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12 — 20 organs
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CHAPTER SECOND

QUARTER FIRST

Topic 1: HETERODOX SMRITIS
( Sutras 1-2)

[Page 1] In Chapter First it was demonstrated, by establish-
ing the concensus of the Scriptural passages (on the points),
that the ‘Omniscient Overlord is the cause of the world’s origin,
like clay, gold, and so forth of pots, ornaments, and other articles;
that of the world thus created, He is the cause of stability, as
being its controller, like the magician of his magical-illusion
that of the extended world, He, finally, is the author of the re-
absorption into His own self, like the earth of the four classes of
beings ; and that the same Lord is identical with the Soul of us
alle The doctrines putting forth Pradhana and the like as the
( First ) Cause were also refuted as being not borne out by the
Seriptures. Now is commenced Chapter Second, which is to
deal with topics such as: the refutation of the objections based
on Smritis and on Logic against our own position [ Quarter 1] ;
the presence of fallacious diaslectics in the Pradbana and other
theories [ Quarter 2]; and the absence of inconsistency in the
creation and other theories set forth in the several Vedanta-texts
[ Quarters 3 and 4]. To begin with, the Author puts forth the
alleged contradiction ( of our theory ) with certain Smritis, and
then sets it aside: .

If it be ebiected that our position is open to the fault of leaving
no scope to certain Smritis, we demur, as there would otherwise
result the fault of leaving no scope to certain other Smritis. 1

The statement that Brahman alone, the Omniscient, is the
cause of the world is not admissible. Why ? Since there results
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Page 1 ¢
the <ault of leaving no scope to certain Smritis. Thug there
the Smriti known as the Tantra, composed by the Great Sage
“and regarded authoritative by those-entitled-to-respect, ang other
( Smritis ) also based upon the same, .which would _all have p,
scope (at all) in your'theory. For, in these Smritis the nop,
intelligent Pradhana is set forth as an independent cause of tp,
world, As to the Smritis of Manu and others, they do haye,
scope inasmuch as they fulfil their anticipated purpose by pre.
scribing various religious-duties like fire-worship ( Agnihotra )
which are laid down as injunctions: namely, that a specifio
caste is to have at a specific period its ceremony of Initiation
performed according to specific ritual ; that a specific course of
conduct is to be followed ( after the Initiation ) ;that the Veda is
to be studied in a particular mode ; that the return (after com-
pletion of study ) is to be accomplished in a given manner; and
that a particular is the method of cohabitation with one’s law-
fully-wedded wife. Likewise do they prescribe different religi-
ous-duties proper to the castes or the life-periods (asramas) and
calculated to secure goals attainable by mankind. Buf there
remains no such ecope for the Smritis such as those of Kapila
and others in regard to the exercise of some kind of an activity.
For, these were composed [Page 2] with the exclusive object of
teaching the right knowledge that is the meansto Liberation.
And if these are to have no scope in that connection also, there
would result an entire purposelessness of them. Therefore, you
must interpret the Vedanta-texts so as not to contradict the
(teaching ) of these ( Smrilis ), — But how can the teaching of
the Scriptures, viz., that Brahman, the Omniscient one, is the
cause of this world,—after it has been once established by argu-
ments like that [in Brahmasttra, I. i. 5] about the “ Seeing "—
be again open to the attack on the ground of the fault of not
leaving scope for certain Smritis ? This attack (we reply ) would
be nugatory in the case of persons of indepeindent intellect. But
the generality of the people, lacking such independent intellect
and so unable to ascertain the sense of the Scriptures indepen-
dently, would have to depend upon Smritis composed by celebra-
ted authors, and would accordingly endeavour to ascertain the
sense of the Scriptures with their help: and they would have no

relifmce upon the interpretation put forth by us by reason of
their reverence for the authors of these Smritis. That sages like

IL i 1—]
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Page 3 ‘
Kapila and others had unobstructed intuitive knowledge is de-
clared in Sml;ifis. There is also the Vedio text [Svetagvatara, v.2]
—"He who, in the beginning, supports by knowledge that sage
Kapila when born, and who would see him while being born.”
Hence it is not possible to imagine that the opinion of such per-
sons is not conformable to truth. For they, moreover, establish
their view by taking the support of reasoning also. Therefore,

the objection is repeated that we must interpret the Scriptures in
consonance with these Srrritis.

This is our rejoinder. We deny (your contention), as it would
lead to the fault of leaving no scope to certain other Smritis.
If, on the ground of the fault of leaving no scope to certain
Smritis, the view that the Lord is the cause is objected to, then in
that case the other Smritis proclaiming the Lord as the cause
would be void of any scope. We will cite these : Having intro-
duced the Highest Brahman with the words [ Mahabharata, xii.
342. 30 ]—" That which is subtle and beyond knowledge, »—and
having affirmed [ibid, xii. 342. 31]—" He is indeed the Inner
Soul of all beings and is styled ¢ Knower of the Field;’ "—the
text declares [ibid., xii. 342. 32]—" From Him, O Best of the
Twice-born, the Unevolved, consisting of the three gunas (aspects)
sprang forth.” Also in another place [ ibid., xii. 347. 31 ]—"The
*Unevolved, O Brahmin, is absorbed into the Person who is free
from Qualities.” ( And again), * Listen, accordingly, to this
condensed statement : ‘The ancient Narayana is all this; he
creates everything at the creation-time and again consumes it
(all) at the sublation-period.’”—This is declared in Purana [ ep.
Mahabharata, xii. 307, 115]. And in the Bbagavadgita [vii. 6]
it is said : “ I am the source as also the dissolution of the entire
world,” Apastamba [ Dharmasttra, i. 8. 23. 2] likewise declares
with reference to the very same Highest Soul : [ Page 3] "“From
Him spring all bodies ; He is the roof, the eternal and the un-
changeable.” Thus in many a place even the Smritis show forth
the Lord as being both the constituent and the efficient cause.

That unto an opponent who has based his objection on the
strength of Smritis I should reply on the strength of the Smritis
themsel ves—for this purpose it was that the fault of leaving no
scope to Smritis was above set forth, That the Soriptures pur-
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port to.declare the Lord as the cause has been already shown.
Hence when there ensues a confliet between Smritis so that only
one ( set ) of them can be accepted and the other rejected, those
Smritis that conform to the Secriptures are authoritative, the
others being disregarded. - This is declared in the treatise on
Valid-proofs [Jaimini Sttra, i. 3. 3 ]—— When there is contra-
diction ( of & Smriti with an existing, Sruti or Scriptural text)
the Smriti is to be disregarded ; and where no Sruti ( correspond-
ing to a Smriti) is preserved, an inference ( of its existence is to
be made ).” That any one can know matters beyond the purview
of the senses without (the help of) the Scriptures, it is not possible
to imagine, as there is no (valid) ground for it. ( If one were to
assert) that it is possible for perfect-sages like Kapila, as they
have an unhindered knowledge (of everything), the reply is, No:
for, this perfection ie contingent. For, the perfection ensues from
religious practices, and these are to be had from injunetions
( given by the Scriptures). Hence the meaning of an already
existent ( Seriptural ) injunction ceannot be called into question
on the strength of the words. of a perfect-sage, who comes into
existence after (the Scriptural injunction). And even if one were
to turn to these sages (for the right interpretation of Scriptures),
yet, asthere aremany such sages, whenever there results, as before
indicated, a conflict between Smritis, there remains no mode of
reaching a decision unless one resorts to the Scriptures. And
for one who (is not such a perfect-sage, and who) derives his
knowledge from others, it is not proper to conceive without rea-
son a partiality for some specific Smritis, since, if one were to
have such a partiality for some particular text, seeing that the
opinions of people are extremely divergent, there would ensue
the contingency of an absence of all definiteness as to the Reality:.
Henece, even the mind of such a (misguided ) peraon one should
endeavour to enlist to the right path by setting forth the diver-
gent teachings of the Smritis, and asking him to discriminate
between thom according as their doctrines follow or do not

follow (the teaching of the Scriptures).

As to the Scriptural-text exhibiting the perfection of knowledge
of Kapila which was cited, on the strength of that it is not possible
to rely upon Kapila’s view even though it be against the Serip-
tures : for, the text contains merely the general word “Kapila”
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and we know from Smritis of another Kapila, Vasudeva by name,
who burnt down the sons of Sagara ; and furthermore a Passage
can have no power ( for establishing one thing) if its main topic
be another thing, as it would then lack all probatory fotce with
reference to the first thing. We also have another Scriptural-
text proclaiming the greatness of Manu [Tait. Sam , IL ii. 10. 2]
—“Whatsoever Manu has declared is medi¢ine.” And Manu
has praised the oneness of the Self pervading all things with the
words [ xii. 91]—" One who sees the Self in all beings, and all
beings in the Self makes the ( true ) offering to the Self, and so
wins Self-empire”—and so it follows [ Page 4] that he reprobates
the opinion of Kapila. For, Kapila does not acknowledge the
doctrine of the oneness of the Self in all, as he assumes a plura-
lity of the Selfs. In the Mahabharata [xii. 360.1] also, after
raising the question : “ Are there, O Brahmin, many persons or
only one ? "—and setting forth the opponent’s view [ibid,, xii.
360. 2']: “ O King, there are, according to those that adopt the
Sarmkhya-Yoga view, many persons,”—the text refutes that view
by the passage beginning with [ ibid., xii. 360. 3}: ©Just as of
several persons there is only one source of origin (viz. the earth),
so will I declare to you that Universal Person, excelling in
qualities ”; and it goes on to establish the oneness of the Self in
all [ibid., xii, 361. 4-5] by the words: “ The Self within me and
that within thee and the others that are encased in the different
bodies : of them all He is the spectator, not to be perceived by
anyone anywhere. He is all-headed, all-armed, all-footed, all
eyed, all-nosed : the one who moves unhindered and at will
amidst all the beings.” There is also a Scriptural text about the
oneness of the Self in all [I8a Up., 7]—"* When unto the know-
ing individual all the beings have become one with his own Self,
what infatuation, what misery, can there be for that one who
realises the oneness (of all) #”" Hence it is proved that the theory
of Kapila runs counter to Veda, and to the words of Manu who
follows Veds, alo in its view about the plurality of the Selfs,
and not merely in its hypothesis of the Prakriti as an indepen-
dent First-Principle. As to the Vedaof course its authoritativeness
in its own subject is not contingent upon anything, any more
than that of the Sun in the matter of form-and-colour ; whereas
that of merely human statements is contingent upon some inde-
pendent external basis(the Veda or the actual reality), and is

&
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further estranged (from reality) by the intervension of the

speaker's memory. Hence in matters that go ageinst the Vedas

the objection that certain Smritis would be deprived of all scope

is no objeotion. 1.

And for what further reason is the contention that certain
Smritis would be deprived of every scope, not valid ?—

And because there is no finding of the others. 2

Entities other than the Pradhana, and as the evolved products
of the Pradhana, which ‘are imagined in the (Samkhya) Smriti,
viz. the Mahat and others, are not met with either in the Veda
or in ordinary experience. As to the elements and the organs,
these can be asserted in the Smriti-text as they are well-establish-
ed in the world and in the Veda ; but Mahat and others to which
neither experience nor the Scriptures bear testimony [Page 5],
the Smriti can have no right to assert, any more than to assert
an object cognisable by a sixth sense-organ (there being only
five of them ). And what appears to be a scriptural warrant for
the entities in question has been explained by us as not referring
to them in the Satra I. iv. 1, beginning with the words—"" If it
be urged that even the inferred entity (Pradhéna) in some texts
wenovn.o.ete.” The point is that if the Smriti-statement is untrust-
worthy in respect of the effects, it is fit that it should not be

trusted in respect of the (First) Cause taught by it. Henoce also that

a certain Smriti becomes devoid of all scope is no defect. Asto

the support from reasoning ( sought for the Smriti ) the Sttrakara

will demolish it in the portion beginning with Sutra II i. 4—

“No: by reason of the disparity-in-nature, eto.” 2. Here ends

the Topic (1) called Heterodox Smyitis.

TorIC 2: YOGA-SMRITI

( Stitra 3)
Theteby Is Yoga refuted. 3

By this refutation of the Sahkhya-Bmyitieven the ?u»gg-Suu‘it§
is to be understood as refuted : so he extends the appliocation (of
the same arguments ). Kor, even in that Swmyiti are assumed, in
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Page 6
contravention of the Scriptures, Pradhana as an indepeqdent
first cause as wel{ ag Mahat and others as effects, none of which
are warranted by experience andby the Scriptures, If that bs so,
because there ijg the application of the same reasoning, this is
already implied in the preceding. Waerefore, then, make a
special analogical transfere

nce? (We reply: ). There is here a
special cause for doubt, inasmuch as the Yoga is laid down as

the means to right knowledge in Vedic texts like [ Brib. Up,, ii.
4.5 |—" The self is to be heard, thought of, meditated upon’’;
while we observe in the Svetaévatara Upanishad [ii. 8] Yogic
prescriptions with manifo]d details beginni i

of postures ete. in Passages like—* Having rendered the body

three erect parts (the trunk, the neck and the head )

And there are to be found thousands of references to
the Yoga in the Veda, such as [ Katha, I1. iii. 1] 1—"* The steady
curbing of the senges isg what they call Yoga”; or [ Katha, 1L iii.
18]—* This teaching as well as al] the prescriptions about Yoga’;
and so forth. In the Yogasastra itself with (the Sttra)—* N ow,
the Yoga, the means o the perception of Reality”——Yoga is
acknowledged to be g means for right knowledge. Hence inas.
much as a portion of it is acceptable, the Yoga Sworiti would be.
come altogether free from objection, like the Smriti teaching the
" Ashtaka ” rites. It is this additional cause for doubt that is
being removed by the analogical transference ; since, although a
part of it is acceptable, there is seen to be, as pointed oug already,
a divergence as regards another part of itg teaching,

. [—II. 1. 3

9]

even ..”.

[ Page 6 | Althoug

and Kindred matters, a special effort has been made to refute jusg
the Sarhkhya and the Yoga Smritis. For, Sarfikhya and Yoga
are well-known in the world as the means of reaching the high-
est end of man, are so accepted by persons-entitled—to-respect,
and are armed with speoific references to them ip the Scriptures,

viz. [ Svet.. vi, 13 I Having known that Cause, attzinable by
Samkhya-Yoga—the God—one is freed from all fetters The

knowledge or Yoga-method ind
highest goal is achieved. For,

tenances any other meang of Teaching the highe

Vedic teaching of the oneness of the Atmgn—* Knowing Hijp
2 [Brahmaautrabhashya, Traps. ]

ependently of the
Sruti itse]f [Svet., iii. 8] discoun-
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along one goes beyord Death : there exists no other path for going
(beyond).” The Samkhya and the Yoga folloWers are dualists .
they do not recognise the oneness of the Atman. And as to the
Sruti-text cited [Svet., vi. 13 ]—" That cause, attainable by
Samkhya-Yoga...... ” ete,,—even there one must conclude that
the knowledge arnd the meditation implied by the words Samkhys
and Yoga are no other than what the Veda gives, as is clear from
the context. And we quite acknowledge that the Samkhya-Yoga
Smritis, in that portion where they do not contradict (the Veda),
do have a claim to authoritativeness, For instance, the Sam-
khyas assume the non-contamination of the Purusha by declar-
ing ’hir.n to be above all qualities; and this is also vouched for
by Sruti-texts like [ Brih., iv. 3. 16 ]: * This person is free from
attachment.” So also the followers of Yoga prescribe house-less
life and so forth, and in'that conform to the teaching concerning
renunciatory attitude well-known to Scriptural-texts like [Jabals,
5]—" And then the wandering-ascetic with a discoloured raiment,
shaven, and rid of all possessions......”.—The preceding reason
should be taken to have refuted all Smritis founded upon reason-
ing ( as opposed to Vedic Revelation). If these be thought to aid
the perception of Reality by teaching how to reason and excogi-
tate, let them do so. Our point is that the knowledge of the
Reality proceeds merely from Upanishadic texts, as is clear
from passages like [ Tait. Br., 1IL. 12, 9. 7 ]—" No one not knew-
ing the Veda can have an idea of that Great One,” or [ Brih., iii.
9. 26 ]—* I ask uunto thee that Person taught (only) in the Upa.
nishads.” 3. Here ends the Topic (2) called Yoga-Smriti.

ToPIO 3: DISPARITY IN NATURE
( Swtras 4-11)

No: by reason of the disparity of this (world) [ from Brahman 1;
and its being so (we learn) frem the Scripture. 4.

[Page 1] To the view that the Brahman is the efficient s
well as the constituent cause of this world, the objeotion based
upon Smritis has been refuted. Now is to be refuted the objec-
tion based upon reasoning. How ( one might ask) can there tze
toom for an objection based upon reasoning urged agoainst this
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Vedic view already demonstrated? For, must not the Veda be
deemed absolutely’ valid in its teaching concerning the Brahman,
as in that concerning religious-practice ?—This might have been
a bar to further procedure if Brahman had been an entity cogni-
sable only by the Seripture, and not openeto the other means of
knowledge, like unto religious-practice, which implies a specific
course of action. But Brahman is declared to be ( not the result
of & process of action, but) an already accomplished entity ; and
in the case of such an accomplished and existing entity, for in-
stance the earth, there is scope for the activity of other means-of-
knowledge. Henoce, just as, whenever Scriptural passages contra-
dict oneanother, all the other passages are sointerpreted as to con-
form to one specific passage, even so, when there is a conflict be-
tween the Scriptural passage and another means-of-knowledge the
textin question ought to be always so interprefed as to conform to
the means-of-knowledge. The more 50, as reasoning comes nearer
direct experience inasmuch as it establishes an unseen object on
the analogy of a seen object ; whereas the Scriptural passage is
further removed (from experience) because it tells what it wants
to tell as a mere “‘so it was.” And Brahma-knowledge becomes
admittedly a means to absolution after removing away all ignor-
ance only when that knowledge results in a realisation in one’s
own experience: that being its actual, tangible fruit (distinguish-
abfe from the remote, intangible fruit of the Dharma or religious
practice). Secripture itself [ Brih.,ii. 4. 5] says—"“The Atman is
to be heard, to be reflected upon...... ”, and in this, by prescribing
a ratiocination in addition to mere hearing, it shows that reason-
ing also is to be duly resorted to. Hence, once more, we repeat
our objection on the basis of reasoning: * No:by reason of the
disparity of this { world ) [ from Brahman].”

The assertion that the sentient Brahman is the cause and
constituent of the world cannot be maintained. Why ? Because
this (world, the) effect is disparate-in-nature from its constltuent-
cause, For, this world which is alleged to be an offoct of the
Brahman i¢ seen to differ in nature from Brahman, being non-
sentient and impure, whereas Brahman is different in nature
from the world, since the Scriptures declare it to be sentient and
pure. And we nowhere observe the relation of cause and effect
between things disparafe in nature, For, effeots like ornaments
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can never be produced from the clay, nop pots and the ]ik, Prody

ced from gold. Tt is out of clay alone that products Possessing.
characteristics are produced, and out of gold alone, ¢ '
ing-gold-characteristics. So similar]

characteristics of Pleasure-pain

the effect of g Lause which g constituted of the
of pleasure-pain-infatuation, and not of Brahman
parate-in-nature from it, And gg

from the Brahman i can be inf

tions high and low like the heaven ang the hell. The world ig
likewigse non-sentient inasmuch gg it makes up the bodies ang
the organs, and go subserves the purposes of a sentient being,
For, where there js parity-in-nature there cannot obtain [Page 8]
the relation of the principal and the auxiliary. Two lamps, for
instance, cannot subserve each other’s purpose.—One might urge
against this that, on the analogy of the master and his servant,
éven a sentient body and Instrument can subserye the purpose of
the experiencing-soul. But no, In this case of the master and
the servant it is the non-sentient part of the latter that subserves
the purposes of the former who is sentient, It is, that i§ to 58Y,
just the intelligence and other non-sentient paraphernalia ofthe
sentient servant that subserves the purpose of the sentient master;
and it is not the case that the sentient soul (of the servant) does
himself beeome subservient or recalcitrant with refer?nce to the
master’s sentient soul. The Sarmkhyas indeed maintain thab.the
sentient souls have a nature not lisble to accretion or depletion,
and are devoid of any activity, Therefore the body and. thte
organs (and all things that serve as instruments). are nqn-sentlenf..
Nor is there any ground for the belief that ob]ect§ l.lke .logS-l?e_
wood or lumps-of-clay are sentient. In fact this dlstm;monoﬂd
tween sentient and non-sentient objects. is .patent tol‘f 0 v;; mh-
Hence it follows that because of a disparlty-ln-natul‘-‘e rotm e
man, this world cannot have Brahman as the constituent-cause.

Now, if some one were tosay—*On the strength of the g:s:;:l‘:t'
tion in the Scripture to the effect that this world hag tah ki
being as its cause—] am prepared to conolude that the
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world is itself sentient, inasmuch as the nature of the«onsti-
tuent-cause is Known to continue in its effect ; and that the non-
perception of the sentiency can be explained by postulating a
peculiar modifiestion of it. Just as, that is to fay, in the case of
the souls that are of admitted sentienoy, we do fail to perceive
their sentient character in their states of cleep,fainting, etc., even
80 there might be a failure to perceive the sentiency in the case
of objects like the log-of-wood and the lump-of-clay ; and that on
the ground of this very difference between them, viz., the per-
ceptibility and the non-perceptibility (of their sentiency) and the
absence and presence of colour and other qualities, we can ex-
plain without contradiction the relation of the principal and the
auxiliary between the body and the organs on the one hand and
the soul on the other, even though both equally participate in
sentiency, the present case being quite explicable on the analogy
of flesh, soup, rice, etc, which—although all equally earth-pro-
ducts—subserve each other’s purpose by reason of the peculiar
properties inherent in each,—the same circumstance also serving
as an explanation of the well-known fact of the differentiation
(of the world into sentient and non-sentient classes).”—One urg-
ing these considerations may somehow or other succeed in ex-
plaining away the disparity-in-nature based upon sentiency and
non-gentiency ; but the disparity based upon purity and impurity
fie can in-no-wise remove.

Nor ean he explain away the first disparity, says (the Satra):
“ Its being so follows from Seripture.” The sentient nature of all
things in the world, even though nowhere an object of any-
body’s experience, is inferred merely on tha strength of the Serip-
tural assertion about the world baving & sentient first cause,
beeause one has an absolute faith in the Seripture. But the in-
ference is contradicted by Scripture itself, seeing that even from
Seripture one learns of its being so. By ‘its being g0’ he i'mplies
disparity from the constituent-cause. The Ve.dic tgxt‘[ T?'lb. Up,,
ii. 6 ] speaks of “ the intelligent and the non-intelligent, " and £0
asserts that a portion of the world is non-gentient, and from this
it follows that the world is different-in-nature from Brahman. 4.

[ Page 9] But is it not a faet that in some places in the Scrip-
+tures we hear of the gentient character of the elements and sense-

«
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organs, regarded usually as non-sentient 9 As for instance [ §q.
Br, vi. i. 3. 2-4]—" The Karth spoke:" * ¢

o Waters spoke ;"
;"' “those Waters saw " and
olaring the sentiency of elements, Also
concerning the sense-orgens we have statements like [ Brih., vi.
1. V]—" Those Pranas (faoculties) indeed, contending for gef.
supremacy, went to Brahman:” or like [ Brih. i. 8. 2] —"'They
then said unto Speech : do thou chant for us "—where the sense.
orgaus are referred to ( as sentient ). In reply he recites—

or
[Chh, i 2. -4 ]—"That Light saw

such other passages, de

But that is a statement concerning the Superintendents, becayse
of specification and correlation, 3.

The word ‘but’ dispels the doubt raised. We must not at al]
assume the sentient character of eleménts and sense-organs from
Scriptural passages like—* The Earth spoke, ”’ and so forth, since
this is a statement concerning the Superintendents. There is
here a statement about sentient Divinities superintending ele-
ments like the earth, and organs like the speech, and performing
activities proper to sentient beings, such as speaking, conversing
and so forth, and not about mere elements and the sense-organs,
Wherefore ? Because of specification and correlation, For, there
is a specified difference consisting of sentieni-nature and non-
sentient-nature between the experiencing-souls on the one haml
and the elements and sense-organs on the other, as already men-
tioned; and that will not be explicable if everything were sen-
tient. Further'in the “Dispute amongst the Faculties,” the text
of the Kaushitaking, with a view to remove the doubt as to mere
sense-organs being intended, and to comprehend the sentient
Superintendents, makes a speoification by using the epithet Divi-
nities: Thus [ Kaush, Up., ii. 14 ]—" These Divinities, forsooth,
contending for self-supremacy......": and further on [ibid,, ii. 14]
~“All these Divinities, indeed having recognised the pre-eminence
of the Life-Breath,.. ", There are also taught everywhere, in
correlation ( with the elements, organs, and other abodes), such
sentient superintending Divinities in the Sambhitas, Brahmanas,
Histories, Puranas, eto, A Soriptural text like [ Ait. Aran, ii 4.
241—"The Pire, becoming the speech, eutered the mouth "—
Supports the existence of n Divinity guarding over the functions
of the sense-organs. ¥ urther, in the concluding part of the
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passage concerning the  Dispute of the Faculties” [Page 10]
statements like ['Chh., v. 1. 7]—“And then the Pranas went up
to t_heir father Prajapati and said...... ’— where we are told of
their approaching Prajapati for ascertaining who was pre-emi-
nent, and thereafter, on his advice, of their going out of the body
one by one, and so arriving at the pre-eminepce of the Life-
breath by the method of concomitance and non-concomitance,
and then [ ep. Brih, vi. 1. 13 ]—of the offer of tributes unto him,
—all these dealings, similar to our own, as taught (in the Scrip-
tures ) further confirm the statement concerning the Superin-
tendents. We can also understand the ‘correlation’ as referring
to the act of ‘seeing’ of the highest superintending Divinity
( Brahman ), as mentioned in the text [Chh., vi. 2. 3 ]—" That
Light saw ~—after the Divinity had entered into( become corre-
lated with ) the effects produced by it. 3.

Therefore there does exist a disparity-in-nature between the
Brahman and the world; and by reason of this disparity the
world cannot be an effect of the Brahman, To this objection he

now furnishes a reply—

But we do see it. 6.

~ *The word ‘but’ turns back the (opponent’s) objection. The
statement that this world cannot have Brahman for its cause by
reason of the disparity-in-nature : this is not an absolutely valid
we do notice in the world the production, from
like men, of hair and nails etc., which
em, as also from admittedly non-
that of scorpions etc. But (you
tient bodies of men ete.

proposition. For,
admittedly sentient beings
are disparate-in-nature from th
sentient things like cow-dung,

might reply) it is merely the non-sen
that are the causes of the non-sentient hair, nails, and so forth,

and so likewise the non-sentient bodies of scorpions, etc. that are
the effects of non-sentient things like cow=dung. We answer

Even so, that one of the non-sentient effects (body of the scorpion)
should have an aptitude to be the abode of a sentient being, while
another ( hair, nails ete.) should not : this itself does constitute
the disparity. And great indeed is the divergence il nature due
to the process of evolution between entities like (the bodies of)
men and (their products,) the hair, nails, ete., or between things

L4
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] our and the rest. For, were the cause
and the effect to be absolutely similar, there would be an end to
t';he very relation of cause and effect between them., If, however,
it be urged that of entittes like (the bodies of) men in regard to
(.their products,) fhe hair, nails, etec., or of things like cow-dung
in regard to (the bodies of) the scorpions and the like, there isat
least the cl?aracteristic of “earthness” which is persistent, we
reply that if that were all, then of the Brahman in regard to (its
products,) the ether and so forth, there is evidently the charac-
teristic of “ existence ” which is so persistent. In fact, we want
you to say whether, when on the ground of a disparity-in-nature
you object to the world having Brahman as its constituent-cause,
you mean by the disparity-in-nature the non-inherence of the
entire mass of characteristics of the (cause) Brahman in the effect,
the world; or the non-inherence (in the effect) of even a single
characteristic (of the cause), whatever it be ; or, finally, the non-
inherence of (just one specific characteristic, viz.) the sentiency.
In the first alternative there would result the contingeney of an
annihilation of the very relation of cause and eftect throughout;
for, in the absence of some specific difference between them, you
cannot call one thing the cause and another its effect. The
second alternative remains unproven. For, there does persistain
ether and other (effects of Brahman) the characteristic of exis-
tence [ Page 11 ] which belongs to Brahman, as we have already
said. For the third alternative you eannct assign an illustrative
example. For, unto the follower of the Brahma-philosophy,
what possible example (aceeptable to him) ean you urge proving
that a certain object destitute of sentiency is known not to have
Brahman for its cause, seeing that he holds the view that all the
mass of effects has Brahman alone as its constituent-cause ? The
conflict of this your view with the Scriptures is quite on the sur-
face, as we have already proved that the Scriptures purport to
teach Brehman as the efficient as well as the constituent cause
of the world.

Next, as to the assertion that inasmuch as Brabman is an ac-
complished, existential entity, there is & possibility of its being
open to other means-of-knowledge, that is entirely gratuitous. For,
in the absence of colour and other qualities, Brahman cannot be
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an object accessible to direct-perception. Also in the absenee of
(known) inferential marks it is outside the range of inference and
the other means-of-knowledge. It is, on the contrary, cognisable
only from the Seriptures, like, for instance, religious duty. To
the same effect is the passage [Katha, I. it. 2]—“It is not a know-
ledge to be obtained by reasoning: it can be bes} comprehended,
My dearest, only when declared by another:” as also another
passage (Rigveda, x. 129. 6-7]—“Who indeed has known, and
who can here declare...... from whence this creation has emana-
ted ?” These two Vedic-stanzas indicate the inscrutable nature
of the Cause of the World even for those thai might have attain-
éd to perfection of power and vision. A Smriti also declsres
[ Mahabharata, vi. 5. 12 ]—"“Those objects indeed that are beyond
the pale of thinking—to them one should not apply logic;” and
another [ Bhagavadgita, ii. 25]—“ He is declared to be non-mani-
fest, unthinkable, and unmodifiable,” as also others like [ ibid.,
x. 2 |—" Neither the host of gods nor the great sages know of my
origin: I am indeed the source of the gods and of the great sages
of every sort.” And as tothe view that the Scripture itself,
prescribing ratiocination over and above the hearing, seems fo
assign a place of honour also to reasoning, not by such preten-
sions can there be gained a possible scope for sheer reasoning.
For, it is only reasoning conformable to the Scripture that is here
to Pe resorted to as being contributory to intuitive knowledge ;
such reasoning, for instance, as—(i) because the true-nature of
sleep and the true-nature of waking-life are both exclusive of
each other, therefore the soul ( who experiences both the states )
is in reality unconnected with the attributes of any of them ; (ii)
because in sound-sleep the soul rids himself of all worldly con-
cerns and becomes of the nature of the Self who is pure existence,
therefore the soul is in reality of the nature of that Self who is
freed of all worldly ties and whose essence is pure existence; or
(iii) because the phanomenal-world springs from Brahman, there-
fore, according to the axiom that the cause and the effect are non-
difterent from one another, the world has no existence apart from
Brahman ; and so on. And in the Satra [ IL i, 11.] beginning
with “ By reason of the non-stability of reasoning " he is going
to exhibit [Page 12] the deceptive nature of mere ratiocination,—
Then as to the person who argues on the strength of the Seriptural

3 [ Prabmastiralhfrlya, Trang, ]
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assegtion about a sentient cause to the world, that the whoje
world is itself sentient, evenhe can conceivably explain the Serip-
tural statement concerning the distinction between the sentient
and the non-sentient, viz., [ Tait. Up., ii. 6 ]—" The intelligent s
also the non-intelligen# ’— by declaring ( the common characte.
ristic of sentiengy ) to be manifest in some objects and non-manij.
fest in others. It is our opponent, on the other hand, who can-
not explain the Scriptural assertion about the distinction. How ¢
Because in the passage in question, viz., [ Tait. Up., ii. 6 ]—" It
transformed itself into the intelligent as alsothe non-intelligent”
the Highest Cause is declared to transform itself and assumethe
form ef the entire world. And just as one that is sentient cana
not properly become non-sentient, because the two are disparate-
in-nature, even so, one that is non-sentient cannot assume the
form of the sentient. We, of course, have refuted the argument
based on disparity-in-nature and hence have to assume, just in
conformity with the Scripture, a sentient First Cause. 6.

If ( you urge that the effect, viz., the world ) would become non-
existent, we say, No: for, that is a mere negative statement ( with-
out an actual object to be negated ). 1.

. If the sentient and pure Brahman, void of all qualities like
sound, is desired to be the cause of an effect which is contrary-in-
nature to it, as being non-sentient, impure, and possessed of
qualities like sound, then in that case you will have to admii
that the effect had no existence prior to its origination ; and that
would be unacceptable to you, who hold the view of the existence
of the effect (in the cause ) prior to production. To this conten-
tion we reply that it is no valid objection. For, it is & mere negs-
tive-statement : It is a mere denial ( of the antecedent existence
of the effect ), and there is no real object to which the negation
is to be referred. Neither also can your negative-statement come
in the way of the recognition of the existence of the effect ( in the
cause ) prior to the production. How so? Because just as, in.the
present time, this effect (the world ) bas an existence only in and
through the Cause ( Brahman ), even so, we can understand it to
have an existence also prior to creation. For, surely, even in the
present time, this effect has no existence independent and irres-

pective of the exietence of the Cause, as is olear from statements
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like [ Brih., ii. 4. 6]—" All would forsake him who recognises
anything as existing elsewhere than in the Self. ” And the same
kind of existence, in and through the Cause, holds good in the
oase of the effect even prior to the oreation. But (we are asked)
do you not hold the Brahman, void of qualities like sound and
so forth, as the cause of the world ?——( We answer ) most assu-
redly ; but the effect with its qualities of sound and the rest po-
ssesses no existence — as apart from its existence in and through
the cause—now, any more than prior to creation; so that it will
not be possible for you to urge that the effect remains-altogether
non-existent prior to production. - In fuller details we will ex-
pound this our position when we discuss the non-distinctness of
the effect from the cause in Sttra IL. i. 14 below. 1. .

Because during [ the period of ] re-absorption (or dissolution )
there would result the contingency of its being like that: therefore,
the theoty is illogical. 8.

| Says the objector at this stage —If the effect that has the
characteristics of grossness, divisibil ity-into-parts, non-sentiency,
finiteness, impurity and so forth, is to be assumed to have Brah-
man as its cause, then at the time of the Dissolution, when the
offect would be restored to the causal state and re-absorbed (into
thg cause) and so [ Page 13] would become . undistinguishable
from it, the effect would, by its own characteristics, contaminate
the cause, so that during re-absorption there would arise the con-
tingency of the cause Brahman also possessing, like the effect
(world), impurity and other characteristics. Hence the Upani-
shadic view as to the omniscient Brahman being the cause of the
world does not stand to reason.—Again, once all the distinctions
have merged undistinguishably together (into Brahman), at the
time of the succeeding creation there cannot necessarily result
a new creation with a ( similar ) distinction between the experi-
encing souls and the objects of experience, as there is nothing to
restrain (the two classes) from being mixed with each other. For
this reason also the view is unreasonable.—Once again, after the
experiencing-souls have become, during the Dissolution, non-dis-
tinguishable from Brahman, if we were to assume & newer crea-
tion, although the ocoasion for it, viz., the Karman (of the souls),
no longer exists—being merged into Brahman—then there is
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sure to result the contingenoy of the liberated souls algo beo
ing Tiable to be born in that creation: which also is anotherofin‘
fect of logic ( in the Brahman theory ).—Should this world ﬁna?.
ly, b6 imagined, even during the state of Dissolution, to r’emai -
just distinet from the Highest Brahman, then there can beng Disn
solution strictly so-called, to say nothing fo-the objection that;
the effect can ir-no-wise remain distinet from the cause, There.
fore also the theory is illogical. 8,

To this we reply—

[ 20

Not so : because there do exist parallel instances, 9,

Thefre is not at all in our theory anything of illogicality, As
to the defect pointed out, viz., that the effect, being re-absorbed
into the cause at Dissolution, woyld by its own characteristics

“contaminate the cause, that is no defeet. Why ? Because there
do exist parallel instances. Instances can indeed be pdinted out
in which an effect merging back into the cause does not by its
own characteristics contaminate the cause. For example, earthen
plates, ete., which are the products of clay, the constituent cause,
although during the period of their separate existence ( as plates
etc. ) they are divisible info classes such as very good (high), very
bad ( low), and middling, they do not yet contaminate with these
their characteristics their constituent cause, the clay. Similarly
different ornaments fashioned out of gold, when they, after their
destruction, become re-absorbed into gold,  do not by their own
characteristics contaminate the gold, Likewise also, the four
classes of beings which are produced out of the earth do not by
their own characteristics contaminate the Earth when absorbed
back into it. It is for your view of the case that no parallel in-
stance can be cited.” For, Dissolution itself would be impossible
if the effect were to remain within the cause just by its own
nature. It is to be noted here, however, that although there is non-
distinctness in nature between the effeoct and the cause, it is the
effect thét is of the nature of the cause, and not the cause of the
nature of the effect, as is clear from Scriptural statements about
(word-)initiation ( of creation ): and this he will state later under
Suatra II. 1. 14.—Furthermore, your objection covers a far less field
than there is warrant for, when you urge that the effect, at the
time of re-absorption, would by its characteristios contaminate

o
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the cause, The contingency holds equally well during the time
that (the world getually) endures ( as the world ), as we (thzough-
out) maintain non-gseparateness hetween the effect and the cause.
For, there are Scriptural texts like [ Brih., ii, 4, 6 ]—"“All this
that there is, is the Atman," or [ Chh., vii. 25. 2 ]—* The Atman
itself is all this,” or [ Mundaka, T1.ii.11]—" Formerly all this
was the immortal Brahman itself,” or [ Chhg iii. 14. 1. }—"All
this verily is Brahman,” [ Page 14 |—that declare the non-sepa-
rateness in all the three times of the effect from the cause. The
way out of the contingency that is available in these cases, viz.,
that the cause is not contaminated by the characteristics of the
effect, because the effoct itself as well as its characteristics are

superimpositions of Nescience, that same also holds goed in the
condition of Dissolution.

There is also this other parallel instance : Just as a magician
is not in all the three times affected by the magical-illusion
which he himself spreads out, because (the illusion)is not a
reality, even so is the Highest Self not affected by the world-
illusion; and again, just as the one (Soul) who is seeing a dream
is not affected by the illusions of the dream-vision, because that
illusion does not follow him over into either the waking or the
deep-sleep conditions, even so the one enduring Soul who wit-
nesses all the three conditions without himself undergoing any
change, is in no way affected by all the three states that mutual-
ly exclude one another ( none of them running over into the
other ). That the Highest Self should appear to have these three
states is itself sheer illusion, comparable to the appearance of a
rope in the form of a snake and the like. On this point there is
a pronouncement by the Teachers who are the knowers of the
traditional teaching of the Upanishads [ Gaudapada-Karikas, i.
16 ]—" When the Soul, thrown into sleep by the beginningless
Tllusion, wakes up from it ; it is.only then that he realises the
non-duality whepein there is neither birth, nor sleep, nor dream-
ing.” So then, the defect urged onthe ground of "the contin-
gency that, during the state of re-absorption, the cause also, like
the effect, would be affected by grossness and other qualities is
no longer tenable. Next, the objection that, after the merging
together of all distinotions whatsoever, thiere cannot be pointed
out any principle to regulate the -subsequent oreation together
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with its distinctive classifications : that is also nugatory, and
just fer the reason that parallel instances exist. . For, just as, in
the conditions of deep-sleep or Yogic-trance and the like, even
though one might attain therein to one's innate nature of freedom-
from-distinotions, still inasmuch as his Nescience stands un-sub-
lated, when he wakes o of it, there does exist for him the same
old distinetive clnssifications : even so it could be in the present
case. To this effect is the Scriptural statement [Chh., vi. 9. 2-3]
—*“All these oreatures are absorbed into the (Brahman which is)
Existence, and yet do not know that they are absorbed into It.
Be they here a tiger, or a lion, or & wolf, or a hog, or a worm, or
a butterfly, or a gnat, or a fly: whatsoever they are that they re-
become:” Just as, although the Highest Self is beyond all dis-
tinctions, yet, during the subsistence of the world, we do obgerve
uninterrupted, all these dealings based upon distinctions, like
unto the ( affairs of the) dream-world ( while it endures )—the
dealings being grounded upon a false knowledge—even so, dur-
ing the state of re-absorption also, we would infer the existence
of (a latent tendency for) making distinctions, grounded likewise
upon (unsublated ) false knowledge. — By the same argument
can be set at rest the contingeney as to the liberated souls being
‘born again, seeing that, in their case, all false knowledge has
been sublated by right knowledge.—Lastly, as to the other alter-
native-contingency raised towards the end, viz., ‘ should thjs
world be imagined, even during the state of Dissolution, to re-
main just distinet from the Highest Brahman ......” that is refut-
ed by us inasmuch as we do not at all make the assumption.
Hence our Upanishadic doctrine is quite logical. 9.

And because your own view is open to the same objection. 10.

[ Page 15] And in the view of our opponent also the same
common deficiencies would become manifest. We explain how.
As to the contention that by reason of the disparity-in-nature the
world cannot have Brahman for its constituent cause, that is
‘equally applicable if it were to have the ( Samkhya ). Pradhana
for its eonstituent cause, since in this view also the world which
‘has qualities such as sound ete. is assumed to proceed from the
Pradhana which has not those sound and the other qualities. And
for that very reason, i. e., because of the assumption of the pro-
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duction of a disparate effect ( from the Pradhana ), there would
result the same contingency of the acceptance of the doctrine of
the non-existence of the effect prior to its origination. So also,
in the state of Dissolution, if the effect were to be assumed to
remain non-distinet from the cause, the‘contingency of “ this be-
coming like that ” holds equally true. So likegvise when all the
effects, with all their specific individualities sublated, have be-
come, in the condition of Dissolution, non-distinguighable ( from
their cause, the Pradhana ), the distinctions such as—this is the
material-constituent attached to this Self, this the one attached to
this other : all these which, prior to the Dissolution, were res-
tricted to each person, they cannot possibly be, in a subsequent
creation, regularly and necessarily assigned (to the same per-
sons ), as there is no adequate ground for the restriction. And
if we assume that such a restriction could be made even in the
absence of adequate ground, then the liberated souls can be lia-
ble to bondage once more, because even in their case there is the
same absence of adequate ground (which by hypothesis is no bar),
And if you were to make the supposition that it is only some of
the distinctions that would become non-distinguishable, i. e., that
would be completely absorbed into the Pradhana, and not the
others, then those that do not become ( 80 absorbed ) will have to
be considered as not the effects of the Pradhana, Thus all these
deficiencies are common to both the sides and should not be urged
against only one of them ; and so (the sutra ) emphatically decla-

res the deficiencies to be not deficiencies, inasmuch as they have
to be necessarily admitted. 10,

And also because of the non-stability of reasoning, And should

you claim to reason otherwise, even so there results the contin.
gency of non-release, 11.

For this additignal reason also one should not raise any objec-
tion on the basis of mere reasoning against a matter*which can
be known only from the Scriptures ; since, that is to say, all rea-
sonings are void of traditional authority and so lacking in stabi-
lity, being just spun out of the sheerest guesses of men—there
being no goad to keep such guesses under check, For, we find
that reasonings put forth by certain learned persons with great
ado are perceived to be fallacious by others more learned than
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these, *while those put forth by these again are proved to contain
a fallacy by some others still, so that it is not possible to assign
any stability to reasonings, because there is such a difference in
the faculties of men. And if one were to follow the lead of a
supposedly stable process-of-reasoning endorsed by a person of
well-established eminence like Kapila or some other person, even
so there results the absence of stability, inasmuch as we observe
the existence of a mutual divergence of views amongst propoun-
ders-of-systems like Kapila, Kanada and the rest, although they
be admitted to possess a well-established pre-eminence. And if
you were to say—we would reason in some other manner so as
to avoid the fault of an absence of stability, For, surely, it is
not possible to hold that there does not at all exist any stable
( unshakeable ) reasoning. To go no further, this very non-stabi-
lity of reasonings is ( sought to be ) established by reasoning it-
self, inasmuch as, having observed the non-stability of a certain
number of reasonings, you imagine the non-stability of other
reasonings of the same class, If all reasonings were to be un-
stable [Page 16] there would result the contingency of an annihi-
lation of all worldly dealings, For, we do see in ordinary life
people proceeding to acquire or avert ( respectively ) the pleasure
or the pain in the path-way that is yet to be traversed on the
analogy of the path-way that has been or is being traversed.
Moreover, whenever there ensues a divergence of views as to the
real intention of a Scriptural text, it is reasoning, consisting in
an exposition of the purport of a sentence, which enablesus to res
fute the false (prima facie) interpretation and fix the eorrect one.
Manu also holds the same view when he lays down [ xii. 105 ]—
* Direct perception, and inference, and the Sastra consisting
of various Scriptural texts: these three one should master thor-
oughly well if heis desirous of ascertaining (the nature of)purity
in religious-practice;” and again [ xii, 106 ]—** It is he who tries
to harmonise the injunction about religious-practices laid down
by Sages with a reasoning not going against the teaching of the
“Vedas and the Sastras: he alone knows what is true. religious-
practice and none other.”” In fact the so-called absence of stabi-
lity is exactly ‘a point of honour for reasoning ; for, that serves
he an incentive for throwing out defective reasoning and accept-
ng one that is free from all defects. For, surely, beeause our
forefathers were fools, that should constitute no ground at all
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act like fools, Therefore the instabi-
ult-in-argument. To this the reply is :
ises the contingency of an absence of release.
radic case or two reasoning appears to be well-
still in the present instance, in any count, there does
on-release of reasoning from the f&ult of instability ;
wledge of the actual Reality as it is, which is perfect-
homable and on which depends man's final emancipa-
tion, cannot be even distantly guessed except with the help of
the Seriptures. For, as we have already said, this isan object
not falling within the ken of direct-perception as there is an
absence of colour and other qualities in it, and not within that of
inference and other means-of-knowledge, owing to the absence
of inferential marks etc. belonging to it. Further, all the dis-
putants who believe in a final release do equally assume that the
release is achieved by right knowledge; and this right knowledge,
because referring to an existing reality, must be uniform. We
declare that to be the highest truth which always endures in one
and the same form ; and the knowledge of this truth is known as
the true knowledge in the world : e, g., the knowledge that fire is
hot. This being so, it is absurd that persons should maintain a
diversity of views regarding the nature of the true knowledge.
Contrariwise, the divergence in views based upon reasoning—
their mutual opposition ( and inconsistency }—is admitted on all
hands. For, what one logician puts forward, claiming that that
alone is the true knowledge, that is upset by another: and what
this other one establishes, that is controverted by another still :
this is already well-known all through the world. How can a
knowledge arrived at by reasoning, and having no fixed and uni-
form content, ever become true knowledge ? Nor is it a fact (hat
the propounder of the Pradhana theory is acknowledged by all
the logicians as being the most pre-eminent amongst thos-e that
know how to reason, so that it might have been ’possuble to
accept his view as being the one most true. And it 1s of course
not possibe to call together in one place and sint one time all the
logicians that have been, that are, and that w1.11 ever be born, so
that the joint-view of them all, when referring to one and'the
same object and delivering itself in an identical manner, rnlg.ht
be regarded as the true knowledge. The Veda, as contrasted with

these, is eternal and is the source of the right knowledge, and it
4 [ Brahmasttrabhashya, Trans. ]
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[Page.11]can properly have a fixity of subject-matter and form.of.
contents, so that it would be impossible for any logicians of the
past, the present, and the future to gainsay the claim for correct-
ness which the knowledge baged upon Veda can rightfully have,
Hence it follows that it is this very Upanishadic knowledge that
is the true knowlgdge. And as the claim for being true cannot be
established for any knowledge other than this, there would result
(by following this other knowledge) a non-release from woi-ldly-
fetters. It thus stands established that, in conformity with the
Scriptures and in conformity with reasonings consistent with
the Scriptures, it is the sentient Brahman that is the efficient and
the congtituent cause of this world. 11. Here ends the Topic

(3) called Disparity-in-Nature.
ToOPIC 4: REPROBATE THEORIES
( Sutra 12)

Hereby are also explained (away) theories, reprobated by men-of-
position-and-competence. 12.

Because it offered the closest analogy unto the Upanishadic
theory, because it was supported by very weighty reasonings,
and because, in some of its sections, it was accepted by sore
competent followers of the Vedic view,—for these reasons it was
that the objection against the Upanishadic teachings, put forth
upon the basis of reasoning and claiming to find support from
the theory that recognised the Pradhana as the cause ( of the
world ), has been thus far answered. Now, there continues to be
brought forward, by some persons of feeble intellect and on the
strength even of such theories as that of the Atoms, an objection
based upon {mere) reasoning againsi the statements in the
Upanishads. To meet that he makes an analogical-transference
(of the present argumentation), following the (well-known)
maxim of overthrowing the main assailant only (and ignoring
the minor ones ). What are accepted (parigrihyante ) are called
parigrahah. Those that are not parigrahah are styled a-pari-
grahah, The a-parigrahah of the men-of-competence-and-learning
( Sishtah ) are designated ( in the text of the sutra ) as the “Sish-
thparigrahah " or theories not accepted by the wise. By virtue



L]

o FOra o omnern Yoawen Bomimers | 11118

Mo I H ‘
RN prosent wegimentation fn rofubnbion of the theory tint re
s W Ve n we the omive, wo linve o oonslder as refuted,
e met g torthe ol Ehele intennbila wbire, the Bioor (s sieh
e EhORe Whioh vosogntse e nlomm mnd e e we b enuse (oF
Eho wintverse ) theorlon whioh I none of Lhelr portlons have
Dot al wIE oomtonnnesd by porsons of aubhorlty ke Manu,
Vv, i afhors, Phe vafuting nregnment ol 1dontlosl, there
Fottin e now oo faekhor geovnmd al all for enletong sy objection,
Won, thave holds oo aven o tholr eapo Lo faob of the Tripene-
Cenbtbiby by Conora ) Toglo of the hWighly myeterlons ( cnise of the
wiverme ), ol tha Tnwtability of vonsoning, of the resulbing ab-
monoe oF ralenne I oo wore bo ronmon [n nny obhar mode, and the
aontendiotfon with the Hertpluren ¢ these nnd the Hke nre the
wronindn of velutstion. 120 Hove onden the Tople (4) styled
Roprobate Theorien, ’

TOrION ; Onamers TURNIED BUmIgers
( S%tra 1Y)

I be urged that by reason of the objects ( of experience )
hecoming one with the experlencing subjects there would result an
absence of discrimination, we reply, It might happen as in ordinary
IMe. 1)

Onoe agatn, Trom anobher view-polnt, bub on the strength ol
vonnoning teself, the theory thab regneds the Benlitnan am the onuse
i hotng objooted to. Althongh wo grant that Soriptures might be
(he wole authority In thelr own proper provinoe, yot whore their
s footmmtbor falln within the range of anobher menns-of-know-
Lodigo, 10 (0 but fale that 18 shonld eonform: to thiv other mesns,
This holdu good i the enso of wevernl ritunlistic and [nudntory
(oxte Ronsontng, Hkowise, whould bo unsughoritative In matters
not falling rsl.rluﬂy within itw field, o, g., in regurd toswhat con-
atituter and what doos nob constibute correct rellglous-practice.
Woll, what nro you deiving at?  'This boing conceded, it 1s not
clght thnt the Borlpture should run sounter [ Page 18] to sore-
(hing nlvendy woll-ontnblished by othor monnn-of -k nowledge. But
whet makew you wny that nnything nlrendy woll-ontablished by
obhor meanwof<knowladge fv contrndioted by, the Seriptures * The
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reply follows. This distinction between the objects of experience
and the experiencing subject is well-established - in the world :
the subject being the sentient soul within the body and the
objects, the qualities like sound and the rest. Thus Devadatta
is the experiencing subject, and cooked-rice the object of expe-
rience. Now this distinetion would be rendered nugatory, if
the subject were tb be transformed into the object, or the object
transformed into the subject. And such a mutual fransforma.
tion in their case would ensue by reason of their being believed
to be one with Brahman, the Highest Cause. And it is not right
that this well-established distinction be rendered nugatory by the
Scripture. For, we must postulate the existence of a distinction
between the experiencing-subject and the objects-of-experience in
the past and in the future, similar to what there actually exists
to-day in the present. Hence, because of the resulting contin-
geney of an annihilation of this well-established distinetion bet-
ween the experiencing-subject and the objects-of-experience, the
final conclusion, making Brahman the cause (of the universe),
is not tenable. If some one were to start such an objection one
should answer him thus: It might happen as in the ordinary life.
Even in our view the distinction in question can obtain without
difficulty, since we observe analogies to it in the world. To ex-
plain : although foam and wave and ripple and bubble and the
rest, as being just the modifications of the ocean, are not distinct
from the ocean, whose essence is water, there can yet obtain a
distinctness amongst themselves as also mutual relation between
them such as conjunction ete. with one another. In this instance
although the foam, ripple, and the rest, as modifications of the
ocean, are not distinct-in-essence from the ocean which is consti-
tuted of water, yet there does not result any confusion of the one
with the other. And even while such a commingling of them
into one another does not take place, yet it is not that they
possess an essence distinct from that of the ocean. Just so in the
present case also there need not ensue the mixing up of the one
with the other in the case of the experiencing-subjects and the
objects-of-experience ; nor likewise need they be regarded as
having an essence distinct from the Highest Brahman. — It is to
be noted here that although the experiencing-subject is not a
modification of the Brahman, inasmuch as the Scriptural text
[ Tait, Up., ii, 6]—"Having created it, He thereupon entered into
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the same "—spesks of the subsequent-entrance of the unmodified
Creatf)r himself into his creation, and his becoming himselfsthe
experiencing-subject, yet once He has entered into his creation
there does exist a distinction caused by specific-limitations,® just
as there is one in the Ether caused by limitations such as the
Ether-within-a-jar and the like. Consequeftly, it has been stated
that there can exist, onthe analogy of the ocean®nd the ripples,
the distinction between the experiencing-subject and the objects-
of-experience, although they are both of them identical-in-essence
with Brahman, the Highest Cause. 13. Here ends the Topic (5)
entitled Objects Turned Subjects.

TOPIC 6 : WORD-INITIATED WORLD *
( Sulras 14-20)

There is non-distinctness ( of the world ) from that (i. e., Brah-

man), because of the statements regarding (Word-)Initiation, and
the like. 14. .

Assuming thie ordinary distinction in the shape of the experi-
encing-subject and the objects-of-experience we have formulated
our refutation, saying that it might happen as in ordinary life.
But, this distinction does not exist from the point of view of the
highest truth, inasmuch as we learn of the non-distinctness of
the two : the effect and the cause. The effect is the multiform ex-
panse of the world including the Ether and the rest; [ Page 19]
the cause is the Highest Brahman ; and, from the point of view
of the highest truth, we learn of the non-distinctness, i. e., non-
existence as apart from it, of this effect from that cause. How?
Beesuse of Seriptural statements such as (word-)initiation and
the like. To begin with the statement concerning (word-)initia-
tion, there, after promising the knowledge of all consequent upon
the knowledge of ore, by way of the needed illustrative example
it is said [Chh.,vi. 1.4]—" Just as, My dear boy, by just one lump-
of-clay everything fabricated out of clay can become compre-
hended, the modified-form being only a word-initiation,—a mere
name,—as the clay aloneit havingany reality.” The point intend-
od is this: When one lump of clay is comprehended in its real
nature as clay, all fabrieations of clay such asjar, plate, or water-
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pot, being in reality no morethan the clay.in-eecance, ran bearmra
comprehended, inasmnch as the modifiad.forms are a fabrication
of mere word, are n name only and are originated by word alone,
as when it i gaid that here is a jar, a plate, a water-pot, and s,
on. The modiﬁed-forr.r) as guch has not at all any reality of
essence: it is & mere name only, an unreality: the reality belong.
ing to it only ad it is clay. The above is an illustration used for
the Brahman in the Seriptural text. The statement about word-
initiation occurring here leads us to consider, by an applieation
of the illustration to the matter-in-hand, the entire mass of
created-objects as having no existence apart from the Brahman
And later, after declaring that Light, Water, and Food are the
effects of Brahman, the same text proceeds to assert that the
effects ( of this triad ) of Light, Water, and Food bave no real
existence as apart from Light, Water, and Food, with the words
beginning with [Chh., vi. 4. 1 ]—" Fireness has vanished from
the fire (as an independent reality), the modified-form being only
an initiation by words, a mere name, the true reality being just
the three colours (red, white, and black—belonging respectively
to Light, Water, and Food ).”"—The sutra speaks of ‘ statements
regarding ( Word- )initiation and the like," and by ‘the like’ are
to be adduced texts declaratory of the oneness of the Atman, like
[Chh., vi. 8 7]—"All this has ‘that one’ as its essence; ‘that one’
is reality ; ‘that one’ is the Self : and “That thou art”; or [Brih. ii,
4.6 ]—" All this that there is, is this very Self ”; or [ Mundaka,
IL. ii. 11 ]—" Brahman alone is al] this "; or [ Chh., vii. 25. 2 1—
" The Atman alone is all this"; or [Brih., iv. 4. 19 ]—" There is
nothing at all of the manifold in the world. ¥ For, we cannot
otherwise understand the possihility of the knowledge of one
thing giving the knowledge of everything. Hence, just as the
ether contained within a jar, within a water-pot, etc., is not dis-
tinct from the great mass of ether in its entirety, and just as the
water in the mirage and the like is not distinet from the sandy-
plane angd so forth, eeeing that the former have a form that anon
appears and disappears, and so are not ocapable of being desoribed
in their real essence :—even 80, we haveto understand this enfire
mass of worldly-phenemenon consisting of experiencing-subjects
and objeots—of—oxperience, a8 having no rea] existence as apart
from the Brahman.

An objection ; Why not regard the Brahman as possessing
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more than one nature in reality ? Just as a tree has more than
one branch, even so is the Brahman endowed with more than one
power and activity. Accordingly, both the oneness and the
manifoldness are true in reality, just as the tree has | Page 20 )
oneness when considered as tree, but mamifoldness when oonsi-
dered as branches ; or just as the ocean has ongness qua ocean,
but manifoldness as foam, ripples, ete.; or just as, again, the clay
as clay is one, but as jar, plate, etc., manifold, Out of this two-
fold nature, the knowledge of that portion which refers to ong-
ness would bring to pass the Scriptural declarations as to emanci-
pation, ete., while by the portion referring to manifoldness would
be accomplished the secular and the Scriptural requirements be-
longing to the Sphere of Works., And in this way also illustra-
tions as to clay and the like would be harmonised.—To this we
say—No. For, in the illustration [Chb., vi 4. 1]—"As clay alone
there is reality,” the constituent-cause is alone emphatically
declared to be the exclusive reality, the statement about Word-
initiation assigning unreality fo the entire mass of modified-
forms. The same should hold true also of the theme for which
the illustrations were adduced. For, there is a definite declara-
tion [ Chh,, vi. 8. 7]—" All this has ‘this one’ as its essence; and
that is the Real”—to the effect that the Highest Cause is alone
real ; while there is the teaching [ibid., vi. 8. 7 ]—" That is the
Seff : That thou art, O Svetaketu”—that the Self-within-the-body
is one with the Brahman. - This oneness with Brahman of the
Self-within-the-body is self-subsistent : it is not something the
truth of which has to be established by extraneous efforts, So,
when this oneness-in-essence with Brahman, declared in the
Scriptures, comes to be realised, it serves to annihilate the ordi-
narily-understood distinct-individuality of the Self-within-the-
body, just as the knowledge of the rope as rope drives away the
(mistaken ) knowledge of it as a snake and the like. And once
the individuality of the Self-within-the-body is sublated, all the
ordinary dealings based upon that become nugatory—dealings
for establishing which one had to assume the existence of a
second distinet aspect of the Brahman as manifold. This is borne
out by passages such as [ Brih,, iv. 5. 15 |—"*When, on the con-
trary, all this has become in his case just one with the Self, then
what is there for him to see and what means to see it ? "—which
declare the absence of all phenomenal-dealings based upon
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actions, means to actions, and fruits of actions, in the casg
of one who has realised the Brahman as the essence ( of every.
thing ). Nor can it stand to reason to assert that this ( percep.
tion of the ) absence of all the phenomenal-dealings is merely
contingent upon cerfain specific conditions; for, the state-
ment [ Chh., vi. 8. 7]—" That thou art "—does not declare the
(Self’s) oneness-in-essence with Brahman as bound up with any
specific conditions. Further, the illustration of the thief [ Chh.,
%i. 16] declares the bondage for one who states the untruth, and
the release in the case of one who states the truth; and so vou-
ches for the sole ultimate reality of oneness only—the manifold-
ness being an apparition raised up by false knowledge. For, if
both were to be true, how can a creature, immersed in pheno-
menal-world as he is, be spoken ofo as a prevaricator? And the
text [ Brih., iv. 4.19 ]—" From Death he comes by death, who
sees manifoldness here "—declares as much by its deprecation of
a belief in manifoldness. Nor can this view [ Page 21] cogently
explain how emancipation can be the result of knowledge; for,
there is no scope (in this view) for any kind of false know-
ledge which gives rise to worldly-bondage and which is to be
driven away by true knowledge, For, when both of them are
true, how can it be said that the knowledge of oneness drives

away the knowledge of manifoldness ?

But an objector might say, if we assume absolute oneness, there
being no manifoldness, the ordinary means-of-knowledge such
as direct-perception would be rendered nugatory as having no
scope for them, like perceptions as to the form of a human being
when applied to objects like pillars (which are not human beings).
So also the Scriptural prescriptions as to what should and what
should not be done—depending as they do upon distinetions,
would also be null and void in the absence of that ( manifold-
ness). Likewise, too, the Scriptural teaching as to emancipa-
tion wotdd, in the absence of that, come to nought, since it is
contingent upon distinctions like that between the teacher and
the taught, Besides, how can we reasonably believe in the
truth of the doctrine of the oneness of the Self propounded by the
Scriptural teaching about emancipation, when the Scripture itself
is to be false >—To the above objection we reply that our theory
1s not open to the fault urged. For, prior to the realisation of the

[\
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Brahman as the only true Reality, all ordinary views-and-prac-
tices whatsoevers can well he true, like the phenomena of the
dream-life prior to awakening. Aslong as there has not taken
place the realisation of the oneness of Self as the only Keality,
s0 long nobody has, born within him, the notion as to the un-
reality of all the modified-forms that fall into the ( three’) cate-
gories of the means-of-knowledge, objects-of-knowledge, and
fruit-of-knowledge. On the other hand, all creatures, under the
influence of Nescience, and throwing overboard the oneness-in-
essence with the Brahman which is theirs by right, conceive a
notion with reference to the (various) phenomenal-forms, regard-
ing them as of their own essence or as belonging to them, and
designating them ( respectively ) as the ‘I’ or the ‘mine’. There-
fore, prior to the awakening of the consciousness of the Brahman
as the only true Reality, al} secular and Scriptural requirements
can ﬁnq a satisfactory warrant. Just as for the ordinary man,
gone asleep and visualising in dreams objeots high and low,
ihere does exist, prior to the awakening, a knowledge which he
thinks to be direct perception, ahd which he ( for the time ) even
firmly believes in—there being, be it noted, no notion at the time
of the fallaciousness of that ¢ direct-perception ’—even so in the
present case. — But, it might be asked, how can we possibly
explain the -knowledge—which is true—of the Brahman as the
only Reality, when it is to result from an Upanishadioc state-
ment which falls within the sphere of the untrue ? For, surely,
one bitten by a rope-mistaken-as-snake never dies; nor is it
possible, with the help of the water-in-the-mirage, to achieve
purposes like drinking, bathing, and the like. But that is no
objection ; for, we do meet with effects, such as death, resulting
from even suspicion of poison and the like; and in a man during
the state of dream we do see the effects (quivering etec.) of snake-
bite, bath, and the like. Should it be urged that even this effect
is unreal, this is our reply : Although in a man during the state
of dream the effectd due to snake-bite, bath, and the likp be false,
yet there is the fruit of them in the form of the man’s conscious-
ness of what had happened, which is true, seeing that it does not
disappear even in the wakeful condition, For, assuredly, no man
whatsoever, when awakened from dreaming, although realising
as falge the effects due to snake-bite, water-baths, and the like
which he saw in the dream, ever regards his experience of themn
5 [ BrahmasUtrabhashya, Traus. ] ¢
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as un!:rue.-—-IncxdentaIly. from .the fact of the persistenoe of this
consciousness of dream-experience in the man who has se
dreams we have to understand a refutation of tile theory ;h‘en
regard: the body it: = : ol
g y itself as the Self.—We have a Seriptural pass
ge to the same effect [Chh., v. 2. 9]—'‘ When, while some activita-
intended for & definite end is proceeding, one sees a woman in hi{
dreams, in that dream-vision of his he should understand a pro:
sperity for him"—[Page 22] which avows for the acquisition of a
prosperity which is real from a dream-vision which is unreal. In
the same manner Ait. Aran. [ II1. ii. 4. 7 |—after declaring that,
when certain omens capable of being experienced during waking-
life have presented themselves, * oneshould consider that he will
not livé much longer,” goes on to say (ibid., III. ii. 4. 15)—"Now
‘he dreams: One sees (in the dream) a black person with black
teeth ; and that person kills him”—that even these varied dream-
visions which are unreal presage death which is real. And that
is indeed well-established, in ordinary life, with persons who are
skilled in {drawing inference from) invariable concomitance and
non-concomitanee, viz., that such-and-such a dream-vision con-
duees to weal and such-and-such an one to woe. So too we
hserve the knowledge of the true A’ and other (sounds) as
owledge of the untrue symbolic lines
here’is this ultimate ( decisive )
f the Atman : viz., there is noth-

resuiting from the ko
( -tanding for them ). — Finally,

argument to prove the oneness 0 (
ing further beyond it of which an expectancy exists. While in

an ordinary statement such as, ‘ one should make an offering,’
rhere arises the expectancy as to ¢ unto whom,” * with what,’ and
‘ in what mode,” no such expectancy is known to arise in connec-
tion with the declaration [Chh., vi. 8.7 ]— That thou art, " or
[Brih.,i. 4. 10]—'1 am Brahmen,’ inasmuch as it intends to convey
the knowledge of the absolute oneness of f:I.le true‘ essence of
everything. It is only when some other object exists as a re-
nainder that there might arise the expectancy : but there does not
exist any other object remaining apart from and b?y?nd th.e
Atman, which can give rise to the expectanoy.' Nor is it possi-
ble to urge that guch 8 knowledge never does z.mse; f%r, tl.lere axie
Vedic texts like [Chh, vi. 16. 3]—" And then %ndeed e did r(;a -
ise,” and there are also prescriptions for securing that knowi; ge
such as bearing (the Vedic texts, Brib., ix:'. 6) and repof;ting an:
aiter the teacher [Brih., iv. 4. 29). And it is nct possible to urg

[

. ™
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of it, vlii.k:t?:‘l,:dgetl-s fruitless Or erroneous ; for, we see the fruit
no other k’nowl 6 dssa ot of 1.%8019“09 ; and there arises thereafter
in the case of e to negative the (earlier) knowledge (as happens
absoltto e BN erroneous knowledge). Of eourse, until this
tural affairs e;s' (;f the Atman is realiséd, all secular and Serip-
hood, remaij Which are due to a compound ofetruth with false-
Hence whelr:l,thas {)we have already stated, quite undisturbed.
: th', " ea sol}:lize oneness of the Atman is brought home
y this ultimate (decisive) means-of-knowledge, all the earlier
activities based upon distinetion are annihilated, ,and there then

Temains no more any sco i ini
. pe forimagining the Brahma
manifoldness, s o possess

e i o b
tond t0 set forth the 193 ump-of-clay, that the Scrlpt}lral texts in-
' ' TS rahman as one capable of being modified :
for, objects like the lump-of-clay are known in ordinary life to
be capable of assuming modifications. We answer, No. For, texts
like [Brih., iv. 4. 25]—" He, indeed, is this great unborn Atman,
the ageless, deathless,immortal and fearless Brahman'’;[Page 23]
or [Brih., iii, 9. 26]=—" He is that Atman,the Not-this, Not-that™;
or [Brih., iii. 8. 8] —“ It is neither gross nor subtle”,—and others
dgny unto the Brahman every kind of modification and declare
it to be immutable. And it surely is not possible to understand
one and the same Brahman as both capableand also incapable of
assuming modifications. Why may it not be possible, like stand-
ing and moving (in the case of one and the same man )? No:
because we have declared the Brahman to be immutable. Unto
the immutable Brahman, of course, there cannot be assigned
manifoldness of nature like standing and moving. We have
already said that the Brahman is immutable and eternal inas-
much as all kinds of modifications are denied of it. Nor can we
imagine that, just*as the realisation of the oneness of the Atman
with the Brahman is the means to salvation, even s the reaii-
sation of if as capable of assuming the modifications in the form
of the world might have been intended as another independent
means for some other assignable fruit ; for there is no valid proof
for the supposition. The Scripture declares the fruit tofollow
just from the realisation of the Atman as being one with the
immutable Brahman ; for instanee, the text {Brih., iv. 2. 4] which

e
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“ He is that Atman, the Not-this, Not-that, " ay
iv. 9. 4]—* Now indeed, O Janaka, thou has
From this it follows that in a con.
heme is the Brahmian, when it has
g of the fruit is to Tesult just from

the realisation of the Brahman as destitute of all specific attri.
butes whatsoever, any statements -therein that are met with and
that have no special fruit declared in their connection—e. g., the
statement as to Brahman being modified in the forin of the world—
are to be understood merely as subordinate means contributory
to the Brahma-realisation, in accordance with the maxim—
“ Tn & context where some fruit is declared in connection with the
main-theme, any statements made without specification of a spe-
cial fruit connected therewith have to be regarded as subordinate
( to the main-theme )"—and not as though they are cabable of
yielding an independent fruit of their own. For, it is abgurd to
declare that from a realisation of the Brahman as susceptible of
modifications there might result the fruit, viz., the Atman’s sus-
ceptibility to modifications, since the nature of emancipation has
to be eternal and immutable ( which it cannot be if the Atman
who is to get the emancipation were to be by nature mutable ),
— But, for one who holds by the theory of the oneness of the
Atman with the immutable Brahman, because for him there is
absolute oneness, there would result the non-existence of a cofi-
troller of the world and the objects-controlled, and so a contra-
diction with his own solemn-declaration as to the Lord being the
eause (of the Universe). To this we say, No: For the ( Lord’s)
omniscience turng upon the mere unfolding of the embryonic
Names and Forms which go to make up the Nescience. It was
on the basis of texts like [ Tait. Up., i. 1]—" From that Atman
sprang forth the Ether”—that we had made the solemn-assertion
[ Brah. Satra, I. i, 2 |—" From which ( arise ) the origination etc.
of this (universe )"—intended to declare that it is from the
omnigciens, omnipotent Lord, whose nature is eternsl, pure, un-
fettered, consciousness, that there result the world’s origination,
subsistence, and dissolution, and not from the non-sentient Pra-
dhana or from some other principle. That solemn-assertion of
course stands: nor do we assert here anything which runs coun-
ter to it. How can you say that, when you declare in the same
breath the absolute qneness of the Atman without anything as

beging with—
concludes [Brih.,
attained the Fearless One.”

text where the prevailing t
been proved that the wirnin

[}
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n second to it? - Listen how we deolare nothing self-contgadic-
tory : In the Scriptural texte,"and in the Smritis (based upon
them), we are told that the omniscient Lord has—as if forming
part of his nature but not really explicable either as-having that
nature or as not having that nature --the Name and the Forr,
the fabrications of Nescience and the germinal-principles of the
phenomenal-world,—which are designated | Pizge 241 as the
Illusion or as the Power or as the Nature of the omniscient Lord.
The omniscient Lord is distinet from these two, as is clear from
the passage [ Chh., viii. 14.1]—" It is indeed the Ether which
achieves the Name and the Form: that which is beyond these
iwo is the Brahman, ” as also from texis like [Chh., vi. 3.2]—
“I,et me unfold the Name and the Form ”; or [ Tait. Aran., iii.12.
7]—" The Wise One, having congregated all forms, assigns the
names and keeps on calling out the same;” or [ Svet., vi. 16 ]—
“ Ile who makes the one seed manifold.” - Thus the Lord be-
comes the Lord only when conforming himself to the limitations
of Name and Form made out by, Nescience, like unto the ether as
conforming to the limitations of the jar, the water-pot, and the
"like. And He it is who, from the point of view of ordinary life,
rules over the sentient-selfs styled the individual-souls, who are
as if a portion of Himself—analogous to-the ether as limited by
“h‘i jar—and who conform to the bodies ( kirya ) and the. organs
which are all the creations of Name and Form,—all of them the
rabrications of Nescience. Thus, then, the Lord's.character as
TLord—His omniscience and omnipotence—is merely contingent
upon His being characterised by these limitations that consist
of Nescience ; while from the point of ,view of the ultimate
truth there cannot reasonably remain any scope herein for the
ordinary conceptions of controlling, being controlled, omnisci-
once and the like, when the Atman has once attained through
knowledge his real nature in which all limitations are at an end.
This has been declared by texts like [ Chh., vii. 24. 1]—"Where-
{0 he neither sees anything beyond it, nor hears anything besides
it. nor knows anything other than itself : that is the Plenum;”
and [B;ih.,.iv. 5. 15— When in his case everything has be-
come his very Self, what can he perceive, and with what can he
perceive 2’ Thus in the state of highest Reality all the Upani-
<hads vouch for the annihilation of all phenomenal-dealings.
'o the 1ike effect also the Bhagavadgita | vs14-15]—" The Lord

[ 4
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, of these people, neither their function-ss-an-actor, nor
:l:z?x-t‘;i:tivities. nor the joining of t.hOir agtions wi:}x (flf)rl')eﬂPONnd-
ing) frait : it is Nature that does. it all \EUbOTPO ically ). Nor
does the Lord receive either the sin or the merit of anyone: th'g
knowledge is obscured by Nescience, and as 3 consequence of g
the creatures alligo deviously "—wherein is set forth, the Utter
absence, in the state of highest Reality, of ordinary conceptions
such as that of the controller and the objects-controllfed, and so
forth. From the point of view of ordinary percept.mn, on the
other hand, there are statements even in the Sfmp!:ures Te.
ferring to the Lord, the Controller, etc. Thus [Bnh.,.w. 4.22]
—"“ H¢ is the Lord of all, the Over-lord of all teings, the
Guardian of the creatures, the embankment that steadies all
these worlds so as to prevent their falling into uiter confusion ;”
[Page 25] and likewise too the Bhagavadgita [xviii. 61]—“The
Lord is stationed, O Arjuna, in the heart-region of all creatures,
causing by His Power-of-Illusion all the heings to turn round
and round, as though mounted upon a wheel.” The author of
these Siitras on his part declares the ‘ non-distinetness from It
from the point of view of highest Realiiy ; while from the ordi-
nary, phenomenal view-point he declares that * it might happen
as in the ordinary life,” making the Brahman equivalent to the
great ocean ( of the illustration ), and so following the ‘node-of-
explanation by the modification-theory—without as nmuch as
explicitly controverting the phenomenal creation—particularly
as it might be of some utility in meditations on the Qualified
(Brahman). 14.

1L i 14—

And because there is a perception (of the effect) only upon the
existence (of the cause). 15. ‘

Kor this reason also there ig non-distinctness of the effooi from
the cause ; because, ramely, it is only coneequent upon the exis-
tence of the oause that the effect is perceived, and not upon its
non-existence. For example, it is only when the clay is there
?hat 8 jar is observed or when the threads are there, that the cloth
is observed. Such an invariable perception of one thing is never
ob:?erved as being necessarily contingent upon the existence of
quite at}other thing. A horse, for instance, being distinct from
& cow, is not invarisbly found only where a gow exists ; nor, to

[\



30 | TOPIC 6 WORD-INITIATED WORLD [ -—I1. i, 15

Page 25 R
take another instance, is a jar invariably found only whera the
pot-maker exists, sinoe they are two distinet things although
between them exists the relation of an effect and its efficient (but
not the constituent) cause. But, one might object, we do observe
the invariable presence of one thing consejuent upon the exist-
ence of another{and a distinet) thing, as*for instance, the percep-
tion of the smoke (only ) upon the existence of the fire. No, we
reply. For, even though the fire be extinguished, we do observe
smoke, as contained in a cow-hoy’s pipe, for example. Our objec-
tor might possibl y characterise the smoke as being in a particular
condition ( for instance, continuous and copious and uprising)
urging that this kind of smoke does not exist where the fire is
non-existent ; but even so there is nothing defective in our argu-
ment. For, we are going to say that the ground of the non-dis-
tinctness between the effect and its cause is the fact that our idea
of the former is (invariably)coloured (and interpenetrated) by the

form of¢ the latter. Such a relation does not exist between the
fire and the smoke. '

As another alternative we might read the Satra as—" And be-
cause of the existence of the direct-perception ( of the non-dis-
tinctness of the cause and the effect).” It is not merely on the
basis of the Scriptures that there is non-distinctness between the
offect and the cause: there is such non-distinctness also on the
st:ength of a direct perception of it. For there does exist a direct
peroeption as regards the non-distinciness between the effect
and the cause. Thus, in an aggregate of the-threads which
make up the cloth, as apart from and beyond the threads. there is
not at all observed such (a new and distinet) thing as a piece-of
cloth, the effect : what we do actually observe are mere threads
extended lengthwise and breadthwise; and likewise (there are
merely) the fibres in the threads (constituted out of them) and the
smaller segments in the fibres. From such a direct perceptive
cognition we can sake back the chain of inference to the three
colours: red, white, and black [ out of whieh, accordifig to Chh,
vi. 4, everything is made ], and then (as their still more ultimate
basis) the mere wind and the mere ether ; and. finally, the Brah-
man as the sole Absolute without a second—where, as we have

said, all means-of-knowledge reach their most ultimate stay-and-
support. 19,
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And because of the (antecedent ) existence of the subsequent

( effett in the form of the cause ). 16.

For this reason also, there isnon-distinctness of the effect from
: or to its origination, the Veda declares
the existence of the effect, which belongs to asubsequent time, in
the cause, and in‘the form of the cause. [ Page 26] Thus [Chh., viv
2. 1]—" All this, My boy, was undoubtedly existing in the begin-
ning;” or[Ait. Ar,, IL iv. 1.1]— “ The ‘Atman verily was alone
all this in the beginning ’—-wherein there is declared a co-ordi-
nation between the offect referred to by the word ‘ this * and the
Cause. , If a thing does not exist within another, and as being of
one essence with the other, it does not arise out of that; e.g., oil
from sand-grains. Consequently, since, prior to origination, it
was non-distinet, so the effect, ever subsequent to production,
has to be inferred to be non-distinet from the cause. Moreover,
inasmuch as Brahman, the Cause, does not at all deviate from
oxistence in all the three times, so likewise the effect, the world,

does not also deviate from existence in all the three times; and
refore also there is non-

16.

the cause.: because, pri

since existence as such is one only, the
distinctness of the effect from the cause.

reason of the designation (of the Cause) as
o: because, as appears from the
(a designation) by opposite speci-

If you say ‘ Nay’ by
‘ non-existence ’, the reply is—N
remainder of the statement, itis
fication (merely). 1T.

One might urge : But in places the Scriptursl texts do also de-
signate the effect as non-existence prior to the origination : Thus
[ Chh., iii. 19. 1 ]—* All this was in the beginning just non-exis-

__“ Non-existence, indeed, was all

tence,” or [ Tait. Up., ii. 7. 1]
this at first.” From this designation of the effect as non-exis-
tence there cannot be said to be an existence of the effect prior to

origination. To this we answer, No. For, thid designation of the
effect as non-existence is not intended to declare the utter non-
existence of it prior to origination, but, as. contrasted with the
specification of the effect as in an evolved state of its names and
forms, there is another specification of it as'inan unevolved state
of its names and forms ; and it is by this other specification that
there is here a desigpation of the effect—existing as it coertainly
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8 origination, and dicts . .
form of its causaeq non-distinet as it al<o is from the

. How do k ; :
of the statement, A you 0w this? - Erom the remainder

statement whieh i . . .
the earlier part is de 8 of dwbtful impert in

termined in meaning by its latter
. - part'
Here, for Instance, in the text [ Chh., iii"19. 1]1—" All this was

::h?;ﬁ li;etgtl; nning just non-existence "—the vegy same ( effect )
8l the outset is referred to by the word ° non-existence,’

tha:c S8me 1s again pointed to by the word ‘that’ and is specified
s existence’ in [ Chh.,, iii. 19. 1]—“ That was existence. ” |[If
- that’ had stood for mere non-existence,] as non-existence ean
‘fmve no relation with the prior or the posterior time, the word
was’ should not properly have been used of it. So also in
[ Tait. Up, ii. 7. 1 ]—"*Non-existence indecd was all this at first,”
in the part of the statement to follow we have a specific mention
to the effect [ ibid,, ii. 7. 1 ] That of itself transformed its own
self,” [Page 21] which means that it was not before absolutely
non-existent. Wae conclude therefore that this designation of
the effect prior to its origination is merely of the nature of an
opposite specification. In ordinary life anything with a fully-
evolved name and form is known as a fit object for baing called
existence ; hence, prior to ite evolution with na nes and torms, it

can be taken in a secondary sense, and declared to be as though

‘non-existence.” 11,
[ §

«[—IL i. 18

And from reasoning, as well as another Scriptural passage. 18.

From reasoning also we can infer the existence of the effact
prior to its origination and its non-distinctness from the cause ;
as also from another Scriptural-passage. We will first describe
the reasoning. We observe in ordintary life milk, clay, gold, and
g0 forth—and none but these—resorted to by people who are de-
sirous of (producing respectively ) curds, jars, ornaments, etc.
Persons wanting curds do not resort to clay, nor those wanting
jars, to milk. This cannot be reasonably explained if the effect
were taken to be non-exirtent, For ( should it be so ), prior to the
origination,‘everything being everywhere alike non-existent, why
should curds be produced out of milk alone and not out of clay,
and why should a jar be produced out of clay alone and not out of
milk ? If (to obviate the objection) it be supposed that, although

( the effect be everywhere ) equally non-existing prior to its ori-
6 [ BrahmasUtfabh&shya, Trans. ]
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ginatfon, yet it is in milk alone that there exists a .certzi“ subt]s
( predisposing ) form of the curds, and not in CI'8Y » 8n in clay
alone ‘that there exists a certain subtle ( predisposing ) form
the jar, and not in milk: then, inasmuch as the' antecedent cop.
dition is characterised by this subtle ( predispoeing ) form, there
results & throwing overboard of the theory of the (antecedent )
non-existence of the effect (in the cause ), and the establishing
of the theory of the (antecedent ) existence of the effect (in the
cause ). If as another alternative, one were to posit in the cause
& certain potency for invariably producing certain specific effect
only, this potency cannot serve as'a determining principle of the
offect if it were to be either distinet ( from effect ) or altogether
of the nature of non-existence ; for, its non-existence or distinct-
ness would not be specifically restricted to (particular effects
and not others). Hence, the potency has to be of one essence
with the cause, and the effect has to be of ona essence with the
potency. — Moreover, it is necessary that between the cause and
the effect, as between the substance and its qualities, we should
assume an identity of-essence, as there is no distinctness between
them such as there is between a horse and a buffalo And even
with the hypothesis of the Intimate-Relation ( samavaya) if there
has to be assumed a relation (of scme sort) between the Intimate-
Relation itself on the one hand, and the' intimately-related
objects on the other, between this ( new-relation ) again and the
things which it keeps in relation, a yet newer relation of some
kind has to beassumed, and so on ad infinitum, which would lead
to the contingency of non-finality. If, on the other hand, there
is no assumption of such a relation, there would be the contin-
gency of the breaking asunder ( of the relation). Should you
here urge that the Intimate Relation, being itself of the nature
of a relation, would be related to the objects without the neces-
sity of any intervening relation then (the quality called) Contact,
being no less of the nature of a relation, ought tobe related (with
the objects in contact ) without requiring an ( intervening ) Inti-
mate Relation ( as you assume). The assumption of an Intimate
Relation is also purposeless because (pairs) such as the substance
and its qualities are actually perceived as being identical-in-
essence.—How, moreover,would the effect which is an aggregate
of parts subsist—if it is to do so—upon its oause, viz., its consti-
tuent parts ?  'Would it subsist upon (i) all the parts taken toge-

11 i 18—] «
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ther, or would it subsist upon (ii) each one of them singly ( and
by turn)? If jt were to subsist (i, a) upon all the parts (collec-
tively), then there would arise the contingeney of the non-percep-
t1on of the whole-as-such, because there cannot possibly, be (in
one act of perception ) a perceptive-contact between the entire
whole and the sense-of-perception. Thus, for illustration, ( the
quality of ) plurality, residing as it does upon the total number
of things that go to make it up, cannot be perceived by perceiv-
ing the constituent things singly. If it were to subsist (i, b)
upon all the parts, but seriatim [ one segment of the whole com-
ing into contact with its corresponding constituent-part ], then
[ although the difficulty of non-perception disappears, yet ] there
will have to be imagined tothe whole ( a series of ) gonstitu-
ent parts other than those out of which it was actually produced
s0 as to make it possible for the former series of parts to exist
upon the latter series in succession. For, it is by & series of
constituent-partsedistinet from those of scabbard that the sword
fits into its scabbard. Such a supposition would further lead to
8 regressus in infinitum, becayse there will have to be imagined
each time, [ Page 28] a new series of constituent-parts to the
whole by means of which it could reside upon the series of its
constituent parts first imagined (and thereafter a second new
series, and so on ). On the other hand ( case ii), if it were to re-
gide ( wholly and completely ) upon any single one of its consti-
tuents, then while the whole is performing its function in one
part, it cannot perform its function in aunother part. For, if
Devadatta be present in Srughna, he cannot on that very day be
present at Pataliputra also. If there be a presence simultane-
ously in more than one place, there will have to be more than
one personality; as for instance, of Devadatta and Yajnadatta
respectively residents of Srughnd and Pataliputra. Were you
to urge that, like the genus “ cow-ness” ( which, although one,
resides upon each single species, the cow, wholly and complete-
ly ) the constituted-whole might reside wholly and compleely
upon each one of its constituent parts, and so no d¢fect obtains
in our vigw, we reply, no; because we never have that sort of per-
ception. For, were the constituted-whole to reside like cow-ness
wholly and completely on each constituent part then, just a~ we
perceive the “ cow-ness ” in each cow by direct-perceprion, so
ought we to be able to see the whole in each part by direct-per-
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ception ; but 'such a perception never takes place B by necessity.
Moreover, if the whole were to reside upon any, .smgle part fully
and completely, then inasmuch as a thing gets its stzatus- by per.
foru ing its function,and inasmuch as the whole (wh.lch,ls toper.
form the functio! ) is on]y one. even by the horn (whieh hy hypo_
thesis is equal to the whole animal) it ought to p'erform, 88y, the
funection of the ¢dder, or by the chest, the funeiion of the back,

But we never notice anything of the kind.

Further, if the effect were to be non-existent befcre its origi-
nation, then the ( process of ) originarion would have neither &
( grammatical ) subj ¢t nor any substantiality For, origination
is certainly an action, and as such necessarily requires, .like the
action of gning and so forth, a ( grammatical ) subject. That we
should have an action and that it should be without a ( gramma-
tieal ) subj -t is a eontradiction. When we speak of a jar origi.
nating. if the origination is not to bave the jar as its ( grammati-
cil ) subj-cr, we will have in rhat case to imagine some other
(grammatical) subiject for it, (say, the potsherds ). And similar-
wise when we speak of potsherds etec. originating, we will have
to imaginc something-clse as being the ( grammatical ; subject
of that action. If that were truc, when one says * the jar origi-
nates ' iie will have to be taken to say that it is the pot-maker
and other causes that are originating. In ordinary life, however,
when there is a statement made about the origination of a jar one
never understands that even the pot-maker and so forth are bsing
originated: rather, these sre understood to have been already
originated. — If, further, one were to argue that the origination
of. and the nequiring-of-a-concrete-individuality by, an effeet is
simply the effect’s com'ng into [samavaya] relation with its
cause, and with the ( genus, )‘exis ence (respectively ) you have
to explain how one that has not yet obtained a sub-tantiality
can have any relition at all. A relation is possible only between
two existing entities, and not between an existing and a non-
existing eatity, or between two non-existing entities.— Moreover,
(when you speak of the non-existence of an effect Jprior to its
origination, ) since ‘ non-existence ’ is void of all charscterisa-
tions, its delimiration as ‘ prior to origination’ is inadmissible,
In ordinary life it is existing entities ]ike houses and fields that
are seen to possess such delimitations, and not & non-existence.

(1)
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For,surely,an attempt at delimitation 1ike—‘‘The barren-woman’s
son was the king before the coronation of Parnavarman “e—can-.
not convey any specification asto when the barren-woman’s son,
who is void of all reality, became or is or will become king. If
ever. forsooth, the barren-woman’s son were to come into existen-
ce subsequent to the operation of the caisal agencies, then only
would it stand to reason that the non-existingeeffect might step
into existence subsequent to the operation of the causal agencies.
We, however, hold the view that since the barren-woman’s son
and the non-existing effect are both of them equally non-exist-
ing entities, therefore, just as the barren-woman's son could not
step into existence sub-equent to the operation of the causal
agencies, even so would the non-existing effect not cothe into
existence subsequent to the operation of the causal agencies. It
might be objected: if tha} were so, the operation of the causal
agencies would be reduced to purposelessness. For, just as no-
body eVer busies Bimself ( when producing a jar) to induce ( the
clay, pot-maker and other) causes to (assume an existential form)
beczuse these are already existing entities, even so, [ Page 29]
if the effect were to exist prior to origination, and were to be of
one essence with its cause, then nobody would exert himself to
endow the effect with the form-of-existence. But people do thus
exert themselves. Hence, with a view to make the operation of
causal agencies purposive, we would be inclined to regard the
effect as non-existing prior to its origination.—The objection is
not valid, we reply, since the operation of causal agencies will
have motive enough in that thereby the cause is to be made to
assume the form of an effect. That this‘form of the effect’
again is also of one essence with the cause, inasmuch as what
does not already exist in the cause as of one essence with it, can-
not, as we have said, be originated. Besides, owing to a mere
difference in the ( external ) form being observed, there cannot be
assumed to be an otherne:ss in the thing's real essence. For, sure-
ly, Devadatta ( seated ) with his hands and legs drawn together
does not pass over into another entity in essence when one obser-
ves him in ( ancther ) position with his hands and legs stretched
out ; for, there is the recognition of his being the very same in-
dividual. In a like manner our parents ete., even though we
observe them day after day in different varying postures, do nor
become different in essence, inasmuch as there is the recognition
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that he is my father, brother, son, etc. (as the case may be). And
if one were to object that this may be right in those cases where
the ultimate 1limit of & difference in birth has not been crossed
( and #he individuals do not utterly disappear from us ), but not
g0 in the other cases : we say, Nay. For even in (the ordinary
oase of a cause-effect relation, viz.) milk and so forth assuming
the form of curds, we see the transformation taking place before
our very eyes. And even where, as in the case of the seeds of a
Banian tree and the like ( where the transformation into sprouts
eto. takes place while they are) concealed from our gight, when
the seeds spring up into our view after the aceretion to them of
other parts similar to their own, and so assuming the form of a
sprouteand the like, then we are to call it their birth ; and when
these same parts waste away and we ( ultimately ) cease to see
them, then we are to call it their deg.th,—if it is the intervention
of & birth and a death thus understood that is to make what was
non-existence to become existence and what was existenee to be-
come non-existence, then we will have to recognise the child in
the feetus and that lying on its back (after birth) astwo distinet
ones. Similarly too we will have to assume & distinction ( of in-
dividuality) even in the conditionsof childhood, youth and oldage
which would entail the contingeney of giving the go to the ordi-
nary dealings with the parents and the like.—Hereby the (Buddhi-
stic) doctrine of Momentariness is also tobe understood as refuted.
—He, on the other hand, who considers the effect as non-existent
prior to its origination: in his theory the operation of causal agen-
cies will have no material on which to operate: for, as the non-
existent ( effect ) cannot be the material, it would be like the em-
ployment of various weapons such as sword ete., for the purpose
of hacking the ether to pieces. If you contend that the operation
of causal agencies can have ( the clay ) the inherent cause as the
material to work upon, we say, No: for, it would involve an un-
warranted license in logic if the causal agencies operating upon
one thing (the inherent cause) were to bring into existence
another (and quite a distinct) thing. And if it be held that the
effect s merely a subtle-form of the inner-essence of the inherent
cause, we demur, because that would bring you round to the
doctrine of the (antecedent) existence of the effect (in the cause).
Hence it follows that it is the very (causal) substanoes, milk and
s0 forth, that come to pe designated as effeots when they stand

1]
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forth under the form of (the effects like) curds and the like.
Consequently even after a hundred years one will not be able to
reach the conclusion that the effect is distinct from the,cause.
Accordingly, it is (Brahman), the First Cause that, right down to
its most ultimate effects, assumes, like an actor, the forms of the
various effects, and so comes to be the basis of all the pheno-
menal dealings. Thus from reasoning we arrive at the doctrine
of the existence of the effect prior to its origination, and its non-
distinetness from the cause.

We arrive at the very same conclusion even from another
Seriptural-text. Since in the preceding Sitra there was cited a
Scriptual-text which designated the cause as ‘ non-existence,’ it
is & text different from that which is meant by ‘another’ Scrip-
tural-text, and which designates it as ‘existence,'—namely one
like [Chh.,, vi. 2. 1] : “Existence alone, My dear boy, was all this
in the beginning, 6ne and without-a-second.” [ Page 30] And the
passage [ in Chh., vi. 2. 1]—" And now some declare that it was
nothing but ‘non-existence’ in* the beginning "—introduces the
view as regards (the effect being) ‘non-existence,’ and, calling
this view into question by the words ( following )—* How could
existence be produced out of non-existence ?”"—reaches the final
conclusion that—* Nothing but existence, My dear boy, was all
this in the beginning.” Here, inasmuch as, in the condition
prior to origination, the effeet which is denoted by the word ‘this’
is pisced by the Scriptural-text in co-ordination with the cause
which is denoted by the word ‘existence,’ there follow the (two)
conclusions as to the (antecedent) existence (of the effect) and its
non-distinetness (from the cause). If the effect were non-existent
prior to origination and were to come into the relation of ‘sama-
vaya’ while it is being subsequently produced, then it would be
distinct from the cause. Under this supposition the solemn-
declaration [Chh. vi. 1. 3]—" By which what has not been heard
becomes something already heard....”—would be rendered nuga-
tory. The solemn-declaration on the other hand is ratified (only)
by believirg in the (antecedent) existence (of the effect) and (its)
non-distinctness (from the cause). 18,

And like unto a piece-of-cloth. 19
And just asa piece-of-cloth, when rolled up, is not clearly

L]
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perceiyed as to whether it be a piece-of-cloth or some other subs.
tance: but the same when spread out is, by that spreading out,
clearly, perceived (as when one says—) the object that was rolleq
up is the piece-of-cloth itself. And just as, while it was rolled
up, one did have the perception of it as a piece-of cloth, but dig
not know it as pgssessing a specific length and breadth; and just
as the same piece-of-cloth, while it is being spread out, is per-
ceived as possessing a specific length and breadth, but it is not
felt that it is a piece-of-cloth distinet from the one having the
rolled-up form: in exactly the same manner an effect such asa
piece-of-cloth is non-manifest while it subsists in the form of its
causes like the threads, ete., and is rendered manifest for percep-
tion by the operation of the causal agencies like the shuttle, the
loom, and the weaver. Thus the Sutra means that the maxim of
the rolled-up and the spread-out piece-of-cloth establishes the
non-distinctness of the effect from the cause. 19. ¢

And like unto the life-breaths etc. 20.

And just as we observe in the world the different life-breaths,
such as the Prana, Apans, ete., abiding just in the form of their
root-cause, when they are curbed in the (Yogic) process of breath-
control, and so performing only the function of continuing tpe
life, but not the other ( wonted ) functions such as withdrawing,
expanding, and so forth; and just as, these zame varieties of life-
breath, when again released, perform likewise their other ( wont-
ed, functions—withdrawing, expanding, etc.—over and ahove
that of the continuance of the life; and just as the different
varieties of life-breath are not distinet from the Breath (or Prana)
which has these sub-varieties, seeing that all alike have the mov-
ing-air as their essence; even so, analogously, is the effect nou-dis-
tinct from the cause. [Page d1] Hence, inasmuch as the en-
tire world is an effect of Brahman and non-dictinct from it, the
solemn Vedic declaration, namely [ Chh., vi. 1. 3]—" By which
what has not been heard becomes something already heard, what
has not been thought becomes something already thought, what

has not been known becomes something already known......... "
—is fully ratified. 20. Here ends the Topic (6 ) styled Word-
Initiated World.
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forth under the form of (the effects like) curds and the like.
Consequently even after a hundred years one will not be able to
reach the conclusion that the effect is distinct from the.cause.
Accordingly, it is (Brahman), the First Cause that, right down to
its most ultimate effects, assumes, like #n actor, the forms of the
various effects, and so comes to be the basis of all the pheno-
menal dealings. Thus from reasoning we arrive at the doctrine
of the existence of the effeet prior to its origination, and its non-
distinetness from the cause.

We arrive at the very same conclusion even from another
Seriptural-text. Since in the preceding Sitra there was cited a
Seriptual-text which designated the cause as ‘non-existence,’ it
is a text different from that which is meant by ‘another’ Scrip-
tural-text, and which designates it as ‘existence,’—namely one
like [Chh., vi. 2. 1] : “Existence alone, My dear boy, was all this
in the Deginning, dne and without-a-second.” [ Page 0] And the
passage [ in Chh., vi. 2. 1]—" And now some declare that it was
nothing but ‘non-existence ’ in* the beginning “"—introduces the
view as regards (the effect being) ‘non-existence,” and, calling
this view into question by the words ( following )—* How could
existence be produced out of non-existence ?"—reaches the final
conclusion that—" Nothing but existence, My dear boy, was all
this in the beginning.” Here, inasmuch as, in the condition
prior to origination, the effect whichis denoted by the word ‘this’
is pliced by the Scriptural-text in co-ordination with the cause
which is denoted by the word * existence,” there follow the (two)
conclusions as to the (antecedent) existence (of the effect) and its
non-distinetness (from the cause). If the effect were non-existent
prior to origination and were to come into the relation of ‘sama-
viya’ while it is being subsequently produced, then it would be
distinet from the cause. Under this supposition the solemn-
declaration [Chh. vi. 1. 3]— By which what has not been heard
becomes something already heard....”—would be rendered nuga-
tory. The solemn-declaration on the other hand is ratified (only)
by believirg in the (antecedent) existence (of the effect) and (its)
non-distinctness (from the cause). 18.

And like unto a piece-of-cloth. 19.
And just asa piece-of-cloth, when rolled up, is not clearly
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perceiyed as to whether it be a piece-of-cloth or some other gy,
tance: but the same when spread out is, by that spreading out,
clearly, perceived (as when one says—) the object that wag r0lled
up is the piece-of-cloth itself. And just as, while it was rojjeg
up, one did have the perception of it as a piece-of cloth, but djg
not know it as pgssessing a specific length and breadth; and jugt
as the same piece-of-cloth, while it is being spread out, is per.
ceived as possessing a specific length and breadth, but it is not
felt that it is a piece-of-cloth distinet from the one having the
rolled-up form : in exactly the same manner an effect such as g
Diece-of-cloth is non-manifest while it subsists in the form of its
causes like the threads, etc., and is rendered manifest for percep-
tion by the operation of the causal agencies like the shurttle, the
loom, and the weaver. Thus the Siitra means that the maxim of
the rolled-up and the spread-out piece-of-cloth establishes the
non-distinctness of the effect from the cause. 19 c

And like unto the life-breaths etc, 20,

And just as we observe in the world the different life-breaths,
such as the Prana, Apana, etc., abiding just in the form of their
root-cause, when they are curbed in the (Yogic) process of breath-
control, and so performing only the function of continuing tlge
life, but not the other ( wonted ) functions such as withdrawing,
expanding, and so forth; and just as, these zame varieties of life-
breath, when again released, perform 1ikewise their other (wont-
ed) functions—withdrawing, expanding, etc.—over and above
that of the continuance of the life: and just as the different
varieties of life-breath are not distinet from the Breath (or Prana)
which has these sub-varieties, seeing that all alike have the mov-
ing-air as their essence : even so, anal ogously, is the effect noun-dis-
tinet from the cause. [Page 31] Hence, inasmuch as the en-
tire world is an effect of Brahman and non-dietinct from it, the
solemn Vedic declaration, namely [ Chh., vi. 1. 3]—" By which
what has not been heard becomes something already heard, what
has not been thought becomes something already thought, what
has not been known becomes something already known......... .

—is fully ratified. 20, Here ends the Topic (6 ) styled Word-
Initiated World,
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TopiC 7 ; CREATOR HIGHER THAN THE SOUL °

( Sutras 21-23) .

In consequence of the designation of the other One as this, there

arises the contingency of his not-doing what is beneficial, and so
forth, 21.

L

It is from another aspect of it that the doctrine of a sentient
first cause is now being attacked. If indeed one were to postu-
late a sentient being to initiate the creative process, there would
arise the contingency of defects such as not doing what is bene-
ficial, and the like. Why ? Because of the designation of the
other One as this. For, the Scripture designates the other One,
viz., the embodied soul, as being of the essence of Brahman,
since there is an awakening of the consciousness in the follow-
ing form [Chh., vi. 8. 7]—" Thatis the Self: That thou art, O
Svetaketu!” Or (interpreting another way )the Scripture desig-
nates the other One, viz., the Brahman as being the true Self of
the embodied-soul, inasmuch as in the passage [Tait, Up., ii. 6 ]—
“ Having created it, intothe very same He entered " — it is the
(reator Brahman in the unmodified-form that is set forth as hav-
ing subsequently entered all the effects, and so become the true
Self of the embodied-soul. And in the text | Chh,, vi. 3. 2]—"Let
me thereafter enter (the creation) with this soul—this Self—and
unfold the names and the forms”—the Highest Divinity desig-
nates the soul as the Self and hence points out that the embodied
soul is not other than the Brahman. Therefore, the creative-
function appertaining to Brahman is (eventually) that of the em-
bodied-soul iteelf. As & consequence, being as he is, a free, inde-
pendent creator, he should do just what is exclusively beneficial
to him and what would cause him comfort, and not what is harm-
ful to him, such as<his net-work of manifold miseries; to wit:
birth, death, oldage, disease and what not. For, no one who
retains his freedom would fashion & house of incarceration for
himself and therein enter. Nor would he, being by nature ex-
tremely pure, conceive a relation of ownership with the altoge-
ther impure body. And even though inadvertently fashioned, he
would at his will abandon whatever might cause him pain, and

take up what might cause pleasure, And (above all) he would
7 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Traus. ]
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remembe:.r + it was by me that this wondrous globe of the unj
was fashioned. Every one, in fact, after doing a thin ::‘llvme
rememtfers that he has done it. Further, just as the i’na 9a?1y
does,. W1t.hout any effort and whenever he wills it, wind glc:;an
m.aglcal-lllusion spread‘out by himself, even so ouéht the ep bhe
d1fad-sou1 too (bg able to) withdraw this creation. But, of a[fn "
this embodied-soul is not able to withdraw even his,own bagt'
(and 1limbs) without making an effort. Thus then, as we do (;myt
notice the doing of any beneficial actions etc., it follows that
the creative process emanating from a sentient.cause cannot
stand to reason. 21. '

«

But It is more-and-beyond, as there is an intimation of distinc.
tion. 22.

(

[ Page 321 The word ‘but’ turns back the objection. That
Brahman, omniscient and omnipotent, and eternal, pure, sen-
tient and free by nature, and which is over and above and dis-
tinet from the embodied-soul : it is That which we declare to be
the Creator of the world. To It the contingencies, such as not
doing the beneficial ete., do not apply. For, to It there does not
exist anything beneficial to be achieved or anything harmful to
be averted, as it is by nature eternal and free. There does not
exist in Its case anywhere any hindrance to knowledge of to
power, because of Its omniscience and omnipotence. The embo-
died-soul on the other hand is not of this nature, and to it do
apply the defects such as not doing the beneficial etc. But this
soul we never declare to be the oreator of the world. Whence do
you geb this? On account of an intimation of distinction. De-
clarations like [ Brih., ii. 4. 5]—" The Self, forsooth, My dear, is
to be seen, to be heard, to be reflected upon, to be meditated
upon;” or [ Chh., viii. 7. 1]—"“He is to be sought after, to be cog-
nised:” or [ Chh., vi. 8.1 ]—*It is then, My  dear boy, that one
becomes of-one-essence with Existence " or [ Brih.,, iv. 3. 35 |—
“ Phe embodied-soul, surmounted by the Omniscient Self......... "
—and many more of a like nature, which assert a distinction of
the agent and the action and so forth, designate the Brahman as
being more-and-beyond the individual soul.

But it might beturged that there is also an assertion of non-

[}
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d}stlnction, such as [ Chh., vi. 8. 6 ]—" That thou art "—and the
like. How could contradictories like distinction and noh-die-
tinction be both true? But that is no objection. For, in more
than one place it has been established that there is a possibility
?f both on the analogy of the (elementa}) ether and ether-in-the-
jar. Further, when there has been awakened the consciousness
of the non-distinction by declarations such as {Chh., vi. 8. 6 ]—
“ That thou art "—and the like.-which point out that non-dis-
dinetion, then there results a falling away of the individual
soul’s relation to the phenomenal world, and also of the idea of
the Brahmian as being its creator, inasmuch as that right know-
ledge wipes out all kinds of dealings-in-phenomena, which are
(just ) a pageant set afoot by false knowledge. From that point
of view, where is the creation, and whence can there be defects
such as not doing the benefcial ete. ? This transmigratory-world
which gives rise to these notions of not doing what is beneficial
ete. is an erroneous-perception based upon the failure to diseri-
minate between ( the Brahman and ) the limiting-adjuncts, con-
sisting of this whole assemblage of bodies and organs, which are
the fabrications of names and forms that are themselves figured
forth by Nescience: it has, as we have stated time and again, no
existence from the point of view of the Highest Truth—even like
the feeling of the ‘I’ as being the subject of birth, death, cutting,
piercing, and the like ( which really belong to the body only ).
As long, then, as the notions of distinction (and dealings based
upoh these ) remain an-sublated, so long the intimation of dis-
tinction contained in texts of the nature of [ Chh., viii, 7. 1 ]—
“He is to be sought after, He is to be known "—testifies to the
Brahman being over-and-above ( the individual soul), and so dis-

pels the contingency as to our theory being open to defects like
not doing what is beneficial, etc. 22,

And, because of the analogy of stones and the like, there in no
cogency in that. 23. )

[ Page 33 ] Just as in the world, in the case of stones, which
all partake of the common characteristic of ‘earth-ness,’ there
are some stones, very precious, like diamonds, lapis lazuli, elc,,
others of medium excellence like crystals, and others of low
value, only fit to be thrown at dogs and crows, so that we notice
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a manifold variety amongst them: and just as of seeds which
are grounded in the same soil we notice a very large variety i,
their leaves, flowers, fruits, smell, sap, etc., as in a sandal op a
kimpaka; and just as one and the same food-juice produces diversj.
fied effects like blood, etp. and like hair, down, and the rest: even
so it stands to reason that one and the same Brahman should gjy,
rise to the differéntiation between the individual selfs and th,
Highest Self, and to the manifoldness of the creation. Hence,
there is no cogency in that, that is to say, there is no cogeney in
the defect imagined by our opponent. The word ‘and’ (in the
satra) suggests a cumulation of arguments like the authoritative.
ness of the Scripture, the nature of the modified forms as merely
due to word-initiation, and the other analogous instance of the
diversity of things visible in the dreams. 2J3. Here ends the
Topic (7) entitled Creator Higher than the Soul.

ToPIC 8 : CREATOR'’S CAUSAL PARAPHERNALIA
(Sutras 24-25)

If one says No, because the accumulation [ of causal parapherna-
lia] is observed, we demur : for, it is like the milk. 24.

The statement made that the sentient Brahman, one without a
second, is the cause of the world, cannot be maintained. = Why?
Because the accumulation [ of causal paraphernalia ] is observed.
For, in ordinary life, we observe pot-makers, [ weavers], etec., the
authors of jars or pieces-of-cloth or the like, producing their res-
pective handicrafts after having furnished themselves with mate-
rials and instruments like clpy, staff, wheel, threads and such-
like acoumulation of mainfold causal paraphernalia. The Brah-
man, however, you intend to set forth as being devoid of any
assistance. If It is not going to gather together other means-of-
work, how can you maintain Its character asa Creator ? Conse-
quently, Brahman is not the cause of the world. To this we reply
that it is no [ valid] objection; for, as in the case of the milk, this
can be explained as a consequence of its peculiar innate-nature.
Just as in the world we find milk or water of its own accord
getting modified into curds or ice without needing for it any ex-
traneous means, just so it might be in this case too.— But if
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might be urged, even the milk and the like do require extraneous
means, like heat etc..[while they are becoming transformdd into
curds, etc.: how can you then say— for, it is like the milk’? This
is no objection. That kind of modification and that degree of
modification which milk of its own accqrd undergoes, that same
kind and degree of modification towards the form of the curds is
merely accelerated by the use of heat ete. If ¢ndeed milk were
not to possess of its own accord-an innate proclivity for becom-
ing curds, even the heat ete. would not by force'succeed in trans-
forming it into curds. For, surely, the wind or the ether can-
not be petforce compelled to assume the form of curds by heat
and the like. The presence of causal auxiliaries merely contri-
butes to the perfection of the effect. But Brahman is already
possessed of a perfection of powers : not by anything extraneous
is its perfection to be brought about. There is & Scriptural text
to that effect [Svet., v. 9]—[Page 34] “There exists neither the
body nor the organs to Him, and we do not see any one who is
His equal or His superior; we hear of His highest and diversified
power, as also, of knowledge ‘and strength and activity, which
are His by nature,” Therefore we can understand, even of the
one solitary Brahman, in consequence of its possessing a mira-
culous power, this diversified modification, as in the case of

the milk. 24.

| And also like [ the analogous cases of ] the gods etc. of ordinary
experience. 2.

This may beso. In the case of non-gentient objects like the
milk ete. there can well result the modifieation in the form of curds,
without the necessity of any extraneous means, because that isan
observed fact. But pot-makers ete., who are sentient beings, are
observed to proceed to produce their respective handierafts not
without & full equipment of means and instruments. How then
can the Brahman, sentient as it is, start the activity without any
assistance? — We reply, like the [ analogous cases of.] gods, etc,
Just as in the world we notice gods, manes, sages and such other
personalities of great prowess,—sentient too as they all are,——yét,
irrespective of any extraneous means and by reason of being en-
dowed with peculiar potence, creating, alone and by the act of
mere meditation, many a body and a palace and a car and the like
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of diversified make-and-pose—as can be assertfad on the autho-
rity of the Sambhitas, the Brahmanas, the Histories, and the
Puranas; and just as the spider spins out webs out of itself, or the
femaie" crane conceives without semen, or the lotus-plant moves
from one lake to another-(adjoining) lake without requiring any
extraneous means of travel: even so the sentient Brahman too
can create the wdrld out of itself and without standing in need
of any extraneous means.—If against this one were to urge that
analogies of the gods etc., which are adduced for the Brahman,
are not quite on a par with the case sought to be explained by
analogy. For, the gods ete., do have their non-sentient body
which can serve as the material for fashioning miraculous objects

like other bodies ete. and not their sentient souls; while in the
case of the spider it is its saliva prodg,ced by eating smaller in-
sects which, when hardened, becomes the thread of the web: and
as to the female crane, she conceives upon héaring the rioise of
& thundering-cloud ; and as concerning the lotus-plant, finally,
from one lake it approaches another lake by its own non-
sentient body, which is propelled by an (in-dwelling) sentience,
as does the creeper the tree; and it is not a case that, being itself
non-sentient, it is able to perform the movement towards another
lake. Therefore, all these analogous instances do not fit in with
the Brahman. To this our reply should be: thatis no defect.
For, what was wanted to be conveyed was just the 'difference" of
these cases with the ( other ) parallel instances of the pot-makers
and the like. While, then, the pot-makers ete. and the gods etc,
are both equally sentient, the former, before beginning an action,
stand in need of extraneous maans, but not the latter: in an ana-
logous manner the sentient Brahman for its parts could also si-
milarly [ Page 35 ] dispense with all extraneous means—this was
all that wes intended to be conveyed by the adduced analogies
of the gods and the like. The point is that it is not an invaria-
:}llz 21;: Z}}a:hzxzzilzh?:l ;arzf:c?;‘:lence that ?as been observed in

y tally with that of all others.

25. Here ends the Topic (8) entitled Creator’s Causal Parapher-
nalia,

|
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TOPIC 9 : IMPARTITE’S PART-MODIFICATION

-

( S7tras 26-29)

The conclusion then stands established that the cause of the
world is the sentient Brahman, one without a second, which, on the
analogy of the milk and the like, or the gods and other instances,
assumes a modification of itself, without standing in need of any
other extraneous means.*® By way of a further probing of the

ascertained conclusion of the Sastra,he is now bringing up another
objection-once more—

Either a wholesale transformation, or a disturbance in the Scrip-
tural-texts about the impartiteness. 26.

There would arise the contingency of “ whole-sale transforma-
tion” that is to sy, modification in-the-form-of-the-effect of the
whole Brahman, because there can be no parts to it. If Brahman
had been, like the esrth and sfmilar objects, constituted of parts,
then it would have been possible for one of these parts to get
modified, while the other part could have remained unmodified..
But we learn of the Brahman as being impartite from Scriptures
like [Svet., vii 19]—" Without digital-parts, without activity,
teanquil, stainless, spotless,” or [Mundaka, ii. 1. 2]—"The Puru-
sha verily is divine, devoid of definite dimensions, unborn, and
possessed of both the without and the within,” or [ Brih., ii. 4.
12 ]—“ This Great-Being is endless and unfathomable and solid-
ly constituted out of knowledge alone,” or [ Brih,, iii. 9. 26 |—
“He is that Atman (describable as) ‘not-this,” “not-that,”” or
[Brih., iii, 8. 8]-—' Neither gross nor subtle,”-—and others which
deny all specifications in its case whatsoever. So then, as there
is not any possibility of a modification in one part, the contin-
gency of a whole-sale modification having arisen, there would
result an outrighit destruction (of the Brahman ), w};ich would
also involve the futility of the instructions to seek and obtain
a gight of the Brahman, seeing that the effect is to be seen by us
all without any effort whatsoever, and there is no possibility of
the Brahman remaining over and above the effect ; hence too the
Scriptural statement about Brahman being unborn would be viti-
ated. And if, with a view to the removing of this defect, you

-
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were tﬁo assume parts to the Brahman, stil] the texts just adduced

teaching the impartite nature of the Brahman; would become

distur‘t;ed. Furthermore, if we assume parts to it, there ariges

the coﬁtingenoy of its non-eternality. In every way then this
theory cannot possibly be sustained : Thus the objection. 26,

[ 56

But on account ‘of the Scripture : the Scripture being the (only)
basis of it. 21. ;

r

By the word ‘ but ’ he dispels the objection. There certainly
exists no flaw in our theory. To begin with, there is ndt the con-
‘cingenc{s7 of a whole-sale transformation. Why? From Serip-
ture. Just as the Scripture declares to us the creation of the
world from Brahman, [Page 36] even so there is a declaration as
to the existence of the Brahman independently of its modifica-
tions, inasmuch as there is an assertion of the Cause and its
modifications as being distinet from one another : namely [ Chh,,
vi. 3. 2]—" And the Divinity reflected : ‘ having by means of this
soul, this Self, subsequently entered these three divine entities,
let me unfold the names and the forms,’” or [Chh., iii. 12. 6 ]--
-* Thus much is his greatness: greater than that is the Purusha.
All the beings form a quarter of Him, His immortal three-quarters
are in the heaven;” and the like. Also there are passages which
speak of the heart as His abode, and passages which speak of tHe
( individual soul’s ) merging back into Existence. If the entire
Brahman had been used up in the process of transformation into
its effect, then the specification referring to the condition of deep-
sleep, namely, [Chb., vi.8. 1]—" Then, My dear boy, he becomes
merged back into Existence”—would become inapplicable in-
asmuch as the individual soul, remains always merged into the
‘essence of the modified Brahman ( as being itself a modification
of the Brahman), while (beyond the Modified Brabman) there
exists no unmodified-Brahman (into which it can become merged

during deep-sleep). Also there are texts placing the Brahman
beyond the pales of our perceptive-organs, whereas the modifica-
tions of the Brahman (which by hypothesis exbaust the'Brahman)
are always within the, range of the perceptive-organs. Hence
there does exist an unmodified-Brahman.—Nor does this involve
& disturbance of the Scriptural passages regarding impartiteness,
because we assume likewise its impartiteness on the strength of

(«
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the .Scripturalt };i.eclarationg. themselves. For, Brahman has the
Seriptures as the onl}y ’E)asus and the word-testimony as the only
means-of-proof l_fmd ‘lt s flot open to sense-perception. We have
therefore to believe in it just as the Scripture teaches it. And the
Scripture propounds both these in the case of the Brahman : its
part-transformation and its impartiteness. Why, in the case of
charm-beads, spells, herbs and the like, as we know them in the
world, we see their mainfold potences depending upon differences
in place, time and other circumstances, and giving rise to many
self-contradictory effects, Now, if even these cannot be deter-
mined by mere logic, in the absence of special instruction as to
what specific thing has what particular potences helped by an
assignable set of auxiliaries, what particular spheres of action,
leading to what particular consequences: how much the more reason
there is not to expound, except with the concurrence of the Scrip-
ture, the characteristics of Brahman, the real nature of which is
beyond the ken of even thought! Thus, likewise, declare those
well-versed in the Puranas [ Mbh.,, vi. 5. 12 ]—" Those objects in-
deed that are beyond thought : them one should not bring under
the yoke of logic. That which is beyond the normal-pheno-
mena—such is the definition of the Unthinkable.” Hence it can
arise only from Scripture : this understanding of the true-nature-
as-it-is of things that are beyond the pale of sense-perception,

L4 )

But, it might be urged, even the Seripture cannot make us ac-
quiese in a self-contradictory statement, such as, that the Brah-
t assumes & modification, and that the
entire whole is not modified. If Brahman be at all impartite,
either it ought not to be ever modified, or the entire whole ought

to be modified. And to assume +that in some of its aspects it

gets modified, while in the others it remains [ Page 31 | unmodi-
’ ts owing to this-assumed

fied, virtually makes it possessed of par s
matters pertaining to an

difference in aspects. For, it is only in : . der Jai
action that even a self-contradictory teaching like [under Jaim.

Sttra, x. 8. 6 ]—" He takes the Shodasin-cup in the Atiratra rite :

He does riot take the =hodasin in the Atiritra rite, —can have

the perceived contradiction therein composed by T‘GéOl’tlng to an
option in practice; because 811 aotion, atter all, rests .ll‘p(t);ll afu .111-
dividual's will. But in the present case even re(‘m;;;e otop'txon_
cannot possibly remove the contradiction, because the nature of

8 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. ]

man is impartite, that i
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reality does not depend upon any man's will. Hence the view
contains an ineradicable difficulty. W reply that it is not so;
because we can assume the differences in the aspects ( of the
Brahmen) as merely the fabrications of Nescience. For, surely,
owing to a difference in aspects fabricated by Nescience, the
thing-as-it-is cannot be réndered Iiable to partition. Because toa
person suffering from eye-disease the maoon appears ag if double,
the moon in reality cannot of coyrse be double. It is through a
difference in aspects consisting of nafnes and forms which are
the fabrications of Nescience—aspects, one of them developed
and the other undeveloped, and both of them not susceptible of a
discrimination as to whether they are or are not other than That
(Brahmén)—that the Brahman comes to be the basis of all phe-
nomenal dealings involving liability to modification ; whereas
in its ultimate real nature It transcengs all the phenomenal deal-
. ings and abides as ever unmodified (and unmodifiable), seeing that
the distinction of names and forms is a fiction ‘of the Negcience
and is merely word-initiated, so that (in reality) it does not mili-
tate against the impartiteness of Rrahman. Nor need we suppose
that the Scriptural statement about modification primarily intends
to teach the modification itself, because no fruit is made known
as resulting from such a comprehension. It is, on the other hand,
intended to teach the real-essence of Brahman as devoid of all
phenomenality, because a fruit is declared as resul‘ting. from that
comprehension. Thus a Scriptural passage [Bl_r1h:, 1\:. 2.4 ]——‘ :
introducing the theme with—"* This is that ‘ Not-this,” ‘Not-tkat
Atman ’—goes on to say :‘‘ Now hast thou verily reach‘ed the
Fearless, O Janaka !’ Accordingly, in our theory there exists no

possibility of any flaw. 21.

And besides we do have similar and manifold creations in the
self also. 28.

Further, one need not here contentiously.ask‘, l}ow one‘and !:he
same Brahian can have a multiform cre.atlon without Ylolat{ng
its real nature, since, even in a sglf wh01§ one and w.who is seimg
g dream, a multiform creation without 71olat}ng hl[.s- rea.I ng 111:-;]3
ig declared to arise in the text commencing v_nth [Brih., n;]. - j
— “There there are no (real)cars, nor yoke-animals, nor p&;t As, gr}n
yet he creates the cars, the yoke-animals, and the paths,” Andl
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ordinary experience too we come across manifold creations of
elephants, horses, and the like amongst the gods and amongst the
magicians, ete., without thereby vitiating their real (ufiitary )
nature. Similarly, even in the unitary Brahman—and without
destroying its real nature—there can exist a multiform crea-
tion. 28. €

And because the same” objections can be urged against your
own view, 29,

[Fage 58] In our opponent’s own theory also the same flaw
exists. The view endorsed by the follower of the Pradhana-
theory is that the impartite, infinite Pradhana, void of sound
and other qualities, is the sause of the effect, which is divisible
into parts, of limited dimensions, and possessed of sound and
other qualities, Hven inthat view there arises the contingency
of a wholesale modification of the Pradhana which is impartite,
or a vitiation of the assumption of its impartiteness, But it
would be pointed out that they do not at all assume the Pradhana
to be impartite. There are the three eternal qualities of Sattva,
Rajas, and Tamas. The Pradhana is merely a state of equipoise
of these (three qualities), and so with these very parts it is capa-
ble of division into parts. But the present defect cannot possibly
be remedied by this kind of liability to partition, since Sattva,
Rajas, and Tamas are each of them equally impartite. And if
one of these in turn, with the other two as auxiliaries, is tobe the
constituent cause of a similar world of phenomena, then (by parity
of reasoning) there does arise the contingency of the same objec-
tion being urged against your own view. But inasmuch as rea-
soning is always unstable [ Brahmasutra, I1. i, 11,] if you arein-
clined to (flout our reasoning and) believe inthe Pradhana's being
in fact capable of partition, then there presents itself the contin-
gency of its being impermanent, ete. And if your idea were that
it is the potences as inferred from the diversity of effects that are
t_he (so-called) parts, those can be made equally available in de-
fence of the propounder of the Brahman-theory.— In a like man-
ner in the case of the follower of the theory of Atoms, when he
8ssums the conjunction of one atom with another, if, as being
;’:l“;l;gitngi!;retts, the atom is to come into c-ont‘act witl.n unother.a.tom

¥y then, as there could be no further increase in the
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size, the result (of the conjunction) would be a mere atom (and
not a bma.ry) And if the atom were to come 1nto contact at
some of its parts, then that would militate against the ascription
of imp;rtiteness to the atom, so that in this theory also there
arices the same contingercy (as in ours); and that ought not
to be therefore pressed against just one of the opposing theories
only. As for the‘propounder of the Brahman-theory, he has re-
futed the cbjection directed against his own view. 29. Here
ends the Topic(9) entitled Impartite’s Part-Modification.

TopIC 10: FULLY-EQUIPPED DIVINITY
(Sutras 30-31)

We have said that even from the uifitary Brahman there can
properly arise this manifold assemblage of modification in conse-
quence of the Brahman being endowed with manifold potences.
But, it might be asked, how do we know that the Highest Brah-

man is joined to such manifold potences? The reply follows—

[ The Divinity is] endowed with everything, because it is thus
declared. 30.

We have to assume that the Highest Divinity is equipped with
all powers, Why ? Because it is thus declared. For, the Serip-
ture declares the joining of the Highest Divinity with all powers:
for instance [ Chh., iii. 14. 4]—"“Possessed of all actions, all desi-
res, all odours, all tastes; encompassing all this, the unspeaking,
the unconcerned;” or [Chh., viii, 7. 1]—"He of truthful desires
and truthful purposes;” or [ Mundaka, I. i 9]—"He who knows
all and realises everything;” [ Page 39] or [Brih,, iii. 8. 9]—"It
is at the behest of this,the Immutable One, O Gérg], that the sun
and the moon stand sustained;” and others of like import. 30.

If you say Nay, by reason of the absence of organs ( of percep-
tion and action), the explanation has been already giver. 31.

This might be. But the Scripture declares the Highest Divinity
as being devoid of all organs, as for instance [ Brih,, iii. 8. 8]—
“Without the eye and, without the ear, and without speech. and

(8
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without lnlt.ld; -and thelike. How can such a Divinity,*albeit
endowed with all powers, be able to proceedto activity ? For, even
the godsand othersalthough sentientand endowed with all powers,
we learn, are.able to proceed to various activities only because
they are equipped with a spiritual body and spiritual organs.
Moreover, when there has been a denial of all eharacterisationto
the Divinity in the text [Brih., iii. 9. 26]—"Not-this, not-that,”
how can the Divinity be coupled with all potences? — What was
to be said in answer to the above has been already stated before.
This Brabman is altogether unfathomable, and penetrable only
to the Scripture, but impervious to reasoning. DBesides, we can-
not 1ay down the rule that what potence was seen in tne case
of one, in the same manner it should exist in the case of another
also. That the Brahman, in whose case all specifications have
been denied, can yet be joined to ommipotence has been already
explaired by us by setting forththe distinction of aspects as ima-
gined by Nescience. The Scriptural text likewise [ Svet., iii. 19 ]—
“Without hands and feet, and-yet swift and able to grasp: He
the eyeless sees, He the earless hears »—declares, in the case of
the Brahman—albeit destitute of all organs—the possession of all
kinds of potences. 31. Here ends the Topic (10) entitled Fully-

Equipped Divinity,

) Topic 11: FINAL END OF CREATION

( Sutras 32-33)
The theory of a sentient First Cause is, from another point of
view, again called into question—

No: because of purposiveness (of all activities). 32.

That the sentient Highest Scul should have created this globe
of the Universe docs not stand toreason. Why ? Because of the
purposiveness of (all) activities. For, in this world, we never

observe any sentient person—where he proceeds to act alter pre-

vious deliberation— commencing any activity, however slight b.e
the effort involved in it, if it does not subserve some purpose of his

own : much less an activity involving such a very heavy exertion,
And there isthe Scriptural text [ Brih., ii. 4- 5] confirming this
concensus of commonsense—| Page 4Q] “ Not indeed, My dear,
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does all this become dear unto one in the interest of all this, but
rather does all this become dear inthe interest of one’s own Self.”
And théreis involved a very heavy exertion in this activity, viz
that of creating this globg of the Universe with sall its array of
details high and low. If now all this (mighty ) activity of the
sentient Highest Soul is to be assumed fo minister to his own
( specific ) ends, then the absolutely self-sufficient nature of the
Highest Self, as endorsed by the Seriptures, would be vitiated.
If, on the other hand, there be no purposiveness (in the activity),
there would result an absence of the activity itself. Afdin case
you were to say that, just as we at times observe even a sentient
person, in a frenzied state, performing, by reason of his intellec-
tive apparatus being out of gear, activities that aim at no benefit
to himself, even so might the HighestrSelf be taken to have gone
about the action, then, in that case, the omniscience of the
Highest Self, as attested by the Scriptures, would be overthrown.
Hence, that a sentient being should have been the author of the
creation is a theory that does not ‘hold together. 32.

But, as in ordinary life, it might be mere sport. 33,

The word ‘ but’ negatives the objection. Just as in the world,
in the case of one who has all his desires fully satisfied—say ef
a king or of a royal minister—we do observe, in the way of play-
ings and recreations, various activities of the nature of mere sport
and not in anywise aimed at any other extraneous purpose ; and
just as ( movements like ) up-breathings and out-breathings etc.
take place by very nature and without aiming at any extraneous
purpose: even so in the case ofithe Lord also there can take place,
by His very nature, an activity of the nature of mere sport and
without aiming at any other purpose. For, of course, there can-
not be imagined to exist in the case of the Lord any other pur-
pose, whether we view at it logically or in the light of the Scrip-
tures. Nor can you gainsay what is only the (intrinsic) nature
of any one. And although the creation of this entice globe of
the Universe might appear to us as a very heavy exertion, yet to
the Highest Lord it is but <heer sport; for, He has immeasurable
powers. And although indeed, in ordinary life, even inthe sports
there can be attributed some slight purpose, still, in the present
ocase, not even such a purpose can possibly be posited, because of

(
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the Scriptural declaration of Hig se]f.g

) ufficiency. Nor can there
result a cessativn of the activit

. ¥, or a frenzied activity, because
the Scriptures avow both the creation and the omniscience, Nor

finally, should this fact be forgotten that the Scriptural aceount
of creation—as it comes within the sphere of the phenomenal-
dealings in names and forms, which are but the figurations of

forth the Brahman as the real

cssence of everything. 33. Here
ends the Topie (11) entitled F

inal End of Creation,
TorICc 12: INEQUALITY AND CRUELTY
( Sutras 34-36 )

Once again is brought up an oh
the cause of the origination ete. o

strengthening the view solemnly
* maxim of infixing a peg [by shaki

jection against the Lord being
f the world, with the object of
averred, following herein the
ng it and the soil at its root]—

There is no inequality, nor cruelty, because of ( the Lord’s )
showing due-consideration : so, in fact, it declares., 34.

{Page 41] The Lord cannot reasonably be the cause of the world.
Why ? Because there arises the contingency of His inequslity
and cruelty. For, He makes some—e.g., the gods ete.,—experience
greatest happiness ; others—e. g., the beasts and the like—He
makes suffer the greatest miseries ; while others still—e. g., men
etc —He allows to experience (both these) in moderation. That
the Lord should have created the world with such an unequal
dispensation argues in His case the presence, as in that of an
ordinary mortal, of love andhatred;and so there arises the
contingency of a flat contradiction of the Lord’s nature of
passionlessness as determined by Revealed-texts and compjle-
tions-of-authority. Then again, there arises the contin gency of
an ascription to Him—becau<e He brings ahout visitations of
sorrows and encompasses the destruction (at Dissolution) of the
entire creation—of compassionles¢ness and of extreme cruelty, for
which even the most wicked couceive a loathing. Therefore,

owing to this contingency of inequality and oruelty, the Lord
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cannot be the cause. To this contingency we make the reply that
the Lord does not stand open to the charges of inequality and
cruelty. Why ? Because of & showing of [due] consideration.
1f indeed the Lord were to create this creation, with its (patent)
inequalities, entirely irrespective of any consideration,then there
could arise these two faults: to wit, inequality and cruelty. But
He does not function as the Creajor irrespective of any conside-
rations. The Lord creates this world together with its inequali-
ties after showing all [due] consideration. What is it to which he
shows all [due] consideration ? We answer : it is to the merit and
the demerit. Consequently, that the creation shows inequalities
in consideration of the merit and demerit of the creatures about
to be created argues no fault inthe Lord. TheLord should rather
be viewed upon like the rain. For, st as the rain constitutes
the common cause for the production of crops (like) rice, barley,
etc., but as regards the differences in rice, bariey, ete., it is the
peculiar potences inherent in the various seeds of these that
constitute the special causes : even SO the Lord is the common
cause for the production of the gods, men, and the rest of the
creation, while as regards the inequalities between the gods, men,
ote. it is the actions appertaining to the various souls that serve
as the special causes for the same. Thus, in consequence of His
showing [due] consideration, the Tord is not to be arraigned for
the faults of inequality and cruelty. — But how do you know that
it is out of such [due] consideration, that the Lord, creates this
world with its differentiation of the high, the low, and the mid-
dling ?— For so, in fact, the Scripture declares [Kaush. Br.,iii. 8]
—*“ Tt is indeed He alone who makes that man do a good action
whom he desires to lift up to,these higher worlds; and it is He
likewise who makes another man do a bad action whom he
desires to drag downwards;” or again, [Brih,, iii. 2. 13]—" Good"
does one become by good action, bad, by bad action.” Smriti too
shows that the Lord metes out rewards and punishments only in
consideration of the specific actions of beings, as in (the Bhaga-
vadgita iv. 11)—“ Whatsoever people in whatsoever manner be-
take themselves to me, them in that very manner I accord treat-
ment;’—and others of the same kind. 34,

If you say, ‘ there is no Karman, because of non-differentiation,’
we reply : No, on account of beginninglessness, 35,
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[ Page 42 In consequence of the pronounced-declaration of
non-diE.Eerentiation prior to creation, as i the text [Chh., vi. 2.1]
— Exlster_lce alone, My cegr boy, was all thig in the beéinningt
one and without g second,” there does not exist any Karman out
of coysideration for which there might ensue inequalities in the
creation. For, Karman comeg into existence only at a time sub-
sequent to the creation, ag being dependent upon differentiation
into the body and the like; and if the differentiation into the
body and the like were to be dependent upon the Karman, there
would arise the logical defect of a mutual interdependence (or of
reasoning-in-a-circle), Consequently, if the Lord were to pro-
ceed, subsequent to such g differentiation, to create (in[due]
consideration of the merit and demerit ), He might do so. But
prior to the different .

. iation, there being the absence of any Kar-
man which could be the canse of the diversity (in the world), we
are compelled to posit the

m q Jfirst creation as being free from all in-
equalities. To this objection we demur, because of the begin-
ninglessness of this transmigratory-creation., It might have

been a defect, if this transmigratory-creation ever had had a

starting-point. But the world, being without a beginning,
and, between th,

e Karman and the inequality in the creation
there being established an unending chain of the relation of

cause and effect—as in the case of the seed and the sprout—

thare is no contradiction present in the Lord’s creative
activity. 35,

[ —II. i. 36

But how do you know that this transmigratory-world is without
a beginning ? So he recites the following—

It stands to reason, and is also attested. 36,

The beginninglessness of the transmigratory-world stands to
reagson. For, if it were to have a definite starting-point, coming
into existence all of a sudden, (and without adequate causes) as
it must then do, there would arise the contingency of even the
liberated souls (in whose case all ground for rebirth has been des-
troyed) being again born into the world, as well as the conting-
ency of one’s being made liable for what he might not have him-
self done, inasmuch as no assignable cause can then exist for the

inequalities of happiness and unhappiness (in the world). And it
9 [ BrahmastUtrabhéshya, Trans. ]
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has beon said that the Lord cannot be the cause of this inequality.
Nor can Nescience alone and by itself be the cause of this in-
equality, because it is of a uniform nature only (and as such
incapable of causing any inequality ). For, Nescience can be the
cause of inequality onlyas circumeeribed by the Karman indu-
ced by latent-impressions due to afflictions like passion,ete. But
we cannot have a body unless there is Karman, and there can-
not be Karman unless there be & body : s0 that there arises the
fault of mutual interdependence. If, on the other band, we
sssume a beginninglessness, there can be offered an explanation
in conformity with the maxim of the seed and the sprout, and so
there would bs no defect of any kind.—Further, we have it attest-
ed also—this beginninglessness of the transmigratory-world—in
the Scriptures and the Smritis. In the Seriptural-text, to begin
with, there is an indication of the wotld’s beginninglessness inas-
muech as, at the very starting-point of the creation, the words
[ Chh., vi. 3. 2 ]—" By means of this Sovl, this Self "—designate
the embodied-self by the term jiva or individual-soul, which im-
plies a sustenance of life ( by the individual-soul in some exis-
tence prior to the creation that is to be). If there had been any
definite beginning to the series-of-transmigrations, how could
there have been, at the very threshold of the creation, a designa-
tion by the word jiva,—which implies as its basis a sustenance
of life,—if the self had never (in any earlier creation ) sustaired
life at all ? Nor can you say that it is an (anticipatory ) desig-
nation : because he is going to sustain life in the time to cume;
for, more powerful than the relation that is to come is the re-
lation that has already been, because that stands forth as an
accomplished fact. [Page 43] The words of the Sarmhita also
[ Rigveda, x. 190. 3]—" The Creator fashioned the Sun and the
Moon as before, "—testify to the existence of an antecedent
fashioning (of the Sun, the Moon, and the whole creation). In
the Smritis too we come across the beginninglessness of trans-
migratory-world, as in [ Bhagavadgita, xv. 3 ]—" There is not
to be perceived here any form of it : neither the end, nor the
beginning, nor the support.” And in the Purana it has been
established that there is no measuring of the world-creations
that have been in times gone by or that are to follow in the time
to come. 36. Here ends the Topic (12) entitled Inequality and

Cruelty.
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TOPIC 13: EVERYTHING IN ORLER

( Sutra 37)

In the Vedic theory as hitherto demonstrated,~ viz., that the
sentient Brahman is the constituent ag well as the efficient cause
of the world—the defects alleged by our opponents, such as Dis-
parity-in-Nature, and the like, have been now set ai rest by the
Great Teacher, Now, being about to commence a section princi-
pally devoted to a refutation of other people’s theories, he brings

to a conclusion the section principally devoted to (showing) the
acoeptability of his own theory—

And because all the qualities properly fit in. 31.

Since, with the acceptance of this Brahman as the caure of the
world, all the characteristics that are demanded of 8 cause are
seen, in the manner hitherto shown, to harmoniously subsist
therein—namely, the Brahman’s being Omnisecient, Omnipotent,
Master of the great Illusion, and so forth—therefore, no more can

this Upanishadic theory be called into question. 31. Here ends
the Topic (13 ) entitled Everything in Order.,

° Here ends—in the Work of the holy and blessed Feet of the Re-
vered Sankara, the Pupil of the holy Feet of the Revered Govinda,
the blessed Ascetic-preceptor with the Title of * Paramahansa,”—
in this Comment expounding the Real Nature of the Embodied-
Self—the First Quarter of the Second Chapter.
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THE COMMENT OF SANKARA

1 [ BrahmastUtrabhashya, Notes ]
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ADHYAYA SECOND

PADA FIRST *

—A Siitra is defined ag—" |
TEHERN grafgaargen |
SEMARTE T 7Y quiad fag ]

" A

statement of few words, free from doubt, conveying an im-
portant sense, having a univercal application, free from padding
words (such as we find in certain Vedie litanies) and free from
any blomish (grammatioal or logienl).” The siitras were concise
mnemonic rules originally intended as helps to memory and
possibly designed to cover defigienoy of writing material. There
are Srauta, Grihya and Dharma sutras, sttras of Vyadkarana,
Chhandas, Natya and Alamkara, and sitras for the various

Darsanas or Systems of Philosophy. In time the siitras tended

to become more and more condensed and even enigmatio, £0 that
the taunt—

AATEEYT gRed m S |

was taken as a deserved compliment, Some of the later pseudo-
sutras, however, were written in a diffuse style, thereby de-
feating their original purpose. The siitra form of literature ag
devoted to the codification of religious and sacular law and the
condensing of various Sastric subjects must have been fairly
established even before the rise of Buddhism and Jainism, seeing
that the canonical texts of these religions are designated as
“suttas’ though their qutward form has none of the characteris:
tios of & siitra proper. The stitras must have begn from the very °
beginning accompanied by an oral traditional explanation.

— A Bhéishya or comment is defined as—
gt avdd g ard: gargan(wnR: |
@I 9 qud-a g Al fags |
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The Bhashya thus shares the dignity and precision of the stra
It makes brief statements which it itself proceeds to explain and
expand according to the needs of the discussion. An imaginary

disputant is the person to whom the Bhiashya is directly
addressed, o

—One or more crntinuous sutras form an Adhikarana or topic,
The largest number of sutras subsumed under one topic in the

Vedanta siitras is, according to Sahkaré,charya’s Bbashya, 17.
An Adhikarana is thus defined—

ey s qEemeedE (@) |
fmiaaf o Areshuw gan |

The five members of an Adhikarana are : i, Vishaya or general
subject-matter ; ii, Visaya or Sarmsaya, the specific occasion for
doubtf iii, the prima facie view taken by the opponent, who is
thus called the Pirvapakhin or Chodaka, the starter of the qu ery
iv, the Uttaram, rejoinder, or the Uttarah (pakshah), otherwise
called the Siddhanta, representing the view maintained by the
Siddhantin in opposition to the view of the Parvapaksha ; and v,
Nirnaya or ultimate decision after a weighing of the two views
by arguments for and against. This is given by the judge or the
chairman or the Madhyastha (non-partisan) arbitrator and it is on
the side of the Biddhantin. In theory every Adhikarana ought to
be capable of being presented in this five-fold division, althcugh
the best illustrative examples of them oceur in the first Adhyaya
and in portions of the third and the fourth ) where the question

is that of mimanea or exact interpretation of a given Vedio text
open to divergent interpretations.

—While it was regarded as the duty of the Bhashyakara to fully
explain the intention of the Sutrakara, he had also full latitude
to start new " utsitra” discussions, i. e., those not actually ex-
pressed in the stitras but capable of being deduced from them, or
at any rate not inconsistent with the implications of them. But

he could not modify the siitras. This latter was the function of
the so-called Varttikas, which are defined ag—

STITGEEAT 1N+ 79 qTaq |
q F IRE Wgatwer A |
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The Varttikas, in other words, were siitras intended to correct,

modify, and swpplement the original sitrae. We haVe no
Varttikas for the Vedantasiitras as such, although the sttrapatha

as given by Sankara, Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha, and other
Bhashyakaras shows considerable variatjon and addition,

—The 556 (555) siitras given by Saﬁkaracharya.are held to have
been the work of Badarayans (also called Vyase). Whether he
is the actual author of these aph8risms, or whether the sutrapatha,
like & family-book of the Rigveds, is made of chronologically
disparate units, is a questioy that we need not take up here for
the present. Consult on the point my Basu Mallik Lectures on
Vedanta Philosophy, Lecture 1V. .

— Sitra 1, line 1. — Sankaracharya himself reviews( apud L. iv.
1 and I. ii. 1) the contents, of the first four padas of the first

chapter in the following words—
: C

qqd g smfgrE] afEE S SEIHEE—S A

Fa: (2.2.] ) IR | I AIFEANT FARAATET -
T Prugan—sauarmsed, ( 2.2.% ) R staiR-
qRiEal 9 Swifasesgi safavae dgafagea wifafe-
TR WSS aR@aE seeaan faoiia | -
AN arEaTEEARieg afaEe, [ @ s slatEar-

. Siftacalvad Frfaffy | afdiaa dhagdan) | =gd o
FGFI=BTEIG FAANAI AIFERGUIEAT  NEATHARE

gfanad, |l

The title “ Samanvaya ” or * onegess of purport ” given to the
first Adhyaya is thus fully justified.

—Sutra 1, line 2. — The mrit or clay forms the material cause

(upadana ) of thesjar, while the potter is the &gent ( nimitta ).,

In the case of the universe the Brahman is bath the upadana
and the nimitta ( efficient ) cause in one. Compare Br. Sa. 1. iv.
23 and IL i. 4, lines 1f. below.

— Sutra 1, line 4, — The four classes of beings are: jaraja or
jarayuja ( viviparous or born of womb ), andaja (oviparous or
born of egg ), svedaja ( born of sweat ), and udbhijja (born after

hd ®

-~
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tearing up the soil ). The bodies of these, after being separateq
from the immortal soul that temporarily inhabits them, “ return
to dust, ” See Manusmriti, i. 43 ff.—

qREs G srsEIaEa: |
wife 9 R wEas Jgse |
SqUET: P Ful A A aFo: |
iy AITFRINT ESHEAEEHT =
WIS TS JHAEFAGIA |

" gwuAgSEA, T, ERdE
St @d SFOSIART: |
St FEMFF TETIEE: ||

— Satra 1, line 6. — Smritinyayavirodhaparibhara is the topic
of the first pada : the smritivirodha occupying sttras 1-3 and
perhaps stitra 12 also, the nyayavirodha being answered in the
rest of the siitras. Pada 2 attacks the various Darsanas or
Systems of Philosopbhy on their own grounds. The remaining
two padas of the chapter try to establish a unity of purport in
the apparently divergent and inconsistent cosmological and
psychological speculations of the several Vedantic texts. The
title “ Avirodha » or “ absence of contradiction ” given to this
chapter is thus quite adequate, at any rate for padas 1,3 and 4.
As to pada 2, see the introduction of Sankaracharya to IL ii. 1,
and our note thereon.— The word nyaya here denotes argumen-
tations based on grounds of reason alone and not olaiming any
scriptural or traditional authority. It is almost synonymous
with tarka ( IL i. 11), yukei (1L 1. 18 ), or upapatti( IL. i. 36-37 ).
Compare the similar use of tarka-smarana in IT.i,3'%, Nyays

does not here denote Nyayadarsana.

. —Satra 1, line 11.—1Is Sankarachdcya here by the words
“Smritis cha TantrAkhya' referring to an actual Sarmkhya work ?
The context makes it clear that by “Paramarshi” he intends
Kapila, the founder of the Samkhya system, whose gage-like
vision is extolled by the Veda. The carliest extant Samkhys
work — the Samkhyakarikas of Tavarskrishna — speals of &
“ Tantra " in the following words ( Karika 70 }—

C

C
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. IFIT 02T |
SMERA T, 37 agee R

« paiichasikha expanded (or gave i

tra’:’.’,.. This would imply eitilzleret}lar;:r::: eélozﬁg&ei tothe Tan-
chasikha througl.:l Kapila and Asuri was alr da Iisached Pafi-
Tm}tra,' or th'at it was originally known by ?2my ozlhown as 8
Pafichasikha’s expanded form being for thelﬁr;; ti o nalTe’
Tantra. Nov;r, 2 work kndwn as “ Shashtitantra” o tlllm?‘ 'I? ol
of the Sixty " is mentioned by name in Karika 72-I o tanim

[ —IL 11

aae e AsatRsl: T shae |
ATEAAFIRRR: Ay |

Téx.rarakrishl_la here tells us that his seventy karikas are an exact
epitome of the larger work named the Shashtitantra. A verse
expressly as from the Shashtitantra, and also as from Bhagavan
Varshaganys, is preserved, viz.—

AT RA & A s |
q g Thwd M aAdT IR |

But a Chinese tradition speaks of Pafichasikha as being the

author of the Shashtitantra. A number of citations (about 20)
from Pafichadikha have been preserved ; but they are all in
prose. Since the existence of the Shashtitantra as an actual

Qarhkhys work is undeniable, we have therefore to fall back

upon the su osition either that the ascription of fchis work to
y i nya (or to thak of Panchadikha ) is

the authorghip of Varshagar :
false,or else, with Dr. F. Otto Schrader (ZDMG, LXVIIL pp. 1011%)
believe in the existence of two Shashtitantras, one in prose and

the other in Vverse one theistic and the other atheistic. This

apgiip ir. Tt merely proves
. n is however & counsel of despair .
reduplicatio ition., Witness in proof the.following verses

confusion in trad itne
quoted 88 from Padmapurans

: mmw:ﬂi@ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁll
mﬁmqaaﬁiwwﬁaﬂn
L e FRQTEERI |
| gl = wesel g g
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That Sankaracharya therefore had access to definite Samkhya,
works no longer avaible to us has in any case to be adr'nitted,
although all his citations invariably come from the Samkhya.
karikds of Iévarakrishna. In IL i 1, line 95 below, he appears
to have used the word tantre in the sense of system,

—Sutra 1, line_14. — Jaimini ( Mimansasitra L i.2) defines
Dharma as—

(]

HgAregotsat g |

Chodané or scriptural injunction is thus explained by Sabara in
his Bhashya on the above satra—

“ear’ g Praran wads g=adng: | e & o
I AR gEW SgarRd MUTEHAaNdEFAd T -
afrge, | afEad Sifed auT—adl TIER Foi afa—
T aq q=af vaf, Ragaly waf | aa—aniam Ne—
Tl q9AM, GRpEREITIEy, WAkl a1 &, 7 a1 wadi |
fgaa & @l i EEEaEET 999, A9 3T
frens (5 SR | ST ETIST: SAEEv |

— Sutra 1, line 11, — The “Purusharthas” are four : Dharmas,
Artha, Kama and Moksha. The first three require that specific
acts be performed in a specific manner by the properly qualified
persons : and the detailed instructions concerning these can be
had from texts like the Manusmriti, which can accordingly
have some use at least, and so be savakasa, The fourth “Puru-
shartha” depends upon our getting correct knowledge; i.e.,
knowledge corresponding to the Reality, and thisis not a matter
for action or prescription. The nyaya applied in the present
case by the Parvapakshin is—

' ' GEFRIAEF G EHE T |

—3itra 1, line 21, —The argument from “seeing" takes its stand
upon passages like—

89 @ arERFReida | adaa g @ A
aaf | aq ARG | ~—BFIE ]..3-3;
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The passages imply that the Creator was sentient and capable of
reflection, and not inert like the Samkhya Pradhana.

_Sitra 1, line 21, — The full stanza from the Gvetagvatara is—

R Ay At ety safn A a1 |
fi sag 7o e AR srEE @ e |l

The context ngakes it clear that the topic in the passage is Isvara
or Lord, the Creator. Kapila ( like the yonis or receptacles) is
mentioned only incidentally. As Sankaraoharya later explains
(IL i. 17) the “darsana” or revealed text is “anyartha’” or has
another than Kapila as its principal topic. The stangza has
therefore no * prapti” or relevancy in connection with the
greatness of Kapila, Furthermore, texts like—

A i wEAweE frafd & agf: |
fand SAamE qd @ [ geA g &g |
—AqrEaa 3.Y;
A M gwIARIE Rt &) agf: |
© Rand o@a A @ Q1 SEA g9 ST ||
—AAATR ¥.2R;
" 3 s Pty qd A1 & Igia AR a |

d € QAARAEIFE GG TOHE T ||
—AAATR §.3¢;

meke it quite clear that the “Ka;)ila or the tawny-coloured
being is to be identified with Hiranyagarbha, the Demiurge or
the Brahmadeva who, himself the off-spring of the Eterna] All-
creator, creates the'subsequent creation.

Sutra 1, llne 1. — For “Kshetrajfia ”” compare the
(xiii, 1f)—

: 7 TR 97 Atratnday |
© o i d %ﬂuf%laf‘m I
e Wi A Rify eddty e

2 [ Brahmasttrabhashya, Notes ]

Bhagavadgita



.

(]
~

LN

I §. 1—]  SANKARA'S Bnmmﬁﬂmmﬂsﬂn [ 16

—Sutra 1, line 45. — Sankaracharys must have derived the

sage from some Purapa. It also occurs in the Mahabhar::'
There are many passages which are common to the Epic and to
more than one Puriina. Fari Dikshita in his Brahmagiityy,

vritti ( Anand. ed,, No, 82) eays that it comes from the Vighny,
puréna, : '

—dutra 1, line 54f, — The thiid pada of the first adhyaya of
J aimini’sv Mimafisastitras discusses what we can take as authori-
tative besides Scriptural injunctions. The first two siitras —

»

- aiE TREAEETsATE @ || 2.3.2 il
o a1 FJEMEAR, TOEGA @ 2.3 0]

answer the Parvapaksha view that every statement not coming
directly from the Veda is to be discarded ( or rather, secondarily
interpreted ), by arguing that even non-scriptiral statemehts can
be authoritative inasmuch as’ they emanate from sages having
similar infallible knowledge ; 4nd we can always infer that,
correspounding to the smriti in question, there was once a sruti
text which happens not to have been preserved. The sitra quo-
ted in the Bhashya limits the application of this conclusion. It is
not every smriti text that we can pronounce authoritative. When
a given smriti textruns counter to an existing Sruti text, the
smriti text has to be subordinated. It is only where the smriti
does not go against a definite Sruti text that we can accept it as
authoritative and infer the existence of alost original as the
ground, of its ultimate validity, — Jaimini goes on to further
limit the scope of this procedure. A smriti might not go against
the éruti and yet might prescribea course of worldly prudence or
something the motive for which is too obvious, From a text re-
garded as an authority in the matter of Dharma we expeot direc-
tions regarding something which ordinary uninspired reason can-
" not lay down.— And yet again not every smriti can be accepted
as authority which, without clashing with existing éruits, teaches

something aptrva or extraordinary. Certain heredios might

promise wonderful things to be enjoyed after death by those who

follow their specific practices. But these heretic smritis cantiot

be authoritative, because the followers of Vedic religion and peo-

ple of approved respectability—the $ishtas—spurn those practi-

ces. Practices universally followed by &ishtas we can always
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'~ take a8 our guide, even where not only the f‘f’“ti b:; "v:: ::1:
gmriti text presotibing them is absent. From‘msh't,&c : E At the
infer smriti, and from smriti the corresponding éruti radom
game time, however, we oan learn sumething even from kr o
and Mlechohhas, especially where tife opdinary sources of kno
ledge fail us. As Sabara says—

Aehded e e | 7 AR 3
TR q A g | )

This shows how logical and broad-minded these ancient Bbhashya-
karas were—gp different from some of their medi@vabsuccessors.

—JSitra 1, line 59 ff.— We go to seriptures only in matters where
ordinary avenues of knowledge fail us ; and this is true as much
of the prescriptions intended to secure the first three Purushar-
thas as of the knowledge of the Reality which is to win the
moksha, the fourt® purusharths, The Reality, the knowledge of
whichegives moksha, transcends the ordinary gateways of know-
ledge, is transphenomenal, Irethe absence of special merit or
divine grace none can attain that knowledge. The special merit
that secures unimpeded vision one can accumulate by following

specified courses of conduect such as are prescribed in the serip-
‘tures. Thus—

a
Scriptures lay down prescriptions;
. Prescriptions lead to merit;

Merit secures transphenomena] knowledge,

Now this transphenomenal knowledge, as
the already existing and authoritative in
tures, cannot go against their teaching.
the sole guide in the interpertation of the
This is the gist of the argument,

fallacy. The atit}driyavijﬁana or transphenomenal knowledge
would not of course be fustified in asserting that the particular
prescription which secured that knowledge was falge. ) But other
Preseriptions ean well come under the purview of the adept’s un.
ingpeded vigion. In fact he would be better Placed than the mere
layman in interpreting the other seriptures aright, To thig it is
of course possible to make the rejoinder by urging thatthere cap.
not be any * ardhajaratiyatvs ' or half!hear.ted attitude ag regards

being the produoct of
junctions of the scrip-
Nor can it claim to be
scriptural prescriptions,
As will be seen, it involes a
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o érutipr&mﬂnyﬂn' To conoede the priminya of one text ig to
concede the praméanya of all texts. But this 18 'not a Very satis.
factory attitude to take. Hence perhaps Sankaricharya, conced.
ing the justice of our seeking the guidance of the perfect sageq

in interpreting the seripfurés, brings in the ultimate argument gq
to difference amongst the Dootors themselves,

—Siitra 1, line 70, — Compare Mah&bharats ( Kumbh, Ed, ) ijj,
107. 2 f— ° “

T FW AW whe ghrawa: |
AFIN F g S b
¥ Feglagd e dwey G |
TR GHEIIST WagEr | I |

—JSitra 1, line 72, — The scriptural 6jpeat.ssa,ge extolling Manu hag
this advantage over the Kapila passage thatsit is"unambiguous
and purports primarily to praise Manu. Hence its cogency
(prapti) in the argument before ue. On the other hand the primary
topic in the Kapila passage is the Lord, referred to by the re-
lative pronoun “yah.” That the passage, besides its assertion
about the main topie, should also be made to convey infor-
mation about an additional subordinate topic ( e. 8., wisdom of
Kapila ) involves what is called Vakya-bheda, or the splitting
up of one sentence into two, which is a fault in interpretation.

—3itra 1, line 97. — That the authoritativeness of the Veda is
self-evident, not deducible from extraneous confirmatory proofs,
is the well-known “gvatah-pramanys”’ theory, which constitutes
the corner-stone of the Parvamimansa system. Opposed to that
is the “paratah-pré’.ménya" Theory, which is willing to concede
the correctness of even an ordinary sense-perception of water
only after it is tested by a subsequent confirmatory perception,
as when the man actually goes to the water and is able to quench
his thirst., But this amounts to summoning one sense-perception
as witness for the truth of another sense-perception. Why may
not both be wrong? And if the second is to be believed in, why
not as well believe the first ? In fact, argues the MImaﬁsjst,
one’s faith is not a thing to be argued about. If that were 80, it
would have been easy to argue all into, or out of, any faith, All
attempts therefore to lent additional support to Scriptures by

(8

(
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ratiocination have everywhere ended by undermining men’s
faith in the Seréptures themselves. Hence the dictum—*

PrierersaRdy A gaiefy | .

—Satra 2, line 2. — The words of the $fitra are variously inter-
preted.  Sankars, Bhaskara, and Vallabha ,agree in taking
“ itaresham " to mean *itareshdm Mahadidinam tattvanam. ”
Madhva does the same : enly, *the smriti he particularly alludes
to is the Saiva or Pasupata smriti, and consequently the tattvas
are not Mabat and others put incidental statements regarding
fruits ete., taught in the Saiva texts and not warranted by
( Vaishnava ) experience. Raminuja, Nimbarks, and Srikantha
anderstand “ itaresham ™ to refer to other Smritikaras (like
Manu ), whose prophetic vision (upalabdhi) never once vouch-
gafes for the correctness of the Samkhya view of creation. But
this is.saying whst was already caid in sitra 1, viz., that the
Smritis of Kapila and of Manu differ in their teachings. Look-

ing tothe wording of satras 1,and 2 it is clear that * itaresham”

can refer only tothe “ Smritis  or the “ doshas.” The first is
impossible grammatically, since we read “itareshdam " and not
wioracam.” The second can poseibly mean: “ Other defects
_urged by the Samkhyas (against the Vedantic position ) are

gntenable » _an extremely forced interpretation. If j;he word
“ Smriti ” in sitra 1 is to mean “ Pradhana smriti ’, Sankara’s
intgrpretation would seem most natural, For Ramanuja's inter-
pretation “ smriti * will have to be taken to signify “ Kapila-
smriti, ' If & word not present in the first sttra is to be refer-
red to by the “ itaresham ” of the next sitra, the fact £an pos-
sibly become more natural if, following Vallabha, satra 2 is
taken to constitute a distinct adhikarana, although that does

not very much improve matters,

—Sutra 2, line 3— All systems of Indian Pltilosophy agree in
giving the number of sense-organs as five. If a mew system’
were to assert a sixth sense contrary to all authority and un-
warranted by actual experience, there could be no possibility
whatsoever of that system gaining a hearing.

fT“-Sﬁtra 2, line 6.—The word mahat actually oceurs in the
following Upanishadic passages— °
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e au my sihear gt ms |
RAFEG T IR A, q¢ |
RS ARSI, qEN: qT |
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¥ XY T o Aqohshey vy 7 |
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Sahkar:‘:chirya has attempted to prove that by the( word mahqt
we have to understand either the cosmic intellect alias the
Demiurge (Hiranyagarbha) or the individual soul, but in no case

the Mahat of the Sarmkhya system, i.‘e., as the first product of
the Pl’&kl’iti. 3 ¢ o

—Sitra 2 line 1.— éaﬁkaracharya’s point is that if the smriti
teaching creation has gone wrong about the later stages of the
creation, it can be presumed to be no more correct as to the initia]

stage or the starting point of the oreation. If the effect, Mahat,
is disproved, the cause, Pradhana, has also to be discarded,

—Sutra 3, line 1. — The specific mention of the Yoga in this
sutra implies that the first adhikarana dealt with the alliad
system of the Samkhyas, and not that of the Pasupatas, as
Madhva understands. Yoga is called Sesvara-Samkhya.” °

—Satra 3, line 2. — An atideda or analogical transference of
qualities, conditions or arguments is thus defined—

AT U T S, |
A7Td FED: MR @ I3 ||

—>3atra 3, line 5, — Ignoring their nebulous beginning ( aceord-
ing to Hayer : Die Anfinge der Yoga-praais, 1922 ) in the Vedas,
the Yoga ideas first make their appearance, amongst the
Upanishads, in the Katha andtle Svetaévatara, and also here and

*This line might have been an interpolation, the * yat ” of the third line
referring to * avyakta. ” Translators often translate as though they read
yam for yaj. The description of the Purusha as * vy8paka" and “alinga '?
13 reminjscent of Samkhya technicalities : Cp. 8. Kariks 55,

(8
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there in the Mundaka,
concentration of the min

151

As & recognised method of securing

rlier th d with a view to God-vision, it is much
earlier than the Yogasiitras of Patafijali (150 B. .): it is, even

pretsuppoged by Buddhism (500 B.C, J- The* Yogasastra” from
w:hlch.Sankaracharya is apparently quating ( line 16 ) the first
sutra is otherwise unknown to us.
—3utra 3, line 18, — 1 h
sutras published in 1887, ©
mean Panini’s Ashtadh

is German translation of the Brahma-
Deussen took “ Ash’gak.adi-sm;iti " to
; yayl [ Achtwerke des Panini]—an error
Wh_wh We*ought to ignore if the case of this pioneer and pre-
eminent Vedantic scholar of Burope. The Ashtakas are kinds
of sraddhas so called because they were to be performed on three
successive krishna-ashtamis following the Agrahayani or
Margaéirshi Paurnamasi, Lompare Manusmriti, IV, 150. There
is no extant \Zedic prescription about them, but on the strength
of the Amritis the Yorresponding $ruti passages have to be infer-
red. The Ashtaka-smriti is here adduced as an illustration of
its “ anapavadaniyatva,” and mot of its * sampratipannirthaika-
desatva.” — The reading abhyadhiks for apyadhika, given in
some Mss., is perhaps to be preferred in view of line 4 above,

.—Sutra 3, line 23, — Sabara defines linga (IIL. iii. 14) as—
. 3q AE=sREdateg ame afte |

Els.ewhere it is defined as—

ared gadEE fegfratida |

A érauta linga means actual ‘usage’ of & word in the .Vedq. in
the sense of the thing in question. This use of the word linga
here is to be distinguished from ¥s more usual use in the sense
of an “ inferential mark " as in IL 1. 6%, IL 1, 1.129, etc,; and
from its Sarmkhya use in the sense of the transmigratory body
(cp. S. Karikas 40-41)., .

_Sgtra 3, line 35. — The “ pratyasatti, ” proxirfity, or passage
in immediate context to Svetasvatara vi, 13, is—
. uE) g Fifman qgAmE s agar 3 A |
qated Asareata e 9 qrad Aaena |
] * |, ——REd® &R,
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The word Samkhya '’ means otymologically~—
ger gy, afist atery, |

—Satra 3, line 39. — Compz:re-—-

qeare gt g afaaaer 7e9ed |

Sad e REEARGUIAR (| —aIEIFICH 28,
—Satra 3, lin¢ 41. — Vairagya {5 defined in Yogasutra, i. 15—

eoraufiEaIgeRT FFHREE R |
and thus reGommended in Yogasitra, ii. 15—

* qRoTAAEERRE AR gadd & fafE: |

Compare also Yogasitra, ii. 30. (
—Sutra 4, line 5. — According to the mimansa view the Veda is

“ kriyartha ” only :—
el frrdETRsEAaEa A, .l — e L2,

It teaches what ought, and what ought not to be, done for obtain-
ing certain rewards and averting certain punishments after

death ; and as to the exact nature of the act in question, Veda is,

and can be, the only and the final suthority. According to the«
te describes the nature ef

Vedantins a part of the Veda at any ra
the Brahman, the highest Reality. Now, if Brahman be an eter-
nally existing Reality, and not a process or action which ir to

be brought into operation, it must be within the reach of pra-
manas like Pratyaksha, or of Anumana which is based on Pra-
tyaksha; which both concern themselves with the knowledge of
the reality. If so, the Veda ought never to desoribe the reality
in & manner opposed to ordinaty Pratyaksha and Anumana. And
if certain passages seem to go prima facie against the testimony
of the senses, we ought to interpret them differently. As San-
‘karacharya says elsewhere ( Gitabhashya-under xviii. 67 )—

gerfamaTen § RedsREenREraarEage g
g, 9 SEEIRAN, SEECAITET gqraoaer | 9 %
oty dtsfaE g gaa aamaEiR | af garstd-
shrorat 3R aurgall gRfafed Feaw, SRR
O, A g FAMANIEE @aaaes a1 |l

¢
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—Siitra 4, line 9, — The Purvapakshin further msintains that
in obtaining the knowledge of an existential reality Sruti and
Pratyaksha—and therefore Anuména as being based on Pratysk-
sha, and so havmg a more intimate linkage with reality #han is
possible for mere Sruti—are. not * ‘tylyabala ” or of equal value
and importance, but the latter is distin8tly on a higher plane by
its very intimate connection with reality. If jhe aim of Sruti
is to give the direct knowledge of reality, we cannot then ignore
these two pramanas which have such a vital contatt with reality.

—Sutra 4, line 22f, — The Prak;iﬁ or Pradhana of the Samkhyas

is constird_ted. of three gunas,—Sattva, Rajas and Tamas,—which
are thus described ( S8amkhyakarika, 3 )— "

g @Y JFITFHEEIERE 9¢ 9 & |
q% TOFAT A2, TETEEIER IR |
“ SattVa is regard®d as buoyant and effulgent, Rajas as stimula-
ing ard mobile, Tamas as heavy and overwhelming; like (the
wick and oil of ) a lamp, their*function is for one (common ) pur-
pose, viz., giving light, ( although they are opposed in nature ).”
Compare algo the Bhagavadgita ( xiv. 6-8 }—
,‘ 9 @ HeE TFEERAEET |
‘ gaag Tl TAEFA 9@ ||
. W ameE fAfE gemegEaEag |
aAIR FT FaagT AL |
JuEaaES fafg A gaieT |
qHIgEE R aEaf@aata wra ||
L ]

Because everything in the world is capable of itself having—or
at any rate capable of exciting in the individual—under differ-
ing conditions, the physwal qualities of buoyamecy and so forth
the ethical quahtles of punty and so forth, the intellectual qua.lx-
ties of clearness and so forth, or the hedonistic qualities of
happiness #nd so forth, the Samkhyas argue that everything must
be ultimately composed of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. As Vachas-
patumsra says in his commentary on the Samkhyakariki above
quoted— .
3 [ Brahmasttrabhashya, Notes ] .
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~Siitra 4, ling 27 f — For “ kﬁr,yakamna ( not karana ) in the
sense of “ body and the senses ™ compare ( Svetasvatara vi, 8 }—

7 7@ F4 701 7 {9 Ewarateg T |
wer TR R e sEAs i |

-—Siitra 4, line 31. — It is to be noted that “Buddhi” is regarded
by the Sarhkhyas as “achetana” or non-sentient. Whatever,
like the mind and the intellect, serves as a means to an end, viz,
as a means to knowledge, and whatever is capable‘of mobion (as
the mind) and growth (as the intellect), cannot be self-subgisting
entity like the Purusha, Aectivity involves change, and hence
and Samkhyas have denied all activity to the Purusha. Even
knowledge through the ordinary gateways of the senses invalves
an activity which the manas and the buddhi can undertake, but
never the Purusha. He can have an intuitive perception—a sort
of an illumination by mere presence—of the whole process; apd
therein alone lies his chetana or sentient character. Inthisview
of the achetana character of the Budddi the Vedantin agrees with
the Samkhya,

—>Sutra 4, line 35 ff. — The objection on the score of vilakshana-
tva can be removed by taking (i) the achetana Pradhina as the
cause of the achetana world, er (ii) the chetana Brahman as the
cause of the chetana world. 1t is the latter alternative which is
now being considered in the rest of this siitra and the next.

—Sutra 3, line 16. — The word * videsha” in the sitra Sankara-
charya takes irf two ways: (i) difference [between bhoktri and
bhogya and (ii) specific mention, as in the Kaushitaki version of
the story concerning the " Dispute of the Faculties."”

—3Siitra 3, line 24, — Mantras, defined ag—
RATEHAATEREH: 778 |
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aro those groups of voeables—not necessnrily posserssing any
meaning, or any meaning connected with the ritunl to ACoOThpany
which they are recited—which invariably remind ug, through
constant association, of the various entities, objects, or utensils
that are employed in the ritual.  Thesmafority of the Mantras
come from the Vedic Samhitis. An Arthavidt: i8 defined ag—

qIEAfAaTd AFTAAAE: |

Its function is (i) to praise a given prescription, e. g—

T AT R | . A e e )

where the praise of the Wind as most swift serves as @ recom-

mendation for the offering of & white (animal) to that God (ii) to
censure & prohibited conduet, . g.—

where the gift of silver is prohibited andthe prohibition emphasis-
ed by telling us that silver sprang from the tears ( of Rudra or
Agni in the form of lightning ) ; (iii) to describe the doings of
another (parakritih); and (iv) to narrate the happenings of another
time ( purakalpah ). Arthavada has three varieties—

. R somETg: @, AgARsTIRa |
YA ARdaRhT w9 |

@
The corresponding illustrations are—

A h— e,
because the statement contradiots Pratyaksha;
Afifdaer I — g,
because Veda here affirms what is otherwise known ;
& T mwm—wﬁa’r&:,

because it neither confirms nor contradicts. — The Arthavada,

be it noted, is not an independent authority. It is always sub-

ger vient to another injunctive or prohibitive statement. As
Jaimini kays ( I. 1L 7 )—

Rt A, et fal @ |
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The “Arthavada"” in the present
majority of the Brahmanag, TItihas
includes all collections of stories
the Mahabharata: while the nor

brace all topics from Creatidn to

[ 20

passage wopld include the
8 (iti + ha + dsa = thug 4 wag)
and legends such ag those ip
mal contents of g Purang ep,.
Dissolution :

R, TREds S8 sy g |

() gaRe A7 gt e |

—datra 5, line 31. — This i not an actual quotation from Brih,,
but the topic is dealt with in the passage referred to. .
—Satra 6, line 3 fr— A

somewhat longer list of this typeis given
by Kesava Kaémirin in

his com. on the text—

T R RroaoEl sesrma: | g FEAR -
ARIETeT e, Mwne FaFE, qfgwhe: FAR:,
- TR, TR, AT FHR F TS R ATTIRE, HAE-

TSR TG IR LIRS IR R Ca e ol
4Sﬁtfé 6;, line 15f,— World, the produet, is alleged tobe different

in nature from Brahman the cause: Is it intended to assert that
not even one attribute of Brahman is to be found in the world ,
(second paksha); or, even though some one attribute like satt3
may be common to the two, chetanatva, the most important attri-
bute, is present in the causeand absentin the effect(third pakska);

or that each and every attribute of Brahman without exoeption is

not found in its effect the world (first paksha)? The first paksha
assumes fhat cause and effect must agree in ev

which is impossible. The second paksha goes
third paksha ean be.exhibited L‘hus—

IR —S, ATATF R |

, ’3:  fowq ) —ermaam (Sadamraaan ) |
. et — e qeEsTER, 241 (1)
No drishtanta, which is defined ag— 0
SfeFadam aRawy sfgard 4 esr: |

and which hag to be acceptsble to both t
and so the argument falls down, - '

ery single respect,
against faots, The

he parties, gan be given,

[}
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-—S.iitra 6 line 43 ff. — The valid reaconings conformable Yo the
Scriptures are : (i) that the conditions and presentations belong-
ing to the dream consciousness and of the waking contcious-
ness, although associated with one and the same soul, do not
either of them constitute his real nature: as the goul can do away
with each in turn,— This is rather defective. ¥ou. can say of a
wall that is repainted that the old blue colour doeg not constitute
the essence of the wall arfy more than the new green colour : but
gome sort of & colour the wall must have. Similarly, some kind
of a relation there must be between consciousness ang the soul,
even though ¥ be that of tadatmya or identity, as the Advaita
Vedanta avers. Hence we have to supplement argument (i) by
argument ( ii ) which tells us that the real eesence of the soul’s
na.ture is to abide unruffled by the phenomenal world. This
raises the inevitable question as to how the phenomenal appesr-
ance .ddtas appéar &t all. Argument (iii) which denies any dis-
tinetion between the world and the Brahman, the phenomenon
and the noumenon, seeks to answer the question, although the
answer may not be equally convineing to all.

—Sutra 6 line 45¢, — Satkaracharya has made the Stutrakara
argue that Brahman has produced a world which seems to ex-
hi;nit certain attributes absent in the Brahman, and also that
Brahman = world. This seems to contain a prima facie incon-
sistepcy which we will have to comment upon later. For the
present be it noted that he does not speak of —* jagad-brahmanor
aikyam " nor of “brahmansah jagad-avyatirekah” but of “ jagafah
brahmévyatirekah”. As he ultimately wants to raise the world
to the level of the Brahman, he thinks it necessary to put in a
word for the “eka-desiya,” who, affer all, is “sva-yithya” or be-
longing to the Acharya’s own persuasion. Whether Sankara has
in view here any particular school of thought, or is merely put-
ting forth a possible position that can be maintained, is more
than what we know. . )

—Suitra 6 lime 33. — According to the Samkhyas, the world, the
product, is “ jada,” but so also is Pradhana, What they cannot
explain is the bifurcation of the product-world by the Sruti itself
into’classes like eat and asat, vijidna, and avijiana, satya and
* anrita. Vijidna in the bifurcation ca'nnot. mean the soul or
Purusha who aceording to the Samkyas.is not an entity that can
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be ptroduced : bul as contrasted with avijfiina, vijfidna Must
pignily a sentient product, and therefore must have a sentient
cause *from which alone it can spring, and not a non-sentient

cause like Pradhéina, ,

—Siitra 1, line 3,— The objection raised against the Vedinting

in this sifra is distinet from that of the last three siitras, a].

though a corollary from it. Some Bhaghyakaras (e. g., Vallabha.

chirya ) commence a new adhikarana with siitra 7 ; others (e, g,
Srikantha ) with siitra 8 ; Madhvachdrya, however, is most pecu-
liar in makKing siitras 4 to 12 into four distinct adhikaranas, add.
ing an ‘extra siitra, ** Dréyate tu *’ between our sitra 4 and sutra
9, and reading our siitra 6 with a “ cha *’ instead of the “ tu ”
His interpretation of the various stitras is also peculiar to him,
The other commentators agree as to the general drift of the
adhikarana. It is sttra 7 which has given rige tc differences of

interpretation. Vallabha makes the stitra refer to Chhandogya
Upanishad vi, 2. 1-2;:— ‘
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and says that the sttra rebuts the argument that the * asat ”

(=Pradhana) is the cause of the world, because the Sruti passage

assertsdhe “ asat ” just to deny it forthwith. This interpretation
of Vallabha is open to the objection that even the Parvapakshin
would not be so blind to the words of the Sruti as to rear up on
their basis the Parvapaksha at all; and further the proper expla-
nation of the passage ought to have been giveu in the first or the
Samanvaya chdpter and not here. — Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and
Srikanthd make the “ pratishedha ” refer to that implied in sitra
6, where the rule “ like cause like effect ** was denied; but the
denial leaves room for the cause and the effect being of one

substance— o
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sankaraohfiryn Lakon tho methmllm " to bo that implied in the
I'ievapakuhn of phin vory siitra, “nund i1 To the objection:
* Hut then the kmvn will bocome * ment ' prior to creation,” the
coply " Your contingonoy as to the ' non-existence * of*kirya
in Hiko the unnt,lngunuv of Hm non= oxiﬂtunco of the hnrﬂ-hurn or
the barron-woman's von, as when someBody takes the trouble to
formally deny this in o sentonoe like—The lare-horn ( or the
barron-woman's son ) doer not uxlhb This cmmot be taken to
imply that the hare-horn for the barron-woman’s fon ) once did
oxint, but now no longer does so. If kfrya never truly exists
apart from) tho kirana, both.beforo aud after the oreation, the
objootion that karya will become “asat” is no objuctlon nt nll,
It s the more verbal deninl of the ‘existence’ of a thing that
nover renlly oxists by itself. fmnkurachﬁryan interpretation,
subtlo aw it is, points to the fllusory character of the world, while
Ramanujs and others imply the reality of the world apd its
unity W substanoe with the Brahman, ns well as difference in
minor_attributos. ‘The following extract from the Bhamatl
bringu out tho oxaot point intended by .‘aﬂnlcuruoh&rya-—-

Hrl w0l gagrangt @ faedan, @i g sroe
g @ P ) wd sroEa wider @ A qdsA,
(R s o I wrg @iy SR e ||

[

—Siitra 8, line 5. — The word “tadvat” in the sitra 18 interpret-
od M five different ways, vig.—

(i) gores widasay: | () WgRvaiiae ey |
(i) yerperdreaater xawsag: | (V) addt Rufigaas:|
(v) ey HRorsas: |

~Sutra 9, line 9. — Chaturvidho bhiitagrimah s see our Note on
11 i 1, line 4, abdve, * .

—Stitra 9, line 11 f. — The familiar lines from ankaraobaryag
Shatpad!- stotra might be recalled—

L

gafy NN T qqg q WHANET |
argal R Oy wed g & ag |l

L



‘

401 GANKARA'S' BRAHMASTTRABHASHY A [ %4
L)

The point is that karya and kdrana are not co-terminug,
Karama inoludes the kirya and transcends it. Ses below, I1. 1,27,

lines 3ff.

—Satfa 9, line 23ff. — The majority of the older Upanishads do
not contain the* v1varta‘” il{ustrations that Sankaracharya. edds
here to the usual ‘“‘parinama” illustrations that are the current
coin of the Upartishadic texts, Hence perhaps the Bhashyakars,
finds it necessgry to invoke the aid of Gaudapada, who is tradi-
tionally known as his “parama” guru’or the teacher’s teacher
(or possibly the founder of the school). Some scholars are
inclined to doubt the existence of an actual teacher called
“Gaudapada.” in view of the fact that there is fotind at timesa
mention of * Gaudacharyah” or “Gaudah” or “‘Gaudiyakarikah,”
which might signifiy a Gauda or Bengal school of Vedantins,
whose tenets are contained in the so- called “ Gaudapada "
karikgs. These karikas show a strong influence of Buddhism
and are frequently quoted in Buddhistic cothmentators' of the
Mahayana school (6. g. Bhavaviveka, cir. 600 A.D.) and that too
at dates which raise a suspicion &s to the traditional ascription
of the karikas to a writer of the early decades of the eighth
century, as Sankaricharya'’s teacher’s teacher must be supposed
tobe. We will not discuss here this intricate problem in all
its bearings, and we will ignore the question as to whether the
first prakarana of the Gaudapadiya karikas (which is comment-
ed upon even by non-Advaita commentators like Karanarayana )
belongs to an author different from that of the later prakar&nas.
The problem has been dealt with by me in my fifth Basu Mallik
Lecture, Poona, 1923, Sankaracharya is often nicknamed erypto-
Buddhist or “prachchhanna-Bauddha” for his Mayavada, which
has certain affinity to the Sipyavada of the Madhyamika school
of Nagarjuna ; and now it would seem that this title belongs to
Sankaracharya’s spiritual pricharya, Gaudapada,—unless we
argue (what is yery probable) that Buddhism and Vedanta (and
even Samkhya for the matter of that ) afose out of a philosophical
Anschauung of view-point which contained in it germs of both
the nihilistic and illusionistic philosophies; or, failing this, are
content to hold (what is also just possible) that Gaudapada pur-
posely used Buddhistic arguments against Buddhism itself, and

established & new philosophy, more or less allied to Buddhlsm;
which Sankaracharya later adopted after him. ‘
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—’——siitra_ 9’.. line 35. — 7y, word “svabhavike” of “svibhaviki”
Sankaracharya Jses sometimes in the sense of what ig, truly
real, but sometimes also ip the sense of what ig natural and
normal and therefore 7ot truly

real. Here of course the fi
sense is intended. See algo IL i, 14, 1i et

ne 46 and line 13,

[ =1L i1

not say that there is a,vids'ra i

for we have just argued (line 36, 44 ) that the seeds of avidyi are
dormant ih the un-libera

! ted soul, and hence therq is no con-
fusion between the liberated and the un-liberated soyls. We
can perhaps say that

in the Apiti or Pralaya state the avidya is
in a geed-form and there it no consciousness of it, whereas in the
Samsara or Sthiti state theeavid

ya is in its developed condition,
putting forth all the false appear

ances that we know., Ag San.
kara expressly says in his Bhashya to I, iii. 30—

IAFARAT 3 TFFITANNT gy | Twqeds 7
AR | TaEE R |

—dutra 10, line 12.— The rule is ( Slokavarttika, p. 341)—
’ AL W AW GRERN & | |
% PR RER ||

-—§ﬁtta 11, line 5.— Compare the Vakyapadiys of Bhartrihart
(i 34)—

gerrTRRIstas: FaSgarht: | .
AfgFARAT T |

—Su line 8. — Kanabhuk, ‘or more usually Kana‘;‘,dg, the

foxfr‘:(;.:: 101" the Vaiseshika Philogophy, may have.obtalned his

name from the lact tifat his phllosop.hy deals with z.a.toms_ ore
“ kanas ,” but more probably from th.e clrcum‘s:tat\oe o£ his hSVl.ng

beloﬁged to & sect of ascetics who lived on kar_m:t 1:1- gﬁ':;;s

left in the field after the harvest :wa.s gather'ed. an It: ::: d

This mode of life is known as the * ufichhavritti. 8 BUppose

tboat the founder praotised this mode of life in order to propitiat
4 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes ] o
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God Muheﬁvn'm, who, in the form of an owl or “ ultitkn,” revealeq -
this philosophy to him, hence called the Auliikyn daréana. | }g; b
this tradition must have beon of a seconduryorigin, as the pﬂm)l
tive Venideshika did not recognise God. Another tradition ex.
plains the name “Owl Philgsophy " from the circumstance zh,;
the founder, in the day-fime, meditated in a dense forest, seclud'
ing himself from wordly affairs, and at night, when people wenl;
to rest, he wandered unbout for food. Young women were frigh-
tened at his ‘appearance, and this gave the night-wanderer the
opportunity to enter into the granaries and mills and eat the corn
found there. None of these traditions have any historical value,

—Sutra 11, line 13 f —The same sentiment is well expressed in
the Rigveda ( vii. 58 3¢)—

sy arer f ' uff ssgw

—Siatra 11, line 15, — Vritti is the denotativecpowar ( or Sakti)
of & word or a sentence. It is Abhidhd or primary, Lakshana or
secondary ( figurative ), and Vyaiijana or suggestive. Just which
of these is to be understood in a given word, or sentence ( which
is a specific group of words) can only be settled by argumenta-
tion or ratiocination. The whole of Parvamimausa is just such

a rational science of exegesis. ‘
—Sgtra 11, line 28. — Bhava-yathdtmya. The correspondirg
Buddhistic expression is * Dharmatathata.”

—Stra i1, line 30. — The word “ avimoksha " in the stitra is(. in_

terpreted in two ways : (i) non-release from the deficiency in-
herent jn reasoning; and (ii ) non-liberation from the bondage

of Samsara.
—Satra 11, line 41 ff — To ‘éhe expected retort that there is
wrangling enough amongst the expositors of the Vedio Philoso-
phy, who thus are not in a better boat than the avowedly Ration.
«alistic Philosophers, the reply given is that thé Veda is eternal
and not the profuct of any specific time author or conditions —
like the Sarhkhya Philosophy. Its teaching may reasonably be
expected to be true of all times, assuming, of course, that the
Veda can convey a meaning ( that the Veda is not nirarthaka, b8
Kautsa maintained), and that the meaning is determinable by ixls.
As Anandagiri says— ¢
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—Satra 12, line 8. — It is clear thaf by Vyasa Sankarichirys
means the author of the Mahabharata, sthee under I, iii. 29 and
I iii. 47 he quotes as of Vyasa or Veda-Vyaga stanzas which
come from the Epic. The Krighna-Dvaipayana referred to in
ITL. iii. 32 seems to be the%same as the Author of the Epic. Here
however he is spoken of as an incarration of the “ Vedacharya "
named Apantaratamas. Samkara associates Manu and Vyara
together undet ITI. i. 14 also, and in his comment on*Sitra I. iii*
33, where Badarayana is actually named, he tells us— °

AT T ATEIAT TR TS AT & |

éaﬁkarﬂicbiry‘a seems to keep Vyasa distinet from Bédariyana
whom he regards‘, in the opening of his Bhashya on the last
Vedarta satra, IV. iv. 22, as the Author of the Vedanta Sitrss.
It is Vachaspatimisra who,—as also Sarvajiiadtman in his Sarh-
kshepa-sariraka i, 6 — identifies Badarayana with Vyasa.

—Sutra 13, line 1 ff. — The siitra has called forth considerable
.Jdifferences of opinion amongst the Bhashyakaras. Sankars,
‘\.allabha, and Bbaskara give one interpretation, Ramanuja,
Nimbarka, and Srikanths, another, and Madhva quite a third.
Taking the last first, according to Machva—

A = Wagdlae swmta:,

according to the sruti ( Mundaka IIL ii, 7 )—

FANT AT e WAy 88 whvaha |

Madhva concludes that the sruti passage is to be taken in the
same sense as the statement — .
® ®

grq MY ma CheEi, R .
and does ot dis-estab'ish the difference between the Lord and
the souls. Of course it is easy to see thut the goshtha or cowpen
bears to the cows a relation different from that of the Lor:d to the
souls. Iiﬁmﬁnuja. and others, who regard the world (achit) and .
the souls (chit) as forming the “body '.' of the Lord, under -
stand— "
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which,means that Brahman would be liable to pain and ples.
sure aococording to the Sruti (Chhandogya, viii. 12, 1 )—

T ¥ wdieer @ frnfmireefota | anti am 7
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Ramanuja meéts the Parvapakshs bs;’ declaring that it is the
body brought into existence by merit and demerit tha
yield pleasure and pain, the instince given begng'that of the
king who, because he has a body, does not necessarily suffer

heat etc., these being warded off by his umbrella-bearers. The
instanee chosen is certainly not ve

servants, the king must fee] hungry;
and mpst in any oase fee] the pleasu

contributes. Finally, the interpreta
others, viz.—

and sleep in his own body,
res to which his Xetinue
tion of Sankardcharya and

A= Wer (Frte FRMATAIT) Wiy,
g (FRORA Frataeaeer) WP,

is open to the charge that it raises a point already disocussed
under Satras 8-9. Nor do the illustrations chosen, the froth anfd

«AFRETA: = g awon a5 Lo T W
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The “ordinary " illustration to rebut the objection can be that
of a king and his, various officers, who are indiyidually portions
of the king, ag deriving their authority from him ; and yet wecan
keep one officer distinet from the other for practical purposes.

—Sitra 13, line 2.— Anyapara, which we have translated as
‘conforrping toanother means-of-knowledge’ can also be rmderg‘d
as ‘possessing a secondary significance, i. e., a significance other
than the primary, Ratnaprabha renders the word by * gaurar-
thaka,” Anandagiri by “ Upacharitartha,” and Vachaspati by—
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Compare on the point the paseage from Sankara's Gitabhashym
quoted at the end of our Note on Si®raIl. i. 4, line 5, abave,

—Sitra 13, line 3.— For the nature of Maniga and Arthavida
see our Note on II. i. 5, line 24. When the words of a Mantra do
not fit the ritual in which they are presoribed, th® words have to

be secondarily interpreted. Compare the Mantra prescribed for

dadhi-snana. .

—Sttra 13, line 21 ff. — The Advaita system of Sahkara.is pecu-
liar in this that while it is prepared toregard the world as =a
creation by the Lord it is at pains to exclude the individual soul
from the Lord's creation—4Jivo Brahmaiva naparah..” The point
is fully discussed in Brahmasutra II. iii. 17. Compare also II.
i.21, 1Thes 3 ff.— ®ther Vedantins, following the Brihadaranyaka
(IL i. 20) and Mundaka (IT.1i.1) Upanishads, conceive of Jivas
as real emanatiors from the Lidrd, like sparks from the fire. As
Sahkaricharya himself says at the beginning of the next satra,

this answer to the Parvapakshin is from the vyavahara point of
view. As the Ratnaprabha says—

. @ A AR AR R — SRR |

In addition to the strictly “ Parinama illustration of the ocean
and its waves Sankara however thinks it fit to add the “vivarta”
illustration of space-in-the-jar. Cp. balow, II. i. 14, line 27-30,

—Siitra 14, line 11.— An apter example would be thag of. & piece
of timber which you call a ‘pillar’ when erect and g ‘beam’ when
transverse, the piace being just the same, the name
tuting the difference. 1In the process of acquiring
is an important event for the ohild to know the n
object, say, an animal. *Before you named it 8
have been a cat, and so not distinguishable from the specimens
of that class. The name introduces the difference and the child
thereafter begins to note differences rather than resemblances,

It is the name that transforms One into the Many. * What is in
a name ?” — The whole universe is in the name !
“ ® [ ]

alone consti-
knowledge, it
ame of a new
haredit might

—Sttra 14, line 26ff.— It will be noted that the Acharya starts
with “ parinania ” illustrations of the olay and the jar, and gon-

e
-
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oludes with “ vivarta " illustrations beginning with ghatakais
whioh is a * vivarta " illustration inasmuch as space is not roal'

ly divided.

—Siitra 14, line 31ff.—The “ BhedAbheda " Pirvapaksha view
which Sankara heve raises seemsto have beert anancient dootrine
not unknown t9 the Statrakara, w'ho ushers in Admarathya (I. iv
20) as an ancient champion of the same: Bhartriprapaiicha, wh<;
seems to have preceded Sankara by a couple of centuries, seems
to have accepted the same view, sevaral of Sankara’s grguments
here and elsewhere being specifically directed against this re.
nowned Vedantin. See for Bhartripraficha Professor Hiriyanna's
papers in the Ind. Ant.,vol. LIII, 1924, pp. 77-86, and Report of
the Madras Oriental Conference, pp. 439-450.

—Sitra 14, line 44.— By declaring the identity between the soul
and Brahman as ‘‘ svayam-prasiddha ” éihkaréfchircya alliides to
the view, discussed by him at length under I i. 4, that the
Mokshs state of oneness with the ‘Absolute is nvither “-utpadya”
or capable of production, like a jar from clay ; nor “ vikarya " or
capable of being brought about through modification, like curds
from milk; nor “apya ” or capable of being reached, like his own
house by a traveller; nor, finally, * sarhskarya ™ or capable of
being attained by internal purification, like cleanliness by a dust-
soiled mirror. As the Brihadaranyaka (iv. 4. 6) says—

7 g€ ToT STl | AT & ST |

—Sgtra 14, lines 46, 48.—For the different uses of the word
“ svabhavika " see Note to sitra 9 line 35 above ; compare alfo
theuse of the same word it IL i 147 below. In Gita, v. 15
where the word occurs Sankaracharya explains it as—

A e, ST S, T |
—Sutra 1‘4, lint 66ff. — As $ankaracharya remarks under L i. 4,
the true function of the Sastra is negative only—
 Pemalfy af —sen a1 oR zEer: e —Ard@ -
sormify aey | R Rl g A
R afde: 5 dev—g ¥ ke Ar R, 79 @
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Of a like purport i the parable in the Aitareyopaniehadbhésbya,

on IL.i—

SRR | %, e aget g | Ifmw:
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And if the foolish fellow yet wants to know who he is, one has
to confess one’s inability to teach; for, the man hasfo find it out
for himgself. «In the same why Brahman cannot be made known

by the Sastra: and it need not be;for it is self-revealing.
Bhamati is most explicit on thg point—

HAMYIE  ATAGIFHTIRT Feraagelsh smmtEars-
T | TG AN@ATEEHERISE 4 F: | qeAEa-

FAAGAT] G TN | 99 @G T4 T qgIR, AT,
* aq aanEEd ||

Compsre also Sankara’s Bhashya on Br. Sg, ITI. ii. 21—

seemfiEser Aft wirEnfrERefaT R,
T qEEAtaiimE vats | SRsh micmE ity X5
Sty FERY shramas WasR, T arsamyT TR |

ceeerennnn | I g JANSS ARERNE T | A afEn-
m‘rmﬁ wfﬁa TF, A9 AiEEIA g m | q&
aq gava, ‘Jega=na i &g .

—Sutra 14¢ line 11ff — Professor Hiriyanna refers me on the
point to Bhartribari’s Vakyapadiya ( II. 240 )—

° * IUEn fArgwrnAl ISEATSEAr: |
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—Sitra 14, line 85. -~ This is a refutation in passing of the
Materialists (op. IL i 187, IL i 29", IL ii. 2'¥F, ”f, etc. ); the
words ;' Tatha cha Srutih” continue the main thread of the Brgn-

ment, 1gnormg the parenthetical interruption. — The Materialist
for whom the soul is just the body will find it impossible toexplain
how, when the external organs of sense are inactive, in dream-
condition, a knowledge of the dream at all takes place, unless he
posits an internal organ of knowledge., the mind. But even go,
as the mind in turn is inactive in deep-sleep, the fact of the
persistence of the dream-impression, and of the memory of it
carried overacross the gulf of the deép-sleep necessarily demands
the existence of some entity enduring through all the three states
which, in deep-sleep, swoon, and similar states acts as the un-
conscious retainer of the subliminal memory-impressions, reviv-
able at cald. Asthe Ratnaprabha or the passage puts it—

L]
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Cp. above, II. i. 6, lines 43ff, and our Note thereon.

~-Sttra 14, line 98.——The true “&” is the sound “&"; the letter
“&” is & mere symbol which varies in different scripts and whish
in the same seript might by convention have been otherwise —to

say nothing of its paleograhic modification. .

—Siitra 14, line 98ff, — “Natah param ” etc. does not mean that
this is¢he very last argument and nothing further should there-
after be demanded by way of an argument. What'is meant is
that the knowledge conveyed* by a statement like “ That thou
art,” the moment its truth is realised, becomes self:convincing
and leaves no unfulfilled akankshas or expectations, as in an
ordinary injudction. The following gxtract from the Artha-
samgrahé will,explain the technique of a Seriptural injunction—

NG @OFM:—TANEHT g 5oy afa ffiad |
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As the Bha@maii puts it— ¢

TARNAFIAATR: GHATATSAGATEN, ATATTA-
R | e W Ffeage sfige wifa 239 39
%:rﬁ gﬁn&iﬂﬁa | ANgFEAFS AR W CharFE-
Tl |

—Satra 14, li.ne 112. — Compare Sankaracharya's statement at
the very opening of the Brahmasutrabhashya—

PRI A ST R A s aHEaaRa-
ARAIEIR RS, . AT A FARAAA A AR AT T -
areer. . faaamtiae: agme fagdisa sk avgini
YafiEE SiFeTaa ||

—Siitra 14, line 120. — The word “ Kutastha " is unknown to the

major Upanishads, The Gita uses the word thrice, the most im-

portant passage being xii. 3— .
giAfeE, 9 Freanae gad |

“ Kita ” signifies both a riddle,or deception, and the bone of the
forehead, and a mountain-peak ; in the latter sense the word is
spelt as “ kutg, "’ also, Vedanta may have sborrowed the word
from Buddhism. ﬁﬁ’ga’q‘gho ” ocours frequenfly iry the Buddhist
Canon and is explained by— *‘ pabbatakutam viya thito.” Kuta
in the sense of maya as in kiitaprasns or kitasakshin, and kuta
in the sense of top or summit as in Gridhrakiita, Chitrakuta eto.

‘,may have been two distinct words later fused tog:ther- in sense,

@

5 [ BrahmasUtrabhashya, Notes ] .
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—Siitra 14, line 134, — The fourth pada of the fourth adhyays
of Jaifnini's Miméamsasutras gives several illustrations of th
application of this maxim, Thus sttra 1V, iv, 7 eays— "

. FRA, . . LA 919 1 |

* while part of sitra IV, iv, 84 fs—

L

ad, ACTSW Iq, GO, qRiATIaEgT 9% |
The actual worgding of the maxim quoted by* S’aﬁkaricbérya
occurs in Sabarasvimin’s Bhashysa under 1V. iv.19. A érauta
illustration of the maxim is furnished by the following Brahmana
passage— ¢ ’ '

AIGAT WEAFA A9 ..., 908 dafy, (@A
e, At dmarenaty, st |

The question is, Do the various requiréments such'as gambling
away a young cow, vanquishing prinees in a tournansent, reeital
of the story of Sunah$epa, ablution, and so forth, constitute a
subordinate ritual to the Rajastya, or have they an indepenéent
status ? The conclusion is that, as no special reward is declared
in connection with them, and as, in close proximity to them,
occurs the royal sacrifice for which “ svarajya ” is assigned as a
reward, that which has no reward becomes subordinate to that

which has it.

—Sutra 14, line 135 ff. — In the Balaki-Ajatasatru dialogue in
Brih. ii. 1 and Kaush. iv, several upasanss of Brahman as
“ Atishthah,” “ Tejasvin, " “Parnam,” “Vishasahi,” “Pratirtps,”
“ Rochishnu, ” * Anapaga,” “ Atmanvi,” etc. are mentioned,
and in each case the corresponding fruit of the upasana makes
the upasaka himself endowed with the above attributes :

edify 91 IZHagy. .. T CIAIHIR asieltg 9al |

The principles whiph the Parvapakshin here introduces as re-
gards parinampitva knowledge resulting in the Atman’s being
made liable to pariiama is accordingly a recognised Upanishadio
principle which has been here turned to an absurd use. — In the
Vedantic system, “ Saguna-upasanas”’ or meditations on certain
qualified aspects of Brahman are prescribed as means or steps .
leading to the upasana of the Nirguna or quality-less Brahman.

L}
L
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—3Sitra 14, line 143, — A definition, according to the Advaita
philosophy, is of tivo kinds : “ svaripa-lakshana” and “ tatastha-
lakshana,” The first descrnbes the real essence of a thing,e. g.,
when Brahman is defined as * sat, chit, and znanda : ; ' the second
is defined as— ‘e

ATIFSAAT IR G AT, |

Thus, it is only when the Brabman ig Mayasabala or viewed
as obscured by cosmic iltusion that it produces, controls, and re.
absorbs the universe : the “ éuddha  Brahman is absolutely un-
related in any way to the universe. Thus the definition in
Brahmasttra I. i. 2 is not true of the “guddha ™ Brahman: but
as no other cause to the world is possible, the definitionserves to

distinguish Brahman from other alleged first principles like the
Pradhéana.

——Sutra 15, lme 5 ff, — Although smoke is the karya or gffect of
fire, as we ordmarlly understand the relation—so that it is only
whert fire is there that smoke can arise — fire is not the material
or upadana out df which smoke is evolved, just as clay is the
material out of which the jar is formed. Fire, at the most, be-
comes one of the essential conditions for the production of smoke
and does not therefore differ from other conditions like air or
akaga, in the absence of which also smoke cannot arise.

—Sitra 15,line 8. — The special qualifications, viz., avichchhina-
mila-dirgharekhavastha, or bahalordhvagratva, are suggested by
the circumstance that the smoke in the cow-boy’s pipe is eold,
not copious, and not steadily rising upwards in a thick column.

‘—Sitra 15, line 9. — To have & * karyakarana ” relatiof leading
to identity between two things, 1{7 is not enough that one of them
should exist only when the other exists; it should be so much
infused or interpenetrated with the characteristic attributes of
the other as to raise a vivid mental picture Qf it, so that one
could equate the¥wo ae when it is said: the jar is clay. Wae
cannot however say : the smoke is fire. Smaeke can possibly
suggest humid fuel, but never the heat and brightness of fire.

—Sutra 13, line 11. — The alternative reading of the text of the
sutra might have been suggested by the Samkhyakarika —

K HETFNGINEAAN, FTEHAATAT |
T FFFI FROI 4 F1a4, ||
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“ Becstuge non-existence can never be brought into existence;
because people use ( definite ) materials (for defirlite ends ) ; be-
cause eyerything does mnot spring from everything; because a
capable cause must produce what it is capable to produce ; and
because ( the effect ) is of ihe'natu;'e of the oause ; therefore the
* offect pre-exists ( in the cause ).” Sankaricharya's interpretation
of the word is, however, different. — Vallabhdcharya, who inter-
* prets the siitra as preaching the rdality of the world (the world,
the effect, is perceived by us because it exists, bhave ), roundly
aceuses Sghkarécharya of wilful perv‘ersion-—-

<

12 g MeAEIe 7 T | 79 g7 A |

—Siitra 16, line 6. — For the ides compare Mathara's explanation
under the Samkhyakarika quoted in the preceding note—

¢ rz ory g (Y ARd ageER | A feee

et gam | 4R a1 wed F e, aq a1 ga g L

—Siitra 16, line 8 ff.— The argument is rather subtle. We
might recall the instance of & reasoning conformable to serip-
ture which Sankaracharya gave under II. i 6445 which implies
that the essence of a thing is what never leaves it under all oir-
cumstances. What in a jar is this essence that endures? Not .
its colour or shape; for these might wear away. Not even its
jar-ness ; for it was not there before production,and will vanish
away after its destruction. Only earth or clay remains. Work-
ing backwards to the cause of clay and to the First Cause of the
world, the only thing that endures in the world and therefore
forms the essence of the totality of effects is mere existence, and
not particularised existence. And we know that the karana or
Brahman is existence, intelligence and bliss. Now a mere exis-
tence cannot be further diseriminated. It is, and can be, only
- akhandsikaraps.” Hence the essenceof & karya is karana,
and of the Yotality of the karyas, the Karana, viz., Brahman.

—Siitra 17 line 10. — This maxim of interpretation is given in
Mimamsagutra I. iv, 29—

iy IR | v :

Sabara’s comment on jt runs thus—

(|
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T TP ITEA | A9 A gam—afe oy | am Agr—
o qa%vsaammmqﬁa gEimEn od 3q qé%a—:zf’a |
F4 62T | STHAGAFAA AFIEITEA: | ga fagmo fredaay |
ARTHR FTARTAETRH R AT 1. o, .| #2095 ary A —

G PR STRR AT, fea fmeaae |
genEgaEa Al

The same Tule is to be applied to statements 1ike—

ara: aRAW | Ufg agiaet At 4 d | ’

_sgtra 11, line 15— See below, IL. 1. 18, lines 44 ff.

_Sqtra 18, line 2. — The “syukti " used in the next fgw lines is
the same thatwe have in Samkhyakarika 9, above quoted, iz,
« Upadanagrahanat.” — The assumption of an “ atisaya™ or a
subtleform of the effect in the cause practically amounts to
« catkaryavada,” " The assumpbion of some “s$akti” or potency
avoids, it is true, a direct reference to the effect, as it is a some-
thing inherent in the csuse. But that something must have at
least existence. If it be & non-existent something, you cannot say
"that it is peculiar to clay or milk or any specific cause. The
shkti therefore must be an existing something; and we now in-
quire if it is distinct from (i) eause, and from (ii) effect. If it
be ;ﬂtogether distinct from cause, how can you say that it is pe-
culiar to cause and always inheres in it? Also if it is altogether
Jistinet from the effect, why should such a fertium quid entirely
unrelated to the jar be taken to be the determinant of thd jar any
more than that of cloth or of cyrds, seeing that the quality of
“anyatva " or distinctness ispossessed by the saktiwith reference
to a1l these effects ? Hence the conclusion.

—dutra 18, line "13. —The doctrine of Samavaya is peculiar bo,
the Vaiseshika Philosophy, which regards it as an ihdependent
category. » Samavaya is a “ padartha " which is defined as—

. frea@a-a: gaaTd: |

eid which is eaid to exist betweer the following five “ ayuta-
siddha " pajrs— )

Y ~I1 0 18

»
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‘. mdEdde eRRRAsTRruiaRaEtiEy aagatig) gy
sty ualiat, Frnlraa, Sifery, fimp.
=

It is the first pair in part‘icular that comes into discussion in the
ordinary causal velation.” The threads are the parts or “avayavag"”
out of which c]oth, the “ avayavin ” isproduceé. The Vai$eshikag
hold that threads are distinet from the cloth and that the cloth i
& new something which is generated in consequence of the
“karakavyapara ” or causal operatidn. The threads hve merged
their independent existence as threads into the cloth which is
generai?ed : but in course of time, when the cloth is destroyed, the
threads are what remain behind. Hence we cannot say that the
threads are really non-existent in the cloth. They are there, but
in an jnseparable condition. The moment you try to separate
them the cloth vanishes. That two distinct things like threads
and cloth should remain so inseparably united together® calls,
according to the Vaiseshikas, for 4 special explanation ; and thig
they attempted to furnish by imagining a special link orrelation
between the two in the form of what they call Samaviaya, which
is like glue holding two pieces of paper tightly together, The

glue is by nature adhesive and nothing more is needed to keep*
the paper on either side and the glue together, Sankaracharys i’
about to discuss the inadequacy of the explanation : but, such

as it was, it has served to give a common-sense, realistic turn to

the Vaieshika Philosophy, both in its explanation of {he causal

relation and of the relation between substance and its qualities

A much*fuller refutation of the Samavaya is given under ILii. 13.

—Satra 18, line I7. — Samybga or conjunetion is one of the
twenty-four qualities or gunas enumerated in the Vaideshika
Philosophy—

¢ ©
zaqgan:a.zqflmm‘inmguméwﬁﬁmwwmwg&aﬁa-
eﬁ.airmo & g AT A A e g |

Every guna exists u
tion. Jf samaviaya
relation of connectio
unlike treatment

pon the dravya or gunin by a samavaya rela-

as well as samyoga is a sambandha or.a
n, Sankardcharya rightly protests against tha
given to'each. Clompare IT. ii, 13, lines 11-15.

t
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» —Siitra 18, line 19 ff. — Wo oan |
jar : the side of thg jar turned a
etc.—as the case may be

seeing, If, therefore, j

at any time geq only parts of a
\Wway f.r(?m us, its ingide, boftom,
—remain invisible in any single act of
. #r, the avayavin, resjdes in all the'ava-
yavas taken together, we can never vismalige the jar because we

can never takein all the avayavas together in one effort of vision
[case i. 9]. If t¥1e avdyavin jar ( which rheans astotality of ava.
yavas ) is to reside in such a manper that each of its own ays.
yaw.ras comes seriatim into comtact with the correspon(ring avayava
9f its cause the clay (as does the thread with the flowers woven
intoa garland ), so that in one glance we can take in the whole
avayavin, although only a few of iis avayavas are in contact
with the eye (as we can 1ifi up the whole garland by graéping
OI.IIY & few of its flowers ), we in that case get rid of the earlier
fhﬂiculty but fall into another, inasmuch as we are arguing as
if the avayavas Which go to make up the totality of the jar are
different from the aveyavas in which that totality is to reside as
& whole.  And the same hypothesis and the same difficulty will
have to be repeated, about this neéw totality and its constituent
avayavas [case i b]. If, finally, the whole jar is to reside in
each single constituent avayava, turn by turn, the difficulty just
alluded to, viz., positing a double series of avayavas, remains
jugt the same, and there arises another new difficulty that, while
the bottom of the jar is having the jar-ness on it so that water
does not leak downwards, its sides will have no jar-ness on them

and will therefore—as mere particles of clay—fall asunder
[ Case ii].

—JSiitra 18, line 28. — Sankavicharya mentions the two citids of
Srughne and Pataliputra once more u.nder IV.ii. 5—

qif garagdd Tar agyan qrfeqd A9 AR gum
YA Frifa aFd TG | .

The late Justice Telang argued that this offhand allusion to these
cities must be §aken to imply that both these cities were in exis-
tence in Sahkaréch’airya’s days. Now we know that Pataliputra,
once the capital of India, and mentioned by Patafijali ( B, C. 150 )
‘and several Greek and Chinese writers, was washed away about
tke ye’a.r A, D, 750 by excessive floods. Th® oity formerly stood

L]
L
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ort the tongue of land formed by the confluence of the Yona and
the (ianger, on the southern bank of the lvtan the modern oity
of Patna dating only from the time of Sher Shah (A. D, 1514)
Srughna also is a very ancient city situated near Thaneshws,
on the Jumna and identified with modern Sugh, which barely
containg a few hundred houses. This latter city was in ruins s
the time of the visit of Hiuen Tsang. *“ Tt possessed five monse.
teries containing one thousand-monks who discussed clearly and
ably the most profound and abstract questions ; it also possessed
one hundred temples of Brahmins, whose followers were extre-
mely numerous.” Both these citibs must have been in a flouri-
shing condition in the days of Sankara, whose date can there-
fore be not later than about 750 A, D.—argued Telang. But why
must the cities be in a flourishing condition ? And might not
these examples have been used by« others befpre Sankara ? As
a mtatter of fact Patafijali, commenting upon, Varttika 12 ¢
Panini L, i. 1 and Varttika 48 to L. ii. 64 uges an allied 1llustra-
tion, viz.— .

- q g% 33 99 gR vafa, agqEi = |
The Samkhyasiitra I. 28 names the same two cities as our text—

A AATFANEIENI@F AN eaqa=HT mwv%
perpiiccll ¢

—Sutra 18, line 30. — The Jatior Samanya (genus or gensrality)
is defined as —

; fQuFANFETd aFeg |

It is believed to have a rea] existence independent of the species,
herein resembling the Ideas of Platonic Philosphy. A Jati is
one, and is found existing at one and the same time on all the

species. Hance the point of the illustration.
« )

—Satra 18, line 34, — A thing is what it is beoause it functions
in a particular manner. The hand cut off from the body is no
longer the hand, as Artistotle said long ago. The avayavin
therefore must act as a full-fiedged avayavin before we are pre-
pared to assume that every one of its constituent .particles con-:
tains the whole avayavin, This of course is impossible, « .
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* —Sutra 18, line 35, — A verh or an akh '

yata implies a procesg of
and an end, and e« defi-
ai. 1)—

happening, with a bpginning, a middle,
nite sequence : As Yaska says ( Nirukt

*°

AT AR AR — g, Taftf—amRTgs- L
qEiq s | *

Now, the verbal agtion implied in the statemeng, “the jar is pro-
duced,” involves & “ karaka-vpiyara,” that is to #hy, a series of
complicated movements to which the product-in-the-making is
being subje.pted by a definitg agent working with the help of
specifiec instrugnents and accessories. And Sankardelarys perti-
nently asks, who:or what is being subjected to this © Raraka-
vyapara, ”’ which begins much prior to the exact moment of the
“ production ” of the jar ag popularly understood ? The produec-
tion of the jar if an assemblage of activities such a8 refining,
kneading, moutding, whirling on the wheel, drying, baking and
what not. If the clay is to undergo these processes, as the sum-
total of the processgs is equal to production, we will have to say
that clay is being prodiiced and not the jar. If the jaris declar-
ed as being produced, it must exist throughout the whole process,
in which case there cannot be any antecedent non-existence of
the effect. If neither clay nor jar nor anything else is to be the
subject of the action, the action becomes “soul-less.”

—3iitra 18, line 43. — The Purvapakshin tries to get over the
difﬁ(?ulty by declaring that the multiform karaka-vyapara is no-
thing but a process of establishing the relation (of samavaya)
between the cause clay, ‘and the effect jar; or—as an altegnative
supposition—between the jar and its own existence. T}_Je- latter
supposition, although apparanily snaintained by certain older
Vaiseshikag, is hardly convincing. Sankardchdrya, however,
objeots to it by pointingout that since the causal opera?;ion is a
process occupying, severgl moments, and‘commencm_g muc.h
prior to the moment of the so-called production of, the O‘Jar, this
would amount to an attempt to connect existence with non-

‘
existence.

—Sgitra 18, line 45.—Abhava or non-existence as a padartha is
divided by the Vaiseshikas into four varieties :
Ei [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes ] *

$
L]



L] $
L

IL i. 18—] ¢ SANKARA'S ,BnAnMﬁ.sij'rtm;m‘m{nVA [ 42 |

[ ]

. a;arfa} IR M, I 73 w0 | ez geda,
S F1AE | %ﬂ%%éanﬁqf}eaanﬁtfitl'?lal#ﬁ'.fn:mqm:,
Fur yas 921 AEdf |ararexqa’q:ma{«‘»zan(aa?ﬁtaﬁﬁr::vi}m:
wias, 31 92 42 Wi |

Now, the point of .Sankaré.oharya’s contentior is that if jar is to
be .produced, let us say, to-morrow, to say that there is its non
ex1ste1.1ce to-day, and that this ndn-exigtence i¢ to end after 24-
hourg is an abuse of language. “To-day” is not any the poorer or
the richer for the non-existence of the jar or for a host of oth

: € er
non-e:slstences. The non-existences being mere voids, ‘how can
you distinguish the non-existence of to-morrow’s Wwould-be jar
from the non-existence of the day-after-to-morrow’s would-be jar
or plate or piece-of-cloth ?

-—Slﬁtm 18, line 41. — The king PArpavarman is ‘also alluded to

by Sankaracharya in his Bhashya on the Chhantiogya Upatishad

i. 23 (Anandasrama ed., page 115 )— ‘ ’
a7 QoA ¥ AFIRAATGT, QIR dT TSI

FATSI |

Are we justified in regarding Parpavarman and Rajavarman as

names of actual kings - and even ifthey are the names of actual

kings, must we regard them as more Or less contemporaries of

S’ahkal:acharya 9 There are algo names of other kings mentipn-
ed by Sankaracharya. Thus under II. iv. 1 he says—

o fgEqar FBIAN | .

¢
and under IV. iii. 55—

.8 e ¢
5 rAdl FEIAl adl SENE a9 FEFIATA |

One of these, Balavarmarn, has been with great probability iden-
fukya prince of that nage wha can be assigned

‘tiﬁed with a Cha
to the peridd, cir, 767 to 785 A.D. (see Indian Antiquary for 1912,
p.'200). J ayasimha and Krishnagupta are more dubious figures,

We know of no names that would exactly fit the time. The late
Justice Telang tried tO identify Purpavarman with a Magadh}"
prince of that name belonging to cir 600 A.D, But as‘a consl-
derable mass of recent evidence marks the end of the eighth

¢
‘
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century as the floruit of the Acharya, we have to leave the
attempt to mbre* precisely locate Jayasimha, Krishhagupta
Parnavarman, Rajavarman, and the rest as impracticable in the
present state of our knowledge. The identification of Balavar-
man with the Chalukya prince we fhight accept, because it har-

monises with other, facts independently ascertained.
[ 3

—Siitra 18, lines 53 to 58. —The Brahmawdyabharanakara thus -

clearly explsains the pointt at i 1ssue—

LI & ST, Frregaaiaiia szred 4 99,

T 3 FEAANEAT Geqw 99 T=a .. 5. d01 &

BAEIRAT  FzaRam iy aRawEd qda wwgd qeasd

%?rqsﬁml A A | S A T a9 | Wiy T

qaicqm q\a rqre'rawr, TGN FISIHIL, A=A -

TR adld SIERERNRET FEENR SuE || A9

| G, AFRIRINENN SHEE A qaTat FRFSIR 27

AT, | ATFRFERMT GOEANG: | 99 a9 @ aE-

RN | FATIIFRIE qHFeaad gEriaRia: || akg

IRTET:  FEAAREAHEREANA Gt 96Ha SOuE-

<  q@q, af sdsgatT avadin eEEEnt e -

FgaTaal F AEEAT €F W | w1 A Rl |
Wl gfAeTaEl mrEEETE @aRkatrEEni ey |

 The ultimate view that is endorsed by Sahkaréchérya is not

“ satkaryavada "' but * satkdranavada”—if we may coin® the term

to denote the antecedent existenge of the kirya not as karya but

as karana. As the Bhamatikara has declared with his usual
lucidity— * e

747 gagae & W, 3 & o, wafsg X,

U§ FEGA: FEGE A FONEA, FRUEST f aq

Afar=d g Faed Pttt sEaEa g )

)

Production, in other words, is no physicul happening of any kind.
1&1s a mental or intellectual fact comparable to the i imaginings of
the dream-world. Cause = Effect, mnus Time ; Effeot = Cause,

. [
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plug Time ; and for an absolute intellect Time doea not ox ist

Hence, Cause = Kffect. This takes us ag nesr the Kantian vi;,w"

point as one can ever wish,
[

'

—Sutra 18, line 1i.— Fordetailed refutation of the Buddhistje
doctrine of the momentariness of things see TI. ii.18-27, Sincé
there endures a permanent substance or Vastu amidst modifica.
tions in form, size, and so forth, we cannot fay that all thingg

are momentary only.

—3Sutra 18, line 12, —There is not,much appreciable, difference
between thé earlier argument that production will be “akartriks”
and thé present argument that the causal-operation wil] be * nir-
vishaya,” seeing that * ghata > is both the ( grammatical ) kartri
of the verb “utpadyate’ and the vishaya of the “utpatti.” They
are merely*two ways of looking at the same fact.

—Siitra 19, line 1. — A1l Bhashyakaras undernstaqd'the s‘fmile in
- this and in the next sttra in the same manner as Sankarachirya.
‘Ramanuja, however, takes sitra 19 to mean—

JY[ 9 T SAATGERMAN: 92 I AMEIFEFaUs
TSi=Y agd |

¢

Madhvacharya's mode of interpretation is peculiar to himself—. -

qza=e = eaatEagily FgvmargaEn | -
FAT GIONFE =747 AITRE I8N 7 a1, & SFAM:
FIAAAN | .

This only shows how ingenious writers could make the sutras
mean any and everything to suit their own theory.

—Sutra 20, line 1.-—As regards the five breaths—Prana, Apana
Vyana, Udana, and Samana--they are rqgarded as different names
" given, aceording to location and function, to one and the same
Vital-principle. The locations are given in the fmnili:ar stanza—

gl qro qesqr: gwrEr afaafaa: | .
I FISTEAT A1 GEATHTT: || . ‘

Pranayama, as a process of ¢ontrolling breath, has three stages™
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.

A = Fwagaiiisy afysatony = gara: |
VO = Aoy, = s | .
FHITH = AERAEA: AFITA, &qH5 | ’

In the last process the wind, Véohas;pat'i tells us,—-
T ACARTITAREEDRT: T 0T Grfirdioafogs
\SEEE aﬁfx T vy H\’aiﬂﬁifit.ﬂfﬂzﬁl

—-The “ Arambhana ” adhikarana as a whole has evoked consider
able diffesences of opinion.amongst the Bhashyakaras andk quite;
naturally. First as o the extent of the adhikaranas w’hile Bhas-
kara and Vallabha agree with Sankara in makiﬁg it oonsist of
seven sutras (14-20), Ramanuja, Nimbarks, and Srikantha resd
our sutras 17 and 18 as one continuous siiira, Srikant_hs-x.further
including in tle topic of Yhis adhikarana siitras 2%, 22 and 23.
The Upanishadiq passage tntended by siitra 14 is given®identi-
cally by all Bhashyakaras except Madhva, who makes the“ aram-
bhana ' passage refor to Rigveda x. 81. 2--

% RdgEiggHaRed saakedd HamE q )
Far i S fradat & aAeheaar feasan ||

And in accordance with that passage makes the sitra raise the
question as to whether the material out of which God fashioned
the world-—distinet from him ag it was——was independent of him
or *subservient to him.— Nimbarka in the same sifra makes the
word “ an-anyatva ” to mean “an-afyanta-bhinnatva, “i. e, not
absolute distinction between cause and effect, but onl.y partial
distinction from certain points of view only. Nimbarka, it will
be noted, champions what is cglled the “ Bhedabheda™ view:
which Sankaracharya finds it fit to introduce as a purvapaksha in
11 i 143137 The interpretation, as'we saw, had been current even
before the days of Sankaricharya; but it seems tg be rather forced.
Against Sahkaré(’:hirya’s interpretation we would say this much®
that while professedly essaying toanswer all the fogical objections
against the Advaita position, he is compelled to throw logie over-
board and take his stand indubiously upon pure Seriptural autho-
rity. Sankaracharya could point to the wording of sutra 27 in
defence. .He, however, is forced to keep continually shifting from
t}:e “ yyavaharika " to the paramarthika ” view in his interpre-

. e

[ ]
L]
[ Y



¢

L) €

. P ’

91 1. 20— ] ¢ SANKARA'S BRAHM MATTRABHASHY A [ 46

[ ]
tation of the siitrag, This was inevitable from his own phil..
rophical positiort, although one is inclined to Mise at times the
question as to whether the Sutrakara himself really intended ajj
that. “Ramanujs and Vallabha, having Sankara's interpretation
before them, make it a poitit to deliver a studied attack again,
him, Ramanuja introducing the discussion wjith the words—-

. -
aRAIRARITNSNA  HEAGAGIGAATAZ AR F AT -
g iaan «

Vallabha is even more unrestrainedgy—

[
. 3 gAfieaed amegEa: aRTEARa Qaeral: gAY
RSITFar IRaen | Ad:aRTHRIarnaT S |
On the whole one is inclined to egree with Bhaskara’s cogent
remagks against the Mayavadin—,

© ¢ «
FAFROEARAETEEIT SqAEFE qaqEd ¥aar | g
JaE 3g:, amaanE fEal gg G dmiEEmtE

TESAA | vrnrnnne | FAWE AATAE JAOHEGAW  TG9d
T99q, Fr3d Praisd HEnii TRy weEaT: | ag4-
QEARIET FT AFEEE: @5 (R FARTAZD ovvennn *.
F1 FAAE GATEEEITAFETAAT | <
JEq: FIAME Feed ATLUT FHQ | ‘o

Pde ar 9 TRl a9 agaEEd |
Notewbrthy also are the words of Kesava Kasmirin—

9 saemafara MdaEendsdikaags &
;38T qEFT A0 F AT IR leennnene. | afg guFwAr-
Az HAlaw W, dE. GRS 9% J1E & |

If sutra f3, giving a popular drishtanta, be conceived from the
“vyavahira” point of view, sutral4 at least must give the “para-
marthika ’ view. But inasmuch as, in Sankaracharya’s interpre-
tation, the creation as such is a fiction, the sutra need not have
taken the trouble to declare the effect to be mon-difterent from
the cause. ) © e
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ly interpreted: e

AT Ty ERIRIE R bret }

TR @ mmacweam T
AR, AFs,
EGEES| Gﬁfﬁq ﬂiﬂﬂﬁ?ﬂ‘ﬁ'{ﬂﬁ\ } Yo, f}-]xm%,
* ¢ I ;

T hawgeEer (4] M, —  we,

The “ srut®” passage on whith Madhva bases his peculiar inter-
pretation, viz, — .

staraat-a s Y fageermmen |
Sfde geamg=zRasd sham 1o 9w ||

i ° . .
I have Been wnabl® to trace to its * sruti” source.

—Suir4 22, line 22.—In spite of Sahkaracharys’s attempt to dub
the whole Sarhsira and the distinction between the souls and the
Brahman as a fiction or illusion, there can be no gainsaying the
fact that the wording of the present sitra clearly contemplates
the distinction by pronouncing the Lord-and-Creator as superior,
‘There are several other sttras that equally assert this distinction,
For instance—

g v, c—alNEIRAE ARUANEE qgREE |
2. 2. LE—HAUSTIT: |
?.

=2

3. 2<—TAWUANG @ TR HA, FEHa1q | *
2. %R z—ar@{a%@a?(f%r IR, TAUMRTF |

2. 2. 2w—naozmimal ° o

R % ¢ R-TUY A .
2. R. § -7l gfEEREE & agdaa )
¥. ¥ LO—SWEAMES GREEEaE |

Are all these sutras, and many others of an allied nature, perely
meynt to Be true from the * vyavaharika ™ point of vie?w, and no
¢ more ? When cornered, the Acharya would say that he is prepared

<
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to reco.gnise the distinction betwoeen the soul and the Creator
(=aparabrahman®, but not that between the sout and the Parg
or the I.(iit,astlla Brahman,

—Sutra 23, line, 8. — Sankagas, Nimbarka and Bhaskara take the
word ““tat " in this sutra t refer to “ para-parikalpita-doshs ”’ o;
“ parokth " which presumrably means hitakaranadi-dosha * a]-
leged in sutra 21. In an expandedﬂform the sutra would read—

 }
> QA ' ‘
ARAR T AR RarsmiEamais: |
AR sfarai fRamoni@mmets: | ‘

But the way in which the above Bhashyakaras understand the
simile does not bring out clearly how hitakarana ” is at al]
applicable to the stones or to the earth. The same remark applies
to the explagation of Vallabha. The point is nof to prove that
different effects can arise out of the same cause (this was the
topic of sutra II. i. 6 ), but to bring in the * hitéfkaran‘a ” in the
explanation of the simile. The Ratnaprabha, accordingly, misses
the mark when it introduces sttra 23 thus—  *

TAGISFE TANT FA AAAATIANETTT o e
gUA AR |

With this explanation, the first illustration of Sankarichirya ex- .

plains svarupa-vaichitrya; the second, dharma-vaichitrya; the
third,arthakriya-vaichitrya. Brahmanandasarasvati has probably
perceived the difficuliy and so offers an explanation of his own,

which is, however, a little forced. .
TAEATRETIINEEET GEIRIRAE  agareEaiiaq
g g@re:, aaFaamraskaakadEsts g1, 9 g awof-

JIETET IHAGHIGRT:
The other commentators seem to understand the gimile somewhat

differently—e- .
'?. a4 sizAtay (Afafzenry) aeagsaaaangaat: aur (FfEERy)

R
MY FaaT ARFIATLATIAIT: —AFHISUATIS; ‘
. FARI@E e ( FaaEI@aTAd,) aazmé?mﬁqq'?f“
—Hd, ¢ '

€
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In .explanation () “tat” =« itaravyapadesa;” but * itars "
curiously enough ietaken to denote not jiva but “jivakartritva.”
As to Ramanuja’s explanation, it has the weak-point of .( indi-
rectly, it may be ) denying the very fact of “taravyapadesa”

which was the starting point of Phe,Parvapaksha. Can the
point of the simile ke this $ — We hammer and chisel stanes in
order to shape them int

r 40 m info images of gods, The $rocess of ham-
mering is extremely painful jout it elevates the stone to a

superior position, Similarly the so-called miseries and restric-
tions of life are meant for the elevation of the soul, and he need
not chafe 4t t‘hem. Sorrow"is the necessary condition, the com-
plement, the other side, of happiness ; and we cannot have the
one without the other, any more than we can have light without
darkness. Hencg the “ hitakaranadosha ” does not hold good be-
cause there is ne “ahita” insthe world at all, our world being the
best of all posgible worlds. We can accordingly, on the analogy
of the hammering of the stone and the transforming of it into an
image, explain each pain or misery as the inevitable harbinger
of good or happiness, and so absolve God from the fault alleged.

49 ] C p—IL1 24

s

—-Stutra 24,line 6. — It will be noted that Sankaracharya here
declares world-creation as forming the very nature of Brahman;
and yet the world he has declared as being unreal | — According
to Madhvacharya’s dvaitavada, Brahman can have “upasamhara”
and so the objection cannot be raised at all. As a consequence
he makes satra 24 and 25 continue the preceding discussion as
to the possibility of the soul having created the world. Satra 24
according to him would mean : If a man can gather material to
create home, why cannot he do the same and create the ufliverse?
The reply is that what man thinks he does unaided, he does only
with the heip and the approval of%he Lord. It is not the cow
who unaided produces milk ; it is #he 4.ord who created her diges-
tive organism, who is ultimately the author of the milk. And
this Lord, the nekxt sutre according to Madhvécﬁirya Bvers, cane
work unseen, as gods and ghosts are known to dojin deily experi-
ence. The boldness of the Purvapakshin who maintains the soul
to be the creator of the Universe is certainly very remar.kable,_
and would easily put to shame the vauntings of modern spience!
—+Sutra 24, line 8.—* As milk by nature, and without other

. geeessories, becomes curds, so Brabmen by nature produces the

7 [ Brabmasttrabhéshys, Notes ] *
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world without any external material or means.” This illustration
—Sankaracharya'is going to tell us later (1L i 3'*) ~is to be
taken not as declaring any inherent power in the milk, unaided
by & sentient controller, to produce eurds, The sentient controller
is there; only he does not,adtl anything to milk(we can dispense,
with bufitermilk that it is usual to add to the milk to make it
curdle ), whereas in normal causal operations a number of extra-
neous materialg and instruments sre requ:red This introjection
of a sentient-creator almost takes awsay the very point of the illus-
tration. It is clearly an after-thought which goes to prove that
Sankarachalya at times uses agamst his opponents drguments
that tell.against his own position.- It is to be noted in this con-
nection that it is Sankaracharya himself who notices the defici-
ency and seeks to explain it away :he would not give the opponent
the first chance. ¢ ‘

—Sitra 25, line 4. — Sankaracharya takes tht word “Idke” in
the siitra in three different senses— A

L

1 —aF = FFER ; ‘
J—BNF = @ 7EATER 9 ( FFd grAsAisAAty );
3I—a1% = @IIFE AA.

—Siitra 25, line 15ff.—The folk-lore concerning the female crant -
conceiving at the mere hearing of the sound of thunder does not
geern to bea biological fact. And asto the explanation for the
fact of a lake full of lotuses making an adjoining lake (that had
no lotuses before ) in time full of similar lotuses, we have to re-
member the part played by wind and by birds in transplantmg

geeds. «

—Siitra 26, line 14— If Brabmaan is wholly used up in the
totality of the products, whenever we see products we see the
Brahman. Of céurse we may not see &/ the products at a time
"and congefjuently not obtain a fu]l-orbed vigion of Brahman ;
but provided it is a vision, the extent covered by it js immate-
rial : thus apparently the gist of the argument,

—Sutra 21, line 10f—The “ °at-samratt1 pesesge is guoted in
the next line. The * Hridayayatana '’ passage is Chbhandoggs
Viii.a. 3"— ¢
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8 1 0N ot gfY ) aedady frawa—af2-wafafy | gen-
§M| r - ¢

Ag 8 “hridaya' is a “Vikara" of Brahman, as being crested by
it, and as Brahman is to abide in orf® of its creations, the Crestor
and the oreation myst be conceived as distinet : otherwise they
would not have the * adharAdheya " relation. °
i o .

—3Sutra 21, line 24. — Having once conceded that the Veds is
authoritative, especially in transcendent matters, the maxim
“ credo qula impossible ” sdems to be a logical dednction from
the premises. Surely we caunot presume to expect that the
mystery of the Universe was planned by the Creator in such a
manner that it might be readily intelligible tothe finite and
vacillating intellect of man, who is verily the tinigst atom in
the whole universe. Man is ceaselessly trying to know gnd his
knowledge ‘is steadily increasing. He discards old hypotheses
and ifivents new ones, merely to have them supplanted by still
newer ones. Although in this’' way man’s knowledge, one might
imagine, has its own limitations, he at least haz a right to expect
that the added knowledge will merely exhibit a difference in
degree, not in kind ; that it will not compel him to unlearn the
“eternal” truths, for instance, the law of contradiction. But
Sankaracharya is not willing to concede even that. Human
reason has its own inherent contradictions, what Kant styled
the' antinomies.” In the words of Hegel, “ Reason returns
upon itself,” and even Sruti cannot help man with any better
rolution than Sankaracharya’s “ aghatitaghatanipatiyasi '’ or
“sattvasattvél;b?’a'xm anirvachaniya” maya. éahkaréchérya, how-
ever, does mot stop with this negagive, despondent, almost scepti-
cal attitude. There are regions which are inaccessible to human
reason, but which faith can penetrate and realise, Although
man’s reason is admitted]y weak, his faith is immense, is infinite.
With that faith he can aspire to transcend the bpnds ef the flesh -
and be the'Divinity itself. There iz valid testimony to the
reality of this experience,which is not beyond anybody's reach,—
given sustained patience and an earnestness of endeavour.

-:-?ﬁtra 21, line 33.— The point is discussed by Jaimini in his
Mimamsasutra X, viii, 6. When wé have two contradictory
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] »
statemeuts with reference to the same ritual, what are we to do? °
To auote abara— . 4

g ot frex) RfraRRdt 7 gwaa | S | g9
o, R [y anfypen wirsy, fff afman ... |
qar fafedar A afie:, aa afdd g a AR
% w9 e A fdaelr terfy | s w9
Rreaefifdt o ‘

—Sitra 21, line 45. — See note to sttra IL i- 14, line (]34, above.

—Sutra 28: line 2. — Most Bhashyakaras understand Atman=
Jiva. If the individual soul contains within himself so many
strange and contradictory powers, why should one object to God’s
having them ? Others who take Atman =Brahman practically
inteng to convey the same idea. Asg Vallabha; says—

[}

A R AR ARG AR TN (SB[ FLNGEAE -
g ST} gavaagad @ SQaraE |

Madhva includes our siitra 26 under the “ Jivakartritva ” adhi-
karana and discusses “Iévarakartritva” only with sutra 27.

—Sqtra 29, line 1.-—Under II. iil1, 13 Sankaracharya has urge.d:
the objection in question against the Samkhya and the Vaide-
shika systems.—While in the case of the Vedantins srutis declar-
od both “niravayavatva’ and “parinamitva,” the Samkhyas
assume * savayavatva ' of the Pradhana and hope thereby to
escape he fault of “kritsnaprasakti.” And our argument againsi
the assumed “savayavatya’’ they brush aside a&'wot valid, being
based on mere reason (line 9f)¢ But this lands them “into further

troubles. ¢ %
__Satra 29, line 13, — The Vaiseshikas explsin that when two
_atoms are united to produce a dvyanuka or binary-atom, there

arises im the binary a magnitude or dimension distinct from that
of the atom. But this is not due to the addition of tha dimension
of one atom to that of the other. The new dimension is due to
" the fact that there are two atoms: to the ‘sarmkhya’ of the atonis.
These are mere words, and Sankaracharya has not lost the oppbr-
tunity to expose their vacuity.

[}
L}



%

'S

éguti, viz —

*

53 ] NOTES ON\ ADH[KARRNA 10 S -—-’]'I i. 81

—Sitra 29, line 16. — With sitra,

the adhikaranado & close, thereby disposing of the dilenma or
the ubhayatahpasa rajjuh ( the double-noosed rope ) ipvolved
in statra 26. Ramahuja, Srikantha, Bhagkaras, Nimbarka and
Madhva regard the next two sttmgs &lso as o part of this adhi-
karana. — Apart from this, the Viéish}ﬁdvaita school must find
it somewhat hard " to declare for the ¢ niravhyavatva ” of the

Lord when his bbdy consists of chit and achib asgits constituentse
Ramanuja’s theory is— ®

FEATEEg Al S FRoM, Setrafhgeaadi g FA |

Creation in 8ther words is the yisib
of what previously existed in a
If creation is savayava, the sivay
to be immanent in the Crgstor,

29 éahkam ﬁtbimily hrings

@
le and tangible maunifestation
subtle and imperceptible form.
avatva must also he supposed

Hence ultimately 211 Bhashya-
karas have to appeal to sruti. It is not eorrect to say that the

theory® of Ramafluja appeals io reason while that of Sankars ne.
gates it altogether. On thig point all are in the same boat.

—3Sutra 30, line‘4. — It is sOmewhat strange that the sttra
should use the feminine word “ sarvopeta.” The Para Devats”
referred to in Chhandogya (vi. ewhere is naturally

suggested as the videshya. Madhva, however, has discovered s

| vain to try to trace in any extant Samhits.
The Svetagvatara passage ( vi, 8 )—

T atEET amy )
is the one 130' ftedl

¥y referred to by most Bhashyaké,ras.
tage has also been taken of the uBe of the feminine epithet in the

satra, which ig declared to teach «the doctrine which gegi
real 8akti (and not merely

—3Sutra 31, line‘5.~'l‘he objection beginning with
cha’ (1line 5 ) j i

iﬁstrumetnts, the present sutra co

the absence of all limbs and senge.
body.
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_satra X2, line 6. — This seems to be the popular explanagio,
of thetéruti passage. It has nlﬂq a deeper matanhysicy] signif.
oance : The love that you show to others is a reflex of you,
love for your own Self, 1In loving other& you feel that yo, are
more fully and more trul‘y palising your own Self,

—Sutra-32, line 1. — While the argument from design ig popL.
larly put forward to suggest an intelligent Author to the w4
the same argument, it must not bg forgotton, reduces the Cl‘eator'
to the level of the ordinary man whe is immersed in 8 cease]egg

chase after ends and after means to tihose ends,

—Satra 33, 'line 11. — Apravrittih : this may imply a tota]l gje.
inclination to create, or passivity ; or even the occasionalness or
kadachitkatva of the Pravritti, seeing that there is no Prayojana
or motive either for the God’s creating or for his not-creating,

—Satre 393 line 12. — Like satra 24 « this sttrg asserts creative
activity as being the * svabhava ” of the Lord. This implies not
unconscious or involuntary action, but action which invol¥es no
effort and no hesitation whatsoever, Our breathing becomes
naturally heavy and short as we climb a hil] ; 80 the “svabhava”
can show natural adaptation to circumstances. What God does in
the normsal course of things appears to us as his most carefully
balanced activity undertaken after the fullest deliberation. As'
in the case of the truly wise man, so in the case of the Lord— *

AT FFEATE T qata e | e’

éaﬁkaracharya, however, characteristically brings in his Maya-
vada and declares tke whole creation as not a j\bysical fact but
an intellectual perception: see above, IL, i. 18, It 53-58, Notes.

—Siitra 34, line 1, — In satra 21 the point under discussion was
the Lord’s treatment unto timkelf ; in the present sutra, it is his

treatment of the cother souls.
‘ [}

‘—Sitra 34 line,15. — The analogy of the rain fails us, because
while the characteristic differences of the seeds can exist inde-
pendently of the rain, in the case of God there can be” no diver-
‘sity in the world for which he is not himself responsible. .

—Satra 34, line 21. — The Kaushitaki passage, which seems u(qt
first sight to go against Sathkaracharys, is to be so interpreted ag

[\
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to conform with the

Brihadaranyaka passage next quoted 1nag-
much as the Veaa ¢a

8 . N never teach contradictory things. Under-
stand karayati to mean, therefore,— \

EFAEANT Hafy |

Nor is the Lord’s independence
paying attention 4o the karma
RAYS— '

in any way edangered by his
R of men. As the Bhamatikira

o
T AR R e | af ey ge-

HTIT: Tergafy |

—3utra 35, line 1.—Even in Sankara's Mayavada the follow-
ing six objects are regarded as without a beginning—
( C L]

Sl o 09 i Rrgw B e st | .
\K A afudEin: ssemaaEs: ||

The last of\these, the relation of Chit and Avidya, is responsible

for the Sarhscra, which as a consequence is without & beginning,

—Sutra 36, line 1. — Ramanuja and Nimbarka read sﬁt.sras 35
end 36 as one stutra, while they seem to have been both ignored
“b¥ Srikan‘gha.

—Satra 36, line 5. — Kevala-avidya is like the Sarnkhya Pragliarg
. tate of equipoise of itz constitutent gupas: is incapable
i & Stab ny karman or bhoga, the offspring of mequz?.l.lty
ogcasion’ne ?ﬁsjn *bance of tha balanced pose. In the ‘f"“‘%}tmn
leading to & _sleep ) or of Fialaya (cosmic" involution ") the
of sushupti (ice:fli '+ and oceasitng no continuance of activity
Avidya 1s

for the time.

. — inquiry stoited as to the ultimate ori-
—Sutra 260, l"}e —80 itAr;ﬁrS; n(i)t be forhotten, is beund fO.be sta.rt-
gins of the Samsﬁraéelf is already in the Samsara, floating with
*\ by one W.ho him ot possibly Teview % gtream from a de- _
the stream. He canmore than can the delign of the eartrh step
mfbed posltlont;ns% as to weigh it or tomoY, j V.Vit?l a fu crurinr-l
. Outﬁ.isde th_e ea; ;osition"Na kadachid ,anldligr jagat—can

The MImams

ce b arded as aconiession to the Bme point of view,
e be TEeg

- €
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—Suaa 56 line 14.—An anticipatory reference to a future fact
one should resort o only when there is no othcr way out. Thus,
to take.a Srauta example, we are told in one context—

qUEEY A g STIIR |

“ That the husks ere to bd rubbed off or removed by means of the

‘ Purodasa’ plate ” This is a direction to be ob;erved soon after
the grains are pounded in order to sepay ate the husks. The puro-
dasa cakes are to be prepal ed out of this very grain. How can
we therefore speak of a ‘ purodaga’ plate before the purodasa is
cooked? But as there is no way out, we have to suppose that the
plate is ‘called * purodasa’ in anticipation of its being used to

cook the grain after the husk is removed and the graln turned into
flour.  Bimilar is the case with the injunction—

‘ TREd: W WA | ,

In those cases however, where, a relation with what has gz be.

foreand what is to come is equally poemble the former }iag nece-
gsarily to be preferred.

wSﬁlra 01, line 3.—That Brahman has certain dharmas” or
“ saktis 7 is unhesitatingly declared in this eiitrg again, as in

sutra 30 before. And yet the commentary Br ahmamrltavarshlnl
remarks—

O

qentagwe el FEdangarEsiia iy |
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—Siitra 3, line 3li—4Dy;
can also mean *

sana”, translated by us ag S’iuti-‘text,
the Svetasvatar

intuitive-rea; ation,” on the evidence of
4 passage 6-13, *

—Sitra 9, line !l f.——\Ogmpa\re also the Bhaghya on ITL i, 21—
STRIREATE (& =1 & ey 2K

|
—Sitra & line 10 —ameriiis (=FR) 77 is the hypothesis

of cthe fygr*aa, bu# under the supposition made, that
becomés impossible, ’

?
—Siitra 23, line 8.—Another possible interpretation of this
perplexing satra can also be suggested by taking the word
A to Mean “magnt” as in Satra I1 ii. 7. A# the magnet,

the source f movenfent in the Iron-needle, is ndt itself
agreeably or disagreeably affected by the movement and so
cannot be charged with. doing and not-doing what is dis-
agreeable and* agreeabkle respectively, so the soul (and
a fortiri the God) cannot be liable to any similar
contingency, seeing that the so-called f&q or 31129 belongs to
the body only. The body, through ignorance, identifies
. » Itself with the soul, and fancies that it can do &d or =Ry
to itself, just as the iron-needle, being temporarily

magnetised, may imagine itself as the source of its own
movements and worry about them,

—Sutra 27, line 284.—The frequent appeals to S\ goras in
the Sttrasfseven Sttra 28 is an appeal to “loka” J' serve to
emphaéﬁe the fact that even ordinary experience is capable

of affording us fleeting glimpses or intimations of the
Absolute.

—Sittra 32 lina L—-T} 2 97 or purpogsivcness of actiox}s or
93(qs is a rule applicable only to- finite / h.um‘a.n) be.mgs, .
"~ T;) generalise it-and to attribute it to ﬂcle n}ﬁmte G'ud' 101-
Absolute is unwarranted. Hence the'l{gqa is sufficiently
. answered by saying that it does not arise at all.

- 'SJtra 34 line 1.—The argument of Sutras 34-36 of this Pada -
\ o recurrs also in Satras [ iii, 41-42. |

L=
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Correct

Ptirrvﬂpak shin

(angl in the portions
diga: N

sﬁ.tra, such as,
“tattvanam,”

Ashtakas

(

stimulat-

Samkhyas

S AR C

T JMFT

Kasmirin

(&

four e

!

Incorrect

Parvapakhin

and inthe pertiong

afgar: 1

sutra

-
Ashtakas
stimula-

and Samkhyas

argd  1QeET)
Kasmirin ¢
five

. t'q [ ¢
omit —(v) FEF HFITAT: |

propitiate
the soul (and
« fortiort God)

—Siitra 33,

propitiat
God

—Siitra 32,

°
L



7\
/ -
«

€
L

P

(a

i\



1

L]
& .

Works }Jnder Revisian,

Bhavabhiti's Uttara-Rama-charita, Sanskrit 'I'nxt_'ﬂh
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1915, is <cill the only® work of its kind in the fitld and is
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discoveries and researo\gf the last twenty-five years.
Works in Preparation
Edition of Gaudapada’s Mandikya-Upanisad-Karikis

with Critical Introduction, English Translation, Notes
and Word-Index,

Edition of Matharavrtti with a Critical Introduction,
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