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INTRODUCTION.

To the sacred literature of the Brahmans, in the strict
sense of the term, i.e. to the Veda, there belongs a certain
number of complementary works without whose assistance
the student is, according to Hindu notions, unable to do
more than commit the sacred texts to memory. In
the first place all Vedic texts must, in order to be under-
stood, be read together with running commentaries such as
S4yana’s commentaries on the Sashitds and Brihmazas,
and the Bhishyas ascribed to Sankara on the chief Upani-
shads. But these commentaries do not by themselves
conduce to a full comprehension of the contents of the
sacred texts, since they confine themselves to explaining
the meaning of each detached passage without investigating
its relation to other passages, and the whole of which they
form part; considerations of the latter kind are at any rate
introduced occasionally only. The task of taking a com-
prehensive view of the contents of the Vedic writings as a
whole, of systematising what they present in an unsyste-
matical form, of showing the mutual co-ordination or sub-
ordination of single passages and sections, and of reconciling
contradictions—which, according to the view of the orthodox
commentators, can be apparent only—is allotted to a sepa-
rate sistra or body of doctrine which is termed Mimams4,
i. e. the investigation or enquiry kar’ éfoxv, viz. the enquiry
into the connected meaning of the sacred texts.

Of this Mimamsi two branches have to be distinguished,
the so-called earlier (plirva) Mimazs4, and the later (uttara)
Mimamsid. The former undertakes to systematise the
karmakénda, i. e. that entire portion of the Veda which is
concerned with action, pre-eminently sacrificial action, and
which comprises the Sanzhitis and the Brahmaras exclusive
of the Aranmyaka portions; the latter performs the same
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service with regard to the so-called g7Zdnakinda, i.e. that
part of the Vedic writings which includes the Aranzyaka
portions of the Brihmarnas, and a number of detached
treatises called Upanishads. Its subject is not action but
knowledge, viz. the knowledge of Brahman.

At what period these two sistras first assumed a definite
form, we are unable to ascertain. Discussions of the nature
of those which constitute the subject-matter of the Parva
Mimémsd must have arisen at a very early period, and the
word Mimémsi itself together with its derivatives is
already employed in the Brahmaznas to denote the doubts
and discussions connected with certain contested points of
ritual. The want of a body of definite rules prescribing how
to act, i.e. how to perform the various sacrifices in full
accordance with the teaching of the Veda, was indeed an
urgent one, because it was an altogether practical want,
continually pressing itself on the adhvaryus engaged in
ritualistic duties. And the task of establishing such rules
was moreover a comparatively limited and feasible one ; for
the members of a certain Vedic sdkha or school had to do
no more than to digest thoroughly their own brahmaza and
samhita, without being under any obligation of reconciling
with the teaching of their own books the occasionally con-
flicting rules implied in the texts of other sikhas. It was
assumed that action, as being something which depends on
the will and choice of man, admits of alternatives, so that
a certain sacrifice may be performed in different ways by
members of different Vedic schools, or even by the followers
of one and the same sikha.

The Uttara Mimamsi-sistra may be supposed to have
originated considerably later than the Parva Mimamsa. In
the first place, the texts with which it is concerned doubtless
constitute the latest branch of Vedic literature. And in the
second place, the subject-matter of those texts did not call
for a systematical treatment with equal urgency, as it was
in no way connected with practice; the mental attitude of
the authors of the Upanishads, who in their lucubrations on
Brahman and the soul aim at nothing less than at definite-
ness and coherence, may have perpetuated itself through
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many generations without any great inconvenience resulting
therefrom.

But in the long run two causes must have acted with
ever-increasing force, to give an impulse to the systematic
working up of the teaching of the Upanishads also. The
followers of the different Vedic sikhis no doubt recog-
nised already at an early period the truth that, while
conflicting statements regarding the details of a sacrifice
can be got over by the assumption of a vikalpa, i.e. an
optional proceeding, it is not so with regard to such
topics as the nature of Brahman, the relation to it of the
human soul, the origin of the physical universe, and the like.
Concerning them, one opinion only can be the true one, and
it therefore becomes absolutely incumbent on those, who
look on the whole body of the Upanishads as revealed
truth, to demonstrate that their teaching forms a con-
sistent whole free from all contradictions. In addition
there supervened the external motive that, while the karma-
kdnda of the Veda concerned only the higher castes of
brahmanically constituted society, on which it enjoins
certain sacrificial performances connected with certain re-
wards, the g#dnakinda, as propounding a certain theory of
the world, towards which any reflecting person inside or
outside the pale of the orthodox community could not but
take up a definite position, must soon have become the
object of criticism on the part of those who held different
views on religious and philosophic things, and hence stood
in need of systematic defence.

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

The general scope of the two Miméamsi-sitras and their
relation to the Veda have been indicated in what precedes.
A difference of some importance between the two has, how-
ever, to be noted in this connexion. The systematisation of
the karmakanda of the Veda led to the elaboration of two
classes of works, viz. the Kalpa-siitras on the one hand, and
the Parva MimAmsi-sQtras on the other hand. The former
give nothing but a description as concise as possible of the
sacrifices enjoined in the Brahmanas; while the latter
discuss and establish the general principles which the
author of a Kalpa-sitra has to follow, if he wishes to render
his rules strictly conformable to the teaching of the Veda.
The g7idnakanda of the Veda, on the other hand, is system-
atised in a single work, viz. the Uttara Mim4ssa or Vedanta-
slitras, which combine the two tasks of concisely stating the
teaching of the Veda, and of argumentatively establishing
the special interpretation of the Veda adopted in the Siitras.
This difference may be accounted for by two reasons. In
the first place, the contents of the karmakanda, as being of
an entirely practical nature, called for summaries such as
the Kalpa-sfitras, from which all burdensome discussions of
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method are excluded ; while there was no similar reason for
the separation of the two topics in the case of the purely
theoretical science of Brahman. And, in the second place,
the VedAnta-sGtras throughout presuppose the Plrva
Miméimsi-sitras, and may therefore dispense with the
discussion of general principles and methods already esta-
blished in the latter.

The time at which the two Mimémsa-slitras were com-
posed we are at present unable to fix with any certainty ;
a few remarks on the subject will, however, be made later
on. Their outward form is that common to all the so-
called Sttras which aims at condensing a given body of
doctrine in a number of concise aphoristic sentences, and
often even mere detached words in lieu of sentences.
Besides the Mimdasmsé-sitras this literary form is common
to the fundamental works on the other philosophic systems,
on the Vedic sacrifices, on domestic ceremonies, on sacred
law, on grammar, and on metres. The two Miméamsi-
sQtras occupy, however, an altogether exceptional position
in point of style. All Stitras aim at conciseness; that is
clearly the reason to which this whole species of literary
composition owes its existence. This their aim they reach
by the rigid exclusion of all words which can possibly be
spared, by the careful avoidance of all unnecessary repeti-
tions, and, as in the case of the grammatical Sttras, by the
employment of an arbitrarily coined terminology which
substitutes single syllables for entire words or combination
of words. At the same time the manifest intention of the
Stitra writers is to express themselves with as much clear-
ness as the conciseness affected by them admits of. The
aphorisms are indeed often concise to excess, but not
otherwise intrinsically obscure, the manifest care of the
writers being to retain what is essential in a given phrase,
and to sacrifice only what can be supplied, although perhaps
not without difficulty, and an irksome strain of memory and
reflection. Hence the possibility of understanding without
a commentary a very considerable portion at any rate of the
ordinary Sttras. Altogether different is the case of the
two Mimésmsi-sitras. There scarcely one single Sttra is



Xiv VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

intelligible without a commentary. The most essential
words are habitually dispensed with ; nothing is, for instance,
more common than the simple omission of the subject or
predicate of a sentence. And when here and there a Sttra
occurs whose words construe without anything having to be
supplied. the phraseology is so eminently vague and obscure
that without the help derived from a commentary we should
be unable to make out to what subject the Sdtra refers.
When undertaking to translate either of the Mimasmsa-
stitras we therefore depend altogether on commentaries ;
and hence the question arises which of the numerous com-
mentaries extant is to be accepted as a guide to their right
understanding.

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

! The Sitras in which the g/#8nakidnda of the Veda is systematised go by
various names, being called either Ved4nta-siitras, or Uttara Mimamsa-sfitras,
or Brahma-sfitras, or SAriraka Mimamsi-siitras.
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taken into account, although, it must be admitted, too much
weight may easily be attached to it. The Sankara-bhishya
further is the authority most generally deferred to in India
as to the right understanding of the Vedinta-siitras, and
ever since Sankara’s time the majority of the best thinkers
of India have been men belonging to his school. If in
addition to all this we take into consideration the intrinsic
merits of Sankara’s work which, as a piece of philo-
sophical argumentation and theological apologetics, un-
doubtedly occupies a high rank, the preference here given
to it will be easily understood.

But to the European—or, generally, modern—translator
of the Vedanta-siitras with Sankara’s commentary another
question will of course suggest itself at once, viz. whether
or not Sankara’s explanations faithfully render the intended
meaning of the author of the Sttras. To the Indian Pazndit
of Sankara’s school this question has become an indifferent
one, or, to state the case more accurately, he objects to
its being raised, as he looks on Sankara’s authority as
standing above doubt and dispute. When pressed to
make good his position he will, moreover, most probably
not enter into any detailed comparison of Sankara’s com-
ments with the text of BidarAyana’s Siitras, but will rather
endeavour to show on speculative grounds that Sankara’s
philosophical view is the only true one, whence it of course
follows that it accurately represents the meaning of Bada-
rdyaza, who himself must necessarily be assumed to have
taught the true doctrine. But on the modern investigator,
who neither can consider himself bound by the authority of
a name however great, nor is likely to look to any Indian
system of thought for the satisfaction of his speculative
wants, it is clearly incumbent not to acquiesce from the out-
set in the interpretations given of the Vedanta-siitras—and
the Upanishads—by Sarkara and his school, but to submit
them, as far as that can be done, to a critical investigation.

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

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

The bhashya, which in this connexion is the first to press
itself upon our attention, is the one composed by the famous
Vaishzava theologian and philosopher Ramanuga, who is
supposed to have lived in the twelfth century. The Rama-
nuga or, as it is often called, the Sri-bhashya appears to be
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the oldest commentary extant next to Sankara’s. It is
further to be noted that the sect of the R4minugas occupies
a pre-eminent position among the Vaishzava sects which
themselves, in their totality, may claim to be considered the
most important among all Hindu sects. The intrinsic value
of the Sri-bhishya moreover is—as every student ac-
quainted with it will be ready to acknowledge—a very high
one; it strikes one throughout as a very solid performance
due to a writer of extensive learning and great power of argu-
mentation, and in its polemic parts, directed chiefly against
the school of Sankara, it not unfrequently deserves to be
called brilliant even. And in addition to all this it shows
evident traces of being not the mere outcome of Rimanuga’s
individual views, but of resting on an old and weighty
tradition.

This latter point is clearly of the greatest importance.
If it could be demonstrated or even rendered probable only
that the oldest bhishya which we possess, i.e. the San-
kédra-bhishya, represents an uninterrupted and uniform
tradition bridging over the interval between Badarayara,
the reputed author of the Sitras, and Sankara; and if, on
the other hand, it could be shown that the more modern
bhishyas are not supported by old tradition, but are
nothing more than bold attempts of clever sectarians to
force an old work of generally recognised authority into
the service of their individual tenets; there would certainly
be no reason for us to raise the question whether the later
bhashyas can help us in making out the true meaning of
the Sttras. All we should have to do in that case would be
to accept Sankara’s interpretations as they stand, or at the
utmost to attempt to make out, if at all possible, by a
careful comparison of Sankara’s bhishya with the text of
the Shtras, whether the former in all cases faithfully repre-
sents the purport of the latter.

Inthe most recent book of note which at all enters into the
question as to how far we have to accept Sankara as a guide
to the right understanding of the Sttras (Mr. A. Gough’s
Philosophy of the Upanishads) the view is maintained (pp.
239 ff.) that Sankara is the generally recognised expositor

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

Beginning with the Sttras, we find that they supply ample
evidence to the effect that already at a very early time,
viz. the period antecedent to the final composition of the
Vedanta-sltras in their present shape, there had arisen
among the chief doctors of the Vedinta differences of
opinion, bearing not only upon minor points of doctrine,
but affecting the most essential parts of the system. In
addition to Badardyana himself, the reputed author of the
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Sdtras, the lﬁatter quote opinions ascribed to the following
teachers: Atreya, Asmarathya, Audulomi, Karsh#igini,
Kasakritsna, Gaimini, Badari. Among the passages where
diverging views of those teachers are recorded and con-
trasted three are of particular importance. Firstly, a
passage in the fourth pada of the fourth adhyaya (Sttras 5-7),
where the opinions of various teachers concerning the
characteristics of the released soul are given, and where the
important discrepancy is noted that, according to Audulomi,
its only characteristic is thought (4aitanya), while Gaimini
maintains that it possesses a number of exalted qualities, and
Bidarayana declares himself in favour of a combination of
those two views.—The second passage occurs in the third
pada of the fourth adhyaya (Sitras 7-14), where Gaimini
maintains that the soul of him who possesses the lower know-
ledge of Brahman goes after death to the highest Brahman,
while BAdari—whose opinion is endorsed by Sankara——
teaches that it repairs to the lower Brahman only.—Finally,
the third and most important passage is met with in the
fourth pAda of the first adhydya (Satras 20-22), where the
question is discussed why in a certain passage of the
Brshadaranyaka Brahman is referred to in terms which are
strictly applicable to the individual soul only. In con-
nexion therewith the Satras quote the views of three ancient
teachers about the relation in which the individual soul
stands to Brahman. According to Asmarathya (if we
accept the interpretation of his view given by Sarikara and
Sankara’s commentators) the soul stands to Brahman in
the bhedabheda relation, i.e. it is neither absolutely different
nor absolutely non-different from it, as sparks are from fire.
Audulomi, on the other hand, teaches that the soul is alto-
gether different from Brahman up to the time when ob-
taining final release it is merged in it; and Késaksstsna
finally upholds the doctrine that the soul is absolutely non-
different from Brahman, which in some way or other
presents itself as the individual soul.

That the ancient teachers, the ripest outcome of whose
speculations and discussions is embodied in the Vedanta-
sitras, disagreed among themselves on points of vital

b2
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importance is sufficiently proved by the three passages
quoted. The one quoted last is specially significant as
showing that recognised authorities—deemed worthy of
being quoted in the SOtras—denied that doctrine on which
the whole system of Sankara hinges, viz. the doctrine of
the absolute identity of the individual soul with Brahman.
Turning next to the Sankara-bhishya itself, we there
also meet with indications that the Vedantins were divided
among themselves on important points of dogma. These
indications are indeed not numerous: Sankara does not on
the whole impress one as an author particularly anxious to
strengthen his own case by appeals to ancient authorities, a
peculiarity of his which later writers of hostile tendencies
have not failed to remark and criticise. But yet more than
once Sankara also refers to the opinion of ¢another, viz.,
commentator of the Sitras, and in several places Sankara’s
commentators explain that the ¢ other ’ meant is the Vr7tti-
kéra (about whom more will be said shortly). Those
references as a rule concern minor points of exegesis, and
hence throw little or no light on important differences of
dogma ; but there are two remarks of Sankara’s at any
rate which are of interest in this connexion. The one is
made with reference to Stras 7-14 of the third pada
of the fourth adhyiya ; ¢ some,” he says there, ‘ declare those
Sdtras, which I look upon as setting forth the siddhinta
view, to state merely the plrvapaksha;’ a difference of
opinion which, as we have seen above, affects the important
question as to the ultimate fate of those who have not
reached the knowledge of the highest Brahman.—And
under I, 3, 19 Sankara, after having explained at length
that the individual soul as such cannot claim any reality,
but is real only in so far as it is identical with Brahman,
adds the following words, ‘apare tu vidina/Z pAramarthikam
eva gaivame rlipam iti manyante asmadiyds ka kekit, i.e.
‘ other theorisersagain, and among them some of ours, are of
opinion that the individual soul as such is real.’” The term
‘ours,” here made use of, can denote only the Aupanishadas
or Vedantins, and it thus appears that Sankara himself
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was willing to class under the same category himself and
philosophers who—as in later times the Rimanugas and
others—looked upon the individual soul as not due to the
fictitious limitations of M4y4, but as real in itself ; whatever
may be the relation in which they considered it to stand
to the highest Self.

From what precedes it follows that the Vedantins of the
school to which Sankara himself belonged acknowledged
the existence of VedAntic teaching of a type essentially
different from their own. We must now proceed to enquire
whether the R4manuga system, which likewise claims to be
Vedanta, and to be founded on the Vedanta-siitras, has any
title to be considered an ancient system and the heir of a
respectable tradition.

It appears that RAminuga claims—and by Hindu writers
is generally admitted—to follow in his bhashya the autho-
rity of Bodhdyana, who had composed a vzitti on the
Sttras. Thus we read in the beginning of the Sri-bhashya
(Pandit, New Series, VII, p. 163), ‘ Bhagavad-bodhéyana-
kritAm vistirndm brahmas(tra-vsittime plrvikirydl samki-
kshipus tanmatinusirena sfitriksharizi vyéakhyasyante.
Whether the Bodhiyana to whom that vttiis ascribed is to
be identified with the author of the Kalpa-sfitra, and other
works,cannot at present be decided. But that an ancient vrtti
on the Sttras connected with Bodhdyana’s name actually
existed, there is not any reason to doubt. Short quotations
from it are met with in a few places of the Sri-bhashya, and,
as we have seen above, Sankara’s commentators state that
their author’s polemical remarks are directed against the
Vrittikara. Inaddition to Bodhiyana, Rdmanuga appeals to
quite a series of ancient teachers—ptrvakaryas—who carried
on the true tradition as to the teaching of the Vedanta and
the meaning of the Stras. In the Vedarthasangraha
—a work composed by Rdmanuga himself—we meet in one
place with the enumeration of the following authorities:
Bodhayana, 7afika, Dramida, Guhadeva, Kapardin, Bharu#i,
and quotations from the writings of some of these are not
unfrequent in the Vedarthasangraha, as well as the Sri-
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bhashya. The author most frequently quoted is Dramidal,
who composed the Dramida-bhishya; he is sometimes
referred to as the bhishyakira. Another writer repeatedly
quoted as the vikyak4ra is, I am told 2 to be identified with
the 7anka mentioned above. I refrain from inserting in
this place the information concerning the relative age of
these writers which may be derived from the oral tradition
of the RimAnuga sect. From another source, however, we
receive an intimation that Dramiddkirya or Dravidikirya
preceded Sankara in point of time. In his #k4 on San-
kara’s bhashya to the K/indogya Upanishad III, 10, 4,
Anandagiri remarks that the attempt made by his author to
reconcile the cosmological views of the Upanishad with the
teaching of Smyiti on the same point is a reproduction of
the analogous attempt made by the Dravidikirya.

It thus appears that that special interpretation of the
Vedanta-slitras with which the Sri-bhishya makes us
acquainted is not due to innovating views on the part of
Raminuga, but had authoritative representatives already
at a period anterior to that of Sankara. This latter point,
moreovet, receives additional confirmation from the relation
in which the so-called Rdmanuga sect stands to earlier
sects. What the exact position of Ridmanuga was, and of
what nature were the reforms that rendered him so pro-
minent as to give his name to a new sect, is not exactly
known at present ; at the same time it is generally acknow-
ledged that the Rdmanugas are closely connected with the
so-called Bhigavatas or Pi#karitras, who are known to
have existed already at a very early time. This latter point
is proved by evidence of various kinds; for our present purpose
it suffices to point to the fact that, according to the interpre-
tation of the most authoritative commentators, the last

! The name of this writer is sometimes given as Dramida, sometimes as
Dravida. In the opinion of Pandit Rdma Misra Sistrin of the Benares
College—himself a Riminuga and thoroughly conversant with the books and
traditions of his sect—the form ¢ Dramida’ is the correct one.

? Viz. by Pandit Rima Misra Sistrin. As the Paxdit intends himself to
publish all the traditional information he possesses concerning the history of
the Bhigavatas and Ramanugas, I limit myself in the text to stating the most
relevant results of my study of the Sri-bhashya and the Vedarthasangraha.
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Sttras of the second pada of the second adhyiya (Vedinta-
shitras) refer to a distinctive tenet of the Bhigavatas—which
tenet forms part of the Radméanuga system also—viz. that
the highest being manifests itself in a fourfold form (vytiha)
as Vasudeva, Sankarshaza, Pradyumna, Aniruddha, those
four forms being identical with the highest Self, the indi-
vidual soul, the internal organ (manas), and the principle
of egoity (ahankira). Whether those Sttras embody an
approval of the tenet referred to, as Raminuga maintains,
or are meant to impugn it, as Sankara thinks; so much is
certain that in the opinion of the best commentators the
Bhigavatas, the direct forerunners of the Rdménugas, are
mentioned in the Sitras themselves, and hence must not
only have existed, but even reached a considerable degree
of importance at the time when the Sttras were composed.
And considering the general agreement of the systems of
the earlier Bhigavatas and the later Rdmanugas, we have
a full right to suppose that the two sects were at one also
in their mode of interpreting the Vedanta-sitras.

The preceding considerations suffice, I am inclined to
think, to show that it will by no means be wasted labour to
enquire how Rimanuga interprets the Sttras, and wherein
he differs from Sankara. This in fact seems clearly to be
the first step we have to take, if we wish to make an attempt
at least of advancing beyond the interpretations of scho-
liasts to the meaning of the Sitras themselves. A full and
exhaustive comparison of the views of the two com-
mentators would indeed far exceed the limits of the space
which can here be devoted to that task, and will, moreover,
be made with greater ease and advantage when the complete
Sanskrit text of the Sri-bhashya has been printed, and thus
made available for general reference. But meanwhile it is
possible, and—as said before—even urged upon a translator
of the Sfitras to compare the interpretations, given by the
two bhashyakAras, of those Sttras, which, more than others,
touch on the essential points of the Vedanta system . This

1 Owing to the importance of the Sankara-bhéshya as the fundamental work
of the most influential Hindu school of philosophy, the number of topics which
might be discussed in the introduction to its translation is considerable. But
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will best be done in connexion with a succinct but full
review of the topics discussed in the adhikarazas of the
Vedanta-siitras, according to Sankara; a review which—
apart from the side-glances at Ri4minuga’s comments—
will be useful as a guide through the Sdtras and the
Sankara-bhashya. Before, however, entering on that
task, I think it advisable to insert short sketches of the
philosophical systems of Sankara as well as of RAmanuga,
which may be referred to when, later on, discrepancies
between the two commentators will be noted. In these
sketches I shall confine myself to the leading features, and
not enter into any details. Of Sankara’s system we possess
as it is more than one trustworthy exposition ; it may
suffice to refer to Deussen’s System of the Ved4nta, in
which the details of the entire system, as far as they can be
learned from the Sfitra-bhéshya, are represented fully and
faithfully, and to Gough’s Philosophy of the Upanishads
which, principally in its second chapter, gives a lucid
sketch of the Sankara Vedanta, founded on the Satra-
bhishya, the Upanishad bhashyas, and some later writers
belonging to Sankara’s school. With regard to RAménuga’s
philosophy our chief source was, hitherto, the Rdmanuga
chapter in the Sarvadarsazasamgraha; the short sketch
about to be given is founded altogether on the Sri-
bhishya itself.

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

the limitation of the space at our disposal necessitates a selection, and it can
hardly be doubted that, among the possible tasks of a translator, that of
ascertaining how far the teaching of Sankara agrees with that of Badardyana,
and, further, how far either of them represents the true doctrine of the
Upanishads, is the one first to be taken in hand.—Some other topics, such as a
detailed account of Sankara’s teaching according to the bhashya, an enquiry as
to the books and authors quoted by Sankara, &c., have, moreover, been treated
not long ago in a very thorough fashion by Dr. Deussen in his ¢ System des
Vedanta.’
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g#4na). Intelligence or thought is not to be predicated of
Brahman as its attribute, but constitutes its substance ;
Brahman is not a thinking being, but thought itself. It
is absolutely destitute of qualities; whatever qualities or
attributes are conceivable, can only be denied of it.—But,
if nothing exists but one absolutely simple being, whence
the appearance of the world by which we see ourselves
surrounded, and in which we ourselves exist as individual
beings P—Brahman, the answer runs, is associated with a
certain power called May4 or avidy4 to which the appearance
of this entire world is due. This power cannot be called
‘being’ (sat), for ‘being’ is only Brahman ; nor can it be
called ‘non-being’ (asat) in the strict sense, for it at any rate
produces the appearance of this world. It is in fact a prin-
ciple of illusion ; the undefinable cause owing to which there
seems to exist a material world comprehending distinct
individual existences. Being associated with this principle
of illusion, Brahman is enabled to project the appearance of
the world, in the same way as a magician is enabled by his
incomprehensible magical power to produce illusory ap-
pearances of animate and inanimate beings. May4 thus
constitutes the upAd4na, the material cause of the world; or
—if we wish to call attention to the circumstance that
Mé4y4a belongs to Brahman as a sakti—we may say that
the material cause of the world is Brahman in so far as it
is associated with Miya. In this latter quality Brahman is
more properly called isvara, the Lord.

Ma4y4, under the guidance of the Lord, modifies itself by
a progressive evolution into all the individual existences
(bheda), distinguished by special names and forms, of
which the world consists; from it there spring in due
succession the different material elements and the whole
bodily apparatus belonging to sentient beings. In all
those apparently individual forms of existence the one
indivisible Brahman is present, but, owing to the particular
adjuncts into which MAy4 has specialised itself, it appears
to be broken up—it is broken up, as it were—into a multi-
plicity of intellectual or sentient principles, the so-called
givas (individual or personal souls). What is real in each
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giva is only the universal Brahman itself; the whole
aggregate of individualising bodily organs and mental
functions, which in our ordinary experience separate and
distinguish one giva from another, is the offspring of Maya
and as such unreal.

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

The non-enlightened soul is unable to look through and
beyond Maya, which, like a veil, hides from it its true
nature. Instead of recognising itself to be Brahman, it
blindly identifies itself with its adjuncts (upddhi), the
fictitious offspring of MAy4, and thus looks for its true
Self in the body, the sense organs, and the internal organ
(manas), i.e. the organ of specific cognition. The soul,
which in reality is pure intelligence, non-active, infinite,
thus becomes limited in extent, as it were, limited in
knowledge and power, an agent and enjoyer. Through
its actions it burdens itself with merit and demerit, the
consequences of which it has to bear or enjoy in series of
future embodied existences, the Lord—as a retributor and
dispenser—allotting to each soul that form of embodiment
to which it is entitled by its previous actions. At the end
of each of the great world periods called kalpas the Lord
retracts the whole world, i.e. the whole material world is
dissolved and merged into non-distinct May4, while the
individual souls, free for the time from actual connexion
with upAdhis, lie in deep slumber as it were. But as the
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consequences of their former deeds are not yet exhausted,
they have again to enter on embodied existence as soon as
the Lord sends forth a new material world, and the old
round of birth, action, death begins anew to last to all
eternity as it has lasted from all eternity.

The means of escaping from this endless samsira, the way
out of which can never be found by the non-enlightened
soul, are furnished by the Veda. The karmakinda indeed,
whose purport it is to enjoin certain actions, cannot lead
to final release; for even the most meritorious works
necessarily lead to new forms of embodied existence. And
in the g#inakdnda of the Veda also two different parts
have to be distinguished, viz., firstly, those chapters and
passages which treat of Brahman in so far as related to the
world, and hence characterised by various attributes, i.e. of
fsvara or the lower Brahman; and, secondly, those texts
which set forth the nature of the highest Brahman tran-
scending all qualities, and the fundamental identity of the
individual soul with that highest Brahman. Devout medi-
tation on Brahman as suggested by passages of the former
kind does not directly lead to final emancipation; the
pious worshipper passes on his death into the world of
the lower Brahman only, where he continues to exist as
a distinct individual soul—although in the enjoyment of
great power and knowledge—until at last he reaches the
highest knowledge, and, through it, final release.—That
student of the Veda, on the other hand, whose soul has
been enlightened by the texts embodying the higher know-
ledge of Brahman, whom passages such as the great saying,
¢ That art thou,” have taught that there is no difference
between his true Self and the highest Self, obtains at the
moment of death immediate final release, i.e. he withdraws
altogether from the influence of M4y4, and asserts himself
in his true nature, which is nothing else but the absolute
highest Brahman,

Thus Sankara.—According to Radmanuga, on the other
hand, the teaching of the Upanishads has to be summarised
asfollows.—There exists only one all-embracing being called
Brahman or the highest Self or the Lord. This being is
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not destitute of attributes, but rather endowed with all
imaginable auspicious qualities. It is not intelligence, —as
Sankara maintains,—but intelligence is its chief attribute.
The Lord is all-pervading, all-powerful, all-knowing, all-
merciful ; his nature is fundamentally antagonistic to all evil.
He contains within himself whatever exists. While, accord-
ing to Sankara, the only reality is to be found in the non-
qualified homogeneous highest Brahman which can only be
defined as pure ‘ Being’ or pure thought, all plurality being a
mere illusion; Brahman—according to R4minuga’s view—
comprises within itself distinct elements of plurality which
all of them lay claim to absolute reality of one and the same
kind. Whatever is presented to us by ordinary experience,
viz. matter in all its various modifications and the individual
souls of different classes and degrees, are essential real
constituents of Brahman’s nature. Matter and souls (akit
and kit) constitute, according to R4ménuga’s terminology,
the body of the Lord; they stand to him in the same
relation of entire dependence and subserviency in which
the matter forming an animal or vegetable body stands to
its soul or animating principle. The Lord pervades and
rules all things which exist—material or immaterial—as
their antarydmin; the fundamental text for this special
Rimanuga tenet—which in the writings of the sect is
quoted again and again—is the so-called antarydmin brah-
maza (Brz. Up. I11, 7) which says, that within all elements,
all sense organs, and, lastly, within all individual souls,
there abides an inward ruler whose body those elements,
sense-organs, and individual souls constitute.—Matter and
souls as forming the body of the Lord are also called
modes of him (prakdra). They are to be looked upon as his
effects, but they have enjoyed the kind of individual exist-
ence which is theirs from all eternity, and will never be
entirely resolved into Brahman. They, however, exist in
two different, periodically alternating, conditions. At some
times they exist in a subtle state in which they do not
possess those qualities by which they are ordinarily known,
and there is then no distinction of individual name and
form, Matter in that state is unevolved (avyakta); the
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individual souls are not joined to material bodies, and their
intelligence is in a state of contraction, non-manifestation
(sankoka). This is the pralaya state which recurs at the end
of each kalpa, and Brahman is then said to be in its causal
condition (kirazdvasthd). To that state all those scriptural
passages refer which speak of Brahman or the Self as
being in the beginning one only, without a second. Brahman
then is indeed not absolutely one, for it contains within itself
matter and souls in a germinal condition; but as in that
condition they are so subtle as not to allow of individual
distinctions being made, they are not counted as something
second in addition to Brahman.—When the pralaya state
comes to an end, creation takes place owing to an act of
volition on the Lord’s part. Primary unevolved matter then
passes over into its other condition; it becomes gross and
thus acquires all those sensible attributes, visibility, tangi-
bility, and so on, which are known from ordinary experience.
At the same time the souls enter into connexion with
material bodies corresponding to the degree of merit or
demerit acquired by them in previous forms of existence;
their intelligence at the same time undergoes a certain
expansion (vikdsa). The Lord, together with matter in its
gross state and the ‘expanded’ souls, is Brahman in the
condition of an effect (kirydvasthd). Cause and effect are
thus at the bottom the same; for the effect is nothing but
the cause which has undergone a certain change (pari-
nama). Hence the cause being known, the effect is known
likewise.

Owing to the effects of their former actions the indi-
vidual souls are implicated in the samsira, the endless
cycle of birth, action, and death, final escape from which
is to be obtained only through the study of the g#4na-
kanda of the Veda. Compliance with the injunctions of
the karmakanda does not lead outside the samsira; but
he who, assisted by the grace of the Lord, cognizes—and
meditates on—him in the way prescribed by the Upani-
shads reaches at his death final emancipation, i.e. he
passes through the different stages of the path of the
gods up to the world of Brahman and there enjoys an
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everlasting blissful existence from which there is no re-
turn into the sphere of transmigration. The character-
istics of the released soul are similar to those of Brahman;
it participates in all the latter’s glorious qualities and
powers, excepting only Brahman’s power to emit, rule, and
retract the entire world.

The chief points in which the two systems sketched
above agree on the one hand and diverge on the other
may be shortly stated as follows.-—Both systems teach
advaita, i.e. non-duality or monism. There exist not
several fundamentally distinct principles, such as the pra-
kriti and the purushas of the Sinkhyas, but there exists
only one all-embracing being. While, however, the advaita
taught by Sankara is a rigorous, absolute one, RAménuga’s
doctrine has to be characterised as visishza advaita, i.e.
qualified non-duality, non-duality with a difference. Ac-
cording to Sankara, whatever is, is Brahman, and Brahman
itself is absolutely homogeneous, so that all difference and
plurality must be illusory. According to Riméanuga also,
whatever is, is Brahman; but Brahman is not of a homo-
geneous nature, but contains within itself elements of
plurality owing to which it truly manifests itself in a
diversified world. The world with its variety of material
forms of existence and individual souls is not unreal Maya,
but a real part of Brahman’s nature, the body investing
the universal Self. The Brahman of Sankara is in itself
impersonal, a homogeneous mass of objectless thought,
transcending all attributes; a personal God it becomes
only through its association with the unreal principle of
May4, so that—strictly speaking—.Sankara’s personal God,
his fsvara, is himself something unreal. R4ménuga’s Brah-
man, on the other hand, is essentially a personal God, the
all-powerful and all-wise ruler of a real world permeated
and animated by his spirit. There is thus no room for
the distinction between a param nirguzam and an aparam
saguzam brahma, between Brahman and fsvara.—San-
kara’s individual soul is Brahman in so far as limited by
the unreal upddhis due to Miya. The individual soul of
Ramanuga, on the other hand, is really individual ; it has
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indeed sprung from Brahman and is never outside Brah-
man, but nevertheless it enjoys a separate personal exist-
ence and will remain a personality for ever.—The release
from samsira means, according to Sankara, the absolute
merging of the individual soul in Brahman, due to the dis-
missal of the erroneous notion that the soul is distinct
from Brahman; according to Rimanuga it only means
the soul’s passing from the troubles of earthly life into
a kind of heaven or paradise where it will remain for ever
in undisturbed personal bliss—As Réamdnuga does not
distinguish a higher and lower Brahman, the distinction
of a higher and lower knowledge is likewise not valid for
him; the teaching of the Upanishads is not twofold but
essentially one, and leads the enlightened devotee to one
result only L

I now proceed to give a conspectus of the contents
of the Vedanta-stitras according to Sankara in which at the
same time all the more important points concerning which
Ramanuga disagrees will be noted. We shall here have to
enter into details which to many may appear tedious. But it
is only on a broad substratum of accurately stated details that
we can hope to establish any definite conclusions regarding
the comparative value of the different modes of interpreta-
tion which have been applied to the Sttras. The line of
investigation is an entirely new one, and for the present
nothing can be taken for granted or known.—In stating the
different heads of discussion (the so-called adhikarazas),
each of which comprises one or more Sttras, I shall follow
the subdivision into adhikaranas adopted in the Vy4asadhika-
ranzamala, the text of which is printed in the second volume
of the Bibliotheca Indica edition of the Sttras.

! The only ‘sectarian’ feature of the Sri-bhashya is, that it identifies Brahman
with Vishzu or Nirdyana ; but this in no way affects the interpretations put on
the Sfitras and Upanishads. Nariyaza is in fact nothing but another name of
Brahman,
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FIRST ADHYAYA.

PApa 1.

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

With the next adhikaraza there begins a series of dis-
cussions of essentially similar character, extending up to
the end of the first adhyidya. The question is throughout
whether certain terms met with in the Upanishads denote
Brahman or some other being, in most cases the giva, the
individual soul. .Sankara remarks at the outset that, as the
preceding ten Sitras had settled the all-important point
that all the Vedanta-texts refer to Brahman, the question
now arises why the enquiry should be continued any fur-
ther, and thereupon proceeds to explain that the acknow-
ledged distinction of a higher Brahman devoid of all
qualities and a lower Brahman characterised by qualities
necessitates an investigation whether certain Vedic texts
of primé facie doubtful import set forth the lower Brah-
man as the object of devout meditation, or the higher
Brahman as the object of true knowledge. But thatsuchan
investigation is actually carried on in the remaining portion
of the first adhy4ya, appears neither from the wording of the
Sttras nor even from Sankara’s own treatment of the Vedic

! The Roman numerals indicate the number of the adhikaraza ; the figures
in parentheses state the Slitras comprised in each adhikaraza.
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texts referred to in the Sfitras. In I, 1, 20, for instance, the
question is raised whether the golden man within the sphere
of the sun, with golden hair and beard and lotus-coloured
eyes—of whom the K /%andogya Upanishad speaks in I, 6, 6
—is an individual soul abiding within the sun or the
highest Lord. Sarnkara’s answer is that the passage refers
to the Lord, who, for the gratification of his worshippers,
manifests himself in a bodily shape made of Mayi. So that
according to Sankara himself the alternative lies between
the sagunza Brahman and some particular individual soul, not
between the saguza Brahman and the nirguza Brahman.
Adhik. VI (12-19) raises the question whether the 4nanda-
maya, mentioned in Taittirlya Upanishad II, 5, is merely
a transmigrating individual soul or the highest Self. San-
kara begins by explaining the Sttras on the latter suppo-
sition—and the text of the Shtras is certainly in favour of
that interpretation—gives, however, finally the preference to
a different and exceedingly forced explanation according to
which the Sttras teach that the 4nandamaya is not Brah-
man, since the Upanishad expressly says that Brahman is
the tail or support of the 4nandamaya!.—Raminuga’s in-
terpretation of Adhikaraza VI, although not agreeing in
all particulars with the former explanation of Sankara, yet
is at one with it in the chief point, viz. that the ananda-
maya is Brahman. It further deserves notice that, while
Sankara looks on Adhik. VI as the first of a series of
interpretatory discussions, all of which treat the question
whether certain Vedic passages refer to Brahman or not,
Réaminuga separates the adhikaraza from the subsequent
part of the pidda and connects it with what had preceded.
In Adhik.V it had been shown that Brahman cannot be

! Deussen’s supposition (pp. 30, 150) that the passage conveying the second.
interpretation is an interpolation is lable to two objections. In the first place,
the passage is accepted and explained by all commentators; in the second
place, Sankara in the passage immediately preceding Sttra 12 quotes the
adhikaraza ¢ Anandamayo =bhy4sit ’ as giving rise to a discussion whether the
param or the aparam brahman is meant. Now this latter point is not touched
upon at all in that part of the bhéshya which sets forth the former explanation,
but only in the subsequent passage, which refutes the former and advocates the
latter interpretation.

(34] c
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identified with the pradhina; Adhik. VI shows that it is
different from the individual soul, and the proof of the
fundamental position of the system is thereby completed 1.—
Adhik. VII (20, 21) demonstrates that the golden person
seen within the sun and the person seen within the eye,
mentioned in K/4. Up. I, 6, are not some individual soul
of high eminence, but the supreme Brahman.—Adhik. VIII
(22) teaches that by the ether from which, according to
K#%. Up. I, 9, all beings originate, not the elemental ether
has to be understood but the highest Brahman.—Adhik.
IX (23). The priza also mentioned in K/%. Up. I, 11, 5
denotes the highest Brahman 2.—Adhik. X (24—27) teaches
that the light spoken of in K4 Up. III, 13, 7 is not the
ordinary physical light but the highest Brahman 3.—Adhik.
XTI (28-31) decides that the prdza mentioned in Kau. Up.
III, 2 is Brahman.

PApa II

Adhik. T (1-8) shows that the being which consists of
mind, whose body is breath, &c., mentioned in K/%. Up.
ITI, 14. is not the individual soul, but Brahman. The
Sttras of this adhikaraza emphatically dwell on the dif-
ference of the individual soul and the highest Self, whence
Sankara is obliged to add an explanation—in his comment
on Sitra 6—to the effect that that difference is to be under-
stood as not real, but as due to the false limiting adjuncts
of the highest Self—The comment of Ramanuga through-
out closely follows the words of the Satras; on Shtra 6
it simply remarks that the difference of the highest Self

! Evam gigasitasya brahmanas ketanabhogyabhfitagadarfipasattvaragastamo-
mayapradhandd vydvsittir uktd, idiniz karmavasyit triguzdtmakapraksiti-
samsarganimittaninividhdnantadukhasigaranimagganendsuddhd% %a pratya-
gitmano=nyan nikhilaheyapratyanikas niratisayAnandam brahmeti pratipa-
dyate, 4nandamayo = bhy4sat.

? There is no reason to consider the passage ‘atra kekit’ in Sankara’s
bhéishya on Sftra 23 an interpolation as Deussen does (p. 30). It simply
contains a criticism passed by Sankara on other commentators.

® To the passages on pp. 150 and 153 of the Sanskrit text, which Deussen
thinks to be interpolations, there likewise applies the remark made in the
preceding note.
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from the individual soul rests thereon that the former
as free from all evil is not subject to the effects of works
in the same way as the soul is.—Adhik. II (9, 10) decides
that he to whom the Brahmans and Kshattriyas are but
food (Ka#ka Up. I, 2, 25) is the highest Self.—Adhik. III
(11, 12) shows that the two entered into the cave (KatZa
Up. I, 3, 1) are Brahman and the individual soul 2—Adhik.
IV (13-17) shows that the person within the eye mentioned
in K%. Up. IV, 15, 1 is Brahman.—Adhik. V (18-20) shows
that the ruler within (antarydmin) described in Bzz. Up. III,
7, 3 is Brahman. Sdtra 20 clearly enounces the difference
of the individual soul and the Lord; hence Sankara is
obliged to remark that that difference is not real.—Adhik.
VI (21-23) proves that that which cannot be seen, &c.,
mentioned in Mundaka Up. I, 1, 3 is Brahman.—Adhik.
VII (24-32) shows that the 4&tman vaisvdnara of K/%. Up.V,
11, 6 is Brahman.

PApa III.

Adhik. I (1-7) proves that that within which the heaven,
the earth, &c. are woven (Mund. Up. I, 2, 5) is Brahman.—
Adhik. II (8, 9) shows that the bhiman referred to in K.
Up. VII, 23 is Brahman.—Adhik. III (10-12) teaches that
the Imperishable in which, according to Brz. Up. III, 8, 8,
the ether is woven is Brahman.—Adhik. IV (13) decides
that the highest person who is to be meditated upon with
the syllable Om, according to Prasna Up. V, 5, is not the

! Givasya iva parasydpi brahmana/ saririntarvartitvam abhyupagatan ket
tadvad eva sarirasambandhaprayuktasukhadukhopabhogapriptir iti %en na,
hetuvaiseshyit, na hi saririntarvartitvam eva sukhadukhopabhogahetuZ api
tu pumyapéparlipakarmaparavasatvaz tak Adpahatapipmana’ paramitmano
na sambhavati.

% The second interpretation given on pp. 1845 of the Sanskrit text (beginning
with apara 4ha) Deussen considers to be an interpolation, caused by the
reference to the Paingi-upanishad in Sankara’s comment on I, 3, 7 (p. 232).
But there is no reason whatever for such an assumption. The passage on
P. 232 shows that Sankara considered the explanation of the mantra given in
the Paingi-upanishad worth quoting, and is in fact fully intelligible only in case
of its having been quoted before by Sankara himself.—That the ‘apara’ quotes
the Brshadiranyaka not according to the Kénva text—to quote from which is
Sankara’s habit—but from the M4dhyandina text, is due just to the circum-
stance of his being an ¢ apara,’ i.e. not Sankara.

c2
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lower but the higher Brahman.—According to Radménuga
the two alternatives are Brahman and Brahmi (givasa-
mashzirpo s zd4dhipatis £aturmukha/).—Adhik. V and VI
(comprising, according to Sankara, Sttras 14-21)! discuss
the question whether the small ether within the lotus of the
heart mentioned in K%. Up. VIII, 1 is the elemental ether
or the individual soul or Brahman; the last alternative
being finally adopted. In favour of the second alternative
the plrvapakshin pleads the two passages K%. Up. VIII,
3, 4 and VIII, 12, 3, about the serene being (samprasida) ;
for by the latter the individual soul only can be understood,
and in the chapter, of which the latter passage forms part,
there are ascribed to it the same qualities (viz. freeness
from sin, old age, death, &c.) that were predicated in VIII,
1, of the small ether within the heart.—But the reply to
this is, that the second passage refers not to the (ordinary)
individual soul but to the soul in that state where its true
nature has become manifest, i. e. in which it is Brahman ; so
that the subject of the passage is in reality not the so-called
individual soul but Brahman. And in the former of the
two passages the soul is mentioned not on its own account,
but merely for the purpose of intimating that the highest
Self is the cause through which the individual soul manifests
itself in its true nature.—What R4mAinuga understands by
the dvirbhiva of the soul will appear from the remarks on
IV, 4.

The two next Sttras (22, 23) constitute, according to
Sankara, a new adhikaraza (VII), proving that he ‘after
whom everything shines, by whose light all this is lighted’
(Kazka Up.II, 5,15)is not some material luminous body, but
Brahman itself.—According to R4minuga the two Sttras
do not start a new topic, but merely furnish some further
arguments strengthening the conclusion atrived at in the
preceding Sitras?,

! Sfitras 14-21 are divided into two adhikaraznas by the Adhikarazaratnamala,
but really constitute a simple adhikaraza only.

? Itas kaitad evam. Anuksites tasya #a. Tasya daharik4sasya parabrahmazo
=nukdrdd ayam apahatapdpmatvidiguzako vimuktabandha/ pratyagitmi na
daharikisa% tadanukdras tatsimyas tathd hi pratyagitmanospi vimuktasya
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Adhik. VIII (24, 25) decides that the person of the size
of a thumb mentioned in KazZa Up. II, 4, 12 is not the
individual soul but Brahman.

The two next adhikarazas are of the nature of a digres-
sion. The passage about the angushzZamatra was explained
on the ground that the human heart is of the size of a
span ; the question may then be asked whether also such
individuals as belong to other classes than mankind, more
particularly the Gods, are capable of the knowledge of
Brahman : a question finally answered in the affirmative.—
This discussion leads in its turn to several other digressions,
among which the most important one refers to the problem
in what relation the different species of beings stand to the
words denoting them (Sttra 28). In connexion herewith
Sankara treats of the nature of words (sabda), opposing the
opinion of the Mimé4msaka Upavarsha, according to whom
the word is nothing but the aggregate of its constitutive
letters, to the view of the grammarians who teach that over
and above the aggregate of the letters there exists a super-
sensuous entity called ‘ sphofa,” which is the direct cause of
the apprehension of the sense of a word (Adhik. IX ; Satras
26-33).

Adhik. X (34-38) explains that Stdras are altogether
disqualified for Brahmavidya.

Satra 39 constitutes, according to Sainkara, a new adhi-
karaza (XI), proving that the priza in which everything
trembles, according to Kazka Up. II, 6, 2,is Brahman.—
According to RAmanuga the Sttra does not introduce a new
topic but merely furnishes an additional reason for the

parabrahménukara/ sriiyate yadd pasya’ pasyate rukmavarzasm kartiram fisazm
purushaz brahmayoninz tadd vidvan punyapipe vidhliya nirazzganaZ paramam
simyam upaitity atosnukartd pragipativikyanirdishsa’ anukiryam param
brahma na daharikdsak. Api ka smaryate. Samsrizo spi muktivasthaydm
paramasimyApattilakshanas parabrahminukéra’ smaryate idam gAdnam
upAsritya, &c.—Ke#kid anuks7tes tasya Zdpi smaryate iti %a sfitradvayam adhi-
karazntaraz tam eva bhAntam anubhiti sarvam tasya bhisd sarvam idam
vibhétity asyA% srute’ parabrahmaparatvanirrzaydya pravzittam vadanti. Tat
tv adrisyatvidigunako dharmokteZ dyubhvidyayatanam svasabdad ity adhi-
karazadvayena tasya prakarazasya brahmavishayatvapratipidanat gyotiska-
ranibhidhAnét ity Adishu parasya brahmaro bhérfipatvivagates 4a plirvapaksha-
nutthinAd ayuktaz sitraksharavairlipyaZ Za.
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decision arrived at under Siitras 24, 25, viz. that the angush-
thamitra is Brahman. On this supposition, SQitras 24-39 form
one adhikaraza in which 26—38 constitute a mere digression
led up to by the mention made of the heart in 25.—The
angushzZamitra is referred to twice in the Kaz%a Upanishad,
once in the passage discussed (I1, 4, 12), and once in II, 6, 17
(‘the Person not larger than a thumb’). To determine
what is meant by the angushzZamitra, Raminuga says, we
are enabled by the passage 11, 6, 2, 3, which is intermediate
between the two passages concerning the angushzzamaitra,
and which clearly refers to the highest Brahman, of which
alone everything can be said to stand in awe.

The next Sttra (40) gives rise to a similar difference of
opinion. According to Sarikara it constitutes by itself a
new adhikaraza (XII), proving that the ‘light’ (gyotis)
mentioned in K/%. Up. VIII, 12, 3 is the highest Brahman.
—According to Radméinuga the Sitra continues the pre-
ceding adhikarara, and strengthens the conclusion arrived
at by a further argument, referring to Kazka Up. 11, 5, 15
—a passage intermediate between the two passages about
the angushzZamitra—which speaks of a primary light that
cannot mean anything but Brahman. The Sitra has in
that case to be translated as follows: ‘(The angush#Za-
métra is Brahman) because (in a passage intervening be-
tween the two) a light is seen to be mentioned (which can
be Brahman only).’

The three last Sitras of the pada are, according to
Sankara,to bedivided into two adhikarazas (XIII and XIV),
Stitra 41 deciding that the ether which reveals names and
forms (K/%. Up. VIII, 14) is not the elemental ether but
Brahman; and 42, 43 teaching that the vigidnamaya, ¢ he
who consists of knowledge,’” of Brz. Up. IV, 3, 7 is not the
individual soul but Brahman.—According to Raméinuga
the three Sttras make up one single adhikaraza discussing
whether the A/andogya Upanishad passage about the
ether refers to Brahman or to the individual soul in the
state of release; the latter of these two alternatives being
suggested by the circumstance that the released soul is the
subject of the passage immediately preceding (* Shaking off
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all evil as a horse shakes off his hair,’ &c.). Sdtra 41
decides that ‘ the ether (is Brahman) because the passage
designates the nature of something else,’ &c. (i.e. of some-
thing other than the individual soul ; other because to the
soul the revealing of names and forms cannot be ascribed,
&c.)—But, an objection is raised, does not more than one
scriptural passage show that the released soul and Brahman
are identical, and is not therefore the ether which reveals
names and forms the soul as well as Brahman ?—(The two,
Sttra 42 replies, are different) ‘because in the states of
deep sleep and departing (the highest Self) is designated as
different’ (from the soul)—which point is proved by the
same scriptural passages which Sankara adduces;—and
‘because such terms as Lord and the like’ cannot be
applied to the individual soul (43). Reference is made to
1V, 4, 14, where all gagadvyapira is said to belong to the
Lord only, not to the soul even when in the state of
release.

PApA IV.

The last pAda of the first adhydya is specially directed
against the Sankhyas.

The first adhikaraza (1—7) discusses the passage Kaz/a
Up. I, 3, 10; 11, where mention is made of the Great and
the Undeveloped—both of them terms used with a special
technical sense in the Sankhya-sistra, avyakta being a
synonym for pradhina.—Sankara shows by an exhaustive
review of the topics of the Kazza Upanishad that the term
avyakta has not the special meaning which the Sankhyas
attribute to it, but denotes the body, more strictly the
subtle body (sGkshma sarira), but at the same time the
gross body also, in so far as it is viewed as an effect of the
subtle one.

Adhik. IT (8-10) demonstrates, according to Sankara, that
the tricoloured ag# spoken of in Sve. Up. IV, 5 is not the
pradhina of the Sankhyas, but either that power of the
Lord from which the world springs, or else the primary
causal matter first produced by that power.—What Rama-
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nuga in contradistinction from Sankara understands by the
primary causal matter, follows from the short sketch given
above of the two systerhs.

Adhik. IIT (11-13) shows that the pazika pasikaganik
mentioned in Brs Up. IV, 4, 17 are not the twenty-five
principles of the Sankhyas.—Adhik. IV (14, 15) proves that
Scripture does not contradict itself on the all-important
point of Brahman, i. e. a being whose essence is intelligence,
being the cause of the world.

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

The same partial difference of view is observable with
regard to the next adhikaraza (VI; Satras 19—22) which
decides that the ‘Self to be seen, to be heard,’ &c. (B#z. Up.
I1, 4, 5) is the highest Self, not the individual soul. This
latter passage also is, according to Radméinuga, made the
subject of discussion in order to rebut the SAnkhya who is
anxious to prove that what is there inculcated as the object
of knowledge is not a universal Self but merely the Sankhya
purusha.

Adhik. VII (23-2%) teaches that Brahman is not only
the efficient or operative cause (nimitta) of the world, but
its material cause as well. The world springs from Brahman
by way of modification (parizdma ; Sttra 26).—Réamanuga
views this adhikaraza as specially directed against the
Sesvara-sdnkhyas who indeed admit the existence of a
highest Lord, but postulate in addition an independent
pradhdna on which the Lord acts as an operative cause
merely.

Adhik. VIIT (28) remarks that the refutation of the
Sankhya views is applicable to other theories also, such as
the doctrine of the world having originated from atoms.
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After this rapid survey of the contents of the first adhydya
and the succinct indication of the most important points in
which the views of Sankara and RamAinuga diverge, we
turn to a short consideration of two questions which here
naturally present themselves, viz., firstly, which is the prin-
ciple on which the Vedic passages referred to in the Satras
have been selected and arranged ; and, secondly, if, where
Sankara and R4manuga disagree as to the subdivision of
the Sttras into Adhikarazas, and the determination of the
Vedic passages discussed in the Siitras, there are to be met
with any indications enabling us to determine which of the
two commentators is right. (The more general question as
to how far the Satras favour either Sankara’s or Rama-
nuga’s general views cannot be considered at present.)

The Hindu commentators here and there attempt to
point out the reason why the discussion of a certain Vedic
passage is immediately followed by the consideration of a
certain other one. Their explanations—which have occa-
sionally been referred to in the notes to the translation—
rest on the assumption that the Sttrakéra in arranging the
texts to be commented upon was guided by technicalities
of the MimAmsi-system, especially by a regard for the
various so-called means of proof which the Mimémsaka
employs for the purpose of determining the proper meaning
and position of scriptural passages. But that this was the
guiding principle, is rendered altogether improbable by a
simple tabular statement of the Vedic passages referred to
in the first adhydya, such as given by Deussen on page130;
for from the latter it appears that the order in which the
Sttras exhibit the scriptural passages follows the order in
which those passages themselves occur in the Upanishads,
and it would certainly be a most strange coincidence if that
order enabled us at the same time to exemplify the various
pramézas of the Mimdamsa in their due systematic suc-
cession.

As Deussen’s statement shows, most of the passages dis-
cussed are taken from the K/4ndogya Upanishad, so many
indeed that the whole first adhydya may be said to consist
of a discussion of all those KZandogya passages of which it
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is doubtful whether they are concerned with Brahman or
not, passages from the other Upanishads being brought in
wherever an opportunity offers. Considering the prominent
position assigned to the Upanishad mentioned, I think it
likely that the Sdtrakdra meant to begin the series of
doubtful texts with the first doubtful passage from the
K#hindogya, and that hence the sixth adhikaraza which
treats of the &nandamaya mentioned in the Taittirlya
Upanishad has, in agreement with Rdmanuga’s views, to be
separated from the subsequent adhikarazas,and to be com-
bined with the preceding ones whose task it is to lay down
the fundamental propositions regarding Brahman’s nature.
—The remaining adhikaraxzas of the first padda follow the
order of passages in the K/%indogya Upanishad, and there-
fore call for no remark; with the exception of the last
adhikaraza, which refers to a Kaushitaki passage, for whose
being introduced in this place I am not able to account.—
The first adhikaraza of the second pida returns to the
KZandogya Upanishad. The second one treats of a passage
in the Kazza Upanishad where a being is referred to which
eats everything. The reason why that passage is introduced in
this place seems to be correctly assigned in the Sri-bhashya,
which remarks that, as in the preceding Sdtra it had been
argued that the highest Self is not an enjoyer, a doubt
arises whether by that being which eats everything the
highest Self can be meant*.—The third adhikaraza again,
whose topic is the ‘two entered into the cave’ (Kazka Up.
I, 3, 1), appears, as Ramanuga remarks, to come in at this
place owing to the preceding adhikaraza ; for if it could
not be proved that one of the two is the highest Self, a
doubt would attach to the explanation given above of the
¢ eater,’ since the ‘two entered into the cave,” and the ‘eater’
stand under the same prakaraza, and must therefore be
held to refer to the same matter.—The fourth adhikaraza
is again occupied with a K/andogya passage.—The fifth
adhikaraza, whose topic is the Ruler within (antaryidmin),
manifestly owes its place, as remarked by Ramanuga also,

! Vadi paramitma na bhokt4 eva tarhi bhoktritayd pratiyaméno giva eva
syad ity asankysha atta.
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to the fact that the Vedic passage treated had been employed
in the preceding adhikaraza (I, 2, 14) for the purpose of
strengthening the argument 1.—The sixth adhikaraza, again,
which discusses ¢ that which is not seen’ (adresya; Muznd. Up.
I, 1, 6),is clearly introduced in this place because in the pre-
ceding adhikaraza it had been said that adr7sh7a, &c. denote
the highest Self.—The reasons to which the last adhikaraza
of the second pada and the first and third adhikaraznas of the
third pAdda owe their places are not apparent (the second
adhikaraza of the third pAda treats of a K Z4dndogya passage).
The introduction, on the other hand, of the passage from the
Prasna Upanishad treating of the akshara Omkéra is clearly
due to the circumstance that an akshara, of a different nature,
had been discussed in the preceding adhikaraza.—The fifth
and sixth adhikarazas investigate K/Z4ndogya passages.—
The two next Sdtras (22, 23) are, as remarked above, con-
sidered by Sankara to constitute a new adhikaraza treating
of the “being after which everything shines’(Muzd. Up. 11, 2,
10); while R4mAanuga looks on them as continuing the sixth
adhikaraza. There is one circumstance which renders it at
any rate probable that R4dminuga, and not Sankara, here
hits the intention of the author of the Sfitras. The general
rule in the first three padas is that, wherever a new Vedic
passage is meant to be introduced, the subject of the dis-
cussion, i. e. that being which in the end is declared to be
Brahman is referred to by means of a special word, in most
cases a nominative form 2 From this rule there is in the
preceding part of the adhyaya only one real exception, viz.
in I, 2, 1, which possibly may be due to the fact that there
a new pdda begins, and it therefore was considered super-

! Sthinidivyapadesd Za ity atra yak Aakshushi tish#Zann ity 4dini prati-
pidyaménam kakshushi sthitiniyamanidikam paramitmana eveti siddham
krztva akshipurushasya paramAitmatvaz sidhitam id4nim tad eva samarthayate
antary4®.

2 Anandamayalz I, 1,12; antak I, 1, 20; 4késak I, 1, 22; prénaz I, 1, 23;
gyotiz 1,1, 24; prinak I, 1, 28; attd I, 2, 9; guhdm pravishzau I, 2, 11;
antara I, 2, 13 ; antarydmi I, 2, 18 ; adsZsyatvidigurnakaZ I, 2, 21 ; vaisvAnara’
I, 2, 24 ; dyubhvAdydyatanam I, 3, 1 ; bhiimi I, 3, 8 ; aksharam I, 3, 10; sa%
I, 3, 13; dahara% I, 3, 14; pramitaz I, 3, 24; (gyotiz I, 3, 40;) dkésa’z I,
3 41-
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fluous to indicate the introduction of a new topic by a
special word. The exception supplied by I, 3, 19 is only
an apparent one ; for,as remarked above, Sttra 19 does not
in reality begin a new adhikaraza. A few exceptions
occurring later on will be noticed in their places.—Now
neither Sttra 22 nor Sdtra 23 contains any word intimating
that a new Vedic passage is being taken into consideration,
and hence it appears preferable to look upon them, with
Rimanuga, as continuing the topic of the preceding adhika-
rana.—This conclusion receives an additional confirmation
from the position of the next adhikarara, which treats of
the being ‘ a span long’ mentioned in Kazka Up. II, 4,12
for the reason of this latter passage being considered here is
almost certainly the reference to the alpasruti in Sttra 21,
and, if so, the angush#Zamétra properly constitutes the sub-
ject of the adhikaraza immediately following on Adhik.V,
VI; which,in its turn, implies that Sttras 22, 23 do not form
an independent adhikaraza.—The two next adhikarazas are
digressions, and do not refer to special Vedic passages.—
Sttra 39 forms a new adhikaraza,according to Sankara, but
not according to R4manuga, whose opinion seems again to be
countenanced by the fact that the Sitra does not exhibit
any word indicative of a new topic. The same difference of
opinion prevails with regard to Sttra 40, and it appears from
the translation of the Sltra given above, according to
Ramanuga’s view, that ‘gyotiZ’ need not be taken as a nomi-
native,—The last two adhikarazas finally refer, according to
Ramanuga, to one K /indogya passage only, and here also
we have to notice that Sttra 42 does not comprise any word
intimating that a new passage is about to be discussed.
From all this we seem entitled to draw the following
conclusions. The Vedic passages discussed in the three
first pAdas of the Vedanta-stitras comprise all the doubtful
—or at any rate all the more important doubtful—passages
from the K/Andogya Upanishad. These passages are
arranged in the order in which the text of the Upanishad
exhibits them. Passages from other Upanishads are dis-
cussed as opportunities offer, there being always a special
reason why a certain K/4ndogya passage is followed by
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a certain passage from some other Upanishad. Those
reasons can be assigned with sufficient certainty in a num-
ber of cases although not in all, and from among those
passages whose introduction cannot be satisfactorily ac-
counted for some are eliminated by our following the
subdivision of the Sdtras into adhikarazas adopted by
Réamanuga, a subdivision countenanced by the external
form of the Sitras.

The fourth pada of the first adhyiya has to be taken
by itself. It is directed specially and avowedly against
Sankhya-interpretations of Scripture, not only in its earlier
part which discusses isolated passages, but also—as is
brought out much more clearly in the Sri-bhishya than by
Sankara—in its latter part which takes a general survey
of the entire scriptural evidence for Brahman being the
material as well as the operative cause of the world.

Deussen (p. 221) thinks that the selection made by the
Satrakira of Vedic passages setting forth the nature of
Brahman is not in all cases an altogether happy one.
But this reproach rests on the assumption that the. pas-
sages referred to in the first adhydya were chosen for the
purpose of throwing light on what Brahman is, and this
assumption can hardly be upheld. The Vedanta-siitras
as well as the Parvd Miméamsi-sltras are throughout Mi-
marsd, i.e. critical discussions of such scriptural passages as
on a primé facie view admit of different interpretations
and therefore necessitate a careful enquiry into their mean-
ing. Here and there we meet with Stras which do not
directly involve a discussion of the sense of some particular
Vedic passage, but rather make a mere statement on some
important point. But those cases are rare, and it would
be altogether contrary to the general spirit of the Sttras to
assume that a whole adhyiya should be devoted to the
task of showing what Brahman is. The latter point is suf-
ficiently determined in the first five (or six) adhikaraznas;
but after we once know what Brahman is we are at once
confronted by a number of Upanishad passages concerning
which it is doubtful whether they refer to Brahman or not.
With their discussion all the remaining adhikarazas of the
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first adhyidya are occupied. That the Vedinta-stras
view it as a particularly important task to controvert the
doctrine of the Sinkhyas is patent (and has also been fully
pointed out by Deussen, p. 23). The fifth adhikaraza
already declares itself against the doctrine that the world
has sprung from a non-intelligent principle, the pradhéna,
and the fourth pidda of the first adhyiya returns to an
express polemic against Sinkhya interpretations of cer-
tain Vedic statements. It is therefore perhaps not saying
too much if we maintain that the entire first adhydya is
due to the wish, on the part of the Sttrakira, to guard his
own doctrine against Sinkhya attacks. Whatever the
attitude of the other so-called orthodox systems may be
towards the Veda, the Sinkhya system is the only one
whose adherents were anxious—and actually attempted—
to prove that their views are warranted by scriptural pas-
sages. The Sankhya tendency thus would be to show
that all those Vedic texts which the Vedantin claims as
teaching the existence of Brahman, the intelligent and sole
cause of the world, refer either to the pradhina or some
product of the pradhina, or else to the purusha in the
Sankhya sense, i.e. the individual soul. It consequently
became the task of the Vedantin to guard the Upanishads
against misinterpretations of the kind, and this he did in
the first adhydya of the Vedanta-sfitras, selecting those
passages about whose interpretation doubts were, for some
reason or other, likely to arise. Some of the passages
singled out are certainly obscure, and hence liable to
various interpretations; of others it is less apparent why
it was thought requisite to discuss them at length. But
this is hardly a matter in which we are entitled to find
fault with the Sdtrakara; for no modern scholar, either
European or Hindu, is—or can possibly be—sufficiently at
home, on the one hand, in the religious and philosophical
views which prevailed at the time when the Sftras may
have been composed, and, on the other hand, in the in-
tricacies of the Mimamsi, to judge with confidence which
Vedic passages may give rise to discussions and which not.
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SECOND ADHYAYA.

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

PApa 1.

Adhikaranza I refutes the Sankhya objection that the
acceptation of the Vedinta system involves the rejection
of the Sankhya doctrine which after all constitutes a part
of Smyti, and as such has claims on consideration.—To
accept the Sankhya-smrzti, the Vedantin replies, would
compel us to reject other Smyitis, such as the Manu-smzti,
which are opposed to the Sankhya doctrine. The con-
flicting claims of Smsztis can be settled only on the ground
of the Veda, and there can be no doubt that the Veda does
not confirm the Sankhya-sm:ti, but rather those Smystis
which teach the origination of the world from an intelligent
primary cause.

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

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

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

The one Sfitra (13) constituting Adhik.V teaches, accord-
ing to Sankara, that although the enjoying souls as well as
the objects of fruition are in reality nothing but Brahman,
and on that account identical, yet the two sets may prac-
tically be held apart, just as in ordinary life we hold apart,
and distinguish as separate individual things, the waves,
ripples, and foam of the sea, although at the bottom waves,
ripples, and foam are all of them identical as being neither
more nor less than sea-water.—The Sri-bhashya gives a
totally different interpretation of the Sdtra, according to
which the latter has nothing whatever to do with the
eventual non-distinction of enjoying souls and objects to
be enjoyed. Translated according to R&manuga’s view,
the Sdtra runs as follows : ¢ If non-distinction (of the Lord
and the individual souls) is said to result from the circum-
stance of (the Lord himself) becoming an enjoyer (a soul),
we refute this objection by instances from every-day ex-
perience” That is to say: If it be maintained that from
our doctrine previously expounded, according to which this
world springs from the Lord and constitutes his body, it
follows that the Lord, as an embodied being, is not essen-
tially different from other souls, and subject to fruition as
they are; we reply that the Lord’s having a body does
not involve his being subject to fruition, not any more than
in ordinary life a king, although himself an embodied
being, is affected by the experiences of pleasure and pain
which his servants have to undergo.—The construction
which Ramanuga puts on the Sfitra is not repugnant either
to the words of the Sitra or to the context in which the
latter stands, and that it rests on earlier authority appears
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from a quotation made by Raminuga from the Drami-
dabhishyakiral.

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

Adhik. VII (21-23) refutes the objection that, from the
Vedic passages insisting on the identity of the Lord and
the individual soul, it follows that the Lord must be like
the individual soul the cause of evil, and that hence the
entire doctrine of an all-powerful and all-wise Lord being
the cause of the world has to be rejected. For, the Sttra-
kéira remarks, the creative principle of the world is addi-
tional to, i.e. other than, the individual soul, the difference
of the two being distinctly declared by Scripture—The
way in which the three Sttras constituting this adhikaraza
are treated by Sarnkara on the one hand and Rdméinuga on
the other is characteristic. R4minuga throughout simply
follows the words of the Sttras, of which Satra 21 formu-
lates the objection based on such texts as ‘¢ Thou art
that, while Sftra 22 replies that Brahman is different
from the soul, since that is expressly declared by Scrip-
ture. Sankara, on the other hand, sees himself obliged to
add that the difference of the two, plainly maintained in
Satra 22, is not real, but due to the soul’s fictitious limiting
adjuncts.

Adhik. VIII (24, 25) shows that Brahman, although des-
titute of material and instruments of action, may yet pro-
duce the world, just as gods by their mere power create

! Lokavat. VYathi loke rdgasisaninuvartiniz 4a rdginugrahanigrahakssta-
sukhadukhayoge=pi na sasariratvamétrena sisake rigany api sdsananuvszttya-
tivssttinimittasukhadukhayor bhoktrztvaprasangak. VYathiha Dramidabhi-
shyakiras yathi loke rigd prakuradandasike ghore=narthasamkate =pi
pradese vartamino =pi vyaganidyavadhfitadeho doshair na sprisyate abhipre-
tams ka lokan paripipilayishati bhogims %a gandhidin avisvaganopabhogyin
dhérayati tathisau lokesvaro bhramatsvasdmarthyakdmaro doshair na sprisyate
rakshati Za lokdn brahmalokddims Z4visvaganopabhogyan dhérayatiti.

[34]
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palaces, animals, and the like, and as milk by itself turns
into curds.

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

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

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

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

Adhik. XIII (37) sums up the preceding argumentation
by declaring that all the qualities of Brahman—omniscience
and so on—are such as to capacitate it for the creation of
the world.

PApa II.

The task of the second pida is to refute, by arguments
independent of Vedic passages, the more important philo-
sophical theories concerning the origin of the world which
are opposed to the Vedinta view.—The first adhikaraza
(1-10) is directed against the Sankhyas, whose doctrine had
already been touched upon incidentally in several previous
places, and aims at proving that a non-intelligent first cause,
such as the pradhina of the Sinkhyas, is unable to create
and dispose.—The second adhikaraza (11-17) refutes the
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Vaiseshika tenet that the world originates from atoms set
in motion by the adrsshfa.—The third and fourth adhika-
ranas are directed against various schools of Bauddha phi-
losophers. Adhik. IIT (18-27) impugns the view of the
so-called sarvistitvavidins, or bahyarthavidins, who main-
tain the reality of an external as well as an internal world ;
Adhik. IV (28-32) is directed against the vig7Zanavadins,
according to whom ideas are the only reality.—The last
Satra of this adhikaraza is treated by Riminuga as a
separate adhikaraza refuting the view of the M4dhyamikas,
who teach that everything is void, i.e. that nothing what-
ever is real.—Adhik. V (33-36) is directed against the doc-
trine of the Gainas; Adhik. VI (37—-41) against those philo-
sophical schools which teach that a highest Lord is not the
material but only the operative cause of the world.

The last adhikaraza of the pida (42—45) refers, according
to the unanimous statement of the commentators, to the
doctrine of the Bhigavatas or Pisikaritras. But Sankara
and Rimainuga totally disagree as to the drift of the
Sdtrakara’s opinion regarding that system. According to
the former it is condemned like the systems previously
referred to; according to the latter it is approved of.—
Sttras 42 and 43, according to both commentators, raise
objections against the system; Sidtra 42 being directed
against the doctrine that from the highest being, called
Viasudeva, there is originated Sankarshaza, i.e. the giva,
on the ground that thereby those scriptural passages would
be contradicted which teach the soul’s eternity ; and Sttra
43 impugning the doctrine that from Sankarshaza there
springs Pradyumna, i.e. the manas.—The Sttra on which
the difference of interpretation turns is 44. Literally trans-
lated it runs, ‘Or, on account of there being’ (or, ‘their
being’) ‘knowledge and so on, there is non-contradiction
of that’—This means, according to Sankara, ‘Or, if in
consequence of the existence of knowledge and so on (on
the part of Sankarshanza, &c. they be taken not as soul,
mind, &c. but as Lords of pre-eminent knowledge, &c.),
yet there is non-contradiction of that (viz. of the objection
raised in Sdtra 42 against the Bhagavata doctrine).—

d2
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According to Rimdinuga, on the other hand, the Sitra
has to be explained as follows: Or, rather there is non-
contradiction of that (i. e. the Pi#karitra doctrine) on ac-
count of their being knowledge and so on (i. e. on account
of their being Brahman)’ Which means: Since San-
karshaza and so on are merely forms of manifestation
of Brahman, the PiZkaritra doctrine, according to which
they spring from Brahman, is not contradicted.—The form
of the Sttra makes it difficult for us to decide which of the
two interpretations is the right one; it, however, appears
to me that the explanations of the ‘vAd’ and of the ‘tat,
implied in Riminuga’s comment, are more natural than
those resulting from Sankara’s interpretation. Nor would
it be an unnatural proceeding to close the polemical pada
with a defence of that doctrine which—in spite of objec-
tions—has to be viewed as the true one.

PApA III.

The third pida discusses the question whether the dif-
ferent forms of existence which, in their totality, constitute
the world have an origin or not, i.e. whether they are co-
eternal with Brahman, or issue from it and are refunded
into it at stated intervals.

The first seven adhikarazas treat of the five elementary
substances.—Adhik. I (1-7) teaches that the ether is not
co-eternal with Brahman, but springs from it as its first
effect.—Adhik. II (8) shows that air springs from ether;
Adhik. IV, V, VI (10; 113 12) that fire springs from air,
water from fre, earth from water.—Adhik. III (9) explains
by way of digression that Brahman, which is not some
special entity, but quite generally ‘that which is,” cannot
have originated from anything else.

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

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

Adhik. IX (15) remarks that the indicated order in which
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the emission and the reabsorption of the elementary sub-
stances take place is not interfered with by the creation
and reabsorption of the organs of the soul, i.e. the sense
organs and the internal organ (manas); for they also are
of elemental nature, and as such created and retracted to-
gether with the elements of which they consist.

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

Adhik. XI (17) teaches that the individual soul is, accord-
ing to Scripture, permanent, eternal, and therefore not, like
the ether and the other elements, produced from Brahman
at the time of creation.—This Satra is of course com-
mented on in a very different manner by Sankara on the
one hand and Rdmdinuga on the other. According to the
former, the giva is in reality identical—and as such co-
eternal —with Brahman; what originates is merely the
soul’s connexion with its limiting adjuncts, and that con-
nexion is moreover illusory.—According to Raméinuga, the
giva is indeed an effect of Brahman, but has existed in
Brahman from all eternity as an individual being and as
a mode (prakdra) of Brahman. So indeed have also the
material elements; yet there is an important distinction
owing to which the elements may be said to originate at
the time of creation, while the same cannot be said of the
soul. Previously to creation the material elements exist
in a subtle condition in which they possess none of the
qualities that later on render them the objects of ordinary
experience ; hence, when passing over into the gross state
at the time of creation, they may be said to originate. The
souls, on the other hand, possess at all times the same
essential qualities, i.e. they are cognizing agents; only,
whenever a new creation takes place, they associate
themselves with bodies, and their intelligence therewith
undergoes a certain expansion or development (vikisa),
contrasting with the unevolved or contracted state (san-
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koka) which characterised it during the preceding pralaya.
But this change is not a change of essential nature (svar-
panyathibhiva), and hence we have to distinguish the souls
as permanent entities from the material elements which at
the time of each creation and reabsorption change their
essential characteristics.

Adhik. XII (18) defines the nature of the individual soul.
The Sttra declares that the soul is ‘g#a.’ This means,
according to Sarnkara, that intelligence or knowledge does
not, as the Vaiseshikas teach, constitute a mere attribute of
the soul which in itself is essentially non-intelligent, but is
the very essence of the soul. The soul is not a knower, but
knowledge ; not intelligent, but intelligence.—R&amainuga,
on the other hand, explains ‘g7a’ by ‘ g7itri, i. e. knower,
knowing agent, and considers the Sitra to be directed not
only against the Vaiseshikas, but also against those philo-
sophers who—like the Sankhyas and the Vedantins of
Safnkara’s school—maintain that the soul is not a knowing
agent, but pure kaitanya.—The wording of the Shtra cer-
tainly seems to favour Radminuga’s interpretation; we can
hardly imagine that an author definitely holding the views
of Sankara should, when propounding the important dogma
of the soul’s nature, use the term g#a of which the most
obvious interpretation is g7atrz, not gZinam.

Adhik. XIII (19-32) treats the question whether the
individual soul is anu, i.e. of very minute size, or omni-
present, all-pervading (sarvagata, vydpin). Here, again, we
meet with diametrically opposite views.— In Sarkara’s
opinion the Sttras 19—28 represent the plrvapaksha view,
according to which the giva is anu, while Sdtra 29 formu-
lates the siddhénta, viz. that the giva, which in reality is
all-pervading,is spoken of as azu in some scriptural passages,
because the qualities of the internal organ—which itself is
anu—constitute the essence of the individual soul as long
as the latter is implicated in the samsira.—According to
Réamanuga, on the other hand, the first Satra of the adhi-
karaza gives utterance to the siddhinta view, according to
which the soul is of minute size ; the Sitras 20-25 confirm
this view and refute objections raised against it; while the
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Sttras 26-29 resume the question already mooted under
Sdtra 18, viz. in what relation the soul as knowing agent
(g74trd) stands to knowledge (g7ana).—In order to decide
between the conflicting claims of these two interpretations
we must enter into some details.—Sankara maintains that
Sttras 19—28 state and enforce a prvapaksha view, which is
finally refuted in 29. What here strikes us at the outset, is
the unusual length to which the defence of a mere prima
facie view is carried ; in no other place the Satras take so
much trouble to render plausible what is meant to be re-
jected in the end, and an unbiassed reader will certainly
feel inclined to think that in 19—28 we have to do, not with
the preliminary statement of a view finally to be abandoned,
but with an elaborate bona fide attempt to establish and
vindicate an essential dogma of the system. Still it is not
altogether impossible that the plrvapaksha should here be
treated at greater length than usual, and the decisive point is
therefore whether we can, with Sankara, look upon Sttra 29
as embodying a refutation of the plirvapaksha and thus im-
plicitly acknowledging the doctrine that the individual soul
is all-pervading. Now I think there can be no doubt that
Sankara’s interpretation of the Sitra is exceedingly forced.
Literally translated (and leaving out the non-essential word
¢ prigAavat’) the Shtra runs as follows : ¢ But on account of
that quality (or “those qualities ;” or else “ on account of the
quality—or qualities—of that ”) being the essence, (there is)
that designation (or “ the designation of that”).” This San-
kara maintains to mean, ‘ Because the qualities of the
buddhi are the essence of the soul in the samsira state,
therefore the soul itself is sometimes spoken of as azu.
Now, in the first place, nothing in the context warrants the
explanation of the first ‘tat’ by buddhi. And—which is
more important—in the second place, it is more than
doubtful whether on Sankara’s own system the qualities
of the buddhi—such as pleasure, pain, desire, aversion,
&c.—can with any propriety be said to constitute the
essence of the soul even in the samsira state. The essence
of the soul in whatever state, according to Sankara’s sys-
tem, is knowledge or intelligence; whatever is due to its
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association with the buddhi is non-essential or, more
strictly, unreal, false.

There are no similar difficulties in the way of RAmanuga’s
interpretation of the adhikaraza. He agrees with Sankara
in the explanation of Stitras 19-235, with-this difference that
he views them as setting forth, not the prvapaksha, but the
siddhinta. Sftras26-28 also are interpreted in a manner not
very different from Sankara’s, special stress being laid on
the distinction made by Scripture between knowledge as a
mere quality and the soul as a knowing agent, the sub-
stratum of knowledge. This discussion naturally gives rise
to the question how it is that Scripture in some places
makes use of the term vig#Zina when meaning the indi-
vidual soul. The answer is given in Sdtra 29, ‘ The soul is
designated as knowledge because it has that quality for its
essence,’ i.e. because knowledge is the essential character-
istic quality of the soul, therefore the term ‘knowledge’ is
employed here and there to denote the soul itself. This
latter interpretation gives rise to no doubt whatever. It
closely follows the wording of the text and does not
necessitate any forced supplementation. The ‘tu’ of the
Sttra which, according to Sankara, is meant to discard
the plrvapaksha, serves on Rdmanuga’s view to set aside
a previously-raised objection; an altogether legitimate
assumption.

Of the three remaining Sttras of the adhikarana (30-32),
30 explains, according to Sankara, that the soul may be
called anu, since, as long as it exists in the samsira con-
dition, it is connected with the buddhi. According to
Réaménuga the Sttra teaches that the soul may be called
vig#idna because the latter constitutes its essential quality as
long as it exists.—Sfitra 31 intimates, according to Sankara,
that in the states of deep sleep, and so on, the soul is poten-
tially connected with the buddhi, while in the waking state
that connexion becomes actually manifest. The same
Sttra, according to Riménuga, teaches that g#itritva is
properly said to constitute the soul’s essential nature,
although it is actually manifested in some states of the soul
only.—In Sttra 32, finally, Sankara sees a statement of the
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doctrine that, unless the soul had the buddhi for its limiting
adjunct, it would either be permanently cognizing or perma-
nently non-cognizing ; while, according to Radmanuga, the
Sttra means that the soul would either be permanently
cognizing or permanently non-cognizing, if it were pure
knowledge and all-pervading (instead of being g#itri and
anu, as it is in reality)—The three Shtras can be made
to fit in with either interpretation, although it must be
noted that none of them explicitly refers to the soul’s
connexion with the buddhi.

Adhik. XIV and XV (33-39 ; 40) refer to the kartritva of
the giva, i.e. the question whether the soul is an agent.
Sttras 33-39 clearly say that it is such. But as, according
to Sankara’s system, this cannot be the final view,—the soul
being essentially non-active, and all action belonging to the
world of upadhis,—he looks upon the next following Sttra
(40) as constituting an adhikaraza by itself, and teaching
that the soul is an agent when connected with the instru-
ments of action, buddhi, &c., while it ceases to be so when
dissociated from them, ‘just as the carpenter acts in both
ways, i.e. just as the carpenter works as long as he wields
his instruments, and rests after having laid them aside—
RamAnuga, perhaps more naturally, does not separate Sttra
40 from the preceding Sdtras, but interprets it as follows:
Activity is indeed an essential attribute of the soul; but
therefrom it does not follow that the soul is always actually
active, just as the carpenter, even when furnished with the
requisite instruments, may either work or not work, just as
he pleases.

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

Adhik. XVII (43-53) treats of the relation of the indivi-
dual soul to Brahman. Shtra 43 declares that the individual
soul is a part (amsa) of Brahman, and the following Sttras
show how that relation does not involve either that Brahman
is affected by the imperfections, sufferings, &c. of the souls,
or that one soul has to participate in the experiences of
other souls. The two commentators of course take entirely
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different views of the doctrine that the soul is a part of
Brahman. According to Rdméinuga the souls are in reality
parts of Brahman!; according to Sankara the ‘amsa’ of
the Sttra must be understood to mean ‘amsa iva,’ ‘a part
as it were;’ the one universal indivisible Brahman having
no real parts, but appearing to be divided owing to its
limiting adjuncts.— One Sfitra (50) in this adhikaraza
calls for special notice. According to Sankara the words
‘4bhisa eva ka’ mean ‘(the soul is) a mere reflection,’
which, as the commentators remark, is a statement of the
so-called pratibimbavada, i. e. the doctrine that the so-called
individual soul is nothing but the reflection of the Self in
the buddhi; while Sutra 43 had propounded the so-called
avakkiedavada, i.e. the doctrine that the soul is the highest
Self in so far as limited by its adjuncts.—According to
Ramainuga the 4bhisa of the Satra has to be taken in the

! Givasya kartritvam paramapurushdyattam ity uktam. Id4niz kim ayam
givak parasmid atyantabhinna/ uta param eva brahma bhrintam uta brahmaivo-
pAdhyavakkkinnam atha brahméamsa iti samsayyate stutivipratipatte/ samsaya/.
Nanu tadananyam &rambhazasabdddibhya’ adhikaz tu bhedanirdesid ity
atraiviyam artho nirxftas. Satyam sa eva nédnAtvaikatvasrutivipratipattyd
= kshipya givasya brahmémsatvopapidanena viseshato nirziyate. Yévad dhi
givasya brahméimsatvam na nirzitam tivag givasya brahmano snanyatvam
brahmaras tasmid adhikatvam %a na pratitishzzati. Kim tivat priptam.
Atyantaz bhinna iti. Kutak. Gridgrau dvav ityAdibhedanirdesit. GadgAiayor
abhedasrutayas tv agnind sifiZed itivad viruddharthapratipddanad aupakarikya’.
Brahmazo = ms0 giva ity api na sidhiya/, ekavastvekadesavi4i hy amsasabdaZ,
glvasya brahmaikadesatve tadgatd doshd brahmazi bhaveyus. Na 4a brahma-
khando giva ity amsatvopapattiz khandaninarhatvdd brahmazaZ prigukta-
doshaprasanga% #a, tasmidd atyantabhinnasya tadamsatvaz durupapadam.
Yadva bhrintam brahmaiva givas. Kutak. Tat tvam asi ayam 4tma brah-
metyidibrahmAatmabhavopadesat, ninitmatvavadinyas tu pratyakshidisiddhar-
thanuvaditvid ananyathasiddhidvaitopadesapardbhi/ srutibhi% pratyakshddayas
ku avidyntargatidZ khyapyante.—Athavd brahmaivAnidyupddhyavak4sinnam
givak. Kutah. Tata eva brahmitmabhivopadesit. Na /Adyam upadhir
bhrantiparikalpita ita vaktum sakyaz bandhamokshidivyavasthinupapatter.
Ity evam pripte sbhidhiyate. Brahmamsa iti. Kutak. Néandvyapadesid
anyathd kaikatvena vyapadesid ubhayatbi hi vyapadeso dr’syate. Néndvya-
padesas tdvat srash#7itvasrigyatva — niyantrZtvaniydmyatva — sarvagriatva-
gratva—svadhinatvaparddhinatva— suddhatvAsuddhatva — kalyAzagurdkarat-
vaviparitatva— patitvaseshatvadibhir drisyate. Anyathid Z4abhedena vyapa-
deso s pi tat tvam asi ayam 4tm4 brahmetyadibhir dr7syate. Api disakita-
vaditvam apy adhiyate eke, brahma dis4 brahma dis4 brahmeme kitava ity
Atharvazikd brahmazo dasakitavidditvam apy adhiyate, tatas Za sarvagivavya-
pitvena abhedo vyapadisyata ity arthas. Evam ubhayavyapadesamukhyatva-
siddhaye givosyam brahmanzosmsa ity abhyupagantavya.
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sense of hetvabhisa, a fallacious argument, and the S(tra is
explained as being directed against the reasoning of those
Vedéantins according to whom the soul is Brahman in so far
as limited by non-real adjuncts .

PApa IV.

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

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

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

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

THIRD ADHYAYA.

PApa I.

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

Adhik. IT (8-11) shows that, when the souls of those who
had enjoyed the reward of their good works in the moon
descend to the earth in order to undergo a new embodi-
ment, there cleaves to them a remainder (anusaya) of their

! Nanu bhrintabrahmagivavide s py avidydksstopAdhibheddd bhogavya-
vasthidaya upapadyanta ata 4ha, Abhdsa eva £a. Akhandaikarasaprakdsama-
tratvaripasya svaripatirodhdnapfirvakopadhibhedopapadanahetur 4bhésa eva.
Prakésaikasvarfipasya prakisatirodhdnaz prakdsanisa eveti prig evopapaditam.
Abhasa eveti vA pizkak, tath sati hetava Abhasak.
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former deeds which determines the nature of the new
embodiment.

Adhik. IIT (12-21) discusses the fate after death of those
whom their good works do not entitle to pass up to the
moon.

Adhik. IV, V, VI (22; 23; 24-27) teach that the subtle
bodies of the souls descending from the moon through the
ether, air, &c., do not become identical with ether, air, &c.,
but only like them ; that the entire descent occupies a short
time only; and that, when the souls finally enter into plants
and so on, they do not participate in the life of the latter,
but are merely in external contact with them.

PApaA II.

Adhik. I (1-6) treats of the soul in the dreaming state.
According to Sankara the three first SOtras discuss the
question whether the creative activity ascribed to the soul
in some scriptural passages produces things as real as those
by which the waking soul is surrounded, or not; Shtra 3
settles the point by declaring that the creations of the
dreaming soul are mere ‘ MAy4,” since they do not fully
manifest the character of real objects. Sitra 4 adds that
dreams, although mere MA4y4, yet have a prophetic quality.
Sttras 5 and 6 finally reply to the question why the soul,
which after all is a part of the Lord and as such parti-
cipates in his excellencies, should not be able to produce in
its dreams a real creation, by the remark that the soul’s
knowledge and power are obscured by its connexion with
the gross body.

The considerably diverging interpretation given of this
adhikaraza by Rimdinuga has the advantage of more
closely connecting the Satras with each other. According
to him the question is not whether the creations of a dream
are real or not, but whether they are the work of the indi-
vidual soul or of the Lord acting within the soul. Sttras
1and 2 set forth the plrvapaksha. The creations of dreams
(are the work of the individual soul); for thus Scripture
declares: ¢ And the followers of some sidkhis declare (the
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soul to be) a creator, &c. The third Satra states the
siddhinta view: ‘But the creations of dreams are May4,
i.e. are of a wonderful nature (and as such cannot be
effected by the individual soul), since (in this life) the nature
(of the soul) is not fully manifested.” Concerning the word
‘may4i, Raminuga remarks, ‘miyadsabdo hy askaryaviki
ganakasya kule gitid devamiyeva nirmitd ityddishu tatha
darsanit.” The three remaining Sitras are exhibited in
the Sri-bhiashya in a different order, the fourth Sitra,
according to Sankara, being the sixth according to Rama-
nuga. Sitras 4 and 5 (according to Rdmanuga’s numera-
tion) are explained by Radméinuga very much in the same
way as by Sankara; but owing to the former’s statement
of the subject-matter of the whole adhikaraza they connect
themselves more intimately with the preceding Sttras than
is possible on Sankara’s interpretation. In Sttra 6 (sikakas
#a hi) R4manuga sees a deduction from the siddhinta of
the adhikaraa, ‘ Because the images of a dream are pro-
duced by the highest Lord himself, therefore they have
prophetic significance.’

Adhik. IT teaches that in the state of deep dreamless
sleep the soul abides within Brahman in the heart.

Adhik. III (9) expounds the reasons entitling us to
assume that the soul awakening from sleep is the same
that went to sleep.—Adhik. IV (9) explains the nature of
a swoon.

Adhik. V (11-21) is, according to Sankara, taken up with
the question as to the nature of the highest Brahman in
which the individual soul is merged in the state of deep
sleep. Satra 11 declares that twofold characteristics (viz.
absence and presence of distinctive attributes, nirviseshatva
and saviseshatva) cannot belong to the highest Brahman
even through its stations, i e. its limiting adjuncts; since
all passages which aim at setting forth Brahman’s nature
declare it to be destitute of all distinctive attributes.—The
fact, SGtra 12 continues, that in many passages Brahman
is spoken of as possessing distinctive attributes is of no
relevancy, since wherever there are mentioned limiting ad-
juncts, on which all distinction depends, it is specially stated
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that Brahman in itself is free from all diversity ; and—Sitra
13 adds—in some places the assumption of diversity is spe-
cially objected to.—That Brahman is devoid of all form
(Sttra 14), is the pre-eminent meaning of all Ved4nta-texts
setting forth Brahman’s nature.—That Brahman is repre-
sented as having different forms, as it were, is due to its
connexion with its (unreal) limiting adjuncts; just as the
light of the sun appears straight or crooked, as it were,
according to the nature of the things he illuminates (15).—
The Brihadiramyaka expressly declares that Brahman is
one uniform mass of intelligence (16); and the same is
taught in other scriptural passages and in Smzsti (17).—At
the unreality of the apparent manifoldness of the Self,
caused by the limiting adjuncts, aim those scriptural
passages in which the Self is compared to the sun, which
remains one although his reflections on the surface of the
water are many (18),—Nor must the objection be raised
that that comparison is unsuitable, because the Self is not
material like the sun, and there are no real upidhis separate
from it as the water is from the sun ; for the comparison
merely means to indicate that, as the reflected image of
the sun participates in the changes, increase, decrease, &c.,
which the water undergoes while the sun himself remains
unaffected thereby, so the true Self is not affected by the
attributes of the upaddhis, while, in so far as it is limited by
the latter, it is affected by them as it were (19, 20).—That
the Self is within the upadhis, Scripture declares (21).
From the above explanation of this important adhikaraza
the one given in the Sri-bhishya differs totally. According
to Riminuga the adhikarawa raises the question whether
the imperfections clinging to the individual soul (the dis-
cussion of which has now come to an end) affect also the
highest Lord who, according to Scripture, abides within the
soul as antaryAmin. ‘Notwithstanding the abode (of the
highest Self within the soul) (it is) not (affected by the soul’s
imperfections) because everywhere (the highest Self is repre-
sented) as having twofold characteristics (viz. being, on one
hand, free from all evil, apahatapipman, vigara, vimztyu,
&c., and, on the other hand, endowed with all auspicious
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qualities, satyakdma, satyasamkalpa, &c.) (11).—Should it
be objected that, just as the soul although essentially free
from evil—according to the Pragépativikya in the K/én-
dogya—yet is liable to imperfections owing to its connexion
with a variety of bodies, so the antarydmin also is affected
by abiding within bodies; we deny this because in every
section of the chapter referring to the antaryimin (in the
Brihadaranyaka) he is expressly called the Immortal, the
ruler within; which shows him to be free from the short-
comings of the giva (12).—Some, moreover, expressly assert
that, although the Lord and the soul are within one body,
the soul only is imperfect, not the Lord (dva suparz4 sayugé
sakhaya) (13).—Should it be said that, according to the
K/andogya, Brahman entered together with the souls into
the elements previously to the evolution of names and
forms, and hence participates in the latter, thus becoming
implicated in the samséra; we reply that Brahman, although
connected with such and such forms, is in itself devoid of form,
since it is the principal element (agent; pradhdna) in the
bringing about of names and forms (according to ¢ 4k4so ha
vai nidmarfipayor nirvahitd’) (14).—But does not the pas-
sage ‘satyam g#dnam anantam brahma’ teach that Brah-
man is nothing but light (intelligence) without any difference,
and does not the passage ‘ neti neti’ deny of it all qualities?
—As in order, we reply, not to deprive passages as the one
quoted from the Taittiriya of their purport, we admit that
Brahman’s nature is light, so we must also admit that
Brahman is satyasamkalpa, and so on; for if not, the pas-
sages in which those qualities are asserted would become
purportless (15).—Moreover the Taittirlya passage only
asserts so much, viz. the prakisarGpati of Brahman, and
does not deny other qualities (16).—And the passage ‘neti
neti’ will be discussed later on.—The ubhayalingatva of
Brahman in the sense assigned above is asserted in many
places of Sruti and Smzti (17).—Because Brahman although
abiding in many places is not touched by their imperfec-
tions, the similes of the reflected sun, of the ether limited
by jars, &c., are applicable to it (18).—Should it be said
that the illustration is not an appropriate one, because the
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sun is apprehended in the water erroneously only while the
antaryAmin really abides within all things, and therefore
must be viewed as sharing their defects (19); we reply that
what the simile means to negative is merely that Brahman
should, owing to its inherence in many places, participate in
the increase, decrease, and so on, of its abodes. On this
view both similes are appropriate (20).—Analogous similes
we observe to be employed in ordinary life, as when we
compare a man to a lion (21).

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

According to R4dménuga, Sttras 22 ff. continue the dis-
cussion started in Sitra 11. How, the question is asked, can
the ubhayalinigatva of Brahman be maintained considering
that the ‘ not so, not so’ of the Brshadiranyaka denies of
Brahman all the previously mentioned modes (prakira), so
that it can only be called that which is (sanmitra) >—The
reply given in Sdtra 22 is that ‘not so, not so’ does not
deny of Brahman the distinctive qualities or modes declared
previously (for it would be senseless at first to teach them,
and finally to deny them again?), but merely denies the
prikritaitivattva, the previously stated limited nature of
Brahman, i.e. it denies that Brahman possesses only the
previously mentioned qualifications. With this agrees, that
subsequently to ‘neti neti’ Scripture itself enunciates
further qualifications of Brahman.—That Brahman as stated

1 All the mentioned modes of Brahman are known from Scripture only, not
from ordinary experience. If the latter were the case, then, and then only,
Scripture might at first refer to them ‘anuvadena,’ and finally negative them.
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above is not the object of any other means of proof but Scrip-
ture is confirmed in Sttra 23, ¢ Scripture declares Brahman
to be the non-manifest”—And the intuition (sdkshatkéra)
of Brahman ensues only upon its samridhana, i.e. upon its
being perfectly pleased by the worshipper’s devotion, as
Scripture and Smti declare (24).—That this interpretation
of ‘neti’ is the right one, is likewise shown by the fact that in
the same way as prakisa, luminousness, g7#4na, intelligence,
&c., so also the quality of being differentiated by the world
(prapazikavisishzatd) is intuited as non-different, i.e. as like-
wise qualifying Brahman ; and that prakisa, and so on,
characterise Brahman, is known through repeated practice
(on the part of #ishis like Vamadeva) in the work of
samrddhana mentioned before (25).—For all these reasons
Brahman is connected with the infinite, i.e. the infinite
number of auspicious qualities ; for thus the twofold indica-
tions (linga) met with in Scripture are fully justified (26).—
In what relation, then, does the akid vastu, i.e. the non-
sentient matter, which, according to the Brzhadirazyaka,
is one of the forms of Brahman, stand to the latter >—Non-
sentient beings might,in the first place, be viewed as special
arrangements (samsthinaviseshi/) of Brahman, as the coils
are of the body of the snake ; for Brahman is designated
as both, i.e. sometimes as one with the world (Brahman is
all this, &c.), sometimes as different from it (Let me enter
into those elements, &c.) (27).—Or, in the second place,
the relation of the two might be viewed as analogous to
that of light and the luminous object which are two and
yet one, both being fire (28).—Or, in the third place, the
relation is like that stated before, i.e. the material world
is, like the individual souls (whose case was discussed in
I1, 3, 43), a part—amsa—of Brahman (29, 30).

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

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

[34] €
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PApa III.

With the third pdda of the second adhyiya a new
section of the work begins, whose task it is to desctibe
how the individual soul is enabled by meditation on Brah-
man to obtain final release. The first point to be deter-
mined here is what constitutes a meditation on Brahman,
and, more particularly, in what relation those parts of
the Upanishads stand to each other which enjoin identical
or partly identical meditations. The reader of the Upa-
nishads cannot fail to observe that the texts of the different
sakhis contain many chapters of similar, often nearly iden-
tical, contents, and that in some cases the text of even one
and the same sikhi exhibits the same matter in more
or less varied forms. The reason of this clearly is that
the common stock of religious and philosophical ideas
which were in circulation at the time of the composition of
the Upanishads found separate expression in the different
priestly communities ; hence the same speculations, legends,
&c. reappear in various places of the sacred Scriptures in
more or less differing dress. Originally, when we may
suppose the members of each Vedic school to have confined
themselves to the study of their own sacred texts, the fact
that the texts of other schools contained chapters of similar
contents would hardly appear to call for special note or
comment ; not any more than the circumstance that the
sacrificial performances enjoined on the followers of some
particular sdkhd were found described with greater or
smaller modifications in the books of other sikhis also.
But already at a very early period, at any rate long before
the composition of the Vedanta-sftras in their present
form, the Vedic theologians must have apprehended the
truth that, in whatever regards sacrificial acts, one sdkha may
indeed safely follow its own texts, disregarding the texts
of all other sidkhis; that, however, all texts which aim at
throwing light on the nature of Brahman and the relation
to it of the human soul must somehow or other be com-
bined into one consistent systematical whole equally valid
for the followers of all Vedic schools. For, as we have had
occasion to remark above, while acts may be performed
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by different individuals in different ways, cognition is de-
fined by the nature of the object cognised, and hence can
be one only, unless it ceases to be true cognition. Hence
the attempts, on the one hand, of discarding by skilful
interpretation all contradictions met with in the sacred
text, and, on the other hand, of showing what sections of
the different Upanishads have to be viewed as teaching the
same matter, and therefore must be combined in one medi-
tation. The latter is the special task of the present pada.
Adhik. I and II (1—4; 5) are concerned with the question
whether those vidyis, which are met with in identical or
similar form in more than one sacred text, are to be con-
sidered as constituting several vidyas, or one vidya only.
Sankara remarks that the question affects only those vidyas
whose object is the qualified Brahman ; for the knowledge
of the non-qualified Brahman, which is of an absolutely
uniform nature, can of course be one only wherever it is
set forth. But things lie differently in those cases where
the object of knowledge is the saguzam brahma or some
outward manifestation of Brahman; for the qualities as
well as manifestations of Brahman are many. Anticipating
the subject of a later adhikaraza, we may take for an
example the so-called Sandilyavidyd which is met with in
K#. Up. 111, 14, again—in an abridged form—in Bz Up.
V, 6, and, moreover, in the tenth book of the Satapatha-
brahmazna (X, 6, 3). The three passages enjoin a medita-
tion on Brahman as possessing certain attributes, some of
which are specified in all the three texts (as, for instance,
manomayatva, bharipatva), while others are peculiar to
each separate passage (prinasariratva and satyasamkalpatva,
for instance, being mentioned in the X Zdndogya Upanishad
and Satapatha-brahmarna, but not in the Brshadaranyaka
Upanishad, which, on its part, specifies sarvavasitva, not
referred to in the two other texts). Here, then, there is room
for a doubt whether the three passages refer to one object
of knowledge or not. To the devout Vedantin the question
is not a purely theoretical one, but of immediate practical
interest. Forif the three texts are to be held apart, there are
three different meditations to be gone through ; if, on the
€2
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other hand, the vidy4 is one only, all the different qualities
of Brahman mentioned in the three passages have to be
combined into one meditation.—The decision is here, as in
all similar cases, in favour of the latter alternative. A
careful examination of the three passages shows that the
object of meditation is one only ; hence the meditation also
is one only, comprehending all the attributes mentioned in
the three texts.

Adhik. IIT (6-8) discusses the case of vidyas being really
separate, although apparently identical. The examples
selected are the udgithavidyas of the K Zindogya Upanishad
(I, 1-3) and the Brshaddrazyaka Upanishad (I, 3), which,
although showing certain similarities—such as bearing the
same name and the udgitha being in both identified with
prina—yet are to be held apart, because the subject of the
K/andogya vidya is not the whole udgitha but only the
sacred syllable Om, while the Brshadiranyaka Upanishad
represents the whole udgitha as the object of meditation.

Sdtra g constitutes in Sankara’s view a new adhikaraza
(IV), proving that in the passage, ‘Let a man meditate’
(K%. Up. 1,1, 1), the Omkara and the udgitha stand in the
relation of one specifying the other, the meaning being,
¢ Let a man meditate on that Osmkira which,” &c.—Ac-
cording to Radminuga’s interpretation, which seems to fall
in more satisfactorily with the form and the wording of the
Sdtra, the latter merely furnishes an additional argument
for the conclusion arrived at in the preceding adhikaraza.—
Adhik. V (10) determines the unity of the so-called praza-
vidy4s and the consequent comprehension of the different
qualities of the priza, which are mentioned in the different
texts, within one meditation.

Adhik. VI comprises, according to Sankara, the Sttras
11-13. The point to be settled is whether in all the medi-
tations on Brahman all its qualities are to be included or
only those mentioned in the special vidyd. The decision
is that the essential and unalterable attributes of Brahman,
such as bliss and knowledge, are to be taken into account
everywhere, while those which admit of a more or less (as,
for instance, the attribute of having joy for its head, men-
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tioned in the Taitt. Up.) are confined to special medita-~
tions.—Adhik. VII (14, 15), according to Sainkara, aims at
proving that the object of Kazka Up. III, 10, 11 is one
only, viz. to show that the highest Self is higher than
everything, so that the passage constitutes one vidya only.
—Adhik. VIII (16, 17) determines, according to Sankara,
that the Self spoken of in Ait. Ar. 11, 4, 1, 1 is not a lower
form of the Self (the so-called sGtrdtman), but the highest
Self; the discussion of that point in this place being due to
the wish to prove that the attributes of the highest Self
have to be comprehended in the Aitareyaka meditation.
According to Raminuga the Sftras 11-17 constitute a
single adhikaraza whose subject is the same as that of
Sankara’s sixth adhikaraza. Satras 11-13 are, on the
whole, explained as by Sankara; Satra 12, however, is
said to mean, ‘ Such attributes as having joy for its head,
&c. are not to be viewed as qualities of Brahman, and
therefore not to be included in every meditation; for if
they were admitted as qualities, difference would be intro-
duced into Brahman’s nature, and that would involve a
more or less on Brahman’s part’ Sdtras 14-17 continue
the discussion of the passage about the priyasirastva.—If
priyasirastva, &c. are not to be viewed as real qualities of
Brahman, for what purpose does the text mention them ?—
‘Because, Sfltra 14 replies, ‘ there is no other purpose,
Scripture mentions them for the purpose of pious medita-
tion”—But how is it known that the Self of delight is the
highest Self? (owing to which you maintain that having
limbs, head, &c. cannot belong to it as attributes.)—‘ Be-
cause,’ Stitra 15 replies,* the term “Self ” (4tm4 4nandamaya)
is applied to it’—But in the previous parts of the chapter
the term Self (in 4tm4 prdzamaya, &c.) is applied to non-
Selfs also; how then do you know that in 4tm4 4nanda-
maya it denotes the real Self ?—¢ The term Self,’ Sttra 16
replies, ‘is employed here to denote the highest Self as in
many other passages (4tm4 v4 idam eka, &c.), as we con-
clude from the subsequent passage, viz. he wished, May I
be many.—But, an objection is raised, does not the con-
text show that the term ° Self,” which in all the preceding
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clauses about the prizamaya, &c. denoted something other
than the Self, does the same in 4nandamaya 4tman, and
is not the context of greater weight than a subsequent
passage >—To this question asked in the former half of 17
(anvayad iti ket) the latter half replies, ¢ Still it denotes the
Self, owing to the affirmatory statement,’ i.e. the fact of the
highest Self having been affirmed in a previous passage
also, viz. II, 1, * From that Self sprang ether.’

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

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

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

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

The Sri-bhishya treats the four Sttras as one adhikaraza
whose two first Stitras are explained as by Sankara, while
Sttra 29 raises an objection to the conclusion arrived at,
“the going (of the soul on the path of the gods) has a sense
only if the soul’s freeing itself from its works takes place
in both ways, i. e. partly at the moment of death, partly on
the road to Brahman ; for otherwise there would be a con-
tradiction’ (the contradiction being that, if the soul’s works
were all shaken off at the moment of death, the subtle body
would likewise perish at that moment, and then the bodi-
less soul would be unable to proceed on the path of the
gods).—To this Sitra 3o replies, ‘The complete shaking off
of the works at the moment of death is possible, since
matters of that kind are observed in Scripture,’ i. e. since
scriptural passages show that even he whose works are
entirely annihilated, and who has manifested himself in his
true shape, is yet connected with some kind of body ; com-
pare the passage, ‘param gyotir upasampadya svena riipe-
nabhinishpadyate sa tatra paryeti kridan ramamana/Z sa
svarAd bhavati tasya sarveshu lokeshu kdmakiro bhavati.’
That subtle body is not due to karman, but to the soul’s
vidyAmahatmya.—That the explanation of the Sri-bhashya
agrees with the text as well as Sankara’s, a comparison of
the two will show; especially forced is Sankara’s explana-
tion of ‘arthavattvam ubhayath4,” which is said to mean
that there is arthavattva in one case, and non-arthavattva
in the other case.

The next Sttra (31) constitutes an adhikaraza (XVIII)
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deciding that the road of the gods is followed not only by
those knowing the vidyds which specially mention the
going on that road, but by all who are acquainted with the
saguza-vidyis of Brahman.—The explanation given in the
Sri-bhdshya (in which Satras 31 and 32 have exchanged
places) is similar, with the difference however that all who
meditate on Brahman—without any reference to the dis-
tinction of nirguza and saguza—proceed after death on the
road of the gods. (The Sri-bhashya reads ¢sarveshim,’
i. e. all worshippers, not ‘sarvasim,” all sagura-vidy4s.)

Adhik. XIX (32) decides that, although the general effect
of true knowledge is release from all forms of body, yet
even such beings as have reached perfect knowledge may
retain a body for the purpose of discharging certain offices.
—In the Sri-bhéshya, where the Stitra follows immediately
on Sdtra 30, the adhikaraza determines, in close connexion
with 30, that, although those who know Brahman as a rule
divest themselves of the gross body—there remaining only
a subtle body which enables them to move—and no longer
experience pleasure and pain, yet certain beings, although
having reached the cognition of Brahman, remain invested
with a gross body, and hence liable to pleasure and pain
until they have fully performed certain duties.

Adhik. XX (33) teaches that the negative attributes of
Brahman mentioned in some vidyds—such as its being not
gross, not subtle, &c.—are to be included in all meditations
on Brahman.—Adhik. XXI (34) determines that K4#%a Up.
ITI, 1, and Mu. Up. III, 1, constitute one vidy4 only, because
both passages refer to the highest Brahman. According
to Rdmanuga the Sttra contains a reply to an objection
raised against the conclusion arrived at in the preceding
Satra.—Adhik. XXII (35, 36) maintains that the two
passages, B»z. Up. III, 4 and III, 5, constitute one vidya
only, the object of knowledge being in both cases Brahman
viewed as the inner Self of all.—Adhik. XXIII (37) on the
contrary decides that the passage Ait. Ar. II, 2, 4, 6 con-
stitutes not one but two meditations.—Adhik. XXIV (38)
again determines that the vidy4 of the True contained in
Bri. Up. V, 4, 5, is one only.—According to R4aménuga,
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Stras 35—38 constitute one adhikaraza only whose subject
is the same as that of XXII according to Sankara.

Adhik. XXV (39) proves that the passages K/%. Up.
VIIL, 1 and Bri. Up. IV, 4, 22 cannot constitute one vidy4,
since the former refers to Brahman as possessing qualities,
while the latter is concerned with Brahman as destitute of
qualities.—Adhik. XXVT (40, 41) treats, according to San-
kara, of a minor question connected with K4. Up.V, 11 ff.
—According to the Sri-bhishya, Stitras 39—41 form one
adhikaraza whose first SQtra reaches essentially the same
conclusion as Safkara under 39. Sitras 40, 41 thereupon
discuss a general question concerning the meditations on
Brahman. The qualities, an opponent is supposed to re-
mark, which in the two passages discussed are predicated of
Brahman—such as vasitva, satyakidmatva, &c.—cannot be
considered real (pAramarthika), since other passages (sa esha
neti neti, and the like) declare Brahman to be devoid of all
qualities. Hence those qualities cannot be admitted into
meditations whose purpose is final release.—To this objec-
tion Shtra 4o replies, ‘(Those qualities) are not to be left out
(from the meditations on Brahman), since (in the passages
under discussion as well as in other passages) they are stated
with emphasis!.’—But, another objection is raised, Scrip-
ture says that he who meditates on Brahman as satyakdma,
&c. obtains a mere perishable reward, viz. the world of the
fathers, and similar results specified in K/%. Up. VIII, 2;
hence, he who is desirous of final release, must not include
those qualities of Brahman in his meditation.—To this ob-
jection Shtra 41 replies, ‘Because that (i.e. the free roaming
in all the worlds, the world of the fathers, &c.) is stated as
proceeding therefrom (i. e. the approach to Brahman which
is final release) in the case of (the soul) which has approached
Brahman;’ (therefore a person desirous of release, may
include satyakdmatva, &c. in his meditations.)

1 Rimé4nuga has here some strong remarks on the improbability of qualities
emphatically attributed to Brahman, in more than one passage, having to be set
aside in any meditation: ¢Na %a mAitlpitrisahasrebhyo =pi vatsalataram
sistram pratirakavad apiramirthikau nirasaniyau guwau pramiréntardprati-
pannau 4dareropadisya samsirakakraparivartanena plirvam eva bambhramya-
ménin mumukshfin bhfiyo s pi bhramayitum alam,’
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Adhik. XXVII (42) decides that those meditations which
are connected with certain matters forming constituent parts
of sacrificial actions, are not to be considered as perma-
nently requisite parts of the latter.—Adhik. XXVIII (43)
teaches that, in a Brz. Up. passage and a similar K4 Up.
passage, VAyu and Priza are not to be identified, but to be
held apart.—Adhik. XXIX (44-52) decides that the fire-
altars made of mind, &c., which are mentioned in the Agni-
rahasya, do not constitute parts of the sacrificial action
(so that the mental, &c. construction of the altar could
optionally be substituted for the actual one), but merely
subjects of meditations.

Adhik. XXX (53, 54) treats, according to Sankara, in the
way of digression, of the question whether to the Self an
existence independent of the body can be assigned, or not
(as the Materialists maintain).—According to the Sri-bha-
shya the adhikaraza does not refer to this wide question,
but is concerned with a point more immediately connected
with the meditations on Brahman, viz. the question as to
the form under which, in those meditations, the Self of the
meditating devotee has to be viewed. The two Sdtras
then have to be translated as follows: ‘Some (maintain
that the soul of the devotee has, in meditations, to be
viewed as possessing those attributes only which belong to
it in its embodied state, such as g#itrstva and the like),
because the Self is (at the time of meditation) in the body.’
—The next Sttra rejects this view, ¢ This is not so, but the
separatedness (i. e. the pure isolated state in which the Self
is at the time of final release when it is freed from all evil,
&c.) (is to be transferred to the meditating Self), because
that will be? the state (of the Self in the condition of final
release).’

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

! The Sri-bhdshya as well as several other commentaries reads tadbhiva-
bhévitvit for Sankara’s tadbhavAbhAvitvat.
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XXXII (57) decides that the Vaisvanara Agni of K. Up.
V, 11ff. is to be meditated upon as a whole, not in his
single parts—Adhik. XXXIII (58) teaches that those
meditations which refer to one subject, but as distinguished
by different qualities, have to be held apart as different
meditations. Thus the daharavidyi, Sandilyavidyi, &c.
remain separate.

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

PApa IV.

Adhik. I (1-17) proves that the knowledge of Brahman
is not kratvartha, i.e. subordinate to action, but indepen-
dent.—Adhik. IT (18-20) confirms this conclusion by show-
ing that the state of the pravrigins is enjoined by the
sacred law, and that for them vidy4 only is prescribed,
not action.—Adhik. III (21, 22) decides that certain clauses
forming part of vidyas are not mere stutis (arthavadas), but
themselves enjoin the meditation.—The legends recorded
in the Vedanta-texts are not to be used as subordinate
members of acts, but have the purpose of glorifying—as
arthavidas—the injunctions with which they are connected
(Adhik. IV, 23, 24).—For all these reasons the tirdhvare-
tasaZ require no actions but only knowledge (Adhik. V,
25)—Nevertheless the actions enjoined by Scripture, such
as sacrifices, conduct of certain kinds, &c., are required as
conducive to the rise of vidy4 in the mind (Adhik. VI, 26,
2%7).—Certain relaxations, allowed by Scripture, of the laws
regarding food, are meant only for cases of extreme need
(Adhik. VII, 28-31).—The &sramakarméini are obligatory
on him also who does not strive after mukti (Adhik. VIII,
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32-35)—Those also who, owing to poverty and so on, are
andsrama have claims to vidyd (Adhik. IX, 36-39).—An
Qrdhvaretas cannot revoke his vow (Adhik. X, 40).—Ex-
piation of the fall of an Grdhvaretas (Adhik. XI, 41, 42).—
Exclusion of the fallen Girdhvaretas in certain cases (Adhik.
XII, 43)—Those meditations, which are connected with
subordinate members of the sacrifice, are the business of
the priest, not of the yagamana (Adhik. XIII, 44—46).—
Bri. Up. I1I, 5, 1 enjoins mauna as a third in addition to
bélya and pinditya (Adhik. XIV, 47—-49).—By bélya is to
be understood a childlike innocent state of mind (Adhik.
XV, 50).

Satras 51 and 52 discuss, according to Radmdinuga, the
question when the vidya, which is the result of the means
described in III, 4, arises. Sdtra 51 treats of that vidya
whose result is mere exaltation (abhyudaya), and states
that ‘it takes place in the present life, if there is not
present an obstacle in the form of a prabalakarmantara (in
which latter case the vidy4 arises later only), on account of
Scripture declaring this (in various passages)’—Sitra 52,
‘Thus there is also absence of a definite rule as to (the
time of origination of ) that knowledge whose fruit is release,
it being averred concerning that one also that it is in the
same condition (i. e. of sometimes having an obstacle, some-
times not).—Sainkara, who treats the two Sdtras as two
adhikaranas, agrees as to the explanation of 51, while,
putting a somewhat forced interpretation on 52, he makes
it out to mean that a more or less is possible only in the
case of the sagura-vidyas.

FOURTH ADHYAYA,

PApa 1.

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

Adhik. II (3).—The devotee engaged in meditation on
Brahman is to view it as constituting his own Self.
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Adhik. III (4).—To the rule laid down in the preceding
adhikaraza the so-called pratikopéisanas, i.e. those medita-
tions in which Brahman is viewed under a symbol or out-
ward manifestation (as, for instance, mano brahmety upisita)
constitute an exception, i.e. the devotee is not to consider
the pratika as constituting his own Self.

Adhik. IV (5).—In the pratikopdsanas the pratika is to
be meditatively viewed as being one with Brahman, not
Brahman as being one with the pratika.—R4mdinuga takes
Sdtra 5 as simply giving a reason for the decision arrived
at under Sitra 4, and therefore as not constituting a new
adhikaraza.

Adhik. V (6).—In meditations connected with constitu-
tives of sacrificial works (as, for instance, ya evidsau tapati
tam udgitham upisita) the idea of the divinity, &c. is to be
transferred to the sacrificial item, not vice versa. In the
example quoted, for instance, the udgitha is to be viewed as
Aditya, not Aditya as the udgitha.

Adhik. VI (7-10).—The devotee is to carry on his medi-
tations in a sitting posture.—Sankara maintains that this
rule does not apply to those meditations whose result is
samyagdarsana ; but the Stra gives no hint to that effect.

Adhik.VII(11).—Themeditationsmay be carried on atany
time, and in any place, favourable to concentration of mind.

Adhik. VIII (12).—The meditations are to be continued
until death.—Sankara again maintains that those medita-
tions which lead to samyagdarsana are excepted.

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

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

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

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

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

Adhik. XIV (19).—The 4rabdhakirya works have to be
worked out fully by the fruition of their effects ; whereupon
the vidvin becomes united with Brahman.—The ¢ bhoga’
of the Sdtra is, according to Sankara, restricted to the
present existence of the devotee, since the complete know-
ledge obtained by him destroys the nescience which other-
wise would lead to future embodiments. According to
Réamainuga a number of embodied existences may have to
be gone through before the effects of the 4arabdhakarya
works are exhausted,

PApa II.

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

! Nanu vidusho = pi setikartavyatikopasananirvréttaye vzzshzyannddiphala-
nish/Any eva kathan teshdm virodh4dd vindsa ukyate. Tatrdha péte tv iti.
Sarfrapite tu teshd» vindsak sarirapatdd Qrdhvaz tu vidyAnuguwadrishza-
phaléni suks7tini nasyantity arthaz.
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Brahman, and the vidvin who knows only the lower Brah-
man, and have to refer certain Sttras to the former and
others to the latter. According to Rdmanuga the vidvin
is one only.

Adhik. I, IT, IIT (1-6).—On the death of the vidvan (i.e.
of him who possesses the lower knowledge, according to
Sankara) his senses are merged in the manas, the manas in
the chief vital air (priza), the vital air in the individual
soul (giva), the soul in the subtle elements.—According to
R4mAnuga the combination (sampatti) of the senses with
the manas, &c. is a mere conjunction (samyoga), not a
merging (laya).

Adhik. IV (7).—The vidvin (i.e. according to Sankara,
he who possesses the lower knowledge) and the avidvin,
i.e. he who does not possess any knowledge of Brahman,
pass through the same stages (i.e. those described hitherto)
up to the entrance of the soul, together with the subtle
elements, and so on into the nidis.—The vidvin also
remains connected with the subtle elements because he has
not yet completely destroyed avidy4, so that the immor-
tality which Scripture ascribes to him (amz7tatvas hi vidvan
abhyasnute) is only a relative one.—R4amanuga quotes the
following text regarding the immortality of the vidvin:

¢ Yada sarve pramukyante kAma ye=sya hrzdi sthita/

atha martyo * mzsto bhavaty atra brahma samasnute,’
and explains that the immortality which is here ascribed to
the vidvin as soon as he abandons all desires can only
mean the destruction—mentioned in the preceding pidda—
of all the effects of good and evil works, while the ‘ reaching
of Brahman’ can only refer to the intuition of Brahman
vouchsafed to the meditating devotee.

Adhik. V (8-11) raises, according to Sankara, the ques-
tion whether the subtle elements of which Scripture says
that they are combined with the highest deity (tegaZ
parasyam devatiyam) are completely merged in the latter
or not. The answer is that a complete absorption of the
elements takes place only when final emancipation is
reached; that, on the other hand, as long as the samsira
state lasts, the elements, although somehow combined with
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Brahman, remain distinct so as to be able to form new
bodies for the soul.

According to Rdmanuga the Satras 8-11 do not con-
stitute a new adhikaraza, but continue the discussion of
the point mooted in 7. The immortality there spoken of
does not imply the separation of the soul from the body,
‘because Scripture declares samsira, i.e. embodiedness up
to the reaching of Brahman ’ (tasya tdvad eva kiram yivan
na vimokshye atha sampatsye) (8).—That the soul after
having departed from the gross body is not disconnected
from the subtle elements, is also proved hereby, that the
subtle body accompanies it, as is observed from authority?
(9)—Hence the immortality referred to in the scriptural
passage quoted is not effected by means of the total
destruction of the body (10).

Adhik. VI (12-14) is of special importance.—According
to Sankara the Stitras now turn from the discussion of the
departure of him who possesses the lower knowledge only to
the consideration of what becomes of him who has reached
the higher knowledge. So far it has been taught that in the
case of relative immortality (ensuing on the apara vidy4)
the subtle elements, together with the senses and so on,
depart from the body of the dying devotee ; this implies at
the same time that they do not depart from the body of
the dying sage who knows himself to be one with Brahman.
—Against this latter implied doctrine Sttra 12 is supposed
to formulate an objection. °If it be said that the departure
of the prdnas from the body of the dying sage is denied
(viz. in B#z. Up. 1V, 4, 5, na tasya praz4 utkrdmanti, of him
the prazas do not pass out) ; we reply that in that passage
the genitive “tasya” has the sense of the ablative “tasmat,”
so that the sense of the passage is, “from him, i.e. from the
giva of the dying sage, the prizas do not depart, but
remain with it.”’—This objection Sankara supposes to be
disposed of in Sttra 13. ‘By some there is given a clear
denial of the departure of the prazas in the case of the

1 Upalabhyate hi devayénena panthi gakZkato vidushas tam pratibriyat
satyam briiyad iti Zandramasi samvadavakanena sarirasadbhdvaz, ata/ siikshma-
sariram anuvartate.
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dying sage,’ viz. in the passage Bzz. Up. III, 2, 11, where
Yag#avalkya instructs Artabhiga that, when this man dies,
the prizas do not depart from it (asmit; the context
showing that asmit means ‘from it viz. from the body,
and not ‘from him, viz. the giva)—The same view is,
moreover, confirmed by Smz7ti passages.

According to Rdmanuga the three Satras forming San-
kara’s sixth adhikaraza do not constitute a new adhikaraza
at all, and, moreover, have to be combined into two Sftras.
The topic continuing to be discussed is the utkrinti of the
vidvan. If, SQtra 12 says, the utkrinti of the prizas is not
admitted, on the ground of the denial supposed to be
contained in Bzz. Up. IV, 4, 5; the reply is that the sense
of the tasya there is ¢ sirirdt’ (so that the passage means,
‘from him, i.e. the giva, the prizas do not depart’); for
this is clearly shown by the reading of some, viz. the
MA4dhyandinas, who, in their text of the passage, do not
read ‘ tasya’ but ‘ tasmat’—With reference to the instruc-
tion given by Yéig#avalkya to Artabhiga, it is to be
remarked that nothing there shows the ‘ayam purusha’ to
be the sage who knows Brahman.—And, finally, there are
Smriti passages declaring that the sage also when dying
departs from the body.

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

According to R4minuga the two Sftras continue the
teaching about the prazas, bhtas, &c. of the vidvan in
general, and declare that they are finally merged in Brah-
man, not merely in the way of conjunction (samyoga), but
completely.

Adhik. IX (17).—Sankara here returns to the owner of
the apara vidy4, while Radmé4nuga continues the description
of the utkranti of his vidvin.—The giva of the dying man

! When the giva has passed out of the body and ascends to the world of
Brahman, it remains enveloped by the subtle body until it reaches the river
Vigara. There it divests itself of the subtle body, and the latter is merged in
Brahman.

(34] f
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passes into the heart, and thence departs out of the body by
means of the nddis; the vidvin by means of the nidi called
sushumz4, the avidvan by means of some other nadi.

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

Adhik. XTI (20, 21).—Also that vidvan who dies during
the dakshizdyana reaches Brahman.

PApa III.

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

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

The remaining part of the pida is by Sankara divided
into two adhikarazas. Of these the former one (7-14)
teaches that the Brahman to which the departed soul is led
by the guardians of the path of the gods is not the highest
Brahman, but the effected (kdrya) or qualified (sagura)
Brahman. This is the opinion propounded in Sitras 7—11 by
Badari, and, finally, accepted by Sankara in his commentary
on Sttra14. In Shtras 12—14 Gaimini defends the opposite
view, according to which the soul of the vidvan goes to the
highest Brahman, not to the kiryam brahma. But Gai-
mini’s view, although set forth in the latter part of the
adhikaraza, is, according to Sankara, a mere pflirvapaksha,
while Badari’s opinion represents the siddhanta.— The
latter of the two adhikaraznas (VI of the whole pada; 15, 16)
records the opinion of Badardyana on a collateral question,
viz. whether, or not,all those who worship the effected Brah-
man are led to it. The decision is that those only are
guided to Brahman who have not worshipped it under a
pratika form.

According to Rdmanuga, Stitras 7—16 form one adhikaraza
only, in which the views of Bidari and of Gaimini represent
two pirvapakshas, while Badardyaza’s opinion is adopted
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as the siddhinta. The question is whether the guardians
of the path lead to Brahman only those who worship the
effected Brahman, i. e. Hiranyagarbha, or those who worship
the highest Brahman, or those who worship the individual
soul as free from Praks7ti, and having Brahman for its Self
(ye pratyagitmanam praksstiviyuktan brahmatmakam upa-
sate).—The first view is maintained by Badari in Sttra 7,
¢The guardians lead to Brahman those who worship the
effected Brahman, because going is possible towards the
latter only;’ for no movement can take place towards the
highest and as such omnipresent Brahman.—The explana-
tion of Stitra g is similar to that of Sankara ; but more clearly
replies to the objection (that, if Hirazyagarbha were meant
in the passage, ¢ purusho=méinava/Z sa etin brahma gama-
yati,’ the text would read ‘sa etdn brahmizam gamayati’)
that Hirazyagarbha is called Brahman on account of his
nearness to Brahman, i.e.on account of his prathamagatva.—
The explanation of 10, 11 is essentially the same as in San-
kara; so also of 12-14.—The siddhanta view is established
in Sttra 13, ‘It is the opinion of Baddariyana that it,i.e. the
gana of the guardians, leads to Brahman those who do not
take their stand on what is pratika, i. e. those who worship
the highest Brahman, and those who meditate on the indi-
vidual Self as dissociated from prakszti, and having Brahman
for its Self, but not those who worship Brahman under
pratikas. For both views—that of Gaimini as well as that
of Badari—are faulty” The kirya view contradicts such
passages as ‘asmifk A/karirdt samutthdya param gyotir upa-
sampadya,” &c.; the para view, such passages as that in the
paskagni-vidyd, which declares that ya itthan viduz, i.e.
those who know the pazkdgni-vidya, are also led up to
Brahman.

PApa IV.

Adhik. I (1-3) returns, according to Sankara, to the
owner of the pari vidy4, and teaches that, when on his
death his soul obtains final release, it does not acquire any
new characteristics, but merely manifests itself in its true
nature.—The explanation gi\;_en by Ramanuga is essentially

2
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the same, but of course refers to that vidvin whose going to
Brahman had been described in the preceding pida.

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

Adhik, IIT (5-7) discusses the characteristics of the re-
leased soul (i.e. of the truly released soul, according to
Sankara). According to Gaimini the released soul, when
manifesting itself in its true nature, possesses all those quali-
ties which in K4. Up. VIII, 7, 1 and other places are ascribed
to Brahman, such as apahatapidpmatva, satyasamkalpatva,
&ec., aisvarya.—According to Audulomi the only character-
istic of the released soul is Zaitanya.— According to Bidara-
yana the two views can be combined (Sarikara remarking
that satyasasmkalpatva, &c. are ascribed to the released soul
vyavahirdpekshaya).

Adhik. IV (8-9) returns, according to Sarkara, to the
apard vidyd, and discusses the question whether the soul of

! Kim ayam param gyotir upasampanna/ sarvabandhavinirmukta’ pratya-
gitma svitmanaz paramitmana/ prithagbhfitam anubhavati uta tatprakirataya
tadavibhaktam iti visaye so ssnute sarvAn kdmin saha brahmazi vipasitd
pasya% pasyate rukmavarzam kartiram fsam purushaz brahmayoniz tadi
vidvin puryapipe vidhflya nirafganak paraman simyam upaiti idam g#énam
upésritya mama sddharmyam 4gata’ sarve s pi nopagdyante pralayena vyathanti
ketyadisrutismzztibhyo muktasya pareza  sihityasimyasddharmyAvagamat
przthagbhitam anubhavatiti pripte ukyate. Avibhigeneti. Parasmid brahma-
nak svitmanam avibhigenidnubhavati mukta’s. Kutak Drishzatvit. Param
brahmopasampadya nivrzttavidyatirodhinasya yAthatathyena svAtmano ds7shza-
tvit. Svtmana’ svarfipaz hi tat tvam asy ayam Atm4 brahma aitaddtmyam
idam sarvam sarvam khalv idam brahmetyadisAmanadhikaraszyanirdesai% ya
Atmani tishzkan Atmano = ntaro yam 4tmi na veda yasyAtmi sariram ya
dtmanam antaro yamayati AtmintaryAmy amssta’ antak pravish/az sistd
ganinim ityddibhis Za paramAtmAtmakam takkkariratayi tatprakirabhfitam iti
pratipdditam avasthiter iti késaksztsnety atrito s vibhdgenihaz brahmismity
evinubhavati.
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the pious effects its desires by its mere determination, or
uses some other means. The former alternative is ac-
cepted.—According to Radminuga the adhikaraza simply
continues the consideration of the state of the released,
begun in the preceding adhikaraza. Of the released soul it
is said in K4 Up. VIII, 12, 3 that after it has manifested
itself in its true nature it moves about playing and rejoicing
with women, carriages, and so on. The question then arises
whether it effects all this by its mere saszkalpa (it having
been shown in the preceding adhikaraza that the released
soul is, like the Lord, satyasamkalpa), or not. The answer
is in favour of the former alternative, on account of the
explicit declaration made in K%. Up. VIII, 2, ¢ By his mere
will the fathers come to receive him.

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

Adhik. VI (11, 12) explains how the soul of the released
can animate several bodies at the same time.—Sfitra 12 gives,
according to Sankara, the additional explanation that those
passages which declare the absence of all specific cognition
on the part of the released soul do not refer to the partly
released soul of the devotee, but either to the soul in the
state of deep sleep (svipyaya = sushupti), or to the fully
released soul of the sage (sampatti=kaivalya)—Ramanuga
explains that the passages speaking of absence of conscious-
ness refer either to the state of deep sleep, or to the time
of dying (sampatti = marazam according to ‘van manasi
sampadyate,” &c.).

Adhik. VII (17-21).—The released givas participate in all
the perfections and powers of the Lord, with the exception
of the power of creating and sustaining the world. They
do not return to new forms of embodied existence.

After having, in this way, rendered ourselves acquainted
with the contents of the Brahma-sitras according to the
views of Sankara as well as R4amdinuga, we have now
to consider the question which of the two modes of
interpretation represents—or at any rate more closely
approximates to—the true meaning of the Sttras. That
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few of the Sitras are intelligible if taken by themselves, we
have already remarked above; but this does not exclude
the possibility of our deciding with a fair degree of cer-
tainty which of the two interpretations proposed agrees
better with the text, at least in a certain number of cases.

We have to note in the first place that, in spite of very
numerous discrepancies,—of which only the more important
ones have been singled out in the conspectus of contents,—
the two commentators are at one as to the general drift of
the Statras and the arrangement of topics. As a rule, the
adhikarazas discuss one or several Vedic passages bearing
upon a certain point of the system, and in the vast majority
of cases the two commentators agree as to which are the
special texts referred to. And, moreover, in a very large
number of cases the agreement extends to the interpreta-
tion to be put on those passages and on the Sfitras. This
far-reaching agreement certainly tends to inspire us with a
certain confidence as to the existence of an old tradition
concerning the meaning of the Sttras on which the bulk of
the interpretations of Sankara as well as of RAmanuga are
based.

But at the same time we have seen that, in a not incon-
siderable number of cases, the interpretations of Sankara
and Radmdinuga diverge more or less widely, and that
the Sttras affected thereby are, most of them, especially
important because bearing on fundamental points of the
Vedénta system. The question then remains which of the
two interpretations is entitled to preference.

Regarding a small number of Satras I have already (in
the conspectus of contents) given it as my opinion that
Raménuga’s explanation appears to be more worthy of
consideration. We meet, in the first place, with a number
of cases in which the two commentators agree as to the
literal meaning of a Sdtra, but where .Sankara sees him-
self reduced to the necessity of supplementing his inter-
pretation by certain additions and reservations of his own
for which the text gives no occasion, while Rdmanuga is
able to take the Shtra as it stands. To exemplify this
remark, I again direct attention to all those Sttras which in
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clear terms represent the individual soul as something dif-
ferent from the highest soul, and concerning which Sankara
is each time obliged to have recourse to the plea of the
Sttra referring, not to what is true in the strict sense of
the word, but only to what is conventionally looked upon as
true. It is, I admit, not altogether impossible that San-
kara’s interpretation should represent the real meaning of
the Sfitras; that the latter, indeed, to use the terms em-
ployed by Dr. Deussen, should for the nonce set forth an
exoteric doctrine adapted to the common notions of man-
kind, which, however, can be rightly understood by him
only to whose mind the esoteric doctrine is all the while
present. This is not impossible, I say; but it is a point
which requires convincing proofs before it can be allowed.—
We have had, in the second place, to note a certain number
of adhikarazas and Sftras concerning whose interpretation
Sankara and Radminuga disagree altogether; and we have
seen that not unfrequently the explanations given by the
latter commentator appear to be preferable because falling
in more easily with the words of the text. The most
striking instance of this is afforded by the 13th adhikaraxza
of II, 3, which treats of the size of the giva, and where
Ramanuga’s explanation seems to be decidedly superior to
Sankara’s, both if we look to the arrangement of the whole
adhikaranza and to the wording of the single Sttras. The
adhikaraza is, moreover, a specially important one, be-
cause the nature of the view held as to the size of the indi-
vidual soul goes far to settle the question what kind of
Vedanta is embodied in BAdariyazna’s work.

But it will be requisite not only to dwell on the interpre-
tations of a few detached Sttras, but to make the attempt
at least of forming some opinion as to the relation of the
Vedanta-sitras as a whole to the chief distinguishing
doctrines of Sankara as well as Raméinuga. Such an
attempt may possibly lead to very slender positive results;
but in the present state of the enquiry even a merely
negative result, viz. the conclusion that the Sttras do not
teach particular doctrines found in them by certain com-
mentators, will not be without its value.
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The first question we wish to consider in some detail is
whether the Satras in any way favour Sankara’s doctrine
that we have to distinguish a twofold knowledge of Brah-
man, a higher knowledge which leads to the immediate
absorption, on death, of the individual soul in Brahman,
and a lower knowledge which raises its owner merely to an
exalted form of individual existence. The adhyaya first to
be considered in this connexion is the fourth one. According
to Sankara the three latter pidas of that adhyiya are
chiefly engaged in describing the fate of him who dies in
the possession of the lower knowledge, while two sections
(IV, 2, 12-14; IV, 4, 1-7) tell us what happens to him
who, before his death, had risen to the knowledge of
the highest Brahman. According to Ridmanuga, on the
other hand, the three pidas, referring throughout to one
subject only, give an uninterrupted account of the succes-
sive steps by which the soul of him who knows the Lord
through the Upanishads passes, at the time of death, out of
the gross body which it had tenanted, ascends to the world
of Brahman, and lives there for ever without returning into
the samsira.

On an a4 priori view of the matter it certainly appears
somewhat strange that the concluding section of the Stitras
should be almost entirely taken up with describing the fate
of him who has after all acquired an altogether inferior
knowledge only, and has remained shut out from the true
sanctuary of Vedantic knowledge, while the fate of the fully
initiated is disposed of in a few occasional Sttras. Itis, I
think, not too much to say that no unbiassed student of
the Sttras would — before having allowed himself to be
influenced by Sankara’s interpretations — imagine for a
moment that the solemn words, ¢ From thence is no return,
from thence is no return,” with which the Sdtras conclude,
are meant to describe, not the lasting condition of him who
has reached final release, the highest aim of man, but
merely a stage on the way of that soul which is engaged in
the slow progress of gradual release, a stage which is
indeed greatly superior to any earthly form of existence,
but yet itself belongs to the essentially fictitious samsira,
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and as such remains infinitely below the bliss of true mukti.
And this a priori impression—which, although no doubt
significant, could hardly be appealed to as decisive—is
confirmed by a detailed consideration of the two sets of
Sttras which Sankara connects with the knowledge of the
higher Brahman. How these Sdtras are interpreted by
Sankara and Radminuga has been stated above in the con-
spectus of contents; the points which render the interpre-
tation given by Ridméinuga more probable are as follows.
With regard to IV, 2, 12-14, we have to note, in the first
place, the circumstance—relevant although not decisive in
itself—that Shtra 12 does not contain any indication of a
new topic being introduced. In the second place, it can
hardly be doubted that the text of Satra 13, ‘spash/o hy
ekeshdm,” is more appropriately understood, with Rima-
nuga, as furnishing a reason for the opinion advanced in
the preceding Sftra, than—with Sankara—as embodying
the refutation of a previous statement (in which latter case
we should expect not ‘hi’ but ‘tu’). And, in the third
place, the ‘eke, i.e. ‘ some,’ referred to in Sttra 13 would,
on Sankara’s interpretation, denote the very same persons
to whom the preceding SdOtra had referred, viz. the
followers of the Kéanva-sdkhi (the two Vedic passages
referred to in 12 and 13 being Bz Up. IV, 4, 5, and I1I, 2,
11, according to the Kamva recension); while it is the
standing practice of the Stitras to introduce, by means of the
designation ‘eke,’ members of Vedic sikhas, teachers, &c.
other than those alluded to in the preceding Sttras. With
this practice R4minuga’s interpretation, on the other hand,
fully agrees; for, according to him, the ‘ eke’ are the Ma-
dhyandinas, whose reading in B#7. Up. IV, 4, 5, viz. ‘ tasmat,’
clearly indicates that the ‘tasya’ in the corresponding
passage of the Kanvas denotes the sirira, i.e. the giva.
I think it is not saying too much that Sankara’s explana-
tion, according to which the ‘eke’ would denote the very
same Kéanvas to whom the preceding Stitra had referred—
so that the Kdzvas would be distinguished from themselves
as it were—is altogether impossible.

The result of this closer consideration of the first set of
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Sttras, alleged by Sankara to concern the owner of the
higher knowledge of Brahman, entitles us to view with some
distrust Sankara’s assertion that another set also—IV, 4,
1-7—has to be detached from the general topic of the
fourth adhyiya, and to be understood as depicting the
condition of those who have obtained final absolute release.
And the Satras themselves do not tend to weaken this
preliminary want of confidence. In the first place their
wording also gives no indication whatever of their having
to be separated from what precedes as well as what follows.
And, in the second place, the last Sttra of the set (7)
obliges Sankara to ascribe to his truly released souls
qualities which clearly cannot belong to them; so that
he finally is obliged to make the extraordinary state-
ment that those qualities belong to them ‘vyavahiripe-
kshaya,” while yet the purport of the whole adhikaraza is
said to be the description of the truly released soul for
which no vyavahira exists! Very truly Sankara’s com-
mentator here remarks, ‘atra kekin muhyanti akhanda-
kinmitrag/dnin muktasydg74nibhavit kuta 4g7anika-
dharmayogaZ,’ and the way in which thereupon he himself
attempts to get over the difficulty certainly does not
improve matters.

In connexion with the two passages discussed, we meet
in the fourth adhydya with another passage, which indeed
has no direct bearing on the distinction of apard and para
vidy4, but may yet be shortly referred to in this place as
another and altogether undoubted instance of Sarikara’s
interpretations not always agreeing with the text of the
Satras. The Satras 7-16 of the third pida state the
opinions of three different teachers on the question to which
Brahman the soul of the vidvin repairs on death, or—
according to Rdméanuga—the worshippers of which Brah-
man repair to (the highest) Brahman. Ré&ménuga treats
the views of Badari and Gaimini as two plirvapakshas, and
the opinion of Bidardyaza—which is stated last—as the
siddhanta. .Sankara,on the other hand, detaching the Sttras
in which Badardyana’s view is set forth from the preceding
part of the adhikarana (a proceeding which, although not



INTRODUCTION. xcl

plausible, yet cannot be said to be altogether illegiti-
mate), maintains that Badari’s view, which is expounded
first, represents the siddhdnta, while Gaimini’s view, set
forth subsequently, is to be considered a mere pirva-
paksha. This, of course, is altogether inadmissible, it
being the invariable practice of the Vedanta-slitras as
well as the Parva Mimamsi-sitras to conclude the dis-
cussion of contested points with the statement of that view
which is to be accepted as the authoritative one. This is
so patent that Sankara feels himself called upon to defend
his deviation from the general rule (Commentary on IV, 4,
13), without, however, bringing forward any arguments but
such as are valid only if Sankara’s system itself is already
accepted.

The previous considerations leave us, I am inclined to
think, no choice but to side with Riminuga as to the
general subject-matter of the fourth adhyéya of the Sttras.
We need not accept him as our guide in all particular
interpretations, but we must acknowledge with him that
the Sutras of the fourth adhyaya describe the ultimate fate
of one and the same vidvin, and do not afford any basis
for the distinction of a higher and lower knowledge of
Brahman in Sankara’s sense.

If we have not to discriminate between a lower and a
higher knowledge of Brahman, it follows that the dis-
tinction of a lower and a higher Brahman is likewise not
valid. But this is not a point to be decided at once on the
negative evidence of the fourth adhydya, but regarding
which the entire body of the Vedanta-siitras has to be
consulted. And intimately connected with this investiga-
tion—in fact, one with it from a certain point of view—is
the question whether the Sdtras afford any evidence of
their author having held the doctrine of May4, the principle
of illusion, by the association with which the highest
Brahman, in itself transcending all qualities, appears as the
lower Brahman or fsvara. That R4minuga denies the
distinction of the two Brahmans and the doctrine of MAay4
we have seen above ; we shall, however, in the subsequent
investigation, pay less attention to his views and inter-
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pretations than to the indications furnished by the Sdtras
themselves.

Placing myself at the point of view of a Sinkara, I am
startled at the outset by the second Sitra of the first
adhydya, which undertakes to give a definition of Brahman.
‘Brahman is that whence the origination and so on (i. e. the
sustentation and reabsorption) of this world proceed.” What,
we must ask, is this Sitra meant to define P—That Brah-
man, we are inclined to answer, whose cognition the first
Sttra declares to constitute the task of the entire Vedanta ;
that Brahman whose cognition is the only road to final
release; that Brahman in fact which Sankara calls the
highest.—But, here we must object to ourselves, the highest
Brahman is not properly defined as that from which the
world originates. In later Vedantic writings, whose authors
were clearly conscious of the distinction of the higher
absolute Brahman and the lower Brahman related to Miya
or the world, we meet with definitions of Brahman of an
altogether different type. I need only remind the reader
of the current definition of Brahman as sak-£id-Ananda, or,
to mention one individual instance, refer to the introductory
slokas of the Paskadasi dilating on the samvid svayam-
prabhi, the self-luminous principle of thought which in all
time, past or future, neither starts into being nor perishes
(P.D.1,7). ‘That from which the world proceeds’ can by
a Sankara be accepted only as a definition of Isvara, of
Brahman which by its association with May4 is enabled to
project the false appearance of this world, and it certainly
is as improbable that the Sdtras should open with a
definition of that inferior principle, from whose cognition
there can accrue no permanent benefit, as, according to a
remark made above, it is unlikely that they should con-
clude with a description of the state of those who know
the lower Brahman only, and thus are debarred from
obtaining true release. As soon, on the other hand, as we
discard the idea of a twofold Brahman and conceive Brah-
man as one only, as the all-enfolding being which some-
times emits the world from its own substance and sometimes
again retracts it into itself, ever remaining one in all its
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various manifestations—a conception which need not by
any means be modelled in all its details on the views of the
Rimanugas—the definition of Brahman given in the second
Stitra becomes altogether unobjectionable.

We next enquire whether the impression left on the
mind by the manner in which Bidariyana defines Brah-
man, viz. that he does not distinguish between an absolute
Brahman and a Brahman associated with MAy4, is con-
firmed or weakened by any other parts of his work. The
Satras being throughout far from direct in their enun-
ciations, we shall have to look less to particular terms
and turns of expression than to general lines of reasoning.
What in this connexion seems specially worthy of being
taken into account, is the style of argumentation employed
by the Satrakira against the Sinkhya doctrine, which
maintains that the world has originated, not from an
intelligent being, but from the non-intelligent pradhina.
The most important Sttras relative to this point are to be
met with in the first pdda of the second adhyiya. Those
Sttras are indeed almost unintelligible if taken by them-
selves, but the unanimity of the commentators as to their
meaning enables us to use them as steps in our investiga-
tion. The sixth Sttra of the pAda mentioned replies to the
Sankhya objection that the non-intelligent world cannot
spring from an intelligent principle, by the remark that ‘it
is thus seen,’ i.e. it is a matter of common observation that
non-intelligent things are produced from beings endowed
with intelligence ; hair and nails, for instance, springing from
animals, and certain insects from dung.—Now, an argu-
mentation of this kind is altogether out of place from the
point of view of the true Sédnkara. According to the latter
the non-intelligent world does not spring from Brahman in
so far as the latter is intelligence, but in so far as it is
associated with Miyd. MaAay4 is the upidana of the material
world, and M4aya itself is of a non-intelligent nature, owing
to which it is by so many Vedantic writers identified with
the prakssiti of the Sinkhyas. Similarly the illustrative
instances, adduced under Sttra g for the purpose of showing
that effects when being reabsorbed into their causal sub-
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stances do not impart to the latter their own qualities, and
that hence the material world also, when being refunded
into Brahman, does not impart to it its own imperfections,
are singularly inappropriate if viewed in connexion with
the doctrine of May4a, according to which the material
world is no more in Brahman at the time of a pralaya than
during the period of its subsistence. According to Sankara
the world is not merged in Brahman, but the special forms
into which the upidina of the world, i.e. May4, had
modified itself are merged in non-distinct M4y4, whose
relation to Brahman is not changed thereby.—The illus-
tration, again, given in Sitra 24 of the mode in which Brah-
man, by means of its inherent power, transforms itself into
the world without employing any extraneous instruments
of action, ‘kshiravad dhi,’ ¢ as milk (of its own accord turns
into curds),’ would be strangely chosen indeed if meant to
bring nearer to our understanding the mode in which
Brahman projects the illusive appearance of the world ;
and also the analogous instance given in the SOtra next
following, ‘as Gods and the like (create palaces, chariots,
&c. by the mere power of their will)’—which refers to the
real creation of real things—would hardly be in its place if
meant to illustrate a theory which considers unreality to be
the true character of the world. The mere cumulation of
the two essentially heterogeneous illustrative instances
(kshiravad dhi; devadivat), moreover, seems to show that
the writer who had recourse to them held no very definite
theory as to the particular mode in which the world
springs from Brahman, but was merely concerned to render
plausible in some way or other that an intelligent being
can give rise to what is non-intelligent without having
recourse to any extraneous meansl

That the M4aya doctrine was not present to the mind of
the Sttrakira, further appears from the latter part of the
fourth pada of the first adhyidya, where it is shown that
Brahman is not only the operative but also the material
cause of the world. If anywhere, there would have been

1 Sankara’s favourite illustrative instance of the magician producing illusive
sights is—significantly enough—not known to the Sitras.
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the place to indicate, had such been the author’s view, that
Brahman is the material cause of the world through Maya
only, and that the world is unreal ; but the Sttras do not
contain a single word to that effect. Sttra 26, on the other
hand, exhibits the significant term °parizdmAit ;" Brahman
produces the world by means of a modification of itself. It
is well known that later on, when the terminology of the
Vedanta became definitely settled, the term ‘parizdmavada’
was used to denote that very theory to which the followers
of Sankara are most violently opposed, viz. the doctrine
according to which the world is not a mere vivarta, i.e. an
illusory manifestation of Brahman, but the effect of Brah-
man undergoing a real change, may that change be con-
ceived to take place in the way taught by Raminuga or in
some other manner.—With regard to the last-quoted Sttra,
as well as to those touched upon above, the commentators
indeed maintain that whatever terms and modes of ex-
pression are apparently opposed to the vivartavidda are
in reality reconcilable with it; to Satra 26, for instance,
Govinddnanda remarks that the term °parizdma’ only
denotes an effect in general (kdryamatra), without implying
that the effect is real. But in cases of this nature we are
fully entitled to use our own judgment, even if we were not
compelled to do so by the fact that other commentators,
such as RAminuga, are satisfied to take parizdma’ and
similar terms in their generally received sense.

A further section treating of the nature of Brahman is
met with in II1, 2,11 ff. It is, according to Sankara’s view,
of special importance, as it is alleged to set forth that Brah-
man is in itself destitute of all qualities, and is affected with
qualities only through its limiting adjuncts (upadhis), the
offspring of Maya. I have above (in the conspectus of
contents) given a somewhat detailed abstract of the whole
section as interpreted by Sankara on the one hand, and
Raminuga on the other hand, from which it appears that
the latter’s opinion as to the purport of the group of Sitras
widely diverges from that of Sankara. The wording of
the Sttras is so eminently concise and vague that I find it
impossible to decide which of the two commentators—if
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indeed either—is to be accepted as a trustworthy guide ;
regarding the sense of some Satras Sankara’s explanation
seems to deserve preference, in the case of others Rama-
nuga seems to keep closer to the text. I decidedly
prefer, for instance, Rdménuga’s interpretation of Sdtra 22,
as far as the sense of the entire Sftra is concerned, and
more especially with regard to the term ‘prakrstaitivat-
tvam,” whose proper force is brought out by Ramdinuga’s
explanation only. So much is certain that none of the
Sitras decidedly favours the interpretation proposed by
Sankara. Whichever commentator we follow, we greatly
miss coherence and strictness of reasoning, and it is
thus by no means improbable that the section is one of
those—perhaps not few in number—in which both inter-
preters had less regard to the literal sense of the words and
to tradition than to their desire of forcing Badardyana’s
Shtras to bear testimony to the truth of their own philo-
sophic theories.

With special reference to the Miy4 doctrine one impor-
tant Sttra has yet to be considered, the only one in which
the term ‘maya’ itself occurs, viz. III, 2, 3. According
to Sankara the Sitra signifies that the environments of
the dreaming soul are not real but mere May4, i. e. unsub-
stantial illusion, because they do not fully manifest the
character of real objects. Raméinuga (as we have seen in
the conspectus) gives a different explanation of the term
‘mAay4,’ but in judging of Sankara’s views we may for the
time accept Sankara’s own interpretation. Now, from the
latter it clearly follows that if the objects seen in dreams
are to be called Miy4, i.e. illusion, because not evincing
the characteristics of reality, the objective world surround-
ing the waking soul must not be called Maya. But that
the world perceived by waking men is May4, even in a
higher sense than the world presented to the dreaming con-
sciousness, is an undoubted tenet of the Sinkara Vedanta ;
and the Sdtra therefore proves either that Badardyaza did
not hold the doctrine of the illusory character of the world,
or else that, if after all he did hold that doctrine, he used
the term ‘miy4d’ in a sense altogether different from that
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in which Sankara employs it.—If, on the other hand, we,
with R4mainuga, understand the word ‘miyd’ to denote
a wonderful thing, the SOtra of course has no bearing what-
ever on the doctrine of M4y4 in its later technical sense.

We now turn to the question as to the relation of the
individual soul to Brahman. Do the Satras indicate any-
where that their author held Sankara’s doctrine, according
to which the giva is in reality identical with Brahman, and
separated from it, as it were, only by a false surmise due to
avidy4, or do they rather favour the view that the souls,
although they have sprung from Brahman, and constitute
elements of its nature, yet enjoy a kind of individual exist-
ence apart from it? This question is in fact only another
aspect of the MAay4 question, but yet requires a short
separate treatment.

In the conspectus I have given it as my opinion that the
Sttras in which the size of the individual soul is discussed
can hardly be understood in Sankara’s sense, and rather
seem to favour the opinion, held among others by Rama-
nuga, that the soul is of minute size. We have further seen
that Sfttra 18 of the third pida of the second adhy4ya, which
describes the soul as ‘g7a,’ is more appropriately under-
stood in the sense assigned to it by Rdmanuga; and, again,
that the SQtras which treat of the soul being an agent, can
be reconciled with Sankara’s views only if supplemented
in a way which their text does not appear to authorise.—
We next have the important Sttra II, 3, 43 in which the
soul is distinctly said to be a part (amsa) of Brahman, and
which, as we have already noticed, can be made to fall in
with Sankara’s views only if amsa is explained, altogether
arbitrarily, by ‘amsa iva, while Rdméanuga is able to take the
Satra as it stands.—We also have already referred to Sttra
50,°4bhésa eva £a,’ which Sankara interprets as setting forth
the so-called pratibimbavida according to which the indi-
vidual Self is merely a reflection of the highest Self. But
almostevery Stitra—and Sttra 50 forms no exception—being
so obscurely expressed, that viewed by itself it admits of
various, often totally opposed, interpretations, the only safe
method is to keep in view, in the case of each ambiguous

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

To the conclusion that the Sdtrakira did not hold the
doctrine of the absolute identity of the highest and the
individual soul in the sense of Sankara, we are further led
by some other indications to be met with here and there
in the Sttras. In the conspectus of contents we have had
occasion to direct attention to the important Sttra II, 1, 22,
which distinctly enunciates that the Lord is adhika, i.e.
additional to, or different from, the individual soul, since
Scripture declares the two to be different. Analogously
I, 2, 20 lays stress on the fact that the sirira is not the
antarydmin, because the Madhyandinas, as well as the
Kanvas, speak of him in their texts as different (bhedena
enam adhiyate), and in 22 the sirira and the pradhina are
referred to as the two ‘others’ (itarau) of whom the text
predicates distinctive attributes separating them from the
highest Lord. The word ‘itara’ (the other one) appears
in several other passages (I, 1,16; I, 3,16; I, 1, 21) asa
kind of technical term denoting the individual soul in con-
tradistinction from the Lord. The Sinkaras indeed main-
tain that all those passages refer to an unreal distinction
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due to avidyd. But this is just what we should like to see
proved, and the proof offered in no case amounts to more
than a reference to the system which demands that the
Sttras should be thus understood. If we accept the inter-
pretations of the school of Sankara,it remains altogether un-
intelligible why the Sttrakira should never hint even at what
Sankara is anxious again and again to point out at length,
viz. that the greater part of the work contains a kind of
exoteric doctrine only, ever tending to mislead the student
who does not keep in view what its nature is. If other
reasons should make it probable that the Shtrakira was
anxious to hide the true doctrine of the Upanishads as a
sort of esoteric teaching, we might be more ready to accept
Sankara’s mode of interpretation. But no such reasons
are forthcoming ; nowhere among the avowed followers of
the Sinkara system is there any tendency to treat the
kernel of their philosophy as something to be jealously
guarded and hidden. On the contrary, they all, from Gau-
dapida down to the most modern writer, consider it their
most important, nay, only task to inculcate again and again
in the clearest and most unambiguous language that all
appearance of multiplicity is a vain illusion, that the Lord
and the individual souls are in reality one, and that all
knowledge but this one knowledge is without true value.
There remains one more important passage concern-
ing the relation of the individual soul to the highest Self,
a passage which attracted our attention above, when
we were reviewing the evidence for early divergence of
opinion among the teachers of the Veddnta. I mean
1, 4, 2022, which three Siitras state the views of Asma-
rathya, Audulomi, and Késakrstsna as to the reason why,
in a certain passage of the Brzhadaranyaka, characteristics
of the individual soul are ascribed to the highest Self. The
siddhanta view is enounced in Stitra 22, ‘avasthiter iti Kasa-
kritsnak,’ i.e. Kasakritsna (accounts for the circumstance
mentioned) on the ground of the ‘permanent abiding or
abode.” By this ‘permanent abiding’ Sankara understands
the Lord’s abiding as, i.e. existing as—or in the condition of
—the individual soul, and thus sees in the S{tra an enuncia-

g2
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tion of his own view that the individual soul is nothing but the
highest Self, ‘avikritaz paramesvaro givo ninyas.’ Ramai-
nuga, on the other hand, likewise accepting Kisakrstsna’s
opinion as the siddhinta view, explains ‘avasthiti’ as the
Lord’s permanent abiding within the individual soul, as de-
scribed in the antaryAmin-brAhmana.—We can hardly main-
tain that the term ‘avasthiti’ cannot have the meaning
ascribed to it by Sankara, viz. special state or condition, but
so much must be urged in favour of Radménuga’s interpreta-
tion that in the five other places where avasthiti (or ana-
vasthiti) is met with in the Sttras (I, 2, 17; II, 2, 4; II, 2,
13; II, 3, 24; III, 3, 32) it regularly means permanent
abiding or permanent abode within something.

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

It appears from the above review of the teaching of the
Sttras that only a comparatively very small proportion
of them contribute matter enabling us to form a judgment
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as to the nature of the philosophical doctrine advocated
by Bidardyawa. The reason of this is that the greater
part of the work is taken up with matters which, according
to Sankara’s terminology, form part of the so-called lower
knowledge, and throw no light upon philosophical questions
in the stricter sense of the word. This circumstance is not
without significance. In later works belonging to Sankara’s
school in which the distinction of a higher and lower vidya
is clearly recognised, the topics constituting the latter are
treated with great shortness; and rightly so, for they are
unable to accomplish the highest aim of man, i.e. final
release. When we therefore, on the other hand, find that
the subjects of the so-called lower vidyi are treated very
fully in the Vedinta-sQtras, when we observe, for instance,
the almost tedious length to which the investigation of the
unity of vidyas (most of which are so-called sagua, i.e.
lower vidy4s) is carried in the third adhydya, or the fact of
almost the whole fourth adhyiya being devoted to the
ultimate fate of the possessor of the lower vidya; we cer-
tainly feel ourselves confirmed in our conclusion that what
Sankara looked upon as comparatively unimportant formed
in Badardyana’s opinion part of that knowledge higher than
which there is none, and which therefore is entitled to the
fullest and most detailed exposition.

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

I do not, however, consider this line of argumentation

1 Cp. Gough’s Philosophy of the Upanishads, pp. 240 fi.
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a safe one. Even if it could be shown that the teaching of
all the chief Upanishads agrees in all essential points (a
subject to which some attention will be paid later on), we
should not on that account be entitled unhesitatingly to
assume that the Sitras set forth the same doctrine. What-
ever the true philosophy of the Upanishads may be, there
remains the undeniable fact that there exist and have
existed since very ancient times not one but several essen-
tially differing systems, all of which lay claim to the dis-
tinction of being the true representatives of the teaching of
the Upanishads as well as of the Sttras. Let us suppose,
for argument’s sake, that, for instance, the doctrine of Miy4
is distinctly enunciated in the Upanishads; nevertheless
Ramanuga and, for all we know to the contrary, the whole
series of more ancient commentators on whom he looked
as authorities in the interpretation of the Sttras, denied
that the Upanishads teach May4, and it is hence by no
means impossible that Bidariyaza should have done the
same. The a priori style of reasoning as to the teaching
of the Sdtras is therefore without much force.

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

We must remark here at once that, whatever commenta-
tor may be found to deserve preference on the whole, it
appears fairly certain already at the outset that none of the
systems which Indian ingenuity has succeeded in erecting
on the basis of the Upanishads can be accepted in its
entirety. The reason for this lies in the nature of the
Upanishads themselves. To the Hindu commentator and
philosopher the Upanishads came down as a body of
revealed truth whose teaching had, somehow or other, to
be shown to be thoroughly consistent and free from contra-
dictions ; a system had to be devised in which a suitable
place could be allotted to every one of the multitudinous
statements which they make on the various points of
Vedantic doctrine. But to the European scholar, or in
fact to any one whose mind is not bound by the doctrine
of Sruti, it will certainly appear that all such attempts stand
self-condemned. If anything is evident even on a cursory
review of the Upanishads—and the impression so created
is only strengthened by a more careful investigation—it is
that they do not constitute a systematic whole. They
themselves, especially the older ones, give the most unmis-
takable indications on that point. Not only are the
doctrines expounded in the different Upanishads ascribed
to different teachers, but even the separate sections of one
and the same Upanishad are assigned to different authorities.
It would be superfluous to quote examples of what a
mere look at the K/indogya Upanishad, for instance,
suffices to prove. It is of course not impossible that even
a multitude of teachers should agree in imparting precisely
the same doctrine ; but in the case of the Upanishads that
is certainly not antecedently probable. For,in the first
place, the teachers who are credited with the doctrines
of the Upanishads manifestly belonged to different sec-
tions of Brahminical society, to different Vedic sikhis;
nay, some of them the tradition makes out to have been
kshattriyas. And, in the second place, the period, whose
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mental activity is represented in the Upanishads, was a
creative one, and as such cannot be judged according to
the analogy of later periods of Indian philosophic de-
velopment. The later philosophic schools as, for instance,
the one of which Sankara is the great representative,
were no longer free in their speculations, but strictly
bound by a traditional body of texts considered sacred,
which could not be changed or added to, but merely sys-
tematised and commented upon. Hence the rigorous
uniformity of doctrine characteristic of those schools. But
there had been a time when, what later writers received as
a sacred legacy, determining and confining the whole course
of their speculations, first sprang from the minds of creative
thinkers not fettered by the tradition of any school, but
freely following the promptings of their own heads and
hearts. By the absence of school traditions, I do not in-
deed mean that the great teachers who appear in the
Upanishads were free to make an entirely new start, and
to assign to their speculations any direction they chose;
for nothing can be more certain than that, at the period as
the outcome of whose philosophical activity the Upanishads
have to be considered, there were in circulation certain
broad speculative ideas overshadowing the mind of every
member of Brahminical society. But those ideas were
neither very definite nor worked out in detail, and hence
allowed themselves to be handled and fashioned in different
ways by different individuals. With whom the few leading
conceptions traceable in the teaching of all Upanishads
first originated, is a point on which those writings themselves
do not enlighten us, and which we have no other means
for settling; most probably they are to be viewed not
as the creation of any individual mind, but as the gradual
outcome of speculations carried on by generations of
Vedic theologians. In the Upanishads themselves, at any
rate, they appear as floating mental possessions which
may be seized and moulded into new forms by any one
who feels within himself the required inspiration. A
certain vague knowledge of Brahman, the great hidden
being in which all this manifold world is one, seems to be
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spread everywhere, and often issues from the most unex-
pected sources. Svetaketu receives instruction from his
father Udd4laka ; the proud Gargya has to become the
pupil of Agitasatru, the king of Kisi; Bhugyu Sihya-
yani receives answers to his questions from a Gandharva
possessing a maiden; Satyakdma learns what Brahman
is from the bull of the herd he is tending, from Agni
and from a flamingo; and Upakosala is taught by the
sacred fires in his teacher’s house. All this is of course
legend, not history; but the fact that the philosophic
and theological doctrines of the Upanishads are clothed
in this legendary garb certainly does not strengthen the ex-
pectation of finding in them a rigidly systematic doctrine.
And a closer investigation of the contents of the Upani-
shads amply confirms this preliminary impression. If we
avail ourselves, for instance, of M. Paul Régnaud’s Matériaux
pour servir a ’Histoire de la Philosophie de I'Inde, in which
the philosophical lucubrations of the different Upanishads
are arranged systematically according to topics, we can see
with ease how, together with a certain uniformity of general
leading conceptions, there runs throughout divergence in
details, and very often not unimportant details. A look,
for instance, at the collection of passages relative to the
origination of the world from the primitive being, suffices to
show that the task of demonstrating that whatever the
Upanishads teach on that point can be made to fit into a
homogeneous system is an altogether hopeless one. The
accounts there given of the creation belong, beyond all doubt,
to different stages of philosophic and theological development
or else to different sections of priestly society. None but
an Indian commentator would, I suppose, be inclined and
sufficiently courageous to attempt the proof that, for in-
stance, the legend of the Atman purushavidha, the Self in
the shape of a person which is as large as man and woman
together, and then splits itself into two halves from which
cows, horses, asses, goats, &c. are produced in succession
(Bri. Up. 1, 1, 4), can be reconciled with the account given
of the creation in the K/4indogya Upanishad, where it is
said that in the beginning there existed nothing but the sat,



cvi VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

‘that which is’ and that feeling a desire of being many it
emitted out of itself ether, and then all the other elements
in due succession. The former is a primitive cosmogonic
myth, which in its details shows striking analogies with the
cosmogonic myths of other nations; the latter account is
fairly developed Vedanta (although not Vedinta implying
the Maya doctrine). We may admit that both accounts
show a certain fundamental similarity in so far as they
derive the manifold world from one original being; but
to go beyond this and to maintain, as Sankara does, that the
atman purushavidha of the Brzhadiranyaka is the so-called
Virdg of the latter Vedanta—implying thereby that that
section consciously aims at describing only the activity of
one special form of fsvara, and not simply the whole pro-
cess of creation—is the ingenious shift of an orthodox
commentator in difficulties, but nothing more.

How all those more or less conflicting texts came
to be preserved and handed down to posterity, is not
difficult to understand. As mentioned above, each of the
great sections of Brahminical priesthood had its own
sacred texts, and again in each of those sections there
existed more ancient texts which it was impossible to dis-
card when deeper and more advanced speculations began
in their turn to be embodied in literary compositions, which
in the course of time likewise came to be looked upon as
sacred. When the creative period had reached its termina-
tion, and the task of collecting and arranging was taken in
hand, older and newer pieces were combined into wholes,
and thus there arose collections of such heterogeneous
character as the K/%indogya and Brihaddrazyaka Upani-
shads. On later generations, to which the whole body of
texts came down as revealed truth, there consequently
devolved the inevitable task of establishing systems on
which no exception could be taken to any of the texts;
but that the task was, strictly speaking, an impossible one,
i.e. one which it was impossible to accomplish fairly and
honestly, there really is no reason to deny.

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

We begin with a case which has already engaged our
attention when discussing the meaning of the Sdtras, viz.
the question concerning the ultimate fate of those who
have attained the knowledge of Brahman. As we have
seen, Sankara teaches that the soul of him who has risen to
an insight into the nature of the higher Brahman does
not, at the moment of death, pass out of the body, but is
directly merged in Brahman by a process from which all.
departing and moving, in fact all considerations of space,
are altogether excluded. The soul of him, on the other
hand, who has not risen above the knowledge of the lower
qualified Brahman departs from the body by means of the
artery called sushumz4, and following the so-called devay4na,
the path of the gods, mounts up to the world of Brahman.
A review of the chief Upanishad texts on which Sankara
founds this distinction will show how far it is justified.

In a considerable number of passages the Upanishads
contrast the fate of two classes of men, viz. of those
who perform sacrifices and meritorious works only, and of
those who in addition possess a certain kind of knowledge.
Men of the former kind ascend after death to the moon,
where they live for a certain time, and then return to the
earth into new forms of embodiment ; persons of the latter
kind proceed on the path of the gods—on which the sun
forms one stage—up to the world of Brahman, from which
there is no return. The chief passages to that effect are
K#%. Up.V, 10; Kaush. Up. I, 2 ff.; Muzd. Up. I, 2, g ff;
Bri. Up. VI, 2,15 ff.; Prasna Up. I, g ff.—In other passages
only the latter of the two paths is referred to, cp. £%. Up.
1V,15; VIIL 6, 5; Taitt. Up. 1,6 ; Brs. Up.1V,4,8,9;V,10;
Maitr. Up. VI, 30, to mention only the more important ones.

Now an impartial consideration of those passages shows
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I think, beyond any doubt, that what is meant there by the
knowledge which leads through the sun to the world of
Brahman is the highest knowledge of which the devotee is
capable, and that the world of Brahman to which his know-
ledge enables him to proceed denotes the highest state
which he can ever reach, the state of final release, if we
choose to call it by that name.— K /4. Up. V, 10 says, ¢ Those
who know this (viz. the doctrine of the five fires), and those
who in the forest follow faith and austerities go to light,’
&c.—K 4. Up. IV, 15 is manifestly intended to convey the
true knowledge of Brahman; Upakosala’s teacher himself
represents the instruction given by him as superior to the
teaching of the sacred fires—XK/%. Up. VIII, 6, 5 quotes the
old sloka which says that the man moving upwards by the
artery penetrating the crown of the head reaches the Im-
mortal.—Kaush. Up. I, 2—which gives the most detailed
account of the ascent of the soul—contains no intimation
whatever of the knowledge of Brahman, which leads up to
the Brahman world, being of an inferior nature.—Murd. Up.
I, 2, 9 agrees with the K/indogya in saying that ‘ Those
who practise penance and faith in the forest, tranquil, wise,
and living on alms, depart free from passion, through the
sun, to where that immortal Person dwells whose nature is
imperishable,” and nothing whatever in the context coun-
tenances the assumption that not the highest knowledge
and the highest Person are there referred to.—Bz:. Up.
IV, 4, 8 quotes old slokas clearly referring to the road
of the gods (‘the small old path’), on which ‘sages who
know Brahman move on to the svargaloka and thence
higher on as entirely free—That path was found by Brah-
man, and on it goes whoever knows Brahman’—Br:. Up.
VI, 2, 15 is another version of the Pa#kignividy4, with the
variation, ‘ Those who know this, and those who in the
forest worship faith and the True, go to light,” &c.—Prasna
Up. I, 10 says, ¢ Those who have sought the Self by penance,
abstinence, faith, and knowledge gain by the northern path
Aditya, the sun. There is the home of the spirits, the im-
mortal free from danger, the highest. From thence they do
not return, for it is the end.’—Maitr. Up. VI, 30 quotes
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slokas, ‘One of them (the arteries) leads upwards, piercing
the solar orb: by it, having stepped beyond the world of
Brahman, they go to the highest path’

All these passages are as clear as can be desired. The
soul of the sage who knows Brahman passes out by the
sushumz4, and ascends by the path of the gods to the
world of Brahman, there to remain for ever in some bliss-
ful state. But, according to Sarikara, all these texts are
meant to set forth the result of a certain inferior knowledge
only, of the knowledge of the conditioned Brahman. Even
in a passage apparently so entirely incapable of more than
one interpretation as Brz Up. VI, 2, 15, the ‘ True,” which
the holy hermits in the forest are said to worship, is not to
be the highest Brahman, but only Hiranzyagarbha!—And
why ?—Only because the system so demands it, the system
which teaches that those who know the highest Brahman
become on their death one with it, without having to resort
to any other place. The passage on which this latter tenet is
chiefly based is B»2. Up. IV, 4, 6,%,where, with the fate of him
who at his death has desires, and whose soul therefore
enters a new body after having departed from the old one,
accompanied by all the prixas, there is contrasted the fate
of the sage free from all desires. ‘But as to the man who does
not desire, who not desiring, freed from desires is satisfied in
his desires, or desires the Self only, the vital spirits of him
(tasya) do not depart—being Brahman he goes to Brahman.’

We have seen above (p. Ixxx) that this passage is referred
to in the important Sttras on whose right interpretation it,
in the first place, depends whether or not we must admit
the Sitrakara to have acknowledged the distinction of a para
and an apari vidy4d. Here the passage interests us as
throwing light on the way in which Sankara systematises.
He looks on the preceding part of the chapter as describing
what happens to the souls of all those who do not know the
highest Brahman, inclusive of those who know the lower
Brahmanonly. They pass out of the old bodies followed by
all prizas and enter new bodies. He, on the other hand,
section 6 continues, who knows the true Brahman, does not
pass out of the body, but becomes one with Brahman then
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and there. This interpretation of the purport of the entire
chapter is not impossibly right, although I am rather in-
clined to think that the chapter aims at setting forth in its
earlier part the future of him who does not know Brahman
at all, while the latter part of section 6 passes on to him
who does know Brahman (i. e. Brahman pure and simple,
the text knowing of no distinction of the so-called lower
and higher Brahman). In explaining section 6 Sankara
lays stress upon the clause ‘na tasya pra»i utkrimanti,
¢his vital spirits do not pass out,’ taking this to signify that
the soul with the vital spirits does not move at all, and
thus does not ascend to the world of Brahman ; while the
purport of the clause may simply be that the soul and vital
spirits do not go anywhere else, i.e. do not enter a new
body, but are united, somehow or other, with Brahman,
On Sankara’s interpretation there immediately arises a
new difficulty. In the slokas, quoted under sections 8
and 9, the description of the small old path which leads to
the svargaloka and higher on clearly refers—as noticed
already above—to the path through the veins, primarily
the sushum#4, on which, according to so many other pas-
sages, the soul of the wise mounts upwards. But that path
is, according to Sankara, followed by him only who has
not risen above the lower knowledge, and yet the slokas
have manifestly to be connected with what is said in the
latter half of 6 about the owner of the parid vidyd. Hence
Sankara sees himself driven to explain the slokas in
8 and ¢ (of which a faithful translation is given in Professor
Max Miiller’s version) as follows :

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

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

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

But we return to the point which just now chiefly interests
us. Whether Sankara’s interpretation of the chapter, and
especially of section 6, be right or wrong, so much is
certain that we are not entitled to view all those texts
which speak of the soul going to the world of Brah-
man as belonging to the so-called lower knowledge, be-
cause a few other passages declare that the sage does
not go to Brahman. The text which declares the sage
free from desires to become one with Brahman could not,
without due discrimination, be used to define and limit the
meaning of other passages met with in the same Upanishad
even—for as we have remarked above the Brzhadiranyaka
contains pieces manifestly belonging to different stages of
development ;—much less does it entitle us to put arbitrary
constructions on passages forming part of other Upanishads.
Historically the disagreement of the various accounts is
easy to understand. The older notion was that the soul of
the wise man proceeds along the path of the gods to Brah-
man’s abode. A later—and, if we like, more philosophic—
conception is that, as Brahman already is a man’s Self
there is no need of any motion on man’s part to reach
Brahman. We may even apply to those two views the
terms apard and pard—lower and higher—knowledge. But
we must not allow any commentator to induce us to
believe that what he from his advanced standpoint looks
upon as an inferior kind of cognition, was viewed in the
same light by the authors of the Upanishads.

We turn to another Upanishad text likewise touching
upon the point considered in what precedes, viz. the second
Brahmazna of the third adhydya of the Brzhadaranzyaka.
The discussion there first turns upon the grahas and ati-
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grahas, i.e. the senses and organs and their objects, and
Yégnavalkya thereupon explains that death, by which
everything is overcome, is itself overcome by water; for
death is fire. The colloquy then turns to what we must
consider an altogether new topic, Artabhéga asking, ‘When
this man (ayam purusha) dies, do the vital spirits depart
from him or not?’ and Yég#avalkya answering, ¢ No, they
are gathered up in him ; he swells, he is inflated ; inflated
the dead (body) is lying’—Now this is for Sankara an
important passage, as we have already seen above (p. Ixxxi) ;
for he employs it, in his comment on Ved.-sltra IV, 2, 13,
for the purpose of proving that the passage Brz. Up. IV,
4, 6 really means that the vital spirits do not, at the moment
of death, depart from the true sage. Hence the present
passage also must refer to him who possesses the highest
knowledge ; hence the ‘ayam purusha’ must be ‘ that man,’
i. e. the man who possesses the highest knowledge, and the
highest knowledge then must be found in the preceding
clause which says that death itself may be conquered by
water. But, as Ridméinuga also remarks, neither does the
context favour the assumption that the highest knowledge
is referred to, nor do the words of section 11 contain
any indication that what is meant is the merging of the
Self of the true Sage in Brahman. With the interpretation
given by R4minuga himself, viz. that the prdzas do not
depart from the giva of the dying man, but accompany it
into a new body, I can agree as little (although he no doubt
rightly explains the ‘ayam purusha’ by ‘man’ in general),
and am unable to see in the passage anything more than a
crude attempt to account for the fact that a dead body
appears swollen and inflated.—A little further on (section
13) Artabhiga asks what becomes of this man (ayam
purusha) when his speech has entered into the fire, his
breath into the air, his eye into the sun, &c. So much
here is clear that we have no right to understand by the
‘ayam purusha’ of section 13 anybody different from the
¢ayam purusha’ of the two preceding sections; in spite of
this Sankara—according to whose system the organs of the
true sage do not enter into the elements, but are directly
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merged in Brahman—explains the ‘ayam purusha’ of sec-
tion 13 to be the ‘asamyagdarsin,’ i. e. the person who has
not risen to the cognition of the highest Brahman. And
still a further limiting interpretation is required by the
system. The asamyagdarsin also—who as such has to
remain in the samsira—cannot do without the organs, since
his giva when passing out of the old body into a new one
is invested with the subtle body ; hence section 13 cannot
be taken as saying what it clearly does say, viz. that at
death the different organs pass into the different elements,
but as merely indicating that the organs are abandoned by
the divinities which, during lifetime, presided over them!
The whole third adhyiya indeed of the Brzhadiranyaka
affords ample proof of the artificial character of Sankara’s
attempts to show that the teaching of the Upanishads
follows a definite system. The eighth brdhmaa, for in-
stance, is said to convey the doctrine of the highest non-
related Brahman, while the preceding brahmazas had treated
only of fsvara in his various aspects. But, as a matter of
fact, brihmana 8, after having, in section 8, represented
Brahman as destitute of all qualities, proceeds, in the next
section, to describe that very same Brahman as the ruler of
the world, ‘ By the command of that Imperishable sun and
moon stand apart, &c.; a clear indication that the author
of the Upanishad does not distinguish a higher and lower
Brahman in Sankara’s sense.—The preceding brahmaza (7)
treats of the antarydmin, i.e. Brahman viewed as the internal
ruler of everything. This, according to Sankara, is the
lower form of Brahman called fsvara; but we observe that
the antarydmin as well as the so-called highest Brahman
described in section 8 is, at the termination of the two
sections, characterised by means of the very same terms
(7, 23: Unseen but seeing, unheard but hearing, &c. There
is no other seer but he, there is no other hearer but he, &c.;
and 8,11: That Brahman is unseen but seeing, unheard but
hearing, &c. There is nothing that sees but it, nothing that
hears but it, &c.).—Nothing can be clearer than that all
these sections aim at describing one and the same being,
and know nothing of the distinctions made by the developed

[34] h
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Vedinta, however valid the latter may be from a purely
philosophic point of view.

We may refer to one more similar instance from the
K’andogya Upanishad. We there meet in III, 14 with
one of the most famous vidyds describing the nature of
Brahman, called after its reputed author the Sandilya-vidya.
This small vidy4 is decidedly one of the finest and most
characteristic texts; it would be difficult to point out
another passage setting forth with greater force and elo-
quence and in an equally short compass the central doctrine
of the Upanishads. Yet this text, which, beyond doubt,
gives utterance to the highest conception of Brahman’s
nature that Séndilya’s thought was able to reach, is by
Sankara and his school again declared to form part of the
lower vidya only, because it represents Brahman as possess-
ing qualities. It is, according to their terminology, not
g#4na, i. e. knowledge, but the injunction of a mere upasani,
a devout meditation on Brahman in so far as possessing
certain definite attributes such as having light for its form,
having true thoughts, and so on. The R4améinugas, on the
other hand, quote this text with preference as clearly
describing the nature of their highest, i.e. their one Brah-
man. We again allow that Sankara is free to deny that
any text which ascribes qualities to Brahman embodies abso-
lute truth ; but we also again remark that there is no reason
whatever for supposing that Sindilya, or whoever may have
been the author of that vidy4, looked upon it as anything
else but a statement of the highest truth accessible to man.

We return to the question as to the true philosophy of
the Upanishads, apart from the systems of the commen-
tators.—From what precedes it will appear with sufficient
distinctness that, if we understand by philosophy a philo-
sophical system coherent in all its parts, free from all
contradictions and allowing room for all the different state-
ments made in all the chief Upanishads, a philosophy of
the Upanishads cannot even be spoken of. The various
lucubrations on Brahman, the world, and the human soul of
which the Upanishads consist do not allow themselves to
be systematised simply because they were never meant to
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form a system. Sindilya’s views as to the nature of
Brahman did not in all details agree with those of Yéig7a-
valkya, and Uddalaka differed from both. In this there is
nothing to wonder at, and the burden of proof rests alto-
gether with those who maintain that a large number of
detached philosophic and theological dissertations, ascribed
to different authors, doubtless belonging to different periods,
and not seldom manifestly contradicting each other, admit
of being combined into a perfectly consistent whole.

The question, however, assumes a different aspect, if we
take the terms ‘ philosophy’ and ‘philosophical system,” not
in the strict sense in which Sankara and other commentators
are not afraid of taking them, but as implying merely an
agreement in certain fundamental features. In this latter
sense we may indeed undertake to indicate the outlines of
a philosophy of the Upanishads, only keeping in view that
precision in details is not to be aimed at. And here we
finally see ourselves driven back altogether on the texts
themselves, and have to acknowledge that the help we
receive from commentators, to whatever school they may
belong, is very inconsiderable. Fortunately it cannot be
asserted that the texts on the whole oppose very serious
difficulties to a right understanding, however obscure the
details often are. Concerning the latter we occasionally
depend entirely on the explanations vouchsafed by the
scholiasts, but as far as the general drift and spirit of the
texts are concerned, we are quite able to judge by our-
selves, and are even specially qualified to do so by having
no particular system to advocate.

The point we will first touch upon is the same from which
we started when examining the doctrine of the Sitras, viz.
the question whether the Upanishads acknowledge a higher
and lower knowledge in Sankara’s sense, i.e. a knowledge
of a higher and a lower Brahman. Now this we find not to
be the case. Knowledge is in the Upanishads frequently
opposed to avidy4, by which latter term we have to under-
stand ignorance as to Brahman, absence of philosophic
knowledge ; and, again, in several places we find the know-
ledge of the sacrificial part of the Veda with its supple-

h 2
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mentary disciplines contrasted as inferior with the knowledge
of the Self; to which latter distinction the Mundaka Up.
(I, 4) applies the terms apard and pard vidyd. Buta formal
recognition of the essential difference of Brahman being
viewed, on the one hand, as possessing distinctive attributes,
and, on the other hand, as devoid of all such attributes is not
to be met with anywhere. Brahman is indeed sometimes
described as saguza and sometimes as nirguza (to use later
terms); but it is nowhere said that thereon rests a distinc-
tion of two different kinds of knowledge leading to altogether
different results. The knowledge of Brahman is one, under
whatever aspects it is viewed; hence the circumstance
(already exemplified above) that in the same vidyas it is
spoken of as saguma as well as nirguza. When the mind
of the writer dwells on the fact that Brahman is that from
which all this world originates, and in which it rests, he
naturally applies to it distinctive attributes pointing at its
relation to the world ; Brahman, then, is called the Self and
life of all, the inward ruler, the omniscient Lord, and so on.
When, on the other hand, the author follows out the idea
that Brahman may be viewed in itself as the mysterious
reality of which the whole expanse of the world is only an
outward manifestation, then it strikes him that no idea or
term derived from sensible experience can rightly be applied
to it, that nothing more may be predicated of it but that it
is neither this nor that. But these are only two aspects of
the cognition of one and the same entity.

Closely connected with the question as to the double
nature of the Brahman of the Upanishads is the question
as to their teaching Mayid.—From Colebrooke downwards
the majority of European writers have inclined towards the
opinion that the doctrine of May4, i.e. of the unreal illusory
character of the sensible world, does not constitute a feature
of the primitive philosophy of the Upanishads, but was
introduced into the system at some later period, whether by
Badardyana or Sankara or somebody else. The opposite
view, viz. that the doctrine of Mayi forms an integral
element of the teaching of the Upanishads, is implied in
them everywhere, and enunciated more or less distinctly in
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more than one place, has in recent times been advocated
with much force by Mr. Gough in the ninth chapter of his
Philosophy of the Upanishads.

In his Matériaux, &c. M. Paul Régnaud remarks that
‘the doctrine of M4y4, although implied in the teaching
of the Upanishads, could hardly become clear and explicit
before the system had reached a stage of development
necessitating a choice between admitting two co-existent
eternal principles (which became the basis of the Sankhya
philosophy), and accepting the predominance of the intel-
lectual principle, which in the end necessarily led to the
negation of the opposite principle’—To the two alterna-
tives here referred to as possible we, however, have to add
a third one, viz. that form of the Vedinta of which the
theory of the Bhigavatas or Radmanugas is the most
eminent type, and according to which Brahman carries
within its own nature an element from which the material
universe originates; an element which indeed is not an in-
dependent entity like the pradhdna of the Sankhyas, but
which at the same time is not an unreal May4 but quite as real
as any other part of Brahman’s nature. That a doctrine of
this character actually developeditself on thebasisof the Upa-
nishads, is a circumstance which we clearly must not lose sight
of, when attempting to determine what the Upanishads them-
selves are teaching concerning the character of the world.

In enquiring whether the Upanishads maintain the Maya
doctrine or not, we must proceed with the same caution as
regards other parts of the system, i.e. we must refrain from
using unhesitatingly, and without careful consideration of the
merits of each individual case, the teaching—direct or inferred
—of any one passage to the end of determining the drift of
the teaching of other passages. We may admit that some
passages, notably of the Brshaddranyaka, contain at any
rate the germ of the later developed Méaya doctrine’, and
thus render it quite intelligible that a system like Sankara’s

1 Tt is well known that, with the exception of the Svetdsvatara and Maitra-
yaniya, none of the chief Upanishads exhibits the word ‘méaya.” The term indeed
occurs in one place in the Brzhaddranzyaka; but that passage is a quotation
from the R7k Sanhit in which miy4 means ‘creative power.” Cp. P. Régnaud,
La May4, in the Revue de I'Histoire des Religions, tome xii, No. 3 (1885).
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should evolve itself, among others, out of the Upanishads;
but that affords no valid reason for interpreting Mday4 into
other texts which give a very satisfactory sense without that
doctrine, or are even clearly repugnant to it. This remark
applies in the very first place to all the accounts of the
creation of the physical universe. There, if anywhere, the
illusional character of the world should have been hinted at,
at least, had that theory been held by the authors of those
accounts; but not a word to that effect is met with any-
where. The most important of those accounts—the one
given in the sixth chapter of the K/Zindogya Upanishad—
forms no exception. There is absolutely no reason to
assume that the ‘sending forth’ of the elements from the
primitive Sat, which is there described at length, was by
the writer of that passage meant to represent a vivarta
rather than a parizdma, that the process of the origination
of the physical universe has to be conceived as anything else
but a real manifestation of real powers hidden in the
primeval Self. The introductory words, addressed to
Svetaketu by Uddalaka, which are generally appealed to as
intimating the unreal character of the evolution about to be
described, do not, if viewed impartially, intimate any such
thing . For what is capable of being proved, and mani-
festly meant to be proved, by the illustrative instances of
the lump of clay and the nugget of gold, through which
there are known all things made of clay and gold? Merely
that this whole world has Brahman for its causal substance,
just as clay is the causal matter of every earthen pot, and
gold of every golden ornament, but not that the process
through which any causal substance becomes an effect is
an unreal one. We—including Uddilaka—may surely say
that all earthen pots are in reality nothing but earth—the
earthen pot being merely a special modification (vikara) of
clay which has a name of its own—without thereby com-
mitting ourselves to the doctrine that the change of form,
which a lump of clay undergoes when being fashioned into
a pot, is not real but a mere baseless illusion.

In the same light we have to view numerous other passages

! As is demonstrated very satisfactorily by Ramanuga.
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which set forth the successive emanations proceeding from
the first principle. When, for instance, we meet in the KazZa
Up. I, 3, 10, in the serial enumeration of the forms of exist-
ence intervening between the gross material world and the
highest Self (the Person), with the ‘avyédkszta,” the Unde-
veloped, immediately below the purusha; and when again
the Mundaka Up. I1, 1, 2, speaks of the < high Imperishable’
higher than which is the heavenly Person; there is no
reason whatever to see in that ‘Undeveloped’ and that
‘high Imperishable’ anything but that real element in
Brahman from which, as in the Riméinuga system, the
material universe springs by a process of real development.
We must of course render it quite clear to ourselves in what
sense the terms ‘real’ and ‘unreal’ have to be understood.
The Upanishads no doubt teach emphatically that the
material world does not owe its existence to any principle
independent from the Lord like the pradhidna of the
Sankhyas ; the world is nothing but a manifestation of the
Lord’s wonderful power, and hence is unsubstantial, if we
take the term ‘substance’ in its strict sense. And, again,
everything material is immeasurably inferior in nature to the
highest spiritual principle from which it has emanated, and
which it now hides from the individual soul. But neither
unsubstantiality nor inferiority of the kind mentioned
constitutes unreality in the sense in which the Mayi of
Sankara is unreal. According to the latter the whole
world is nothing but an erroneous appearance, as unreal as
the snake, for which a piece of rope is mistaken by the
belated traveller, and disappearing just as the imagined
snake does as soon as the light of true knowledge has risen.
But this is certainly not the impression left on the mind by
a comprehensive review of the Upanishads which dwells on
their general scope, and does not confine itself to the undue
urging of what may be implied in some detached passages.
The Upanishads do not call upon us to look upon the whole
world as a baseless illusion to be destroyed by knowledge;
the great error which they admonish us to relinquish is
rather that things have a separate individual existence, and
are not tied together by the bond of being all of them effects
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of Brahman, or Brahman itself. They do not say that true
knowledge sublates this false world, as Sankara says, but
that it enables the sage to extricate himself from the world
—the inferior mirta ripa of Brahman, to use an expression
of the Brzhadaranyaka—and to become one with Brahman
in its highest form. ‘We are to see everything in Brahman,
and Brahman in everything ;’ the natural meaning of this is,
‘we are to look upon this whole world as a true manifesta-
tion of Brahman, as sprung from it and animated by it.’
The mAy4vadin has indeed appropriated the above saying
also, and interpreted it so as to fall in with his theory ; but
he is able to do so only by perverting its manifest sense.
For him it would be appropriate to say, not that every-
thing we see is in Brahman, but rather that everything we
see is out of Brahman, viz. as a false appearance spread
over it and hiding it from us.

Stress has been laid! upon certain passages of the
Brihadirazyaka which seem to hint at the unreality of
this world by qualifying terms, indicative of duality or plur-
ality of existence, by means of an added ‘iva,’i.e. ‘as it were’
(vatrinyad iva sydt; yatra dvaitam iva bhavati; atmi
dhyiyativa leldyativa). Those passages no doubt readily
lend themselves to MAy4 interpretations, and it is by no
means impossible that in their author’s mind there was
something like an undeveloped May4 doctrine. I must, how-
ever, remark that they, on the other hand, also admit of
easy interpretations not in any way presupposing the
theory of the unreality of the world. If Y4g#avalkya refers
to the latter as that ‘ where there is something else as it
were, where there is duality as it were, he may simply mean
to indicate that the ordinary opinion, according to which
the individual forms of existence of the world are opposed
to each other as altogether separate, is a mistaken one, all
things being one in so far as they spring from—and are
parts of—Brahman. This would in no way involve duality
or plurality being unreal in Sankara’s sense, not any more
than, for instance, the modes of Spinoza are unreal because,
according to that philosopher, there is only one universal

! Gough, Philosophy of the Upanishads, pp. 243 ff.
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substance. And with regard to the clause ¢ the Self thinks
as it were’ it has to be noted that according to the com-
mentators the ‘as it were’ is meant to indicate that truly
not the Self is thinking, but the upAadhis, i. e. especially the
manas with which the Self is connected. But whether
these upddhis are the mere offspring of M4y4, as Sankara
thinks, or real forms of existence, as Ramanuga teaches, is
an altogether different question.

I do not wish, however, to urge these last observations,
and am ready to admit that not impossibly those iva’s
indicate that the thought of the writer who employed them
was darkly labouring with a conception akin to—although
much less explicit than—the MAyi of Sankara. But
what I object to is, that conclusions drawn from a few
passages of, after all, doubtful import should be employed
for introducing the May4 doctrine into other passages which
do not even hint at it, and are fully intelligible without it

The last important point in the teaching of the Upanishads
we have to touch upon is the relation of the givas, the in-
dividual souls to the highest Self. The special views
regarding that point held by Sankara and Ré&méinuga
have been stated before. Confronting their theories with
the texts of the Upanishads we must, I think, admit with-
out hesitation, that Sankara’s doctrine faithfully represents
the prevailing teaching of the Upanishads in one important
point at least, viz. therein that the soul or Self of the sage
—whatever its original relation to Brahman may be—is in
the end completely merged and indistinguishably lost in the
universal Self. A distinction, repeatedly alluded to before,
has indeed to be kept in view here also. Certain texts
of the Upanishads describe the soul’s going upwards, on the
path of the gods, to the world of Brahman, where it dwells
for unnumbered years, i. e. for ever. Those texts, asa type
of which we may take the passage Kaushit. Up. I—the
fundamental text of the RAminugas concerning the soul’s

1 I cannot discuss in this place the Miy4d passages of the Svetisvatara
and the Maitrdyantya Upanishads. Reasons which want of space prevents me
from setting forth in detail induce me to believe that neither of those two
treatises deserves to be considered by us when wishing to ascertain the true
unmixed doctrine of the Upanishads.
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fate after death—belong to an earlier stage of philosophic
development ; they manifestly ascribe to the soul a con-
tinued individual existence. But mixed with texts of
this class there are others in which the final absolute
identification of the individual Self with the universal Self
is indicated in terms of unmistakable plainness. ‘He who
knows Brahman and becomes Brahman;’ ‘he who knows
Brahman becomes all this;’ ‘as the flowing rivers disappear
in the sea losing their name and form, thus a wise man goes
to the divine person.” And if we look to the whole, to the
prevailing spirit of the Upanishads, we may call the doctrine
embodied in passages of the latter nature the doctrine of the
Upanishads. It is, moreover, supported by the frequently
and clearly stated theory of the individual souls being
merged in Brahman in the state of deep dreamless sleep.

It is much more difficult to indicate the precise teaching
of the Upanishads concerning the original relation of the
individual soul to the highest Self, although there can be
no doubt that it has to be viewed as proceeding from the
latter, and somehow forming a part of it. Negatively we
are entitled to say that the doctrine, according to which
the soul is merely brahma bhrAntam or brahma miyopi-
dhikam, is in no way countenanced by the majority of the
passages bearing on the question. If the emission of the
elements, described in the K/indogya and referred to
above, is a real process—of which we saw no reason to
doubt—the giva 4tman with which the highest Self enters
into the emitted elements is equally real, a true part or
emanation of Brahman itself.

After having in this way shortly reviewed the chief ele-
ments of Vedantic doctrine according to the Upanishads, we
may briefly consider Sankara’s system and mode of inter-
pretation—with whose details we had frequent opportunities
of finding fault—as a whole. It has been said before that
the task of reducing the teaching of the whole of the Upa-
nishads to a system consistent and free from contradic-
tions is an intrinsically impossible one. But the task once
being given, we are quite ready to admit that Sankara’s
system is most probably the best which can be devised.
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While unable to allow that the Upanishads recognise a
lower and higher knowledge of Brahman, in fact the dis-
tinction of a lower and higher Brahman, we yet acknowledge
that the adoption of that distinction furnishes the inter-
preter with an instrument of extraordinary power for
reducing to an orderly whole the heterogeneous material
presented by the old theosophic treatises. This becomes
very manifest as soon as we compare Sankara’s system
with that of Rdminuga. The latter recognises only one
Brahman which is, as we should say, a personal God, and
he therefore lays stress on all those passages of the Upani-
shads which ascribe to Brahman the attributes of a personal
God, such as omniscience and omnipotence. Those passages,
on the other hand, whose decided tendency it is to represent
Brahman as transcending all qualities, as one undifferenced
mass of impersonal intelligence, R4minuga is unable to
accept frankly and fairly, and has to misinterpret them
more or less to make them fall in with his system. The
same remark holds good with regard to those texts which
represent the individual soul as finally identifying itself
with Brahman; Radméinuga cannot allow a complete identi-
fication but merely an assimilation carried as far as possible.
Sankara, on the other hand, by skilfully ringing the changes
on a higher and a lower doctrine, somehow manages to find
room for whatever the Upanishads have to say. Where
the text speaks of Brahman as transcending all attributes,
the highest doctrine is set forth. Where Brahman is called
the All-knowing ruler of the world, the author means to
propound the lower knowledge of the Lord only. And
where the legends about the primary being and its way of
creating the world become somewhat crude and gross,
Hiranyagarbha and Virdg are summoned forth and charged
with the responsibility. Of Virdg Mr. Gough remarks (p. 55)
that in him a place is provided by the poets of the Upani-
shads for the purusha of the ancient 7sshis, the divine being
out of whom the visible and tangible world proceeded.
This is quite true if only we substitute for the ‘ poets of
the Upanishads’ the framers of the orthodox Vedanta
system—for the Upanishads give no indication whatever
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that by their purusha they understand not the simple old
purusha but the Virdg occupying a definite position in a
highly elaborate system ;—but the mere phrase,‘providing a
place’ intimates with sufficient clearnessthe natureofthe work
in which systematisers of the Vedantic doctrine are engaged.

Sankara’s method thus enables him in a certain way to
do justice to different stages of historical development, to
recognise clearly existing differences which other system-
atisers are intent on obliterating. And there has yet to
be made a further and even more important admission in
favour of his system. It is not only more pliable, more
capable of amalgamating heterogeneous material than other
systems, but its fundamental doctrines are manifestly in
greater harmony with the essential teaching of the Upani-
shads than those of other Vedantic systems. Above we were
unable to allow that the distinction made by Sankara
between Brahman and fsvara is known to the Upanishads ;
but we must now admit that if, for the purpose of determining
the nature of the highest being, a choice has to be made
between those texts which represent Brahman as nirgura,
and those which ascribe to it personal attributes, Sankara
is right in giving preference to texts of the former kind.
The Brahman of the old Upanishads, from which the souls
spring to enjoy individual consciousness in their waking
state, and into which they sink back temporarily in the
state of deep dreamless sleep and permanently in death, is
certainly not represented adequately by the strictly per-
sonal {svara of RAmAnuga, who rules the world in wisdom and
mercy. The older Upanishads, at any rate, lay very little
stress upon personal attributes of their highest being, and
hence Sankara is right in so far as he assigns to his hypo-
statised personal fsvara® a lower place than to his absolute
Brahman. That he also faithfully represents the prevailing
spirit of the Upanishads in his theory of the ultimate fate

1 The fsvara who allots to the individual souls their new forms of embodiment
in strict accordance with their merit or demerit cannot be called anything else
but a personal God. That this personal conscious being is at the same time iden-
tified with the totality of the individual souls in the unconscious state of deep
dreamless sleep, is one of those extraordinary contradictions which thorough-going
systematisers of Vedantic doctrine are apparently unable to avoid altogether.
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of the soul, we have already remarked above. And although
the MAay4 doctrine cannot, in my opinion, be said to form
part of the teaching of the Upanishads, it cannot yet be
asserted to contradict it openly, because the very point
which it is meant to elucidate, viz. the mode in which the
physical universe and the multiplicity of individual souls
originate, is left by the Upanishads very much in the dark.
The later growth of the May4 doctrine on the basis of the
Upanishads is therefore quite intelligible, and I fully agree
with Mr. Gough when he says regarding it that there has
been no addition to the system from without but only a
development from within, no graft but only growth. The
lines of thought which finally led to the elaboration of the
full-blown Méay4i theory may be traced with considerable
certainty. In the first place, deepening speculation on
Brahman tended to the notion of advaita being taken in a
more and more strict sense, as implying not only the ex-
clusion of any second principle external to Brahman, but
also the absence of any elements of duality or plurality in
the nature of the one universal being itself; a tendency
agreeing with the spirit of a certain set of texts from the
Upanishads. And as the fact of the appearance of a
manifold world cannot be denied, the only way open to
thoroughly consistent speculation was to deny at any rate
its reality, and to call it a mere illusion due to an unreal
principle, with which Brahman is indeed associated, but
which is unable to break the unity of Brahman’s nature
just on account of its own unreality. And, in the second
place, a more thorough following out of the conception
that the union with Brahman is to be reached through true
knowledge only, not unnaturally led to the conclusion that
what separates us in our unenlightened state from Brahman
is such as to allow itself to be completely sublated by an
act of knowledge; is, in other words, nothing else but an
erroneous notion, an illusion.—A further circumstance which
may not impossibly have co-operated to further the de-
velopment of the theory of the world’s unreality will be
referred to later onl.

1 That section of the introduction in which the point referred to in the text
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We have above been obliged to leave it an open question
what kind of Vedanta is represented by the Ved4nta-shtras,
although reason was shown for the supposition that in some
important points their teaching is more closely related to
the system of Riminuga than to that of Sankara. If so,
the philosophy of Sankara would on the whole stand
nearer to the teaching of the Upanishads than the Satras
of Bidariyana. This would indeed be a somewhat un-
expected conclusion—for, judging & priori, we should be
more inclined to assume a direct propagation of the true
doctrine of the Upanishads through Badariyaza to San-
kara—but a priori considerations have of course no weight
against positive evidence to the contrary. There are, more-
over, other facts in the history of Indian philosophy and
theology which help us better to appreciate the possibility
of Bidariyana’s Shtras already setting forth a doctrine
that lays greater stress on the personal character of the
highest being than is in agreement with the prevailing
tendency of the Upanishads. That the pure doctrine of
those ancient Brahminical treatises underwent at a rather
early period amalgamations with beliefs which most pro-
bably had sprung up in altogether different—priestly or
non-priestly—communities is a well-known circumstance ;
it suffices for our purposes to refer to the most eminent of
the early literary monuments in which an amalgamation of
the kind mentioned is observable, viz. the Bhagavadgita.
The doctrine of the Bhagavadgitd represents a fusion of
the Brahman theory of the Upanishads with the belief in
a personal highest being—Krsshza or Vishzu—which in
many respects approximates very closely to the system of
the Bhigavatas; the attempts of a certain set of Indian
commentators to explain it as setting forth pure Vedanta,
i.e. the pure doctrine of the Upanishads, may simply
be set aside. But this same Bhagavadgita is quoted in
Badariyana’s Sltras (at least according to the unanimous
explanations of the most eminent scholiasts of different
schools) as inferior to Sruti only in authority. The Sttras,

is touched upon will I hope form part of the second volume of the translation.
The same remark applies to a point concerning which further information had
been promised above on page v.
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moreover, refer in different places to certain Vedéntic por-
tions of the MahAbh4rata, especially the twelfth book,
several of which represent forms of Vedanta distinctly dif-
fering from Sankara’s teaching, and closely related to the
system of the Bhigavatas.

Facts of this nature—f{rom entering into the details of
which we are prevented by want of space—tend to mitigate
the priméi facie strangeness of the assumption that the
Vedénta-stitras, which occupy an intermediate position
between the Upanishads and Sainkara, should yet diverge
in their teaching from both. The Vedanta of Gaudapida
and Sankara would in that case mark a strictly orthodox
reaction against all combinations of non-Vedic elements of
belief and doctrine with the teaching of the Upanishads.
But although this form of doctrine has ever since Sankara’s
time been the one most generally accepted by Brahminic
students of philosophy, it has never had any wide-reaching
influence on the masses of India. It is too little in sym-
pathy with the wants of the human heart, which, after
all, are not so very different in India from what they are
elsewhere. Comparatively few, even in India, are those
who rejoice in the idea of a universal non-personal essence
in which their own individuality is to be merged and lost
for ever, who think it sweet ‘ to be wrecked on the ocean of
the Infinite’” The only forms of Vedantic philosophy
which are—and can at any time have been—really popular,
are those in which the Brahman of the Upanishads has
somehow transformed itself into a being, between which and
the devotee there can exist a personal relation, love and
faith on the part of man, justice tempered by mercy on the
part of the divinity. The only religious books of widespread
influence are such as the RamAayan of Tulsid4s, which lay no
stress on the distinction between an absolute Brahman inac-
cessible to all human wants and sympathies, and a shadowy
Lord whose very conception depends on the illusory prin-
ciple of May4, but love to dwell on the delights of devotion

! Cosl tra questa
Immensita s* annega il pensier mio,
E il naufrago m’ ¢ dolce in questo mare.
LEOPARDL
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to one all-wise and merciful ruler, who is able and willing to
lend a gracious ear to the supplication of the worshipper.

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

I regret that want of space has prevented me from
extracting fuller notes from later scholiasts. The notes
given are based, most of them, on the #kis composed
by Anandagiri and Govind4nanda (the former of which is
unpublished as yet, so far as I know), and on the Bhamati.

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

FIRST ADHYAYA.
FIRST PADA.

REVERENCE TO THE AucusT VASUDEVA !

IT is a matter not requiring any proof that the object
and the subject! whose respective spheres are the notion of
the ¢ Thou’ (the Non-Ego?2) and the ¢ Ego,” and which are
opposed to each other as much as darkness and light are,
cannot be identified. All the less can their respective
attributes be identified. Hence it follows that it is wrong to
superimpose ® upon the subject—whose Self is intelligence,
and which has for its sphere the notion of the Ego—the
object whose sphere is the notion of the Non-Ego, and the
attributes of the object,and vice vers4 to superimpose the
subject and the attributes of the subject on the object. In
spite of this it is on the part of man a natural* procedure—

1 The subject is the universal Self whose nature is intelligence
(#it) ; the object comprises whatever is of a non-intelligent nature,
viz. bodies with their sense-organs, internal organs, and the objects
of the senses, i. e. the external material world.

% The object is said to have for its sphere the notion of the ¢ thou’
(yushmat), not the notion of the ‘this’ or ‘that’ (idam), in order
better to mark its absolute opposition to the subject or Ego. Lan-
guage allows of the co-ordination of the pronouns of the first and
the third person (‘It is I, ‘I am he who, &c.; ete vayam, ime
vayam 4smahe), but not of the co-ordination of the pronouns of the
first and second person.

® Adhy4sa, literally ¢ superimposition’ in the sense of (mistaken)
ascription or imputation, to something, of an essential nature or
attributes not belonging to it. See later on.

* Natural, i. e. original, beginningless; for the modes of speech

B2
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which has its cause in wrong knowledge—not to distinguish
the two entities (object and subject) and their respective
attributes, although they are absolutely distinct, but to
superimpose upon each the characteristic nature and the
attributes of the other, and thus, coupling the Real and the
Unreall, to make use of expressions such as ‘That am I,
‘That is mine%.’—But what have we to understand by the
term ‘superimposition?’— The apparent presentation, in
the form of remembrance, to consciousness of something
previously observed, in some other thing 3.

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

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

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

2 ¢The body, &c. is my Self;’ ‘sickness, death, children, wealth,
&c., belong to my Self.’

# Literally ‘in some other place” The clause ‘in the form of
remembrance’ is added, the Bhidmati remarks, in order to exclude
those cases where something previously observed is recognised in
some other thing or place; as when, for instance, the generic
character of a cow which was previously observed in a black cow
again presents itself to consciousness in a grey cow, or when Deva-
datta whom we first saw in P4zaliputra again appears before us in
Maihishmati, These are cases of recognition where the object pre-
viously observed again presents itself to our senses; while in mere
remembrance the object previously perceived is not in renewed
contact with the senses. Mere remembrance operates in the case
of adhyésa, as when we mistake mother-of-pearl for silver which is
at the time not present but remembered only.

* The so-called anyathikhy4tividins maintain that in the act of
adhyésa the attributes of one thing, silver for instance, are super-
imposed on a different thing existing in a different place, mother-
of-pearl for instance (if we take for our example of adhydsa the
case of some man mistaking a piece of mother-of-pearl before him
for a piece of silver). The 4tmakhyitivAidins maintain that in
adhy4sa the modification, in the form of silver, of the internal organ
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founded on the non-apprehension of the difference of that
which is superimposed from that on which it is super-
imposed!. Others?, again, define it as the fictitious as-
sumption of attributes contrary to the nature of that thing
on which something else is superimposed. But all these
definitions agree in so far as they represent superimposition
as the apparent presentation of the attributes of one thing in
another thing. And therewith agrees also the popular view
which is exemplified by expressions such as the following :
‘ Mother-of-pearl appears like silver,” ¢ The moon although
one only appears as if she were double.” But how is it
possible that on the interior Self which itself is not an
object there should be superimposed objects and their
attributes? For every one superimposes an object only on
such other objects as are placed before him (i.e. in contact
with his sense organs), and you have said before that the
interior Self which is entirely disconnected from the idea of
the Thou (the Non-Ego) is never an object. It is not, we
reply, non-object in the absolute sense. For it is the
object of the notion of the Ego?, and the interior Self is
well-known to exist on account of its immediate (intuitive)
presentation®. Nor is it an exceptionless rule that objects

is superimposed on the external thing mother-of-pearl and thus
itself appears external. Both views fall under the above definition.

1 This is the definition of the akhyativAdins.

? Some anyathdkhyitividins and the MAdhyamikas according
to Ananda Giri.

® The pratyagitman is in reality non-object, for it is svayam-
prakisa, self-luminous, i.e. the subjective factor in all cognition.
But it becomes the object of the idea of the Ego in so far as it is
limited, conditioned by its adjuncts which are the product of Ne-
science, viz. the internal organ, the senses and the subtle and gross
bodies, i. e. in so far as it is giva, individual or personal soul. Cp.
Bhématl, pp. 22, 23: ‘4iddtmaiva svayamprakisospi buddhyadivi-
shayavikkhurazit kathamkid asmatpratyayavishayoshamkardspadam
giva iti %a gantur iti 4a kshetrag#ia iti Zdkhydyate.’

* Translated according to the Bhimati. We deny, the objector
says, the possibility of adhyisa in the case of the Self, not on the
ground that it is not an object because self-luminous (for that it
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can be superimposed only on such other objects as are
before us, i.e. in contact with our sense-organs; for non-
discerning men superimpose on the ether, which is not the
object of sensuous perception, dark-blue colour.

Hence it follows that the assumption of the Non-Self
being superimposed on the interior Self is not unreasonable.

This superimposition thus defined, learned men consider
to be Nescience (avidya), and the ascertainment of the true
nature of that which is (the Self) by means of the discrimi-
nation of that (which is superimposed on the Self), they
call knowledge (vidyd). There being such knowledge
(neither the Self nor the Non-Self) are affected in the least
by any blemish or (good) quality produced by their mutual
superimposition!. The mutual superimposition of the Self
and the Non-Self, which is termed Nescience, is the pre-
supposition on which there base all the practical distinc-
tions—those made in ordinary life as well as those laid
down by the Veda—between means of knowledge, objects
of knowledge (and knowing persons), and all scriptural
texts, whether they are concerned with injunctions and
prohibitions (of meritorious and non-meritorious actions),
or with final release 2—But how can the means of right

may be an object although it is self-luminous you have shown),
but on the ground that it is not an object because it is not mani-
fested either by itself or by anything else.—It is known or mani-
fest, the Vedéntin replies, on account of its immediate presentation
(aparokshatvit), i.e. on account of the intuitional knowledge we
have of it. Ananda Giri construes the above clause in a different
way : asmatpratyaydvishayatves=py aparokshatvdd ekintenivishaya-
tvAbbAvat tasminn ahankirddyadhyisa ity arthas. Aparokshatvam
api kaiskid 4tmano nesh/am ity dsankyiha pratyagitmeti.

! Tatraivam sati evambhf{itavastutattvivadhirare sati. Bhi. Tas-
minn adhyise uktaritydsvidyAtmake sati. Go. Yatritmani bud-
dhyadau v4 yasya buddhyider 4tmano vidhy4saZ tena buddhyidi-
nistmind va kritend ssanayididoshena £aitanyagunena AAtmanitma
vA vastuto na svalpenipi yugyate. Ananda Giri.

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

1 Tt being of course the function of the means of right know-
ledge to determine Truth and Reality.

2 The Bhimati takes adhish#24nam in the sense of superintend-
ence, guidance. The senses cannot act unless guided by a super-
intending principle, i. e. the individual soul.

8 If activity could proceed from the body itself, non-identified
with the Self, it would take place in deep sleep also.

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

With a view to freeing one’s self from that wrong notion
which is the cause of all evil and attaining thereby the
knowledge of the absolute unity of the Self the study of
the Vedanta-texts is begun. That all the Vedanta-texts
have the mentioned purport we shall show in this so-called
Sariraka-mimamsa?,

Of this Vedanta-miméamsi about to be explained by us
the first Satra is as follows.

1. Then therefore the enquiry into Brahman.

The word ‘then’ is here to be taken as denoting imme-
diate consecution ; not as indicating the introduction of a
new subject to be entered upon; for the enquiry into
Brahman (more literally, the desire of knowing Brahman)
is not of that nature2 Nor has the word ‘then’ the sense

! The Mimé4msj, i.e. the enquiry whose aim it is to show that
the embodied Self, i. e. the individual or personal soul is one with
Brahman. This Mimé4msA being an enquiry into the meaning of the
Vedinta-portions of the Veda, it is also called Veddnta-mimamsA.

? NAdhik4rdrtha iti. Tatra hetur brahmeti. Asyirtha, kim
ayam athasabdo brahmagiénekkiiyds kim vintarsitavikirasya
athavekkhiviseshanagiinasyirambhirthas. Nadya’ tasyd mimém-
sipravartikiyds tadapravartyatvdd anirabhyatvit tasyds Aottaratra
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of auspiciousness (or blessing) ; for a word of that meaning
could not be properly construed as a part of the sentence.
The word ‘then’ rather acts as an auspicious term by
being pronounced and heard merely, while it denotes at
the same time something else, viz. immediate consecution as
said above. That the latter is its meaning follows more-
over from the circumstance that the relation in which the
result stands to the previous topic (viewed as the cause of
the result) is non-separate from the relation of immediate
consecution L.

If, then, the word ‘ then’ intimates immediate consecution
it must be explained on what antecedent the enquiry into
Brahman specially depends ; just as the enquiry into active
religious duty (which forms the subject of the Parva
Miméasmsa) specially depends on the antecedent reading of
the Veda. The reading of the Veda indeed is the common
antecedent (for those who wish to enter on an enquiry into
religious duty as well as for those desirous of knowing
Brahman). The special question with regard to the enquiry
into Brahman is whether it presupposes as its antecedent
the understanding of the acts of religious duty (which is
acquired by means of the ParvA Miméamsa). To this
question we reply in the negative, because for a man who
has read the Vedinta-parts of the Veda it is possible to
enter on the enquiry into Brahman even before engaging in
the enquiry into religious duty. Nor is it the purport of
the word ¢ then’ to indicate order of succession; a purport
which it serves in other passages, as, for instance, in the one
enjoining the cutting off of pieces from the heart and other

pratyadhikarazam apratipddanit. Na dvitfyosthasabdendnantar-
yoktidvard visish/Adhikiryasamarparze sidhanakatush/aydsampan-
nindm brahmadhitadvifirayor anarthitvdd viirinirambhin na Za
vikiravidhivasid adhikir? kalpyaZ prirambhasydpi tulyatvdd adhi-
kérinas ka vidhyapekshitopidhitvAn na trstiyas brahmag7Anasyi-
nandasikshitkiratvenidhikdryatve spyapridhinyid athasabdisam-
bandhit tasmin nArambharthateti. Ananda Giri.

! Any relation in which the result, i.e. here the enquiry into
Brahman may stand to some antecedent of which it is the effect
may be comprised under the relation of 4nantarya.
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parts of the sacrificial animal®. (For the intimation of order
of succession could be intended only if the agent in both
cases were the same; but this is not the case), because
there is no proof for assuming the enquiry into religious
duty and the enquiry into Brahman to stand in the rela-
tion of principal and subordinate matter or the relation of
qualification (for a certain act) on the part of the person
qualified?; and because the result as well as the object of
the enquiry differs in the two cases. The knowledge of
active religious duty has for its fruit transitory felicity, and
that again depends on the performance of religious acts.
The enquiry into Brahman, on the other hand, has for its
fruit eternal bliss, and does not depend on the performance
of any acts. Acts of religious duty do not yet exist at the
time when they are enquired into, but are something to
be accomplished (in the future); for they depend on the
activity of man. In the Brahma-mimasmsi, on the other
hand, the object of enquiry, i.e. Brahman, is something
already accomplished (existent)—for it is eternal,—and
does not depend on human energy. The two enquiries
differ moreover in so far as the operation of their respective
fundamental texts is concerned. For the fundamental texts
on which active religious duty depends convey information
to man in so far only as they enjoin on him their own
particular subjects (sacrifices, &c.) ; while the fundamental
texts about Brahman merely instruct man, without lay-
ing on him the injunction of being instructed, instruction
being their immediate result. The case is analogous to
that of the information regarding objects of sense which
ensues as soon as the objects are approximated to the
senses. It therefore is requisite that something should be

! He cuts off from the heart, then from the tongue, then from
the breast.

? Where one action is subordinate to another as, for instance, the
offering of the prayigas is to the darsapfirzamisa-sacrifice, or where
one action qualifies a person for another as, for instance, the offering
of the darsaplrzamésa qualifies a man for the performance of the
Soma-sacrifice, there is unity of the agent,and consequently an inti-
mation of the order of succession of the actions is in its right place,
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stated subsequent to which the enquiry into Brahman is pro-
posed.—Well, then, we maintain that the antecedent condi-
tions are the discrimination of what is eternal and what is
non-eternal ; the renunciation of all desire to enjoy the fruit
(of one’s actions) both here and hereafter ; the acquirement
of tranquillity, self-restraint, and the other means?, and the
desire of final release. If these conditions exist, a man
may, either before entering on an enquiry into active
religious duty or after that, engage in the enquiry into
Brahman and come to know it; but not otherwise. The
word ‘then’ therefore intimates that the enquiry into
Brahman is subsequent to the acquisition of the above-
mentioned (spiritual) means.

The word ‘therefore’ intimates a reason. Because the
Veda, while declaring that the fruit of the agnihotra and
similar performances which are means of happiness is non-
eternal (as, for instance, K/4. Up. VIIL, 1, 6, ¢ As here on earth
whatever has been acquired by action perishes so perishes
in the next world whatever is acquired by acts of religious
duty’),teaches at the same time that the highest aim of man is
realised by the knowledge of Brahman (as, for instance, Taitt.
Up. I1, 1, * He who knows Brahman attains the highest’);
therefore the enquiry into Brahman is to be undertaken
subsequently to the acquirement of the mentioned means.

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

1 The ‘means’ in addition to sama and dama are discontinuance
of religious .ceremonies (uparati), patience in- suffering (titiksh),
attention and concentration of the mind (samidhéna), and faith
(sraddha).

2 According to Paxini II, 3, 5o the sixth (genitive) case ex-
presses the relation of one thing being generally supplementary
to, or connected with, some other thing.
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demands an object of desire and no other such object is
stated.—But why should not the genitive case be taken as
expressing the general complementary relation (to express
which is its proper office)? Even in that case it might
constitute the object of the desire of knowledge, since the
general relation may base itself on the more particular
one.— This assumption, we reply, would mean that we
refuse to take Brahman as the direct object, and then again
indirectly introduce it as the object ; an altogether needless
procedure.—Not needless; for if we explain the words of
the Sitra to mean ° the desire of knowledge connected with
Brahman’ we thereby virtually promise that also all the
heads of discussion which bear on Brahman will be treated.—
This reason also, we reply, is not strong enough to uphold
your interpretation. For the statement of some principal
matter already implies all the secondary matters connected
therewith. Hence if Brahman, the most eminent of all
objects of knowledge, is mentioned, this implies already all
those objects of enquiry which the enquiry into Brahman
presupposes, and those objects need therefore not be men-
tioned, especially in the Sttra. Analogously the sentence
‘there the king is going’ implicitly means that the king
together with his retinue is going there. Our interpretation
(according to which the Sttra represents Brahman as the
direct object of knowledge) moreover agrees with Scripture,
which directly represents Brahman as the object of the
desire of knowledge; compare, for instance, the passage,
¢ That from whence these beings are born, &c., desire to
know that. That is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up. III, 1). With
passages of this kind the Sttra only agrees if the genitive
case is taken to denote the object. Hence we do take it
in that sense. The object of the desire is the knowledge of
Brahman up to its complete comprehension, desires having
reference to resultsl. Knowledge thus constitutes the

! In the case of other transitive verbs, object and result may be
separate; so, for instance, when it is said ‘grimam gakkkati,” the
village is the object of the action of going, and the arrival at the
village its result. But in the case of verbs of desiring object and
result coincide.
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means by which the complete comprehension of Brahman
is desired to be obtained. For the complete comprehension
of Brahman is the highest end of man, since it destroys the
root of all evil such as Nescience, the seed of the entire
Samsara. Hence the desire of knowing Brahman is to be
entertained.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The term, &c. implies subsistence and re-absorption.
That the origin is mentioned first (of the three) depends
on the declaration of Scripture as well as on the natural
development of a substance. Scripture declares the order

! The three last opinions are those of the followers of the
Ny4ya, the Sinkbya, and the Yoga-philosophy respectively. The
three opinions mentioned first belong to various materialistic
schools; the two subsequent ones to two sects of Bauddha philo-
sophers.

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

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

1 So the compound is to be divided according to An. Gi. and
Go. ; the Bh4. proposes another less plausible division.

2 According to Nirukta I, 2 the six bhévavikdrds are: origina-
tion, existence, modification, increase, decrease, destruction.

8 The pradhéna, called also prakr:ti, is the primal causal matter
of the world in the Sinkhya-system. It will be fully discussed in
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being, or from a being subject to transmigration?!; nor,
again, can it proceed from its own nature (i.e. spontaneously,
without a cause), since we observe that (for the production
of effects) special places, times, and causes have invariably
to be employed.

(Some of) those who maintain a Lord to be the cause
of the world?, think that the existence of a Lord different
from mere transmigrating beings can be inferred by
means of the argument stated just now (without re-
course being had to Scripture at all.—But, it might
be said, you yourself in the Sttra under discussion have
merely brought forward the same argument!—By no
means, we reply. The Sdtras (i. e. literally ‘the strings’)
have merely the purpose of stringing together the flowers
of the Vedanta-passages. In reality the Vedinta-passages
referred to by the Sitras are discussed here. For the
comprehension of Brahman is effected by the ascertain-
ment, consequent on discussion, of the sense of the Vedinta-
texts, not either by inference or by the other means of
right knowledge. While, however, the Vedinta-passages
primarily declare the cause of the origin, &c., of the world,
inference also, being an instrument of right knowledge in
so far as it does not contradict the VedAinta-texts, is not to
be excluded as a means of confirming the meaning ascer-
tained. Scripture itself, moreover, allows argumentation;
for the passages, BrZ. Up. II, 4, 5 (‘the Self is to be heard,
to be considered’), and K% Up. VI, 14, 2 (‘as the man,
&c., having been informed, and being able to judge for
himself, would arrive at Gandhéra, in the same way a man
who meets with a teacher obtains knowledge’), declare
that human understanding assists Scripture 3.

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

later parts of this work. To avoid ambiguities, the term pradhéna
has been left untranslated. Cp. Sankhya Kérika 3.

! Kekit tu hirazyagarbham samsiriram evigamig gagaddhetum
Akakshate. Ananda Giri.

% Viz. the Vaiseshikas.

s Atmanak sruter ity arthas. Ananda Giri.

* Text (or direct statement), suggestive power (liiga), syntactical

[34] C
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the only means of knowledge, as they are in the enquiry
into active duty (i. e. in the Ptirva Mimamzs4), but scriptural
texts on tlie one hand, and intuition!, &c., on the other
hand, are to be had recourse to according to the occasion:
firstly, because intuition is the final result of the enquiry
into Brahman ; secondly, because the object of the enquiry
is an existing (accomplished) substance. If the object of
the knowledge of Brahman were something to be accom-
plished, there would be no reference to intuition, and text,
&c., would be the only means of knowledge. The origina-
tion of something to be accomplished depends, moreover,
on man since any action either of ordinary life, or dependent
on the Veda may either be done or not be done, or be done
in a different way. A man, for instance, may move on either
by means of a horse, or by means of his feet, or by some
other means, or not at all. And again (to quote examples
of actions dependent on the Veda), we meet in Scripture
with sentences such as the following : ‘At the atirdtra he
takes the shodasin cup,’ and ‘at the atirtra he does not
take the shodasin cup;’ or, ‘he makes the oblation after
the sun has risen,” and, ‘he makes the oblation when the
sun has not yet risen.” Just as in the quoted instances,
injunctions and prohibitions, allowances of optional pro-
cedure, general rules and exceptions have their place, so
they would have their place with regard to Brahman also
(if the latter were a thing to be accomplished). But the
fact is that no option is possible as to whether a substance
is to be thus or thus, is to be or not to be. All option
depends on the notions of man; but the knowledge of the
real nature of a thing does not depend on the notions of
man, but only on the thing itself. For to think with
regard to a post, ‘this is a post or a man, or something
else,’ is not knowledge of truth ; the two ideas, ‘it is a man
or something else,” being false, and only the third idea, ‘it

connection (vikya), &c., being the means of proof made use of in
the Pfirva MimAmsA.

! The so-called sikshitkira of Brahman. The &c. comprises
inference and so on.



I ADHYAYA, 1 PADA, 3. 19

is a post, which depends on the thing itself, falling under
the head of true knowledge. Thus true knowledge of all
existing things depends on the things themselves, and
hence the knowledge of Brahman also depends altogether
on the thing, i.e. Brahman itself.—But, it might be said,
as Brahman is an existing substance, it will be the object
of the other means of right knowledge also, and from this
it follows that a discussion of the Vedanta-texts is purpose-
less.—This we deny; for as Brahman is not an object of
the senses, it has no connection with those other means of
knowledge. For the senses have, according to their nature,
only external things for their objects, not Brahman. If
Brahman were an object of the senses, we might perceive
that the world is connected with Brahman as its effect;
but as the effect only (i. e. the world) is perceived, it is
impossible to decide (through perception) whether it is
connected with Brahman or something else. Therefore
the Sttra under discussion is not meant to propound in-
ference (as the means of knowing Brahman), but rather to
set forth a Ved4nta-text.—Which, then, is the Vedinta-text
which the Sttra points at as having to be considered with
reference to the characteristics of Brahman?—It is the
passage Taitt. Up. III, 1, Bhrzgu Varuzi went to his father
Varuza, saying, Sir, teach me ‘Brahman,” &c., up to ‘That
from whence these beings are born, that by which, when
born, they live, that into which they enter at their death,
try to know that. That is Brahman.’ The sentence finally
determining the sense of this passage is found ITI, 6 : ‘ From
bliss these beings are born ; by bliss, when born, they live ;
into bliss they enter at their death.’ Other passages also
are to be adduced which declare the cause to be the almighty
Being, whose essential nature is eternal purity, intelligence,
and freedom.
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