasure and pain
experienced by the latter. But then this identity
only refutes the experience of pleasure and pain even
by the individual soul as being due to ignorance;
for in reality there is neither the individual soul nor
pleasure and pain. Therefore the argument of
identity cannot be turned the other way to make

.even the ever pure Brahman subject to evil.
Topic 2: The eater is Brahman.

In the last topic the experience of pleasure and
pain in Brahman is denied. Here, in this topic, the
fact that Brahman is not an agent is established—
which is its connection with the previous topic.

AT AT || & |l
wal The eater =09 sWq because the movable
and immovable (i.¢. the whole universe) is taken
(as his food).

9. The eater (is Brahman), because
both the movable and immovable (i.e. the
entire universe) is taken (as his food).

““Who thus knows where He is, to whom the
Brédhmanas and Kshatriyas are (as it were) but food
and death itself a condiment’® (Kath. 1. 2. 25)? This
passage says that there is some eater. Who is this
eater referred to by ‘He’? Is it the fire referred
to in another text as eater : “‘Soma indeed is food,
and fire the eater’’ (Brih. 1. 4. 6); or is it the individ-
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ual soul referred t» as eater in, ‘““One of them eats
the sweet fruit” (Mu. 8. 1. 1). This Sutra says it 1s
neither, but the Supreme Lord, for the text says
that in Him the whole of creation, movable and
immovable, is reabsorbed. The fact that death,
which destroys everything else, is swallowed up as
a coudiment, shows that the entire creation is
referred to as His food. The Brihmanas and
Kchatriyas are mentioned as mere examples, since
they are the foremost of created beings. The eater
of such a stupendous thing can be Brahman alone and
none else.

qFRTOH | L0 1l
HUE From the context ¥ and.

10. And because (Brahman) is the
subject of the discussion.

In an earlier text Nachiketas asks Yama :
““Tell me of that which you see as neither good nor
bad action, as ncither effect nor .cause, as neither
past nor future’ (Kath. 1. 2. 14). In this text
Brahman is inquired into and Yama answers: *I
will tell you in brief—it is Aum®’ (Kath. 1. 2. 15).
Further on he says, ‘“The Self is neither born nor
does it die” (Ibid. 1. 2. 18), and finally concludes
with the passage in which the eater is mentioned.
All this clearly shows that Brahman is the topic,
and therefore the ‘eater’ is Brahman. It also follows
from the peculiar characteristic, viz. the difficulty
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to cognize It, which is referred to in the text under
discussion.

An objection may be raised on the ground that
the scripture itself in another place denies that
Brahman is the ‘eater’ : ““The other (Brahman) looks
on without eating’’ (Mu. 8. 1. 1). But ‘eating’ in this
text refers to the experience of pleasure and pain,
while in the text under discussion it means the
reabsorption of the universe at the time of dissolution,
which the scriptures attribute to Brahman alone.

Topic 3: The two that have entered the cavity
of the heart are the individual soul and Brahman.

et afrgarenT &, aggima 1 L

Tt cavity (of the heart ) sfa®t the two that
have entered W™ are the two selves (individual
and Supreme) f§ indeed ag%am because it is so seen.

11. The two that have entered into
the cavity (of the heart) are indeed the
individual self and the Supreme Self,
because it is so seen.

In the Katha Upanishad there occurs the passage,
““Having entered the cavity of the heart, the two
enjoy the reward of their works, in the body”’ (1. 3. 1).
The question is whether the couple referred to are
the individual soul and Brahman, or the individual
soul and intellect (Buddhi). The opponent, follow-
ing the argument of the previous topie, says it is
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the latter. In th~ last topic the nearness of the word
‘death’ helped us to interpret ‘Bréhmana’ and
‘Kshatriya’ as typical of the whole phenomenal
world, similarly the nearness of the word ‘enjoy’
would make the two in the text refer to limited
things like the individual soul and intellect. The
Sutra refutes this and says that the couple referred
to are the individual ,oul and Brahman, for numerals
denote things of the same class. When a cow is
brought to us and we say, “‘Bring another’’, it means
another cow. So if with an intelligent self, the
individual soul, anoiher is said to enter the cavity
of the heart, it must refer tc another of the same
class, i.e. to another sentient being, and not to the
intellect (Buddhi), which is insentient. The fact
that both are said to enjoy the fruits of actions,
which cannot apply to the Highest Brahman, is thus
explained : Sometimes the characteristics of one in
a group are indirectly applied to the whole group,
as when we say, ““The men with an umbrella’®’, where
only one has an umbrella and not the whole group.
So here also, though it is orly one that is enjoying
the fruits of actions, both are so spoken off.

friiworm= 1 0
farwarg From the specification ¥ and.
12. And from the (distinctive) quali-
ties (of the two mentioned in subsequent
texts).

The texts subsequent to the one under discussion
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mention the characteristics of the two that have
entered the cavity of the heart, which show that
these are the individual soul and Brahman. ‘“Know
that the soul is the charioteer’’ ete. (Kath. 1. 8. 8)
and ‘““He attains the end of the journey, that supreme
state of Vishnu’’ (Ibid. 1. 8. 9), where the two are
mentioned as the attainer and the goal attained,
i.e. as the Jiva and Brahman. In a previous passage
also the two are spoken of as the meditator and the
object of meditation. ‘‘The sage relinquishes joy
and sorrow, having realized by meditation . . . that
effulgent One . . . seated in the heart’” (Kath.
1. 2. 12).

Topic 4: The person within the eye is Brahman.

In the last topic the reference to ‘two’ occuring
at the beginning of the text discussed, was inter-
preted to denote two of the same class, i.e. two
sentient beings, and the entrance into the cavity of
the heart, mentioned later on, was interpreted
accordingly. The same line of argument should be
used, says the opponent, to interpret the text of this
topic. That is, the person in the eye ought to be
taken as a reflection in the eye, as it occurs at the
beginning of the text, and the subsequent mention
of immortality, fearlessness, etc. ought to be ex-
explained away, as praise or otherwise. The inverse
method, i.e. taking these words to refer to Brahman
and thus fixing the person in the eye to be Brahman,
should not be followed. In this way the opponent
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wants to show thst the argument of the previous one
is defective, for it will launch us into difficulties with
respect to other texts of the Sruti.

HFAT IqqR: || 2 U

wat: Inside (the eye) 349%: on account of the
appropriateness of (attributes).

13. (The person) inside (the eye is
Brahman) on account of (the attributes
meintioned therein) being appropriate
(only to Brahmar).

“This person that is scen in the eye is the
self. This is immortal and fearless ; this is Brahman”’
(Chh. 4. 15. 1). The question is whether the person
referred to here is thc roflection of a person in the
eye, or the individual soul, or the sun, which helps.
sight, or Brahman. The Sutra says that this person
in the eye is Brahman, because the qualities, ‘im-
mortal’, ‘fearless’, etc., mentioned here with respect
to that person can be true only of Brahman, and
they cannot be otherwise explained away.

EATATIE=AT22T" || L2 ||

wfesgdwdg Because abode ete. (7. e. name and
form) are attributed to it ¥ and.

14. And because abode etc. (i.e. name
and form) are attributed to It (Brahman)
(by other scriptural texts also, for the sake
of contemplation).
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But, how can the all-pervading Brahman be in
a limited space like the eye? The assignation of a
definite locality to the all-pervading Brahman only
serves the purpose of meditation (Upésand). In
other scriptural texts, the disc of the sun, the cavity
of the heart, even the eye itself (Brih. 8. 7. 18) and
similar pure spots have been prescribed as places for
the contemplation of Brahman. So here it is pre-
seribed that Brahman should be contemplated in the
eye. Not only abode, but even name and form are
attributed to Brahman for the purpose of meditation,
as Brahman without attributes cannot be an object
of contemplation. (Vide Chh. 1. 6. 6-7).

cetcirenteisice E RO

gafafwe-wigmg On account of the reference (to
Brahman) distinguished by bliss @a verily ¥ and.

15. And verily on account of the
reference (in the passage to Brahman)
distinguished by bliss (mentioned at the
beginning of the Prakarana).

““The vital energy is Brahman, bliss is Brahman,
‘the ether is Brahman’> (Chh. 4. 10. 5)—so taught the
fires to Upakosala Kémaldyana about Brahman, and
this same Brahman is further elucidated by his teacher
.as ‘‘the person in the eye’.

syt iR | 84 |

78 Sufages-Afa The way of those who have realized
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the Truth of the Upanishads wfwame on account of

the statement 7 also.

16. Also on account of the statement
of the way (after death) of those who have
known the Truth of the Upanishads (i.e.
knowers of Brahman) (with reference to
the knower of the person in the eye).

The Devayana path or the path of the gods,
by which a knower of Braliman travels after aeath
and which is described in the Prasna Upanishad 1.10
and other scriptural texts, is referred to here. Since
the knower of ‘‘the person in the eye’ also goes
by this path after death, and since it is known from
scriptures that noune other except the knower of
Brahman goes by this paih after death, ‘‘the person
in the eye’’ must be Brahman.

aagfeaadEa™Em faT | 9 I

wasf@d: Not existing always wéwaiq on account
of the impossibility ¥ and @ not a3 any other.

17. (The person in the eye is the
Supreme Self) and not any other (i.e.
individual soul ete.) as these do not exist
always; and on account of the impossi-
bility (of the qualities of the person in the
eye being attributed to any of these).

The reflection in the eye, for example, does not
exist always, nor can the qualities like immortality,
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fearlesness, etc., be appropriately ascribed to this
reflection. So no other self except the Supreme Self
is here spoken of as the person in the eye.

Topic 5: The ruler within is Brahman.

In the last topic, while interpreting the person
in the eye as Brahman it has been taken for granted
that the eye is prescribed in Brih. 8. 7. 18 as an abode
of Brahman for contemplation, and that therefore
here also the eye is prescribed as an abode. The
present topic takes up for discussion this text of
Brihadaranyaka and establishes the conclusion that
was taken for granted in the last topic.

sty sfaRfRy agdsaama | (< |

wagtat The Ruler within wfu2aifey in the gods ete.
a¥E-79EWA on account of Its qualities being men-
tioned.

18. The Ruler within of the gods and
so on (is Brahman) on account of the
qualities of that (Brahman) being men-
tioned.

“Dost thou know the Internal Ruler” etc.
(Brih. 8. 7. 1); and again, “He who inhabits the
earth, but is within it, whom the earth does not
know, . . . is the Internal Ruler, your own immortal
self’” (Brih. 8. 7. 8). The ‘““Internal Ruler” spoken
of here is Brahman and not the individual soul
endowed with Siddhis (powers) or the presiding deity,
or anything else, for the characteristics of Brahman
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are inentioned in the concluding part of the text cited,
wherein the Raler is spoken of as identical with the
individual soul and immortal, which can be true only
of Brahman. He is also described in this section as
being all-pervading, since he is inside and the Ruler
within of evervthing, viz. the earth, the sun, water,
fire, sky, the ether, the senses, eic., and this also:
can be true only of Brahman.

q 9 EATAY, AqGATTIBOE_ N L8 |

@ Neither ¥ and ®m@H that which is mentioned
in the (Sinkhya) Smriti wady&-wfwaEE because
attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned.

19. And neither is (the Ruler within):
that which is talked of in (Sankhya)
Smriti (i.e. Pradhana), because attributes.
contrary to its nature are mentioned
(here).

The Pradhéna is not this ““Internal Ruler”, as
the attributes : ‘“He is the immortal’’; ““unseen but
secing, unheard but hearing,” ete. (Brih. 8. 7. 28),.
do not hold true of the nomn-iutelligent Pradhana.

g, Sudsty & Adaasim’d | 2o 0

;. The individual soul | also (7 not ) sSwi-
wfy. (the followers of) both (the recensions—Kanwa
4nd Madhyandina) f¢ for #&4 as different @9 this
(the Jiva) wgd read.

6
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20. Also the individual soul (is not
the Ruler within), for this is read as
different (from the Internal Ruler) by the
followers of both (the recensions, viz. the
Kanwa and Madhyandina Sikhéis of the
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad).

The negative ‘not’ is to be supplied from the last
Sutra.

““He who dwells in knowledge” etc.—says Brih.
8. 7. 22, Kanwa reading, where ‘knowledge’ stands for
the individual soul, for it consists of knowledge. ‘‘He
who dwells in the self”>—is the Madhyandina reading
of the same passage, where °‘self” stands for the
individual soul. These quotations make it clear that
in either reading the individual soul is spoken of as
different from the ‘‘Internal Ruler’’, for it is the ruler
of the individual soul also.

Here again we should not forget that the differ-
ence of the Internal Ruler, the Supreme Lord, and
the individual soul is merely the produect of Nescience.
There is only one Self within, for two selves are not
possible. But owing to limiting adjuncts the one
Self is treated as if It were two.

Topic 6: That which cannot be seen is Brahman.

In the last topic the ruler within was interpreted
as the Supreme Lord and not the Pradhéna, for
qualities like, ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, etc., which are con-
trary to the nature of the Pradhéna, were present.
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Now certain texts which do not mention such qualities
so as to exciude the Pradhéna are taken up for
discussion.

AZTAEATIROTERT SHw: | Y

wewgaifeas: Posscssor of qualities like invisi-
bility cte. T : on account of the qualities being
mentioned.

21. The possessor of qualities like
invisibility ete. (is Brahman) on account
of (Its) characteristics being mentioned.

““That which cannot be seen nor seized, which
is without origin . . . eternal, all-pervading, omni-
present, extremely subtle . . . , the source of all
beings, which the wise behold’® (Mu. 1. 1. 6). The
Being which is the source of all beings is not the
Pradhdna but Brahman, {or qualities like ““He is
all-knowing, all perceiving” (Mu. 1. 1. 9) are true
only of Brahman and not of the Pradhéna, which is
non-intelligent. Obviously it cannot refer to the
individual soul as it is limited.

frimurigsaeamet Jaat | <R |

famgw #g-mguen™@l On accourt of the mention of
characteristic qualities and differences @ not &l

the other two.
22. The other two (viz. the individual

soul and the Pradhina) are not (referred to
in the passage), because the characteristies
of Brahman and the difference (of the



84 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [1.2.22

Being which is the source of all beings
from the individual soul and the Pradhéana)
are mentioned.

“That heavenly person is without body, com-
prises the external and the internal, is birthless, with-
out the vital force and without mind, pure, higher
than the high Imperishable’” (Mu. 2. 1. 2). Epithets
like ‘heavenly’, ‘birthless’, ‘pure’, etc. apply to
Brahman and not the individual soul, which considers
itself limited, impure, corporeal, etc. ‘““Higher than
the high Imperishable (Pradhina)’ shows that the
source of all beings spoken of in the last Sutra is not
the Pradhina but something different from it.

FqIQEITETE || <% i

w9-39¥El Form being mentioned ¥ also.

23. Also because (its) form is men-
tioned (the passage under discussion refers
to Brahman).

Subsequent to the text quoted in the previous
Sutra we have the following text, “The Person indeed
is all this—sacrifice, knowledge, etc.”” (Mu. 2. 1. 10}
which shows that ‘“the source of all beings’ referred
to in the text under discussion, is none other than
the Supreme Lord or Brahman, because it is the self
of all beings.

Topic 7: Vaisvinara is Brahman.

In the last topic a general quality like invisibility
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equally applicable to Brahman and the Pradhana was
interpreted to refer to Brahman taking into consid-
sration qualities like all-knuwingness etc. mentioned
later on in the section. Following this argument the
objector takes some toxts for discussion and insists
that the Vaisvinara referred to in them must be the
ordinary fire in view of specifications like ‘“the sup-
port of sacrifice’” mentioned later on.

FrarmT: QrITCornsE RN || 8 )

dx@7; VaisvAnara §MWY w=-fa09| because of the
qualifying adjuncts to the common words (Vaisva-~
nara and self ).

24. VaisvaAnara (is Brahman), be-
cause of the qualifying adjuncts to the
common words (‘Vaisvanara’ and ‘Self’).

““But he who worships this Vaisvanara Self
extending from heaven to the earth as identical with
his own self, eats food in all beings, in all selves;
of that Vaisvanara self Sutejas (heaven) is the head,
the sun the eye’’, ete. (Chh. 5. 18, 1-2). Now what
is this VaisvAnara Self? ¢‘Vaisvinara’ generally
means fire, the presiding deity of fire and the gastric
fire. “Self’ refers to both the individual soul and the
Supreme Self. Which of these is referred to in the
passage? Whatever be the ordinary meaning of
these two words, the Sutra says that here the Supreme
Self is referred to, on account of the qualifying
adjuncts to these words. The adjuncts are:
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Heaven is the head of this Vaisvinara Self,
the sun its eyes, etc., and this is possible only in
the case of the Supreme Self. Again the result of
meditation on this Vaisvinara Self having the parts
stated is the attainment of all desires, and freedom
from all sin. (Vide Chh. 5. 24. 8). This also can be
true if the Highest Self is meant. Moreover the
chapter begins with the inquiry, ‘““What is our Self?
What is Brahman ?’>—where the word ‘Brahman’ is
used in its primary sense, and so it is proper to
think that the whole chapter delineates Brahman.

SEAATITAGAT ST | W

wgm¥ Described in the Smriti S9#4 indicatory
mark ®q must be 3@ because.

25. Because that (cosmic form of the
Supreme Lord) which is deseribed in the
Smriti must be an indicatory mark (from
which we arrive at the meaning of this
Sruli text under discussion).

The Smritis are interpretations of Sruti texts.
So where a doubt arises as to the meaning of a
Sruti the former may be consulted to throw light on
the subject. The Smriti describes the cosmic form of
the Supreme Lord as, ‘“He whose mouth is fire, whose
head is heaven, . . . whose ears are the regions—
salutation to Him, whose body is the universe’’,
which agrees with the description in the text under
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discussion. Hence we have to conclude that the
Highest Lord is referred to in the text.

nZifzeatsen: ofagrme afa A7, &, Fur
I G, ARWATH, JEIA(q AR | <4 |

w=ifz@: Because of the word and other reasons
w1 inside wfa®i#1q on account of (its) existing = and
7 not sfa ¥ if it be said 4 not so @@ as such
g4 9w on account of the instruction to conceive
it wAWE being impossible &5 as person WU also
w4q him ¥ also w§1g4 (they) describe.

26. If it be said that (Vaisvanara)
is not (Brahman) because of the word
(‘Vaisvanara’, which has a definite mean-
ing, viz. gastric fire) and other reasons,
and on account of its existing inside
(which is true of gastric fire), (we say) not
so, because there is the instruction to con-
ceive (Brahman) as such (as the gastric
fire), because it is impossible (for the
gastric fire to have the heaven ete. for its
head and other limbs) and also because
(the Vijasaneyins) describe him (Vaisva-
nara) as a person (which the gastric fire
is not).

Objection: The ordinary meaning of ‘Vaisva-
nara’ is fire and the Sruti also savs that it is seated
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inside : ‘““He who knows this Vaisvinara abiding
‘within man® (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), which applies
‘to the gastric fire only. Hence it alone, and not
‘Brahman, is referred to in the text under discussion.

The Sutra refutes this objection firstly because
the scripture here teaches the worship of Brahman
in the gastric fire by way of meditation (Upésani),
even as in the passage, ““Let a man meditate on the
'mind as Brahman” (Chh. 8. 18. 1). Secondly
because the gastric fire cannot have heaven for its
head, and so on. Thirdly because Vaisvanara is
«conceived as a person by the Vajasaneyins: “This
Agni Vaisvinara is a person’’ etc. (Sat. Br. 10. 6.
1. 11). Hence ‘Vaisvinara’ here refers to Brahman,
which is all-pervading and can also be conceived
of as a person.

AR T AJFAT I TN RO U

wq va For the same reason 7 (is) not =ar deity
Yd element ¥ and.

27. For the same reason (Vaisva-
nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element
(fire).

For the same reason—as stated in the previous
Sutra.

wrergeafyas sfaf o ke
g Directly wfu even %@y no contradiction
Sfafa: (so says) Jaimini.
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28. Even (if by ‘Vaisvdnara’ Brah-
man is) directly (taken as the object of
worship), there is no contradiction ; (so
says) Jaimini.

In the last Sutra it was explained that medita-
tion on Brahman in the gastric fire, taking it as a
symbol, was taught. This Sutra says that ‘Vaisva-
nara’ can be taken directly to mean Brahman as an
object of contemplation, for ‘Vaisvanara’ 1is the
'same as Visvanara, which means the universal man,
i.e. the all-pervading Brahman Itself.

Afireawitammoe: | e

wiwaa: On account of manifestation 3fd so wmTa:
{says) Asmarathya:

29. On account of manifestation—so
says Asmarathya.

The reference to Vaisvdnara in the text under
discussion as extending from heavens to the earth is
explained here. Even though the Lord is all-pervad-
ing, yet He specially manifests Himself as extending
from heaven to the earth for the sake of the devotees.

swgERAAEIC | 20 |

wq9a: For the purpose of constant remembrance
wzf; (so says) Badari.

30. For the purpose of constant
remembrance—so says Badari.
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The Highest Lord may be called ‘“measured
by a span” (to render .the term ‘Pradesamétra’
differently), because He is remembered through the
mind, which is seated in the heart, and the heart is
of the size of a span.

arrafca Sfaf, aar & gafa 3

9% : Because of imaginary identity =fd so fafa:
(says) Jaimini @@ifs for so %afa declares (the Sruti).

31. Because of imaginary identity
(the Supreme Lord may be called span
long), so says Jaimini ; for so (the Sruti)
declares.

Sampat Upésana is a kind of meditation in which
something is imagined as identical with something
clse on account of some kind of similarity or likeness.
As, for example, when the cosmic being (Purusha) is
worshipped through the identification of His different
limbs with the different parts of the worshipper’s
body from the top of the head to the chin. The head
of the worshipper is heaven, the eyes the sun and
the moon, and so on. In this meditation of the
cosmic Person He is limited to the size of a span,
the distance from the top of the head to the chin.
Therefore, says Jaimini, in the text under discus-
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded as of the size
of a span.
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At Saafma i 3z

wiwafat Teach 9 morcover TAq this i@ in this.

32. Moreover (the Jabalas) teach
that this (Supreme Lord is to be meditated
upon) in this (space between the head and
the chin).

See Jéhdla Upanishad 1.

Sutras 27—382 justify the reference to the Supreme
Lord by the term ‘Pridesamitra’ *‘as extending
from heaven to the earth’’, or ‘“‘as measured by a
span’’).



CHAPTER I

SECTION 1II

In the last section texts of doubtful import were
interpreted to refer to Brahman, and in so doing the
fact that Brahman is the one object of all devout
meditations helped us much. In this section some
more texts of doubtful import are taken up for dis-
cussion and are interpreted to refer to Brahman,
and in this interpretation the fact that Brahman is
the one object of knowledge is taken advantage of.

Topic 1: The resting-place of hcaven, earth,
ete. is Brahman.

In the last topic of the last section the word
‘Vaisvinara’, which usually means the gastric fire,
was interpreted as Brahman, in view of the words,
“Tts head is heaven”, occurring at the end of the
text. Following this argument the opponent takes
up for discussion a text where the word ‘immortal’
should refer to the Pradhéna and not to Brahman, on
account of the word ‘bridge’ which occurs at the end
of the text. A bridge connects with something
beyond, and as there can be nothing beyond
Brahman, the word ‘bridge’ excludes Brahman, and
so ‘immortal’ refers not to Brahman but to the
Pradhéna.
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TrTaEad @-0e1g 0 ¢ |
g-y-wifz-wmeaq The resting-place of heaven,
earth, etc. "®-W®=iq on account of the word ‘Self’.

1. The resting-place of heaven, earth,
ete. (1s Brahman) on account of the word
‘Self’ (or on account of the actual words
of the Sruti) (designating this resting-
place).

“In Him heaven, the earth, and the sky are
woven, as also the mind with all the senses. Know
that Self alene and leave off other talk! He is
the bridge of Immortality’’ (Mu. 2. 2. 5). He who is.
spoken of as the abode, in whom the earth, heaven,
etc. are woven is Brahman, on account of the term
‘Self’, which is appropriate only if Brahman is refer-
red to in the text and not Pradhina or Sutriatman.
Or there are actual texts in which Brahman is spoken
of as the abode by terms properly designating
Brahman. For example: €‘‘All these creatures, my
dear, have their root, their abode, and their rest in
the being®> (Chh. 6. 8. 4). 1t may also mean Brahman
because in the texts preceding and following this one,
i.¢.in Mu. 2. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman is spoken of,.
and so it is but proper to inier that It is also referred
to in the intervening text, which is under discussion.

From the text cited above, where mention is made
of an abode and that which abides, and also from
“‘Brahman indeed is all this”’ (Mu. 2. 2. 11) we are
nct to take that Brahman is of manifold, variegated
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nature, like a tree consisting of leaves, branches, etc.
This would lead us to Pantheism, and Advaita does
not uphold it. So in order to remove the possibility
of such a doubt the passage under discussion, says,
“Know Him alone, the Self’* i.e. know the Self alone
and not that which abides in it, which is merely a
product of Nescience and has to be set aside as false.

GRITITIATZG | R |l

#&-8qy@®@ To be attained by the liberated =g
because of the statement.

2. Because of the statement (in the
scriptures) that that is to be attained by
the liberated.

A further reason is given to show that Brahman
is meant in the passage under discussion. It is the
goal of the liberated. Vide Mu. 2. 2. 9; 3. 2. 8.
Therefore it can be Brahman alone.

AW, A== 3 N
4 Not waa™# what is. inferred (Pradhina) <as-
= owing to want of any term indicating it.

8. (The abode of heaven etc.) is not
what is inferred (i.e. Pradhana), owing to
want of any term indicating it.

The abode of heaven etc. cannot be the Pradhéna,
for there is no term indicative of it in the text, as we
_have ‘Seli’ indicative of Brahman. There are no
terms whatsoever referring to inert matter, but on the
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other haid there are terms indicating intelligence :
““Who knows ali, understands all’’ etc. (Mu. 1.1.9).

qrurgsH | 8 |l

g The living or individual soul ¥ also (a
not). :

4. (Nor) alse the individual soul.

The word ‘not’ has to be inferred irom the previ-
ous Sutra.

Nor is it the individual soul, though it is an
intelligent principle aud can therefore be denoted by
the word ‘Self’; for it 1s impossible to conceive the
individual soul as omniscient and as the resting-place
-of the whole universe.

Az N ©

#e-mggwg On account of difference being men-
tioned.

5. (Also) on account of difference
being mentioned (between the individual
soul and the abode of heaven etc.).

“Know Him alone as the Self,”” says the text
under discussion, thereby differentiating the individ-
-ual soul desirous of release and the abode of heaven
etc. as the knower and the thing to be known.

aEzorg il & I
6. On account of the subject-matter.
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The Upanishad begins with, ‘““What is that -
(Mu. 1. 1. 4) and concludes by saying, ‘“The knower
of Brahman becomes Brahman’’ (Mu. 8. 2. 9), which
shows that the subject-matter of the whole Upanishad
from beginning to end is Brahman, and therefore it
is the same Brahman which is spoken of as the abode
of heaven etc.

fusgar I N 9 1

fa@fa-wzamaiq On account of remaining unattached
and eating ¥ also.

7. Also on account of (the mention
of two conditions :) remaining unattached
and eating (which are the characteristics
of the Supreme Self and the individual

self respectively).

“Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the
same tree. One of them eats the sweet fruit, the
other looks on without cating™ (Mu. 3. 1. 1). Here
Brahman 1s deseribed as the witness and the individ-
ual soul as experiencing the fruits of good and evil
actions and hence different from the other. This
description, which distinguishes the two, can be apt
only if the abode of heaven etc. is Brahman. Other-
wise there will be no continuity of topic. Nor can we
take this text as merely describing the nature of the
individual soul, for the scriptures nowhere aim at
describing the individual soul, which is known to
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everyone as the agent, enjoyer, ete. Their aim is
always to describe and establish Brahman which is
not so known.

Topic 2: Thc Bhuman is Brahman.

In the last section the uhode of heaven ete. was
interpreted as referring to Brahman on account of the
word ‘Self’ in the text The opponent now takes up
for discussion another text, where the word ‘Self’
according to his view is used to denote Préna, the
vital force, and not Brahman. See Chh. 7. 28 and
24. The following Sutra however says that here also
it is Brahman and not Prina.

AT A TRUT N < |
y#1 The Bhuman #wsi@ig-wY after or beyond the
state of deep sleep, (here, the vital force ) Sugwmg
because of the teaching.

8. The Bhuman (is Brahman)
because it is taught after the state of
deep sleep (i.e. after Priana or the vital
force, which alone functions even in that
state).

In the seventh chapter of the Chhéndogya Upa-
nishad, Sanatkumira teaches Nérada several truths.
He begins with ‘name’ and goes higher and higher,
till he teaches the highest truth, which is Bhuman.
““The Bhuman (infinite) is bliss. . . . The Bhuman

you should seek to understand. . . . Where one sees
7
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nothing else, hears nothing else, understands nothing
else, that is the Bhuman’’ (Chh. 7. 28 and 7. 24. 1).
The question is, what does this Bhuman refer to. The
opponent holds that it is the vital force. He argues
as follows: After Sanatkuméra finished teaching
every truth from name up to the vital force, Nirada
asks him, “Is there anything higher than this?’>—to
which Sanatkumaéra answers, ‘“Yes, there is,”” and
takes up the next higher truth. But after being
taught about the vital force Nérada does not ask
whether there is any higher truth, and yet Sanat-
kuméra gives this dissertation on the Bhuman—which
shows that this Bhuman is not different from the vital
force taught already. Not only that, he calls the
knower of the vital force an Ativadin (one who
makes a statement surpassing previous statements),
thereby showing that the vital force is the highest
truth, and in accordance with this he further eluci-
dates the truth as Bhuman.

This Sutra refutes this argument and says that
Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra calls the
knower of vital force an Ativadin, yet it says, “But
he indeed is an Atividin who is such through the
realization of the Truth’’ (Chh. 7.16.1), which clearly
shows that it refers to something higher than the vital
force, knowing which one becomes truly an Ativadin.
Thus it is clear that a new topic about Brahman which
is the highest Truth is begun, though Nérada does
not ask whether there is any truth higher than
the vital force. Sanatkuméra, in accordance with
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Nérada’s desire tc be an Ativadin through Truth, now
leads him by a series of steps to the knowledge of the
Bhuman, showing tbat this Bhuman is Brahman.
Moreover, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were the
Bhuman, then the Srut’ would not give any informa-
tion about it— as it does in Chh. 7. 24. 1 cited above
-—beyond what it has ulready given in section 15.

auiqeET= | & |

4#-399¥: Because the qualities are appropriate
¥ and.

9. And because the qualities (men-
tioned in the texts) are appropriate (only
in the case of Brahman).

The qualities referred to are: Truth, resting on
its owr greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-pervading-
ness, immortality, etc., mentioned in the text under
discussion, which hold good only in the case of Brah-
man and not of the vital force, which is but an effect
and as such cannot possess any of these qualities.
Moreover the chapter begins thus: ““The knower of
the Self goes beyond misery”, which shows that the
Self or Brahman is the subject to be known. It is
therefore delineated in the subsequent texts.

Topic 8: Akshara is Brahman.

In the previous section because the epithet
“Truth’ is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhuman
was interpreted as Brahman. Following the same



100 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [1.3.10

argument the opponent holds that the word ‘Akshara’
should mean the syllable ‘Om’ in the texts to be taken
up for discussion in this section, for ‘Akshara’
genera'lly means word or syllable.

FPGIFRTFAIA: | Lo I

wa®§ The Akshara w@Tw=-wd: ( because } it
supports all up to Akésa (ether).

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable)
(is Brahman) because it supports (every-
thing) up to Akasa (ether).

““O Gargi, the Brahmanas call this Akshara’’ etc.
(Brih. 8. 8. 8). Here the question is whether
‘Akshara’ means the syllable ‘Om’ or Brahman. The
doubt arises because ‘Akshara’ etymologically means
a syllable and therefore commonly represents the
syllable ‘Om’, which is also an object of meditation.
The Sutra however says ‘Akshara’ here stands for
Brahman., Why? For the text says, “In that
Akshara, O Gargi, is the ether woven like warp and
woof”” (Brih. 8. 8. 11). This attribute of supporting
everything, even the Akasa, the first entity in the
order of creation, can be true only of Brahman.
Then again *¢ it is neither gross nor minute, neither
short nor long’ etc. (Brih. 8. 8. 8) shows that all
relative qualities are absent in it. Therefore the
‘Akshara’ is Brahman. '
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& This (supporting) ¥ also w@iq because of the
command.

11. Because of the command (attri-
buted to Akshara) this (supporting) (can
be the work of the Highest Self only and
not of the Pradhana).

“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable
(Akshara), O Gargi, th> sun and the moon arec held
in their positions*’ (Brih. 8. S. 9). This command or
rulership cannot be the work of the non-intelligent
Pradhina. So the Pradhéna cannot be the ‘Akshara’
which supports everything up to Akésa.

FAFATSATTATH | R

w®-wia-1@ 0 ; Because the qualities of any other
than Brahman have been negated ¥ also.

12. And because the qualities of any
other than Brahman have been negated
(by the Sruti).

All other qualities referred to in the text, as, for
example, seeing, hearing, thinking, knowing, etc.
(Brih. 8. 8. 11) point to a conscious principle and
therefore negate the Pradhéna etc. Nor can it be the
individual soul, which is not free from limiting ad-
juncts as the Akshara is described.
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Topic 4: The Highest Person to be meditated upon
is the Highest Brahman.

In the last section the word ‘Akshara’, though it
generally means syllable, was interpreted to refer to
Brahman on account of the characteristic quality of
supporting everything and we had to go to the etymo-
logical meaning of the word Akshara viz. that which
does not perish or undergo change i.e. Brahman.

' Similarly in the text to be taken up for discussion
the opponent holds that on account of the attainment
of Brahmaloka as the result of the meditation we have
to take by the Highest Person the Lower Brahman
or Hiranyagarbha which is relatively speaking higher,
and not the Higher Brahman.

fufawtaagama |: 1

dufa-®# Object of sceing =agwA because of his
being mentioned ¥: he.

13. Because of his being mentioned
as an object of (the act of) seeing, he (who
is to be meditated upon is Brahman).

‘‘Again he who meditates with the syllable ‘Om’
of three Matrds (A-u-m), on the Highest Person’
ete. (Pr. 5. 5). A doubt arises whether the Highest
Brahman or the Lower Brahman is meant, because,
in 5. 2 both are mentioned, and also because Brahma-
loka is described as the fruit by the worship of this
Highest Person. The Sutra says that this Highest
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Person .is the Higiiest Brahman and not Hiranya-
garbha (the Lower Brahman). Why? Because the
peragraph ends thus: ‘““He sees the Highest
Person,’” which shows that he realizes or actually gets
identified with the Highest Person. It is not a mere
imagination but an actuality, for the object of an act
of seeing is an actuality, as we find from experience.
But Hiranyagarbha is an imaginary being, since it is
a product of ignorance. Hence the Highest Person
means the Highest Brahman, which is a reality, and
this very Brahman is teught at the beginning of the
paragraph as the object of meditation, for it is not
possible to realize one entity by meditating on another.

The attainment of Brahma'oka by the worshipper
should not be regarded as an insignificant fruit of the
worship of the Highest Person, for it is a step in
gradual emancipation (Krama Mukti). First he
attains this Loka and then final beatitude.

Topic 5: The ‘small Akdsa’ is Brahman.

In the previous section the epithet ‘Highest
Person,” being generally used with reference to the
Highest Brahman, was taken to mean that. The
orponent now follows this argument and wants to
interpret the word ‘Akésa’ occurring in the texts to
be taken up for discussion in this section, as ether,
that being the ordinary meaning of the word.

ZET I || 8 | :

2% Small 8w because of subsequent texts.
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14. The small (Akésa) (is Brahman)
because of subsequent texts (which give
ample indication to that effect).

““Now there is in this city of Brahman (the body)
a small lotus-like palace (the heart), and in it a small
Akésa. What exists within that small Ak#sa is to
be sought, that is to be understood’® (Chh. 8. 1. 1).
Here the ‘small Akésa’ is Brahman and does not
mean ether, though it is the ordinary meaning of the
word ; nor does it mean the Jiva or individual soul,
though there is the qualification ‘small’, which may
show that it is a limited something. Why? Because
the characteristics of Brahman occur later on in the
text, ‘“As large as this (external) ether is, so large is
that Akésa within the heart” (Chh. 8. 1. 8), which
clearly shows it is not actually small. Again Akésa
cannot be compared with itself, nor can the limited
individual soul be compared with the all-pervading
ether. Therefore the two are precluded. Then we
have the characteristics of Brahman. ‘“Both the
earth and heaven are contained in it”’ (Ibid. 8. 1. 8),
which shows that this Akisa is the support of the
whole world. ‘It is the Self, free from sin, free from
“old age” ete. (Ibid. 8.1.5), all of which are distinctly
qualities of the Highest Brahman.

nfagsrat, s R gs fog =0

afaw=raig From going and the word &t fe likewise
Z¥' it is seen f4¥H indicatory sign ¥ and.
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15. The small Akéasa (is Brahman)
on account of going (into Brahman) and
of the word (Brahmaloka); it (i.e. the
individual soul’s going into Brahman) is
likewise seen (from other Sruti texts) ;
and (the daily going) is an indicatory sign
(by which we can interpret the word
Brahmaloka).

This Sutra gives further reasons that the ‘small
Akasa’ is Brahman.

““All these creatures day after day go into
this Brahmaloka (i.c. they are merged in Brahman
while fast asleep) and yet do not discover it” etc.
(Chh. 8. 3. 2). This text shows that in deep sleep all
Jivas go daily into the ‘small Akésa’, called here
Brahmaloka (the world of Brahman), thus showing
that the ‘small Akésa’ is Brahman. In other Sruti
texts also we find that this going of the individual
soul into Brahman in deep sleep is mentioned : ““He
becomes united with the Real (Sat), he is merged in
his own self”” (Chh. 6. 8. 1). The word ‘Brahmalcka’
is to be interpretcd as Brahman Itself, and not as the
world of Brahma, because of the indicatory sign in
the text where it is said that the soul goes to this
world every day, for it is not possible to go to the
world of Brahmi every day.

gga, nieen serfersgaesa: 1 50

¥7. On account of the supporting ( of the world
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by the Akéisa ) ¥ moreover w® #fe®: this greatness
wf@9 in Brahman Sy&': being seen.

16. Moreover on account of the
supporting (of the world by the small
Akésa it is Brahman) for this greatness
is seen in this (Brahman only from other
scriptural texts).

“That Self is a bank, a limiting support, so that
these worlds may not get confounded”’, (Chh. 8. 4. 1)
—in which text is seen the glory of the ‘small
Akasa’ by way of holding the worlds asunder. It is
learnt beyond doubt from other texts that this great-
ness of supporting belongs to Brahman alone:
¢“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable (Akshara),
O Gargi, the sun and moon are held in their positions’”
(Brih. 8. 8. 9). See also Ibid. 4. 4. 22.

afas= 1 Lo 1

wfgg: Because of the well-known ( meaning ) =
also.

17. Also because of the well-known
meaning (of Akisa as Brahman the ‘small
Akésa’ is Brahman).

““Akésa is the revealer of gll names and forms”’
(Chh. 8. 14. 1); ““All these beings take their rise from
Akéasa alone’” (Chh. 1. 9. 1). In all these passages
‘Akésa’ stands for Brahman.
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TaTIANiA & ofx A, a, S| i1

sat-quwaiq Because of the reference to the other
(ie. the individual soul ) @ he ( the individual
soul ) ¥f@ e if it be saia 7 no W§MAE on account of
impossibility.

18. Because of the reference to the
other (i.e. the individual soul in a comple-
mentary passage) if it be said that he (the
individual soul) {and not Brahman is.
meant by the ‘small Akésa’), (we say)
no, on account of the impossibility (of
such an assumption).

“Now that being, the individual soul (Jiva) in
deep sieep, which having risen above this earthly
body”’ ete. {Chh. & 8. 4). Since in this complemen-
tary passage the individual soul is referred to, one
may say that the ‘small Akésa’ of Chh. 8. 1. 1 is also
the individual soul. It cannot be; for a comparison
is made in Chh. 8. 1. 8 between the ‘small Akésa”
and the ether, which would be absurd if by ‘small
Akésa’ Jiva were meant, because there can be no
comparison between a thing that is limited like the
individual soul and the all-pervading ether. The
attributes like ‘free from evil’ of this Akésa, referred
to in the passage under discussion, cannot be irue of
the individual soul. So Brahman is meant in that
passage.
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¢
SO, AFTAEETET Il 28 |
897Uq From subsequent texts ( in the chapter )
39 if wifay a-@eq; with its real nature made manifest
g but.

19. If (it be said) that from sub-
sequent texts (which contain references
to the Jiva, ‘small Akéasa’ means the
Jiva) (we say) but (that reference to the
Jiva 1s in so far as its) real nature (as
non-different from Brahman) is made
manifest.

An objection is again raised to justify that
the ‘small Akéasa’ refers to the individual soul. In
Chh. in the later sections, viz. sections 7-11 of chapter
8, the different states of the individual soul are men-
tioned. Section 7 begins thus : ‘“That self which is
free from sin . . . is -what is to be searched’ etc.
Then we have, “That’'person who is seen in the eye
(the individual soul) is the self’’ (Chh. 8. 7. 4); “He
who moves glorified in dreams is the self”” (Chh.
8.10.1). “‘When a being is thus asleep, drawn in, per-
fectly serene, and sees no dreams, that is the self”
(Chh. 8.11.1). And in each of these descriptions of the
self we have for it the qualifying terms, ‘immortal and
fearless’, which show that it is free from evil. It is
clear that here the individual soul is meant, and not
the Supreme Lord, for the latter is free from these
three states viz. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and
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it is also said to be free from evil. Therefore ‘small
Akésa’ in the rreceding section refers to the soul
and not to the Supreme Lord.

This Sutra refutes this and says that the refer-
ence is to the individunal soul in its real nature as
identical with Brahman and not to the individual soul
as such. *“As soon as it has approuzched the highest
light it appears in its own form. It (then) is the
Highest Purusha” (Chh. 8. 12. 3). It is only as non-
different from Brahman that the Jiva is free from
evil ete. and not as the individual soul.

AT QUL | %o ||

g For a different purpese ¥ and gu#€: refe-
rence.
20. And the reference (to the individ-
ual scul) is for a different purpose.
The detailed reference to the three states of the
individual sou! (Jiva) is meant not to establish the
nature of the individual soul as such, but to show

finally its real nature, which is non-different from
Brahman.

SEPRTARTa I, AT N L N

w@gd: Because of the Sruti declaring its small-
ness sfd 97 if it be said &9 that S%% has already
been explained.

21. If it be said that because the
Sruti declares the limitedness (of this
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Akéasa, therefore it cannot refer to the
all-pervading Brahman) ; (we say) that
has already been explained (as having
reference to devout meditation only.
Vide 1.2.7).

Topic 6: That which shining, everything shines is
Brahman.
" In the last section, in the text quoted (Chh. 8.
12. 8) there is mention of ‘the highest light’. This
section is introduced to prove that what was referred
to as ‘light’ is Brahman, and for this other texts are
taken up for discussion in which this ‘light’ is men-
‘tioned.

AFFATAET T || <) N
wama: Because of the acting after a& Its 9 and.

22. Because of the acting after (i.e.
shining after) (That which shining, every-
thing else shines) and (because by) Its
(light everything else is lighted).

““There the sun does not shine, nor the moon
.+ . It shining, everything else shines after It, by
Its light all this is lighted”’ (Mu. 2. 2. 11). Here ‘It’
Tefers to the Supreme Brahman, the pure Conscious-
ness, and not to any material light besides the sun
and the moon. It is absurd to say that one light
is lighted by another. Nor do we know of any
‘material light besides the sun that can light it. ‘It
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shining, everything else shines’ shows that it is the
principle of Inielligence which shines first of all. ‘By
Tts light all this is lighted’ shows that it is the light
of Intelligence, Consciousness or Brahman which illu-
mines the whole world, luminous and non-luminous.
That Brahman is self-luminous we learn from texts
like, ““It is the light of lights.”

Co.
afga @ | 2 Ul
«fq ¥ Moreover @W9& the Smriti states.

23. Moreover the Smriti states (It to
be the universal light).

““That the sun illumines not’’ etc. (Gitd 15. 6)
and also “‘The light which residing in the sun illu-
mines the whole world, that which is in the moon and
in the fire—know that light to be Mine” (Gita 15. 12).

Section. 7: The person of the size of a thumb is
Brahman.

=13 qfHA: | 19 Ul
=1 From the word ua itself %f@a: measured.

24. From the very word (‘Lord’ by
which it is referred to in the text) (the
being) measured (by the size of the thumb
is Brahman).

““The being of the size of a thumb, resides in the
centre of the body. (Knowing that) Lord of the
past and future, one does not seek to hide omeself
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any more. This is That” (Kath. 2. 4. 12). The being
referred to is Brahman, because he is spoken of as
the Lord or ruler of the past and future. It cannot
be the individual soul, though the limitation in size
and residence in the centre of the body by themselves
might be more applicable in its case. Moreover in
reply to the request of Nachiketas who wanted to
know Brahman, Yama refers to this being of the size
of a thumb thus: “That which you wanted to know
is this.”

FATAAT g ATIARTTETE || 24 I

wsfe-w@ga With reference to the heart g but #949-
wfew@[ man (alone) being entitled.

25. But with reference to (the space
in) the heart (the Highest Brahman is said
to be of the size of a thumb); (and
because) man alone is entitled (to the
study of the Vedas).

How could the all-pervading Brahman be of the
size of a thumb, as stated by the previous Sutra?
Because the space in the heart is of the size of a
thumb, therefore Brahman, with reference to Its
abiding within that space, is described as being of the
size of a thumb. Since Brahman abides within the
heart of all living creatures, why is the ‘thumb’ used
as a standard? Because man alone is entitled to the
study of the Vedas and to the different Upésanas of
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Brahman prescribed in them, therefore it is with
reference tu hira that the thumb is used as the
standard of measurement.

Topic 8: The right cf the gods to the study
of the Vedas.

ageEfa argoart awaETE i 6 0

azaft Above thein wf7 also aruEw Bidariyvana
&warg because ( it is ) possible.

26. (Beings) above them (men) also
(are entitled to the study of the Vedas)
because (it is) possible (for them also to
attain Knowledge according to) Bada-
riayana.

In Cutras 26-88 there is a digression from the
main topic in the Section. A doubt may arise from
the previous Sutra that as it is said that men alone
are entitled to the study of the Vedas, the gods are
thereby debarred. To remove this doubt this Sutra
is given. The gods are also entitled to it, according
" to BaAdarayana. How? Because it is possible for
them also—since they too are corporeal beings—to
have a desire for Brahmaloka or for final illumination
and also to possess the necessary requisites (the four-
fold qualification) for such illumination. In the Sruti
also we find Indra and other gods living the life
of Brahmacharya for attaining this knowledge of
Brahman. For instance, Chh. 8. 11. 8; also Taitt.

8
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8. 1, where the god Varuna is said to have possessed
that Knowledge which he teaches to his son Bhrigu.

farcra: st S, 7, aRwafauggT IR0l
fafra; Contradiction #fw to sacrifices 3fa |q if it

be said 7 not wAw-ufaysw: the assumption of many
(forms) 9 because it is found (in the scriptures).

27. If it be said (that the corporeality
of the gods would involve) a contradiction
to sacrlﬁces ; (we say) no, because we find
(in the scriptures) the assumption (by the,
gods) of many (forms at one and the same
time).

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be possi-
ble for one and the same god to be present in sacri-
fices performed simultancously at different places.
This is the objection, which is refuted by the latter
part of the Sutra on the ground that the gods, like
the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers are capable of
assuming several forms (Kdyavyuha) simultaneously.
See Chh. 7. 26. 2. Again as a sacrifice consists in
making offerings by the sacrificer to some divinity,
many persons at the same time may make such offer-
ings to a single divinity, even as many persons can at
the same time salute a single person.

v tfa S|, A, @@ SAEE STA-
AW | < |
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% With regard to ( Vedic ) words sfa |7 if it be
said @ no wa: frum these (words) wwaig because of
the creation w®m%-wgw@RaH from direct perception
and inference.

28. If it be said (that the corpo-
reality of the gods would involve a
contradiction) with regard to (Vedic)
words, (we say) no, because of the creation
(of the world together with the gods) from
these (words), (as is known) from direct
perception (Sruti) and inference (Smriti).

A further objection is raiseC with respect to the
corporeality of the gods. If they have a body, they
too like men would be subject to births and deaths.
Now all *he words in the Vedas according to Purva
Mimamsa are eternal. So also every word has for its
counterpart a form, an object which it denotes. The
relation between a name or word and form (the
object) is eternal. The word or name, its object, and
their relation are eternal verities. Now in the Vedas
we find words like Indra, Varuna, etc.—the names
of the gods. If these gods are not eternal, since they
possess bodies, then these words cannot have their
eternal counterpart, the object. So the eternity and
authoritativeness of the Vedas, which are based on
the eternal relation between the word and its object,
would be a myth. This is the main objection. It is
answercd thus. Each word of the Vedas has an
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objective counterpart, which is not an individual but
a type. The word ‘cow’, for instance, has for its
counterpart the object, which is a type and as such
is eternal and does not depend on the birth or death
of individuals belonging to that type. Similar is the
case with words like Indra, Varuna, etc. Words re-
presenting the gods etc. have for their counterpart
objects that are types and not individuals. Again
Indra is the name of any one who would occupy that
exalted position, like the word ‘king’ in ordinary
parlance. So there is no contradiction to Vedic
words. As a matter of fact, the world including the
gods ete. have originated from Vedic words. This
does not mean that the Vedic words constitute the
material cause of these things, which Brahman alone
is, as stated in Sutra 1. 1. 2. What then is meant?
According to Indian philosophy the universe and its
objects have both name and form as the conditions
of their manifestation. There can be no mental stgte
(Chitta-vritti) unconditioned by name and form.
The thought wave first manifests as a word and then
as the more concrete form. The idea is the essence,
and the form is, as it were, the outer crust. What is
true of the individual mind is also true of the cosmic
mind. In this sense only is the world said to be
created, rather manifested, from the Vedic words.
This is endorsed by the Sruti and Smriti. In the
Vedas it is said that the Lord uttered different words
before creating different types of beings. - Vide
Brih. 1. 2. 4. ““‘The several names, actions, and con-
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ditions of all things He shapea in the beginning from
the words of the Vedas’ (Manu 1.21).

#a aF = freaemm 0 e 0

wiea From this very rcason ¥ also famad the
eternity.

29. From tbhis very reason also
(results) the eternity (of the Vedas).

Since the objects are eternal, that is, gods ete.
as types are eternal, the Vedic words are eternal.
This establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas.
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They are
impersonal and eternal. The Rishis only discovered
them but were not authors of the Vedic texts. By
means of their past good deeds (the priests) attained
the capacity to understand the Vedas; (then) they
found them dwelling in the Rishis” (Rig-Veda
10.71.8), which shows that the Vedas are eternal.

| gRETEETETEEEEeRt gt
AT || 30 |l

gR-Twgqal{ Because of similar names and
forms 9 and wWi@® in the revolving of the world
cycles w4 even wfaily: no contradiction T from
the Sruti @&: from the Smriti ¥ and.

80. And because of the sameness of
names and forms (in every fresh cycle)
there is no contradiction (to the eternity
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of the Vedic words) even in the revolving
of the world cycles, as is seen from the
Sruti and the Smriti.

An objection is raised. Since at the end of a
cycle everything is completely destroyed and creation
begins afresh at the beginning of the next cycle, there
is a break in the continuity of existence; so even as
types the gods are not eternal. This upsets the
eternal relation of Vedic words and the objects they
represent, and consequently the eternity of the Vedas
and their authority fall to the ground. This Sutra
refutes it. -Just as a person after waking from deep
sleep finds no break in the continuity of existence, so
also in the state of Pralaya (end of a cycle) the world
is in a potential state—in seed form—in ignorance,
and not completely destroyed; at the beginning of
the next cycle it is again manifested into a gross form
with all the previous variety of names and forms.
As the world does nqt become absolutely non-existent,
the eternity of the relation between Vedic words and
their objects is not contradicted, and consequently
the authoritativeness of the Vedas remains. This
eternal existence of the world in gross and fine forms
alternatively and the similarity of the names and
forms are brought out by the Sruti and Smriti texts.
““As formerly the Lord ordered the sun and the moon,
heaven, earth, the sky’’ etc. (Rig-Veda 10. 190. 8).

merTirsraTAaEA e JfEE: 13 0
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ety In Madhu Vidyad etc. wé&wam on account
of the impossikility wafs@ disqualification $ifafa:
Jaimini ( is of opinion ).

81. On account of the impossibility
(of the gods) being qualified for Madhu
Vidya ete. Jaimini (is of opinion that
the gods) are not qualified (either for
Upéisands or for the knowledge of
Brahman).

In many of the Upésands (devout meditations)
a person is asked to meditate on ihe self of some god
or other. For example, in Madhu Vidy4d one is to
medilate on the sun as honey (sumething helpful).
Such a meditation will be impossible for the sun-god.
Hence in Upisanads where onc has to meditate on the
self of certain gods, these divinities themselves would
naturelly be disqualified ; for the same person cannot
be both the object of meditation and the worshipper.
So Jaimini thinks that the gods are not qualified for
these devout meditations or for the knowledge of the
Supreme Brahman.

sqifafy smanE ) 2R

anfaf® As mere spheres of light wEg because
( used ) in the sense ¥ and.

32. And (the gods are not qualiﬁed
for Vidyas) because (the words ‘sun’,
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‘moon’, etc., spoken of as gods) are used
in the sense of mere spheres of light.

A further objection is given. There is no proof
as to the existence of gods with hands, feet, etc., and
with desires—which would qualify them for medita-
tions and Knowledge. These are mere names of
planets and luminary objects and as such are
material inert things. Consequently they are not
qualified for any kind of Vidyd (meditation) pre-
scribed in the scriptures.

TTE g g, st & 2

wid The existence ( of qualification ) § but
3RTE: ( sage ) Bidardyana ( maintains ) wf@ does
. L 3
exist f& because.

33. But Badarayana (maintains) the
existence (of qualification on the part of
the gods for the knowledge of Brahman),
because (all ‘those causes like body,
desires, etc., which qualify one for such
knowledge) do exist (in the case of the
gods).

Badardyana thinks that besides the luminary
orbs like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a
presiding deity of that name with body, intelligence,
desires, etc., and as such there being all the causes
which can qualify them for the Upéasanés and Supreme
Knowledge, the gods also are entitled to them. The
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fact that the sun-zod cannot be entitled to Madhu
Vidyé because h» cannot meditate on the sunm, i.e.
hin.self, does not disquelify him for other devout
meditations or for the knowledge of Brahman.
Similar is the case with other gods.

Topic 9: The right of the Sudras to the study
of the Vedas discussed.

QR AFTETIEOE,  AYEEOd,  §54q
fenaa

% Griel & his aq-wAEEITH from hearing his
( the Rishi’s ) contemptuous words &q that ( grief )
wigEWq owing to his approachirg 998 is referred to

e because. .

34. His (King Janasruti’s) grief
(arose) from hearing the contemptuous
words (of the Rishi in the form of a swan) ;
owing to his approaching (Raikva over-
whelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva called
him Sudra); because it (the grief) is
referred to (by Raikva, who could read
his mind).

In the previous Sutra it has been shown that
the gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge.
This Sutra discusses whether the Sudras are entitled
to them or not. Since, like the gods, the Sudras also
are possessed of a body, strength, and desires, it
naturally follows that they too are entitled. In
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Chhandogya 4.2.5 Raikva at first calls Janasruti, a
Sudra, when he comes for instruction with prescnts,
which are refused. But when he appears a second
time, Raikva again calls him a Sudra, but this time
accepts his presents and teaches him. So it is
maintained that the Sudras also are qualified for
Knowledge.

This Sutra refutes the view and denies the right
to the study of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since
the word ‘Sudra’ occurring in the text referred to
does not denote a Sudra by birth, which is its con-
ventional meaning, for Jénasruti was a Kshatriya
king (Chh. 4. 1. 8). Here we must take the etymo-
logical meaning of the word, which is ‘“‘He rushed
into grief™ or ““He in his grief immediately approached
Raijkva.””> The following Sutra also shows that he
was a Kshatriya.

TR T g 3

wfag@ad: ( His ) Kshatriyahood being known ¥
and S93 later on Fav8% fa¥1q by the indicatory sign
( of his being mentioned ) along with a descendant
of Chitraratha ( a Kshatriya ).

85. And because the Kshatriyahood
(of Janasruti) is known later on by the
indicatory sign (of his being mentioned)
along with a descendant of Chitraratha (a
Kshatriya).
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Jénasruti is mentioned with the KXshatriya
Chaitraratha Abh'wpratérin in connection with the
sam~ Vidya, and so we czn infer that Janasruti also
was a Kshatriya, for as a rule equals alone are
mentioned together.

HEERUHAT_ agiaTiieTaE | 3% |

dmw-guAnlq Purificatory ceremonies being men-
tioned dq-wwia-wfwsiqiy its absence beingideclared =
and.

86. Because purificatory ceremonies
are mentioned (in the case of the twice-
born) and their absence are declared (in
the case of the Sudras).

Purificatory ceremonies like Upanayana etc. are
declared bv the scriptures to be a necessary condition
of the study of all kinds of knowledge or Vidya; but
these are meant only for the higher castes. Their
absence in the case of the Sudras is repeatedly
declared in the scriptures. ‘‘Sudras do not incur sin
(by eating prohibited food), ncr have they any
purificatory rights”® etc. (Manu 10. 12. 6). Conse-
quently they are not entitled to the study of the
Vedas.

agTafnTtoor = aga: 139 0

gewia-ful@ Ou the ascertainment of the absence
of that (Sudrahood ) ¥ and ¥#¥: from inclina-
tion.
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87. And because the inclination (on
the part of Gautama to impart Knowledge
is seen only) on the ascertainment of the
absence of Sudrahood (in Jabéla Satya-
kama).

That Sudras are not qualified is known also from
the fact that great teachers like Gautama made sure
‘before imparting Knowledge that disciples like
Jabala Satyakdma were not Sudras. See Chh. 4. 4. 5.

MU AT ST | 3¢ )

T9u-wag7-ve-afaduiq Because of the prohibition
of hearing, studying, and understanding ®a: in the
Smriti ¥ and.

38. And because of the prohibition in
the Smriti of hearing and studying (the
Vedas) and knowing their meaning and
performing Vedic rites (to Sudras, they
are not entitled to the knowledge of
Brahman).

Sutras 84-838 disqualify the Sudra for the knowl-
dédge of Brahman through the study of the Vedas.
But it is possible for them to attain that knowledge
through the Purdnas and the epies (Riméyana and
Mahéabharata).

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here
and the general topic is again taken up.
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Topic :0: The Préna in which everything trembles
18 Brahman,

In tepic 7 it was proved that the reference to
the Jiva was to icculcate the knowledge of Brahman,
as the former is really identical with Brahman. But
in the text to be discussed ‘Prina’ cannot refer to
Brahman, as such identity is not possible—this seems
to b the line cf thinking of the opponent, who there-
fore takes up this topic for discussion.

HIQAT A 3R W
FaA On account of vibration.

39. (Prana is Brahman) on account
of the vibration (spoken of the whole
world).

‘““Whatever there is in the whole world has come
out of and trembles in the Prana” ete. (Kath. 2. 6. 2).
Herc ‘Préna’ is Brahman and not the vital force.
Why? First because of the context, since Brahman
is the topic in the previous and subsequent texts.
Again ““The whole world trembles in Prana’—in
this we have reference to an attribute of Brahman,
It being the abode of the whole world. It is the
cause of the life of the whole world including the
Prana. Lastly. immortality is declared to him who
knows this Préna, and ‘Prina’ is also often used to
denote Brahman in the Sruti.
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Topic 11: The “light’ is Brahman.

In the last topic ‘Préna’ was taken to mean
Brahman from the context. But in the text taken
up for discussion in this topic, there is no such
context by which ‘light’ can be taken to be Brahman
—so says the opponent.

e Il 8o I

siifa; Light g7 on account of (Brahman) being
seen.

40. Light (is Brahman) on account of
(Brahman) being seen (as the subject of
the texts).

““Thus does that serene being, arising from the
body, appear in its own form as soon as it has
approached the highest light’” (Chh. 8. 12. 3). Here
‘highest light’ stands for Brahman. Why? Because
Brahman is the subject of the whole section. The
‘highest light’ is also called the Highest Person in
that text itself later on. Freedom from the body
is said to belong to that being which is one with this
‘light’. Disembodied state or Freedom can arise
only from being identified with Brahman.

Topic 12: The Akdsa which reveals names

and forms is Brahman.

TR SATATTTIREATZE_ || BT ||

wiFm: Akdsa wgimeEfe-[9Ewd  because it is
declared to be something different cte.
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41. Akésa (is Brahman) because it
is declared to be something different etc.
(from names and forms and yet their
revealcr). )

““That whichi is calied AkAsa is the revealer of
all names and forms. That within which these names
and forms are, is Brahman, the immortal, the Self”
(Chh. 8.14.1).

Here ¢Akésa’ is Brahman. Why? Because
names and forms are suid to be within this Akisa,
which is therefore diffcrent froma these. In this
phenomenal world everything is conditioned by name
and form, and Brahman alone is beyond them.
Akésa is said to be the revealer of names and forms;
and as the Inner Ruler of the whole world of names
and forms it cannot be anything else but Brahman.
Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite’, ‘Tmmortal’, ‘Self’
also show that ‘Akésa’ here refers to Brahman.

Topic 13: The Self consisting of knowledge

is not the individual soul but Brahman.

In the previous topic because Akdsa was spoken
of as different from names and forms, it was taken as
Brahman. This argument is objected to by the
6pponent, who cites that even difference is spoken
of with respect to the individual soul and Brahman,
who are really’ identical. So this topic is taken up
for discussion.
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QURTHTIAIT || 8 |

gyfi-gemwal: In deep sleep and death ®3a as
different.

42. Because of the Supreme Self being
shown as different (from the individual
soul) in the states of deep sleep and death.

.In the sixth chapter of the Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad, in reply to the question, ‘“Which is that
Self”’ (4. 8. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature of
the Self is given. The question is whether the Self
is the Supreme Self or the individual soul. This Sutra
says it is the Supreme Self. Wby? Because it is
shown to be different from the individual self in the
state of deep sleep and at the time of death. ¢“This
person, embraced by the supremely intelligent Self,
knows nothing that is without or within’> (Brih.
4. 8. 21), which shows that in deep sleep the ‘person’
which represents the individual soul, is different from
the Supreme Self, called here the supremely intelligent
Self.

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the
absence of the knowledge of exernal things and things
within in deep sleep can be predicated only of the
individual soul, which is the knower, and the
supremely intelligent Self is Brahman because such
intelligence can be predicated of Brahman only.
Similarly at the time of death. Brih. 4. 8. 85).
Therefore Brahman is the chief topic in this section.
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The extensive discourse on the individual soul in
this section is nct to establish its Jivahood, but to
show that it is in reality uot different from Brahman.

TR || 82 |l

43. On account of words like ‘Lord’
etc. (the Self in the text under discussion
is the Supreme Self).

Epithets like ‘Lord’, ‘Ruler’, etc. are applied. to
the *Self’ discussed in the text (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 22),
and these are apt only in the case of Brahman, for
these epithets show that the thing spoken of is beyond
bondage. So the word ‘Self’ denotes the Supreme
Self and not the Jiva. .



CHAPTER I
SECTION 1V

In topic 5, section 1, it has been shown that as
the Sankhyan Pradhana is not based on scriptural
authorify and that as the Sruti texts all refer to an
intelligen® principle as the First Cause, Brahman is
that First Cause. In all the subsequent Sutras of the
first three sections it has been shown how all the
Vedéanta texts refer to Brahman. Now the fact that
the Pradhéna is not based on scriptural authority is
questioned by the opponent, and his objections are
being answered. The whole of section 4 practically
answers all objections from the Sankhyan standpoint.

Topic 1: The Mahat and Avyakta of the Katha
Upanishad do not_refer to the Sdnkhyan categories.

In the last topic of the previous section, by a
reference to the well-known individual soul, Brahman,
which is not so well known, was taught.. So the
opponent in this topic holds that the reference to
Avyakta in the text to be quoted should be taken
to deal with the well-known Sankhyan category.

argaTREnRETffa 39, A, wEas-
frraudia:, st = L .

wigeifam® That which is inferred ( i.e. the Pra-

dhéna ) wf also ©&9¥ in some ( recensions of the
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texts ) fa ¥q if it be said 4 no FOv-sEH-faw@-TTA:
because it is mentioned in a simile referring to the
body =wmfa (the Sruti) explains ¥ too.

1. If it be said that in some (recen-
sions of the Vedas) that which is inferred
(i.e. the Pradhéana) (is) also (mentioned),
(we say) no, because (the word ‘Avyaxta’
occurring in the Katha Upanishad) is men-
tioned in a simile referring to the body
(and means the body itself and not the
Pradhéna of the Sankhyas); (the Sruti)
too explains (it).

An objection 1s again raised here by the
Sankhyas that the Pradhana is also based on
scriptural authority, for some Sakhas (Vedic recen-
sions) like the XKatha Sakhad (school) * contain
expressions wherein the Pradh&na seems to be
referred to: ‘‘Beyond the Mahat (Great) there is
the Avyakta (Undeveloped), beyond the Undeveloped
is the Purusha (Being)”’ ete. (Kath. 1. 8. 11). The
word ‘Avyakta’, they say, here refers to the Pradhéna.
Because the words ‘Mahat’, ‘Avaykata’, and
‘Purusha’, which occur in the same order as
mentioned in the Sankhya philosophy, occur in the
text, and so they are recognized to be the same
categories of the Sankhyas.

This Sutra’ after raising this objection refutes it
thus : The word ‘Avyakta’ is used in connection
with a simile referring to the body, and does not
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refer to the Pradhdna. In that word we recognize
something mentioned in an earlier text. “XKnow
that the soul is the rider of the chariot and the body
the chariot. Consider the intellect to be the
chariotéer and the mind the reins. The senses, they
say, are the horses, and their roads are the sense-
objects” etc. (Kath. 1. 8. 3-4). All these things that
are referred to in these verses are to be found in the
following : ““The objects are superior to the senses,
the mind is superior to the objects, the intellect is
superior to the mind, the Mahat is superior again
to the intellect, the Avyakta is superior to the Mahat,
and the Purusha is superior to the Avyakta. Nothing
is superior to the Purusha,’” etc. (Kath. 1. 8. 10-11).

Now compare these two quotations. The senses,
mind and intellect, mentioned in the earlier texts,
are to be found in these later texts. The Atman
of the earlier texts is denoted by the ‘Purusha’ of
the later ones. The Mahat of the later texts mean
the cosmic intellect and so is included in the intellect
of the earlier texts, where it is used in a compre-
hensive sense to include both the individual and
cosmic intellects. What remains is only the body
in the earlier texts, and Avyakta in the later texts;
and so Avyakta means the body here and not the
Pradhidna. We shall not be justified in interpreting
a Sruti according to SAnkhyan technicalities. For
the purpose of recognition a comparison should be
made not with the Smriti, but with similar passages
of the Sruti itself, like those cited above.
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et g wEERET i R

aw Subtleq but @z¥@m because it can be pro-
perly so designated.

2. But the subtle (cause of the body
is meant by the term ‘Avyakta’) because
it can be properly so designated.

An objection is raised. As the body is gross
and developed, how can it be referred to by the term
‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped)? The answer is, here, not
the gross body but the causal substance, i.e. the five
uncompounded elements out of which the body is
built, is meant. They, being subtle and not fully
manifest and also being beyond sense perception,
can be properly designated by the term ‘Avyakta’
(Undeveloped). It is also a common thing to denote
the effect by the cause and hence indirectly the gross
body is referred to here. ‘“Mix the Soma with the
cow (i.e. milk)"” (Rig Veda 9. 46. 4).

agfieaeaa | 2 |

ggfin@lg On account of its dependence wgaq is
fitting.

8. On account of its dependence (on
the Lord), it fits in (with our theory).

It may be said that if a subtle causal condition
of the gross world is thus admitted, it is as good as
accepting the Pradhéna. This Sutra makes the
difference clear. While the Pradhéna of the Sankhyas
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is an independent entity, the subtle causal condition
admitted here is dependent on the Supreme Lord.
Such a causal condition has necessarily to be
admitted, for without that the Lord cannot create.
It is the potential power, the causal potentiality
inherent in Brahman. It is Nescience. That ex-
plains why, when one’s ignorance is destroyed.by
Knowledge, there is no possibility of that liberated
soul getting into bondage again. About this ignor-
ance you can neither say that it is nor that it is
not; it is an illusion and so it is reasonably called
undeveloped (Avyakta). This ignorance or creative
power cannot create of itself without the instrument-
ality of the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope
is not possible merely through ignorance without the
rope. So also the world cannot be created merely
by ignorance without the substratum, the Lord.
Hence it is dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord
is not in the least affected by this ignorance, even
as the poison does not affect the snake which has it.
“Know then Prakriti is MAay&d and the great Lord
the ruler of Maya’> (Svet 4. 10). So the Avyakta is
a helper, as it were, to Iswara in His creation, and
hence such an Avyakta dependent on the Lord is
significant and has to be admitted, says the Sutra.

FaraaaTE | 8 |

s g@Egmq Because it is not mentioned (as some-
thing) to be known ¥ and.

4. And because it is not mentioned
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(that the Avvakta) is to be known (it
cannot be the Pradhana of the Sinkhyas).

Liberation, according to the Sankhyas, results
when the difference between the Purusha and the
Avyakta (Prakriti) is known. Hence the Avyakta,
with them, is to be known. But here there is no
question of knowing the Avyakta, and as such it
cannot be the Pradhina of the Sankhyas.

aetfa A7, @1, amat & gwong iy

agfd@ Does state sfa@ 94 if it be said @ no W intel-
ligent Self f& for %TwAq from the context.

5. 1If it be said (that the Sruti) does
state (that the Avyakta has to be known
and therefore it is the Pradhéna);
(we say) no, for (it is) the intelligent
(Supreme) Self (which is meant), since
that is the topic.

‘“‘He who has perceived that which is without
sound, without touch . . . beyond the Mahat
(Great) and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws
of death’’ (Kath. 1. 8. 15). The Sankhyas hold that
in this text the Sruti says that the Pradhéna has
to be known to attain Freedom; for the description
given of the entity to be known tallies with the
Pradhéna, which is also beyond the Mahat. The
Sutra refutes this saying that by Avyakta, the one
beyond the Mahat (Greal) etc., the intelligent
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(Supreme) Self is meant, as that is the subject-matter
of that section.

ATOTAY STPTATE: ST || & |
agr@¥ Of three w3 only ¥ and wd thus SUY™@: in-
troduction ¥4: question ¥ and.

6. And thus the question and elucid-
ation with reference to three only (of
which the Pradhéna is not one) (is con-
sistent).

In the Katha Upanishad Nachiketas asks Yama
three questions only, wviz. about the fire (sacrifice),
the individual soul, and the Supreme Self. The
Pradhéina is not mentioned. So we cannot expect
Yama to go out of his way and treat of the
Pradhana, which has not been inquired into.

AEgg N ol
#e¥q Like Mahat ¥ and.

7. And like Mahat (the word
‘Avyakta’ does not refer to any Sinkhyan
category).

The Mahat according to the Sankhyas means the
first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in the Vedic
texts it is associated with the word ‘Self’. Passages
like ““The Mahat (Great) is superior to the intellect”
(Kath. 1. 8. 10), clearly show that it is used in a
different sense from the intellect and refer to the
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Self in different aspects. Similarly though the Avyakta
in the Sankhya philosophy may mean the Pradhéna
or Prakriti, in the Sruti texts it means something
different. So the Pradhéna is not based on scriptural
authority but is a mere inferred thing.

Topic 2: The tri-coloured Ajd of ihe Svetdsvatara
Upanishad is not the Sdnkhyan Pradhdna.

In the last topic the opponent was refuted on
the ground that the mere mention of the word
‘Avyakta’ was not sufficient reason to identify it as
the Sankhyan category calied the Pradhana. The
opponent here gives more analogies from the Sruti
texts to uphold his view.

IEEIgEAIE N < 0

w#gaq Like the bowl wia@imqg for want of special
characteristics.

8. (The word ‘Aj4’ cannot be asserted
to mean the Pradhina) for want of special
characteristics, as in the case of the bowl.

““There is one Aji, red, white, and black
producing manifold offspring of the same appearance
(colour)” (Svet. 4. 5). The question is whether this
‘Ajd’ refers to the Sinkhya category Prakriti or to
the fine elements fire, water, and earth. The
Sankhyas hold that ‘Aja’ here means the Pradhina,
the unborn; and red, white, and black refer to its
three constituents, the Gunas—Sattva, Rajas, and
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Tamas. This Sutra refutes this, saying that in the
absence of special characteristics there is no' basis for
such a special assertion. The text can be interpreted
otherwise also. ‘“There is a bowl that has its opening
below and bulging at the top’® (Brih. 2. 2. 8). It is
impossible to decide from the text itself what kind
of bowl is meant. So also it is impossible to fix the
meaning of ‘Aja’ from the text alone. As in the case
of the bowl the complementary texts fix what kind
of bowl is meant, so also here we have to refer
this passage to supplementary scriptural texts to
fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ and not assert that it means
the Pradhéna.

SqfaEaswRAT g, quT andta| o ) & |

faeamar (Elements) beginning with light § but
a9t so fe because W& read T& some.

9. But (the elements) beginning with
light (are meant by the word Aj4), because
some read so.

Tue Chhandogya assigns to the elements fire,
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white,
and black colours. Vide Chh. 6. 2. 2-4 and 6. 4. 1.

This passage fixes the meaning of the word ‘Aja’
here. It refers to the three elementary substances
viz. fire, earth, and water, from which the rest of
the creation has been produced. It is not the
Prakriti of the Sinkhyas consisting of the three
Gunas. In the former interpretation the three colours
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can be taken in their primary sense, whereas they
can represent the three Gunas in a secondary sense
only. Moreover, the force of the recognition of the
Sruti is stronger; that is to say, if we can beyond
doubt recognize in this pascage what is elsewhere
mentioned in the Sruti, that will be more reasonable
than to recognize categories of a Smriti in the Sruti
texts.

FqigRanE mernEag (RCR

F@AgRwd [nstruction having been given through
49 and imagery ®#41fgaq as in the case of “honey’ etc.
wfai: no incongruity.

10. And instruction having been
given through the imagery (of a goat)
(there is) no incongruity, (even) as in the
case of ‘honey’ (standing for the sun in
Madhuvidya for the purpose of devout
meditation) and such other cases.

The word “Aja’ refers to something unborn; so
how can it refer to the three causal elements of the
Chhéndogya, which are something created? It is
incongruous, says the objector.

There is no incongruity in it, answers the Sutra,
as the elements are spoken of through the imagery
of a she-goat (Ajd). Even as the sun in Madhu-
vidya is represented as honey in the text, “The sun
indeed in the honey’’ (Chh. 3. 1. 1), so also are the
three elementary substances of the Chhéndogya
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represented as the goat. A she-goat may be black,
white, and red, and may give birth to offspring
representing her in colour. Similarly out of the
combination of fire, water, and earth, having red,
white, and black colours respectively, are produced
all the inanimate and animate beings of similar
colours. The combination of the fine elements, fire,
water, and earth is here spoken of by the imagery
of a tri-coloured goat, and that is why it is called
an Aja, which does not however mean unborn.

Topic 3: The fivefold five people of Brih. 4. 4. 17

are not the twenty-five Sdnkhyan categories.

7 degiqEaRE, aEnTaEEteTE | L 0

7 Not ¥@lu&ue1zfld even from the statement of
the number @@¥TM{ on account of the differences
wfat&q on account of the excess ¥ and.

11. Even from the statement of the
number (fivefold five, i.e. twenty-five cate-
gories, by the Sruti, it is) not (to be
presumed that the Sruti refers to the
Pradhédna) on account of the differences
(in the categories) and the excess (over
the number of the Sankhyan categories).

““That in which the five groups of five and the
(subtle) ether are placed, that very Atman’ etc.
(Brih. 4. 4. 17). Now five times five makes twenty-
five, which is exactly the number of the Sénkhyan
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categories. So the Sinkhyas say that here is the
scriptural authority for their philosophy. This Sutra
refutes such an assumption. For the Sankhyan
categorics cannot be divided into groups of five on
any basis of similarity, for all the twenty-five
categories differ from each other. Secondly, the
mention of the ether in the text as a separate category
wonld make the number twenty-six in all, contrary
to the Sénkhyan theory.

qToTTEEt FIEEKEE 4 (R0

mwed; The vital force etc. a®RM{ because of
the complementary passage.

12. (The five people referred to are)
the vital force etc., because (we- find it
to be so) from the complementary passage.

“They who know the vital force of the vital
force, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the
food of the food, the mind of the mind,”” etec.
(Brih. Madhy. 4. 4. 21). The ‘five people’ refer to
this vital force and the other four of the text,
which are cited to describe Brahman.

FfaRRaRam_ | 2

sifam By light w&w# of some w&fa W& food not
being mentioned. .

18. (In the text) of some (the Kénva
recension) food not being mentioned (in
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the complementary passage referred to in
the previous Sutra) (the number is made
up) by ‘light’ (mentioned in the previous
verse).

““That immortal Light of lights the gods worship
as longevity”’ (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though food is not
mentioned in the text cited in the last Sutra according
‘to the Kanva recension of the Satapatha Brihmana,
yet the four of that verse, together with ‘light’
mentioned in the text cited above, would make the
‘five people’.

Topic 4: There is no contradiction is the scriptures
as regards the fact that Brahman is the First Cause.

In the last three topics it has been shown that
the Pradhana of the Sénkhyas is not based on the
scriptures, and consequently it was established that
all the Sruti texts refer to Brahman as the First
Cause. The opponent now tries to show that as the
Vedéanta texts contradict each other with respect to
the order of creation, they are therefore of doubtful
import, and consequently it is safer to accept the
Pradhéna, which is established by reason and infer-
ence, as the First Cause.

FRUCAT ARG TATATRS® : 1| 8 1|

FWwaa ‘As the (First) Cause ¥ and wamifey as
regards ether and so on a9 |YREA : being represent-
ed ( in other texts ) as taught (in one text).
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14. (Altbough) as regards (things
created, like) ether and so on (the Vedéanta
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict
with respect to Brahman) as the First
Cause, (on account of Its) being repre-
sented (in other texts) as taught (in one
text).

The Sankhyas ocontend that though the
Pradhina cannot be the First Cause according to the
Sruti, yet Brahman alsc cannot be taken to be the
First Cause taught by the Sruti. Why? Because
there is conflict as regards the order of creation; for
some texts say that it is Akésa that was first
produced from Brahman, some say that it is Préna,
others that it is fire. This Sutra says that though
there are conflicting views with respect to things
created, that is, as regards the order of creation, yet
since it is not the main object of the Sruti to teach
about creation, it matters little. The main object
in these descriptions is to teach that Brahman is
the First Cause, and with respect to this there is no
conflict ; for every Vedanta text holds that Brahman
is that.

qRrRaT || L

15. On account of the connection
(with passage referring to Brahman, non-
existence does not mean absolute non-
existence).
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A further objection is raised that even as regards
the First Cause there is a conflict, for some texts
say that the Self created these worlds (Ait.
Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-8), others say that creation originated
from non-existence (Taitt. 2. 7). Again existence is
taught as the First Cause in some texts (Chh. 6. 2.
1-2). Spontaneous creation also is taught by some
texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On account of these conflicting
texts it cannot be said that all the Vedénta texts refer
to Brahman uniformly as the First Cause. These
objections are answered as follows: ¢‘This was
indeed non-existence in the beginning”’’ (Taitt. 2. 7).
Non-existence here does not mean absolute non-
existence but undifferentiated existence. Existence
was at the beginning undifferentiated into name and
form. In the texts of the Taittiriya Upanishad
Brahman is definitely described as not being non-
existenee. ‘““He who knows Brahman as non-
existing becomes himself non-existing. He who
knows Brahman as existing is known by sages as
existing’® (Taitt. 2. 6). This Brahman is again de-
scribed as having wished to be many and created this
world. Again ‘““How can that which is be created
from non-existence?’’ (Chh. 6. 2. 2) clearly denies
such a possibility. ‘‘Now this was then undifferen-
tiated”’ (Brih. 1. 4. 7), does not speak of spontaneous
creation without a ruler, for it is connected with
another passage where it is said, ‘“He has entered here
to the very tips of the finger-nails’’ (Brih. 1. 4. 7),
where ‘He’ refers to this ruler, and hence we hawe
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to take that the Lord, the ruler, developed what was
undeveloped. Similarly Brahman, which is described
in une place as cxistence, is referred to in another
Place as being the Self of all by the word ‘Atman’.
So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as the First
Cause, and there is no conflict as regards this.

Topic 5: He who is the maker of the. sun,
moow, etc., ic Brahman and not Prdna (the vital
force) .r the individual soul.

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occurring
in one passage helped us to interpret non-existence
occurring in another passage as undifferentiated exist-
ence and not absolute non-existence. But the
opponent now takes up for discussion texts where the
words ‘Préna’ etc. cannot be reasonably interpreted
to mean Brahman, though It is mentioned in another

text.
g I & |

sg-atfa@® Because ( it ) denotes the world.

16. (He of whom all this is the work
is Brahman) because (the work) denotes
the world.

‘““He, O Balaki, who is the maker of these
persons (whom you mentioned), and whose work
this is—is alone to be known’ (Kau. 4. 19). In this
section Balaki first describes the several individual
souls residing in the sun, moon, ether, ete. as

10
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Brahman. Ajétasatru says that these are not the
true Brahman and proceeding to teach the real
Brahman says, ‘“He who is the maker of these persons
is alone to be known and not these persons.”” Here
who is the maker of the sun, moon, etc. is the
question. The opponent holds he is either the chief
Prana or the individual soul. He is the chief Préna.
for the activity of motion connected with work refers
to Prana, and Prana is also mentioned in a comple-
mentary passage : ‘“Then he becomes one with that
Préna alone” (Kau. 4. 20). It may also be the Jiva,
for in ‘‘As the master feeds with his people . . . thus
does the conscious self feed with the other selfs””
(Kau. 4. 20) it is referred to. The Sutra refutes all
this and says it is Brahman that is referred to by
‘maker’ in the text; for Brahman is taught here.
I shall teach you Brahman.’” Again ‘this’, which
means the world, is his work—which clearly points
out that the ‘he’ is none other than Brahman.
Therefore the maker is neither Prana nor the
individual soul, but the Supreme Lord.

sageaarnfegrafa 39, agaveraq | 1 |

she-g@mw-faglg On account of characteristics
of the individual soul and the chief Pridna @ not
3fa 94 if it be said aq that =@na¥q has already been
explained.

17. 1If it be said that on account of the
characteristics of the individual soul and



1.4.18) BRAHMA-SUTRAS 147

the chief Prana (to be found in the text,
Braliman is) not (referred to by the word
‘maker’ in the passage cited), (we reply)
that has already been explained.

See note on 1. 1. 81,

s g St s ST9% 13
wAE For another purpose § but #féfa: Jaimini

w4 because of the question and elucidation
wfq 9 moreover TaH thus & some.

18. But (the sage) Jaimini (thinks
that the reference to the individual soul
in the text) has another purpose because
of the question and answer ; moreover thus
some (the Vajasaneyins) (read in their
recension).

Even the reference to the individual soul in the
said chapter of the Kaushitaki Upanishad has a
different purpose, and that is not to propound the
individual soul but Brahman by showing that the
individual soul is different from Brahman. The
questions, “Where did the person thus sleep? Where
was he? Whence came he thus back?”’ (Kau. 4. 19)
refer clearly to something different from the individual
soul. And so does the answer (Ibid. 4. 20) say that
the individual .soul is merged in Brahman in deep
sleep. The Brihadiranyaka Upanishad, where also
this conversation occurs, clearly points out the
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individual soul by the term ‘Vijninamaya’, the
person consisting of cognition, and distinguishes it
from the Supreme Self. (Brih. 2. 1. 16-17).

Topic 6: The Self to be seen through hearing etc.
is Brahman.

In the last topic the text under discussion was
interpreted to refer to Brahman, because the section
begins with Brahman : ‘I will teach you Brahman.”
Following the same argument the opponent -cites
Brih. 2. 4. 5 and argues that since the section begins
with the individual soul, the self to be seen referred
to in this text is the individual soul and not Brahman.

JrFTEE N L&

TF-%A&9 On account of the connected meaning
of passages.

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard,
ete. is Brahman) on account of the con-
nected meaning of the passages.

‘““The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized
—should be heard of, reflected on, and meditated
upon. By the realization of the Self, my dear,
through hearing, reflection, and meditation, all this is
known’’ (Brih. 2. 4. 5). In this passage the Supreme
Self is referred to, and not the individual soul. Why?
In the whole section Brahman is treated. It begins
with Maitreyi’s question ‘“Will wealth get me
immortality ?* and Yé&jnavalkya answers that
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wealth, sacrifice, etc. will not obtain that immortal-
ity. She then asks for that which will give her
immortality, and Yajuavalkya teaches her the
knowledge of the Self; finally the section concludes
with, ‘*Thus far goes immortality.”” Now immortal-
ity cannot be gained by the knowledge of the
individual soul, but only by the knowledge of the
Supreme Self or Brahman. Therefore Brahman alone
is the subject-matter and It alone is to be seen
through hearing etc. Moreover, the text quoted says
that by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there,
everything is known, which clearly connects the Self
referred to with Brahman ; for how can the knowledge
of a limited individual self give us knowledge of
everything ?

afmfagEgarmea: 1 20 1

ufam-fax: Of the proof of the proposition faws
indicatory mark wi@¥R®: Asmarathya.

20. (The fact that the individual soul
is taught as the object of realization is an)
indicatory mark (which is) proof of the
proposition, so Asmarathya thinks.

In this Sutra the text quoted in the last Sutra
(Brih. 2. 4. 5) is interpreted from the standpoint of
Bhedébheda-vida of sage Asmarathya. Accord-
ing to this school the individual soul (Jiva) and
Brahman, which are related as effect and cause
respectively, are different, yet not different, from
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each other, even as sparks are different, yet not
different, from fire. If the individual soul (Jiva),
were quite different from Brahman, then by the
knowledge of the one (Brahman) everything else
would not be known. Hence this school interprets
the text thus: The individual soul alone is to be
seen. But as it is not different from Brahman, the
knowledge of the individual soul gives knowledge of
Brahman and consequently knowledge of everything.
It is this non-difference between Brahman and the
individual soul (Jiva) that establishes the proposition,
““By the knowledge of one everything else is known”’,
and in this sense alone the text speaks of the
individual soul in Brih. 2. 4. 5.

It can also be interpreted as follows. If the
individual soul is something different from Brahman,
then the knowledge of Brahman would not give the
knowledge of the individual soul. Therefore the
individual soul is different, yet not different, from
Brahman. It is to show this that the Sruti text
begins with the individual soul.

Sewfrera qeETREgE T 1 =2 0

ganfawa: Of the one which rises from the body
uwd WA because of this nature 3 thus W@
(the sage) Audulomi.

21. (The statement at the beginning
identifies the individual soul with Brah-
man) because of this nature (viz. its
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identity with Brahman) of the one (i.é. the
soul) which rises from the body (at the
time of release), thus (thinks) Audulomi.

This Achérya, while taking that the self to be
seen is the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as
follows : The soul, when it rises from the body,
i.e. is free and has no opody consciousness, realizes
that it is identical with Brahman. It is to show this
non-difference in the state of release that the Sruti
speaks of the individual soul as identical with
Brahman, even though the difference hetween the
individual soul (Jiva) and Brahnian in the state of
ignorance is a reality. It is spoken of as non-different
from the Supreme Self or Brahman because in the
state of release it is one with It. The text transfers
the future state of non-difference to that time when
difference aclually exists. This school of Vedanta is
known as Satya-bheda-vAda (i.e. the theory which
holds that the difference between the individual soul
and Brahman is a reality).

steuatca s | RN

waf@d: Because of the existence 3f& so holds
wTumed: Kasakritsna.

22. (The initial statement is made)
because of, the existence (of Brahman as
the individual soul), so holds (sage)
Kasakritsna.
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As it is impossible that an individual soul (Jiva)
quite different in nature from Brahman can be one
with it in the state of release, this sage thinks.that
the Supreme Self Itself exists as the individual soul.
They are absolutely. non-different, the apparent
difference being due to Upadhis or limiting adjuncts,
which are but products of ignorance, and therefore
unreal from the absolute standpoint. Hence also
follows that by the knowledge of Brahman every-
thing else is known.

Of the three schools of Vedanta depicted in the
last three Sutras, that of Kéasakritsna is justified by
the Vedéinta texts. According to Asmarathya the
individual soul is a product of the Supreme Self, and
hence the knowledge of the cause leads to the
knowledge of everything including the individual
soul. But is the effect or any portion of it different
from the cause? And is the whole cause involved
in each of its effects? The answer to the second
question is evidently, no. If the effect or some
portion of it is different from this cause, whence does
it come? And 1is it separable from that? If
separable, it is not its nature, for nature cannot be
separated. If not separable, the cause cannot be
known, and the proposition, *‘The soul being known,
all else is known”, falls to the ground. So Asma-
rathya’s view cannot stand.

According to Audulomi the individual soul (Jiva)
is only a state of the Supreme Self. If the Jivahood
is a reality, it can never be destroyed and freedom
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would be impossible. If on the other hand it
becomes one with the Supreme Soul on release, then
there is nothing like Jivanood which can be a reality.
So Audulomi’s view cannot stand. Jivahood is an
unreality, a creation of ignorance, the Jiva being
identical with Brahman. Even the creation of Jivas
like sparks issuing from a fire does not speak of any
real creation but only witu reference to Upadhis. In
reality the Jiva is neither created nor destroyed. It
is our ignorance that makes us see the individual
soul (Jiva) limited by Upadhis as something different
from Brahman.

Topic 7: Brahman is also the material cause
of the world.

st afaarggrargaaar 1 23 |

wafa: Material cause 9 also afaw-zem-wagdwy not
being contradictory to the proposition and illustra-
tions.

23. (Brahman is) the material cause
also, (on account of this view alone) not
being contradictory to the proposition and
the illustrations (cited in the Sruti).

Granted that Brahman is the cause of the world;
but what kind of cause? Is It the efficient cause,
or the material cause, or both? The prima facie
view is that Brahman is only the efficient cause, as
texts like ‘“He thought, . . . he created Prana®
(Pr. 6. 8-4) declare.
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This view is refuted by this Sutra. Brahman is
also the material cause of the world. Here ‘also’
shows that it is the efficient cause as well. Tt is
only if Brahman is the material cause of the world
that it is possible to know everything through the
knowledge of Brahman, as texts like ‘‘By which
that which is not heard becomes heard” ete. (Chh.
6. 1. 8) say; for the effects are not different from the
cause. The illustrations referred to are: My dear,
as by one lump of clay all that is made of clay is
known’’ ete. (Chh. 6. 1. 4). These texts clearly
show that Brahman is the material cause of the
world ; otherwise they would be meaningless. Again
texts like ‘“‘Brahman alone was at the beginning one
without a second’ show that It is also the efficient
cause, for who else could be such a cause when there
was nothing else?

wfapsataRaTe || *2 ||

wfrdig2ag On account of the statement of will (to
create) ¥ also.

24. Also on account of the statement
of will (to create on the part of the
Supreme Self, It is the material cause).

““It wished, ‘May I be many, may I grow forth’ »’
ete. (Chh. 6. 2. 8). In this text the desire shows
that Brahman is the efficient cause, and next ‘may
I be many’ intimates that Brahman Itself became
many. Hence It is the material cause as well.
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QAEERTTIFEE || X |

gi9iq Direct ® and S®g®™@ because the Sruti
states both.

25. And because the Srutj states that
both (the creation and the dissolution of
the world) (have Brahman as) the dlract
(cause).

That from which a thing springs and into which
it is re-absorbed is its material cause. ‘“All these
things spring from Akdsa (Brahman) alone and
return to Akésa’” (Chh. 1. 9. 1), “That from which
these things are produced, by which, when produced,
they live, and into which they enter at their dissolu-
tion—try to know that. 'That is Brahman” (Taitt.
3. 1). These texts show that Brahman is the material
cause also. A thing may be said to be produced
from its efficient cause, but it cannot return to that
at dissolution unless it is also the material cause.

AreAFa: ot ) & 1

wama: As 1t created Itself fiwrng by undergoing
modification.

26. (Brahman is the material cause
of the world) because (the Sruti says that)
It created Itself by undergoing modifica-
tions.

“That Itself manifested Itself” (Taitt. 2. 7),
which shows that Brahman alone created the world,



156 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [1.4.26

out of Itself, which is possible only by undergoing
modification. The word ‘Itself’ in the text shows
that there was no other cause operating. The modifi-
cation is apparent according to Sankara and real
according to Raméanuja.

ity fg @ 1 e 0
afa; Origin ¥ and f% because MR is called.

27. And because (Brahman) is called
the origin.

““That which the wise regard as the origin of
all beings”” (Mu. 1. 1. 6)—this shows that Brahman is
the material cause of the world. Hence Its being the
material cause is established.

Topic 8: The arguments which refute the
Sdnkhyas refute also others.

T G ATSAIET STTETIEAT: | ¢ ||
&4 By this 87 all mr=man: are explained.

28. By this all (doctrines with refer-
ence to the origin of the world contrary
to the Vedéinta texts) are explained.

By this identity of the material and the efficient
cause of the world all doctrines that speak of two
separate causes for it are refuted. That is, not only
the Sankhyan, but also the atomic and other theories
are refuted, as they are not based on scriptural
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authority and contrsdict many scriptural texts. The
repetition of the verb in the aphorism only shows that
the chapter ends here.

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say
that the First Cause is non-existence, or that it is
Sunya (Void)—as the Nihilists say—cite respectively
the following texts as authority. ““These seeds,
almost infinitesimal’> (Chh. 6. 12. 1); “This was
indeed non-existent at the heginning’’ (Chh. 8. 19. 1};
“Some learned men being deluded, speak of nature,
and others of time, as the cause of everything”® (Svet.
6. 1). But the arguments put forward against the
Sankhyas, viz. that contrary to the scriptures their
First Cause is insentient, that the proposition that
through the knowledge of the one everything is
known, will not be true, etc. will apply here elso,
and so these views cannot be held to be authorita-
tive and based on the scriptures. The Srutis quoted
are explained thus:

The word ‘infinitesimal’ or ‘atomic’ refers to the
Atman, which can be so-called as it is very fine. The
non-existence spoken of is only a fine causal condi-
tion of the world undeveloped into name and form
as yet, and not absolute non-existence; and the fact
of nature being the First Cause is mentioned as a
Purvapaksha by the Sruti, which itseli refutes it
further on in the succeeding texts. So Brahman
alone is the First Cause, and nothing else.



CHAPTER 11
SEcTION I

In the first chapter it has been proved that all
the Vedanta texts deal with Brahman as the First
Cause, yet the arguments based on reasoning against
this doctrine remain to be refuted. With this object
in view this section is begun. In section 1v of
Chapter I it was shown that the Pradhina of the
Sankhyas, as also the atoms of the Vaiseshikas, are
not based on scriptural authority. In this section
arguments, claiming their authoritativeness from the
Smritis, to establish the Pradh&na and the atoms
etc., are refuted.

Topic 1: Refutation of Swmnritis that are not based
on the Srutis.

Rty o 3, 7,
AEFAATRIGIGGI M L U
gfa-wasmw-<lawgs:. There would result the defect
of leaving no scope for certain Smritis 3fa I if it be
said @ no wAgfa-wATMA-HEF] because there would
result the defect of leaving no scope to some other
Smritis.
1. If it be said that (from the
doctrine of Brahman being the cause of
the world) there would result the defect
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of leaving no scope for certain Smirits, (we
say) no ; because (by the rejection of that
doctrine) there would result the defect of
leaving no scope for some other Smritis.

In the last chapter it has been shown that the
Sankhyan view is not based on scriptural authority.
Now its authority even as a Smriti is denied and
refuted.

If the doctrine of the Pradhéna is rejected, then
the Sankhya Smriti, propounded by a great seer like
Kapila and acknowledged by other great thinkers,
would ccase to be authoritative : hence it is but reason-
able that the Vedanta texts be so interpreted as to
preserve the authoritativeness of this Smriti and not
contradict it in toto. So says the opponent. The
Sutra answers this by saying that if the doctrine of
Brahman being the cause of the world be rejected
to accommodate the Sénkhya Smriti, which goes
counter to the Srutis, then by that rejection many
other Smritis like the Manu Smriti, which are based
on the Srutis and therefore more authoritative, and,
which also propound the doctrine of Brahman, an
intelligent principle, being the cause of the world,
would find no scope. So between the two it is
desirable that the Smritis which go counter to the
Vedas be rejected.

AT’ ATFaASSA: | R 0|

satst Of the others ¥ and w99@s7; there being no
mention.
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2. And there being no mention (in
the scriptures) of the other entities, (i.e.
the categories beside the Pradhina), (the
Sankhya system cannot be authoritative).

Even accepting the Pradhéna of the Sankhyas
for argument’s sake—for the Vedéntins also recognize
MAiya as the cause of the world, the difference be-
tween the two being that the Pradhéna according to
the Sankhyas is an independent entity, whereas Maya
is a dependent entity, being a power of Brahman—
yet there is no mention of the other categories of the
Sankhyas anywhere in the Vedas. Hence the
Sankhya philosophy cannot be authoritative.

Topic 2: Refutation of the Yoga philosophy.
Qa7 T g gE: | 3 0
wd By this #n: the Yoga philosophy ®3=: is
(also) refuted. )
3. By this the Yoga philosophy is
(also) refuted.

After the refutation of the Sankhyas, who recog-
nize an independent entity called the Pradhéna as
the cause of the world, this Sutra refutes the Yoga
Smriti, which also recognizes a separate entity called
the Pradhina as the First Cause, though unlike the
Sankhyas they recognize an Iswara who directs this
jnert Pradhéna in its creative evolution. The Yoga
system is spoken of in Upanishads like the Svetés-
vatara. It helps concentration of the mind, which
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is necessary for the iull comprehension of Brahman,
and &s such it is a2 means to Knowledge. So this
Smriti, being based on the Siutis is authoritative.
But it also recognizes the Pradhéna, which therefore
is the First Causc—so says the opponent. This Sutra
says thal the arguments given in the last Sutra refute
also the Yoga Smriti, for it also speaks of a Pradhéna
and its products which are not to be found ir the
Srutis. Though the Smriti is partly authoritative,
yet it cannot be so with respect to that part which
contradicts the Srutis. There is room only for those
portions of the Smriti as do not contradict the Srutis.

Topic 3: Brahman, though of a different nature
from the world, can yet be its cause.

7 Freunage, aured I oI 8

7 Noi famrawarq because of the contrary nature
% of this @9/@ its being so ¥ and w=iq from Sruti.

4. (Brahman is) not (the cause of the
world) because this (world) is of a contrary
nature (from Brahman) ; and its being so,
(¢. e. different from Brahman) (is known)
from the scriptures.

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., while the
world is something material, impure, etc., and so is
different from the nature of Brahman; as such,
Brahman cannot be the cause of this world. The
effect is nothing but the cause in another form ; there-

fore the cause and effect cannot be altogether of a
11
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different nature. Intelligence cannot produce material
effects and vice versa. That the world and Brahman
differ entirely in their characteristics is known from
texts like ‘“Brahman became intelligence as also
non-intelligent®’ (Taitt. 2. 6), where ‘‘non-intelligent”’
stands for the world. So Brahman cannot be the
First Cause of the material world, though the script-
ures may say so.

afamfasmazaeg Famgarfaam ¢ i

wiwaifa=a@n: The reference (is) to the presiding
deities § but fa@im-wawfaqg because of the special
characterization and the fact of being so presided.

5. But the reference is to the presid-
ing deities (of the organs) on account of
the special characterization (as ‘deities’)
and also from the fact of a deity so presid-
ing (over the functions of an organ being
approved by the Sruti in other texts).

The opponent,” who says that the world and
Brahman being different in nature—sensient and
material respectively—cannot be related to each
other as cause and effect, anticipates a plausible
objection and answers it in this Sutra. There is a
text, “These organs quarrelling over their respective
greatness,’”” ete. (Brih. 6. 1. 7), which shows that
even the organs are not material but sentient. The
opponent says that from this we are not to infer the
sentiency of the world, since the reference is to the
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presiding deities of these organs. For the same topic
occurs in the Kausnitaki Upanishad, where they are
expressly mentioned. ““Fhese deities (speech etc.)
quarrelling over their respective greatness”’ (Kau.
2. 14). Also because other ‘exts show the exist-
ence of such presiding deities. ‘‘Fire becoming
speech entered the mouth” (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The
same argument applies to texts of the Chhéndngya,
Ch. VI, where fire ete. ar= said to have thought and
produced the next element in the series. The thought
here spoken of is of the highest Deity, Brahman,
which is connected with Its effects as a superintend-
ing principle. From all such texts we cannot infer
the sentiency of the world, which is material and so
different in nature from Brahman. Therefore Brah-
man cannot be the cause of the material world.

gAagui
zwgd Is seen g but.
6. But it is seen.

‘But’ refutes the opponent’s view expressed in
‘the last Sutra, viz. that this world cannot have
originated from Brahman because it is different in
character. For it is seen that intelligent things like
scorpions etc. are produced from non-intelligent
cowdung etc. Again from a sentient spider there
comes forth the'thread for its web. So also do nails,
hair, etc. come forth from a man, who is an intelli-
gent being. Therefore it is quite possible that this
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material world could be produced by an intelligent
Being, Brahman. It may be objected that a man’s
body is the cause of the hair and nails, and not the
man ; similarly the cowdung is the cause of the body
of the worms. Even then it must be admitted that
there is a difference between the cause and the effect
since, in both the examples cited, one of them is
the abode of something sentient while the other
is not; they are not similar in all respects. If they
were, then there would be nothing like cause and
effect, nor would they be called by different names.
So we have to admit that the cause and its effects are
not similar in every respect, but something in the
cause, or some qualities of it, must be found in the
effects also, as the clay in the lump is found in the
pot also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. So
we say that even in the case of Brahman and the
world, some qualities of the cause, Brahman, such as
existence and intelligence, are to be found in its
effect, the world.: Everything in the world exists,
and this quality it gets from Brahman, which is
existence itself. Again the intelligence of Brahman
lights the whole universe. So these two qualities of
Brahman are found in the world, which justify our
relating them as cause and effect in spite of differences
i other respects between them.

wafzfa 39, @, sfavaarseTE i o I

waq Non-existent ¥fa 99 if it be said # no wfady-
®iadw for it is merely a negation.
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7. If it be said (that the world, the
effect, would then be) non-existent (before
creation), (we say) no, for it is merely a
negation (without any basis).

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pare, and with-
out qualities, is the causc of the world of an opposite
character, it follows that before creation the world
was non-existent, for Brahman was then the only
existence. This mecans that something which was
non-existing is brought into existence, which is not
accepted by the Vedédntins. This argument of the
opponent this Sutra refutes by saying that this nega-
tion is a mere statcment without any objective valid-
ity. The effect exists in the cause hefore its origina-
tion as well as after it. It can never exist independ-
ent of the cause either before or after creation.
Therefore the world exists in Brahman even before
creation and is not absolutely non-existent.

adial ageIEFTEEARE I < |
w@ At the time of dissolution @eq like that
wa¥1 on account of the fact WgREEH is absurd.

8. On account of the fact that at the
time of dissolution (the cause becomes)
like that (i. e., like the effect) (the doctrjne
of Brahman being the cause of the woxﬁx(]i)
is absurd.

Says the c;pponent : If Brahman is the cause of
the world, then the world being dissolved in Brahman
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at the time of dissolution, its defects would affect
Brahman, even as salt affects the water in which it
is dissolved. Hence Brahman would become impure
and would no more be the omniscient cause of the
world, as the Upanishads maintain. Again at the
time of dissolution all things having gone into a state
of oneness with Brahman, there will be no special
causes left for a new creation. If in spite of this we
' consider a new creation possible, then it would mean
that there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who
have become one with Brahman, reappearing in the
world. Nor can it be said that the world remains
separate from Brahman in the state of dissolution,
for in that case it would be no dissolution at all. So
the Vedéanta doctrine of Brahman being the cause of
the world is objectionable, as it leads to all sorts of
absurdities.

qAqg, gERAAERL I & Ul

4 Not § but Eﬂﬁ-mﬁﬁ[ on account of the exist-
ence of illustrations.

9. But not (so) on account of the
existence of illustrations.

The objection is being answered : That the
effect, when it gets dissolved in the cause, does not
pollute the latter by its defects, is borne out by
innumerable instances. A clay pot, for instance,
when it is broken and reabsorbed into its original
substance, i.e. clay, does not impart to it its special
features. The very fact of absorption shows that all
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the qualities of the effect cannct abide, for in that
case it would be ro absorption at all. Moreover, we
have to remember that the effect is of the nature of
the cause and not vive versa. Hence the qualities of
the effect cannot touch the cause. 1t may, however,
be objected that since the effect is but the cause in a
new condition, all the good and bad traits of the effect
must have been in the cause. But we forget that
the world is after all an illusion. Brahman has only
apparently changed into the world and as such is
never affected by it, even as a magician is not affected
by the illusion produced by him.

The other incongruity shown, wviz. that since at
the time of dissolution the woild is resolved into
Brahman and becomes one with It, there can be no
further creation, and if it takes place there will be the
possibility of even free souls coming into bondage
again, cannot stand, for there are parallel instances
with respect to this also. In deep sleep we do not
perceive anything, there 1s no diversity, but om
awakening we find the world of duality. A similar
phenomenon can be expected to happen at the time
of dissolution. In the former case it is the existence
of ignorance (Avidya), which is not destroyed, that
is responsible for the reappearance of the world. So
also at dissolution the power of distinction remains
in a potential state as Avidyd or ignorance. But in
the case of the liberated no ignorance being left, there
is no chance of their being brought back into bondage
from their state of oneness with Brahman.
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Iy || Lo |

@9ye-dinq Because of the objections to his own
view ¥ and.

10. And because of the objections
(cited) (being applicable) to his own
(Sankhyan) view (also).

\ The objections raised by the Sankhyas against
Vedénta are equally true of their view of the First
Cause, viz. the Pradhana. Form, taste, etc. are not
to be found in the Pradhéna, yet we find these things
in the world produced out of it. The objection as
regards reabsorption at the time of Pralaya applies
also in the case of the Sankhyan Pradhana. Thus
whatever objections are raised against Vedanta in
this respect are also true of the Sénkhyas. Hence
they should be dropped. Of the two, however,
Vedinta being based on the Srutis is more authorita-
tive. Moreover, the objections have all been answered
from the Vedanta standpoint, whereas from the
Sankhyan standpoint it is not possible to answer

them.
awiafagmzfy ; srqagiafata A,
TR AAETEg: I 22 |

ax-wafagi g Because reasoning has no sure
basis wfa also wA@ otherwise wd®a% should be in-
ferred or reasoned ¥fa |7 if it be said €aq so wf¥
even wfafa-ne¥: there will result the contingency of
nou-release.
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11. Also because reasoning has no
sure basis (it caunot upset the conclusions
of Vedinta). If it be said that it should
be reasoned otherwise (so as to get over
this defect), (we say) even so there will
result ithe contingency of non-release (from
this defect, with respect to the matter in
question).

What one man establishes through reason can be
refuted by another more intelligent than he. Even
a sage like Kapila is iefuted by other sages like
Kandda. Hence reasoning having no sure basis can-
not upset the conclusions of Vedénta, which are based
on the Srutis. But, says the opponent, even this
judgment about reasoning is arrived at through
reasoning ; so it is not true that reasoning has never
a sure basis. Sometimes it is perfectly sound. Only
we must reason properly. The latter part of the
Sutra says that even though in some cases reasoning
is infallible, yet with respect to the matter in hand
it cannot transcend this defect. For the cause of the
world (Brahman) is beyond the senses and has no
characteristic signs. It cannot therefore be an object
of perception, or of inference, which is based on
perception. Or again if we take ‘release’ in the Sutra
to mean Liberation, it comes to this : True knowl-
edge of a real thing depends on the thing itself, and
therefore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of
views with respect to it is not possible. But the



170 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [21.12

conclusions of reasoning can never be uniform. The
Sénkhyas arrive through reasoning at the Pradhéna
as the First Cause, while the Naiydyikas (logicians)
mention Paraménus (atoms) as that. Which to
accept? So no conclusion can be arrived at through
reasoning independent of the scriptures, and since
the truth cannot be known through this means, there
will be no Liberation. Therefore reasoning which
' goes against the scriptures is no proof of knowledge
and cannot contradict the Sruti texts.

Topic 4: The line of reasoning against the Sidnkhyas
is valid also against others like the Atomists.

uaw fografmer «ifq savearan | R0

wda By this fremfiger not accepted by the wise
wfq also =@ are explained.

12. By this (i.e. by the arguments
against the SAnkhyas) (those other views)
also not accepted by the wise (like Manu
and others) are explained.

When the Sénkhya philosophy, parts of which
are accepted by the wise as authoritative, has been
refuted, there is no question as regards the non-
authoritativeness of all doctrines based merely on
reasoning like the atomic theory of Kandda and non-
existence as the First Cause propounded by the
Buddhists, which are wholly rejected by the wise.
They are also refuted by these very arguments against



2.1.18] BRALIMA-SUTRAS 1

the Sénkhyas, as the reasons on which the refutation
is based are the scine.

Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoyer and enjoyed
do wot contradict the truth which is oneness.

ATy, EngwTa | (2 0

WMIE . On acccunt of turning into the enjoyer
wfgw@; non-distinetion I if it be said @d may exist
#l@aq as is experienced in the world.

18. If it be said (that if Brahman be
the cause then) on account of (the objects
of enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer,
non-distinction (between enjoyer and
things enjoyed would result), (we say, such
distinction) may exist (all the same), as is
experienced commonly in the world.

A further objection is raised against Brahman
being the cause. We perceive differences in the
world. Now, perception as a means of knowledge.is
stronger than the Sruti. Hence what the Srutis say
in contradiction to such an experience cannot stand.
The idea is this: The distinction between the
enjoyer (the Jiva) and the objects of enjoyment is
well established by experience. If Brahman is the
material cause, then the world, the effect, would be
non-different from Brahman, and under the circum-
stances, the Jiva and Brahman being identical in
Vedénta, the difference between the subject and
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object would be destroyed, since the one would pass
over into the other. Hence Brahman cannot be held
to be the material cause of the world as it contradicts
perception.

The latter part of the Sutra refutes this giving
examples. It says that nevertheless there can be
such differences in non-different things. For instance,
waves, foam, etc. are non-different, being alike sea
water; yet as waves and foam they are different
from each other. As sea water, their cause, they
are one, but as waves, foam, etc. they are different,
and there is no contradiction here. Hence it is possi-
ble to have difference and non-difference in things
simultaneously, owing to name and form. Therefore
from the standpoint of Brahman the enjoyer and the
enjoyed are not different, but as enjoyer and things
enjoyed they are different; there is no contradiction
in this.

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise. If
Brahman be the cause, then It would also be the
enjoyer, the individual soul (Jiva), there being no
difference between cause and effect. Consequently,
there will be no such difference as the bondage of the
individual soul and the freedom of Brahman. The
Sutra says that even as there is a distinction between
the object, which is clear, and its image, which is
disfigured in an unclean mirror, so also owing to the
impurities of the Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free
Brahman may give rise to the image of the individual
soul, which is bound.
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Topic 6: The mon-difference of the effect from
the cause.

AEAFTATEINIRIER: || (8 |

gzwm@¥ Its non-difference wWrRwm-ww=ifed; from
words like ‘origin’ ete.

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference
(from the cause results) from words like
‘origin’ etc.

In the last Sutra the objection against Brahman
being the material cause, that it contradicts percep-
tion, was answered from the standpoint of Parindma-
vada or the theory of Brahman actually undergoing
modification. Now the same objection is refuted
from the standpoint of Vivartavida or apparent
modification, which is the standpoint of Advaita.
The objection is : Texts like ‘“There is no manifold-
ness whatever here (in Brahman)” (Kath. 2. 4. 11)
contradict perception. Reason also says that among
things which get transformed into each other there
cannot be difference and non-difference at the same
time. Hence the doubt. In a single moon we can-
not see two moons. What was spoken of in the last
Sutra, viz. that the difference between them is one
of name and form, even that is unreal, for in a thing
which is one without a second, which is non-duality,
even the difference due to name and form is impossi-
ble. The example of the sea is not apt, for here both
the sea and its modifications, waves and foam, are



174 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [2.1.14

objects of the senses, but Brahman is not. It is
realized only through the scriptures and in Samadhi.
What then is the truth? It is oneness, non-duality.
As the effect is non-different from the cause, the latter
alone is real. The Sruti also establishes this by the
example of clay etc. in the Chhandogya Upanishad.
““Just as, by the knowledge of one lump of earth,
my dear, everything made of earth is known, the
modification being only a name arising from speech,
but the truth being that all is earth, . . . thus, my
dear, is that instruction’® (Chh. 6. 1. 4-6). Here the
Sruti by using the word ‘modification’ tries to prove
that there is no separate reality of ‘the pots ete.,
which are mere modifications of the lump of earth.
They are not separate things but merely different
conditions, just as the boyhood, youth, etc. of Deva-
datta are mere conditions, and not real. So by
knowing the lump of earth the real nature of the pots
etc. is known. It matters little that the various
forms are not known, for they are not worth know-
ing, being unreal. Xven though these pots etc. are
objects of the senses, yet discrimination tells us that
besides earth nothing real is found in these. They
are merely names arising out of speech and nothing
more. They are cognized through ignorance, hence
they are unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is
realized even apart from name and form and is there-
fore real. Similarly Brahman alone is real and this
world is unreal. The world being non-different from
its cause, Brahman, the truth is oneness, non-duality,
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Brahman, the one vithout a second. To people who
through want of experience have not this insight into
things, there will always be difference and non-differ-
ence, even as in the case of the sea and its waves, but
in realicy these differences are relative and not true.

WA SgSeR: ||

W& On the existence ¥ and Su=a : is experienced.

15. And (because) on the existence
(of the cause) is (the effect) experienced.

The effect is not experienced in the absence of
the cause, which shows that the effect is not different
from the cause. The world phenomena appear only
because Brahman exists and not without It. Hence
the world is non-different from Brahman.

geqEraeeq || L

gaq On sccount of (its) existing ¥ and waig
of the posterior.

16. And on account of the posterior
(i.e. the effect, which comes into being
after the cause) existing (as the cause
before creation).

The Sruti says that before creation the world had
its being in the cause, Brahman, as one with It:
“Verily in the beginning this was Self, one only”
(Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 1. 1); *“In the beginning, my dear, this
was only existence’” (Chh. 6. 2. 1). Now since before
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creation it was non-different from the cause, it
continues to be so even after creation.

WEERIRTA 3, A, SAtEor
FreTa || L9 |l

wgq-=mq;wq On account of its being described as
non-existent @ not ¥f@ 99 if it be said @ no wwimw by
another characteristic #®AMg from the latter part
of the text.

17. If it be said that on account of
(the effect) being described as non-existent
(before creation) (the conclusion of the
previous Sutra is) not (true) ; (we say) not
so, (it being described) by another charac-
teristic (as is seen) from the latter part of
the text.

““Non-existent indeed this was in the beginning”’
(Chh. 3. 19. 1). :The word ‘‘non-existent’’ does not
mean absolute non-existence, but that the world did
not exist in a differentiated condition. It was un-
differentiated—had not yet developed name and
form—in which sense the word ‘‘non-existence” is
also used in common parlance. It was in a fine
condition, and after creation it became gross, develop-
ing name and form. This sense is shown by the
immediately succeeding portion of the text, ‘It be-
came existent, it grew.” Hence the conclusion of
the last Sutra is all right.
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g&: From reasoning u®maq from another Sruti
text 9 and.

'18. From reasoning and another
Sruti text (this relation between cause and
effect is established).

From reasoning also we find that the effect is
non-different from the cause and exists before ils
origination. Otherwise everything could have been
produced from anything. Particular causes produc-
ing particular effects only shows this relationship
between cause and effect. Before creation the effect
exists in the cause as unmanifest. Otherwise some-
thing new being created, anything could have been
created from all things. The fact is, it gets mani-
fested on creation, that is all. That which is
absolutely non-existent like the horns of a bare can
never come 1nto existence. So the cause cannot pro-
duce altogether a new thing which was not existing
in it already. Moreover, that the effect exists even
before creation we find from such Sruti texts as “In
the beginning, my dear, this was only existence, one
without a second” (Chh. 6. 2. 1).

Q" el
geaq Like cloth ¥ and.
19. And like a piece of cloth.

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is the
12
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world before and after creation. In the folded state
one cannot make out whether it is a cloth or anything
else, ‘which is clearly discernible when it is spread
out. In the state of Pralaya (dissolution), i.e. before
creation, the world exists in a fine potential state in
Brahman and after creation takes the gross form.

9T T "qronfg | 2o )

g1 As 9 and WWfE in the case of Prénas.

20. And as in the case of the different
Pranas.

When the five different Pranas (vital forces) are
controlled by Prandyéma, they merge and exist as
the chief Prana (which fegulates respiration) merely
maintaining life. From this we find that the effects,
the various Pranas are not different from their cause,
the chief Prana. So also with all effects; they are
not different from their cause. Therefore it is estab-
lished that the effect, the world, is identical with its
cause, Brahman. Hence by knowing It everything
is known.

Topic 7:  Refutation of the objection that if Brahman

were the cause of the world, then It and the Jiva

being really one, Brahinan would be responsible for
creating evil.

gaarRafgamcaRamats: | 2

saT-magw On account of the other being stated
“(as non different from Brahman) fea-wsumfe-dw-uafs:
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defects of not doirg what is beneficial and the like
wouid arise.

. 21. On accouni of the other (the in-
dividual soul) being stated (as non-differ-
ent from Brahman) there would arise (in
Brahman) the defects of not doing what is
beneficial and the like.

In the previous topic the oneness of the world
with its cause, Brahman, has been established. But
the Sutra also states the identity of the individual
soul and Brahinan, and if Brahman at the same time
were the cause of the world, It would be open to the
charge of not doing what i§ good for Itself. Being
omniscient, It would not have ordained anything
which would do the individual soul harm, or
abstained from doing that which would be beneficial
to it; for nobody is seen to do so with respect to
oneself. Rather It would have created a world where
everything would have been pleasant for the individ-
ual soul, without the least trace of misery. Since
that is not a fact, Brahman is not the cause of the
world, as Vedanta holds.

ufow g, fefEamm R0

wfyd Something more g but #z-f3wq on account
of the statement of difference.

22. But on account of the statement
(in the Srutis) of difference (between the
individual soul and Brahman) (Brahman
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the Creator is) something more (than the
individual soul).

‘But’ refutes the objection of the last Sutra.

The Creator of the world is omniscient and
omnipotent. As such He knows the unreality of the
Jivahood and the world, and also His own non-
attachment to them, being a mere witness. He has
neither good nor evil. So his creating a world of
good and evil is not objectionable. For the individ-
ual soul, however, there is good and evil so long
as it is in ignorance. The Srutis clearly point out
the difference between the individual soul and the
Creator in texts like ““The Atman is to be realized”
ete. (Brih. 2. 4. 5). AR these differences, however,
are based on imaginary distinctions due to ignorance.
It is only when Knowledge dawns that the individual
soul  realizes its identity with Brahman. Then all
plurality vanishes, and there is neither the individual
soul nor the Creator. Thus the individual soul not
being the creator of the world, the objection raised
does not hold good.

wyATiay aggaata: 1 20

wrfeaq Like stones ete. ¥ and a=auuf: its
untenability.

23. And because the case is similar to
that of stones (produced from the same
earth) etc., the objection is untenable.

An objection may be raised that Brahman,
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which is Knowledge, Bliss, and unchangeable, cannot
be the cause of a world of diversity, of good and
evil. This Sutra refutes that. The objection is
untenakle, for we see that from the same material,
earth, stones of different values like the precious
jewels as also nseless stones are produced. So also
from Brahman, which is Bliss, a world of good and
evil can be created.

Topic 8: Brahman though destitute of material
and instruments is yet the cause of the world.

STEEREEMTRE 34, @, dhafz i e

EWH%’R-QWHH Because collectlon of accessories is
seen @ not 3@ I ifit be said % no RAEg like milk
f% since.

24. 1If it be said (that Brahman with-
out extraneous aids) cannot (be the cause
of the world) because (an agent) is seen
{o collect materials (for any construction),
(we say) no, since (it is) like milk (turning
into curds).

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman
being the cause of the world. There is nothing
extraneous to Brahman to help in the work of crea-
tion, for there is nothing besides Brahman. Brahman
is one withont & second and so free from all differen-
tiations internal or external. It is ordinarily seeu
that one who creates something, the potter, for
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example, uses extraneous aids like the wheel, clay,
etc. But Brahman, being one without a second, has
not these accessories and so is not the Creator. The
Sutra refutes this objection by showing that such a
thing is possible even as milk turns into curds with-
out the help of any extraneous thing. If it be urged
that even in this case heat or some such thing starts
curdling, we say it only accelerates the process, but
the curdling takes place through the inherent capa-
city of the milk. One cannot turn water into curds
by the application of heat! But Brahman being
infinite, no such aid is necessary for It to produce
this world. That It is of infinite power is testified
by such Srutis as the following : ““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 and inherent, acting as force and
knowledge.” (Svet. 6. 8).

Fifiafa 3% 1 e 0

guifeaq Like gods and others wfJ even #1& in the
world.

25. (The case of Brahman creating
the world is) even like the gods and other
beings in the world.

It may be objected that the example of milk
turning into curds is not in point, since it is an
inanimate substance. One never sees a conscious
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being, a potter, tu. instance, turning out things
withcut the help of cxternal aids.

This Sutra refutes thai objection by giving an
example of creation by a conscious agent without
any extraneous help. Even as gcds, in the sacred
books, are seen to create without extraneous means
simply through their inherent power, so also the Lord
through His infinite power of Maya is able to create
this world of diversity. The examples cited above
show tnat it is not necessary that creation be limited
by the conditions observed in thc creation of pots.
They are not universal.

Topic 9: Brahman though without parts is yet
the material cause of the world.

Feema R fATaaeanegRat a1 || € |

@ea-vafm:  Possibility of the entire (Brahman
being modified) FRage@Ew=-Hu: violation of the
scriptural statement that Brahman is without
parts 41 or.

26. (Brahman’s being the cause of the
world involves) either the possibility of the
entire (Brahman being modified) or the
violation of the scriptural statement that
Brahman is without parts.

If Brahman is without parts and yet the material

cause of the world, then we have to admit that the
entire Brahman becomes changed into this multiform
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world. So there will be no Brahman left, but only
the effect, the world. Moreover, it would contradict
the scriptural text that Brahman is immutable. If
on the other hand it is said that the whole of It does
not undergo modification, but only a part, then we
shall have to accept that Brahman is made up of
parts, which is denied by scriptural texts. In either
case it leads to a dilemma, and so Brahman cannot
be the cause of the world.

ST, THEEN Il 6 1|

#®a: On account of scriptural texts § but T=q@=H
on account of being based on the scripture.

27. But (it cannot be like that) on
account of scriptural texts (supporting
both the apparently contradictory views)
and on account of (Brahman) being based
on the scripture only.

‘But’ refutes the view of the former Sutra.

The entire Brahman does not undergo change,
though the scriptures say that the world originates
from Brahman. Witness such texts as, ‘“One foot
(quarter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are
what is immortal in heaven’’ (Chh. 3. 12. 6). And
as in matters supersensuous the Srutis alone are
authority, we have to accept that both these opposite
views are true, though it does not stand to reason.
The thing is, the change in Brahman is only apparent
and not real. Hence both the views expressed by
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the Sruti are true. It is on this basis that the
apparently contradictory texts become reconciled and
not otherwise.

wrenta 99 fAfesmr &y re

wi@fd In the individual soul ¥ and ©d thus fafEan;
diverse ¥ also 1% because.

28. And because in the individual
soul also (as in the case of magicians etc.)
diverse (creation exists). Similarly (with
Brahman).

This Sutra establishes the view of the former
by citing an example.

In the dream state there appears in the individ-
ual self, which is one and indivisible, diversity
resembling the waking state (See Brih. 4. 8. 10), and
yet the indivisible character of the self is not marred
by it. We see also magicians, for instance, produec-
ing a multiple creation without any change in them-
selves. Similarly this diverse creation springs from
Brahman through Its inscrutable power of May4,
though Brahman Itself remains unchanged.

SqRIZeT" ) RE ||

gua-€iwig On account of the opponent’s view
being subject to these very objections ¥ and.
29. And on account of the opponent’s
own view being subject to these very objec-
tions.
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If the Pradhana is taken to be the First Cause,
as the opponents of the Vedantic view (the Sankhyas)
hold, in that case also, as the Pradhina too is with-
out parts, the Sankhyan view will be equally subject
to the objections raised against Brahman as the First
Cause. The Vedanta viewpoint has, however,
answered all these objections, while the Sankhyas
and Vaiseshikas cannot answer them, the changes
being real according to them.

Topic 10: Brahman’s power of Mdyd
established.

SEQaT = gLt il 30 ||

gafdar Endowed with all 9 and aq-a%71q because
it is seen.

30. And (Brahman is) endowed with
all (powers), because it is seen (from the
scriptures).

Generally we see that men endowed with a
physical body possess such powers. But since
Brahman has no body, it is not likely that It can
possess such powers—so says the opponent.

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being
endowed with MAyad Sakti, the power of Nescience.
Various scriptural texts declare that Brahman
possesses all powers. “The great Lord is the Méayin
(the ruler of Miaya)” (Svet. 4. 10). See also
Chh. 8. 14. 4 and 8. 7. 1.
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fagwwag Because devoid of organs 7 not sfa 99 if
it be sa.d & that Sa¥q has been explained.

31. If it be said that because
(Brahman) is devoid of organs (it is) not
(able to create, tnough endowed with
powers), (we say) this has (already) been
explained.

As Brahman is devoid of organs, It cannot
create. Moreover, It is descrited as ‘“Not this,
not this”’, which precludes all attributes; so how
can It possess any powers? This Sutra replies that
it has already been explained in 2. 1. 4. and 2. 1. 25
that with respect to Brahman the scripture alone is
authority and not reason. The scripture declares
that Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses
all capacities. *‘Grasping without hands, moving
swiftly without feet’® etc. (Svet. 8. 19). Though
Brahman is without attributes, yet on account of
Maya or Nescience It can be taken to possess all
powers.

Topic 11: Brahman’s creation has no motive
behind except a sportive impulse.

1 gAAATeTE I 2R

7 Not wa@maaq on account of having motive.
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82. (Brahman is) not (the creator of
the world) on account of (every act1v1ty)
having a motive.

Granting that Brahman possesses all powers for
creation, a further objection is raised against Its
being the cause. Nobody engages himself in any-
thing without a motive or purpose. Everything is
undertaken by people to satisfy .some desire. But
Brahman is self-sufficient, therefore It has nothing
to gain by the creation; hence we cannot expect It
to engage Itself in such a useless creation. Therefore
Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.

ST, SR | 22 |

®#aq As is seen in the world § but SwHas
mere pastime.

83. But (Brahman’s creative activ-
ity) is mere pastlme, as is seen in the
world.

Even as kings without any motive behind are
seen to engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as
men breathe withouts a purpose, for it is their very
nature, or even as children play out of mere fun,
so also Brahman without any purpose engages Itself
in creating this world of diversity. This answers
the objection raised in the previous Sutra against
Brahman’s being the cause of the world.
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Tonic 14: Paitiality and cruelty cannot be
attributed to Brahman.

Qv 07 7, @t
aur fe gmaf&iy 3

§sad¥ @ Partiality and cruclty 9 not @1@w@q on
account of Its taking into consideration (other
reasons) a7 so % because 2%afa declares.

34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be
attributed to Brahman) on account of Its
taking into consideration (other reasons in
that matter), because (the scripture)
declares (it to be) so.

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the
Lord is partial to some. Ile is cruel, inasmuch as
He makes people suffer. To such an objection this
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of
pertiality and cruelty, because He dispenses accord-
ing to the merit and demerit of the individual soul.
The scripture declares to that effect, ‘A man becomes
good by good work, bad by bad work”” (Brih. 8. 2. 18).
But this does not contradict the i%dependence of the
Lord, even as the king’s status is not compromised
by his giving presents to his.servants according to
their action. Just as rain helps different seeds to
sprout, each according to its nature, so God is the
general efficient cause in bringing the latent tenden-
cies of each:individual té fruition. Hence he is
neither partial nor cruel.
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a watfrrrmiEla 34, a, sz 1 a0

7 Not mwifswaig for want of distinction in work
sfa 99 if it be said @ no waIfg@iq because of (the
world) being without a beginning.

85. If it be said (that is) not (possi-
ble) for want of any distinction in work
(before creation), (we say) no, because of
(the world) being without a beginning.

Since before the first creation the individual soul
cannot possibly have had a previous existence,
whence comes the difference in the condition of
beings in that first creation, unless the Lord has
caused it out of His partiality? This objection is
answered by the Sutra, which says that creation is
without a b-ginning and the question of first creation
cannot arise. It is like a seed and its sprout. So
the individua: souls have always had a previous
existence and done good or bad deeds in accordance
with which their lot in a subsequent creation is
ordained by the Lord.

399 %@mﬁau 2w

gyyzid  Is reasonable ¥ and wf@ and Syeawd is
seen ¥ also.

36. And (that the world is without
a beginning) is reasonable and is also seen
(from the scriptures).
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Reuson tells us *hat creation must be without
a beginning. For if the world did not exist in a
potential state in the form of Samskéras (impres-
sions), then an absolutely non-existing thing would
be produced at creation. In that case even liberated
svuls might be reborn. Morcover people wouid be
enjoying or suffcring without having done anything
to deserve it—an instance of an effect without a
cause, which is absurd. It cannot be attributed to
primeval ignorance, which, being oue, requires the
diversity of individual past work to produce varied
results. The scriptures also posit the existence of the
world in former cycles in texts like ‘“The Lord
devised the sun and moon as before” (Rig-Veda
10. 190. 3).

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed to
the Lord.

Tepic 13: Brahman endowed with all attributes
necessary for creation.

gEanfqasy | 39
®d-98-99q«: From the possibility of all attri-
butes ¥ and.

37. And because all attributes (re-
quired for the creation of the world) are
possible (only in Brahman, It is the cause
of the world).
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This Sutra answers the objection that because
Brahman is attributeless It cannot be the material
cause of the world.

Objection: Material cause is that which under-
goes modification as the effect. Such a cause is
generally seen to possess attributes in the world.
Therefore an attributeless Brahman cannot be the
material cause of the world, as it goes counter to
our everyday experience.

Answer: Though the material cause undergoes
change to produce the effect, yet this can take place
in two ways. An actual modification, as when milk
turns into curds, or an apparent modification due
to ignorance, as when a rope is taken for a snake.
Therefore though in the attributeless Brahman an
actual change is impossible, yet an apparent modi-
fication is possible owing to Its power of Maya.
Because of this power all the attributes required in
the cause for such a creation are possible only in
Brahman. Therefore Brahman is the material cause
of this world, not through actual modification, but
through apparent modification, and It is also the
efficient cause of the world. Therefore the fact that
Brahman is the cause of the world is established.



CHAPTER 1I

SECTION i1

In the last section all arguments against Brahman
being the First Cause have been answered. In this
section all the doctrines of the other schools are taken
up for refutation through reasoning alone without
reference to the authority of the Vedas.

In the last Sutra it has been shown that Brahman
possesses all the attributes, though through Maya,
for equipping It to be the First Cause of the universe.
Now the question is taken up whether the Sankhyan
Pradhina can satisfy all those conditions.

Topic 1: Refutation of the Sdnkhyan theory of the
Pradhdna as the First Cause.

TIATIATART ATIATAH U £ I
794999t . Because of the impossibility of design
= and 9 not wgA™H that which is inferred.

1. And that which is inferred (viz.
the Pradhana of the Sankhyas can) not (be
the First Cause) because (in that case it is)
not possible (to account for the) design
(found in the creation).

In the preceding portion the Sinkhyan doctrine

has been refuted here and there on scriptural
18 :
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authority. Sutras 1-10 refute it through reasoning
independent of the Vedéanta texts.

The inert Pradhéna does not possess the intelli-
gence that is required for éreating such a diverse
and well-designed world as this, and so it cannot
be the First Cause.

ag]=T || R

wew: Of a tendency % and.

2. And on account of (the impos-
sibility of such) a tendency (to create).

Even granting that such a creation is possible
for the Pradhéna, still there are other objections.

Inert Pradhdna cannot again be credited with
the desire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is
never seen to create.a pot without the agency of an
intelligent being. So the inert Pradhéna cannot be
the cguse, for in that case the activi_ty nécessary
for the production of the world would be impossible.
There must be some ruling intelligence for that
purpose.

qatsTgasaE, ANty 3
qfis¥gaq Like milk and water ¥ if it be said aa
there w7 even.

8. If it be said (that the Pradhéna
spontaneously undergoes modification)
like (the flowing of) milk and water, (we
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say that) even there (it is due to intelli-
gence)

The Sénkhyas try to get over the d1fﬁculty by
saying that even as water flows in rivers spontane-
ously or milk from the udder to the calf, so also t
inert Pradhina may become active of its own accgfd
and undergo modification into intellect, Ahankara,
etc. without the agency ol any intelligence. The
latte part of the Sutfra refutes this and says that
even the flowing of water and milk is directed by
the Supreme Lord. The scriptures also say : ““Under
the mighty rule of this Immutable, O Gargi, some
rivers flow to the east” ete. (Brih. 8. 8.9); “He
who inhabits water, but is within it, . . . who con-
trols water from within®’ (Brih. 8. 7. 4). The Lord
is behind everything directing the material world.

arf‘aimmi‘wﬁm&imq N8

Ffatsmaf@a: There t;eing no extraneous agency
besides it ¥ and wade@q because it is not dependent.

4. And because (the Pradhéna) is not
dependent (on anything), there being no
extraneous agencysesides it, (its activity
and non-activity cannot be explained).

The Pradhéna of the Sankhyas being inert, it
cannot of itself start to be active, or when once
set in motion, cease to be active of itself. So in
the absence of an intelligent guiding principle it is
impossible for the Sankhyas to explain creation and
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dissolution at the beginning and end of a cycle,
which they admit. The only other principle besides
the Pradhéna that they admit is the Purusha or soul,
but according to them it is not an agent, for it is
indifferent. All other principles which they admit
including even Karma are but products of the
Pradhana and as such cannot have any determining
effect on it. Hence their position launches them
into a contradiction.

QRIRTATATS T Fuurigaa il 4 |

w7a Elsewhere wwWiaiq because of its absence ¥
and 7 not @WifEaq even as grass ete.

5. And (it can) not (be said that the
Pradhéna undergoes modification spon-
taneously) even as grass etc. (turn into
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere
(than in the female mammals).

Nor is the spontaneous modification of the
Pradhéna possible. If you cite grass as an instance,
we say it is not-changed into milk spontaneously
but only when eaten by female mammals. Other-
wise it would be converted into milk independently
of them. Since the analogy itself does not stand,
we cannot accept the Pradhéna’s undergoing modi-
fication of itself.

HEGEIRSCAITATET ) & |

wguad Accepting W@ even wWuWIaq because of
the absence of any purpose.
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6. Even accepting (the Séankhyan
position with regard to the spontaneous
modification of the Pradhéina, it cannot
be the ¥irst Cause) because of the absence
of any purpose. '

Grauting the spontaneity of the Pradhéna, it
will lead to a contradicti)n in their philosophy. If
the Pradhéna is active spontaneously, then this
activity cannot have any parpose, which would
.contradict the Sinkhyan view that the modification
of the Pradhéna is for the experience and Liberation
of the soul. Moreover, the soul being perfect, it is
already free and nothing can be added to or taken
away from it. Hence the Pradhipa cannot be the
First Cause.

geaTyAafEta S, @y o e

J&9-wW-9q Even as a person or a magnet %@ 97
if it be said a=1fq even then.

7. If it be said (that the Purusha can
direct the Pradhéna) even as a (crippled)
person (can direct a blind man), or a
magnet (the iron filings), even then (the
difficulty cannot be surmounted).

The Sankhyas hold that though the Purusha is
itself inactive yet it can direct the Pradhéna; the
Sutra refutes it. According to the Sﬁnkhyas,*the
Pradhéna is independent, and so it is not in keep-
ing with this to say that it depends on the nearness
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of the Purusha for its activity, even as the iron
filings depend on the magnet for their motion.
Moreover, the Purusha being always near the
Pradhéna, there would be permanency of creation.
Again, the case of the lame and the blind is not an
apt example, for the lame man can give directions
to the blind one and direct him ; but since the Purusha
is altogeher indifferent according to the Sankhyas, it
‘cannot do that with respect to the Pradhéna. In
Vedénta, though Brahman is indifferent, yet through
Maya It is endowed with attributes and activity;
50 It becomes the Creator. Again the Purusha and the
Pradhéna are altogether separate and independent;
the one is intelligent and indifferent, the other inert
and independent. Now if these two are to be con-
nected, a third principle will be required, and since
no such principle is recognized in the Sankhya philos-
ophy, their connection is impossible.

AfgERTaIaeT Il <

wfra-wq9gd: Owing to the impossibility of the
relation of principal (and subordinate) ¥ and.

8. And because the relation of princi-
pal (and subordinate) is impossible (among
the Gunas, the Pradhina cannot be active).

The 'Pradhana, according to the Sénkhyas, con-
sists of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva, Rajas,

and Tamas, which are independent of each other and
in a state of equilibrium before creation. Creation
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begins .when ‘this equilibrium is upset and one Guna
becolaes morc nredomipant than the other two.
Equilibrium cannot be npset without any external
force, ror can the Gubas, which are absolutely
independent in the sta‘f of Pradhéna, take of
themselves a subsidiary /position to another Guna
without losing their independence. Hence creation
would be impossible.

srrmgfiat @ safwfEtma o e

w@gl Otherwise wgfa if it be inferred ¥ even
wufs-faflmg owing to the absence of the power of
intelligence.

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise,
owing to the absence of the power of
intelligence (the other objections to the
Pradhéna being the First Cause remain).

If it be inferred from the effects that the cause,
the Pradhéna, consists of Gunas which are not abso-
lutely independent, but contain some characteristics
inherent in them, like unstability, owing to which
they themselves enter into a state of inequality even
while they are in a state of equilibrium, then also
because of the want of intelligence the objections
founded on design in the world and that .it would
lead to continuous creation, stand against accepting
the Pradhéns as the First Cause. Vide Sutras

1 and 4.
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faufagu Because of contradictions ¥ also weRs&q
inconsistent.

10. Also because of contradictions
(the Sankhyan theory) is inconsistent.

There are various contradictions in the Sdnkhya
philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the senses
‘are said to be eleven and again they are said to be
seven, again the Tanmaétras are said to be produced
from Mahat in one place and in another place from
Ahankéra (Ego), and so on. Its differences with
Sruti and Smriti are well known. Hence the doctrine
of the Pradhana of the Sankhyas cannot be accepted.

Topic 2: Refutation of the objection from the
Vaiseshika standpoint against Brahman
being the First Cause.

e T FEqREEnAT | &L |

m—ﬁé—ﬁ Even as the great and long @1 or ¥8&-
yftq@®™a from the short and the infinitesimal.

11. (The world may originate from
Brahman) even as the great and long
(triad etc.) originate from the short (and
the minute dyad) or (this kind of dyad)
from the infinitesimal (atom).

The Sénkhyas having been refuted, the Vaise-
shika philosophy is taken up in Sutras 11—17 and
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refuted. First, the przusible objection against Brahman
beiny the First Cause is answered from the standpoint
of the Vaiseshikas in Sutra 11. According to
themn the qualities of the cause produce simildr
qualities in the effects, even as the whiteness of the
threads produce that of the cloth woven out of them.
So if the world is created from Brahman, the quality
of intelligence should abide in the world also; but
as a matter of fact it does net. So Brahman cannot
be the cause of the world. This argument is refuted
on the ground that the same objection applies to
the Vaiseshika view of creativn also; hence it is no
special objection against Vedénta. According to
them the ultimate condition of the world is atomic,
and all things in this world are but aggregates of
the different kinds of atoms. The atoms are eternal
and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state
of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state.
At the time of creation the atoms of air are set in
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and two
atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three dyads
combine to form a triad and four dyads form a
tetrad, and in this way gross air is created. Similarly,
the other elements are created from their respective
atoms and dyads. An atom, according to this philos-
ophy, is infinitesimal, a dyad is minute and short,
and compounds from the triad upwards are great
and long. Now, if two atoms which are spherical,
produce a dyad which is minute and short, bit in
which the sphericity of the atom is ngf./re/produced,
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or if four dyads, which are short and minute, produce
a tetrad, which is great and long, but the minute-
ness and shortness of the dyad are not handed down,
it is clear that all the qualities of the cause are not
reproduced in the effect. So there can be no objec-
tion to an intelligent Brahman being the cause of
the world, which is not intelligent. Brahman, which
is Knowledge and Bliss, can produce a world which
is inert ‘and full of misery.

vTopic 3: Refutation of the atomic theory
of the Vaiseshikas.
Having answered the objection against the
Vedantic view, the author of the Sutras now pro-
ceeds to refute the Vaiseshika philosophy.

AT T TR || LR 1|

swguify In either case 7 is not & activity wa:
therefore @q-wwra: negation of that.

12. In either case (viz. the Adrishta,
the unseen principle, inhering either in the
atoms or in the soul) the activity (of the
atoms) is not (possible); therefore the
negation of that (viz. of creation through
the combination of atoms).

If the world is created by the combination of
atoms, the question is, what causes this combination ?
If it is a seen cause, it is not possible before the
é;éatiqn of the body. A seen cause can either be an
endeavout; -or an impact, or the like. Unless there
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is the connection of the soul with the mind, there can
be no endeavonur o1 the part of the soul, according to
the Vaiseshika assumption. And since before creation
there is no body and therefore no mind, endeavour
cannot take place. Similarly with impact ete. If the
cause is Adrishta (the unseen principle), does it inhere
in the soul or in the atoms? In either case, it cennot
be the cause of the first motion of the atoms; for this
Adrishta is non-inteliigent and so cannot act by itseli.
If it is inherent in the soul, the soul being then inert,
there is no intelligence tc guide this Adrishta. If it is
inherent in the atoms, it being always prcsent, a state
of dissolution would be impossible, for the atoms will
be always active. Again, the soul is without parts like
the atoms, and so there i¢ no possibility of any connec-
tion between the soul and the atoms. Consequently,
if the A-rishta inheres in the soul, it cannot influence
the motion cf the atoms not connected with the sesidr.
So in all cases original activity in the - 4toms is not
possible, -and in the absence of tp:at there can be no
combination of atoms, as the Vydiseshikas say. Gonse-
quently, the theory that the #orld is created by the
combination of atoms is untefable.

SRS y'f‘mﬂaﬁ'ﬁi X

-9 e Sam /8ya being admitted ¥ also
g1@F equality  of rea:&’i“g wAA@R: regressus in
infinitum wquld result. " )

18. (The Vaisestika theory is unten-
able) also (because js involves) a regressus
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in infinitum on similar reasoning, since it
accepts Samavéiya.

Samavéya or inseparable inherence is one of the
seven categories of the Vaiseshikas. They say it is
this that connects the dyad with its constituents, the
two atoms, since the dyad and the atoms are of differ-
ent qualities. In that case Samaviya (inherence)
itself also being different from these dyads and atoms,
which it connects, another Samavéya will be required
to connect it with these, and that in its turn will
require another Samavéya to connect it with the first
Samaviya and so on without an end. Hence the
argument would be defective, and consequently the
atomic doctrine, which admit‘s Samaviya for combina-
tion, is inadmissible.

v faegia 3 w8

19%® 73 Permanently ¥ and ¥4 because exist-
ing. - .
d4. And because of the permanent
existence (of the tendency to act or other-
wise of the atoms,\\the atomic theory is
inadmissible). _

The atomic theory involves another difficulty. If
the atoms are by nature actjve, then creation would
be permanent, for dissolutign would mean a change
in the nature of the atoms, which is impossible. If
on the other hand, they arge by nature inactive, then
dissolution would be permbnent, and there will be
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no creation for the same reason. Their nature can-
not be both activity and inactivity, they being contra-
dictory. If they arc neither, their activity and in-
activity would depend on an efficient cause, like
Adrishta, which being always connccted with the
atoms, they will always be active, and creation would
be permanent. If on the other hand, there is no
efficient cause, there will be no activity of the atoms
and hence ne creatinn. Consequently the atomic
theory s again inadmissible.

aTEmen o), guar i g

smfeawig On account of possessing colour ete.
< and fawgy; the opposite a%aiq because it is seen.

15. And on account of (the atoms)
possessing colour etc., the opposite (of
what tne Vaiseshikas hold would be true),
because it is seen.

The atoms are said to have colour ete., for other-
wise the effects will not possess these qualities, since
it is the