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FREFACE BY THE EDITOR.

The literary career of the late Dr. (Ghate was cut short by a
_premature death which believed all expectations. The present
work wag offered by him in 1918 as a thesis for the Doctorate of
the Paris University. Being written in French, it was inaccessi-
ble to most Indian readers and therefore the anthorities of the
Bhandarkar Institute were very glad to accept the offer of the
heirs and executors of the late Dr. Ghate to ftransfer to the
Institute the copyright of what® appeared to be a complete
English translation of the work. °T undertook most willingly to
see the work through tlre press on behalf of the heirs of the late
Dr. Ghate, whom I owed a debt of gratitude as his pupil at the
Deccan College. On examination, however, I found that the copy
entrusted to me was not a translation of the French work; but
the original draft of it in English, which was changed occa-~
sionally while it was being translated. I had therefore to take
gome liberties with the text of Dr. Ghate’s manusecript, although
I have tried to make them as few as possible consistently
with the desire to give an unambiguous text, which was also in
conformity with its French version. There are a few incon-
sistencies  that still remain and there must bes typo-
graphical imperfections also in the present edition, for which I
ought o take my full share of responsibility. I can only say that
I have given it all my energy and vigilance, of which unfortunate-
1y I have not the full measure, and I hope that the reader will
accept this circumstance as some extenuation of all my faults.

V. G. PARANJPE
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AUTHOR'S PREFACE.

The problem as to what is the docirine contained in the
Brahmasiitras of Badardyana or, in other words, which among
the five well-known commentaries gives the mosé faithful inter-
pretation of them has occupied my mind since long. I was
therefore very glad to have the permissicn of the Faculty of Arts
of the University of Paris to offer to it in the form of a thesis
the results of my study of the subject and my refleciions on if.
I leave it to the reader to decide if the conclusions af *which
I have arrived are or are not satisfectory. I only hope thai the
method followed in the 'i';reaén‘i'e.n"u of the subject would appear to
be reasonable and in strict conformity with the rules of western
criticism. If this venture of mine succeeds in arousing some
interest in Sanskrit philosophy, and more particularly in remov-
ing the idea which is now current in Europe that the sum of the
Vedanta is to be found in the system of Salhkara, I shall consider
that my labour will not have been in vain.

T have to thank Dr. . W. Thomas for the kindness: which he
has shown me in placing at my disposal books and manuscripts
from the library of the India Office and in giving me his valuable
advice whenever it was needed. The untiring c .-operation of
M. P. Masson-Oursel has likewise been of the greatest help to me,
especially on account of his unrivalled knowledge of philosophic
terminology, oriental as well ag occidental.

The library of M. K. Senart has been of great use to me and
T insist on giving an expression here to my sense of gratitude
to him.

.

But above all thines, [ owe a debt of gratitude to M. Sylvain
Lavi and o M. A, Foucher., Tt is thanks fo their guidance and
their encouragement that this humble attempt has seen thfe light
of day. I have not words with which to express all that I feel
when I think of all the precious time tha’ these savants have spared

for me and of the affectionate sympathy which they have shown
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for me during my stay in Paris. I need not sty what a source
of information and of inspiration has been to me their heart-to-
heart talk, in the course of which they gave freely of their
treasures of erudition and of the finesse of their critical mind.
I shall ever carry with me an imperishable memory of the hours
which it was my privilage to spend in their company.




INTRODUCTION.
L—GENERALITIES

Maratha who was both a poet and a saint has said ina

very well known line, &9t ®% @&Tr o\v @#wr &8 — Who
is there, in this world, who is perfectly happy?’. The reply is,
of course, no one. Not only is no one perfectly happy, but no one,
is happy even. For, as we see, no happiness is unmixed. And
even in the midst of the highest happiness, the thought or
rather the fear of losing it half mars the enjoyment. Hence it
is that thinkers have always sought to find out something
which would secure eternal happiness, something which you
can never lose, that is to sa¥y, something which would ever
remain with you. A slight consideration will show that no-
thing in this world can fulfil this test unless it forms part
and parcel of you, or in other words, it is yourself; for what-
ever is ouiside you, can never remain efernally with you. It
is yourself alone which you can depend upon as something
that is never fo leave you. Hence the search after eternal
happiness led, in its fturn, %o the search after the self, to
philosophy. ‘Whoam I%’ (#is&) is the chief question with
which all philosophy is in the first placeconcerned. ‘ Whence
do I come?,’ ‘Wheredo I go?’ are questions which natural-
ly follow in its train. It is these questions to which every
school of philosophy attempts to furnish areply; and it is
these questions which have always occupied the seers of
ancient India, her prophets and teachers, her saints and
poets; and if I may say so, it is not the search after truth
by itself, but the search after truth as actuatedeby the search
after eternal Dbeatitude, that is at the root of all Sanskrit
philosophy, howsoever that beatitude may be called, by the
name of ‘ Moksa’® ( deliverance ), or @nanda (jouissance), or
nirvang ( complete extinction ), or any other name. A‘nd I
believe that this is more natural, as i} is more human, in ac-
cordance with the saying wats=maEs7 7 8215 1949, ‘even a fool
does. not proceed without having some object in view.’

Ghate, Vedanta 1
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The consideration of the main questions stated above can-
not be satisfactorily carried on without at the same time taking
note of many other side-question, e. g. those aboutf the means
of knowlege (praminas), the nafure of heaven and hell, the
nature of God, the practices to be observed in order to arrive
at the right knowlege, the different paths leading to beatitude,
ete. Thus there are more aspecis or disciplines of philosophy
than one, amongst which may be mentioned the following which
are prineipal —(1) Metaphysics, (2) Natural Philosophy, (3)
Psychology, %o which may be added, (4 ) Eschatology.

(1) There are two ways of looking at the universe with all its
manifestations,—one is to investigate the forms in which the
universe appears to us; i. e. to our senses, which is the domain of
the so-called science ; the other ise tc consider the very essence
of the phenomena, independenily of how they affect our senses,
leading thus to the science of Metaphysics.—This latter sets
before itself the task of knowing what is behind or beyond the
universe which is both in us and around us. It endeavours to
grasp the hidden springs that move the world, it longs fo enfer
info the mysteries of ‘the great unknown.’ Metaphysics thus
inquries into the last or first cause, and is the science of the
Really Bxistent: Thus questions about Brahman, its nature, ifs
relation fo the universe,—all fall under the discipline of Meta-
physics or the doctorine of the philosophical principle. Meta~
physics becomes theology when the philosophical principle be~
comes less abstract and is endowed with personal attributes, so
as to suit better the longings and the limited powers of the human
mind, in other words, is turned into God. Thus Theology is the
doctrine of God, or Metaphyises made concrete, whereas Meta-
physiecs is Theology made abstract:

(2) On the other hand, when we deal with the phenomena
themselves, their plurality, the order of creation and destruction
of the diffierent forms of existence that surround us, in brief,
whenewe concern ourselves with the Cosmos as opposed to the
underlying principle of unity, we enter the domain of Natural
Philosophy, better known in modern times by the name Cosmology.

Thus questions regarding the creation of the elements like eflier,
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air, light ete., their order of creafion and destruction, the classi-
fication of living beings etc., fall under the discipline of cosmology.

(3) Apart from the outer world, there is the inner world,
which is in ourselves, the world of ihoughts and emotions,
wishes and cognitions, the subile wvital airs all having at their
head the soul or the ego. An investigation into this inner world
forms the subjeci of the third discipline, viz. Psychology. Thus
the theory of the subile body and the gross body, the sense—
organs as the means of cognition, infernal and external, the vital
airs,—all thess belong to Psychology. Allied %o this, or form-
ing a sub-section of this, is Logic which deals with the
more concrete instrumenis of thought and the laws of Valid
reasoning, which department has been the special pre-occupa-
tion of the Nyaya School of plﬁlgsophy.

(4) To these we may add a fourth discipline, which is much
less important and which is called Eschatology, dealing with
things after death, with heaven and hell, the course followed by
the jiva (life) afier its departure from the body, the theory of
manes, efc.

These are the four chief parts which every philosophical system
must contain. In $he present place, however, we shall be mainly
concerned with the first or metaphysical aspect and with the
rest, only occasionally.

H
!
H
]



IIL--THE THREE PERIODS OF SANSKRIT
PHILOSOPHY.

Ancient Sanskrit Philosophy divides itself, broadly speak-
ing, into three periods :—(1) the Vedic, (2) the Upanisadic and (3)
the post-vedic,~which may be also called (1) the cosmological,
(2) the metaphysical and (3) the systematic,—representing three
stages in the gradual intellectual evolution of the Indian thought.

1 The Vedic Period—By the Vedic, we mean the period of
the sarhhitas and the Brahmanas, especially of the Rgveda Sam-
hita? The philosophy of the Veda israther a loose term, in-as-
much as there is no philosophy Jroper in the Veda. The first
philosophy of'a people is its religion. And the Rgvedic religion
is quite transparent,‘ though developed, chiefly consisting of
the personification of natural forces and natural phenomena. The
most striking features of the Vedic religion are :—

Firstly—TIt is practical and utilitarian in nature, in that the
hymns, though highly poetic and inspired in character, are most
of them at the same time incidental to the sacrifice. ‘Give and
take’ is the simple law which is applicable to the dealings be-
tween men and gods; and °‘reciprocity, frank wuncondijional
reciprocity becomes an accepted motive. ' *

Secondly—As a consequence, it is essentially a religion of
priests, a hieratic religion.

Thirdly—It is a religion of the upper classes who are well-
to-do, presupposing an established household of considerable
extent, a wealthy and liberal householder, elaborate and expensive
materisls, and many priests.

. Fourthly—It is essentially optimistic. It is not immortality
or heaven, but a long life for full hundered years, prosperity,
warlike offspring, in short all the blessings of this life, that the
worshipper or the householder asks for. It is a spirit of healthy
joy in the life we live that dominates; while such pessimistic

* Bloomfield, Religion of the Veda, p. 184,



e S

INTRODUCTION 5

ideas as that life is uncertain and unsubstantial, that death is
nature while life is only an accident, are conspicuous by their
absence.

Fifthly—It is characterised by what may be described as
Arrested Personification. The Vedic poets while personifying
the power of nature into gods, never allow this nature worship to
be stiffened into mere admiration, fear and adulation of personal
eods, and never become forgetful of the origin from which sprang
the gods.

Sigthly—It shows a tendency to raise the particular god
to whom the worshipper is addressing prayers for the time being,
to the most exalted position, so that all other gods are su'b?)rdi—
nated to him for the moment,—s, form of religion which has been
called Kathenotheism. »

Notwithstanding the religious characte;- of the Vedic thought
in general, there are frequently found references to ideas more
abstract and philosophical, which may be regarded as the germs
of the later Upanisad-thoughts. As in the Vedic religion the my-
thological element prevailed, and the moral element,—the perso-
nified natural forces being considered as the power that creates,
maintains and controls what man feels in himself as constituting
the moral law, opposed to the cgoistic tendencies natural to man,
—though present, was not sufficiently assertive and the way was
gradually paved for doubt and contempt of gods ( see for in-
stance Reg. I1.125, IX. 112, VIL 103, X. 119. etc.). Besides, the mere
technique of the sacrificial ritual, in the course of time, must have
ceased o satisfy the minds both of the patron and the priest, so
that more philosophic food was required, and questions and ane-
wers regarding the origin of the world and similar topics must
have been discussed , giving rise o what are called Bral.modyac.
So also the old mythological gods in strong flesh tints must have
begun to disconcert them and faith must have besn gradually
losi; so that abstract and symbolic embodiments of the divine
idea then ook the place of the gods of ‘nzture. And just as the
Rsis thought that the several natura! phenomena had some
divine forces behind them which were personified into so many
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gods, in the same way they advanced one step further and came
to think that all three were aspects of one and the same all-
pervading divine force which manifested itself in the different
phenomena. Thus the thought gradually progressed from many
gods 0 one being and from the simple give-and-take religion to
abstruse speculations regarding the beginning and origin of all
things.

Thus Rg. I. 164-16 declares, “They call it Indra, Mitra,
“Varuna and Agni, or the heavenly bird Garutmat ( the sun ). The
sages call the one being in many ways, they call it Agni, Yama,
Mataris'van.,” This whole hymn ( I. 164 ) consisting of 52 verses,
iz fiothing but a collection of riddles to which no answers are
" given. “ The subjects of these riddles are cosmic, that is, per-
taining to the nature-phenomeng of the Universe; “ mythological,
that is, referring tothe accepted legends about gods ; psychological,
that is, pertaining %o the human organs and sensations; or finally
crude and tentative philosophy or theosophy. Heaven and Earth,
Sun and Moon, air, clouds, and rain ; the course of the sun, the
year, the seasons, months, days and nights; human voice, self-
consciousness, life and death, the origin of the first creature, and

the originator of the universe:—such are the abrupt and bold
themes.”™

Thus already in certain hymns of the Rgveda, there emerges
the thought with which philosophy begins,—the conception of the
unity of the world,—which later rose up to Monism, perceiving
through the veil of the manifold, the unity which underlies it.
In this connection may be particularly noticed the hymn X. 121,
where the Hiranya-garbha is described as existing in the beginn-
ing of the creagion, the sole lord of beings, supporting heaven and
earth 5, X. 90 where the whole world is conceived as one being,
the Virat-purusa who having pervaded it from all sides, still
remained over and above it; X. 82 where the waters are spoken
of ag being the first substance or prime cause ; X. 81, addressed to
Vis'wkarman who combines in his person the characters of a
primeval divine sacrificer and of a creator, in which the cosmol-

*

Bloomfield, Religion of the Veda, p. 218.
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ogical significance of the divine sacrifice finds parbiculer expres-
sion, and question like ‘ What was the place whereon he took
his station ? what was it that supported him ? How was it?
( Verse 2 ), are boldly asked:; X. 125 where Vak is represented
as the companion and upholder of the gods and ss the foundaiion
of all religious activity and its attendant boons; and X. 129,
which is quite typical in character and remains unsurpassed in
its noble simplicity and in the loftiness of its philosopical vision,
as it atbtempts to explain the presence of the world and its con-
tents, beyond the point of mere individual experience or analysis

through empirical knowledge, by putiing forth a fundamenial

principle without personality.

A cursory glance at these hymns will show that the gen'eral
trend of thought is principally epsmological rather than metaphy-
sical in the proper sense of the wword, and hence we may call
this period cosmological. One thing tobe ngticed in connection
with this early philosophy of the Vedas, however, is the absence
of pessimism and metempsychosis, which are the distinguishing
traits of later Indian philosophy.

(2) The Upanisadic Period.—The second period of Indian Philo-
sophy, that of the Upanisads, is quite distinet in character
from the first, though it is but the natural result of it.  If the
thought during the first period was mainly religious and
cosmological, with only a ftrace here and there of philosophy
proper, the second period was mainly philosophical, though
not in the narrow sense of the word, i. e. having a cut and dry-
system of philosophy. The elaborate and mechanical system  of
worship that had grown up round the Vedic gods, and the spe-
culations as regards the appropriateness of the rules and modes
of worship and their efficacy for man’s good in sthis world and
the next, which prevailed in the Brahmanas, no longer safis-
fied the religious spirit of the people. The overdoing of the
socrificial cult brought on its own downfall; and people’s
thoughts were naturally drawn to subjects of a more spifitual
character, such as problems about God, man and the world,
and a variety of solutions was arrived at. ‘ Knowledge and not
mere ceremonial is the way to happiness, —that is the key-note of
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the literature of this period. The Upanisads, unsurpassed in their.
freedom and comprehensiveness and grandeur of thought, are
simply marvellous, and nowhere else can we find such a sim-
plicity and naiveté of siyle combined with profundity and depth
of idea,~—a circumiance which makes them untranslatable.

On the question as to what the Upanisads teach ( or in other
words what is the nature of the philosophy of this period ), there
are, so to speak, two views, though one of them is gradually
becoming the more prevalent one. Many eminent scholars, along
‘with the orthodox people especially about the Maharastra, hold
that the Vedanta of S'amkara represents the true teaching of the
Upanisads ; and that the other so—called orthodox systems as well
as the other schools of Vedanta, while they lay claim to be based
on the Upanisads, are all so nfany developments by a kind of
degeneration of the original docfrine ( of the Upanisads ). Thus,
according to these pedple, the main idea of at least the oldest of
~ the Upanisads (i. e. the Brhadaranyaka, the Chandogya, the
Mundaka and the Katha ) can be summed up in the egquation,
Brahman= Atman=the world, taken in the sirictest and most
literal semse,: (see especially Brhad. Upa. 1-4 ); from which it
follows that the Atman is the only reality,* that it is the meta-
- physical unity which is manifested inall the empirical plurality,
all plurality thus by implication reducing ifselfto Maya, that
it is the knowing subject within us § and, asthe knowing subject,
is itself unknowable. T Thus though the expression ‘Maya,’ in the
Strict' sense of ignorance, or Avidya or illusion, may be of a
later date, still the doctrine that the wuniverse is illusory was
taught by the Upanisads, and the older the texts of the Upanisads
are, the more uncompromisingly and expressly do they maintain
this illusory cheracter of the world of experience. The exponents
of this .view further add, that this bold and absolute idealism ( as

- * Brhad. 2. 4.5 ¢ Atmano vE are dars'anena s‘ravanena matyd vijpa-
nenedam sarvam viditam bhavati ”. ‘
§ Behad. 3.8, 11— N#nyadato’sti drasty  nZnyadato’sti s'rotf nanyas
dato ’sti mantr nanyadato’sti vijhdey. - ' ~
} Brhad. 3.4.2—“ Na drster drastdram pas'yer na s'ruteh s'rotaraim
stnuyd na mater mantiram manvitha na Vijnﬁter vijn&taram vijaniyah.”
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taught, for instance, in the so-called YajAavalkya chapters of the
Brhad. Upa. ) later degenerated first into pantheism, then into
theism and last into materialiasm. For, the denial of the exis-
tence of the world as it appears to us, implied by the idealism
of the old Upanisads, could not be maintained in the face of the
reality of the world, which forced itself upon people’s minds.Thus
the attempt to reconcile the two, i. e. the bold idealism and the

" reality of the world, led to Pantheism, according to which the

world is real and yet the Atman is the only reality, for the world
is Atman (cf Chand. 3,14). Thus the equation that the world is
equal to Atman led to the theory of causality,—to cosmogonism,
according to which, the Brahman itself entered into the creation
as the individual soul. This Pantheism has to be distinguished
from Theism which is the charagteristic feature of certain later
Upanisadslike the Svetas'vatara. The absolute identity of Brahman
and Atman, though perfectly true from the metaphysical stand-
point, remains incomprehensible for the empirical view of things,
which distinguishes a plurality of souls different from each other
and from the Highest Spirit, the creative power of the Universe.
This is theism. = According to it there are three entities, a real
world ( acid ), atman (cid) and Brahman of which the cid and-acid
form the body. But in the course of time the necessity of Brahman
apart from Atman ceased to be felt and its creative power was
attributed to Prakrti, non-intelligent but at the same time in-
dependent of any intelligent being, which led %o the materialistic
dualism of the Samkhya doctrine later on. ;

An impart.ia,l consideration of the Upanisads taken a8 a
whole will, however, show that this view about the teaching of
the Upanisads is not tenable; mnor is the order insthe evolution
of thought satisfactorily demonstrable. The  Upanisade -are

-nothing but free and bold attempts to find out the truth

without the slightest idea of a system ; and to say that any one
particular doctrine ‘is taught in the TUpanisads is unjustifiable
in the face of the fact that in one and, the same section of an
Upanisad, we find passages one following the other, which ‘are
quite opposed in their purport. Bold realism, ~pantheism,

Ghate, Vedanta, 2.
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theism, materialism are all scattered about here and there, and
the chronological order of the Upanisads has not been suffici-
ently established on' independent grounds, so as to justify us
in claiming that one particular view predominating in a certain
number of Upanisads (granting that this is possible ) represents
the teaching ofthe Upanisads: And to say that idealism represents
the real teaching of the Upanisads because it is contained in a
certain Upanisad which is relatively old and that the Upa-
nisad is relatively old because it contains a view of things
with which philosophy should commence, is nothing but a
logical see~saw. It may be true that if one insists on
drawing a system from the Upanisads, replete as they are with
coﬂtradiet‘ions and divergences, S'arhkara has succeeded
the best, because his distingtion of esoteric and exoteric
doctrines like ‘a sword with t&vo edges can easily reconcile all
opposites such as unity and plurality, assertion of attributes and
their negation, in connection with one and the same being; but
this  is one thing and to say $hat the Upanisads taught S'armkara’s
doctrine is quite another thing.

As regards the relative order of doctrines 'in the march
‘of philosophic thought, we may as well say that the first stage
is represented by matberialism, which isinnate in us, which is
persistently forced on us by our daily experience, and which
very few can get rid of in practice, though there may be a few
more who deny if in theory. Thus we start with plurality, and
difference, ascend through difference and mnon-difference and
qualified unity wuntil at last we reach the highest top, i. e.
absolute unity. '

Thus the other view regarding the teaching of the Upanisads
according to® which the Upanisads teach mnot one but many
systems of doctrines regarding the nature of God, man and the
world and the relations between them is more reasonable and
is being more and more accepted. The germs of all the
latgr systems, whether orthodox or heterodox, ean be found in
them, " as is evident from the fact that all the religio-philosophic
systems of later times can quote a certain number of passages
from them in their support. But when the exponents of these
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systems try to show that theirs is the only system taught by the
Upanisads and attempt to explain passages, even when directly op-
posed in tenour to their doctrine, in a manner so as to favour their
doctrine, the artificiality and the unsatisfactory character of the.
attempt is at once evident. For the Upanisads represent a large
floating mass of speculations of old seers, clothed in words and
handed down orally—speculations depending on the mood of the
thinker and the point of view from which he looked at things. .

In spite of this free and unfettered characier of the Upanisads,
however, it must be admitted $hat they are on the whole more
favourable to the Uttara Mimamsa or Vedanta ( taken in its
larger sense ) than to any other system, and that we find there
some ideas which stand out more conspicuously than others,—such
ag for instance the immortality of the soul, its metempsychosisand
transmigration, including the ‘way of the fathers’ for the performers
of sacrifices and virtuous actions, the ‘way of the gods’ for the
possessors of knowledge, and the third place for the doers of evil
deeds, the superiority of knowledge and meditation to action as
means of attaining liberation, above all, 2 constant striving after
the reconcilation of unity and plurality, of idealism and realism.

Such is, in general, the character of the second or Upanisad
period of Indian philosophy, which we have also called meta-
physical to distingush it from the first, since it concerned
itself also with speculations about man and his inner soul, his
inner activities and the processes of his thoght and will, and not
merely with quesfions about nature, cosmic matter etec. ( as was
the case with the first period ), in brief since it saw thebeginnings
of the psychological, ethical and metaphysical problems.

Next we come to the post—~vedic or systematic period,
which saw the development of the so called six dars’anas or
orthodox systems, as well as of the heterodox systems such as
Buddhism, Jainism efc.. As said above, the germs of all these
systems were already present in the Upanisads; and what
these systems did was to take up particular parts of the Upani-
sads and deduce from i:hemA a cut-and—dry system, conniving
at or explaining away in a far-fetched manmner those parts
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which did not suit the particular system. This syste-
matic period may be supposed to have begun with the collections
of stitras which are regarded as the foundations of the several
systems and the dates and authors of which have not yet been deter-
mined with precision and accuracy. The intervening stage between
the Vedas and the Upanisads, on the one hand, and the sttras, on
the other, is represented by the philosophical portions in the
Mah3abharata, as for intance, the Bhagavadgita, the Sanatsujati-
yaparvan, the Moksa-dharma ete., (portions of which have formed
the common basis of Buddhisim and Sarmkhya), which were,
however, as far from containing a systematic doctrine as the
. Upanisads themselves; and ferms like Samkhya and Yoga, fre-
quently to be met with there, do not signify the names of the later
systems called by those names, but mean merely ° reflection ’and
‘ concentartion,’ in which sense they are used also when they first
occur in the S'vet. Upa. 6,13.

As for what distinguishes the orthodox from the heteredox
or Nastika schools, it is generally believed to be the want of be-
lief in God as the creator of the world; and in this sense the begin-
nings of Indian atheism can be traced back to the Vedic period
even. In the Rgveda, the God Indra is derided in IV. 24.10,
X.119; and in II. 125, VIIL 100-3, we read of people who
absolutely denied his existence even in these early days. We
have here the first traces of tha naive atheism which is so
far from indulging in any philosophic reflection that it simply
refuses to believe what it cannot visuslise, and which was
later known as the Carvaka or Lokayatika system. As
distinguished from ift, there is the philosphical atheism of the
Bauddhas and the Jainas, according to whom there is no eternal,
supreme God, ereator and lord of all things, and the so-called gods
are omly more highly organised and happier beings than men,
—an atheism which can go hand in hand with a religious system
and cannot prevent it from being one of the most influential reli-
giong in the world. .

But ifthe distinction be due merely to thenegationof God, eveﬁ
the Samkhya will cease to be orthodox ; the Mimamsakas of the
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school of Kumarilabhatta also deny the existence of a supreme God.
Even in the Vais'esikaand Nyaya systems, the theistic element, far
from being a fundamental pointin the doctrine, is nothing but
a mere appendage. Buddhism and Jainism, moreover, though they
deny God, raise the personalities of Buddha and Jina almost to
the eminence of a god, as the teacher of the sacred law and as the
object of the highest reverence, while admitting no doubt that
the world is without beginning or end, and not produced by a
god or ruled by one.

It is the wantof faith inthe Vedasas Revelationand as thehigh-
est authority, of ‘pramanya-buddhirvedesu,” which, from the Brah-
manical point of view,placed the so-called atheistic schools out-
gide the pale of orthodoxy; thus the Sarthkhya, the Vais'esika and the
Mimamsa can call themselves or“u]c‘}odox or not un-atheistic, because
they accepted the authority of the Vedas intheory, howsoever little
they might use it in practice ; at leaﬁs they did not condemn it as
did the Bauddhas and Jainas.

Of the six orthodox systems that developed during this third

period the Samkhya and the Vedanta are the only ones of strietly

metaphysical importance. It is the Vedinta alone that has
appropriated to itself the mname ° Aup?,nisada’ doc’brine, since .
it is the only system which seriously concerns itself with explain-
ing and reconciling the various divergent metaphysical portions
of the Upanisads and since it alone regards the Upanisads as the
highest authority, not only in theory but in practice. The
metaphysical importance and the ancient character of the Sarm-
khya is proved by the fact that the Vedanta-sitras take special
pains to refute it. The other systems, with only a nomin:zl meta-
physical grounding, have specialised in other departmenis of
knowledge and thus are of still greater importance for philosophy
proper. Thusthe Yoga, which is a sequel of the Sarmkhya and which
accepts the metaphysical doctrine of the Samkhya entirely, with
the only difference that it regards the Is'vara as a more impor-
tant personality than the Sarhkhya does, mainly concernsitself
with the theory and practice of Samadhi or concentration of
mind and the various physical and menial gymnastics related
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to it, of course viewed as means of arriving at the know-
ledge of the essence of things, or, in other words, at the vision of
the highest verity. The Vais'esika dealing with the categories of
substance, quality, action, commonness, particularity, invariable
concomitance, to which was later added non-existence or nega-
tion, elaborates the doctrine of the atoms andthat of particularity
or Vis'esa, from which it derives its name. Symmetry and con-
sistency of division and precision of thought and expression
characterised this School; and they were further carried fo per-
fection and emphasised by its sequel, the Nyaya, which cencerned
itself solely with logic or the theory and art of valid reasoning.
Thus nydya or syllogism was its special occupation and consequent-
ly, in the place of the six or seven objective categories of the
Vaigesika, which were concerngd more with the products of
thought, the Nyiya had sixteer logical catbegories, which refer-
red to the modes of, thought or thethoughts themselves and
which are mainly related to” controversial discussion or dispu-
tation, so necessary for the ascertainment of truth. They are:—proof
( wamr ), object of knowledge ( o3y ), doubt (&sr4), purpose (ST ),
instance (3=r7), demonsitrated truth (E=), member of a syllogism
( er347 ), reasoning by reduction to absurdity ( A% ), determination
or ascertainment (Foi7), discussion leading to truth (77 ), wrang-
ling (1), cavilling ( fA7ver), fallacy (=™ ), perversion (3% ),
futility ( 51" ), and unfitness to be argued with (Szge® ). The
Purva-mimamsi more generally called ( Mimamsa only ) has for
its special object the interpretation of the Vedas, or the determi-
nation of the sense of the Revelation, and its whole scope is the
-ascerfainment of duty or Dharma, which signifies the sacrifices and
other acts of religion, ordained by the Vedas. Thus i} is practical
as relating to works ( karma) or religious observances to be un-
dertaken for specific ends; and ifis accordingly called karma-
mzmamsa in contradiction to the Brahma-mimarhsa, which is
theological. - Thus this mimarsi is not a philosophical system
in the proper sense of the word. It touches upon philosophical
topics only incidentally in the course of delivering canons of
: scrlptural 1nterpretat1on

As regards thef metaphysical part, the ﬁvei systems, \fiz.
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Samkhya and Yoga, Vais'esika and Nyaya, and Pirva-mimarhsa
may be distinguished from the sixth, the TUttar-mimarhsa or
Vedanta, by the fact that the former take their stand on duality ;
while the latter on unity (excepiing, of course, the particular
school of Vedanta represenied by Madhva). As a matter of fact, the
first five systems are impossible without a belief in duality  or
plurality as being real. Thus according to the Samkhya, there
are two entities independent and distinct, the pradhana or
prakrti, consisting of the three qualities of saffva, rajas and
tamas, which is the prime cause of the whole material world,
and the purusas or souls that areinfinite in number. The pradhana
is eternal matter, indiscrefe, undistinguishable as it is destitute of
parts, inferrable from its effects, productive, without being itself
a product. The Soul or Purusa is mneither produced nor pre-
ductive, multitudinous, individusl, sensitive, eternal, unalterable,
immaterial. Besides these two, the Simkhya_ teaches twenty-three
other principles (fattvani):—Intelligence (buddhi or mahat), egotism
(ahamkara), the five subtle elements (lanmalras), the five organs
of sense, the five organs of action, the internal organ (manas), and
the five gross elements. The Purusa, absolutely inactive,isa
witness of the active Prakrti. It is the union of these two that
leads to the creation and involves the purusa in the Sarhsara.
“ The one unborn, for his enjoyment, approaches the one unborn
( prakrti ), which is red ( activity or rajas ), white ( goodness or
saftve ), and black ( darkness or famas ), and produces a manifold
and similar offspring ; the other unborn abandons her when once
she hag besn enjoyed ”” (S'vetas'vatara IV. 5.). The non-intelligent
Pradhana, even without any other intelligent superintendent like
Is'vara, acts for the good of the soul, just as the non—intelligent
milk acts for the growth of the calf. And just as there takes place

a movement in the iron in the proximity of the uAmoved magnet,

so there takes place a movement in Prakrti in the proximity of
the unmoved soul. This union of Prak;"ui and Purusa is caused by
mutual dependence. The lame man, mounted on the blind man's
back, and the blind man, following the path indicated by the
lame man, both reach their goal, though either, by himself, is help-
less: so is the creation effected by Prakrti and Purusa by their
union. All this time the Purusa, though essentially wdasina (indif-
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ferent or passive), comes under the shadow of Buddhi through not
recognising himself as distinct from it, and suffers from the pain
which really belongs to Buddhi, but which owing to its being
reflected upon him due fo its extreme proximity, is regarded by
the Purusa as belonging to himself; and he can throw it off and
obtain final bliss only when he gets rid of the error of confounding
himself with the prakrti. Thus it is the knowledge of the distinction
or duality between the prakrii and the purusa that leads to Moksa.
The Samkhya is an exponent of the doctrine of Paripama or
modification, or in other words, of the Satkaryavada as regards
 the relation between cause and effect. The effect always is
present in the cause, and is only a modification of it, without
~any distinction of essence. The Samkhya also lays great siress on
the efficacy of reasoning. It is,by inference or reasoning that
aquaintance with things transeending the senses is attained;
and it is only those truths which are neither to be directly
perceived mnor to be inferred by reasoning that are to be
deduced from revelation. Thus here the scales are turned the
opp051te way, as compared with the Vedanta, where revelation
comes first and reasoning second.

. As  regardsthe Yoga, there is nofthing more to notice ex-
cept the admission of an additional principle, the Is'vasa, who
-is a soul or spirit, distinet from  other souls, untouched by
‘affliction, action, fruit and fancies or passing thoughts, who, of his
own will assuming a body in order to create, originated all
~secular or Vedic traditions, and who is gracious towards the
lwmg beings, scorched as they are by the fire of worldly existence,
himself 1nﬁmte and omniscient.

According tg the atomic system of the Vais'esikaand the diale-
ctial system of the Nyaya, soul and matter arequite distinct enti-
ties, both equally real, and it is the confounding of the one with
~ the other which causes all the misery of the worldly existence.

The soul is the receptacle of knowledge, distinet from body and
the sénses, different for each individual person, omni-present,
_eternal, perceived by the mental organ, and demonstrated by its
- peculiar atfributes, which are knowledge, desil?e,:, aversion, pain,
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pleasure and effort or volition. The soul, though ‘it animates
the individual, cannot experience pain or pleasure in relation
to itself, unless it is associated with the body. It is to be noted
also that the soul is as much a substance as earth, water étc.,
being a substratum of qualities like them, and hence it is
included in the list of the nine dravyas or substances. Besides these
individual souls, which areinfinite innumber and are all equally
omnipresent, there is the Supreme Soul ( Paramatman ) which
is one, and the seat of eternal knowledge, and is known from
valid proof as the maker of all things.

The material world is of four kinds, according as it is
derived from the element of earth, water, light or air. All the
gross producis can be ultimately reduced %o atoms, which are
themselves incapable of further analysis, and hence, eternal and
atomic in size. It is by the will ofj:he paramatman that a movement
is produced in these atoms which are thus brought together ; and
in this way the creation takes place. ’

Freedom from Sarisira or absolube negation of all pain is the
highest goal ; and the only means of attaining it is the right
knowledge of the seven categories according to Kanada or of
the sixteen according to Gautama. A man is involved in Samsara
thus :—First he has false notions such as mistaking the body
etc., which are not the soul, for the soul; these lead to faults,
1 e. a desire for those things which seem agreeable to the
soul, and a dislike to those things which seem disgreeable to
it, though in reality nothing is either agreeable or disagreeable

to the soul. Impelled by these faults, man does things

which may be forbidden or laudable ; both being however forms of
activity, lead to a similar blamable or laudable birth or bodily
manifestation ; and while this birth lasts, there arises the impres-
sion of pain. Now this series beginning with fa:lse no’cmns and
endlng with pain is continually going on and is what i is called‘
Sarmsira or mundane existence, getting on ceaselessly like a water-
wheel. When, however, a man has obtain the right knowledge
of the categories, which enables him to distinguish one thing
from another, and the soul from the body in partmular, all false
notions disappear; the faults thus pass away, with them ceases
Cactivity, with activity ceases b1r’ch and Wﬁ;h cessaﬂon of blrth o
Grhai:e, Vedanta, 3 R ‘




18 INTRODUCTION

comes the compleie abolition of pain ; and this alsolute abolition
of pain is the final bliss. '

As opposed to thz parindma and the satkdrya doctrines of
the Samkhyas, the Vais'esika and the Nyaya are exponents of the
arambha and the asatka@rya docirines, which maintain a creafion,
absolute and new. Thus, according to them the effect is absolutely
different fromthe cause, is never present inthe cause, but is newly
created it and stands in invariable concomitance ( sawmavaya )
with it. The same is true about the relation between a qualified
substance and its quality or the active object and its activity,
which cannot be absoluiely different according %o the Samkhya or
the Vedanta. Thusa jar is absolutely different from the clay,
though it cannot exist apart from the clay.

Thus hoth the Samkhya and the Nyaya-Vaig'esika systems are
essentially dualistic and, we may also say, materialisiic. They at
the same admit of the efernal existence of maiter, apart from
the intelligent principle and as quite independent of it. ;

 The Pirva-mimams3 being essntially ritualistic and practi-
calin character, and concering itself as it does with the determina-
tion of religious duty and the laying down of canons of inter-
preta‘%idn of the sacred texts, it need not detain us here, though the
principles of interpretation ftaught, by it, e.g. the relafive
ifhpbri;ance of direct statement (rule), indicatory mark
(linga ), context (prakarana) etc. in determining the sense of
a word or a passace are accepted by all.

 The Ultaramimarisa is so called to distinguish it from the
Parvamimamsa, since it is cencerned with the interpretation of
the portions of the Revelaiion relating to knowledge that come
afier Karman, while the other with that of the previous or
old (Parva) fortions of the Revelation. This system, more
populazly known as the Vedania, is the only system of
philosphy preperly so called, which has exercised the greatest
inﬂuence over Hindu thought; and even at the present day,
if it is possible to describe the philosophic thought of
Hindus in general by one name, it is Vedanta. If is to be
kreme‘mkb‘ered, however, that the Vna.me Vedanta does not
signify one system only, as is, for instance, the case with



hd
j

INTRODUCTION 19

the other orthcdox systems considered above. It comprehends
several systems differing from each other essenticily in points
of metaphysical doctrine, ranging from absolute idealism down
to dualism, at the same time having some important features
which are common and which may be the reason of their being
designated by a common name, besides the fact of their professing
to be based on the Vedanta or the Upanisads. Of these we may
notice here only the five systems which are stiributed fo Sarh-
kara, Ramdanuja, Nimbarka, Vallabha and Madhva,and which are
kown respectively by the names of Kevaldadvaita ( absolute
monism ), Vis'istadvaita (qualified monism ), Dvaitadvaita
( dualism and monism ), Suddhidvaita ( pure monism ) and
Dvaita ( dualism ). All of these profess alike to0 be derived more
or less from the same collectioq of sttras,— although it is impos-
sible by the very nature of things, that the Sutrakara should
have all these in view. Tt is however very p;;obable that the germs
of all the Vedanta systems existed long ago, although, as systems
proper, attaining to a certain importance in the estimation of the
people, they may be said to date from the times of the respective
philosophers to whom they are generally atiributed.

From this point of view, S'amkara’s system may be called the
oldest, since, by a general consent, Sarhkarécérya is now placed
in the latter half of the 8th century (788 A. D. t0820 A. D.). Telang’s
view putting Sarkara in the 7th century has been conclusively
disproved by Prof. Pathak. * Without going into details, I shall
content myself with the following question f—"“The date of the death
of Bhartrhari, the Buddhistic author of the Viakyapadiya is fixed
by Prof. Pathak at 650 A. D.,, and in relation to him Kumarila
is assigned to the first half and Sarmkaracarya and Sures'vara-
carya to the latter half of the 8th century. Mr. Tgl_ang, however,
contends that these last cannot be assigned to such a Ia’cg date
and he would place them in the 7th century. If may be menti-

* For these two views regarding the date of Sarkara, the 1'eadye.r may
be referred to the JBRAS. Vol. XVII. P. 63, ff: ¢ Pirnavarmi, and
Sarmkaracarya’; Vol. XVIIL p. 88 f: ‘Dharmakirti and Satkaracarya’; p.147

ff: ‘Subandhu and Kumarila'; p. 213 {f: Bhartrhari and Kumarila.
+ JBRAS Centenary Memorial Volume, 1905 p. 51-52,
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oned that Dharmakirti is identified withthe author of the Nyaya-
bindu, which is commented upon by Dharmottaricarya, who
belonged to the Sautrantika school of Buddhism. This Dharma-
kirti has been assigned by Prof. Pathak to the beginning of the
7th century, and it must be admitted, without opposition, that
he was older than Samkaracirya, as the latber criticises his
views. ”

Thus Sarhkaracirya appeared at a time when his presence
was urgently required to put new life into Brahmanism and
Hinduism as well as to counteract the influence of Buddhism,
Jainism and other heferodox systems on the one hand, and the
mimamsakas on the other. The Hinayana Buddhism had
already made way for the Sanskrit mahayanism and against this
last, controversies were carried on by the school of nyaya and
by the mimarhsakas, especially Dy Sabarasvamin and Kumarila-
‘bhatta. The latter maintained the efficacy of the sacrificial
religion alone, and denied it even to the faith and practices of
the Aupanisadas, whose doctrine, based as it was on the Upanisads,
was in danger ; when there appeared prominentlsy on the scene,
Gaudapadacarya and sometime after him the pupil of his pupil,
S’athkaracarya. These propounded the doctrine of illusion or
Maya.

To overthrow this theory was the great object of the remainiag
four Vedantic Schools which preached bhakti or devotion, as
against Jiidna and Karman, as the means of deliverance and which
insisted on the reality of the world, both intelligent and non-
intelligent, basing their arguments on the same Upanisads on
- which 8'amkara and his school took their stand.

The doctrine of éa,rhkara,y though of great merit from the meta-
‘ph'ysical point Bf view, was rather too elevated andtoo impersonal
for thé ordinary people, who wanted something more definite and
personal. No doubt S'arhkara in order to accommodate such people
admitted of a personal God;and popular belief attributes to him the
-introducton of the worship of the Paficiyatana or the five gods
_ together, 50 as to displease no one. But a god was affer all of an
- illusory and second-rate importance in his system.

~ Hence there arose Ramanuja and the other Vaisnavite leaders
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who introduced the cult of a personal God and devotion to him or
adoration of him, which gained great favour with the people.

These preachers of bhakti thought it impossible that Maya and
bhakti could go together, as the laiter necessarily included love
and as love can have place only if the lover and the beloved are
real entities. Hence, Ramanuja, Vallabha and Madhva all direct
their efforts to the refutation of the Maya doctrine and they
sometimes go so faras to call Sithkara a mere incarnation of the
Madhyamika or a disguised Bauddha.

Buf to account for bhakéi, it isnoialways necessary togive up
the doctrine of absolute unity and ifs sequel, the doctrine of Maya;
for we see that the santas of Maharasira have always taughtbhakti
and at the same time held the dortrine of Sarhkara; the well-known
commentary of Jfidnes'vara (about 1290 A. D. ) on the Gitd is a
striking illustracion of thisfact ; 4nd no one could have propounded
the doctrine of Maya more vehemently and rmore successfully than
Jnanes'vara and at the same #ime, no one could have been a more
staunch and popular representative of the bhakti cult. And
this fact explains why the influence of Sarhkara’s doctrine still
holds great sway in the popular mind, in spite of the attacks made
against it by the other Vedanta Schools.

Of the teachers of these four Vedanta schools, the first in chrono-
logical order is Ramanuja born in Saka 938, corresponding to 1016
or 1017 A.D. Ramanuja in his youth livedin Kaficipura or Conjee-
veram and afterwards, whenhebecame asuccessor of Yamunacarya,
he lived at S'rirangam near Trichinopoli, where he did his life'’s
work. He is supposed to have died at the ageof 120,in 1137 A. D.

Nexi comes Nimbarks who is supposed to have lived a few
years after Ramanuja. The date of his death is probably 1162
A. D* A Tailanca brahmana by birth and thus™w southerner, he
however lived at Vrndavana near Mathura and his fdllowers
are scatterad over the whole of northern India and exist in large
numbers near Mathura and Bengal.

Madhva lived in the first three quarters of the 13th century
( 1197-1276 ), and his birth place is stated to be Kallianpur in
the Udipi Taluka of the district of South Kanara—perhaps the

* See Bhandarkar, Vaisnavism &c., p. 62.
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same as the Rajatapitha of the Madhvavijaya. The followers of
Madhva's doctrine exist in pretty large numbers in the Kanarese
Districts of the Bombay Presidency, in the state of Mysore and
on the western coast from Goa to South Kanara; there are only
a few adherents of this school in Norihern India.

Last comes Vallabha who is supposed to have been born about
1417 A. D. Hewastheson of a Tailanga Brahmana, who lived ata
village named Kankaravainthe Telugu country. He wasborn while
his parents were on the way to Benares on a pilgrimage. He lived
at Vrndavana and at Mathura. Srik);s,na, and Gokula figure very
prominently in his doctrine. Hisfollowers are found in very large
numbers in Gujarat and in Northern India.

All these four schools alike preached bhak#i, which presupposes
& personal God, and condemned the principle of maya with equal
vehemence ; the chief differncese in their doctrine relate to the
metaphysical or the properly philosophic part of the doctrine, that
is to say, they are with reference to the nature of the relation
between the supreme spirit, the indidual soul and the inanimate
world.

‘We shall next indicate briefly the philosophical connections of
these five schools of Vedanta,—which forms the main subject
madtter of the present essay.
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III.—THE FIVE SCHOOLS OF THE VEDANTA.

THE DOCTRINE OF SAMKARA —S'amkara’s doctrine, which is
usually known by the name of Kevaladvaita or absolute monis_m,mé.y
besummed upin the four sanskrit words : ‘=& @ s, It is only
intelligence, without form, without qualities, withoutany limita-
tions of time, space or causality, that is real; and the unity which
according to Sarkara is the substratum of all ephemeral and
empirical plurality, is itself without the slighfest ‘touch of
plurality ; it is unity absolute; and as such the highest thought
of humanity cannot go any further. The greatest merit of Sarh-
kara’s system is his most successful attempt to reconcile the
mutually contradictory texts of the Upanisads, in other words,
to reconcile bold idealism, which ds the result of introspection,
with the realism which ruthlessly insists on.forcing itself upon
us from outside. This he does by the introduction of maya in
his system ; or his dortrine has always two aspeets, esoteric and
exoteric, be it in reference to theology, or cosmology, or psychology.
The world around us consists of souls of limited knowledge or. of
non-sentient matter ; and if we once admit the existence of a supreme
spirit with unlimited powers and intelligence, omnipotent and
omniscient, (as do all the schools of Vedanta and other orthodox
schools also ), how can we expiain the creation of souls of limited
knowledge and of objects without intelligence, from this omni-
scient spirit, except as the result of ignorance or nescience
which puts limitation on the unlimitsd intelligence of this
spirit ¢ ‘That there exists such ignorance is a fact not only men-
tioned in the revealed texts, but isa matter of ordinary experience,
as when one gives expresion to one’s consciousness of one’signor-
ance when one says ‘I am ignorant’. - If this consciousness is true,
well, it is a proof of ignorance ; if it is not true, so much the
better proof it is of ignorance.

Thus esotericlly the Brahman or the supreme spiritis knowl‘edge
or realisation itself, without qualification and without possibility
of change; exoterically, it is qualified, possessed of an infinite
number of auspicious atiributes, capable of producing this world
from itself and reabsorbing it in itself;—in brief, itis Is'vara.

L
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The exoterie cosmology, according to the natural but erroneous
realism ( avidya ) in which we are born, considers the world as
real and canexpress ifs entire dependence on Brahman only by the
adoption of & myth, viz. creationof the world by Brahman, imply-
ing thereby a temporal character for this creation. But this goes
against the docirine that the fransmigration of souls is without
a beginning. To reconcile the two, Samkara teaches that
the femporal charactsr does mnot belong to the creation for
ever; but that there are long periods for which the world
is ecreated and afier which it is reabsorbed by Brahman, and
that this succession of creation and reabsorption lasts for
eternity ; so that no creation may be regarded as the first.
This never—ceasing creation is a moral necessity,—it is neither for
God’s glorification nor for his particular amusement, noris it
created out of his love of manl;iixd. This explains the theory of
Karman, and of the Samsara, which goes on endlessly as the sprout
grows from the seed,»which in its own furn grows from an earlier
sprout and so on.

The esoteric cosmology, however, says that all this is a mere
appearance of truth. The manifold world is only an illusion,
maya, s mirage ( mregatrsnika ), a dream ; and the reality is to be
-attained not by reasoning (tarka),but by introspecitve realisation
~ ( anubhava ). If you return from this variegated world to the
inmost recesses of of your soul ( &tman ), you will be aware of
a reality which can very properly be deseribed as ‘timeless,
spaceless, changeless” The same thing was said by Plato, accor-
ding to whom this world is a world of shadows and not of reali-
ties ; and thesame thing has been said by Kant to-whom the world
is an appearance only, and not the thing in itself What was
arrived at by intuition by Sarmkara and Plato, Kant has demon-

 strated by an analysis of the human mind, showing that the three
‘essential elements of the outside world, viz. space, time and cau-
sality, are not,—as we naturally believe them to be and asthe other
orthodox schools of Vedanta also admib,—eternal fundamentals

of an objective reality, but merely subjective, innaie, perceptual
forms of our own intellect.

Accordmg to the esoteric psychologry, the Jiva is Brahman
 ibself in full and ’cota,l possession of eternity, omnipresence,

L
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omniscience, ete., but these godly qualities lie concealed within
it as the fire in the wood, and will appear only after the final
deliverance. Exoterically, this concealment of the divine
nature is due to the external adjuncts ( upadhis )—the mind
(manas), the sense-organs (indriyani),and the vital airs (pranah)-
which form the subtle body ( Siksma Sarira ). The whole psy-
chological apparatus together with Karman accompanies the soul
in all his migrations, without essentially infecting his gedly
nature. These Upadhis of course form part of maya and are
due to the avidya which is innate in man.

But whence comes this avidys, this primeval cause of ignor-
ance, sin and misery? No satisfactory answer has bsen given to
this question ; or rather the question itself must be regarded as
inadmissible ;  for causality cannet go farther than the Samsara
and beyond it we know nothing. .

From the conception of rewards in heaven and of punishments
in the dark regions of hell, contained in the hymns of the Rgveda,
there arose the theory of Samsara teaching rewards and punish-
ments in the form of a new birth on earth. The Vedanta thus
exoterically admits of a threefold division of men; those who
perform good deeds, sacrifices &e. follow the path of the fathers
( pitr-yana ) and are born again ; those who worship the qualified
Brahman follow the path of gods ( devayana) and are on their way
tofinal deliverance ; and lastly those who are evil-doershave a third
place (iriiya-sthana ) reserved for them. BEsoterically, however,
the only reality is Brahman and the knowledge of it is Moksa.

Sarkara’s system (as opposed to the Parinima-doctrine )
maintains the Vivarta doctrine, according to which all effecis are
only superimposed upon the cause, which alone is eal.

The well-known phrase ‘faffvamasi’ cannot be taken literally
as Vallabha does it, but must be understood by jahad-ajahat
laksana. Thus fat literally means the Brahman with ominscience,
omnipresence, absence of limitations; twvam literally means the
jiva, with -limited knowledge and powers and the copula
‘asi’ signifies the apposition or Samanadhikaranya of these two.
Now this is not possible in the full literal sense; what is
incompatible in the connotations of the two terms is therefore tobe

Ghste, Vedanta, 4.
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rejected (jahat) and what is compatible is to be retained ( a-jahat );
we arrive thus af the idea of ‘intelligence’ pure and simple, indivi-
sible and without attributes.

The philosophical part of Samkara’s doctrine may therefore
be summed up as follows :—

(1) All plurality is false or wunreal, and superimposed upon
one pure and eternal Brahman which is all-pervading ; and it is
maya which makes us see plurality where there is unity and
which itself has no independent existence.

~ (2) The individual soul is really nothing but Brahman.

(3) Knowledge (in the form of the actual realisation) of the
identity of these two is the only means of moksa.

The praciical part of the dodirine amounts to ’chi-s —Actions
must be performed onty to purify the mind so as to make it fit to
scquire the knowledg of this identity of Brahman and jiva; but
afterwards they must be all given up, since without a complete
" abandonment ( Samnyasa) of all actions, Moksa is impossible ; for,

action (Karman) and knowledge (Jfidna) are opposed to each other
like darkness and light. This is what is called Nivrtti-marga
(the path of renunciation), or Jnana-nistha (taking our stand on
“knowledge). ' '

 THE DOCTRINE OF RAMANUJA:—The mainidea which disting-
uishes the doctrine of Ramanuja from the rest of the Vedanta
‘schools is that the individual souls and the inanimate ‘world,
essentially different in themselves, form at the same time the body
and mode oratirilbute of the supreme spirit; and, as such, they are
incapable of an existence independent of the supreme spirif. This
is what gives the doctrine its name of ‘Visistadvaita’ (‘non-duality
qualiﬁedby dusality” or ‘the non-duality of the supreme spirit
which is qualified by the individual souls and the inanimate world’).
Thus what the ordinary body is to the individual soul, so are the
intelligent and the non-intelligent worlds to the supreme spirit; and
just as the body can nevér be essentially the same as the soul, so
- the cit and acit can never be essentially the same as the Brahman.
It is in this way that Ramanuja’s doctrine reconciles the various
statments in the Upanisads, referring to unity and to plurality,
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The Brahman or supreme spirit is the cause, both material and
,efficient, of the universe, intelligent and non-intelligent; it is
possessed of an infinite number of auspicious attributes; of which
omnisciene, omnipresence, omnipotence and bliss are the most
essenfial. Unconditioned existence, eternal, limifless and uniform
knowledge, and an absence of all limitations of fime, space and
causality, distinguish it from the individual souls and the inani-
mate world as well. Brahman is at the same time, absolubely
void of evil attribufes and it is thus that Brabman is sometimes
described as qualified and sometimes as non-qualified (cf. stitra T1L
2.11 f£). The creation of the universe from Brahman is not a
production of something new; it is only a change of attribute or con-
dition. Tt is a mere modification of that which is subile into that
which is gross. Thus Brahman, having for its body and mode the
cit and acit in their subtle conditlon, is the cause, while the same
Brahman having for its body or mode the cit and acit in a gross
form is the effect. Similarly, the destruction of the universe is
-nothing but the becoming subtle of that which is gross.

The individual soul is the subject of consciousness or knower
and not mere consciousnessitself. It is,however, often called consei-
ousness, simply because consciousness is its essential attribute. Even
in the state of dreamless sleep, though there is no consciousness of
objects, still the sense of ‘T’ (ahamartha) persists. Knowledge is in-
tuitive by nature and does not necessarily depend upon the senses.
‘Bliss is also another essential attribute of the individual soul. It
has also the power to act ( karirtva ) which, according to the
samkhyas, belongs to prakréi and according to Saxhkara,’ to
Buddhi. The individual souls, in the state of their prisfine
purity,posseSs‘all the auspicious qualities in common with Brah-
man (which is the reason why the jiva is dften described
as being identical with Brahman); but they differ from it n two
points: (i) they have no power whatsoever on the movements of
the world, whose creation and control helong exclusively to
Brahman, and (ii) they are atomic in size, while Brahman is all-
pervading. Beingafomicin size the individual souls are infinitein

number and different for different bodies. Owing to ignorance, the

individual souls are conjoined to matter and thus in spite of their

original resemblance to Brahman, suffer ; right knowledge of the
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nature of Brahman, from which results devotion (bhakti), brings the
soul to liberation, when it is restored to its original purity and bliss.
Buf even then, it does not lose its individuality. Thus ‘fat fvam ast’
does not mean that jiva is essentially and absolutely the same as
Brahman, but the apposition is to be understood metaphorically as
when we say ‘the jar is white’, ‘ ghatah s'uklah’, where the quality
and the qualified stand in apposition with each other. Thus the
jive which is an attribute or mode of Brahman is Brahman in the
sense that i% is very similar to it in nature or is part and parcel
of it '

The inanimate world, on the other hand, is also as real as the
Brahman and the individual souls and is essentially distinct
from both. At the same time, it forms an attribute of Brahman
and so cannct exist independengly of it.

Thus for Ramanwuja, Brahman, cit and acit are three entities,
individually distinet from each other, all equally real, at the
same time all forming s unity, in the sense in which the self and
its body form a unity.

Ramanuja admits the parindma dortrine or the Sstksryavida
which maintains that the effect is nothing but a mcdification
of the form of the cause, in which it is already present.

So much for the philosophical part. The practical part may be
summed up thus: The devotion to Vasudeva is the only means of
obtaining moksa. This bhakti is not knowlege, but the result of
knowledge; it is not belief, which is at best a subsidiary preliminary

o bhakti; it is not work, for work is selfish; it is the intuilicn
or immediate presentation arising from a steady remembrance
( dhruvd smrjih ), uninterrupted like the flow of oil, a result of
medifation. Actions are necessary only for the origination of
knowledge, but no further. Thus, the function of actions with
Ramanuja is secondary or subordinate as with Sarkara.

‘Ramanuja’s docirine, as with the other Vedanta schools, is
based on the three prasthanas, the Upanisads, the Bhagavadgita
‘and the Brahmasiiiras; o which must be added the Visnupurans,

 which occupies a very important place in his doctrine and from
 which the éribhésya guotes very frequently,



INTRODUCTION 29

THE DOCTRINE OF NIMBARKA—Accordingto Nimbarka, there
are only three principles or entities, cit ( the intelligent worlds ),
acit ( the non-intelligent world ) and Is'vara (the Lord or the
Supreme-Spirit ), also called by the significant names of bhokir
( the enjoyer, the Jiva ), bhogya ( the enjoyable, maiter ) and
Niyantr ( the confroller, ruler ).

The cit or individual soul is of the nature of knowledge
( Jnana-svartpa ); it is not the phenomenon of knowledge in
the sense in which Sarhkara understands it; in other words, the
Jiva is able to know without the help of the sense-organs and
it is in this sense that words like ° prajn@na-ghanah ’, svayam—
Jyotih ’, * jndna-mayah ' ete. as applied to Jiva are to be under-
stood. The Jiva is a knower also; and he can be both knowledge
and the possessor of knowledge at the same time, just as the sun
is both light and the source of light. Thus the soul, who is know-
ledge, and his attribute, knowledge, though they are both identical
as knowledge, can be at the same time different and related
as the qualified ( dharmin ) and the quality ( dharma ), just as the
sun and his light, though identical as light ( faijasa ), are still
different from each other. Thus there is both a difference
and & non-difference between the dharmin and the dharma;
and the extreme similarity between them implies, not neces-
sarily their absolute identity, but only a non-perception of
- their dlﬁerence

The Jiva is also Ego ( ahamarthah) This HEgo continues to-
persist not only in the state of deep seeep, ( because our conscious-
ness immediately after getting up from sleep has the form ‘I slept
happily ’ or ‘I knew nothing’ ) but also in the a’ca‘be of I'beration.
It even belongs to the Parabrahmen. Hence it is that Krena refers
to himself so frequently in the first person in the® Glta, of which
“the chief object is thus Purusottama, who is omniscient and at the
same time non-different from the Ego or Asmadartha.

The Jiva is also essentially active ( kartr ). This quality be-
longs to it in all its conditions, even after relesse ( cf.the Buira
II. 3. 33). Those passages which deny this Karirtva of the soul
only imply that the kartrtva is not independent ( Svatantra ).
The Jiva is also enjoyer (bhoktr) essentially in all its conditions.
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For nis knowledge and activity, however, the Jiva depends
on Hari; thus, though resembling Him in being intelligent and
knower, he is at the same time distinguished from him by his
dependence. This quality of dependence or of being controlled
( Niyamyatva ) is the very nature of Jiva even in the state of
release, just as Niyanirfva or the quality of being the comtroller,
forms the eternal nature of I'svara. A

The Jiva is atomic in size; at the same time his attribute,
knowledge, is omni-present, which makes it possible that he can
experience pleasure and pain in any part of the body ( cf. the
Sttra II. 3. 25 ), just as, for instance, the light of a lamp can
spread far and wide and illumine objects away from the lamp.
The Jivas are different and in different bodies, and so are infinite
in number.

The Jiva has his true form adisi:ori:ed and obscured owing to
his contact with karman resulting from ignorance, which is begin-
ning-less, but which can come to an end, by the grace of God,
when his true nature is fully manifested.

 The acit or non—intelligent world ig of three kinds; (i)
a~-prakrie or not-derived from Prakrti or the primordial mstter,
such as the,' sun-like refulgence of Is'vara, his abode, his orna-
‘ments, ete; (ii) prakria or derived from - Prakrti, consisting of the
three qualities of sattva, rajas and tamas, such as prakrti, mahat,
ahamkara ete. ( just similar to the twenty-four principles of the
Samkhyas ); and (iii) Kala or time. The three categories in their
subtle form are as eternal as the cit or the individual souls.

The third principle is the Highest-self, the Brahman, or Krsna.
This K;sna is naturally free from all faults ( such as ignorance,
egoism, passiop, hatred, attachment ), is the store of all beneficent
attributes, is adorable by all, has four forms or vythas ( i e. Vasu-
deva, Sarhkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha ) and appears under
various incarnations such as Matsya, Kirma etec. This Brahman
both the Upddana ( the material cause ) and the Nimitta ( effi-
cient cause ) of the Universe. It is the material cause in the sense
- that it enables its natura'lks’aktis ( capacities), viz. the cit and the
- acit in their subtle forms, te be manifested in grossforms; and
it is the efficient cause in the sense that it unitesthe individual
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souls with their respective fruits of actions and means of enjoyments.
Thus the creation of the universe is nothing but a manifestaiion in
a gross from of what was subtle before and is thus a sort of modifi-
cation or Parindma. To say that the universe is only superimposed
on the Brahman and hence an illusion ( Vivarta ) is against
all resason; for it is only a thing actually existing elsewhere, that
can be superimposed upon another thing where it does not so exist.

‘What is the muftual relation between these three principles, cit,
and acit, and Brahman described so far ? It cannot be absolute
identity or non-distinction, because it would contradict those pass-
ages in the Upanis_ads which speak of a difference between them;
and it would involve a mutual confusion of the nature and attri-
butes of these three principles, although they are distinet from
each other. Nor can the relation be one of absolute difference; for
that would go against such passages as ‘fattvamasi’, ‘aham brahma-
smi’, ‘Sarvam vai khalvidem brahma’ ete. and ﬁesides, Brahman, if
it is quite distinet from cit and acit, would cease to be all-perva-
ding and all-ruling and would become aslimifed in character as the
c¢it and acit. Nor can we say that it is non-difference which exists
in reality and that the difference we see is all dueto Upadhis or-limi-
ting adjuncts; for, in that case, Brahman would cease to be pure and
would be susceptible to the faultes of the Upadhis; it would experience
pleasure, pain, haired efc., and it would undergo modifications,
all which is contrary to its real nature. Hence the truth is thatboth
the difference andthe non-differnce are equally real. The c¢it and acit
are different from Brahman, in-as-much asthey are described by the
Sruti as possessing attributes and capacities distinct from those of
Brahman; at the same time they are non-different from Brahmanin
the sense that they are absolutely dependent on it and canno have ,
an independent existence by themselves. Thus bhedd® or vdifference ,
means the possibility of an existence, which is separate, at the same
time dependent ( para-tantra—satta-bhavah ), while a-bheda or non—
difference means the impossiblility of an independent existence
( svatantra-satta-bhavah ). Thus in the sentence ‘taftvamasi’. the
word fat s1gn1ﬁes the Brahman which is -omniscient, ommpotent
of independent existence, the self of all; the word tvam signifies the
individual soul which depends for its existence upon the Brahman,

: and the word asi is the copula sxgmfymg the relation of the two, sl
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which is difference, not inconsistent with non-difference, and which
can be illustrated by the relation between the fire and its sparks
or by that between the sun and his lusire.

To attain deliverance, the jiva has to commence with a complete
submission to the Paramatman, or Prapatti, whose six constituents
are:—a resolution to yield ( Gnukulyasya sarnkalpah ), the avoidance
of opposition ( pratikulyasya varjanam), afaith that God will protect
( raksisyatiti visviisah ), acceptance of him as saviour ( gopirtva-
- varanam ), throwing one’s whole soul upon him ( @tmaniksepah ), and
a sense of helpessness ( k@rpanya ). God’s grace extends ifiself to
those who are possessed of these six constituenés of prapatti, i. e.
who are prapanna; and by that grace is generated bhakti consisting
of special love for him, which uliimately ends in the realisation
(saksatkara) of the Paramétmal} Fora devotee, the knowledge of the
- following five things is quite necessary:—(i) the nature of the
supreme soul, (ii) the nature of theindividual soul, (iii) {the fruit
of God’s grace or Moksa ( which is an uninterrupted realisationof
the nature and attributes of Brahman, following from the absolute
destruction of all actions and the consequent extinction af all ne~
science ), (iv) the feeling of enjoyment consequent on Bhakti and
(v ) the nature of the obstacles in the way ofthe atéainment of God,
such as regarding the body and the mind as the soul, depending on
some one who is neither God nor the preceptor, neglecting their
commands, and considering God as nothing more than an ordinary
‘being.

Thus we see that the doctrine of Nimbarks has very much in
common with that of Ramanuja; both regard the difference as
well as the non-difference as real. But, for Nimbarka, difference
and non—difference are on the same level, they co-exist and have
the same impo’rtance; “while for Ramanuja, non-difference is the
princ’ipa,l; it is qualified by difference, which is thus subordinate to
it. Another technical distinction between the two doctrinesisthat
according to Ramanuja, the cit and acit, which form the body
- of the Brahman, areregarded as itslatiributes ( Vis'esana or prakara ),
and hence, the name Vidistadvaita, which is explained as ‘the unity
~ of Brahman qualified by cit and acit’ ( cidacidvis'istaparames™va-

radvaita ); but the school of Nimbarka refuses to admit this; for
‘being a body does not necessarily mean being an attribute, and be-
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-gides the idea is impossible in itself. An-attribute is by ite nature
meant to distinguish the thing that possesses the attribute from an-

< other- which -is - without it; but in the- present case there is

- nothing from which the citand acitshould distinguish the Brahman
of which they are attributes® And if the c¢it and acit are both
different and non-different from Brahman, it is ridiculous to say

. at the same time that there is unity of Brahman qualified by ecit
and acit.

THE DOCTRINE OF MADHVA :—The doctrine of Madhva, purely
dualistic in characier, insists on the absolute and eternal difference
between Brahman, jiva and jada. Madhva denies even Brahman’s
being the material cause of the universe, a point clearly established
in the Brahmasttras and the very fantastic and forced manner in
which he interprefs many of the sitras leaves no doubt about the

fact that he would have even sef aside the sitras altogether, but
that their uncontested authoritativeness *prevented him from
doing so,

. In opposition to the pure or qualified Monism of other Vedanta
schools, Madhva propounds the five eternal distinctions, the clear
understanding of which alone can lead to Moksa the distinetion
between God and the individual soul, between God and the inani-
mate world, between one individual soul and another, between
the individual soul and the inanimate world and finally between
one inanimate object and another.

God, according to Madhva, possesses an infinite number of

- qualities. His chief functions are eight : creabion, protection, dis-

solution, controlling all things, giving knowledge, manifestation

of himself, involving the individual souls in the knowledge of the

~world and deliverance. -His form is made up of knowledge and

joy, he is independent of everything and remains one in the mldsﬁ
‘of different forms.

The individual souls are all distinct from God and distinct
from each other individually, innumerable, going through a
-succession of existences and charac»ensed by ignorance or other

defects.

* see Vedantatattvabodha (Chowkhamba Sanskrit series No. 123, pps 27-32,

, ’also Tattvasiddh@ntabindu, both by Anantarama.)
Ghate, Vedanta, 5.
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- The world is created from Prakrii, which is ever distinct from: the
supreme soul, who is thus only the efficient cause but not the mate-
rial cause of the universe; for, it is against reason to suppose that
the non—intelligent world can be produced from a being that is
intelligent.

Moksa is attained by the direci knowledge or perception of Hari.
Some of the means necessary for this direct knowledge are:r—
( Vairagya ) aversion to the enjoyments of this world or the next,
the possession of ethanimity(§a72za), self-control and other virtues,
acquisition of knowledge from the Guru, self-surrender (Sarandgats),
love of God (Paramatma-bhakti), resigning every act to Hari,
knowledge of the five distinctions mentioned above, etc. Even in
Moksa, jiva cannot be one with Brahman.

Then again the bhokir ( the enjoying self ), the bhogya ( the
objects of enjoyment ), and the niyamaka (the controlling Supreme
Spirit ) are three entities efernally distinct and all equally real.
Thus Madhva alwayslays siressonthose passages of the Upanisads
which clearly proclaim the difference between Brahman and
jiva—such as S'veiis'vatara 1.6; 4.5; 4.6; Mundaka 3. 1.2 efc.
While ¢hose passages referring to non-difference are explained
away by him in various ways. Thus ‘fefvamasi’ means ‘ tvam
tadiyah asi or ‘tvam tasya asi’ ‘thou art His’y ‘ Ayam atma Brahma ’
may be a description of jiva, meaning ‘ this individual soul grows
or advances’ (vardhana—s'ilah), or a description of Brahman mean-
ing, ‘Brahman is this that pervades’ (3im3 atansilah), or it may be a
mere eulogy of jiva, or the senfence may be meant for meditation,
or finally it may be nothing but a statement of the Parvapaksa of
the exponent of the Maya—doctrine. In the same way, a passage
like ‘bmkmavici brahmaiva bhavati’, © one who knows Brahman be-
- comes brahman itself’, only means that in the condition of Moksa
the individual soul in question becomes similar to Brahman,
owing to his freedom fromn misery ete., and thus is to be under-
stood in a meiaphorical sense as in ‘puro’hito, yam raja samvrttah,’
’thix priest has become a king’, and nof like astatement in ordinary
language. Moroever, if cannot be said thaf jiva and Brahman are
different in Samsara, but become non-different  after Moksa; for
what are different can never be non-different and vice versa. So also
* elam evadvitiyam brahma ' and ‘sarvam khalvidam brahma’ mean
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that Brahman is unsurpassed and without a parallel and thai it
pervades the whole world, but not that the world is non-different from
Brahman. * Mrtyoh sa mriyum Gpnoti ya tha nineva pasiyati’ does
not imply a condemnation of the perception of pluralify, but it is
a censure against those who hold that there are many momentary
cognitions, instead of one eternal knowledge ; just as for instance,
‘ asad evedam agra Gsit’ only states the view of the Nihilist for
being refuted further on. Duality alone can be the fruth, argues
the dualist, for we everywhere see nothing but pairs or things in
twos, e. g. knowledge and ignorance, merit and demerit, man
and woman. So also Brahman and jiva or Brahman and prakrti
must be two entities and never identical with each other.

THE DOCTRINE OF VALLABHA :—The doctrine of Vallabha is
called ¢ Suddhadvaita’ i. e. the unity of Brahman which is pure
or free from Maya. Thus the jivda and the inanimaie world are
essentially the same as Brahman, without imvolving any ides of
Maya. According to Sarnkara, for instance, the Brahman can
create this world only when it is conditioned by Maya ; but ac-
cording to Vallabhs, it is Brahman, pure and simple, and without
any connection with Maya, that can create the Universe.

The jiva is non-different from Brahman, atomic in size (cf
Stitras I1. 3.194 ) and a part of Brahman ( of. Sttras I1. 3. 43 ). Tt
is produced from Brehman in the sense in which sparks are
produced from fire; the jiva is & mainfestation of Brahman itself,
with the attribute of bliss obscured. Thus it is as eternal and real
as Brahman and production in its case means only & mani-
festation ( avirbhava ). The jiva is either (i) éuddha (pure),
when its qualities such as greainess ( aiévarya ) are nct obscured
by contact with the avidya ( ignorance ), or (ii) sarhsirin, when
it is in the bondage of avidya and experiences bifMh, death ete.,

“owing to its connection with the subtle and gross bodies, or~ (iii)
- mukta, when it becomes free from bondage, by means of vidya.

The jiva, though atomic can pervade the whole body by virtue of
its quality of intelligence (caifanya), just as sandal-wood can by its
fragrance make its existence known even whele it does not emst :
( of Sutras II, 3. 25, 26, 23 ). ’ '

~ The inanimate world or prapafica is also  essentially ,'Bmhman

- ( Brahmatmaka ), with the quelifies of inteliigence { caitanya')
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and bliss ( Gnanda ) obscured, and thus possessing the one quality
of existence ( Sa/tva). Tt is ai ‘the same %ime created from
Brahman ( Brahma-kiirya ) in the sense thai Brohman itself is
manifested in the form of the gross world. Thus the creation and
destruction of objects in this world mean only the manifestation
( @uirbhava ) and disappearance ( firobhdva ) of the Bhagavat in
those forms; and when Brahman appears as a product
and as capable of being experienced ( anuthavayogya ), the
world is created ; but when it goes back %0 i%s causal form and
ceases to be the object of ordinary experience, the world is destroy-
ed. The world is, therefore, as eternal and real as the Brahman
itself, ils creation and destruction being nothing but the powers
( Saktis ) of Brahman. It ig neither illusory mnor essentially dif-
ferent from the Bhagavat. : :

Everything being Brahman, we must find the forms of all
things in everything.” Thus for inséance, in a jar, anything like
patatva or the nature of a cloth may manifesy itself by the will of
God ; but as a matter of fact, all these have disappeared (fircbhiita)
and it is only ghatatva, ‘the nature of a poi’, that is manifest

( @virbhita ) and so a jar cannot, for the time being, serve the pur-
pose of a cloth.

From this it follows that the relation between cause and effect

" is absolute unity. That form of Bhagavat, in which another mani-
fests itself is the cause, e. g. clay; and the other form manifested
is the effect, e. g. pot. Thus ¢ Sarvam-khalv-idam=brahma’ has to
be understood in a literal sense. :

But the infatuating ignorance affecis the jiva and, for him,
endows the real and actually existing world with illusory or un-
real forms. W;hile the world is real, it is only its experience
( pratiti) which is erroneous. Just as, for instance, to & man in a
boat m motion, the trees on the bank, though steady, appear to be
in motion, but in the cognition of the moving trees, it is only the
movement that is illusory, while the forms of the {rees are real, in
the same way, the world which has objectivity for us, but which
is essentially of the naturé of Bhagavat and so purely subjective,
is real in form, but it is only the objectivity with which the jiva
endows the world that is unreal and projected by ignorance. Thus
this prapadica, which is real, appears to be in three different forms

S SR
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to three different kinds of persons : (i) to those who have become
Brahman, it appears as pure Brahman; (ii) to those who have
got the right knowledge by means of the Séstras, it appears as
endowed with both subjectivity ( Brahmadharman ) and objectivity
( Mayadharman ), at the same time with a clear discrimination
between the real character of the former and the unreal character
of the latter ; as for instance, a grown up person seeing a piece of
cloth appearing green, owing to his own green spectacles, perceives
the reality of the form of the cloth and the unreality of the green-
ness which does not really belong to the piece of cloth; (iii)
finally, to- those without knowledge, the prapafica appears . as
endowed with both these forms, but without any discrimination, as,
for instance, a child with green spectacles fakes the greenness of
the cloth to be as real as the cloth itself Thus 2ll the difference or
plurality is in the matter of the perception ( pratiti) of the prapafca,
but none at all in the maiter of its form (sugripa). To say that
the prapaiica, itself is unreal and at the same time to say that it
is identical with Brahman, is againsi all reason, since relation of
identity cannot possibly exist between a real thing and an unreal
thing ( of. Sttra I, 1, 14).

The Brahman is one, eternal, omniscient, omipotent, possessed'
of an infinite number of attributes, and essentially of the nature of
sat ( existence ), cit ( intelligence ) and @nanda (bliss ). It is
Suddha ( pure ), i. e. never con‘i,ammated by connection with Maya.
Tt is possessed of ais‘varya (marvellous power ) which makes every-
thing possible for it and even things mutually opposed can -co—
exist in its case. Thus both kinds of pasuageq, those which des-
cribe the Brahman as qualified ( sawis'esa ) and those which des-
cribe it as non-qualified ( nirvis'esa ) are equally true with regard
to it. Or, the denial of atéributes refers to the atfributes ¢f non-
intelligent world ( prakria ) from which Brahman is free; while
the affirmation of attributes refers to the infinite number of mar-
vellous powers which it .possesses and thus establishes that the
Brahman is extra-ordinary ( jagad-vilaksana ). Brahman manifests
itself at its own will, as jiva or jada, simply for the purpdse -of
- sport, without undergoing any change in essence, as when, for
“instance, a serpent forms itself into coils ( cf. Stira IIT, 2, 27 ).
Thus the Brahman is both the material 2 and the efficient cause of
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the universe (notice in this connection the explanation of the
Sttra I, 1, 4 ); and the objections on the ground of partiality and
“cruelty belonging to Brahman, owing to the diversity of fortune
and the miseries to be met with in this world, objections which
can be raised only on the assumption of a difference of nature
between Brahman and jiva, have no place in Vallabha's doctrine.

The Brahman has three forms, (i) the highest divine form
( @dhidaivika ) as Krsna or Purusottama, possessing an infinite
number of auspicious attributes, attainable by a devotee ( bhakta ) ;
(ii) the aksara form ( adhyatmika ), in which all the atiributes
have become non-menifest and which alone is attainable by a sage
(jAanin ), and ( iii ) the aniary@min form as seen in the difierent in-
carnations or avataras of Visnu.

Now, what is the relation between Brahman, the jiva and the
jada ? It is one of pure identity. one that exists between a part
(as'a ) and the whole ( azius’in ). For Vallabha, it is non-difference
( abheda ) alone that is real (w@stavika), while all difference is
simply for the sake of sport, in opposition to both Ramanuja and
Nimbarka. According to these latter, though both difference
and non-difference are theoretically equally resl (v@stavika ), it is
difference only that is real, while the non-difference is accounted
for by the similarity of nature between Brahman and jiva or by
the relation of dependence between the two ( niyamya-niyantrtva ).
Thus the phrase ‘fat tvam asi’ is literally true according to
Vallabha, whereas it has to be understood metaphorically by all

the rest. _
The Moksa, which consists in the absolute cessation of all

misery and the experiencing of the bliss which was observed in
the condition of Sarmsara, can be attained by two means, bhakti
(devotin) and jfiana ( knowledge ). Of these the former is
superior, since i leads to the realisation of the divine form of
Brahman as Krsna or Purusottama, in which the Anandamsa is af
its best ; while the latter is inferior, as it leads to the realisation
of the second or non-determinate form of Brahman where the
Iinangirhéa is of an inferior order. Bhakiti itself is of two degrees,
Maryadabhakti and Pustibhakti. In the former, the devotee attains
Moksa by the practice of means ( s@dhana ) on his own part, such
as, the disciplines and restraints laid down in the ‘Sastra, which
produce an aversion to worldly things, or worship and prayer of
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the Bhagavat. In the latier,—and this is the higher kind of
bhakti—the devotee, without having recourse to any sidhanas,
depends upon nothing but pure and simple love of Him ; his goal
is only the service of Hari; his highest pleasure is to become one
of the associates of Hari and to sport with him in the celestial
Vrndavana. This Pustibhakii is the privilege of only him whom
Bhagavat is pleased to favour ; it begins with preman which re-
moves a liking for anything but Hari, and passing through
as’akti which produces a positive aversion to objects not con-
nected with Hari, culminates in uz/asana or entire devotion to
Hari.

In addition to the three prasthanas ( viz. the Upanisads, the
Bhagavadgita and the Brahmasﬁtras) the Vallabha school has a
fourth one, i. e. the Bhagavata, passages from which are very
often adduced in the Vallabha~bhasya. °

Thus we see that these five schools 6f Vedanta agree in
holding

(1) that Brahman is the supreme cause of the universe;

(2) that Brahman is all-perv ading and eternal ;

(3) that the Upanisads in the first instance and the Brahma-
stitras and the Gita are the basis of their doctrines;

(4) that in supersensuous and purely metaphysical matters
like Brahman, the scriptures are the first authority
‘and reasoning is to be accepted as long as it does not
go against the Revelation; reasoning has a juris-
dietion over them, but owing to its mitations, the
Revelation is the final court of appeal ; »

(5 ) that actions are subordinate to knowledge or devotion;
they are efficacious only for the purification of the -
mind or as a preparation for the right path, renun-
ciation of them being quite necessary for final
‘beatitude ;

(6) that deliverance from ‘chls begmnmgless samsara 1s the
final goal ' '




40 INTRODUCTION

S'armkara’s doctrine is distinguished from the rest in-as-much as -
(1) he admits Maya, which the other four schools agree in
pretending to discard;
(2) he insists on knowledge as the sole means of Moksa
while the rest insist on bhakti or devotion.

The four Visnuite schools alike maintain
(1) that Bhakti is the means of attaining Moksa ;
" (2) that Brahman is Isvara, possessed of an infinite number
of auspicious attributes ;
(3) that the individual souls and the 1nammate world are
all as real as Brahman itself;
(4) that their individual distinctions can never be com-
pletely lost; ' '
(5 ) that the individual couls are atomic, infinite in number,
all possessed of the attributes of knowmg and acting.

The school of Madhva stands apart in that

(1) it maintains absolute duality, while all the rest try to
reconcile duality and unity in one way or another ;

(2) it holds that Brahman is only the efficient cause and
not the material cause of the universe; while all the

" rest agree in holding that it is bothy and that

(3) consequently its admission of the authority of the
Upanisads and Sitras in particular is rather in
theory than in practice.

As for the mutual relations of the three entities of Brahman,

; vcxt and acit, each of the five schools has its own doctrine, which

~ has given each its distinctive character and name.

-~



CHAPTER L
GENERAL OUTLINE

The word Vedanta signifies literally in Sanskrit ‘end of the
Veda ’; in common use, however, the word is used with reference
to the concluding portions of the Vedic literature, known also as
Upanisads. The name Vedanta is applied fo all the five systems
of philosophy, going under the names of Samkara, Ramanuija,
Nimbarka, Madhva and Vallabha, because all these five systems
alike Iay claim to their being specially and directly derived from
fhe Vedanta. Really speaking, the other five orthodox schools
also pretend to derive their support from the Upanisads. Thus,
for example, the Nyaya and Vaidesika schools quote passages
from the Upanisads in suppori of their parbdicular dogmas, espe-
cially when they are freating of the nature and attributes of the
soul, or of the difference of nature between Isvara and the inani-
mate world. Above all, the Samkhyas, a very old and influential
school, many of whose dogmas have been accepted even by the
Vedanta, and whose general influence is clearly seen throughout
the philosophical literature of India, are seen to make a very
great use of passages from the Upanisads, though it must be
noticed here that even according to themselves, their main-stay
is not the Upanisads, but reasoning pure and simple. It is quite
evident from the fact that all the Vedanta writers take great
pains to refute the Samkhya docirine, especially to show that
those particular passages which are quoted by the Samkhyas in
their own support, if properly and righfly interpreted, lend the
least support to their doctrine. We cannot, of cqurse, speak of
the heterodox schools like the Bauddhas and Jainas in this con-
nection; because, although from the very nature of the Upanisads,
a support can be found in them for the most varied doctrines
possible, and, as a matter of fact, a number of passages may be
pointed out which would be favourable to the Buddhistic doctrine,
still these schools never lay even the most distant claim to their
being derived from the Upanisads; not only that, but they even
directly oppose their authority.

Ghate, Vedanta, 6.
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Never-the-less, the term Vedanta applies only to the Uttara-
mimamséa and the various schools which it comprises; and there
are solid reasons for this restricted application of the term. First
of all, no other school makes as much use of the Upanisads, as
does the Uttara-mimarhss ; every small item of their doctrine
must be based upon and fully illustrated by passages from the
Upanisads. The most important reason, however, is that accord-
ing to them Srufi or the Revelation is the highest authority, nay,

-in fact, almost the only means of arriving at right knowledge;
and this follows, they say, from the very nature of the subject
they have to deal with. For, in fact, the chief aim of philosophy,
according to the Uttara-mimainsa, is to find ouf the truth about
the nature of the world, of ifs cause, of the soul, about the mean-
ing of birth and death, in a word, to arrive at that right know-
ledge which would bring aboutrthe highest, eternal bliss. Reason,
pure and simple ( suska-tarka ), would not help us in the least to
achieve this end. Indeed, truth can be only one and not many;

~while reason, being subjective brings us to several and divergent

conclusions regarding the fruth for which we are making a
séarch. And there is no means of deciding whose reasoning is

more correct, because each reasoner apparently pretends to
~be infallible and fo follow the scientific canons of argument.

Thus we have to resort o Sruti or the revealed scriptures; and
‘reasoning, being only subordinate, is valid only as long as it
conforms to the Sruti. Morveover, reasoning, apart from the ridi-
“culous variety of conclusions to which it may lead in accordance
with the nature and prejudices of the person reasoning, is very
limited in its scope and cannot take us to the end of our enquiry.
It can proceed only to a certain stage and then we have to make
certain assumptions. - Well, why not then assume what is told

- most author:d:at:wely in the Sruti ? ~

Thus it is that the term Vedanta is restricted to the Uttara~
‘mimarhsa only, in distinction from Samkhya and Nyiya, which
take their main stand on farka or reasoning and resort to Srufi
only where convenient. The Upanisads, are beyond question

“the highest authority as far as the Vedanta and the schools which
claim this name are concerned. But this is not the only autho-

rivy. If reasomng is set aside or rather subordinated, because it
is many-faced (i e ]eads t0 conclusxons mutually opposed ), fhe
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case is not in any way better with the Upanisads. From their
very natures, one and the same passage can be interpreted inmore
than one way; and moreover, there are passages which are
opposed to each other in their purport. Thus for instance, in one
place it is said that there was existence in the beginning; in
another place it is said that there was non-existence in the begin-
ning. In one place it is said that all isintelligence, which is one and
unique ; in another place, on the other hand, there is a reference
to two persons, one of whom eats and the other only looks on.
Once it is said that Brahman created Akis'e or the element of
ether to begin with ; again it is said that Brahman first created
tejas or the element of light. If truth is one,—and it is this as-
sumption which is at the root of all philosophical controversies—
what shall we do with such mutually contradictory passages ?
There were many attempts made to evolve a system from
the complex and varied passages of the Upanisads, and the one
attempt which has come down to us iz embodied in what is
known as the Brahma-siitras, traditionally attributed to Bada-
rayans or Vyasa, believed to be the same as the author of the
Mahsbharata, We have said that there were many more of such
attempts before; and there are some good reasons for it.
In the collection of the Siitras before us, we find several
times references to other writers and fo their views on some
important dogmas. Thus, for instance, in the Adhikarana 6,
of Adhyaya I, pada 4, ( siitras 19-22 ), the question is raised, how,
in the Br. U. 4,5, 6, the individual soul which is first spoken
of in its peculiar nature as being the one for whose pleasure
everything is ultimately dear, is in just the next sentence spoken
of as the Highest Self that is to bg meditated upon and realised.
This Ldentiﬁcauon is explained in several ways and not less than
three views have been referred to. According fo Asmarathya,
this is an indication of the fulfilment of the promise made in the
subsequent senfence that by the knowledge of the self everything
without exception becomes known. For, otherwise, if the indivi-
dual soul is different from Brahman, how is this promise possible ?
A.ccord‘ing to Audulomi, however, the reason for the identification
in question is that really the individual soul which loses its
 purity of nature by contact with the limiting adjuncts such ag
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the body, the sense-organs efe., regains its purity by the practice
of such means as knowledge and meditation etc., and thus becomes
identical in nature with Brahman, in the course of its going up
from this body. Finally according to Kaéakrisna, it is the
Paramiatman himself who becomes the individual soul, when pro-
ceeding to evolve name and form; and so the identification is
quite justifiable. Many more instances of this kind could be
pointed out. But, although there may have existed other similar
collections of stifras, the only one available to us is the one by
Badarayana. Thus in addition to the Upanisads, the Brahma-
sttras form the second great authority for the Vedanta schools.
A Sttra-collection as the source and authority of a philosophical
doctrine is not peculiar to the Vedanta alone; for we know that
‘the other five orthodox schools %lso, all of them, claim to be based
‘upon Sitra-collections attributed to some sage of mythical fame,
- supposed %o be the orginator of the doetrine in question.

Besides these two, the Upanisads aud the Sttras, all the
Vedanta-systems claim to have the authority of the third great
fountain of knowledge, so popularly known as the ‘Srimad-bhaga-
vad-gitd, * or ¢ the song of the Lord *. Each of the five schools of
the Vedanta believes, that its own particular doctrine is the
only one contained, not only in the Upanisads and the Siiras,
but also in the Gits. Thus the Upanisads, the Stfras, and the
‘Bhagavad-gita are known as the three ‘ prasthanas’ or starting
points from which proceed the different Vedanta-doctrines and
each of the so-called founders of the systems has written com-
mentaries on the Upanisads, at least the principal ones, the

Sitras and the Bhagavad-gita. Of these, we are here only con-
cerned with tife commentaries on the Brahma-sttras.

- If the Upanisads by reason of their very nature, in that they
 contain free thoughts and attempts at guessing the fruths, most
freely expressed, without the slighitest notion of systematising,
can-be interpreted in more than one way, the sttras present in a
a still greater degree this character. In fact, they are very
brief notes rather than sentences, consisting of as few words
~.as possible, many words having to be supplied from the context;
there is thus the greatest scope for the ingenuity of the com-
mentator, who can accordingly find in them whatever ideas he
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wants them to convey. The siitra literature in India presents a
phenomenon met nowhere else. The desire to express as much
meaning as possible in as few words as possible and to provide
most convenient and compressed manuals, which could be
easily committed to memory and, at the same time, which
could easily bring to the mind a complete sense by apply-
ing to them as it were certain keys of interpretation, was some-
times carried too far, so that insiead of aftaining the
intended purpose it often produced the contrary results. Thus,
for instance, we have a number of unintelligible, apparently
meaningless word-groups, which cannot be understood at all
without the help of a voluminous commentary, which, after all
may not represent properly what was really meant by the writer
of the stitras. The exfreme instance of this siitra-style is provid-
ed by the Astadhyayi or the sttras on gramimar by Panini, which
makealmost an impossible reading;for the uninitiated. The desire
for brevity weighed so much with the Indian mind that the saving
of one word was regarded as a greater reason for joy than even
the birth of a son. Fortunately, the sttras of Badarayana, with
which we are here concerned, are much more infelligible and
much less brief, especially as there are no technical ferms
Samjnds and canons of interpretation ( paribhidsds) specially
created for the purpose. Still, they are in themselves, quite
sufficient to give rise to a number of interpretations. Nothing
will give a better idea of what a sttra is like than the traditional
‘definition of a sfitra, quoted by the great dualistic Vedantin
Madhvacarya in his introduction to his commentary on - the
sttras in"question. It runs thus:—

FPETANTY FRAEFAHET | o
FEARTATEE T qF FAEE 6 0
( p. 10, Madhvabhasya, edited by Cencalray Palle, at Madras, 1900 )

-~

S

* It should contain as few letters as possible, it should be
decisive, not leaving any doubts as to what it means, it should
contain the essence, it should be comprehensive on the topie it
touches, it should not contain any explanations or supplementary
syllables as for instance in a chant or song, and it should be free
from any fault. ” One cannot help remarking here that the second
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of these conditions, i. e. ‘not leaving any doubt, is hardly fulfilled
by any of the stfra-collections available ; and that the adjective

Vis'vatomulkham’, if understood to mean ¢ omni-faced ’ i. e. capa-~
ble of being interpreted in various senses ad libitum, is best ap-
plicable to many of the Satras.

Besides this very nafure of the sutra-literature in genersl,
there are several reasons which facilitate the puiting of different
interpretations on the individual siitras, and the deducing of
different systems from the collections as a whole. Thus for in-
stance, it is very difficult to decide which sttras contain the
plrvapaksa or the prima facie view, and which, the Siddhanta or
the author’s view. Thus in pada 3 of adhyays 1I, adhikarana
13, siitras 19-28 are interpreted by Sarkara as representing the
purva-paksa view according to,which the jiva is anu or atomie in
- size ; while sfitra 29 formulates the Siddhanta, viz. that the jiva
is not really atomic ( apu ) but that it is all-pervading ( vibhu );
-and that in certain scriptural passages it is spoken of as being
anu only because of the internal organ ( manas ), which forms an
‘essential condition of the individual soul as distinguished from
the highest self; thus the anutva, which really belongs to manas,
has only been transferred to jivza. On the other hand, Ramanuja
interprets the first sttra ( II-3-19 ) of the Adhikarana as stating
the Siddhanta view, according to which the individual soul is of
minute size; and sttras 20-25 are interpreted by him as only
‘confirming this view and refuting objections raised against it;
while the remaining stitras deal with another questions concern-
ing the anutva. We see here how the same set of stftras can be
interpreted as lending support to two views, diameirically oppos-
ed, to each o{:her, on an essential point of the docfrine.

There is another circumstance tendlng in the same direction.
There is a traditional division of the sttras into Adhyayas and
padas handed down to us, on which there is a unanimity of
opinion. No such division into Adhikarana, unanimously accept-
ed, Has come down to us. Thus for instance, in connection with

%sﬁtras' 41, 42 and 43 of the third pada of the first Adhyaya, sutra
41 forms one Adhikarana deciding that the ether which reveals

- names and forms, spoken of in Chandogya Upanisad, VIII, 14,1,

is Brahman, and it is neither the elemental ether nor the jiva ;
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while sttras 42 and 43 form another Adhikarana teaching that
the vijnana-maya, ¢ he who consists of knowledge ’°, mentioned in
Br. Up. IV. 3. 7, is not ¢he individual soul but Brahman. Accor-
ding to Raméanuja, and Nimbarka, the three sitras form but one
single Adhikarana which establishes that the dkasa in the passage
in question cannot refer to the individual soul, nor even %o the
released individual soul, because even then the individual soul
continues to be different from Brahman. So the Akasa must
mean Brahman and nothing else. According to Madhva, on the
other hand, the three sutras form three separate Adhikaranas,
stifra 41 referring fo the akasa, sttra 42, to the wijnana-maya and
stifra 43 referring to another passage in Br. Up. VI. 4. 22, where
the words, ®TeqfETH: ®Tedsn: (the lord of all, the ruler of all), refer
‘to Visnu or the Lord.

The necessity of having to supply words to complete the mean-
ing of the Stira is another prolific source vf variety of inter-
‘pretations. Thus in stira 1, pada 3 of Adhyaya II, 7 fAagd#:
( 1it. not the ether, because of want of seriptural mention ) Sarn-
kara, Ramanuja and Nimbirks supply the word ° wipadyate’
(is produced ), while Madhva supplies the word ‘ anutpattimat ’
( is not produced ).

Some particular words in the sfitras have two meanings, a
circumstance which also leads to different interpretations. Thus
the word ‘ anfar ’ in the sitra II. 3. 15 may mean both ‘in the
midst ( madhya )’ and ‘ without ( vind ) °, Samkara, Ramanuja,
and Nimbarksa accept the first meaning and thus the Satra, ac-
cording to them, means that the mention of vijidna and manas
in the midst of the passage referring to the creation of the ele-
ments need not disturb the order of creation ; while according
to Madhva, who accepls the second meaning, tht stira means
that the opposite order of destruction ( to thaf of creation ) “holds

“good except in the case of vijfidna and manas.

Another circumstance is the fact that there is no padapitha or
a record of the separate words singly in the siitras, handed
down by an authoritative tradifion, as there is ome for
the Samhita of the Rgveda, which leaves no doubt regarding
‘the splitting of a metrical line into separate words. For
example, the siifra II, 3. 26 is read either as IEIFIA or as
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IoTETSsEFAE, both readings being equally admissible, as the words
are not wusually separated in manuseripts. According to
Samkara, the sitra means that the Jiva, though of minute size
(anu ) can be affected in any part of the body, owing to the per-
vasiveness of the quality of intelligence, as is, for instance, the
case with certain objects in the world ( loka-vat ), e. g. with the
light of & lamp. According to Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and Madhva,
however, ‘alokavat’ (like the light) gives the illustrations wanted
for the purpose more directly.

The fact that the Upanisad passages under discussion are not
actually mentioned in the stitras must also be considered in this
connection. Different commentators may take up for discussion
different passages and thus one and the same adhikarana may
yield quite a different meaning. For example, in the sttra I, 1, 5,
the passage referred to by Santara, Ramannja and Nimbarka is
is Chandogya Upanisad VI, 2, 1 and 2 and the shira means that
the sat in the passage cannot mean the Pradhana of the Sarmkhyas ;
because the act of ‘willing’ is spoken of in connection with it.
Thus the whole of the adhikarna beginning with this stitra is an
attempt to show that the passages which the Samhkhya brings forth
in support of his doctrine cannot but refer to Brahman, if only
properly interpreted with a due consideration of the context. But
Madhva interprets the adhikarana in quite a different way. The
passages in question are, according to him, Prasna Upanisad V, 5,
Br. U. VI, 4, 23 efc., in which the atman or puruse is spoken of as
something to be seen or meditated upon ; and the siitra, according-
ly means that Brahman cannot be said to be ‘asabda’ i e. in-
expressible ( avacya ), because it is described as being something
to be seen or known ( iksaniya or jfieya); and all the remaining
siitras of the &dhikarana are explained accordingly. Thus we see
how-very easy it is that the collection of stitras before us should
have been interpreted in more than one way. In fact there have
been five different commentaries on them, differing in essential
points in the interpretation of the individual stiras, and still
more 50 in the general purport. Five different schools have tried,
more or less successfully, to derive their doctrines from these
sttras and each has even gone so far as to show thathisparticular
system is the only one which the author of the siitras wanted to
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communicate through them. In spite of all these circumstances
contributing to the variety of interpretations, the question still
remains, why is it this particular stitra-collection which has had
the privilege of having so many inierpretations put upon it, soas
to give rise to nof less than five different doctrines differing from
each other as regards some essential dogmas ? There are similar
sitra~collections ; for instance, the Vaidesika satras by Keanida,.
commented upon by Prasastapida, the Nyaya-siiéras of Gautama,
with the commentary of Vatsyayana, the Yoga-siifras of Patafijali,
commented on by Vyasa, the Purva-mimarhsa sttras of Jaimini,
with the commentary of Sabarasvémin; and we find everywhere
that each sttra-collechion has only one authoritative commentary
or bhasya ; and though the systems of philosophy represented by
these sttra-collections may have { and as a matter of fact, they
have actually in some cases) branched off into different sub-

varieties, retaining some common points bul® at the same {ime

differing in some points not always unessential, still there is no
difference of opinion as regards the particular doctrine represented
by or supposed to be taught by the stitra-collection in each case.

The stfra-collection before us does not differ maf:erially from
the other collections, as regards its literary character. Why then
is it that an attempt should have been made fo found on one
and the same ' sitra-collection, five different systems,—the
absolute monism of éarhkara, the qualified monism of Ramanuja,
the monodualism of Nimbarks, the dualism of Madhva,
and the pure monism of Vallabha ? Tt is not possible, of course,
that the sitrakara should have more than one system in his mind.

Tt is difficult to answer the question positively and satisfactorily ;

and we can only offer a guess here.

 As said above, it is the Vedanta that claims fo be derived
exclusively from the Upanisads and that sets the autho-
rity of the Upanisads over everything else, even reason-
ing. Although seeds of other systems may be traced in the
Upanisads, still no other system ever cared for them except im 8
casual and secondary k manner; somé even directly condemned
them. Much less did any of them try to reconcile the evidently
oontradicﬁory passages and to deduce one consistent system from

 them. This was mainly the task of the Vedanta:; and the ﬁve

Ghate, Vedanta, 7.
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systems before us are the results of five such attemps at deducing
a system from the Upanisads.

The main question before them may he briefly stated thus:
There are certain passages in the Upanisads which emphatically
asserta unity and deny a plurality—e.g., ‘77981, ¢ @& 7emeq *, * 7
@oni Fu 755097 3= 37WA, By the side of these there are
other passages which clearly assert a plurality and a duality
between the Highest Self and the individual self, e. g. ST g
st * (Svet. I. 9), © &1 Qoo ST FE FAE g2 TRAESi | A foe
gl wasTe AFEsiE 0 ( Mund. 111, 1, 1).  How to reconcile
these ? Samkara would say that all plurality is illusion, while
unity is the only reality, and that all passages referring to plura-
lity have in view only the phenomenal existence or the popular
conception of the Universe, which is however ultimately
meant to be refuted. R#manuja would say that both
unity and pluralify are real; and that the individual
souls and the animate world, though really and in-
herently different in nature from the Supreme Soul, are at the
same time non-different from him, in that they cannot have an
existence independent of ihe.Supreme Self. Thus the cit and acit
or the animate and the inanimate worlds are the body and thus
the attributes of the Supreme Self. According to Nimbarka also
both difference and non-difference are real, without the individual
souls and the inanimate world being the distinguishing attributes
of the Supreme Self, as there is nothing else from which to dis-
tinguish it. Madhva, on the other hand denies unity altogether
and holds that duality is the only reality ; and that all affirma-
tions of unity are only for the sake of Upasana or meditation, nay,
even thesentence ‘ taf fvam asi’ he reads as ‘ alat tvam asi’. Val-
labha, withoutsbelieving in Maya or the principle of illusion,
holds_ that the individual soul in is pure and pristine nature is
identical with the Supreme Soul.

~ Thus these five systems may be supposed to haye come into
existence, in the course of the atiempts to reconcile and to deduce
a system from the apparently contradictory passages of the Upa-
nisads. The sttras also represent such an astempt independently
made by Badarayana; and other similar attempts must have pre-
ceded it, for instance, those by Kasakrtsna, Asmarathya, Varsya-
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 yani and others. Somehow or other the sitras of Badariyana
came to survive all the rest and to possess & high reputation; so
that every Vedantist came o look upon them as the most authori-
tative source of his doctrine, next in importance to the Upanisads
only. One can very well helieve it to be very probable that all
these five systems in their essential elements must have existed
long before the siitras of Badarayana attained to prominence, and
that when there arose greaf teachers like éan'ﬁkara, and Ramanuja,
Nimbarka and Madhva, they thought it their first duty, for the
propagation of their system, to write a commentary or bhisys on
these siitras and to prove that the sttras which are reputed as
teaching the kernel of the Upanisads contain none but their own
doctrines. In doing this, they naturally proceeded to interpret the
sttras in the light of their own doctrines and resorted to all sorts
of twistings and artificialities to make the sitras yield the sense
they wanted. They had their own doctrine cut and dry before
them, and their only task was to show that it had the authority
of the sttras. Naturally they never cared to know what was the
real and natural meaning of the sttras. These facts are too trans-
parent to any one who would just cursorily glance over the
several bhasyas to require special emphasis.

Now the question before us is: which of these bhasyas gives an
interpretation of the sitras which is the most faithful to the original;
in other words, which of these five systems, if there is any at =all,
is the one taught by the stitras or professed by their author.
Perhaps we might not be able to arrive at & positive conclusion,
to the effect that such and such a system is the one taught by the
sttras. Perhaps the system in the mind of the Satrakira was
different from the five we are considering. But sfill the enquiry
is useful even if we can say that one of these five commentaries is
& more natural and correct interpretation of the sttras than the
rest; or that all the slitras alike do not favour any one particular
system. The method of interpretation which we are going to
apply to the siitras in our enquiry is the critical one as opposed to
the traditional method applied by the several commentators. For,
any piece of literary work can be interpreted in two ways, either
by the traditional or by the critical method. The former takes the
doctrine for granted and proceeds from this assumption to find the

3721
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doctrine in the work under examination. For instance, take the
Bhagavad-gita. Every school of Vedanta appears to attempt to find
its own system in it, shutting its eyes to all contradictory passages
or more often {rying to interpret them in a far-fetched manner,
50 as t0 confirm their own doctrine. Sarhkara, while commenting
upon the work would find nothing but the reality of Brahman and
the illusory characier of the Universe in if; and eall passeges
referring to a personal god and his devotees, which are there-
fore theistic in character, would be interpreted as having to
do with the lower form of knowledge and the lower form of Brah-
man (apara Brahman or apard@ vidyad ). Ramanujs would find
nothing but bhakti in it. In all these cases, the interpreter has a
- certain tradition coming down from of yore and he moves always

~in the groove where he has once placed himself.
. L.

On the other hancl, the critical method pre-supposes an attitude

of absolute impartiality, considering the work by itsel'f,‘ without a
leaning to any one particular doctrine. Of course, mistakes may
often be committed in applying this method and very ridiculous
conclusions may sometimes be arrived at, owing to insurmountable
prejudices due to birth, race and other surroudings, or owing to
want of patience, or the lack of sufficient material to go upon.
' Thus again to take the instance of the Bhagavad-gita, one German
scholai', professing to apply the critical method to it, came to the
conclusion that the work was purely theistic and that all the verses
which contained pantheistic ideas were later additions. But
recently a distinguished Indian scholar has shown by a detailed
and thorough-going study of the Gita, that nct one verse can be
regarded ag a later addition, or as being out of place or context,
that everything, as it is already there, fits in most smoothly in its
context and that the chief teaching of the GIta refers to neither
this nor that particular system of Vedanta, but that it is entirely
practical and catholic in ifs character. It can be' summarised
in one word thus——‘jﬁanap'drvaka—.blmlsfip‘z'adla,&naj—nz’$/c&ma—kar-
manusthang — the performance of one’s duty, without any sattach-
ment to reward, proceeding from a devotion to the Lord, backed
by right knowledge. > The same may be illustrated from the
“history of the Vedic interpretation. Sayana’s method is mostly
‘oneésided, not caring for consistency or the ordinary canons of
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interpretation. Roth, on the other hand, went o the other extreme
in condemning Sayans downright and proposing sometimes quite-
-fanciful explanations. Later on Geldner and Pischel have siruck
the golden mean, and they have come to find some explanations in
Sayana which are correct and ingenious and based on quite
sound reasons.

This critical method ( as opposed to the purely fraditional one )
was not unknown to the old sanskrit writers, especially in the
domain of philosophy. The Mimarsakas, whose special province

" it was to lay down the canons of interpretation, have briefly sum-
marised the essentials of this method in the following verse —

FTTRRTEETARITIAN B |
wdAEITT 7 fog merE |

 ‘the beginning, the end, the” repetition, the novelty, the
object, the glorification, and argument, —these are the
canons for determining the purport.’” Thus for instance
in determining the purport of the sixth chapter of the Chando-
gya Upanised, all these can be illustrated. That the chapter
mainly teaches the unity of the Supreme Self follows from dhe
beginning e. g. ‘ekam eva advitiyam ’ ( Chan. VI. 2. 1) ‘ one only,
without a second ’, from the close also—e. g. ‘ aitada@tmyam idain
sarvam ' ‘all this has it for the soul —( Chand. V1. 8.7 ); thereis a
~ repetition of the same idea throughout the chapter, e. g. the phrase
‘ tat tvam asi’ ocours there nine times. ‘There is a novelty here
in that the unity of the soul can be known from this and from no
other proof. The object of the knowledge of the unity of the self
is also mentioned there, e. g. : w=dT= 95 35 | I ATT & T
AAEr | @17 9780 | ‘ & man who has got a teacher knows; he has to
wait just until he is freed ( from the body ) and then he becomes
one (with the Brahman) (Chan. VI. 14. 2). Thus it is taught
that the attainment of Brahman is the fruit of the knowledge of
the entity without a second. There is also the eulogising of the
unity thus : 37 FARAAME IT9d 97 wFART FAAEEA (@A, | you
have asked me that instruction by hearing which, what is not
heard is heard, whm’: is not thought is thought, whei is not known

*Quoted in the Sarvaddréana-samgraha (Pﬁrnapra;nandarqana) and ascrlbed
to the Brhat-samhita.
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is known,’ ( Chan. VI 1. 3). Arguments establishing the same
are also stated in several places; e.g., #47 X4+ giAveT &5 goag
s FgTIRR e A 5T 899, ‘just as by knowing one
lump of clay, all that consists of clay would become known, the
product depends only on name, it is & name, while clay alone is
the reality ' (Chan. VL. 1. 4). A cursory glance at the Bhisys
will show how often this method is employed in determining the

. meaning of any particular word in an Upanisad passage. As one
instance among many, one may refer to the first adhikarana in
the fourth pads of the first adhyaya, where in determining what
the expression ‘avyakta’, the undeveloped, means in Katha Up.
1. 3.10. 11, all these canons have been applied.

Before proceeding with the critical examination of the siitras,
as proposed above, we must be on our guard, not to confound the
. question before us, with anotﬁer allied to it, but quite different
from it, i. e. which of the five systems of Vedanta is the most ele-
" vated and conducive to the satisfaction of the human impulse for
the quest of truth. It is of course very difficult to pronounce judg-
-ment as to which philosophical system is more profound and
stands the fest of reason better than any other. Every system has
. its merits and demerits and its advocates and opponents. Perhaps,
if philosophy mainly concerns itself with finding unity in plura-
lity, nothing may be higher than the absolute monism of éamkara H
~ and nowhere else can we see the human understanding reaching
»guch heights of elevated thought. But we are not con-
cerned with this point of view at 8ll. The question before us is
one purely of literary criticism and not one of philosophy proper.
Here is a literary product before us and here we have so many
interpratations of it; and our object is to see which of
these, if any, has faithfully represented the natural and straight-
forward meaning of the original, apart from the inherent philoso-
phical value of the doctrines propounded by them.

~ The Brahma-sitras of Badarayana are divided into four
adhyayas or chapters, each of which is again divided info four
padas or quarters. The stfras, though they appear to be un-
connected from the point of view of their external form, are not
_really so; they are pervaded by a system running through all of
_of them. The first adhyaya is called the * samanyayadhy'a:ya ' or
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the chapter which mainly seeks fo establish that ~all the
Upanisads deal with Brahman as their final aim. The first pada
of the first adhyaya states first in general ferms that Brahmean
is the highest object of knowledge and that from it proceed the
birth, preservation and destruction of the universe, the Scriptures
alone being the means of knowing it and Brahman alone
being their final aim, and then discusses certain Upanisad
passages in detzil. A doubt is raised about them as to
whether they necessarily refer to Brahman, or may refer to some-
thing else, the pradhans of the Sarhkhyas or the individual soul,
or some deity ; but they at the same time contain clear and un-
mistakable indications of Brahman ( spasta-brahma-lingani).
The second and third padas also deal with similar passages, which,
however, contain only indistinct indicationsof Brahman (aspasta-
‘brahma-lihgani). The fourth pada more particularly deals
with those passages in which certain words are apparently inter-
preted by the Sarkhyas as referring to some of their principles
like the pradhana or the mahat, but these are proved to refer to
some categories connected with the Vedanta. The fourth pada
thus contains a polemic specially directed sgainst the Samkhyas.
After having so far established that Brahman alone is the
object to which the Upanisads refer, the Sttrakara, in the second
adhyiya, which is called ‘ avirodhadhyaya ’ or the chapter dealing
with absence of éon’umdiction, proceeds to show that nothing can
be brought forth which would contradict the fact established so far
that the systems of Vedanta refer to Brahman. In the first pada
of the second adhyaya, all objections based on Smrtis like those

of the Sarhkhyas, claiming to contain passages of an opposite.

purport, as well as those based on pure speculative reasoning, are
answered. Affer having thus defended the Veéénta doctrine
against the attacks of contradictory smrtis and speculative argu-
ments ( nyaya ), the second pada aims at refuting other dcctrines
than Vedanta, e. g. the Sarhkhya, the Nyiaya, the Buddhism
and so forth, by the very weapons of speculative arguments,
which are their forte. The third pada tries to reconcile
the passages, apparently contradicting each other, regarding the
creation of the different elements and the essential characteristics
of the individual soul; while the fourth pada similarly deals with
those passages that refer to the vital airs and the sense-organs.
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~ The third adyiya is called ‘ Sadhanadhysya’ or the chapter
dealing with the means of attaining to absolution. The first pada
in- parficular deals ‘with the manner of the transmigration
of the individual soul and inculcates ‘ Vairagya’ or aversion to
the world by describing the misery involved in it. The second
- pada discusses the different conditions of the individual soul, e. g.
the state of being awake, that of dreaming and that of deep-sleep.
The third and fourth padas deal with the different kinds of medi-
tations enjoined as leading to ‘Moksa’ and attempts to reconcile
the contradictions and to fill up the discrepancies regarding them.
The fourth adhyaya is called the ‘phaladhyaya’,i. e.the chapter
dealing with the fruit of knowledge, the ‘Salut’. The first pada
more particularly deals with what is called ‘jivanmukti’i. e.
absolution in this very life. The second pada discusses the way
of the passing away of a knowéng soul ; and the third and fourth
padas deal with the eondition of the released soul.

, Each of these sixteen padas consists of a number of adhl-
karanas > or sections, each dealing with one and only one topic
or. subject. The method of treating a fopic, in each such
adhikarana is also very systematic. First, the subject or the
matber of discussion ( visaya ) is stated; then comes a statement
of the doubt or the several alternatives proposed, of which one is
to be chosen ultimately ( vidaya or saméaya); next comes the
statement of the prima facie view (pirvapaksa). Then follows
the opposite view (uttarpaksa) and then last comes the siddhanta
or the conclusion. Thus, for example, in the first adhikarana of
the third pada of the first adhydya, the question is, who is meant
in the passage ‘ He in whom heavenly earth etc. are all woven,
know him alone %o be the Self ete. " (—Here is the visaya) ; does it
mean Vayu, orethe pradhana or the individual soul, or the highest
B Brahman‘?( Here is the saméaya ). He is vayu or individual soul

~ or anything ‘but Brahman, says the ob;ector (purvapaksa,) No, it
is only Isvara, gays the Siddhantin. ( This is the uttarapaksa).
Thls proves that the passage refers to nothmg' but Brahman. 5
( Thls is the cldah%ma) ;

After these general remarks rewardmg i:he nature, the contents,
7 thearra.ngemeni; and thg method of treatment of the Sttras, we now -
- progeed to ekamine in detail the Sttras and their interpretations
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by the five great commentaiors, S‘mhkara, Ramanuja, Nimbarka,
Madhva, and Vallabha.

4 « Sl | Glhate, Vedanta, 8.




CHAPTER IL

ANALYSIS.

ADHYAYA I, PADA I

The first Sttra ¢ then therefore, the enquiry into Brahman'’
sets forth in general, the object of the treatise. The word ° then’
(atha) according to Raménuja and Nimbarka, means ‘ after the
knowledge of karman and its fruits’, but according to Sarhkara, it
means * afier the acquisition of the four requisites’ which are, dis-
crimination between eternal and non-eternal things, aversion to the
enjoyment of the objects of sense here and in the next world, posses-
sion of self-refraint, tranquillity etc., and the desire to be absolufe-
ly free. Vallabha prefers to takg the word in the sense of * adhi-
kara ’ i. e. the begim}ing of a new topic, and remarks that the
enquiry into Brahman is possible, even without any of the requi-
sites mentioned by others. Madhva is not specific regarding the
meaning of the word. All agree in the explanation of the word
‘therefore’ { atah ), i. e. ‘for the reason that karman and its fruits
are known to be perishable and limited and that itis the know-
ledge of Brahman alone which can lead to eternal bliss.’

The second stitra defines this Brahman by saying that it is that
from which spring the origination ete., of this world. This defini-
tion of Brahman isvery important, because, at the very threshold
of the work it gives a knock to the doctrine of Sarhkara, accord-
ing to whom, Brahman proper ismerely existence, intelligence
and bliss (sat, cit, ananda); while i} is the lower Brahman which,
associated with Maya, produces, sustains and destroys the world,
which has 110'2:121113 bub a phenpmenal existence. Now can we
convince thatone who held Samkara’s doctrine would define
Brahman in this manner at the very outset ? No such difficulty
presents itself, however, with the other commentators for whom
this twofold character of Brahman does not exist.

THe third stirasaysthat Scripture alone is the means of know-
ing Brahman,—a fundamental point common toall systems of the
Vedanta; and stitra 4 states that all the scriptures have for their
ultimate purpost Brahman,~a point which the sttras in general
attempt to make out.
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Vallabha reads siitras 2 and 3 as one and interprets sitra 4 to

-mean that Brahman is not only the efficient cause of the world, as

stated in sfitra 2, but also the material cause, because it permeates
all, in the form of existence, knowledge and bliss, rejecting the in-

‘terpretation given by others as being superfluous, since the Saman-

vaya as interpreted by them is the object of the following siifras.
The same charge, however, may be brought against Vallabha him-
self; for Stutra L 4. 23 also makes out the same point i.,e. that
Brahman is also the material cause of the universe.

‘The fifth adhikarana ( Sttras 5-11 ) asserts that the non-intelli-
gent pradhans of the Sarhkhyss cannot be the cause of the world,
‘because it is not supported by the Sruti, since * seeing > or © will-
ing, * which is an attribute of something intelligent, is predicated
of the cause of the world. This is the purport of this Adhik. ac-
cording to Sarhkara, Ramanuja and N imlgarka,, who all refer to
the same passage, i. e. Chand. VI. 2. 1. All the same, we are con-
scious that each has his own doctrine in view, in & cut and dry
form, and then proceeds to interpret the sttras in its light. At
the end of the adhik, for instance, Ramanuja remarks that

this is also a refutation of the nirguna Brahman, since it asserts

¢ willing ’ as its attribute ; and * willing ‘ is only another name
for ‘ being possessed of the quality of intelligence . Madhva, on
the other hand, interprets the adhikarana to mean that Brahman
cannot be said to be inexpressible, because it is described as being
the object of knowledge (iksauiya ) as in the text ¢ znemedarard

933, * Vallabha also has & somewhat similar interpretation: ;
‘Brahman cannot be vysvaharatita i. e beyond 21l expression or

proof ; beacause it is described as ¢ seeing 7, which means that it
made itself ‘ vyavsharya. ’

™

After ha.’ving stated so farin & genera.l way that Bra}lman is

the chief object of the Vedanta S'astra, that it is the cause of the
‘origination, susi;enance and destruction of the unlverse, and that

it is intelligent, the Sttrakara proceeds with his task of examining

~certain passages of the Upanisads and demonstrating that cer’sazn'
words 111 them refer to nothing but Brahman.

Here again Sa.mk&ra makes the introductory remarks to the

effect that the question now before us is whether the higher or i
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lower Brahman is referred to in certain passages of the Upani-
sads. But this seems to be without justification, because, in the
remaining part of the adhyaya, we are concerned with the choice
between jiva and Brahman and even Samkara’s own
commentary accords with the same. Thus this is  only
another  instance of the commentator showing  the
influence of  his pre-conceived prejudices. The next
adhikarans ( s@itras 12-19 ) asserts that, that the ‘ snandamaya’
referred to in Taitt. Upa. IL. 5 is the Highest Self and not the jiva.
This seems to be a natural and straight-forward interpretation
and sall except Sarmkara follow it ; émhkara, however, after
having given this interpretations at length, finally rejects it in
favour of another to the effect that the word ‘brahman’ in the
immediately following phrase ‘=& 9= 981’ refers to Brahman
principally and not as a member of the ‘anandamaya’; and the
reason given for accepting this second interpretation is that the
‘anandamaya ’ would only refer to the savi$ess Brahman and
never to the nirvisesa Brahmean, which is called ‘ananda’ itselfand
not ‘ anandamaya’.  That this passage containing this interpreta-
tion is not an interpolation, as Deussen seems to think, follows
from the fact that it is only in this passage that Sarnkara refers
to the distinction between the savisess and nirvisesa Brahman of
which he makes a mention before commencing this adhikarana,
and secondly because Vallabha refutes this interpretation, which
must therefore have existed somewhere. One stitra ‘FmE MIawHa’
(L 1. 18 ) is interpreted variously :—Sarkara and Vallabha ex-
plain it to mean that the anandamaya cannot be also the
pradhana ( anumana ), for ‘ willing ’ is immediately predicated of
the anandamaya. Ramanuja and Nimbarkas, however, explain
thus —* If the Znandamaysa were to denote the jiva, then it would
be in‘ need of some mnon-intelligent material cause ( anumana-—
acit ), just as a potter is in need of clay ; but the anandamaya has
no need of any such thing because he has only to will ( kamat=
sarhkalpat ) and so this is another reason why the anandamaya
cannot be jiva.’ Madhva explains :— we need not care for
reasoning (anumans), for reasoning can be had at our free-will’.
Now, here the interpretation given by Ramanuja and Nimbairka
seems to be more suitable, for it deals with the question between
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Brahman and jive which has been raised in the preceeding stfras,
while Samkara’s interpretation unnecessarily brings in the
pradhana, although the question regarding it has been set at rest
in the preceding adhikarana ; and besides it would be only a
repetition of sitra 1. 1. 5. In this adhikarana, the sttras 16, 17,
19 deserve notice, because they all rest on the conception of &
difference of individuality between Brahman and jiva; and
Sazhkara, at the end of sttra 17, comes forth with his usual expla-
nation that such sttras as these only refer {0 a difference between
Brahman and jiva, which is due to maya, whereas, really. speak—
ing, there exists no such difference,

As regards the remaining adhikaranas of this pada, all agree
in their inferpretation, except Madhva, who refers to different
passages of the Upanisads in the. last two adhikaranas. Thus
adhikarana 7 ( stfras 20-21 ) demonstrates that the golden person
seen within the sun and the person seen within the eye, mention-
ed in Chand. Up. L 6, are not some individual soul of high emi-
nence, but the supreme Brahman. Here also the sttra 21
‘YeggsmEEY” deserves notice, as it refers to the distinction
between Brahman and jiva. Adhikarana 8 ( sttra 22 ) states that
the ether mentioned in Chand. Upa. 1. 9 is not the elemental

“ether but the highest Brahman. Adhikarana 9 (sutra 3) says
that the prana mentioned in Chand. Upa. 1. 11. 5 denoctes the
highest Brahman. Adhikarana 10 ( sttras 24-27 ) teaches
that the light spoken of in Chand. Upa. IIL 13, 7 is not the ordi- 4
nary physical light but the highest Brahman. Adhikarana 11 -
( sttras 28-31 ) asserts that the prana mentioned -in Keaus. Upa.
ITL. 2 is Brahmean. In this adhikarana, the ablative ‘upasa-trai-
~vidhyat’ in sttra 31, is explained in two ways by { Samkera. The
- slitra may either mean * if it be said that Brahman is noy mea,n*
on account of the characteristic marks of individual soul and the
chief vital air being mentioned, we reply, mo: for your
“interpretation would lead to or would necessiiate three-foldness
of devout medi"i;atio'n, which if is inappropriate {0 assume s of the

stfra may mean ¢ even the characteristic marks of the individual -

soul as well as the chief vital air are not out of plece even in s
E chapter whose topic is Brahman, on account of the three—foldness, s
 of devout meditation; i. e the chapter actually aims aé en;;om;ng ‘
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three kinds of devout meditation, according as Bahman is viewed

under the aspect of prana, under the aspect of prajfia or in its

own nature ( or according to Ramanuja, the meditation on Brah-
man in its own nature as the cause of the entire world, on
Bahman ag having for its body the fotality of enjoying souls, and
on Brahman as having for its body the objects and means of enjoy-

‘ment ). Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Madhva follow the second way

of explaining the ablative ; while Vallabha follows the first way;
and no doubt, the second way is more natural, as shown by the
-ablatives elsewhere and by the ablative immediately following in
this very sttra.

The second pada of the first adhyays deals with passages in
which the indications of Brahman are not distinet. Adhik. 1
( sttras 1-8 ) shows, according, to all except Madhva, that the
being which consigts of mind ( manomayah ), whose body is
breath (prana-3arirah) eic., enjoined to be meditated upon in Chand.
Upa. ITL 14. 1 and 2, is not the individual soul, but Brahman.
This adhikarans is very important for our purpose, in that it con-
tains many siitras speaking of the difference of nature between
Brahman and jiva, e. g. sttras 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8, and Sarhkara has to
.add his usual explanation after sGtra 6 that all this difference is
to be understood as unreal and only due to the false limiting
adjuncts of the Highest Self ; whereas other commentators do not
feel the necessity of any such explanation. In sttra 7, it is
interesting to mnote ‘that the word °tad-vyapadesat’ lit.
‘owing to the mention of that’ is explained by all
as  mesning ° alpatva( -~anutva )-vyapadesst’ i e ‘owing
to the mention of minuteness’ and as stating one of the
reasons in favour of the jiva being referred to in the passage in
question. Does it not imply an admission, on the wpart of the
$ﬁtr’ak5.ra, of the minuteness of the jiva, accepted by all except
Samkara, according to whom alone the jiva is as omnipresent
as the Brahman ? But of this, later on. So also the explanations
of the word * Vyomavacca® in the same siitra, 1it. ‘like the ether’,
are interesting. S'amkar&explains it tomean that Brahman, though
all-pervading, is here described as minute, just as, for instance,
the ether, though all-pervading is looked upon as limited in size
from the point of view .of the jar ete. Of course it must be con-
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fessed that the illustration in this sense fits in very well with
Sarhkara’s doctrine, as it explains exactly the relation between
Brahman and jiva as he believes it to be. It is very curious
that Nimbarka follows Sarmkara in this mode of explanation,
though it must be supposed that he understands the illustration
only in a limited sense, i. e. to explain how a large thing may be
at the same time described as small (FEAIGIA T TAMSEHIET=ET )
but without any reference to the relation beiween Brahman and
jlva. Ramanuja very cleverly explains it thus —Not only is the
manomaya in this passage, described as minute ; but it is also
described as being all-pervading like the ether, in the very same
passage, e. g. in ‘S¥F 9= efe. ( Chand. Upa. IIL. 14. 3), which
is thus an additional argument why the manomaya should denote
Brahman. Madhva and Vallabha explain the word just like
Sarikara. So also the word * vaisesyat * (lit. ‘owing to the dif-
ference’) in sttra 8, which gives the reason why Brahman is not
subject to pleasure and pain just like the jiva, is explained by all
except Raméanuja, to mean ‘ owing io the difference of nature
between Brahman and jiva;’ but Ramainuja explains it as
“owing to the difference of cause of enjoyment’ i. e. it is not the
abiding in the body merely which leads to' the experiencing of
pleasure and pain, but the being subject to actions and to the

merit and demerit resulting from them, which is, however,
never possible in the case of Br ahman,—~a point very frequently
alluded to by him.

The second adhikarana ( siitras 9-10 ) teaches that the Being
to whom Brahmans and Ksatriyas are but food, referred to in
Katha Upa. L. 2. 24 is the highest self. Adhik. 3 (stlras 11~12)
establishes that the two ‘entered into the cave’(Katha Upa. L 3. 1)
are Brahman and jiva. All except Rimanuja agre€inhavingthese
as two adhikaranas; but Ramanuja alone has them as one adhik.
His attempt, however, to tackle them together is rather farfetched
and without any special purpose (see p. 245 B. 8. 8. LXVIII).
Sttras 11 and 12 deserve notice; because sttra 11 contams the
dual ¢ atmanau ’ speaking of jiva and Paramatman ; and siitra 12
lays stress on the difference of characteristics between Brahman
and jiva. Ramanuja remarks on this sitra—" ARAT FFTOT SNFGTHHT-

' mﬁ:rmwwmwamaaﬁfﬁm GEEd m@%’ (“in tlns sectum, the
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jiva and Paraméatman are spoken of everywhere as the meditator
and the object of meditation, as the attainer and the object to be
attained ’). Even Samkara says— @SmEm 734 EEVAMSTIEAT Fo3-
‘ m’ﬁ'g-‘--.qmﬁ‘—'ﬂ# meq=1%’ ( 1. e. the jiva is supposed to be the goer ;
while the Paramaiman, the object to be gone to ).

Adhik. 4 (Sutras 13-17) asserts that the person within the eye,
mentioned in Chand. Upa. IV. 15. 1. is Brahman. Raminuja
and Nimbarka read an additional sttra ‘ @7 @7 7§ (Az-[=1e ) °
(1it. for this reason it is Brahman ) between sttras 15 and 16.
But it cannot be original, because it appears to be quite unneces-
sary and rather out of place, in the midst of the ablativesexpress-
ing the reasons ; not to mention that Vallabha and Madhva also
do not haveit. Adhik.5 ( stiras 18-20 ) says that the ruler
within (antaryamin ), mentioned in Br. Up. IIL. 7. 3, is Brahman;
it cannot be the pradhana of the Samkhyas on account of the
statement of the qualtties not belonging to it (19 ); nor can it
be jiva, for both the recensions of the Brhad. speak of it as differ-
ent from the internal ruler ( 20 ). Here Samkara, Nimbarka,
Madhva and Vallabha read Sttras 19 and 20 as 75 ®@WHaAgH-
@ and ¢ sd@TaedsT @ WgHAmdtTH * while Ramanuja reads
the words ‘@Rz’ as forming part of the suira
19. This way has the advantage of connecting both the ablatives
with the sarirah; therefore it seems preferable to have &arirah
and enam ( which refers {o $arirah only ) in one and the same
sibra. Sttra 20 asserts the difference between Brahman and jiva; and
éamkara, as usual, comes forth with his explanation that all these
statements of difference, are due %o the limiting adjuncts, which
themselves are the producis of Nescience.

Adhik. 6 ( sitras 21-23 ) shows that the being. described as
possessed of in¥isibility etc., in Mund. Upa. 1. 1. 5, 6 is Brahman;
and if- cannot be pradhana or jiva, because of the statement of
distinctive attributes and difference. Here also siitra 22 speaks
of the difference of nature between Brahman and jiva. Adhik. 7
( stiras 24-32 ) says that the atma vaiévanarah mentioned in
Chand. Upa. V. 11. 6 is Brahman.

Adhik. 1 (sutras 1-7) proves that the being within whom
heaven and earth etc. are woven, mentioned in Mund. Upa. II. 2. 5,
is Brahman, on account of the term ‘atman ’ being used of it; and
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on account of its heiny designated as that o which the released
have to resort. It cannot be Pradhana, nor the individual soul,
owing to the declaration of difference. Ramianuja alone reads
stutras 3 and 4 as one ( of. above 1. 2. 19,20 ). It is to bhe noted
that the sttras 2, 5 and 7 specially refer %o the difference of nature
between Brahman and jiva.

Adhik. 2 (siras 8-9) shows §hai the ‘ bhfiman’ ( thai which is
great ) in Chand. Up. 7. 23, 24 is Brahman only and it cannot be
prana or the vital air, on account of information about it being
given subsequent to Suseprasida 1. e. bliss or the state of deep
sleep or secondarily the prana which is awake in the state of deep
sleep.—( Ramanuja, Nimbarks and Vallabha follow this ex-
planation of the words ‘@wmEEgssng’.  Madhva, how-
ever, explains the words to mean ‘on account of
its being of the nature of unsurpassed bliss and on account of
its being declared above all '—which is not reasonable, owing to
the absance of ‘ca’.  Adhik. 3 (stiras 10-12 ) teaches that the
aksara (the imperishable one) spoken of in the Brhad. Upa. IT1.8.8.
is Brahman. Adhik. 4 ( sifra 13 ) states that the parah purusah
( the highest person ) o be meditated upon by the syllable om,
mentioned in Pragnopa. V. 5, is the highest Brahman, because of
its being designated as the object of realisation, (Zaf=w=ruEsnd)
and not the lower Brahman. This is according to
Sarhkam, Ramanujs and Nimbarks, however, translate thus—
‘ The objeci of meditation (iksati-karma) is Brahman (n.) and not -
Brahman (im.), because i is later designated (vyapadesit) as the
varamitman. Thus the aliernatives according to Ramanuja and
Nimbarka are Brahman and Brahmeadeva—(iFaai@slr peiquirsgie
39 gaae: geiaa: ) and this is natural because the two fold character
of Brahman, higher and lower, is not known to uhem Vallabha,
readsthe siitra jusilike Samkara,buthas the alternatives Paramat-
maneand Brahmai also- parapurusah paramatma dhyanavisayah aho-
gvid virdtpuruso brahma va’. Madhva, reading the sutra like
Salhkara explains thus—° In the passage, Chand. Upa. VI.22, 3,
7394 ebe., 'Visnu is spoken of, because the mention of the act of
seeing ( iksati-karma a-vyapadesa ) cannot belong o any other ’.

‘No doubt Sa,m kara’s way of translating the phrase is more

natural than that of Ramanuja for the Sutra should rather have
- Ghate, Vedanta, 9.
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baen in the form ‘ Z4®T § s793sme ” if it were to be understood
just as Ramanuja does; though Sarhkara’s reference to the
lower Brahman is without sufficient reason, as we shall see
later on.

In the next adikarana b ( Stfra 14-21 ), the question is whe-
ther the small ether ( daharah akadah ) within the lotus of the
heart, mentioned in Chand. Upa. VIIL 1. 1.is elemental ether,
or jilva or Brahman. That it is Brahman is decided owing to
the many epithets applied to it subsequently, such as being free
from sins etc; and owing to other indicatory marks, such as that
all the individul souls are described as giving into it and that
it is itself described as being the bridge or the support which
prevents these worlds from being confounded. But in subse-
quent passages, e. g. in Chand. Upa. VIIL 3.4, it is the jiva
which is spoken of thus— Now that serene being ( lit. complete
satisfaction ‘ Sa,lhpras'e‘idah * ) which after having risen ouf from
this earthly body, and having reached the highest light,
appears in its true form; that is the self;—thus said he. And so
‘ dahara ® may as well denote jiva. The objection is answered
in Stfras 18, 19, 20. -Especially Sttra 19 is very interesting, in-
as-much as the different ways of understanding it point back to
a fundamental difference in the doctrine. Sufra 19, literally
translated would run thus:—' If it be said that from a ‘subse-
quent passage, ( it appears that the individual soul is meant ), it
is, however, the one whose true nature has become manifest.’
Satkara interprefs it to mean that whatis referred to in that pas-
sageis the individual soul with its frue nature nolonger obscured
by the illusory limiting adjuncts, i. e. is absolutely non-different
from Brahman. Here again Samkara adds hisusual remark that, in
all those places” where a difference between Brahman and jiva is
spoker of by the sttrakara, he does not mean that the difference
is real; his only object is to remove the false notion which attri-
butes the limited nature of jiva to Brahman; and for this purnose,
he only takes for granted the popular belief that the two are dif-
ferent. Thus even éan‘xkara in the present case, shows his consci-~
ousness of the fact that the Sttrakara here refers to a difference
hetween jiva and Brahman. All the other commentators, how-
ever, inferpret the stira to mean that no doubt it is the jiva that



ANALYSIS 67

is referred to, but with its true nature manifested, and hence the
similarity of epithets ; but even then the jiva cannct be Brahman
and so ‘ dahara’ cannot mean jiva. N. has ¢ TAERIITE [T
EeTET: WA 38T | aTEgAeER 9aeg 77, Madhva  also remarks
that a difference must be made beiween the jiva, which when
released has his {rue nature manifecied through the favour of
Paramatman, and the Paramaiman himself, who is indicated by
the ‘ dahara ’ in a preceding passage. That this second explana-
tion of the sttra is more natural is clearly stated by Vallabha—
' oA Aprt 7599 ¥ g EmereRf T awvaien’ : here the ‘tu’ (buk)
does not refute something, but only says that there is something,
else ; hence ‘na’ (not) is not used ( in the sttra ).

The next two satras 22-23, form an independent adhikarana
according o Sarhkara ( whom Madhva follows also ), deciding
that * He after whom everything shines’ ( Mund. Upa. 2. 2. 10) is
not some makerial luminous body, but Brahman itself  But
according o Ramanuja, Nimbsrks and Vsllabha they form part
of the preceding adhikarans, giving only additional arguments
for understanding ¢ dahara’to mean ‘Parematman’ Tt is the
imitating jiva that is referred %o in the passege with which siitra
19 concerns; while the ‘ dahare’ must be the Brahman to be
imitated. aFAT aENATEFT AFT | 9TET T FEOFE | :

The particle ‘ca’ in the =ttra 22, no doubt favours Ramanuja’s
explanation, as staling something additional to support what
precedes ; and Salﬁkara, conscious of this difficulty, has to explain
‘ca’ as referring to the fourth pada of the same $loka i. e. %7 T
ot FaA —( by the light of him, everything is lighted ), in addi-
tion %o the first three padas ( Mund. 2. 2. 10 or Katha, IL 5. 15 ),—
which is not very safisfactory. Ramaéanuja gived other ressons
also why these two siitras cannct be taken as a separate adhi-
karana— Some maintain that the last two siiras constitute a

" separate adhikarana, meant to prove that the text, Mund. Upa. 2.

9. 10, refers to the highesi Brahman. This view is, howevery, in-
ad'missible, for the reason that with regard {o the texi in question,
no purvapaksa can arise, it having been proved imde-r 1.2. 21 end
I 3. 1 that the whole ssction, of which that text forms pait,is con-

‘cerned with Brehman and it further having been shown under
1. 1, 24 that Brahman is apprehended under the form of light. The
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in‘aerpre’ta."ﬂion, moreover, does not fit in with the wording of the
sitras, ’

Adhlk&ra):ln ‘7 ( sitras “’4 25 ) decides that the being, measured
by the thumb ( Katha. IT. 4. 13 ), is not the individual soul, but
Brahman. And Brahman is described as having the measure of
a thumb, because i} dwells for the purpose of devout meditation
in the hear’ of the devotee. The heart is of the measure of a
thumb snd for such meditetion men alone are quslified ; so that
~ we are not concerned with the size of the heart of other animals.

The next two adhikaranes ( 26-33 and 34-38 ) form a sort of
digression, suggested by the preceding adhikarena. The question
is whether it is men alone who are qualified for the brahmevidya.

- The eighth adhlkarana decides that the gods also are qualified for
the brahmavidya and the ninth sdhikerana denies this quelifica-

tion to the Studras. ” Adhikarapa 10 (siiva 39) says that the
- prana hefore whom everything trembles ( Katha. Upa. IL 6.2 ) is
Brahman. Adhikarana 11 ( siitra 40 ) says ihat the jyotih (light)
mentioned in Chand. Upa. VIIL 12. 3 is Brahman.

Thus sttras 24-40 form, according to Sarnke ra, five separate
~adhikaranas. Ramaianuja, however, regards’all these as forming
one main adhikarana, referring to the * AFEA: $ET: 7, Subras 24-
925 refer directly to fhis purusa, while stfras 26— 30 31-33 and
34-38 form three sub-a dlukwrunag, referring to fhe qualifieation
of the gods for the bhrahmavidya ( which forms the devatadhi-
karana ), the madhu-vidya ( formine the madhvadhikarana ) and
the disqualification of the Sudras ( styled as the apasudradhi-
karana ) respeetively. Stiras 35 and 40 state additionsl reasons ‘
- for regarding the angustha-matra-purusa s Brahman; for the
passages referring to him before whom everything trembles
( Katha. Upa. IL 6. 2 ) and %o the primordial light ( Kathe. IL 5.
15 ),—~both which cannot be snything but Brahman,—occur
between the two other passages of the Katha. Upa. ("l e I1. 4.12
and IL 6. 17 ) mentioning the ahgusthe-matra-purusa. So siitra 40
is {ranslated by Ramanujs thus —( the ang us*nha-nlatrgg-puru@a is
Brahman ) because a light is seen to be mentioned (in the infer-

‘venino‘ passage )“*"Whlch mesns, uh ob he «;re*‘ts 1yoﬁ;rdarsanat as
i ona compound WOl‘d' ~ :
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Nimbarka follows Ramanuje in regarding all these sttras
( 24-40 ) as one adhikarana ( pramitadhikarana ).

Madhva refers stitra 24 Lo a )assap:e of the Katha. Upa. 5-3,
qE AHTARE T I, and fronslates it thus — Visnu is meant
or understood ( pramits )owmg to '-;he direct mention of vamana
which cannot but mean Visnu. Thus Madhva understands the
word pramita 5o mean ‘ known ’ as arainst others who take it to
mean ‘ measured . Otherwise Madhva exactly follows Samkara,

in the division of the zdhikarana. Vallabha also follows Samkara
generally.

Adhikarana 12 ( stitra 41) decides thai the ether which reveals
names and forms ( Chand. Upa. VIIL. 14. 1) is neither the ele-
mental ether, nor the individual soul, but the highest Brahman.
The next two stiras 42-43 form, according to Sarkars and Valla-
bha a separate adhikarana deciding thab the vijianamays ( he
who consisis of knowledee ), epoken of in ﬁﬂlad. Upa. IV. 3-7, is
not the individual soul, bui Brahman. Ramanuja and Nimbarka,
however, regard the three siifras as forming but one adhikarana
dealing with the dkade in Chand. Upa. VIIL 14. 1. To the objec-
tion that the jiva or pratyagdiman is nothing but the Paramatman,
owing to many passages teaching their unity and condemning
duality and that therelore, the dkisa may be the jiva in its rea-
leased condition, spoken of in the immediately preceding passage,
sttra 42 replies, ‘ no; for the jiva and brahman are spoken of as
being distinctly different from each other in the condition of deep
sleep in the depariure from the body.”> And even'in the state of
release, the jivs can never be non-different from Brahmen, It is
to be noticed that stira 42, distinclly speaks of the difference
between Brabhman snd jiva. And the same passage from the
Brhad. Upa., i e IV.3.24, is adduced by bodh Samkara and
Ramanuija as proof. The faci that the word ‘ vyapadeszt ' hes fo

- be implied in stira 42 seems %o be an argument in favour of
taking stiras 42 and 43 as belonging to one and the same adhi-

‘karana. Madhva takes these three stiras (41,42 and 43) as
forming three different adhikaranss referring to the aka¢a (Chand.
Upa. VIIL 14. 1), the prajia ( Brbad Upa. IV. 3. 91) and to the ‘

~ Lordof all ( Brhad. Upa. VI 4. 22) respecinvelj, and decldes et
that ali meqe are no’nhmg but the hzghe st Brahman -
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ADHYAYA I, PADA 4

It was shown in L 1. 5 that the pradhaéna cannot be the cause
of the world, for it finds no support in the seriptures ; and further
it was shown that Brahman alone is the subject of the various
doubtful passages of the Upanisads; still the Samkhya comes
forth with certain passages in which oceur terms most familiar
to the Samkhya doctrine. The lasi pada of the first Adhyaya
specially aims at showing that such terms cannot but denote
something connecied with the Vedanta docirine.

The first adhikarana ( sitras 1-7 ) establishes that the word
avyakta ( the undeveloped ), occurring in Katha. Upa. L. 3. 10 and
11, does not denote the pradhiana, but the subile body as well as
the gross body viewed as an effect of the subtle body. Sarnkara,
Ramanuja and Nimbirka all agree exactly. Madhva, who reads
an additional siifra « prakaranat’ between 5 and 6 and who also
includes sttra 8 in this adhikarana, tries to show that the avyakia
denotes Visnu and he interprets stira 4 s7egmsa= differently from
the rest. According to all except Madhva, the sttra means that the
avyakta cannot be the pradhana ; for if it had been the pradhina,

~jiieyatva ( or being the object of knowledge ) should have been

~ predicated of it, since according to the Samkhyas it is the know-
ledge of the pradhana that leads to Moksa. But as itis notso predi-
cated, the avyakta can mean only something else. Madhva under-
stands it to mean that the avyakia denotes Visnu, because
jieyatva can never be mentioned of anything but Visnu. Accord-

“ing to Vallabha, the avyakia in the passage in question denotes
the grace of the Lord, which is also identical with the Lord him-
self or with the Brahman that is subile. SR

Adnaikarand 2 ( stiiras 8-10 ) shows that the tricoloured unborn
one (iri-rtpa aja ) in Svet. Upa. IV.5 cannot be the pradhana
or prakrii of the Sarnkhyas, but it is ¢ jyotirupakrama ’ the causal
matber of the world, consisting of the three elements of
lighf, water and earth, ( instead of the three qualities of sativa,
rajas and famas, as ’u‘he"Salhkhyas would say ) or i% is the divine
power of Brahman which creates this causal matter. And the
term ‘aja’ (goat) isonly a mebaphorical descripiion, a ¢ kalpana.". ,
Ramanuja and Nimbarka have the same general purport for the
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adhikarana, bu#, in accordance wiih their doctrine, the aja more
particularly means °the stiksma-cid-acid-vastu ’ the intelligent
and material world in its subfle condition which forms the
very body of the Paramatman. Ramanuja and Nimbarka, how-
ever, explain the words ‘jyotirupakrama’ in sttra 9 and ‘kalpana’
in stufra 10 to mean ‘ produced from Brahman ’ (brahma-karanika)
‘and creation respectively. If it be asked how the aja be called
produced from Brahman’and at the same #ime ‘unborn’, the
reply is thai it refers fo the creation, e. g. in 9/ FmgdwFsaq Rv.
X. 190, 3—( the creator created just as before ). Ramanuja also
takes great pains to refuie the explanations of the words as
given by Samkara. Vallabha generally follows Samkara, though
he reads sttra 9 as ‘=h@E: T7EAA &c.”: the aja is jyotih i.e. the
first creation of Brahman, owing to the statement at the com-
mencement of the passage . Madhva, however, who also reads
stitra 9 just in the same way as Vallabha, interprets theadhikarana
to mean thai the words denoting karman, i. e. sacrifices like the
jyotistoma, also denote none bui Visnu,—an interpretation which
is the natural consequence of the way how he hag explained
the preceding adhikarana.

Adhikarana 3 (sitras 11-13) according %o all the commentators
decides that the ‘13 755591 in Brhad. IV. 4. 17 are not the twenty-
five principles of the Saithkhyss, but the five pranas. T

Adhikarapa 4 ( stiras 14-15 ) asserts that there is no con-
tradiction whatsoever in regarding Brahmen, whose es-
sence is intelligence, being the cause of the world. Ramanuja
and Nimbarka have the sime general purport, but they conmnect
the adhikarana more directly with the subject matter of the
preceding part of the pada, i. e the refutation of tie Sarmkhya.
The cause is sometimes called sat, sometimes asat or avy akria, says
the Sarhkhya ; so it must be the pradhina and the willing (iksana)
represents metaphorically “the being ready to create of the pradhana.’
No, says the Vedania, even the word asal means Brahman - and it
is 50 called only with regard {o the vyakria or the gross world,
endowed with name and form ; and it does not mean absolute non-
existence. Sarnkara, however, followed by Vallabha, thinking that

therefutation of the Samkhya is over, connectsthisadhikarna with
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the general question of the samanvaya of the Vedie texts and de-
cides that although there may be confradiction among the texis

- regarding the order of the creasion, there is no such contradiction

regarding Brahman being the cause of the world; and so the
samanvaya need not be called into quesiion. Madhva, explaining
stfra 14 just in the same way as Satkara and Ramanuja, sees,
khoweve'r, a new adikgrana in stra 15, which he inferprets to
mean thus:~* even though all words uléimately denote the Para-
matman or Vispu, siill they may, at the same #ime, denote other
objects in the world, by being secondarily #ransferred to them:,
QUET TIAFT: N GAFAAAN | 99005 977 SIEITEgeA:

Adhikarpa 5 ( sitras 16-18 ), accordlng to Sankara and
Vallabha, proves that ‘he who is the maker of those persons, of
whom all this is the work, * mentioned in Kaus. Upa. IV.19 is
neither the vital airmor the individual soul, but the Brahman.
Ramanuja and Nimbarka, who agree in the general purport, how-
ever, bring it more directly in relation o the refutation of the
Samkhyas, who see in this passage the purusa.

Adhikarana 6 ( sttras 19-22 ) demonstrates fhat the ° self to
be séen, to be heard, etc. * in Brhad. Upa, II. 4.5, is not the indi-
vidual soul, but the Highest Self. In this also, Raminuja and
Nimbarka see a refutation of the Samkhyas according to whom

the ‘ purusa ’ is spoken of in the passage. This adhikarana is

important, because it raises the question how it is that while
the passage @@A%g FwE @ &7 w3 (every thing is dear for
the pleasure of the self ) is referred to the jiva, the subsequent
passage AIFHTE AFHET F GF 975 ) by knowledge of the Self, every-
thing becomese known ) is 0 be mainiained as referring to the
Brahman ; and three different views are siated under the names of '
Aémarathya,, Audulomiand Kasakrisna, the last represeni;ing the
sidddhanta. Sttra 22, however, con'”ua'i11i11g the view of Kasekrtsna
is ini:erpi'eted differently. According %o Sarhkara i means * because
( tite Highest Self ) exists in the condition, ¢ avasthiteh® ( of the

individual soul ); i e. because the Highest Self only is that

‘which appears as the individual soul, which is evident from such

a passage as ‘ let me enter into them with this living self and
evolve names and forms . This implies an absolute identity of
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the jiva and Brahman. According to Raminuja and Nimbarka,
however, i1e word avasthiteh > means ‘on account of (Brahman’s)
abiding ( within the individual soul,) i. e. the words dencting the
ilva are applied {0 Brahman, because Brahman abides as its self
within the individual soul, which thus consiifutes Brahman's
body ( cf. “ he who dwelling within the self eic., whose body the
self is etc. * Brhad. Upa. 1IL. 7. 22. Thus Ramanuja and Nimbar-
ka refer fo the Awlarayamin °the ruler within’, implying a
real difference of individuality beiween Brahman and jiva.
Vallabha explains the word weasthiti to mean arasthd and says
that the jiva is only an avasthd ( condition ) of bhagavan and
hence the words denoting the jiva are applied o Brahman, thus
referring to his doctrine of pure monism ( without the help of
maya ). It is difficult to say which of these meznings of the word
¢ avasth'@ﬁ " is the most natural; or very probably the advocate
of this view, not having in view any definiie® solution of the pro-
blem, used a general word %o expiain the relation between
Brahman and the jiva.

Adhikarana 7 ( stitras 23-27 ) teaches that Brahman is not
only the operative or efficient cause ( nimifta karana ) of the
world, but the material cause (upadana orprakréi) as well
Here again Ramanuja takes this as a special refuiation of the
Seévara— Samkhya, according {o whom, the isvara is omly the
operaiive cause; while the pradhana is the independent material
cause. Vallabha foliows Sarnkara. Here the world * parinamat ’
in stira 26. is mosi importans; for it is distinctly appiied to the
vivarta { superimposiion ) docirine held by Samhkara.

Tha last sttra 28 of the pada is explained by Sarmkara and
Vallabha thus: the refutaiion of the Samkhya view can be
and is applied mulatis mutandis to other docirihes also, such
as the doctrine of the world having originaied from atoms. Rama-
nujs and Nimbarka however iranslate it thus: all the passages
of the Vedania text are explained as referring to Brahman and
Brahman alone. These two modes of translating this last sitra
are very surprising, indeed, in view of the fact that Sarhkara
has nothing %o do with Samkhys docirine in the preceding four
adhikaranas ( stfras 14-27 ); while Ramanuja connects them as
a rule, with the refutation of one or other ‘poiné in the Sizhkhya

Ghate, Vedanta, 10.
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doctrine. Samkara is, no doubf, inconsistent with himself
in not referring about half of the pada to the refutation of the
Samkhya doctrine, though in introducing the pada he remarks
that this pada has for its special aim, the demonstration that
certain words and passages claimed by the Samkhyas as suppori-
ing their docirine can really speaking only refer to certain
things connected with the Vedanai docirine. On the other hand
Ramanujs and Nimbarka, following him, have uniformally directed
the whole of the pada against the refutation of the Samkhya
docirine.

Madhva differing from all the rest, sees in this pada an attempt
to show that all words without exception ultimately denote Visnu ;
and from this point of view, he has consistently interpreted all
the sbiras. Suiras(15-22 ) form one adhikarana and are ex-
plained consistenily with the siitra 15 explained above. Thus the
use of words to denots the world by objects as opposed to Visnu is
due to the popular usage and it has nothing to do with the Sastra;
and thus there is no inconsistency at all; for all words denote
Visnu esoterically ; while at the same time, they may denote
worldly objects exoterically ( sttra 16 ). Since an object may be
denoted by words referring to Visnu, all objects being dependent
on and owing their existence to Visnu, the jiva and the chief
vital air also may be denoted by words referring to Visnu, owing
o the three-foldness of Upasana (see above I. 1. 31) (siitra 17). All
the following sttras are explained by him in the same strain. Thus
for instance, the three sttras 20, 21 and 22 give the different views
regarding the reasons why words refer to actions in the first
instance and to Visnu ultimately, Kasakrisna’s view being that
words denofe the worldly objects, because everything is in
Paramitman, {s supported by end rests in Visnu ( avasthiteh ).
Sttras (23-27) form another adhikarans, proving that the word
 prakrti * and o1l other similar words mean Vispu ultimatbely.
Suatra 28 finishes the topic by asserting that all words (like
§tnya, abhiva, ete. )* may be explained or derived as meaning

* Madhva derives the words ‘éunya’ and ‘abhiva’ so as to mean
Vignu :—* 57 5 FEF 2061 3+7: * 1. e. he who makes the pleasure of others
inferior to his own ' and ‘Hy qrafad Fra: AT SN g3w4a’ 1. e. “he is not
capable of being thought of and hence is called abhava.’
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Visnu.  According to Madhva, thus, the whole of this pada serves
one purpose, viz. o demonstrate that all words, like avyakia, ala,
prakrii and what not, uliimstely refer o Visnu. Thus Madhva's
interpretation, though standing by itself, end rsther fanciful in

~ some cases, has the merit of consistency, in that it strictly takes

its stand on Semanvaya, the title of the first adhyaya.

ADHYAYA 1I, PADA 1.

After having established in the first Adhyaya that all the
Vedanta passages aim af the intelligent Brahman being the cause
ofthe universe and thai no passages support the Samkhya docirine,
the Sutrakira next proceeds to enswer objections againsi the
doctrine of Brahman, based on the grounds of smrtis or speculative
reasoning. The first adhikarana ( stitras 1-2 ) of the last pada of
the second adhyaya answers the obiections that the acceptance of
the Vedanta doctrine involves the rejeciion of certain smriis, such
as that of Kapila, which preach the Samkhysd doctrine, by saying
that the acceptance of the Samkhya docirine would in its turn
involve the rejection of many other smrtis, such as that of Manu,
which preach the docirine of Brahman. And when ftwo Smrtis
disagree, that alone is to be accepted which is in confermity with
the Sxp;jsi; no support whatsoever can be found in' Sruti for the
Kapilasmrii. All agree as regards the general purport of the
adhikarana. Buf stitra 2 is explained differently. According to
Sarikara and Vallabha it means  because other principles of the
Sarmkhyas, such as mahaiefe. are noi found in Smréi, nor in
Veda nor in the popular belief.’ According to Raméinuja and
Nimbarka it means ¢ because, in other Smutis iike those of Manu,
the doctrine of the pradhana is not found,’ which involves &
repetition of a part of the first stitra. Madhva explains it to mean
¢ other Smrtis are not authoritative, because cther things such as
the fruits ete. spoken of in these Smrtis, are mnot experienced
directly,” which is not safisfactory. Adhikarana 2 (sttra 3)
applies the same argument to the Yoga doctrine.

In adhikarana 3 (stiras 4-11), the objection that Brahman
which is intelligent cannot be the cause of the world which is
non-intelligent is answered by pointing out instances of dissimilar
causes and effects, e. g. the cowdung and the scorpion produced

- from it, etc, Nor can Brahman be soiled or rendered impure by the
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effectbeing merged into if, the cause. And reasoning pure and simple
will not do in such supersensuous, purely metaphysicel mafgbers
owing to the diversity of the judgmens of different savants, who all
claim o be equally infallible. All except Madhva agree in this
general purport of the Adhikarana, Sutra 7, however, is explained
differently. According to Sarhkara it means “if it be aghiscted that
the effect is non-existent before its production, we do not allow
that, because it is a mere mnegation (without any obiect to be
negatived ). For, as & matter of foct, the effect always exisis,
whether before or afier its origination, through and in the form of
the cause itself. Ramanuja and Nimbarka explein it thus :—The
ffect cannot be said to be non-exisiing ; because what the preceding
siitra has 1aid down is merely the denial of an absolute rule
demanding that csuse and effect should be of the same nature; it
was not asseried that the effect is a thing altogether different and
separate from the cause. Vallabhe on the other hand says—' if it
be said that even the asa/ is spoken of as being the cause, in
Sru’ti, we reply, no; for the mension is made only %o deny that
something non-existing can be the cause, e. g. in ‘%9 95T F=AA,
how can saf be produced from asati ? > It is to be noticed that this
adhikarana rests entirely upon the docirine of parinama and the
instances quoted in commenting on sttra 6 by all including
Samkara are such as lend support to parip@ma ; and none implies
the idea of vivarta. Here also i% is to be noted that itisthe Samkhya
docirine of the similarily of cause and effect and the supposition
thai the pradhiana consisls of the three qualities in order to account
for their existence in the world which is intended to be rebutted.
Adnikarana 4 (siira 12 says that the sameline of reasoning may be
directed against other doctrines, like that of the atoms efe.

Meadhva, h€wever, puis rather o differeni interpretation on
siitra (4-12.) In siiira 4, forming an adhikarana by itself, he shows
thai the éruii and the smril following it, which are eternal and free
from faults, are quite different in character from other sources of
proof and so their primanye must not be questioned on ‘he ground
of the fruit not being immediately perceived. Sires 5 and 6,
forming another adhikarana, answer the objection that the Veda is
opposed to reasoning, because it describes the earth as speaking (e.g.

“ mrd abravii’ ), which is impossible, by saying +thai it is the
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sentient deities that are meani here; and thai they have a
special power which is seen only by great beings (‘gz7% 7' instead of
‘z397 7 ° which is the reading of ail others ). Sttras (7-12) forming
an adhikarana prove thai the meniion of wsal as the cause of the
world does not involve any coniradiciion, since 1: isonly meant for
denying that asat can be the cause. And even in pralays, the non-
existence (asatfvz) of fhe world and itscause is contrary toreason ;
for, instances can be given in favour of saffea, bu’ none in favour
of asattva. Nor ean we resort 40 cnofher mode of ressoning than
this ; for in that manner, moksa end the otaer things, admitted to
be frue so far, will have to be given up. In the same way, i e
owing to the presence of favourable instances and the absence of
unfavourable instances, all other docirines not accepted by Sruti
can be repudiated.

Stitra 13, which comes mnext and forms adhikarana 5, is
very inferesting, since each commentiaior has his own peculiar
way of interpretine if. According to San‘nkara, it teaches that
although the enjoying souls (bhokir)and éhe object of enjoy-
ment ( bhogya) are really mnon-different from Brabman, still
they will not necessarily be identical with each other, i e
their mutual distinetion may ai the same {ime be main-
tained; just as, for insiance, in +the world the waves and
ripples, though all non-different from the sea, still pre-
serve their muiual distinciion. Vallabha siricily follows
Sarhkara, though he fakes another insbance, i. e. that of the brace-
let and the ear-ring, both being non-different from gold, at the same
time, being individuslly distinguished from one another. He also
prefaces his explanasion by zayine ‘ FmIg sffger FEEgNTETR ‘so
far the objections regarding the cause were removed; now we

proceed to remove those with regard fo ihe seffect (i. e. the

world consistine of enjoying souls and the objecis of enjoyment ).

Ramainuja, however, translates the sitra thus:~If it be said that
from ( Brabman ) becoming an enjoyer there fcilows non-distinc—
4ion ( of Brahman and jiva ) ; we reply, it may be as in ordinary
life’ . If the cit and acit, whether in a suiiable or gross condition,
form the body of Brahman, then Brahman being as much embodi-

“ed as the jiva, would like him, be also an enjoyer; so the differ-
ence of nature between Iévara and jiva (7 e that one is - the en4
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joyer, while the other is not ) would no longer be possible. No,
we reply,it would be possible, because bhokiériva, ‘being an enjoyer’,
is not due #o mere sa-Sariraiva  having a body *, but to karma-
vadyatva ¢ being subject to merit and demerit.” And we seein
the world that a king, though an embodied being just like his
servants, does not experience their pleasure and pain.

Nimbaraks very similerly explains thus: If Brahman is the
cause of the world, then Brahmen, in the form of jiva would have
%0 be the experiencer of pleasure and pain; and so the distinction
between Brahman and jiva that Brahman isniyanér, ‘Shec ontroller,’
and jiva is the bhokir,” the enjoyer,” would no longer be possible.
The reply is that it would be possible simulianecusly with the
non-difference of Brahman and jiva, jusias, for instance, the sea
and the wave, or the sun and the lusire, are both non-different
and different. :

- According to Mad‘fwa, the stira teaches thus: If the indivi-
dual soul ( bhoktr ), when released, is deseribed as being one with
the Highest Self, so that there is non-difference between the two,
then, even before release, we shall have to admit & similar non-

- difference ; for, thai which is once differen$ can never be non-differ-

ent. The reply is that the released soul, though being one with
the highest gelf, still continues to preserve its difference, just as
one mass of water mixed with ancther becomes apparenily one, bui
is really different and not the same, as is proved, for instance, by

the increase in the volume of the water.

The difference of interpretation mainly turns on the fransla-
tion of the word bhoktrapatti. Sarhkara and Vallabha take itto mean
‘ the bhoktr becoming bhogya and the bhogya becoming bhokir,’
Ramanujs and Nibarks, ‘ Brahman being the bhokir ' and Madhva,
¢ the bhokir being Brahman. > Now it is quite evident that the
first translation is not natural. The Satrakira would rather have
said ‘ gF@EnIANS: | or ‘ ArEAFNIR: . And moreover, the quesiion of
the difference or non difference between bhokir and bhogya seems
to be rather out of place, inspite of the explanakion given by Val-
labha. For, we expectsomething rezarding the relation between cause
and effect ( and this is the subject of the following siitra also );

. and the question regarding the relation between Brahman and the
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material world being already disposed of in the third adhikarana,
the Stirakara would nsjurally occupy himself with its sequel,
i e. the relation betwesn Brahman and jiva as cause and effect.
Also the illusirabion of the wave and ripple and the sea does not
quite fit in with the bhokir, the bhogya and the brahman; for the
relation between bhokir and bhogya cannot bear comparison with
that between a wave and a ripple or thai beiween o bracelet and
an ear-ring. And how is i conceivable that ome who held the
doctrine of absoluie monism should devote a separate adhikarana
to the establishing of the difference hetween bhokir and bhogys ?
And as usual, Satkara comes forih with his explanation that
what this sttra has %0 say does not refer to the highest verity, bui
only to the popular conception.

Madhva explains the sGfra so as to establish his docirine of
absolute difference between Brahman and jiva; but his way of
taking the word  bhokirapatieh’ is far from satisfactory; and
moreover, his reference o the released condition of the individual
soul makes the adhikarana more appropriate in the phaladhyaya ;
and Madhva himself, conscious of this, tries to show the propriety
of the adhikarana in the present pada which deals with a-virodha
or the removal of contradiciions: ‘wed wfl FRAETNT wrmiTE-
e

Raméanuja’s way of taking the word ‘ bhokirapatteh” is the
most natural; and the question he refers to is also quite in place
here. He also quotes the authority of the Dramida~bhisyakara
in support of his view, and, before concluding, tries to show the
unreasonableness of Sarmkara’s way of interpretation, by remarking
that no one ever doubts the difference or non-difference between
bhogya and bhokir, whatever be the relation betWeen Brahman
and the Universe as cause and effect.

The same remarks may be made about Nimbarka'sexplanation,
though he tries to bring out more clearly his doctrine of
f bhedabheda . >

Adhikarana 6 ( gtiras 14-20 ) states according to all except
Madhva the Vedanta-doctrine of the mnon-difference between
cause and effect, which is opposed to the Vaisesika view accord-

ding to which the effect is something new created from the cause.
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But this non-difference iiself is interpreted by the different com-
mentators according to their respective doctrines. Thus Sathkara
thinks that the non-difference of cause and effect means that the
cause alone is the reality ; while the effect is mere delusion; some-

thing super-imposed upon the cause. Brahman alone therefore is
the reality; while the universe, both intelligent and non-intelligent.
is only illusory ( vivaria). Ramanuja thinks that the effect is

only a modification of the cause (parinama); thus Brahman

with the c¢it and the acit in their subtle condition as body is “the

cause, which sometimes transforms itself into the effect, Brahman

with the c¢it and the acit in their gross condition as body.

Nimbarka explains ‘ananytva’ as ‘na atyantabhinnatva’‘ not
absolute difference’ and holds that the effect is both-different and
non-different from the cause. Vallabha maintains a non-difference

without any reference to maya. The passage,expressly referred to

in sttra 14, is that ‘which confains the word—' arambhana’™—
‘greEege] FHERT AEET gmwaT gerg’ (Chand. VI 1L 1. All

depends upon how the word ° vacarambhanam’ is understood.

Sarhkara translates it thus— the modification (i. e. the effect, the
thing made of clay) is a name merely, which has its

origin in speech, while the ftruth is that it 1is clay
merely.” Thus he deduces the doctrine of mithyatva, the
unreality of all effects, Brahman alone being real. Ramanuja
translates it thus:— on account of speech (i. e for the sake
of the accomplishment of cercain activities such as the bringing
of water ete., which are preceded by speech ) the clay takes an
effect (form) and a name; they all( the things made of clay)

are clay, this only is true ’, i. e. the substance clay itself receives

a new configuration and a new name.

A little con%ideration will show us that Sarmkara’s interpreta-
tion is open to the objection that the two words ‘vicarambhanam’
and ‘namadheyam ’ convey the same ides and are almost
synonyms, so thaj one of the words is superfluous ; whereas,
according o Ramanuja the two words convey two distinct ideas.
‘ Namadheyam ' means ‘name’ as opposed to ‘ form ’; while
‘ yvacarambhanam’ means ‘having nothing but a practical purpose
in view, the idea being that the products of clay, for instance,
are clay, with the difference, however, that they canserve a
practical purpose, which clay in itself cannot.
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The illusiration of clay and its producis is dis-
tinetly in favour of the parinpama-vada and makes
it difficult to deduce the vivartavada. Vallabha very
aptly makes some scathing remarks against those who deduce the

~doctrine of the unreality of all producis from the Upanisad
passage in question, which is quite against the spirit of the whole
section and which is not supported at all by the wording of the
stira before us. Ramanuja also criticises Samkara’s explanation.
To the same conclusion lead the two illustrations in the stfras 19
and 20. The effect is non-different from the cause just as a piece
of cloth is non-different from the threads eic. of which it is made,
or just as the different vital airs performing different functions
and as such receiving different names are none but the vital air.
All this only supports the parinamavada and cannot, even by the
highest stretch of imagination, be made to favour the vivartavada.

Madhva, on the other hand, interprets the adhikarana differ-
enfly. According o him the question is whether Brahman wants
the help of Karanas or instruments like ordinary agents in this
world. The reply is thet Iévara creates the world withcut the help
of any other instrument ( ananyatvam ) as is seen from Rgveda
X. 81. 2, in which all instruments etc., are denied. 1% fiag wwsoTy, ’
etc.  And if there had been any such instruments they might
have been known or demonstrated in the Vedas; but as & matter
of fact they are not. The remaining stiras of the adhikarana
are also interpreted by him in the same strain. It is quite evi-

~ dent that the topic is irrelevant in the present place.

Adhikarana 7 ( sGiras 21-23 ) answers the objection that if
Brahman and jiva are exactly identical, as evidently follows from
such passages as ‘ tat tvam asi ’ etc., then the Lord wouldbe open
to such faulis as not always doing what is good and he would be

~ also subject to the miseries of the worldly existence, by saying
that Brahman is something over and above and superior fo jiva,
because their difference is clearly and explicitly stated asin
Brhad. Upa. IL 4.5 ¢ the self is to be seen, to be heard etc.” and
elsewhere ( Chand. Upa. VIIL 7.1, Brhad. Up.IV. 3.35). This
adhikarana leaves not the slighest doubt that according to the
 giitrakara, thejivaand the Brahman cannot be absolutely non-differ-
sent as understood by Sarkara ; and one can easily see that Sarnkara
Ghate, Vedants, 11.
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was conscious of this, since he comes forth with his usual expla-
nation that the difference, maintained in sttra 22, is not real, but
due to the soul’s fictitious limiting adjuncts. On the other hand,
Ramanuja, Nimbarks and Vallabha simply follow the words of
the sitras, of which sitra 21 formulates the objection, while stitra
22 states the reply. Satra 23 is explained by Sarhkara to mean
that the objections raised by others cannot be established, because
the case is analogous o that of stones efc., i. e. just as some stones
are worthless and others are very precious, though all are alike
stones, in the same way one and the same Brahman may perform
different kinds of functions (AZz9mH: =I¥&EqAzmauTH: ). Ramanuja,
however, explains thus :—" just as the material world or acit, ( of
which stones are a type ) can never be absolutely identical with
Paramatman in the same way, the jiva or cit can never be
absolutely identical with the Paramatman ( #339uia: =zateai3amaT-
T ). Nimbarka hfs :— the jiva though non-different from
Brahman is at the same time, individually different, just like
adamant, diamond ete., which are all modifications of the element
~earth ( prthivi).” Vallabha interprets somewhat similarly to
Sarhkara. It is difficult to say which of these interpretations is
more natural than others, still sGitra 22 ¢ 21%% g WeRgma  decides
the purport of the adhikarana beyond doubt.

Adhikarana 8 ( stfras 24-25 ) affirms, according to all except
Madhva, that Brahman can create the world by its mere will,
‘without the employment of other external instruments, just as
gods can do ; and just as milk can, of itself, turn into curds.
Adhikarana 9 ( siiiras 26-29 ) teaches that Brahman can create
the world, without entirely passing over into it, and at the
same time remaining one and undivided ; for it is so stated ex-
pressly in the seriptures.  Adhikarana 10 ( sttras 30-31 ) says
that Brahman, although unassisted by other means, can create the
world, by virtue of its manifold wondrous powers. Ramanuja
and Nimbirks regard sutras 26-31 as forming one adhikarana,
theugh they agree with Samkara as regards their general purport.
However, Sarhkara would explain this sort of the creation of the
world, by its illusory characier ; while Ramanuja would say that
the creation of the world means merely the visible and tangible
manifestation of what previously existed in Brahman in a subtle,
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imperceptible condition. Vallablha explaing the ereation as being
possible through the unfathomable greainess and the incompre-
hensible powers ( aisvarya ) of Brahman in which all soris of
opposites are possible.

Adhikarana 11 (siitras 32-33 ) states that Brahman in creating
the world has no purpose but mere sport. Achikarana 12 ( stfras
34-36) says that Brahman cannct be laid open %o the charges of
cruelty and partiality owing to the unequal fortunes of the beings
in this world and the universal suffering; for Brahman acts
only with a view to the merit and demerit of the individual souls;
and this succession of merit and demerit and their corresponding
consequences, i. e. this Sarhsira, is without beginning. Adhika-
rana 13 (sttra 37 ) finishes the pada by declaring that all the
qualities, such as omniscience or omnipotence, are possible in Brah-
man and thus make it capable of the creation of the world.
Vallabha, Ramanuja and Nimbirka agree as regards the inter-
pretation, although Ramanuja regards stiiras (32-37) as forming
one adhikarana.

Madhva, on the other hand, regards sitras ( 21-26 ) as forming
one adhikarana, whose object is to refute the view that jive is an
independent creator of the universe. If the jiva weresuchan inde-
pendent agent, he should alwaysdowhatisgood end neverdo what
is bad ; but as a matter of fact, the case is quite the confrary; there-
fore, jiva cannot be an independentagent(21). Paramesévara, onthe
other hand, is possessed of superior powers and therefore no such
faults are possible in his case (22 ). And the jiva, even though
intelligent like Paramedvars, cannot possibly be the maker of the
world, because he is dependent and not a master of himself, just
like the non-inteliigent stones ete. ( 23 ). 1If it be®said that this
denial of kartriva to jiva is not right, because he is seen to finish
or put an end to things, we reply, that even in this he is depend-
ent on Tévara (24 ). Iévara, though unseen, can be the maker
just like gods and goblins etc. (25 ). Moreover, if jiva is the
maker, either he should exert his whole strength enfirely in every
little thing,—but this is not seen,—or he should exerthimselfonly
partially,—but that would contradict his being one without parts.
Fdr all these reasons jiva cannot be an independent creator (26).
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Sttras ( 27-31 ) form another adhikarars which says that no
similar objections can be brought against the Paramesvara being
the independent creator ; for his kartriva is based on &ruti (27).
And Parames$vara does possess marvellous and manifold powers
(28). And all the objections raised above can be applicable only
to jiva but not to Tévara ( 29 ). Iévara is moreover possessed of
all powers ( without exception ) ( 30 ). Nor can the objection on
the ground of the absence of helping instrumentsbe raised, because
such absence is admitied by the scriptures. The remaining sitras
of the pada are divided into adhikaranas and interpreted just in
the same way as is done by Samkara.

ADHYAYA II, PADA 2.

In the second pada of the second adhyiya, the Satrakara pro-
ceeds $o refute the philosophical theories regarding the origin of
the world which are opposed to the Vedant view, by means of
speculative argument, independent of passages from the scrip-
tures. Adhikarana 1 ( s@tras 1-10) is, according to all except
Madhva, directed against the Sarmmkhyas and goes to prove that
a non-intelligent cause like the pradhana cannot possibly create
or proceed with any activity without the guidance of an infelli-
gent being. The secoud stifra means according to Sarmkara and
 Nimbarka that * the pradhana cannot be the cause, because of the
impossibility of activity, thus implying the word ‘ anupapatteh ’
from the first stiira. Ramanuja has: ‘because a mnon-intelligent
cause is seen fo be dciive ° when guided by an intelligent being
( assj'lﬁxﬁr%a'@r FERMIINENTE), Shtra 4 is also interpreted differently
by Sarhkara, Ramanuja and Vallabha; but the differences are of no
material importance. At the end of this adhikarana, Ramanuja
remarks that the doctrine of the nirvi¢esa Brahman is even more
unreasonable than the Sarhkhya doctrine, in that the latter admits
of a plurality of souls to account for births and deaths; Whﬂe the
mayavading do not even admit that.

Madhvea regards sttras ( 1-4) as forming one adhikarana
refuting the 'hiriévara-simkhyas, sttra 5 as another adhikarana
refuting the Seéval'af-SEﬁlkhyas, sitra 6 as the third adhikarana,
levelled against the carvakas, sttras (7-8) as the fourth adhikarana,
denymg ‘the activity of the prlmordial matter as being subordinate \

o the purusa ( mwwmm ) and sutras (9-10) as formmg‘ L .
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the fifth adhikarana, directed against the activity of the purusa
being subordinate to the primordiz] matter ( TFAUEHATETHTA ).
‘The next siiira (11) forms an adhikarana by itself according to
-Samkara, who sees in it a reply %o the obiection raised by the
Vaisesika against the docirine of the intelligent Brahman
being the cause of the universe. Just as a binary atomic com-
‘pound differs in its dimensions from the cause, the atoms, in the
same way the world may be produced from Brahman and may
not possess all its qualities. Stutras12-17 form an adhikarana
refuting the docirine of the Vaidesikas, according to whom
the world is created from atoms set in motion by the adrsta.
According to all the other commentators, however, stitras 11-17
form one adhikarana directed against the Vaidesikas, siira 11
meaning that the whole of the Vaisesika doctrine is unreasonable,
just like the production of the binary and tertiary atomic com-
pounds from the atoms and binary atomic compounds respective-
ly, though they differ in dimensions; and this appears, no doubt a
more reasonable procedure than that of Samkara ; for in the midst
of the refutation of the several doctrines, opposed to the Vedanta,
with which the entire pada is occupied, it is rather awkward to
understand one solitary siitra as answering an objection raised
against the Vedanta-doctrine, especially on the ground of the
vilaksanatva or the difference of nature beiween cause and effect,
a point which has been sufficiently thrashed in the preceding pada.

Sttras ( 18-32 ) are directed againsi the Bauddhas who can be
distinguished either as bahyathavadins or sarvastitva-vadins
( Realists ), according to whom both material objects and their
cognitions are real, or as vijfiana-vadins or yogacaras ( Idealists),
who hold that ideas only are real and that exfernal. objects apart
from their cognitions have no independeni existence, or as
$inyavadins ( Nihilists ) according to whom everything is void
or unreal. According to Sarhkara and Vallebha, siitras 18-27 are
directed against the Realists, and stfras (28-32) against the
Idealists, the last stitra ( 32 ) being & general condemnation of the
Bauddha doctrine as & whole. Both Saimkars and Vallabha re-
mark that the Stitrakara did not careto refute the N:hilists, astheir

g doctrme is, on the face of it, contrary to all reacon, Vallabha also
addlnw that a nihilist is as absurd as a mayavadin, Ramanuja




86 THRE VEDANTA

and Nimbarka agree with Saihkara in all points except that they
regard this last sttra as directed against the Nihilists, Madhva
regards sitras 18-25 as directed against the Realists, sttras
26-29 against the Nihilists and sttras 30-32 against the Idealists,
Owing to the peculiar nature of the stitras, it is mot possible to
decide exactly which stfras refute which particular school of
the Bauddhas, though Prof. Stcherbatskoi holds that the Buddhist
doctrine referred to in the siiras is the vijianavads and Prof.
- Jacobi that it the sinyavada,” not to speak of the fact that
what is a refutation of the idealist ( e. g. proving the existence of
external objects ) may as well be a refutation of the nihilist. The
truth of this may be illustrated by noting here some of the sutras
which have been interpreted differently. Thus sttra 26 °« srgs:
wgEdd ’ is explained by Sarhkara, Vallabha and Nimbarks to
mean that an entity cannot spring from a non-entity on account
of this being not observed, whereas the Bauddhas who deny the
existence of permanent stable causes are driven to maintain that an
entity springs from a non-entity. Ra&manuja, who directs the sttra
against the sautrantika Bauddhat in particular, maintaining that
& thing can become an object of cognition, even though not in
actual existence at the time of the cognition, interprets it thus :
*The special forms of cognition such as blue colour ete. cannot be
the forms of things that have perished and therefore are not in
being, since this is not obgerved. For it is never observed that
‘when a substrate of attributes has perished, its attributes pass
over into another thing. ° Madhvs directing the sttra against the
Nihilist explains it to mean that a non-entity ($iinya)cannotbe the
cause, because, itis neversoobserved. So also stira28, according
to éan'n’.{ara, Nimbarka and Vallabha, means that the non-exi-
stence of extetnal things cannot be maintained, on aceount of our
consciousness of them. Aeccording to Ramanuja it means: The
non-existence of things apart from ideas cannotbe maintained, be-
cause we are conscious of cognitions as something that rendersthe
knowing subject capable of thought and intercourse with regard
to particular things’. According to Madhva, who directs the sttra

* Journal Am. Or. Society, Vol. 3L.

+ The Realistic Bauddhas are of two kinds,—Sautrantikas, who hold that =

external objects are only inferrable, and the Vaibhasikas, according to whom
they are also perceptible, :
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against the Nihilists, it means: ‘ 1% should noi be said thai the
world ifself is a void ( Sfnya ), for we actually see it Sifra
30, according to Sarhkara, Nimbirka and Vallabha, maintains the
impossibilty of the existence of mental impressions in the absence
of the perception of external objects; while according to Rama-
nuja, it maintains the impossibity of the existence of mere cogni-
tions devoid of corresponding things, owing to our never perceiv-
ing cognitions not referring to a cognising object. Madhva, di-
recting the stira against the idealist, explains it to mean that the
world cannot be mere idea or thought, because of the absence of
such a consciousness in us.

The next adhikarana (stiras 33-36) contains a refutation of the
Jaina doctrine and s@iras 37-41, forming a single adhikarana, are
directed against the Pasupatas, according to whom Iévara is only
the operating or efficient cause of the universe, but not its
material cause. '

The last adhikarana of the pada ( siitras 42-45 ) refers to the
Paficardtra or Bhagavaia docirine. According io Sarikara and
Vallabha, this is also refuted just like the ofher doctrines in
the rest of the pada. According to Ramanuja, however, the first
two sitras only of the adhikarana ( 42-43) contain objections
against the doctrine in question ; but the lasi two sttras ( 44-45)
refute those objections and ultimately establish the Bhagavata
doctrine, which is, thus, the doctrine held by the Stgrakara. N im-
barka agreeing mneither with Serhkara nor with Ramanuia, re-
gards the adhikarana as a refutation of the Sakti doctrine, ac-
cording to which, the Sakii, independent of the intelligent being,
can create the world. Madhva glso follows Nimbarka. k

To come to the meaning of the stiras indiviGually, Sarkara
commences by remarking that the Bhigavata doctrine deserves
our acceptance, so far as it holds that Isvara is both the efficient

~and mafterial cause of the Universe. So also when it says

that the one holy Vasudeva, whose nature is pure knowledge, is

- what really exists, and that he, dividing himself in four part‘é, ap-
- pears in four forms as Vasudeva (denoting the Highest Self ), Sam-

karsana (individual soul), Pradyumna (the mind), and Aniruddha

 ( the principle of egoism ), we have nothing to object. Buf when it
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further adds that Samkarsans springs from Vasudeva, Pradyumna
from Samkarsana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna, we must take
exception to it. For it is impossible that the individual soul
would spring from the Highest Self, which would make the for-
mer non-eternal (42 ); nor is if observed thai fhe instrument
(i e. the mind ) is produced from the ageni ( i. e. the individual
soul, 43 ). Or even if it be said that in consequence of their being
endowed with knowledge, glory, ruling capacity ebec., Sarkar-
sana and others are really all Lords, all Vasudevas, free from
faults, and without any imperfections, still the objection raised
above remains unconiradicted ( 44 ), And moreover, the Bhaga-
vata doctrine cannot be accepied owing to there being many
contradictions in the docirine iiself and owing to its containing
many passages contradictory of the Vedas ( e.g. ‘not having
found the highest bliss in the Vedas, S'anc}ilya;studied this Sastra’).
Vallabha follows Saifikara except in sitra 44, where ‘Az wafya’ is
explained by him to mean ‘&vor =wufAva’ i e. because of the plura-
lity of lords—which is unreasonable—remaing uncontradicted.
Ramanuja, hoWevex*, translating the first two sttras just like
éamkal'a, explains stifra 44 thus: ‘or if they are of the
nature of that which is knowledge and so on, there
~is no contradiction of that (i. e. the Bhagavata docirine ).’ What
- the doctrine really means is that Samkarsana efc., are of the
nature of the highest Brahmen, which, from kindness to those
devoted to it, voluntarily abides in a fourfold form, so as to render
itself accessible to its devotees, its birth being nothing buta
- voluntary assumption of bodily form. Sttra 45, moreover, says
that the origination of the jiva, which is brought forth as an
~ objection, is distinctly controverted in the books of the Bhagavaias
also. Ramanuja winds up the adhikarana with a long discursion
- ontheauthoritativeness of the Bhagavate doctrine, being strongly
recommended in the Mahabharata, by Vyasa himself, the author of
the siitras, and remarks that the statement that Sandilya, not
finding any satisfaction in sruti and‘smr%i, at last found it in this
doctrine is opposed in no way to éruti- and smrti, ~on the. other :
hand, it means 2 high eulogy of them.

. Nimbarka explams the siitras thus It is 1mpos51b1e that . uhe, :
world can be produced ( from %ak{:l wﬂ:houu the pmusa ) (42)
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( If you think that the purusa is there in touch with the sakti ),
still there is no instrument, ( because all instruments are pro-
duced only after the creation has bezun) (43 ). And if you think
that the éakti is possessed of inherent knowledge etc., then there
is no objection (because you have thereby come over to our
doctrine of Brahman ) (44 ). ( Moreover the doctrine of sakti
cannot be accepted ), because it is opposed to sruti ete. (45 ).*

If is very difficult to decide which of these interpretations is
the correct one, especially, whether the adhikarana is only a refu-
tation ofthe Bhagavata doctrine or whether itaims at establishing
it. Between the two explanations of stGira 44, which turns
the whole drift of the adhikarana, there is nothing to choose;t and
the argument that it is not an un-natural procedure to end the
polemical pada with the defence of the doctrine which is to be
viewed as the true one is without force; since, the exposition and
defence of the true doctrine, whatever it be, is the subjeci directly
or indirectly of the whole book, and, what is more important, we
do not meet with, even once in the siitras, terms like Vasudeva,
Samkarsana ete., so peculiar to the Paficardtra docirine; not to
mention the fact that Ramanuja is the only commentaior whosees
in this adhikarana such a defence of the doctrine. The fact that
this particular doctrine is refuted last of all, can be explained by
the circumstance that it is the mostallied to the Vedanta doctrine,
and Sarhkara has admitted this at the beginning of the adhi-
karana, as we have remarked above.

ADHYAYA II PADA 8.

The third pada of the second adhyaya proceeds to dlscu&, the
question whether the different forms of existence which constitute
the universe are produced or not. The first fifteen sttras deal with
the elements, while the remainder of the pada deals with the
individual soul. Adhikarans 1 ( sttras 1-7 ) teaches that the

* It is very curious that, though Srinivasa in the Kaustubha exactly
follows the Parijaitasaurabha of Nimbarka, Keéava-kTdmirin in the Kaustu-

bhaprabhi begins with  a lengthy explanation, word for wordid entical with

that in the Sribhasya, and in the end very briefly observes that, really
speaking, this adhikarana should be a refutation of the $akti doctrine, and
then givas a short explanation, exactly following Nimbarka and Srinivasa.

% Perhaps the particle * v’ in the siitra 44 goes -well with Sarkara’s way
of intemn@ting.

Ghate, Vedanta, 12.
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 ebher is not co-eternal with Brahman, but springs from it as its
firsf efeck. Adhikarana 2 ( sitra 8 ) shows that air similarly
springs from ether. Adhikarana 3 ( sitra 9 )is a kind of digres-

ion sayin> that Brahman, which isonly sat ‘that which is’
canno; have orizinated from anything else. These nine sitras are
regarded by Rimanuja as one adhikarana, without any special rea~
son : the obher commeniafors ars in entire accordance with Samkara.

The next three siiras ( 10-12 ), forming three adhikaranas,
teash raspectively that fire springs from air, water from fire, and
earth from water. Adhikarana 7 (siitra 13 ) proves that it is
Brahman only in these various forms, to which the creation of
e elements is due; and that it is noteffected by the elements
themselves. Adhikarana 8 ( sitra 14 ) teaches that the order of
re-absorption of the elemenis is just inverse to that of their
ereation or emission. Adhikarana 9 ( siitra 15 ) observes that the
above-mentioned order of creation and absorption of the elemenis
is not disturbed by the organs of sense and the mind ; for these

“latier, being themselves of elemental nsiure, are created and
 destroyed along with the elements of which they consist. Thus
Sarhkara has six adhikaranas for the six stiras (10-15); and
Vallabha is quite in accordance with him, h ;

Ramanuja, however, regards all these stitras (110-15 ) as form-
ing one adhikarapa, of which stiras 10-12 ( s@ifra 12 is split into
 two by Ramanuja ‘prthivi and adhikara etc.’ ) form the pirva-
paksa, stating that every preceding element itself produces

- the subsequent element, and siira 13 begins the siddhinta
to the effect that it is Brahman that creates. Sttra 14 is interpret-
ed by him differently so as to be an argument in favour of the
siddhanta view in siitra 13: *The order of succession ( kramah )
which is cofitained insuch passages as ‘THRisENAT 0T ¥7: KHCEAOT 7 |
® igsdif: gfid Farr afoft o ( Mund. Up, 2. 1.8 ), describing the
direct origination from Brahman of all effects, and which is
reverse,( t’ip(t'l'!]alle’tlﬂ) from the order mentioned so far ( i e. each
preceding element producing the subsequent one) is possible
( upapadyate ) only on the supposition of the origination of each
effect being really from Brahman itself ( afgh) in the form of s
special causal substamce.’ That this interpretation is far less
natural thap the one given ;Vb'y‘,S'arhkara goes without saying,
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Nimbarka also, just like Ramanujs, regards sttras 10-13 as one
adhikarana of which sitras 10-12 siaie the parvapaksa and stiira
13 states the siddhanta; but he reads s@iras 14-15 as forming
two separate adhikaranas and inferprefes them jusi like
Sarhkara. Madhva regords siviras 10-14 ag forming five adhikaranas;
but he interprets the stras 10-12 as mesaning thai the
elements are all produced from Visnu and not thai the subsequent
element isproduced from the preceding one. Sttra 13 is interpreted
as asserting that not only the creation but the destruction also
proceeds from Visnu and from no other being such as Rudra etc.
Statras 15 and 16 according %o him form one adhikarana, stitra 15
stating the plirvapaksa and siirs 16, the siddhanta.

Stira 16 and the rest of the pada deal with the nature of
the individual soul, and as such is very important for our purpese.
As we know, all the five schools agree in holding that the jiva is
unborn and eternal ; and that the birth and death, spoken of in the
case of the jiva, are only metaphorical, as they really belong o
the body of the individual soul. This is the purpose of sutra 16.
Sarhkara, Nimbéarka and Vallabhe agree literally. Ramanuja
( according to whom this is sitra 17, forming part of the
preceding adhi'karana ), on the ofther hand, interprets
the sufra differenily thus :—The words in ordinary use,
which are connected with and thus denote the moving and non-
moving things, possess with regard to Brahman a denctative
power which is not secondary but primary and direct ( Ramanuja
reads ‘ a-bhiktah’ while others vead ‘Zha@ktah ), because the de-
notative power of all words is dependent on the being of Brahman.
The very obscurity of the explanation is sufficient for its rejection.
Madhva’s interpretation also is equally unsatisfaciory. He con-
nects it with the preceding stiras and thus expiains:—The produc-
tion of vijiiana from manas (which has been put forth as disturbing

the order of creation and that of destruction, which are exactly
opposite ) does not mean that the category called vijnana js
‘prbduced from the category called mianas; but it only means
‘that knowledge arises from the act of reflection, referring
to moving and nonfmoving thinge; this is thus a kind Qf
~ metaphorical statement.

The next stifra (17) means that the individal soul is mever
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produced ; because the seriptures never speak about its produc-

fion, on the other hand, everywhere asseré its oternal
character. Here Sahkara and Nimbarka read ‘# @l @4+’ while
Ramanuja, Vallabha and Madhva read ‘@ =@ 47: ; but that does
not make any difference as rezards the ultimate sense. Here
also all azree in referring fhis sitra to the denial of birth for the
individual soul, except Madhva, who explains it to mean that
the soul, i. e. the Parmatman is not destroyed or absorbed in some-~
thing else. That the interprefation of the preceding stira, as
given by Ramanuja, is not natural enough follows from the
followinz sitra itself ; since the denal of the birth of the jiva is
the logical corollary of the statement that the so-called birth and
death of the jiva really belong to the material body.

The next sitra (18) which runs as ‘& @17 * is interpreted
by Sarhkara to me&n that the individual soulis ‘ Knowledge’
(jianam) ; while Ramanuja and Nimbarka explain if to mean that
the jiva is a knower * ( snaewad &7 sa#d: ), Nimbarka taking it as
‘an adhikarana by itself like Sarnkara, while Ramanuja connecting
it with the following sttras. Vallabha, who also holds with
Ramanuja and Nimbarka that ¢ knowledge’ or * intelligence’
is an attribute ( guna or dharma ) of the jiva, inferprets the stifra
as stating the prima facie view, according to which jiva is know-
ledge and is therefore Brahman itself, and all distinctions are

~due to the principle of Maya ; though really, the jiva is a part
(arhda ) of Brahman, and is related to it just as sparks are
related to fire. And, while refutmg this view, Vallabha makes
the very interesting remarks: @®d Ay ASIUIRERAEE i
Gregftagn] @en@wey @ AwAFEAd @At §@wer: ¢ The Maya-
vadin is Only an mcarnatmn of the idealist Buddhist, who
5 takes his stand on only those statements in which what is only
a part is spoken of by the name of the whole, using this device
only to make his docirine acceptable to the learned.’ Of course -
this interpretation of the stira is far-fetched, though it makes
no material difference, as ﬁltimately he ‘means that the soul is
s knower. Madhva, as ﬁsual has an absolutely new interpre-
tation that the knowmg self ( Jmh) i e 3iva, 1s produced from

Ly Jna ought to mean * knower ; see Pan II1.1135¢ ggmﬁm; q;
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the Paramatman ( spoken of, according to him, in the preceding
sitra ), and after this, he reads a new sitra ° T%% °, not
found in any other bhasya, and explains it to mean that such a
birth, with reference to the up@dhi or the limiting adjunct in the
form of the body efc., is possible or reasonable in his case,
though he is otherwise beginnincless and eternal. Madhva’s
interpretation, though plausible in itself, has to be rejected, as it
necessarily depends upon a reference to the Paramatmen in the
preceding stira,—an interpretation which is without doubt far-
fetched. And as between Samkara on the one hand and Rama-
nuja and Nimbarka on the other hand, the latters’ view is
acceptable, since the word °jiich ' can mean only ‘one who
knows ‘and not ‘ knowledge’ ; and if indeed the strakara
had held the doctrine of Sarhkara that the jiva is ‘ knowledge ’
and thus absolutely non-different from Brahman, we should have
expected him to say °jfianam ’, instead” of saying °ifah’ and
then understanding it in the sense of ‘ jidnam.’

There is a similar diversity of interpretation regarding the
following adhikarna, which is made up of sitras 19-32. After
a discussion of the beginninglessness and the knowledge
of the individual soul, the next question naturally concerns the
spatiality* of the soul, whether it is all-pervading ( vibhu ), or of
the middle size ( madhyama-parimana ) or atomic (anu). Re-
garding the literal or verbal sense of the stitras, there is, in
general, no difference of opinion; but it is regarding the
general purport of the adhikarana that materially = different
opinions are held. Suiras 19-28 affirm that the jiva is anu or
atomic in size; but this is regarded as the siddhanta by all ex-
cept Sarhkara, who regards it as only the prima facie view to te
refuted immediately in sttras 29-32. Before deciding which
of these ways is more natural, it is necessary to examine the
sttras in detail.

As regards sttras (19-28 ), all agree in the interpretation,
except that Ramanuje and Nimbarka regard ‘ 31 0=aaq, A1 %
gsat ' as one siitra, instead of regarding them as
two sitras as Sarkara and Vallabha do. The resl difference

* Parinama, lit. dimension, signifies here the soul’s relation in space, i. .
spatiality, i
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‘turns upon the interpretation of siitra 29 whieh runs thus:
‘Apmme, g wegesm: wew” and  which  may  be
literally ftranslated : ° but, on account of that quality ( or
‘those qualities or the qualities of that) being the essence,
+there is that designation ( or the designation of that ), just as'is
the case, for example with the prajnia. ” :

- Now, Sarmkara begins the siddhanta with this stira, refuting
‘the #"somic size of the jiva. He means that the jiva, though really
‘all-pervading and non-different from Brahman, is called anu, be-
cause, the qualities of the Buddhi, the limiting adjunct, 'form.its
essence, as long as it is in the condition of the worldly existence;
in other words, the sazis@ritva of the jiva consists essentially in
its being limited by and possessing the qualities of the Buddhi,
and g0 the atomic size of the Buddhi is omly metaphorically pre-
dicated of the jiva and ( siitra 30 ) this connection of the jiva
with Buddhi lasts as long as the jiva confinues to be in sarmsira
i e, continues to be jiva; and so there is no difficulty and
‘( sutra 31 ) this connection with Buddhi, though not manifested
-in the state of deep sleep for instance, is present all the same. And
(stitra 32 ) if we do not admit of such & Buddhi or internal

~ sense-organ, the jiva would be always perceiving or would never

~perceive. Thus Samkara ultimately establishes that the jiva is-
really not anu.

- -Rémanuja,, on the other hand, inferprets sutra 29 thus: The
jiva, though really a knower, is, however, designated as knowledge,
“because that quality, knowledge, forms his very essence. It must
“be remembered here that Ramanuja tackles on the stra (18),
“ the self is a knower ’, with this adhikarana. If the soul, says he,
is a knower by his very nature, then he will be knowing every
thing, in every place, if he is all-pervading. This objection is
answered by saying that the jiva is not all-pervadiﬁg, but only
atomic in size. After having established this point in nine
sitras, he again turns back to the original question of the
 relation betwee jiva and jfiana. 1f jiana is only an attribute of
jiva, how is it called jfiana, instead of jiatr ? Because, he replies,
jfiana is the very essence of him. And ( siitra 30) as knowledge
_ever continues to be his essence, such a designaticn involves no
objection. And (sitra 31 ) this knowledge is present always,
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i;?lau}’nyit may bs somstimes not manifested, e. g. in the state of
deep slesp. And { satra 32 ) if the iiva is only knowledge and
no$ a knower, and if he is all-pervading and not atomic, then
there would ba always perception or always non-percepﬁlon

Nimbarka holds with Ramanuja that anuiva is the siddhanta ;
but interprebs the last four sitras differently. The jiva, though
really atomic in size, i3 sometimes desienated as all-pervading,
because the quality of knowledge, which is sall-pervading, forms
his essence; in other words, the jiva, which is gunin (the qualified),
is sometimes designated as all-pervading on account of the
all-pervading nature of his guna ( attribute ); and this guna
continues to be always with the gunin in all conditions, whatever
the condition of the latter, though it may be sometimes manifested
and sometimes not; otherwise, that is, if the jiva by its nature
were all-pervading, its bondage and release would be impossible
or would be always present. »

Vallabha interprets the last four sttras in a still different
way. The jiva though anu, is designated as Brahman, e. g. in
such sentences as ‘##4H(¥ ', because the qualities of Brahman
form the essence of jiva, distinguishing it from the inanimate
world. Here also Vallabha passes some scathing remarks against
the Mayaviidins, who misundersiand such passages as ‘A%9HE ’
and deduce therefrom the doctrine of Maya.

Madhva regards sitras 19-26 as one adhikarana, establishing
the atomic size of the soul ; then he takesstitra 27 as an adhikarans
by itself, trying to reconcile the passages, speaking of the uniform
or multiform nature of the jiva; hethenreadssitras28-29 as another
adhikarana,—which is very interesting as it atbtempis fo reconcile
passages like ‘#%7W® ,—speaking of the n,on—diﬁerence of
Jiva and  Brahman, with passages like * 7 gyt ays wEE ' ete,
which speak of their difference. Stira 28 would state the siddhanta
that the jiva is different from Brahman, owing to such a mention
in the seriptures ; ( it isfo be remembered here that this very
stitra has been interpreted by the other commentators as reférring "
to the difference between the thing qualified, the jiva and the
quality, knowledsre) and siifra 29 would say that there is the
suatemenﬁ of ncn-dlfference, only on aocoun’c of i:he fact that the v
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,ai:i;r»ibutes of Brahman, such as knowledge, bliss efec. form the
essence or nature of jiva. ‘

Now if we compare all these interpretations, especially of
sitra 29, we find that none is quite satisfactory by itself; and an
1mpart1a1 eritic, it would appear, will find the interpretations of
Samkara and Ramanuja least satisfactory of all. That the Satrakara
isin favour of the atomic size ofthe individual soul is very probable,
though not absolutely certa,m It is no doubt curious, as Thibaut
observes that as many as nine siitras should be devoted to the
statement of a mere prima facie view to be refuted afterwards.
At the same time such a course is not impossible and especially
the word “tu’ ( but ) in sitra 29, leads us at first sight to believe
that a new point of the siddhanta, as opposed %o the prima facie
view, begins. But Sarnkara’s interpretation of sitra 29 strikes
us as very far-fetched indeed. = That the pronoun ‘tad’ in the
word ‘@guEweA’  should refer fo Buddhi all at once,

~ without any reference whatscever to it in the siitras preceding, is

rather awkward ; T do not agree with Thibaut in finding fault
with the meaning of the compound word, if once it is admitied that
‘tad ' means ‘ Buddhi’.© When Sarhkara says that the qualities of
the ‘ buddhi ' form the essence of the jiva, he means that the
. essential characteristic which distinguishes the jiva from the
Brahman ( though they are really identical ) is the connection of
the former with ‘ buddhi’, whose attributes helong to the jiva also,
as it were, for the time being ; and so far, in a cerfain sense, they
constitute his essential nature. :

- Buf the explanation of the word prajfa-vat ' in the sitra
~offers a serious difficulty; because, really speaking, we see no
difference whatspever between the  drstanta’ the illustration, and
the * darstantika’, the thing illustrated. Jiva is called atomic ete. X
owing to the atomm size of the limiting adjunct buddhi, just as,
for instance, the prijie or the Paramatman is designated as being
atomic etc., owing to the qualities of its wupadhis or limiting
admnets But Brahman and j jiva being the same, we fail to seehow
one illustrates the other, As for the m’cerpreta’clon of the follow-
ing siitras they it in well with sttra 29, if once we accept the
interpretation of the latter, though, throughout the subject of the
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connection of the jiva with the manus or buddhi seems to be
foreign to the general trend of the adhikarana.

Ramanuja’s interpretation of siira 29 isno doubt straight-
forword, if taken by itself, but it is evidenily out of context, asit
raises the question of the jive being knowledge or knower, touch-
ed upon in sitra 18, To say that it recurs here afier as many as
nine siiras dealing with is atomic size is fo make #oo great a
demand on the complacence of the reader. The meaning of the
word ‘ prajiavat’ too, according to him, is quite appropriasje.
Just as the prijic or Paramatman is designated as . Anunda,
because the dnandu is his essential atiribube, in the same way,
the individual soul is called Vijidng, bscause wijnana is his
essential atiribute. Moreover, Ramanuja’s way of construing the
nine sttras establishing the atomic size of the individusl soul
seems 1o doubt more natural than that of Saihkara.

I am inclined to believe that, on the Whulc;, the interpretations
as proposed by Nimbirka and Vallabha are mosi satisfactory
and  least far—feiched. Afier having established the atomic
size of the individual soul, the question naturally arises,
if the jivae is atomic, how and why is it that he is often designated
as being all-pervading ; the answer according to Nimbarka is that
he is so called, because his quality of intelligence is all-pervading ;
and this is quite approprmte, when we consider some of the
preceding siitras, e. g ‘ STHIHI 77997 * ¢ i aiEad * The same
question is proposed and answered by Vallabha, bufin a more
general way. The jiva, though a'ésomic is called Brahman, because
the qualities of Blahman form his essence.

Madhva's interpretation also of this particular stira is qui
good ; but his splitting up of what forms a single gdhikarana ac-
cording to others into so many differenu adhikaranas is a,nyth!ng
but satisfactory.

Taking this adhikarana with the last, which says that the
individual noul is a knowing being, we can sefely assert so much
that on this essen?ial point regardmd the characteristics of the-
ind,iVidu al soul, we cannot sse our way to find Sahkara’s
system in the sliras; and very probably the sutrakara holds that

A the Jiva is atomic and has knowledge as his at‘bnbut‘e, bemg at the

Ghate, Vedanta, 13.
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game time of the naiure of knowledge,—a point common to all the
four Vaisnava schools.

The following eight sliras ( 33-40 ) deal with quesﬁon whether
' the individual soul iz an agent or not. All except Samkara agree
in regarding these eight stiras as forming one adhikarana, establi-
shing the kartrtva as a natural atiribute of the individual soul,
“though they may differ amongst themselves regarding the inter-
- pretation of a siira here and a stfra there. Thus the sttra
‘gyafermsfaad; ' (IL 3. 37 ) is explained by Ramanuja thus:
if the self were mnot an agent (and all activity belonged
to Prakrii ), there would be no definite determination ( regarding
the distribution of the experiences resulting from actions, because
Prakrti is a common possession of all souls and thus there would
be enjoyment on the part of all souls, or else, on the part of none) ;
just as ( there would be no definite determination ) with regard
to consciousness, ( if the soul were all-pervading, as shown in
stitra 32 above ). Nimbarka, on the ofher hand, explains it thus:
‘ ®AmsRIGE A FAA AT, which is not quite  clear, and
which does not explain the ‘wat’ inthe suira at all. It is
however explained by the commentators Srinivisa and Kesava
- Kasmirin to mean that there is a definite determination regarding
the acquisition of the fruits of good or bad actions; but there is
no such determination regarding the soul’s proceeding to do an
act. This is not satisfactory and is evidently far-fetched. Valla-
- bha and Madhva however explain it thus: There is no definite
determination regarding the doing of acts ( i. e. doing only good
acts and avoiding all bad acis ), just as there is no such determi-
nation regarding perception ( i.e. the soul has to perceive some-
times beautiful things, sometimes ugly things, has sometimes
- pleasant exper“ences, sometimes not ). This is also the interpre-

tation of Sa.mkaia and is apparently the most na’cural and stralgh’c-
forward one, '

But the most nnportanu dlfferenee is regarding siitra 40
‘T Axi TWAd " which naturally Wauld mean ‘just as a
carpenter is both or does hoth ways ' i e just as a carpenter, ‘
though an agent, s some‘ﬂlmes active and sometlmes inactive;
in the same way, the soul though possessed of the natural atfri-
bute of Karfriua is sgme’clmes found to be acﬁ]ve and some’slmes
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not. It is so interpreted by Ramanuja and Nimbarka. Madhva
explains that just as the carpenter both acis for himself, at the
same time is controlled by the masier; so the self is an agent,
at the same time, is at the dispesal of the Parmatman.  Thus this
stfra naturally provides an answer to the question how it is that
the jiva is sometimes active and sometimes not, if Kartriva is its
natural and inherent attribute; and it fits in well with the
preceding siiras.

Sarhkara, on the other hand, takes this sifra as a separate
adhikarana, answering the question whether the lkarfréva which
has been proved as belonging %o the soul, in the preceding siitras,
belongs to it by nature as its inherent attributes or is only
attributed to it by superimposition ; and he comes to the conclu-
sion that it is only superimposed. Bui that the sitra cannot at
all mean this is apparent even to a casual reader. In the first
plafze,‘ the particle ‘ ca’ in the siitra goes against the interpretation
of Sarhkara. Had it been the object of the sttrakara to medify
what was established in the preceding siitra he would have more
naturally used ‘ fu —and in fact this difficulty, Sarhkara is con-
scious of, and he has to say &4 =14 uEm— this ‘ca’
is used in the sense of ‘tu > here.’ And even then, one cannot see
how-the instance of the carpenter illustrates the point in question,
i e. that the soul is not really an agent. ‘Just as a carpenter,
however, with the tools, is an agent and thus becomes miserable,
but the same carpenter, when he returns home and leaves aside
the tools, takes rest and is inactive, in the same way, the self,
in the conditions of dream and awakening, united to the plurality
set up by nescience, becomes an agent and suffers, but when he
- enters into the Highes% Self, in the state of deep sleep, he bemg
freed from the objects and sense-organs, becomzs inactive and
“happy.” If we understand this illustration in the stralgrhtforward
way, it would only go to establish the kartrtva of the self
 which may sometimes manifest itself and sometimes not. Buf
one cannot see how it is an argument for the super—
~imposed and therefore unreal kartrtva of the self. Sarmkara also
‘quite sees the difficulty and, to clear off his conscience, thinks ﬂ:‘
~ necessary to add: °The illustration of the carpenter is to be
. uy,nd‘e‘rsi;‘ood only 50 ‘far Jus’u as the carpen’ﬁer, in the case of the‘ i
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particular acts of chopping ete., is an agent, only through the par-
ticular tools, but is quite inaciive, as far as his own body is con-
cerned, in the same way, the self, in all the actions, is an agent
only through internal sense-organs like manag snd others, but is
quite inactive by himself’ But to this we demur. The carpen’ser is,
as a matier of fact, active through his body too; or in other words,
the body acts, as much as the tools act; and what is more, the
tools cannoi act without the body. This illustration cannol
support the point which Samkara hes tried to make out, in spite
of all the explanations which he has given. And what is more
sirange iz thai he adds explanabions of his own, refut-
ing each and every slifra in the preceding adhikarana establishing
the kartrtva of the self. :

Sa.mkam inferpretation seems to be even more far-fetched,
when we look to the siira that follows: 0% F=m4: ‘ bui
this kartlwa, ( of the'self ) is from the Highest Self for i is so
said in the seriptures’ The question raised is whether the self
is absolutely independent in his action or is dependent on some
one else; and the answer is unanimously given that the self
derives his capacity as an ageni from the Highest Self. At the
same time, the Highest Self has regard for the efforts made by the
self and He makes him act only with a view to these efforts.

Now if it were decided that the self is not an agent at all,

that his kartrtoe is only super-imposed on him, how could the
question arise whether the self is an independent agen‘s or &

~ dependent one? Of course Sarnkara does refer the question ’uo the

kartrtva of jiva‘ as due to the limiting adjuncis in the condition of

- Nescience efc. ', but this is far from convineing ; while the ques-

tion proposed i in this adhikarana arises quite naturally from the
interpretation of the precedmo adhikarana as given by Ramanuja

, and others.

It is to be noticed here that Madhva regards all ihese sitras
(32-42 ) as forming one adhikarana ; while all the resi divide
them into two adhi karanas ; but this does not make any difference
in the ultimate sense. So also Raminuja reads 3ymmE HErudzmg

(IL 3. 34 and 35) as one sutra,, while all the rest read uhem as two v
- slifras, in the inverse order a.q z:rmm}mm W’Hﬁ'ﬁ E
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The stitra CsiEfATiaa  (IL 3. 38 is  also  interprebed
differently. Samkara explains it to mean that if the karfrtva
‘belongs to Buddhi as in the phrase Fa# 75 737 ‘the vijiidna
performs the sacrifice,’ then it would cease to be the Karana or the
insirument as opposed tw the Karfr or the agent; and this
would amoun? t0 nothing but a change of name. Nimbarka and
Ramanuja, explain i 50 mean that if Kaririva belongs to the
Buddhi, then the bhokirtva or “he capacity of enjoying would
also balong to i%; as these swo musi always go together; so
bondage and release would also rafer o Buddhi. instead of fo the
Purusa, who is the enjoyer even according o the Sér'nkhya.
Madhva and Vallabha, on the octher hand, explain that the self,
though an agent, is not free o do only good actions and avoid
all bad actions; because of the waniof absolute, unrestrained
power which belongs to the Paraméiman and which makes all
the difference between the karbriva of the self*and of the Highest
Self.

It is very diffeult to decide which of these interprefations is
better than the others; still this does not affect onr general con-
clusion tast according to the siirakara, the individual self is an
agent by its nature, though i depends upon the Parmatman; and
that Sarhkara’s way of interpreting the general meaning of the
adhikarana in question is far from being natural or satisfactory.

As regards stiiras  ( 41-42 ), which establish the point that
the kartriva of the self depends upon the Highest Self, who has
regards for the efforts made by the former, there is nothing de-
serving to be noticed; as all agree in their explanation of them.

The next adhikarana ( siiras 43-53 ) is most impcrtant for
our purpose, in-as-much as it deals with the vital question of
the relation beitween the Highest Self and the individusal seif,
between Brahman and jiva; whether they are absolutely the
same, or one forms the body of the other, or whelher hoth are abso-

‘lutely different from each other. The question arises naturally,
because there are passages spesking of the difference as well as
the non-difference of Rrahman and = jiva. Sutra 43, literally
translated, would run thus: (The individual soul is)a part
( of Brahman ), on account of the declaration of difference and
becauss in & different way also, some record that Brahman is of
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the nature of slaves, fishermen etc.” Now here the stirakira
disiincily says that the individual soul must be regarded as &
part of Brahman, because it is both spoken of as being different
and non-different from Brahman. So, we musé understand this
¢ Amsatva’ or being a pari, in such way as to make room for
boih difference and non-difference. Before discussing the relative
value of the meanings put upon this ‘ being a part, > we can dis-
pose of one point; and it is that Samkara’s theory cannot at all
fit in with this. Whenever there is an opposition like this be-
tween passages asserting difference and those asserting non-differ-
ence, he always cuts the gordian knot by sayingthat the passages
asserbing non-difference represent the ftruth and are to be under-
stood literally ; whereas those asserting difference only refer to
‘the popular notions of things and they are there only to berefuted
and to make room for the passages asserfing non-difference.
Thus all plurality #s delusion; while unity is the only reality.
Accordingly, in the sitra before us, Sarmkara has resort %o the
device of understanding the word ‘a#isah’ as wmeaning arhsah
~twa’t as it were a part’, for which there is no justification what-
soever. And why can we not say that the jive isthe same as
Brahman ? Becauss there is the declaration of difference. Thus
Samka,ra finds himself in a dﬂemma

On the other hand, the s@ira goes very well Wuh the doctrine
of;Nimbarka, which is also generally called the ‘bhedabheda-vada’
‘ * the doctrine of difference and non-difference ( being both true
'at the same time )" By ‘ arhéa’ or a paré is not to be understood

‘a8 piece cut and separated, ’ for that would involve an absolute
difference, and would contradict such passages as ¢ thou art that. *
But ‘arida’ here means ‘sakti’ or capacity ; and Brahman possesses
various capacities which are of the nature of the animate and in-
'animajﬁe worlds. :

vy Raminuja. also interprets it similarly with some modifications.
Both the clagses of passages, those asgerting difference and those
‘ ~asserfing non~d1fference, must be understood %o be frue and to
represen‘}; the reality ; and for chis (it must be admstted that the
jivs. 1s a part of Brahman L e, it forms the body of Brahman
and is dependent on it, at the game time being individually dis-
~ tinct in nature. Ee L Slatr e
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Madhva understands the word ‘aise’ to mean literally '
‘ afg=rer 7 A%gT * (that which remains, when there is a separate
existence from it). He opines thai the passazes speaking of
¢ bheda’ or difference are to be undersiood literally and as repre-
presenting the truth; while the passages speaking of * ahheda’
or non-difference are to be understood metaphorically, in the sense
of * a1 g7y ®A FFwragzed ’, 1. e. being inferior to it and at the
same time having some liftle resemblance to it; and both these

meanings of bheda and abheda, he includes in the connotation of
of the word ‘ arhéa.

Vallabha interprets this stira very much like Ramanu]a or
Nimbarka. I goes without saying that the interpretations of
Ramanuja and Nimbirka are most najural ; and that Sarhkara’s
interpretation is forced on the face of it. And if the Satrakara
had held Sarhkara’ theory, he would never have called jiva an
amsa of Brahman, leaving %o the reader the task of supplying
such an important word as *jiva .

The same conclusion is confirmed, if we examine the following
sttras of this adhikarana. After having stated that the * asatva
( i. e. the fact that the jiva is a part of Brahman ) is supporied by
sruti as as well as smrti, the sttrakara mnaburally proposed to
answer the questionhow Brahman can escape being affected by the
pleasure and pain of jiva, if the laitter is only a part of the former.
The satfra in question (46) literally translated runs thus: and ‘ as
light &e. ( are not really affecied ), so the Highest Lord ( is ) not
(affected)’. And Sarnkara interprets it to mean that Brahman is not
affected by pleasure and pain like the jiva; just aslight ete., though
apparently assuming different forms corresponding tothe objects on
which it shines, is not really affected by them at all. - According
to éarhkara, however, there is no reason why stuch a question
should arise at all ; because Brahman and jiva are absolutely one.

On the other hand, Nimbarka interpreis in a natural way thus:
Brakman is not affected by the faults of jiva, though he is an
amda of i, just as light ( fire ) is not affected by the atéributes of
its part, e. g., being connected with an improper place etec ; or just
as the akasa is not affected by the quahtxes of the different
sounds, which are only ; 80 ma,ny améus or Saltis or capaci’cle., Of
the akasa,
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Ramanuja interprets thue: though the jiva is a part of Brah-
man, a part being only an atiribute of the whole, and the jiva is
only a prakira or viesana of the Brahman, still the Brahman is
ot like jiva, bub is distinet from i%, just as fire ( which has
light as its atiribute ) is distinet from light. 1t must be
admitted that the interpretations of Ramanuja and Nimbarka are
in any case more natural than that of Sarmkara.

In sttra 48, the quesiion raised is, if all individual souls are
slike the parts of Brahman, how can we account for the possibili-
ty of injunctions and prohibitions for the different jivas. The
answer is: this arises from $he connection of the self with bodies.
Just as though the sun’s light is one and the same, still that part
of it which shines on an unholy place is shunned, while that
which falls on a holy place is resorted %o, or just as fire, though
alike everywhere, is accepted if it is from the house of a Srofriya,

but avoided if found” in a cemetery, in the same way are to be
explained the injunctions and the prohibitions.

In sitra 49, the question proposed is how we can avoid a
confusion of the rasults of actions of the different individual
souls. It is answered by Samkara thus: though the soul

- is one, still, the limiting adjuncts or ‘ upadhis’ which distinguish
the jiva from the Brahman sre limited in character; so, on
account of the non-extension of the individual soul, resulting
from it, a confusion of the resulis of actions is not possible.
Ramanuja, on the other hand, explains thus: although the
souls, as being parts of Brahman are essentially of the same
eharacter, still there is no confusion of the individual spheres of
enjoyments and experiences, since they do not form a  continuous
‘series, 1. e., begause the souls, though alike, are actually separate,'
one from the other. Nimbarka exacily follows Ramanuje.
 Sutra 50, ‘@ @@ W' i very interesting; literally
translated, it would mean, ¢ it is just an appearance.’ Now Sar-
'kara'. interprets it to mean that the jiva is only a reﬂection,_‘p-‘mtz’ -
“bimba T of Brahman. It is  neither = the  same as
Brahman nor a different entity from it Thus if is that
-~ one soul is not affected by the acts of another soul, ‘thaugh,’chey

are all non-different from it ; just as the reflections of one and the
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same original object, in different media or vreflecting sub-
stances, are different and are not confounded, one with the other.
Vallsbha also transiates the stira in the same way, saying that
the jiva is only a reflection of Brahman, and not quite the same;
becauss, according to his doeirine, the quality of bliss, ananda
which is manifesied in Brahman, is, however, vhscured in jiva.
Vallabha here warng the rveader that the word * @hisa ’ in the
sttra is not to be undersiood o mean ‘ something absolutely un-
real * as, for insbance, in the docirine of Sarikara, but ¢ an
appearance ' i. e, ‘ something apparently the same as or having
the appearance of something else, but not quite the same.’
Ramanija and Nimbarka, on the other hand, explain the word

¢ abhasa’ %o mean ° hefvitbhidse * * a fallacious argument.’ The
former directs this stbra mainly against the school of S‘axhkara,
saying that those who hold the view that the soul is only Brah-
man deluded cannot explain away the confusion of the indivi-
dual spheres of enjoyments, on the ground of the difference of the
limiting adjuncts presented by Nescience (and Sarnkara
actually uses this very mode of reasoning in the preceding sutra);
because to say so is nothing but o fallacy, in-as-much as the
obscuring of the light of that which is nothing but lighi, means
only the destruction of that light. Nimbarka who reads ‘abhisa
eva ete. ’ (‘and Ramanuia also proposes this as ancther reading ),
directs it in general against those who hold that the individual
souls are many and at the same #ime ail-pervading, saying that
all their arguments for explaining away the confusion of indivi-
dual spheres of enjoyment are fallacious.

. The three remalning sttres of the adhikarana are direcied by
Samkara, Nimbirka and Vallabha against ¢he doctrine of the
individual souls being many and at the same iime all-pervading:
Raminuja interpreis them as direcied againsi those who hold that
‘the individual soul is Brahman in so far as determined by real
limiting adjuncis; but the ih’%}erprei}aﬁion of the stiras is not sub-
‘stantially different. '

Coming over to Madhva, we find that he i.terpreis stiras
46-55  in an alfogether different way. The jivas are of two
kinds, those which are ‘ bhinunaméa ’ i e., paris of Brahman and
quite different from it; and those which are ‘abhinnaméa’ or
Ghate, Vedinta, 14. o
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‘svartpamsa’ i e., parts of Brahman, bué substantially and poten-
tially non-different. The former are the ordinary individual souls,
which are of inferior capacities and possess only a little resem-
blance to the Highesi Self; while the latter are such incarnations
s the primeval Figh, the primeval Tortoise ete., which do not
differ in the least from the Highest Self in point of power and
nature. Now stire, 46 states that the Paramatman ( assuming the
form of Maisya ete.) isnof like jiva, just as, for instance, the fire of
ganeral destruction ( pralayizai ) is noSthe samse a3z the fire of the
fire-fly, thoughboth are parts of the element oflight alike, or justas
the ocean and urine, though both parts of the element of water, are
not for that reason alike. Stira 48 contains ancther reason why
ordinary souls are different from the incarnation-souls. Ordinary
souls are solely dependent on Parsmatman, for their activity and
- cessation of activity, for their bondage and release, on account of
their connection with the body ; but such is not the case with the
other class of souls. Similarly there is no confusion of the ordi-
nary souls with the other proper class of souls, on account of
‘ a-santati’ i e. want of complete and unrestrained power (stira
49 ) ; for the ordinary souls are of inferior and restricted powers,
while the others are not so. And the ordinary souls are, after all,
only the reflections or pratibimbas of the Paramafman ; while the
others are not. The former are technically called * pratibimbarhsa-
ka ’ and have very little resemblance to the Paramitman; while
the laitter are called ‘ pradurbhiva ’or full manifestations and so
 have complete resemblance to the Parmatman ( sitra 50); and
so, the two classes of individual souls cannot be confounded.
With s@ira 51, Madhva begirs a new adhikarana, proposing
the same question as others, viz. how $o account for the distine-
ticn of ﬁhe,indiyidual souls, when all are alike the ‘pratibimbaréa’
or ‘bhinnaiia’ of the Highest Self. What regulates this distinction
is the variety ( * a-niyama ) of the ar'fr.f:g'a or the unseen result
- of merit and demerit; and tha differences with regard to the will,
f:hou ht eic., are also themselves due to the differences of adrsta;
nor ¢an it be said that these individual distinctions of souls are
due to the difference of place ; ( thus, for instance, the souls in
heaven are gods, these on earth ave men ) ; for, even this variety
of places or abodes is included in the vamety of adrsta, the fm‘mex
, bsmg due to the latber ( sitras 52 and 53 ) o
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Now considering these several interpretations of the different
sitras of this adhikarana (excepting the firet which we have

already discussed ahove ), we con at onee dispese of the inter-

pretation of Madhva as being uncalled for by the context and
very sectarian. Asg for the rest, it is very difficults to decide
which is better ; hecause all appear %o be equally natural or far-
fetched. Even the two ways of interpretine the word ‘ahhasa’
in siitra 50 are both equally justifiable. Buk the first siira of the
adhikarana, i. e., sitira 43, is decisive. The word ‘armésh’ therein
makes it impossible that there can be even the leasi ground for
holding that the Stirakara held Samkara’s docirine. The invidi-
dual soul may be a part of the Highes’ Self, because the statements
of difference as well as non-difference between them can be
asserted by him alone who holds thai the individual souls are as
real as the Highest Self, being at the same time not absolutely
different from Him. Thus the docirines of Sarmkara and Madhva
are out of the question, atleagt as far as this adhikarava is
concerned. ’
ADHYAYA II, PADA 4.

After having reconciled the several Upanisad passages
referring o the creation of the elemenis and after having dis-
cussed some of the essential characteristics of the individual soul,
the Stfrakara next, in the fourth pada of ihe second adhyaya, pro-
ceedsto consider the passages referring to the pranas or the sense-
organs which form the necessary acccwpaniment of the indivi-
dual soul as long as it is in this worldly existence or sasusara.

The first adhikarana, consisting of the first four stiras, asserts,
according to all commentators except Vallabha, that the pranas
are created from Brahman, just like the elements spoken of in the
preceding pada, though there are some differences in the inter-
pretation of the individual sttras. Thus, according to San’akara,
the adhikarana means : The priipas (L. e the organs of sense,
‘those of action and the internal organ or manas) are producedﬂ like
ether and other elements ( siira 1); their production in a
metaphorical sense is impossible (sitra 2), because kc’che'rwise the
knowlege of all, resulting from the knowledge of the one Brahman,
would not be possible; and moreover the word meaning ° is
produced ’ is the same both for the elements and for the pranas
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and if it is 40 be undersiood literally in the one case, it has to
be understood aiso in the same way in the cther case, ( sitra 3);
-and even in those passages, where the produckion of the prinas
is not specifically meniioned, it is all the same implied ; because,
vlc (speech), priina, and manas are describad as being preceded by
light, water and food (i e. earth ) {shira 4); and the latber being
themselves produced, it bub follows thai the former are produced.

Nimbarka exactly agrees with Samkara, in the interpretation
of these four subras.

Raméanuja, however, reads siiras 2 and 3 as one sttra and
- inbterprets them to mean that the word ‘priin@h’ in the passage

.. OOTCAR s ( Satapatha Brah. 6, 1,1.) cannot mean the
‘ordinary pranus or sense-ovgans, but Fardmdtman; and the plural
number of the word is only metaphorical ( gauni }, owing to the
impossibility of the'plural sense in the circumstances ( a-samlha-
i )3 and owing %o the fact that it is the Paramatman that is
spoken of as existinzg bafore the creation. Suira 4 also is inter-
preted by him differently. Since names or things having names
are preceded by the creation of ether and ubther elements, there
were no functions before the creation for the sense-organs at all
and they could not have exisied before the ereation; and so
the word * prandh ' in the passage above cannot mean the organs,
but the Paramitman. Thus we see that the phrase‘gaunyasambha-
i’ is taken as a genitive tatpurusa compound by Samkara, but
as two words * gauni® (nominative ‘singular) and ‘asambhavat’
by Ramanuja; so also the pronouns ‘ faf’ in the next {wo phrases
‘are interpreted differently. Though, on account of the very
nsture of the sitra style, it is difficult to decide which interpreta-
tion is bet"aer, 85111 one cannob help remarking shat Rilnanuja’s in-
terpretation seems rather forced and farfetched ; and one thing can
be said in favour of Sa,mkam that there is anocther commemator
who enure?y agrees with him.

Madhva has three adhikaranas instead of one and reads ome
_more stira ‘TERATTEET between stutras 2 and 3. The passages refer-
ring tothe bezinninglessness of prinas are only me‘i:apaormal (gaum)

for him, becauee begmnmglessness in the Ii teral serse is 1mpos~, :
sible (suara ). Siira 3, which is, accordi ing to Madhva, dxrec’ced‘

o S
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azainst thoze who hold that mounas is unborn, though the rest of
the organs are produced, asserts that even manas cannot be said
to be unborn, because it is mentioned even before the other
organs (e. g in‘#@vwdegant <’ Mundaka. 2, 1,3.). Sitra 4
refers to the organ of speech in particular and asserts that it can-
not be vnborn, because it is preceded by manas; and as the latter
is produsced, the former mus} be also produced. ( of. Awaen g gdag
Fugmesy | Aitareya Aran. 3,1, 1. ).

Vallabha entirely differs from the others, in coming to the con-
clusion that the pranas are just as unborn as the individual souls.
The word tathai in the first sGbra *&a1 307 > means according
to Vallabha ‘#arsfiae o’ in contradiction with the others,
according to whom it means “wu@m gz aar.’ Thus the
pranas, according to Vallabha, possess 21l the attributes of the
individual souls, éxcept that the intelligence™( cid-aniséa ) is obscu-
red in them, while it is manifested in the individual souls. And

the passage referring to the going up (wt-Lr@nti ) of the pranas

cannot be metaphorical, because it is construcd literally with
the individual soul in the same context ( stfra 2 ). The Pranas
also are spoken of as existing hefore the creation ( in the passage
referred to above, as denoting Paramiitman according to Ramai-
nuja ); so the prinas aiso are as unborn as the individual souls,
which both spring alike from 4ae Brahman (udgati and not utpatti),
but are not substantially created(stitra 3). And the speechispreced-
ed by manas; and if the speech (i. e., the scriptures)is notproduced
how can manas which precedes it be produced ?

Tt is very in'r':ares’-aing, indeed, to see two absolutely different

conclusions arrived at from the same shiras: that the pranes

are born and that they are unborn. It must be admitted that’

Vallabha's interpretation is quite natural, and the way in which
he understands the word ‘ fath@ * is even more natural than that of
the other commentaiors, in-as-much it refersto something discussed
just in the immediately preceding stiras; whereas the others
refer it to ether and other elements discussed in fhe first half ofthe
preceding pada. For this reason, it is difficultto relect Vallabha’s

i Interpre’catlon, though it must be said that all the rest are at one
in hold:mO' an opinion opposed to his, i. e. tha’c the pidnas are ‘born. :
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The second adhikarana (sttras5and 6) asserts thatthese pranas
are eleven in number ( i. e. the five organs of sense, five organs
of action and the infernal crzan or intelligence ). The word
“ gati’ in sitra 5 is interpreted in two ways, either as ‘ going up :
( ut-kranti ) or ‘ being understood * (wvagamyam@natea ). As re-
gards sttra 6, garhkara, Nimbarka and Vallabha agree in trans-
lating it thus: ‘But (there are also in addition to the seven
pranas ) the hands and so on; this being a setiled matter, there-
fore, we must not conclude thus ( i. e. that there are seven
‘pranas dnly ). But Ramanuja interpretes thus: ‘But the
hands and so on also ( assist the soul ) abiding ( in the body )y
hence it is not so ( that the pranas cannot be seven, but that they
must be eleven ).’ —It appears that Ramanuja proposes this ex-
planation of the word sthite’ for ihe reason that, otherwise,
according to Sarhkaya's interpretation, the two words ‘sthite’
and ‘atah’ would mean one and the same thing.

Madhva, as usual, has a fanciful inferpretation. The pranas
are spoken of as seven, out of regard for the organs of sense
( ™: = siMFgToager ). The hands efe., on the other hand, refer to
action, and so they are not mentioned along with the seven organs

~of sense ( FaF==m0 Ay ), This way of understanding the words
“ gatih’ and ‘ sthitam > as meaning ‘jisna’ or knowledge and
*karman’ or action is, indeed, very curious and unwarranted,

though Madhva quotes a passage® in support from some unknown
work.

After having said that the pranas are created and that they
are eleven in number, the Sttrakara, in the next sttra (7), says
that they are anu or minute also. This minuteness here does not
mean being of the size of an atom, but being subtle ( i. e. diffi-
cult to be perceived ) and limited in size. All agree as regards
this stira. '

_ In the next sttra (8), all the attributes of the pranas, so far
mentioned, are transferred (atidesa) to the chief vital air

{ mukhya-prana ). Salhkara, Nimbarka and Vallabha regard
‘these two slitras as two separate adhikaranas, while Ramanuja
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regards them, without sufficient reason, as forming one adhi-

karana. Madhva, on the other hand, regards sitra 7 as forming

an adhikarana by itself, but connecis siifra 8 with the following

one ; and fhis is more reasonable, as hoth these refer to the same
subject, i. e. the chief vital air.

The next adhikarana ( siiras 9-12 ) deals with the nature and
character of the chief vital air. It is neither the element, air,
nor the activities of senses, but a separate entity, on account of
its being menfioned separately. It is at the same time subordi-
nate to the individual soul like the eye and other organs;
and it should not be objected that in this case
there will have to be admitted another sense-object or
function as peculiar to this prina, because it is not a regular
instrument like the other sense-organs. (Here Ramanuja explains,
and  apily too, that the objection is invalid, because
the scripture actually spesks of its special function, viz.,
the supporting of the body and the senses; e. g. ‘ FfERgrFRrRT 25 74T
TesAHT 3399 & 97 3: * Chandogya Upa. 5, 1, 7, © that is the chief
prana on whose going away this body appears as if most sinful or
morbid. ’) The chief prana besides is designated as having five
funections like the mind.

ATl the commentators interpret this adhikarana in the same way
(but for the slight difference in Ramanuja just noted above), except
of course Madhva, who, as usual, has very different explanations,
especially of stitras 9 and 11. In sttra 9, he says that although the
word pranaisused todenote the chief prana,the element air, and the
activities or exiernal movements, still the passage, speaking of its
creation, must refer to the chief wvital air only and not to either
the elemental air or the activities, owing to a special and separate
‘mention of the creation of the chief vital air as 3pposed to the
other two. Madhva regards, as stated above, sttras 8 and 9 as
forming an adhikarana by themselves; while stiras 10 and 11
form another adhikarana asserting that the chief vital air also is
subject to Paramatman like the eye etc. with the difference, haw-
ever, that the chief vital air is not an instrument, while the eye
- ete. are, and this is the meaning of the passages speaking of the
“independence of the chief vital air. Sutra 12 also forms an inde-
penden{&dhikaraga, meaning very much the same as in the
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other commentaries. Siitra 13. asserting thet the chief vital air
. Y . N

also is anu, 1. e. subtle and limited in size, forms an independent

adhikarana sccording to all commentators without exception.

One cannot help remarking here that the division into adhika-
ranas, followed by all the commentators except Madhva, is rather
arbitrary. Hither all these siitras from 8 to 13, all alike referring
to the chief vital air, should form one adhikarana or we
should have four adhikaranas predicating four characteristics of
the chief vital air. That, as a matter of fact, is the division adopted
in Madhva’s commentary.

The next three sitbras ( 14-16 ) form one adhikarana according
to all. It is interpreted by Samkara thus: The pranas perform
their functions as presided over by their respective deities and
not independently, as is declared in fhe scriptures ( AR, )
Nor can it be' objected that in that case the deities would be
the enjoyers and not the souls; for the pranas are connected with
the individual soul ( = pranavat ), as we know from scriptures;
and because the individual soul abides permanently in the body
as the enjoyer ; but not so the deities, who cannot possibly abide
‘as enjoyers in the earthly bodies, so full of imperfections.

Nimbarka follows Sarnkara except in the third sitra, which
he explains as ineaning that the connection of the pranas with the
‘individual soul ( as oppOSed to their connection with the deities
presiding over them ) is eternal.

- Ramanuja, though agreeing with the above iuthe verbal trans-
lation of the sttras, refers them to a different topic. He reads
- sltras 14 and 15 as one and explains that the rule over the pranas

on the part of Fire and the other deities, together with the indivi-
Vdnal soul, is ewing to the thinking of the Highest Self ( fad-ama-
‘nanat ), * and is not independent, as we have scriptural state-
ments to that effect. And this conclusion follows also from
~ the eternity of this quality of being ruled by the Paramatman,

‘who has entered all things. To iny mind, the interpretation seems
- rather farfeiched.

* The word ‘ @manang ' is very rarely met with; we do not find it given
_even.in the St. Petersburg Lexxcon all the same, the meaning, attributed to
it by bamkara 1s no doubt the more natural one ( of. sutra I, 2. 32)..
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‘Madhva, as usual, offers a different interpretation. Though the
pranas are subject to and instruments of the individual soul,
still it is the Brahman which abides in Fire etc. and which
causes the pranas to perform their functions. Brahman, again, does
all this through the individual souls and so there is no objection
to the statement that the pranas are the instruments of the indivi-
dual soul ; and this follows moreover from the fact that the rela-
tion between the individual soul and the pranas is cterpal. The
point made out here is very much the same as that of Ramanuja.

Vallabha's interprefation is almost obscure and far from
satisfactory. ;

The next adhikarana (sttras 17-19), whichis interpreted exactly
‘alike by all, asserts that the prinas are the senses, i e., inde-
pendent principles, and not mere modifications of the chief vital
air, on account of the designation being applicable to them
with the exception of the best, i. e., the chief vital air, and
on account of the scriptural statement of difference and also on
account of the difference in their characteristics. Ramanuja
reads sitras 18 and 19 as one and Nimbarka follows him.

The next and last adhikarana ( sttras 20-22 ) is also inter-
preted alike by all and it asserts that the fashioning of the names
and forms belongs to the Paramatman and notto the individual
soul; and that it is on account of the preponderance of a particular
element that there are distinctive names, such as, earth, water
ete., though really spesking everything contains all the elements.
Madhva regards siitra 20 as forming one adhikarana and the next
two siitras as forming another adhikarana. Thus this last adhi-
karans discusses the question as to whether the activity of cre-
ation * belongs to the Paramatman or to the individual soul;
whereas the preceding adhikaranas of this pada and some of the
preceding padas dealt with the production itself of the products.

ADHYAYA III, PADA I.

The third and the fourth adhyayas essentially differ from the
first two adhyayas as regards the contents. The main objecx, of
x,he ﬁrst two adhyayas may be b1 1ef1y desm 1bed as bemg to sei:
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“forth the essential nature of the Brahman. Every thing in them

may be said to coniribube to the same end: the atbtempt made in

the first adhyaya o show that the various doubtful passages of the
Upanisads have for their purport nothing but the Brahman, the refu-
tation of the objections againsi the doctrine of the Brahman,
whethar based on smréi or on reasoning, the proofoféhe invalidity
of other doctrines than that of the Brahman even from the merely
speculative poiné of view, and the reconciliation of the apparently
divergent Upanisad passages referring to the creation of the ele-
ments, the nature of the individual self, and the nature and origi-

~ nation of the accompaniments of the individual self. Now the

- shirakara procedes to enquire , in the third and fourth adhyayas

respaciively, into the nature of the means of atiaining the Brah-
man and the nature of that attainment. And first, in the first pada
of the third adhyaya, he goes on to describe the imperfections of

~the individual soul nd ifs course from one birth to another, with

a view to produce vairdgya or aversion to worldly pleasures, a
most necessary antecedent condition without which one cannot

- even so much as enter upon the path to MokSa or final beatitude.

To begin with, the firsi adhikarana ( stiras 1-7 ) deals with
the question whether the individual soul, in obtaining a different

~ body, goes enveloped by the subtle material element or not. The

~answer $0 it is in the affirmative, because these ( subile material

‘ alements) are quite necessary as an abode to the pranas which

are always atbached to the soul and  which  also

‘depart with the soul. All commentators agree in the general in-

terprefation of the adhikarana, except for a few differenceshereand

- there, which are not important. Thus, for instance, in shtra 6,

~ the question raised according ¥o &amkma, Ramanuja and Nimbar-
‘ka is: how d¢ we know that it is the souls that are accompanied

by water, though water alone is meniioned and not the souls, in

B

- Brhadaranyaka Upa.V. 3.3? And the answer is that the perform-
~ers of sacrifices are understood ihere, being mentioned in Br. U.
V. 3. 10. Aceordmg %o Valla"bha, however, the question is: is 1t

all kinds of souls that are so invested with the subtle elements,

. no parmcular kinds of souls being mentioned? And the answer

. Ma.ﬁhva has a separate adhikarana for each swbra and in sﬁtra 4,

is, it is only ‘Ehe performers of sacrifices that go thus, and noi; all.
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he translates the world ‘ bhaktabvat’ by ° partially > ( bhagatah )
and explains the siitra o mean that the speech efc. only go
partially into their respective deities, Agni ete., but that the parts
that remain accompany the individual soul. And if it be ob-
jected that the goine of the elements with the individual soul is
not directly mentioned, just as, for instance, the going of speech
etc. into Fire ele. is actually mentioned, the reply is that it is
also mentioned in connection with the performers of sscrifices in
some passages, whose source is, as usual, unknown (sttras 6). The
immortality, again, spoken of in ‘wam &magm wyn® ( Rgveda VIIL
48.3) ‘we drank the soma juice and have become immoréal’
is only metaphorical ; because the real immortality can belong
only to an atma-vid, the possessor of the knowledge of the soul;
and the performer of sacrifices efc. is in no sense an atma-vid.

The second adhikarana (sttras 8-11 ) says that, when thesouls
of those who had enjoyed the reward of their good works in the
moon descend to the earth, in order to undergo a new embodi-
ment, they return with some remainder (arsa) of their former
deeds cleaving to them, the remainder of deeds which cannot
bear their fruit in the moon, but which must be enjoyed in this
world only, and which thus determines the nafure of the new
embodiment. All agree in the interpretation of this adhikarana,
except that Madhva splits sitra 8 into two, ‘FAAY AFTAMT
gEerimy ” and ‘994 = 7 °, and has two adhikarapas for these
two sitras and has a third adhikarana for the remaining
three sifras.

The third adhikarana ( s@itras 12-21) discusses the question
regarding the fate of those whose good deeds are not sufficient %o
take them to the moon, and establishes the conclusion that it is
those only who have knowledge ( vidys ) and who“perform sacri-
fices etc. ( karman ), that ascend fo the moon for the enjoyment of
their good deeds; while for the resh, there is the third place, the
world of Yama ; and they cannot go to the moon at all.

Ramanuja and Sazhkara, while agreeing in the purport of® the
adhikarans as stated above, differ from each other in that Rama-
nuja regards sttras 12-16 as stating the plrvapaksa or the prima
facie view and the rest as Siddhanta, while according: to

Serkara sitra 12 alone states the prima facie view,
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the siddhianta Dbezinning with stira 13. This sttra, when
literally translated, would run thus :— but of the others,
having experienced ( the fruits of their actions in Samyamana,
i. e. the world of Yama ), there is an ascent and a descent, as such
a course is declared.’ Samkara remarks that the particle ‘ tu* (but)
in the sitra refutes the pirvapaksa. But the difficulty is as
regards the word ‘aroha’ ( ascent) in the sittra. The sttra dis-

: tinetly sa.ys that there are both ascent and descent; and this can

apparently mean the ascent to the moon and the descent from
it to this world. Samkara has to understand the descent to
Yama’'s world and ascent therefrom to this world, which seems a
bit far-fetched, especially when the question is regarding the
ascent to and descent from the moon; whereas acecording to
Ramanuja, the stfra is only a qualification of the preceding sutra,
which asserfs in an unqualified manner that even those who do
not perform sacrifices ascend to the moon. This sitra says that
they have, however, to experience sufferings in the world of
Yama. Thus the words aroha and avaroha can be explained in the
most natural way. And again the particle ‘tu’( but ) in satra 17,
‘ but, of knowledge and work, those two being under discussion ’,
can be construed well with Ramanuja as marking the refutation
of the plrvapaksa; bui it is apparenily purposeless according
to Sarkara, and he has to remark that the word ‘fu’ is meant
to preclude the idea, arisine from the passage of another Sakha,
that all departed go to the moon—which is, in any case, less

natural than Ramanuja’s explanation.

Nimbarka exactly follows Ramanuja here.

Vallabha regards siitras 12-16 as forming ore adhikarara, and
interprets sttra 13 just like Sarhksara, to mean that those who do

“not perform sacrifices ete. go to the world of Yama to suffer the

fruits of their bad deeds. But with siitra 17 in his opinion be-
gins another adhikarana just fo confirm what has been establish-
ed in the preceding adhikarana.

Madhva regards sttras 12-14 as forming one adhikarana,
establishing that even the performers of bad deeds have to go up
and down, with the difference, however, that they have to pass
through Naraka. Sttra 15 forms another adhikarana, asserting
that there are seven Narakas ; sitra 16 forms another adhikarana,
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asserting that even in Naraka, it is the Parameé$vara who com-
mands and directs. Sitra 17, also forming a separate adhikarana,
asserts that the individual souls are not independent in their
courses upwards and downwards ; but they depend upon Vidya
and Karman for the path of gods( Devayana ) and the path of
the fathers ( Piiryana ) respectively. The remaining four sitras
(18-21) form one adhikarana saying that in the Naraka, the world
of great darkness, there is only misery ( dukkha ) and no sukha
at all.Sttra 21 is interpreted by Madhva in quite a different way
from the rest, to mean that the word ‘ Sabda ’, used in connection
with the third place (i e. the Naraka ), involves ( avarodha )
Miurccha or faintness arising from exireme sufferings ; whereas
all the rest interpret it 0 mean that “he third term,” i. e. Udbhijja
( that which springs from a germ ) comprises that which springs
from heat ( i. e. svedaja, i. e. the fourth class of the embodied
beings ). Madhva also reads an additional ~sttra © smarandcca ’
‘ on account of its being found in the smrtis, * with which he ends
the adhikarana.

The next adhikarana (-sittra 22 ) asserts that the subtle bodies
of the souls, decending from the moon, through the ether, air ete.,
do not become identical with them, but only resemble them.
Sarkara and Vallabha read © sabhavyapattih * ; while Ramanuja,
Madhva and Nimbarka reads ‘#at-svabhavyapattih’, but both
the words mean alike.

The next siitra (23) forms an adhikarana stating that the entire
descent of the soul occupies & very short time only. The last
adhikarana ( sitras 24-27 ) lays down that when the souls finally
enter into planis and so on, they do not participate in tke life of
the latter, but are merely in external contact with them. Madhva
has three adhikaranas ( 24-25, 26, 27 ) instead of che. There are
no differences of interpretation worth noting.

‘ ADHYAYA III, PADA 2.

After having described the Samsara-gati or the course from one
~ birth to another of the individual soul, inthefirst pade of theshird
adhyaya, the Satrakira nexi proceeds to discuss the nature of the
~ dreaming and sleeping conditions of the soul. The first adhikarana
( slitras 1-6 ) treats of the individual soul in the dreaming state.
This adhikarana is very important for our purpose, because inter-
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pretations, quite opposed to each other and involving o difference
of opinion as regards essential points, have been put upon it by
the different commentators; hence we are quite justified in
examining in detail the meaning of the individual sttras.

According to éarhkara, the question raised in the first three
siitras is whether the creation in a dream is asrveal as the
creation by which the waking soul is surrounded. The first
~ two stfras state the plirvapaksa: the creation in a dream (is

real ), for so say the seriptures ( sira 1) end some ( state that the
Highest Self is ) the ereator ( of the things seen in a dream ),
sons and so on, (being the beloved things, ‘kamak’, which He shapes)
( sttra 2 ). Sttra 3 states the siddhanta: ‘ but it ( viz. the dream
world ) is mere illusion, * maya-matram °, on account of its nature
not manifesting itself with the totality ( of the attributes of real-
ity such as place, tlme, ete., ). So far there is nothing to object to
~ this interpretation, except perhaps the meaning of the word
‘maya’ (the word nowhere oceuring again in the siitras). But when
we go to the next sﬁtia, the difficulty is how to connect iflogically
with the one that precedes. Sutra 4 literally translated Yvould
run thus: ‘ For the dream is also indicative according to Sruti;
the experts also declare this. ° If at all, this may be an argument
~ to support the reality of dreams. But Sarhkara connects it with
the preceding sttra in & very unsatisfactory way. Having assert-
ed in the previous sttra that the dream world is mere illusion,
he further adds : but it is not altogether so, i. e. unreal and illu-
- sory, for dreams are prophetic of good and bad fortunes fo come;
g0 it follows that there is some reality in dreams. To guard
‘against such a notion, Sarkara comes forth with his qualifying
rémarkfﬁo the effect that though in all these cases the thing indi-
cated may be real, still the indicating dream remains as unreal as
ever, refuted as it is by the waking state. Thus the docirine that
the dream itself is mere illusion remains unconiradicted. This
very necessaty of offering an explanatwn is a proof of éhe unee-
tisfactory character of the interpretation. The want of connection
becomes sinll more glaring when we come fo the next two stitras

which. run thus: ‘but by the meditation on the hiphest, that \

which is hidden ( i e, the qualﬂ;y of the Lord and the 1nd1v1dua1 :
»soul ) (becomes mamfes'h) for, from him (1. e. ﬂ'xe Lord ) are Jizs
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(i. e. the soul’s) bondage and its opposite (i. e. release) (sifra 5) or

that ( viz. the concealment of the soul’s powexs,) springs from its
connection with thebody’ (sitira 6). Naturally Sarhkara commences
‘his comments on these sittras with the question, why should the
dream-world be not the creation by the individual soul, if boththe
Lord and the Soul, one being a part of the other, have in common
the powers of knowledge and rulership, just as for instance fire
and the spark, which is its part, have in common the powers of
burning and giving light. We do not see how this question arises
here at all, when the three preceding sttras deal with the unreal
character of the dream-world. Thus this adhikarana, if we follow
Sarhkara’s interpretation, seems %o be made up of two groups,
apparently without any direct logical connection.

According to Ramanuja, on the other hand, the question raised
in the first three sttras is whether the creation in a dream is the
work of the individual soul or of the Highes% Self. The first two
stutras state the plrvapaksa that the ecreation is effected by the
individual soul, and that some describe the individual soul to be
the shaper of the things seen in a dream. The third sitra states
the siddhanta and is translated thus, in an altogether different
way from Sarmkara: ‘ Bui ( the creation in s dream is) pure
Maya ; on account of the true nature (of the individual soul )
not being fully manifested. > The ferm ‘ Maya ' he explains
as meaning ‘the wonderml power of the divine being’. And thus
he argues that the oreatum in & dream must be the work of the
- Supreme Soul; as the maya can belong to none but the Supreme
Soul, who can immediately realize all his wishes. A further
reason why it cannot be the work of the individual soul is that
although the individual soul is fundamentally ' possessed of that
power, still he is incapable of accomplishing Such wonderful
creations, being as he is in the Sarhsara state where his true
nature is not fully manlfes"sed The question mnaturally arises,
why is it not fully manifested, if itis fundamen’sally possessed by
the individual soul ? And the answer is: ‘ But owing to the wmh ‘

of the Highest Self, it is hidden ; for, from that (i e. the wish of L

the Supreme Self ) are its bondage and the opposite.’ ( Here 1t
to be noted that Ramanuja changes the order of the suﬁr
litile. Satra. 4 aceordmﬂ o Samkara is read by hlm 1ast in

B
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adhikarana ). * Or that (results) also from his connection with the
 body. . And the things seen in the dreams are nof created by the
wish of the individal soul for this reason also that ( the dream ) is
suggestive ( i. e. prophetic of future good or ill fortune) according
to scripture.’
Well, according to this interpretation, the mutual relation
between the first three stfras and the last. three sttras is very
‘naturally explained ; but the translation of the word ‘maya-~
‘matram’ in sttra 3, is unusual, though quite justifiable. That
the meaning of the word ‘ maya-matram ', as given by Samkara.,
is more usual than that given by Ramanuja is evident; and the
same follows from the faet that Vallabha and Bhiskaracarya®*
interpret the word in the same way. It is very curious that the
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha of Nimbarka and the Bhasya of Bhis-
kara which on the whole quite agree with each ofher, ( Mr.
Eggeling T is inclined to believe that Bhaskaracarya is only
another name for Nimbarka ), differ in the present case.f The
former enfirely follows the inferpretation in the Sribhasya, though
keeping the order of the sttras as found in Sarhkara’s commentary;
~while the latter has a new interpretation, which, on the whole
seems to me better, as it apparently is free from the objections,
raised above, azainst the interpretations asgiven by Sarhkara and
Ramanuja. Bhigkara is in entire agreement with Samkara', as
regards the translation of the first three sttras ; but in the third
.sltra, he further adds that as the creation in a dream is mere
illusion, so it must belong to the individual soul and not to the
Supreme Soul, whose ereation, like that of ether, air ete., is bound
to be absolutely real. Another reason why the dream is a creation
of the individual soul is that it is indicative of good or ill fortune ;
and no such gdod or ill fortune is possible in the case of the
Supreme Soul. Then the question naturally arises, why the
creation by the individual soul should  be illusory ; the reply is,

fThe auther of a commentary on Brahma-sttras, (see Chaukhamba
Sangkrit series Nos. 70, 185, 209 ). ‘

+ Catalogue of Mss of the India Office, Part IV, pp. 802, 803,

1 A detailed examination of the Veddnta-parijata-saurabha and the com~
mentary of Bhaskarfcarya, leads us tohold that Nimbarka and Bhaskard-
‘tarya are twe differsnt persons, representing two different schools,
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the full nature of the individual soul is concealed, but it becomes
manifest through meditation on the Highest Self, ( just the same
as the translation given by Samkara ). I think this way of in-
terpretation as given by Bhaskara to be better.

It is necessary 0 mnote here how three different views are
held regarding the subject in question. According to Samkara,
.the creation in dreams is illusory ; the whole world, the so-called
“real creation, even the creation by which the  individual soul is
surrounded in its waking state is also illusory ; but the difference
is that the latter, the world consisting of ether, etc., remains fixed
and distinet up to the moment when the soul cognizes that the
Brahman is the self of all ; the former, the world of dreams, on.the
other hand, is daily sublated by the waking state. According
to Ramanuja, the world of ether, etc., and the world of dreams,
are both equsally real and not at all illusory, both being  alike
creations of the Supreme Soul. According to Bhaskara, the world
of ether, etc. is of course absolutely real, being - creations of
the Supreme Soul, while the world in dreams is unreal and illu-
sory, being the ereation of the individual soul. The three views
may be described as idealistic, realistic and idealistico-realistic
respectively.

Vallabha also practically follows the third view and inter-
prets just in the same way as Bhiskara does, with the difference
that he interprets stitra 5 just as Ramanuja does it, the word ‘para-
bhidhyanat’ being transiated as ‘owing to the will of the Supreme
Self * instead of as ‘ through meditation on the Supreme Soul. ’

Madhva takes the first four siatras only to form one adhikamr,lé,. o

and interprets them to mean that the creation in a dream does
- exist, i. e, is real and that it is the work of the Supyeme Self; but
it is caused by His will alone, beiny otherwise without any
material cause, like the ordinary world in the waking state.
Thus mayi-matram means * Fr=zme wzsfa@. ° He shows it
only by his own free will and the reality of the creation is further

- praved by the fact that it is suggestive of future good or ill Yor- it

tune. ~ Sttra 5 forms another adhikarans, stating that the world
of dreams is made to dxsappear also thro ugh the will of the Supre— ‘
me Being; i e, He i is both the creafor and the destroyer of the

- dream-world. Sutra 6, again, forms another adhikarana assertmg '
Ghate Vedan'!;a, 16.
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that even the world in the waking state or the waking state
itself ( ¢ 3gqW= 3@ * literally means ‘abiding in conneetion
- with the body * ), and not only dream and sleep, proceed from
Him,  As usual Madhva quotes passages in support from obscure
sources. One may remark here that in sttra 3, the svartpa §hould
naturally refer to the creation in a dream, since it is this dream-
“world which is described as miya-matram ; and that in sitra 5,
the translation of the word, parabhidhyana, as given by Ramanu-
ja, i. e, the willing by the Supreme Self’ is supported by sttra
~ IL 38.13, where #3f=aid means owing to the willing or reflecting
by the Brahman.’ Thus the three sitras ( 3,4 and5) may be
rendered thus : ‘The creation in the dream isexclusively maya, i. e,
absolutely outside the normal order of things ( whether it be
“superior or inferior to the normal order ), because its nature is
_entirely non-manifested ( i. e., it does not in any way possess, the
‘characteristics of the normal creation. ) Moreover, the creation
in the dream-state supplies indications (about the future ), be-
“cause the great part ( of reality ) remains concealed in the dream,
_on acoount of the will of the Supreme Being.! ’

The second adhikarana (stiras 7 and 8 ) teaches that in
the state of deep, dreamless sleep, according to all commentators,
vﬁhe individual soul abides in the Brahman within the heart.

The third adhikarana ( sttra 9 ) expounds that the soul awa-
kening from sleep is the same that went to sleep, because, other-
" wisge, the reassuming of the action left incomplete before going to

- gleep, the remembering of past experiences and the injunctions

- about sacrifices etc. leading to definite results, would not be possi-
*ble. Madhva explains this sitra to mean thai the same Parami-
“tman is the shaper of the different conditions for all the individu-

~ al souls and Ifotfor some only.

- The fourth adhikarana ( siitrs 10 ) explains the nature of the
condition of swoon, that it is neither of the three known ¢ondi-
- tions of being awake, sleeping and dreaming: but it is midsway
between sleep and death.

The next adhikarana is full of difficulties inasmuch as it has
~ been interpreted in various ways; and at the same time it is next

1 We owe this interpretation to M. Sylvain Lévi;
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to impossible to decide which of the interpretations is more natu-
;a'a;l than the rest. According to éarh’kara, its purport is to deter-
mine, on a scriptural basis, the nature of that Brahman in
whieh the individual soul is absorbed in the state of deep sleep,
as described in the immediately preceding adhikaranas. The
question is whether the Brahman is nirvisesa ( absolutely void of
attributes ) or savisesa ( qualified by attributes ); for there are
passages in the §ruti which lend support to both these views. The
Brahman cannot be both savisesa and nirvisesa, begins the adhi-
karana, even through the limiting adjuncts ( ®amm:= ygeEgae-

FtT ) ; for, everywhere the Brahman is deseribed as being nirvisesa
(sttra 11). Ifit be said that this is not reasonable owing to the
‘different descriptions of Brahman in different passages, we reply,
no’; for in every such passage describing the adjuncts of the Brah-
man, it isdescribed as being itself free from all diversity (sitra 12);
and some directly speakof asbheda ( absence of diversity ), at the
same time condemning all bheda ( diversity ) ( s@itra 13 ). And the
Brahman must be regarded as void of all diversity ; for passages
describing the Brahman as nirvisesa have the Brahman for their
principal subject ( tat-pradhana ) ( while passages .describing
the Brahman as saviesa are not so, but they aim at upasana
or meditation ; and when there is an opposition between pas-
sages which have the Brahman as their chief subject ( tat-
pradhiana ) and those which have it not, the former must
naturally be accepted and the laiter rejected, in determining
the nature of the Brahman (siira 14). And inorder thatthe savisesa
passages should not be devoid of significance, the Brahman must be
regarded as being like light ( which seems to assume as it were
different forms, but which does not really possess the forms ( sttra
15). The Scripture, moreover, declares the Brahman to consist of
that only ( i. e, intelligence ) and thus %o be absolutely nirvisesa
(sttra 16). The same is stated also in the $ruti and smrti
(sttra 17 ). For this very reason there are comparisons with
reflections of the sun in water ete. ( which aim at nothing buf
showing the unreal character of the apparent manifestations
of the Brahman, due to the limiting adjuncts ) ( sttra 18 ).
( But it may Dbe objected that ) there is no parallelism
( of the two things compared ), since ( in the case of th2 Brahman)
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‘there is not apprehended ( any separate substance ) comparable to
the water ( sttra 19). (The objection, however, does not hold good;
for, what the comparison means is that) the Brahman participates
{ as it were ) in the increase and decrease of the limiting adjuncts,
since it is implied in them'; and owing to the appropriativeness of
the two things compared; it is thus (i. e., the comparison holds
good ). ( The meaning is that as the reflected imeges of the sun
participate in the changes which the water undergoes, while the
sun himself remains unaffected thereby so the true self is not
affected by the attributes of the upadhis) (sitra 20). The Scripture
also declares ( that the Brahman itself enters into the upadhis)
( sutragl ).

1t is to be noted here that the explanation of the word ‘sthana-
tah ’ in stlra 11, is not satisfactory, also that Sarkara uses the
word ‘ as it were’ (jva) in the interpretation of sitras 15 and 20,
to which nothing in the sttras corresponds, and that the words
‘ darsayati ca’ in satra 17 are superfluous.

Ramanuja, however, connects this adhikarana with what pre-
cedes, quite in a different way, 1. e. by asking the question whether
the imperfections of the individual soul, whose conditions have
‘been so far  discussed, affect also the Brahman or not. Not even
owing to its abiding ( in such places as the earth, the individual
soul efe. is there any imperfection ) attaching to the Highest
Self; for everywhere, it is described as having twofold
characteristics (i e. being, on the one hand, free from all evils,
and, on the other hand, being endowed with all auspicious quali-
ties ) ( sttra 11). ( If it be said that the antaryamin, the ruler
 within, also is affected by imperfections ) owing to the variety
( of bodies within which it abides, just as, for instance, the indi-
vidual soul, although essentially free from evil, is yet liable to
imperfections owing to its connection with a variety of bodies ),
we reply, ‘no; because in every section ( of the chapter referring
to the antaryamin in the Brh. Upa. 317 ) he is expressly called
‘the”opposite of that,” (i. e., free from the short-comings of the indi-
vidual soul ) (stira 12 ). And some moreover expressly assert that,

1 Thus the ether (to which the Brahman to compared ) has more or less
volume according to the greater or smaller dxmenswns of the rempxent
( the upadhi or condition ) which contains it, ‘
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though the Lord and the soulare within one body, the soulonly is
important, but not the Lord ) (siitra 13). Anocther proof of it lies in
fact that the Brahman initself isdevoid of form (i. e. not subject to

“imperfections due to the connection with the bodies) ( ...=TEAgea-

¥ A= lite@arad sdameama « GaF gaf: ), it being the principal
element in the bringing about of names and forms ( stfra 14 ).
Again, just as we must admit that the Brahman is of the nature
of light and intelligence ( in order not to deprive pessages like
‘ satyarm jfianam ete.’ of their significance ), in the same way, not
to deprive such passages as assert satya-samkalpatva ete. of their
significance (we must admit that the Brahman is possessed of the
double character, i. e. being free from the faulis and being the
abode of all auspicious qualities ) (stitra 15). ( Moreover, the
Taitti. Upa. pasage (2. 1) ‘ satyam jianam ete.’ only asserts so
much (i e. the prakaéa-svaripatva of the Brahman, but does not
at the same time deny other qualitiessuch as*‘satya-sarkalpatva’
ete. known from other passages ) (stira 16). ( And this two-fold
character of the Brahman) is asserted in many passages of the sruti
and the smrti (sitral?). It is, because (the Brahman, although abid-
ing in many places, is nottouched by their imperfections ) that the
similes of the reflected sun of the ether limited by & jar etc. are
applicable to it (stitra 18 ). If it be obiected that the simile is not
applicable because the sun is apprehended in the water errone-
ously .( bhrantya ), while the antaryamin really ( paramarthatah )
abides in the earth ete., and so he must share in their changes and
defeets ( sttra 19 ), we reply that what is negaiived by the simile
is that the Brahman should participate in the increase and decrease
of the many places in which if inheres; on this view both similes
(that of the sun and of the ether) are appropriate ( stfra 20 ). And
we observe analogous similes (i e %o be wunderstood only in
some particular aspects ) employed in ordinary life, e. g. when we
compare Manavaka to a lion ( sitra 21 ).

It must be confessed here thatthe meaning of ‘tan-mif}ram >in
stfra 16 is rather unfamiliar, the meaning given by Saﬁ}kara
being no doubt the more usual one. On the other hand, stira 17

- is construed much better, and has not the appearance of super-

fluousness. It is very curious how the very same simile in siira
18 can lead to two diverse views regarding the nature of the
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Brehmen. In siitra 20, Ramanuija has not to supply * iva’ of his
own invention, which Samkara is compelled to do.

Nimbarka agrees with Ramanuja as regards the general pur-

. pOriS of these sttras, but differs from him in the interpretation of

some individual sitras. Thusaccording to him,sttra 15 means that

the Brahman must be regarded as prakasavat ( the source of light)

and at the same time as TFEaaRE ( not touched by the defects of

" the objecst to be illumined) in order to give the following sentence

its full significance : * @47 FrAEINE 8T | A13Ha0 a8 @A, This
gentence, by itself confirms the twofold character of the Brahman.
Bitra 16 also is explained differently to mean that a sentence
gan have its full significance only when it signifies all that it
gxpresses, without leaving out anything.

Madhva divides the sttras ( 11-21 ) into five adhikaranas. The
purport of the adhikaranas ( s@itras 11-13 ) is that the Highest

- Self does not inherefitly possess difference of forms and that when

it is described as having infinite forms, it is out of regard for its
greatness or aiévarya. The next adhikarana ( stiras 14-17)

‘shows that when the Brahman is spoken of as being without form,
it means that it is without forms of the material world ( prakria—
rpa-hina); atthe same time the passages describing the riipa of #he
‘Brahman have their full significance in thatthey describe the vila-
ksanaorextraordinary form of the Brahman., The next adhikarana
( stitra 18 ) says that though the jiva is similar in nature to the
Brahman, still it cannot be void of all difference like it, because
the jiva is only its reflection ( pratibimba ) ; and so it is absolutely
different from, dependent upon and similar to the Brahman,
just as & sun’s reflection is different from, dependent upon and
similar to the sun. The next adhikarana ( sitra 19 ) states that
this similarity of nature of jiva is not manifested without bhakti
( devotion ) ( ergTeagod = e W7 7g0l T WF F9 ) and that
this bhakti has different degrees, (FE-Fr-#arg ) some higher and
gome lower is stated in the next adhikarana ( siitras 20-21 ).

‘ The way in which Madhva inferprets the words si&sag and
ergagueonq is fantastic and not less curious is the way in which
he explains the simile of the sun’s reflection so as to support the
duslity of the Brahman and the jiva.

“According to Vallabha, all these sitras (11-21 )form one ad-
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hikarana ; but the question proposed is whether the attributes of
the indlvidual souls and of the material world, sometimes affirmed
of the Brahman and sometimes denied, belong to him or not.

Sttra 15 says that just as the light of the sun is both capable of .
being pointed out ( vyavahara ) and otherwise, in the same way
the Brahman is both object of definite description vyavaharavisa-
va and transcending all predication ( vyavaharatita ), in order

that the mutually opposed passages in the scriptures should

refain fheir significance. Sutras 16-18 state the prima facie

view saying that the Brahman is only #an-matra (i e., in-

telligence pure and simple ), and that the simile of the sun’s re-

flection indicates thai the aitributes of c¢it and acit are only me-

taphorically predicaied of the Brahman, while their total absence is

its real nature. Sutras 19-21 state the siddhanta, to the effect

that the Brahman both has and has not the attributes of cit and

acit and thatb it is the abode of all sorts of attributes opposed to

each other ; and that there is no real contradiction between the

several texts of the scriptures.

Sttras 22-30 form a new adhikarana aceording to Samkars,
the subject-matter of which is the passage from the Brh. Upa.
(2.3.6), ‘zaFzkg #R 4R F@Aem3R S@Ee@i® ’ (now then
the teaching, by ‘not so, not so’': there is nothing higher
than this, hence ‘not so’; there is Another over and above ’ ). The
question is: whether these negations negative the Brahman also or
only the two forms of the Brahman, corporeal and incorporeal, men-~
tioned in the preceding sentence. Sttra 22 replies that the passage
negatives only the two limited forms ; while that which is be-
yond these forms negaiived is the Brahman, and it is non-manifest
(sttra 23). The yogins realise this Brahman, void of all distinctive
attributes, at the time of the samradhana (devotiomymeditation ete.)
(sttra 24). The Brahman is devoid of all distinctive attributes as
light, which appears to be different as it comes in contact with
different objects ( which are the upadhis or adjuncts, the karman ),
but which is itself unchanged. And the non-difference of the Brah~
man and the jiva is repeatedly mentioned (sttra 25). Hence is the
jiva spoken of as becoming one with the prajfia or the Highest Self,
which is possible only if the distinctions are unreal ( sitra 26 ).!

The question proposed in the remaining four sitras of this
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- adhikarana is how to reconcile passages speaking of the difference

between the jiva and the Prajfia (e. g. Mund. Up. 3. 1.8; 3. 2. 8 &ec.)

“and those speaking of their non-difference (e. g. Chand. Up. 6. 8. 7;

Brhad. Upa. 1. 4. 10 ete. ) One view is that the relation between
the prijiia and the jiva is like that between a serpent and its coils,
which are non-different in as much they are both serpent, at the
same time different, from the point of view of the coils, the hood,
the length ebe. (sifra 27). Another view is that the relation is like
that bejween light and its source, which are not absolutely differ-

.ent, both being alike tejas, but which ut the same tire are differ-
-ent and have different names ( siira 28 ). But the siddhanta is the
. one giated in stira 25 above that all difference is unreal and that

the Brahman is the only reality (stira 29). This follows from the
‘denial of any other intelligent being than the Highest Self (e. g.,
in Br. u.3. 7. 23, A=TA0% =& ‘there is no other seer than this’ ).

It has to be noted here that the meaning of the word ‘karmani’

“in sttra 25 is anything but satisfactory.

According to Ramanuja, however, sttras 22-26 form a con-
tinuation of the precedine adhikarana. The question being, how
the §wofold character of the Brahman, as understood above, can be
possible, when the clause ‘3@ 3@’ denies the forms of the Brah-
‘man described before. The reply is that this clause denies only
the limited nature of the Brahman, i. e., it denies that the Brahman
ig possessed of only these attributes and no more ; and this is

“eorrobrated by the fact that more attributes are later on spoken
of as belonging to the Brahman (sttra22). Here Ramanuja
‘eriticises Sarnkara’s interpretation thus: it would be ridiculous
to hold that the atfributes are described first just in ac-
‘5cdrdance with the popular conception (anuvada) to be only
‘denied afterwards; because in the first place it is futile:

‘and secondly, such a course would be justifiable only if

these attributes of the Brahman canbe known from ordinary
-experience ; but, as a matter of fact they can be known from
‘soripture alone. And scripture as a matter of fact declares the

Brahman {o be non-manifes?, i.e., not accessible to any other
proofs but scripture (stira 23). The realisation of this Brahman
ensues only from contemplation which has taken the form of bhakti

.or devotion, or from its being propitiated by the worshipper’s
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devotlon samradhana’ (sitra 24). The interpretation given abowve of
‘JFE IR’ is confirmed by the fact that the quality of being differen-
tiated by the corporeal and incorporeal world (grrgATETT=NSiE=wT )

© of the Brahman is realised just in the same way as the lumin-
- ousness, intelligence ete. are and these latter are realised -only

through repeated practice in the act of Sariradhana ( FHvmAa )
(sttra25). For all these reasons, the Brahman possesses an
infinite number of attributes; for thus the twofold indieations
(linga ) met with in the Scriptures are justified ( stifra 26 ).

- The remaining four sttras (27-30) form a new adhikarana, pro-
posing to discuss the relation in particular between the Brahmsan

" and the acid-vastu or non-sentient matter ; for there are passages

referring to the non-difference of the two (e. g. ‘5&47 w75’ Nrsithha
Up.5) as well as fo their difference (e. g geAEMmEsT AT 537
dyaremarafer Chan. Up. 27. 6. 3.2). The relation, says sitra
27, is like that between a serpent and its cofls, i. e., the non-sen-
tient matter is only a special arrangement (samsthana-visesa) of
the Brahman. But this view has to be rejected, remarks Ramanuija,

because it goes azainst the passages referring to the difference be-

tween the Brahman and the non-sentient matter as well as -those
which describe the Brahman as being incapable of transformation

( parmama) Or the relation in question is like that between light

and its abode, which, though really differeni, are at the same .ﬁ_lme
non-differant, since both alike are tejas (sutra 28). The Siddhénta,

“however, is that the relation is just as it was decided before

( pirvavat ) in sttra II. 3. 43 1. e. non-sentient matter is only a
part of the Brahman and hence its até sribute, incapable of existing
independently of it (sifra 29). And the same follows from the-denial
of the attributes of non-sentient mafster as belongmg o ‘the
Brahman ( stira 30 ). s

It must be admrhted that the explanation of * wmmtm in
sitra 25 is decidedly superior to that given by Sarhkara. At the

same time the meaning of anantena ' in stftra 26, though 'mstl-

ﬁed by the context, is rather unusual. :

Nlmbarka., like Samkara, bevms 2 new adhzkarana with sotra ‘
22 and continues it upto sitra 30. As regards sitras 22-24, he i
generally agrees with Ra.ma.nuja‘ but he interprets sitras 25.and

Ghate, Vedanta, 17.
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26 & little differently. Just as sirya etc. are manifested to cer-
tain persous only, after the repeated practice of certain mantras
 ete., though they are otherwise commion to all, in the same way
the Brahman, though present everywhere, is realised only by some
“after the repeated practice of Sarmridhana or contemplation as-
suming the form of devotion. And from this realisation of the
Brahman ( atah), the jiva becomes similar to or united with the
‘Brahman. Thus Nimbarka explains the words =Hvavam like
‘Ramanujs, but anantena like Samkara.

As for the remaining four sttras, Nimbarka has a different
purport altogether, although their literal meaning may not appear
different. That the passage 1 7 does not negative the mirts
and amirta forms of the Brahman but only its limited character
follows from the fact that the world stands to the Brahman in
the relation of bhedabheda, i. e. both difference and non-difference,
just like that between a serpent and its coils in conformity with
both kinds of mention, i. e. of difference as well as
non-difference, found in the Scripfures. This is the
siddhanta according to Nimbarka- as regards the relation
between the Brahman and the inanimate world; and nota mere

prima-facie view, as for instance, Sarhkara and Ramanuja suppose
‘ it to be. So also sitra 28 states the siddhanta regarding. the rela-
tion between the Brahman and the jiva or cit, which is also bhe-
dabheda, just like the one existing between light and its abode.
If then, one might object, the world is only & special arrangement
of the Brahman, as follows from the metaphor of a serpent .and
its coil, the Brahman is capable of transformation : then either
. the whole of it must be transformed, partless as it is; or it should

~ cease to be partless, so that a part of it only is. transformed. Ac-
cording to siitra 29, which negatives the objection, these objections
are to be answered as above ( prvavat ) in sitra IL. 1. 27, which
says that the nature of the Brahman is to be solely determined
frqm the sruti and not merely by ordinary reasoning. Moreover,
the conclusion that the Brahman is not affected by any defects or
impurities is reached from such express negations as ¥ =¥ ==
g%, he is not touched by ordinary worldly misery.’
‘ This interpretation, although very satisfactory, has, however,
a defect and it is that if it is admitted, the particle v (oac) in :'bhlé
two stitras, 28 and 29, loses all significance. i
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According to Madhva, sttra 22 forms an adhikarana; saying
that the druti denies the Brahman being only the creator and de- °
stroyer ; for it asserts something more, i. e. that it is also the pro-
tector. Stitras 23-26 form another adhikarana, saying that the Bra-
hman is by :iself non-manifest ; that it can become manifest only
by repeated practice of $ravana, manana ete. ( FHOT Gargy AT
SENET R L AERRT 3 1) ¢ there results the realisation, ‘prakasa,’
of the Bre nan which is the object, ‘karman’; and that it becomes
.80 .only through thefavour of the Brahman itself, of infinite and
‘wonderful powers ( sF=RANREAEHLFFaE 78 7EE ) and not

- through .the unaided efforts of the jiva. The subject of sitras

(27-30 ) is, *how can the Brahman be both bliss and the possessor
.of bliss ( ananda and dnandin ). The Brahman can be both, says
sttra 27, just asaserpent can bebotha coil and one having a coil ;
for we have both kinds of mention in the texts. Thus for instance,
in Tattirlya Up. II: 4. @@= s@ow 927 ¢ knowing the bliss of Brah-
man’, the Brahman is spoken of as dnandin; and in «¥9 T
wA=g:,. Brhad. Up. 6. 3. 33, ‘ this itself is the great bliss’, the Brah-
man is spoken of as ananda. HExactly in the same manner the
-sun is both light and the abode of light ( sttra 28 ) and time is
_the measurer ( avacchedaka, as when we used a word like pirva
*former * : T9gT ), as well as the measured one (siitra 29). That the
(Brahman is both the quality and the qualified follows from such
negations as ‘ TERANEAAR ’ or ‘g AMIET fFw’, Madhva's explana-
_tions of sttras 22 and 29 are unnatural on the face of them.

Vallabha divides siitras 22-30 into four adhikaranas. Stftra
.99, forming the first adhikarana, says that the negation of at- ’
.tributes with regard to the Brahman only refers to ordinary
worldly. attributes and that it only meansthat the Brahman is extra-
‘ordinary ( jagad-vilaksana ). The next adhikarana ( sttras 23-24 )
-rejeots the view according to whick only those passages which v
wdemar all ;attributes about the Brahman represent the truth, whew

+as those that predicate attributes are to be understood only metm- i ‘

phormai!y, and it establishes that the Brahman 1s m re

o ﬁ&mﬂﬂmﬁﬂ%ﬂ being the subject of »()Idlr,
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by both kinds of sentences . The next adhikarana ( sitras 25-27 )
deals with the same question. The purvapaksa runs thus: just
as tejas, ¢ light’, is of one nature and possesses only one touch, i.e.
hot, although under different circumstances different kinds -of
touch may be experienced ( e. g. cool touch in the moon; but that
does not mean that the cool touch belongs really to tejas); in the
same way, though the Brahman may be manifested in the act of
contemplation ( karmani ) as possessed of an infinite variety of
forms ( anantena ) according to the inclination of the devotee,
still it is really only ( nirvitesa) void of any attributes. But,
no, says the siddhanta ; the Brahman is both void of qualities,
and possessed of infinite qualities, just as a serpent can be both
straight and crooked. Stitras 28-30 discussthe relation between the
Brahman and its atiributes ( dharma ), which is like that between
light and its abode. Thus the Brahman either exists always as
possessed of its dharmas, which we can nevere conceive as being
separated from ik, or the truth may be as represented above
( parvavat ) in sitras 14-18, i.e. the Brahmanis void of atiri-
birtes (nir-dharmaks). Just as to reconcile certain passages we
:admit that the Brahman is possessed of a twofold character (ubhaya-
riipa ), in the same way to reconcile passages like ‘satyam’,
- fekam eva advitiyam’ we must admit thatthe Brahman is nir-
dharmaka. Here Vallabha remarks that both these views are
favoured by the Sutrakars ( ¥ ey T9AET ),

Thus from a consideration of the several interpretations of
sttras 11-30, two points are quite clear. In the first. place there
is not the least reference to the maya ; for, we see how Samkara
~has to put in the word ‘ iva’ several times. In the second place,"

the Sutrakara s aftempt to reconcile passages of & radically
:opposed. character, regarding the nature of the Brahman and its
relation to the jiva and the non-sentient matter, has not led to any
.decisive result; in other words, instead of laying down any hard
~and fast theory, as for instance, that the jiva is a transformation
(parinama) of the Brahman or an illusory aspect (vivarta), he only
illustrates the relation by various examples ( cf. especially stfras
2729 and ‘the particle ¢ va ' ‘used there’). Or perhaps he is
prepared to believe that both distinction  ( bheda) and
-non-distinetion (. abheda ), absence of attributes ( nir-dharmatva-)
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and the possession of infinite attributes ( ananta-dharmatva) are
possible in the Brahman, since it is only to be known from the
Scriptures. If however we want to see some deﬁniﬁe system inthe
sttras, the most probable one, as far as these particular siitras go,
would be the doctrine of Bhedabheda, which sees both bheda
and abheda, without involving any third principle to reconcile
them and to which especially the illustrations of the serpent and
its coil or of light and its abode are suitable.

The next adhikarana (stitras31-37) discusses certain terms
applied to the Brahman, terms which, if literally understood,
would imply the idea of limitation, but which are to be under-
stood only in a metaphorical sense as far as the Brahman is con-
cerned, without in any way affecting its unlimited character.

The last adhikarans of this pada ( siitras 38-41) decides that
the fruit of actions is given by the Highest S¢lf ; and that mere
karman, whether through adrsta ( the unseen) or without it, is in-~
capable of producing it, if it is not aided by Him. It is to be
noted that here Badardyana and Jaimini are mentioned as the
advocates of Tévara and karman respectively. ’

ADHYAYA ITI, PADA 3.

The first and second padas, though belonging to the Sadha-
nadhyaya or the chapter dealing with the means of atfaining
Moksa, really dealt with the pature and attributes of the Brah-
man and the nature of transmigration. It is with the third pada
that the consideration of the meditations or cognitions leading to
the attainment of the Brahman really begins. !

‘We know, that in the different Upanisads, belonging to the
different Vedas or belonging to the different Sakhas of the same
Veda, meditations or cognitions (vidya) of the” Brahman are
described, sometimes under the same name, but with some dif- .
ferences of detail. Thus, for instance, the so-called Sindily&-‘
vidya, which is met with in Chan. IIL 14, is found again in an
abridged form in Brhad. V. 6 and again in Satapatha Brahmanp.
X. 6.3 All these three passages enjoin a meditation on ,thgs
Brahman as possessing certain attributes, some of which a;@
specified in all the three texts ( as for instance, manomayatva,
bhariipatva, &c. ) while others are peculiar to each separate pas-
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.sage, pranadariratva and satya-samkalpatva, for instance, being
_mentioned in the Chand. and Satapatha Brah., but not in the
. «Brhad., which, on its part, specifies sarvavasitva, not referred. to

.in the two other texts. Now the question is whether all these

.meditations are one and the same or whether they are different.

«Jn the case of ritusal or of the sacrifices, the different descriptions

.of a sacrifice bearing one name, found in different passages, do

not present any such difficulty ; for acts may be performed in
dlfferent fashions, according to circumstances ; since they are all
Sadhya ( to be accomphshed ), and each one may follow the
practwe taught in his own Sakha to the exclusion of the rest.

.But with cognitions, the case is quite different. The object of

these cognitions is the Brahman, which is one, efernal, and un-

.changesable in character ; it is something siddha (accomplished )
~ as opposed to karman which is sidhya; and so the cognitions

also must be one *without difference. If, however, there are
different cognitions; only one of them can be true, because ‘it is
faithful to its object ; while the rest should be false, it being im-
possible that one and the same object can be cognised in more

‘than one way. Itis this question then with which this entire
- pada deals : whether the cognitions of the Brahman, which
. Jform: the sub]ect of the different Vedanta texts, are separate cogni-
~ skions or not. The questlon, though appearing rather frivial and

-of no philosophic 1mporta.nce to us, is, however, very important

for the practical follower of the Vedanta doctrine ; in-as-much as,

¢ nlf ﬁhe cognitions are separate, he will have to practise so many

~ different meditations, whereas if they are all one, only one medi-
",:ijg,tion would suffice.

" “The questmn is answered in a general way, in the first adhi-
‘ *karana ( sttras 1-4 ) thus: The cognitions or meditations of the
"Brahman, taught by all the Vedanta-texts, are identical on
- “moeount of the non-difference of injunctions &ec.; to wit, because
the spec:tal activities enjoined by different verbal roots, such  as
‘upasita’ ‘ he should meditate ’, ¢ vidyat’ ‘ he should know ’ etc. in
"‘Ccnnéctiou’- with the different vidyis are uon-different. And
adhikarana 2 ( sttra 5 ) further adds as a corollary of this that in
+the case of a devout meditation on the Brahman, common to
- ‘peveral $akhas, the particulars mentioned in each §akha have to
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unde;go 8 combination (upasamhara ), since there is no difference
of essential matter. Thus, in the instance given above, the
| Sandﬂya-vulya in the three passages is one and the same and the

variant details have to be all combined, though they differ in the
different passages. Or, to take another instance, the Vaigvanara-
vidya, or the meditation on the Brahman under the aspect of
Vaiévanara, found in Chand. V. 12-2 and Sa’aapaﬁha. Brahmana
10-6-1-11, is identical, because we meet with one and the same
injunction ( viz. Furvgarda, ‘he should meditate on Vaiévanara’);
the form (rfipa) of the meditations is also the same, for the form of
& cognition solely depends on its object ; and the object is in both
cases the same, viz. Vaiévanara: and both these Vidyis are de-
clared to have the same result, viz. attaining the Brahman. All
t}lese reasons establish the identity of the vidyas even in different
Sakhas, which in its turn involves the combination of the ‘gunas’
or details mentioned in the different passages~» This conclusion i is
confirmed by the Scriptures also in somany words: e. g. Katha I 2.
15-* that word which all the Vedas record * or Aitereya Aranyaka :
TIL 2. 3. 12, * Him only the Bahvreas consider in the great hymn,
the Adhvaryus in the sacrificial fire, the Chandogas in the Maha-
vrata ceremony.

All the commentators agree in a general way in holdlng that
such is the subiect matter of this pads. Vallabha more particu-
larly connects the question with different forms of the Bhagavat,
i. . His incarnations ( avataras ), and asks whether the particu-
lars connected with the incarnation of the fish, for instance;are
to be combined with those of the Dwarf-incarnation and so.on; -
and decides that the different forms msay be combined according
to the Avatara, which a devotee worships in particular. Madhva
also is of accord with the rest, but he iranslatessthe word ‘ ves
danta’in the first sttra as °‘ veda-vinirnaya’ or ‘ the decision of -
the Vedas’, not accepting the usual meaning ‘ Upanisads ’ and’
insisting on the point that the samhitas also are as important for -
his doctrine as the Upanisads. ; ‘

But ﬁakmg our stand more particularly on the doctrh;e of
Sathkara, we may ask, how the question attempted to be answered
in this pada arises at all. For, according to Sarkara, the Brahmen
is free from all distinctions whatsoever and is one and of absoluim&y
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uniform nature like a lump of salt (saindhavaghana iva ).
Hence there appears to be no reason for even raising the question
" whether the cognitions of the Brahman are separate cognitions or
constitute only one cognition, not the least shadow of plu-
rality being possible in connection with the Brahman. Much
more out of place is the question of the combination of detalls.
~since no idea of details is possible in Sarhkara’s Brahman. Sarh-
kara himself is aware of this difficulty, and hastens, at the very
commencement of the pada, to explain that no objection can be
 raised against a discussion of the question proposed, since it refers
only to the qualified Brahman. For, says he, devout meditations
on the qualified Brahman may, like acts, be either identical or
different - and may have various results, e g, release by
" successive steps (kramamukti) &e.

- No such difﬁculi:_y, however, can arise for the other cemmen-
tators: for, according to Raméanuja and Nimbirka, the
Brahman is possessed of an infinite number of auspicious at-
tributes ; and according to Vallabha, the Brahman, owing to its

" marvellous and mystel ious powers, ¢an possess any forms what-

- soever, even mutually opposed Now coming to the Siutrakara’s
point of view, we cannot easily explain why he should take pains
.and devote one entire pada to the treatment of something connect-
ed'with the saguna Brahman, which isnot affer all to him the
hlghest verity.

" Sofar we have discussed the vidySs which have for their
'bb‘jactthe Brahman under one aspect or another or possessing these
* or other qualities;but there are other cognitions or meditations
' ‘W'hmh refer to the constituents of a sacrifice; e. g., the Udgltha-
vidyas in Chard. 1. 1. 3 and in Brhad. I. 3. Now the question is
- whether these two form but one vidya or two separate v1dyas
‘The reply is given by the third adhikarana ( sitras 6-8) to the
effect that though both these passages glorify the chief vital air,
they cannot be one vidya, owing to the difference of the subject-
matter because the subject of the Chandogya vidya is not the
. whole udgitha but only the sacred syllable om ; whlle the Brhada—
- ranyaks Upamsad represents the Whole udgltha as the. 0’9}9@% of ,
meditation.
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Another question which naturally arises from the point settled
in adhikarana 2 is whetherin all the meditations on the Brahman,
all its qualities are tobe included or only these mentioned in each
special v1dya The reply is given in adhikarana 6 (sitras 11-13).
The essential and unalterable attributes of the Brahman, such
as bliss ( ananda ) and knowledge ( jfiana ), are to be taken into
account everywhere; while those which admit of a greater or less
degree( e. g., the attribute of having joy for its head, in Taittirlya
2.5) are to be comfined to special meditations : or rather, as
Riamanuja would have if, such attributes are not to be viewed as
qualities of the Brahman, and therefore not to be included in
every meditation ; for, if they were admitted asqualities, difference
would be infroduced into the nature of the Brahman.

What we have said so far is quite sufficient to give a general
idea of the subject-matter of this pada. As t»he majority of the
adhikaranas treat of nothing but special cases ta which the deci-
sions given above are to be applied, and as they are of no 1mport-
ance for the question before us, it i is not necessary to review their
contents in detail, as we have done with the preceding padas.
We shall content ourselves with noticing only those adhlkaranas
which are of interest d1rect1y for our purpose. :

 Satras 27-31 deserve notice, because Sarhkara finds in them a
reference to the twofold distinction of the Brahman and its know-
ledge. Sutra 27 says that the freeing himself from the good and
evil deeds, affirmed of the sage possessed of knowledge, ( for inst-
ance in Chand 8. 13. 1, Kausitaki 1. 3. 4 etc. ) takes place ‘not on
the road to the world of the Brahman, but just at the moment of
the soul’s departure from the body ; for there exists nothing tobe
reached by him on the way through his good and evil works.
 And moreover, ( onthis supposition, ) there is no Y contradiction
to both ( his making an effort to free himself from ‘his deeds and
his actually freemg himself ) acoardmg to his liking; ( but if he .

‘&eparﬁed fmm ishe 'body, he cannot accompllsh the eﬁorf: i;o frea h

be suppoﬂad ﬁo free himself from his deeds on the way, after hawng e
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ed by each in his own way. According to Ramanuja, the sitra
means :( ‘ the several words of the passages must be construed )as it
is desired, i. e. so as not to contradict both ( viz. the declaration of
the Scripture and the reason of thething)’. According to Nimbarka,
it means: ‘(a friend or a foe receives the merit or demerit of
the knowing sage ) of his own free will (i. e. & friend, because he
thinks sympathetically of the vidvat, receives his merit; while
a foe, because he thinks ill of him, receives his demerit ). Thus
both ( the giving up (hana) and the receiving (updyana) of the
merit and demerit) are without any contradiction.’

Tt is with sttra 29 that the interpretations differ materially.
The sttra TAedg@grra e & f09: may be literally translated
thus : “ the going ( on the path ef gods ) has a purpose in a twe-
fold manner, for otherwise there would be a contradiction. ”
According to Sarhkara it means that the giving has a sense in
certain cases, i. e. with him who knows only the saguna Brah-
man ; while in other cases, it has no sense, i. e. with him who
knows the nirguna Brahman ; for, otherwise, i. e. if men, in all
cases—whether knowing the saguna Brahman or the nirguna
Brahman,—proceeded on that path, & going will have to be undes-
‘stood, even where it is not mentioned, e. g. in Mund. IIL 1. 3. Sifra
30 further adds that this twofold distinction (i. e. that the going
has a sense in some cases, and in others, not ) is justified, for we
observe the purpose of going (e. g. in sagunopasana, but not in
samyag-daréana or the highest knowledge);as for instance in
ordinary life, the actual motion is necessary for attaining to
a village, but not in attaining to good health.

According to Ramanuja, however, sGira 29, which raiges
an objection against the statement made in sitra 27, means:
‘ The soul’s gbing on the path of the gods has a sense only on
the twofold hypothesis (i. e. if ‘the soul’s freeing himself from
his works takes place in both ways ( ubhayatha ), i. e. partly at
the moment of death and partly on the road;) for otherwise, (if
this freeing himself from works takes place entirely at the
moment of death, the subtle body also would be destroyed and the
soul’s going in the absence of a subtle body ) is impossible . Thus
the hypothesis in stitra 27 cannot be maintained. Sttra 30 apswers
this objection by saying: °( the complete shaking off of the
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works at the moment of death ) is possible, since we observe (in
the Seriptures) matters of this nature ( i e., there can
be a conneetion with the subtle body even after the soul has
divested itself of all his works and become manifest in its true
nature )’; end that this subtle body can persist, even when the

works which originate it have passed away, owing to the power
of kmowled a.

Nimbzrl:a explains sttra 29 to mean that the going on the
path of gods has a sense only when both the evil and good works
are shaken off ( ubhayatha ) and not only the evil works; for if
the good works still persist, the going and the absence of return
(andvriti ) would be contradicted. For, the soul will have to re-
turn after the enjoyment of the fruits of the good works. The
Kaustubha strictly follows Nimbarka, but the Prabha follows
Ramanuja. And sutra 30 adds that this going is possible even
when both the evil and good works are alike shaken off, with-
out leaving behind the good works.

Thus we see how the word ‘ ubhayatha ’ in sttra 29 is capable
of being explained. All the three interpretations are alike
natural and in conformity with the wording of the sttras. All
the same, ome carnot help remarking that Samkara’s way of
understanding it is forced ; for how can ‘ having a double sense ’
mean ‘having a sense in some cases and not having a sense in
others’. Besides nothing in the sttras has a semblance of
suggesting the distinction between saguna and nirguna Brahman ;
but we shall have to reburn to this point later on in the fourth
adhyiya. Sarikara himself remarks at the end of his commentary

on siitra 30, YRR i sgatary AgviryaEisar:,

Stitra 31 also presents a similar difference of *interpretation.
Aoceording to Sathkara it means that this going on the path of gods
is followed not only in the case of those vidyas where it is spe-
cially mentioned, but in the case of all saguna-vidyas (&FIleL=a77-
{#nam ). Ramanuja, who reads this sttra as number 32 and reads
wieny instead of W&, explains it to mean that there is no restric~
tion, since all knowing sages have to go on that path, and does
not suggest in the least the distinction of saguna and nirguna
vidyas. Nimbarka, who reads the sitra in the same eorder as
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Samkara and who has ‘ &¥w , explains it just like Ramanuja. ,
- Here also we have to make the same remark as above, i. e. that
the wording of the stitra offers no ground for the distinotion of
saguna and nirguna Brahman which Sarhkara sees in it. '

Vallabha, according to whom these siitras ( 27-31 ) refer to the
bhakta and the jfisinin, establishing the superiority of the former,
explains sitra 29 thus: Sometimes devotion alone is said to lead
to Moksa, sometimes devotion accompanied by knowledge, some-
times knowledge only, and sometimes moksa is said to be attained
even without devotionor knowledge; thus there is a contradie-
tion.  No, replies the stitra ; the knowledge ( gati) produces its
fruit or has its utility in both the ways ( ubhayatha ), i e it is
useful in the Maryada-miarga, but not so, in the Pusti-margs.
Thus Vallabha refers to his usual distinction between the path of
discipline and the path of grace and his way of explaining the
word ‘ubhayatha ’, analogous {:o that of Samkara, is alike open to
the same objection.

~ Madhva interprets this stitra (29) to mesn that Moksa ( gati )
is desired as the goal, because & Mukta can remain either way
- (‘ubhayatha), i. e. he may either do works or not, according to his
 will. Asregards his explanatmn of the rest o’r‘ the aut:ras, noi;hmg
1s noteworthy for Our purpose. - : :

. The dlstmetmn of sa.guna and mrguna Brahman is ags.m re-
) ferred to by Samkara, in his commentary on siitra 39. ILiterally
~ translafed it means :— having true wishes and other qualities
have to be combined there and here, on account of the abode and
50 on —a Wordlng whxch no doubt points to the umty of vidyas.
The passages m questmn are Chand. VIIL 1, “that is the Self

", free from sin.."......whose desires are true......” and Brhad. IV. 22

 “he is that g:reai: unborn Self......the ether within the heart etec.”.
‘And the stira asserts that both these constitute one vidya, since
there is no difference of character ; both the texts referring to the
‘Brahman as having the same abode, 1i. e. the heart, as being a
bridge and soy‘on‘.‘ 'Samkara explains the sttra thus at first, “but
at the end adds that, inspite of these common points, & difference
has to he made between the two ; for the Chandogya vidya has for
- it object the qualified Brahman, while in.the Vajasaneyaks,
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the highest Brahman, devoid of all qualities, forms the
object of instruction, the chapter winding up with the passage
IV.5.15: ‘The Self is to be described by ¢ No, no’’. Now not
only is there nothing in the sttra which warrants this; but this
is directly against the wording of the sitra. Ramanuja and

Nimbarka, however, are content with giving the stra1ghtforward
explanation.

The last nine siitras of the pada ( 58-66 ) lay down some gene-
ral principles regarding the combining of meditations and hence
we notice them briefly, though they have nothing to do with the
question hefore us. S@itra 58 teaches that those meditations which
refer to the same subject but are distinguished by different medi-
tations, for instance the Dahara-vidya, Sandilya-vidys ete., ought
toberegarded asseparate. Siitra59saysthat those meditationsonthe
Brahman for which the texts assign one and, the same fruit are
optional, there being no reason for their being cumulated. Sitra
60, on the other hand, decides that those meditations which refer to
special wishes may be cumulated or optionally employed accord-
ing to choice. Sttras 61-66, forming the last adhikarana of the
pada, extends this conclusion to the meditations, connected with
constituent elements of action, such as the Udgitha ete.

ADHYAYA III, PADA 4.

The fourth and last pada of the third adhyaya deals with mis-
cellaneous questions regarding Brahma-vidya and its auxiliaries,
for instance the following : that the knowledge of the Brahman is
not subordinate to action, but independent; that hence for the pra-
vrajins, only vidya is prescribed, though the actions enjoined by
the Seriptures such as sacrifices, conduct of certain kinds etc. are
conducive to the rise of vidya in the mind; that th® duties proper
for the different stages of life (Asrama-karmani) are obligatory on
him also who does not strive after mukti; that balya * the child-
like innocent state of mind,’ panditys ‘learning * and mauna ‘the
condition of a muni ’, whose characteristic mark is pre-eminence,
of knowledge, are three conditions enjoined for the samnyasin
em We do not think it necessary to notice the contents of aIl the
adhrkarana in detail. We shall content ourselve with notlc; g
the Ias’t two sttras ( 51, 52 ), which are mterestmg bec&use Sam-‘
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kara finds in them a reference, though very. remote, ‘bo the dig~
tln@fnon of the saguna and mrguna v1dyas

Sutms 51 and 52 run thus: ’Qt%mcm%gﬁmasﬁ: Aegrg and ¥
giwwanaregTeEgy:, The question is regarding the origination
of vidya or knowledge, whose means or sidhanas have been so
far discussed in this pada. According to Sarhkara sitra 51
- means: 'vidya-janman, the origination of knowledge takes place even
~ in this world, but only when there is no obstacle in the way ;

( otherwise in the case of such an obstacle existing, the knowledge
may originate in any of the subsequent births ) ’. Sitra 52
' meacns ‘(But) there is no such rule regarding the fruit of the vidys,
ie ‘mukti, since its nature is fixed and uniform.’ What Qamkara
means is that though there may be a difference as regards the
vidya, sometimes origmatmg in this very life and sometimes not,
still there is no such variation regarding mukti, whmh is noth-~
ing but the self. Samkara further adds that it is only with re-
gard to saguna Vidyas, 'which refer to more or less attributes of
the Brahman, that their fruits may differ accordingly. Now ﬂus
' i’ntérpratatmn isopen to two objections ; firstly, ¢ amyamah’ mean-
i i‘ﬂg absence of & deﬂnlte rule ’, should apply alike to both the
vidya-janman and the mukti-phala. Samkam takes the @rxgmahon
of the vidys, sometimes takmg place here and sometimes not, as
1nvolv1ng a niyama ( whlch is quite contrary to nature) and
says that no such : myama is possible with regard to mukti. Se-
aqndly, the word evam ’ implies a similarity of circumstances
in the two cases; if there had been intended an opposition, we
S cI expect ¢ tu * ( but ), which Sarmkara is obliged to add in-
te of its not being present in the sittra. And further, his re-
, snce to the, sa.guna-wdya. has nothing to warrant it in the
suﬁra.s

'Raménuja takes ‘ athikam * as the subject and construes it as

* Y rggrregTe . Thus, those vidyas which have some worldly

- objects as their goal may originate immediately or may not, accord-
1ing as there are obstacles or not. In the same way, adds sttra 52,
 there is absence of a definite rule regarding those vidyas which
have mukti as their fruif; i. e, they also originate after a long

or short time. Ramanuja’s way of explaining * aihikam ’is not
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satisfactory ; for the sttrakara should have mentioned aihika-phala
corresponding fo mukt1-phala

’ Nimbarka, explaining sttra 51 just like Samkara, explains

sltra 52 to mean °in the same way, the fruit of vidya, i.e. mukti,

originates immediately affer the fall of this body or after the fall

of many more hodies; thus it is also equally without any fixed

rule ( niyama )’. To me, this appears to be the most natural and
straightforward way of construing the siitra, not open to any of
the objections suggested above. It is very natural that the Sttra-
kara, after having discussed ab length the nature of the vidyas
and their auxiliaries, should wind up the adhyiya with a brief
reference to the question as regards the origination of wvidya
in general and that of its fruit or mukti. In any case, the rofer-
ence to the saguna aad nirguna vidyd is without any ground

We are further confirmed in this by the fact—and it is no doubt
least expected—that Madhva explains these two stitras exactly in
the same way as Nimbarka.

ADHYAYA IV, PADA L

Adhyaya 4, as its name ° phaladhyaya’® indicates, deals with
the fruit or the nature of the moksa. The first pada, however, de-
votes a few of its adhikaranas to the consideration of the sidha-
nas or the meditations etc., leading to the moksa. Adhikarapa 1
( sttras 1-2 ), according to all, teaches that the meditation on the
Atman, enjoined by the Seriptures, is to be repeated again and
again until the realisation of the fruit takes place.
Vallabha first gives this explanation, and then, remarking that
it refers to sadhana, whereas it should refer to phala, proposes
another : The fruit of the path of action (karma-marga ) as
opposed to jisna-marga and bhakii-marga, 1. e. iransmigration
( &vrhti ) is repeated indefinitely, ( avrtti ), i e. thd path of action
can only help the path of knowledge and devotion, but eannot by
itself bring about freedom from births and deaths. This explana-
tion is no doubt not satisfactory ; and, besides, the word * avrbti’
has to be repeai;ed twice. i

‘Adhikarana 2 { sttra 3 ) says that the Brahman on whlch the
‘ devotee medmms should be viewed as his very self. This mea;qs,
acoordmg to Sarhkara, that the devotee should see absolute 1dent1—
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. ty between the ‘Brahman and himself According to Ramanuja,
- however, it means that the Brahman to be meditated on ( upasya),
- (of which the cit and acit form the body ), would be viewed as the

soul of the jiva ( the meditating one, upasaka ), just as this latter,
being the soul of his body, thinks that he is a god or a man. (It
is only in this sense that the Brahman is jiva. )Nlmbarka explains
the same by saying that the Brahman is to be viewed in medi-
tation as the atman of the jiva, ( which is a part of the Brahman
and which is individually different from it ), just as, for instance,

" atree is the soul of the leaf or the sun is the soul of his ray.

Madhva sees ¥n this siitra & meditation on Visnu as the Lord of
all or as the self of all. Vallabha remarks that this stutra deseri-
bes the fruit of the path of knowledge ( while the last adhikarana
referred to the path of action ) and explains it to mean that those

who follow the path of knowledge look up to the Lord as their
self and thus becomg one with him ( Iw=w4R, =t sfwafa ). He
“also proposes another interpretation sayingthat even the followers

of the path of action enter into the Lord, because he is the self of
all and so favours all. Here it is to be noted that the word ‘ upa-
gamana " more usually means * attending upon, ’ ‘ adoring ’ * con-

templating ’ than ‘ entering into ’ or ¢ being one w1th’

A.dhlkarana 3 (sutra 4 ) says that in the pratIkopasanas, or
medltatlons on the Brahman under a 'symbol, the symbol is not to

:,be cons:xdered as constituting the devotee’s own self This is ac-
‘cordmg to Sarmkars and Ramanuja. Madhva, however, explains
b dlﬁ‘erently one is not in the meditation to regard that symbol it-

self as the Brahman, but that the Brahman abides in the symbol
(mﬁ% A mEEle: PE Ay AT m) Vallabha, who reads

: ¢ pratikena ’ as one word instead of pratike na ’, explains that

the moksa caniot result from the meditation on a symbol. Adhi-
karana 4 ( sutra 5 ) further adds that in such pratikopasanas, the
symbol is to be looked upon as one with the Brahman, but not
vice versa. Ramanuja and Nimbarks, explaining the sttra in the
same way as Samkara, however, interpret it as eontaining an
argument for the statement in the preceding siitra and thug take
sttras 4 and 5 as forming one adhikarana. Madhva takes this
sttra as an independent adhikarans and makes it to mean that it is
Visnu and Visnu alone who is to be meditated upon as the Brahman ;
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for the word Brahman, which denotes  greatness °, is applicable to
Vis._l.m alone. Vallabha, taking the siitra to form part of the pre-
ceding adhikarana, means by it that the contemplation on the
Brahman is produced in a devotee of the hightest qualification
without there being any Sruti text conferring this privilege
on him.

Adhikarana 5 ( sitra 6 ) says, according to éamkara, Rama~
nuja and Nimbarka, that in meditations connected the with consti-
tuent paris of the sacrifice ( ahgopasanis ), the part which serves
as an object of meditation is to be looked upon as the divinity and
not \{ice versa. Thus, for instance, in the meditation enjoined in
7 A% AuiT Fgdermde ( Chand. 1. 3. 1), it is the udgitha which is
to be viewed as Aditya and not Aditya as the udgitha. Vallabha

‘explains the siitra to mean that in such meditations as the one en-

joined in 7 w¥%d {FgmiEed s¥rguRy it is the sikidra ( possessed of
form ) Brahman whose idea is to be transférred to Aditya and
meditation on whose constituent part, whatever it may be, brings
about the same fruit. He also remarks that the singular (‘ange’ in
the stitra implies that all the members of the sakars Brahman
really constitute a unity, being nothing but the Bhagavat-svaripa
(the form of the Lord). Madhva says thatin such passages as &

it a5t (Rgveda X. 90. 13), the sun and other deities should me-
.ditate on the eye of Visnu ete. as being their abode end support.

The two last explanations are evidently nof natural, though 41l
alike refer to what may be called ‘ angopasanis.’ ,

Adhikarana 6 ( siitras 7-10 ) according to Sarhkara asserts that
the devotee should have & sitting posture while carrying on his
meditations. Adhikarana 7 ( siitra 11) adds that there is no rule
regarding time and place ; for the meditation may be carried on
at any time, and in any place, favourbale to coacentration of

mind, Adhikarana 8 ( siitra 12 ) further says that the medita-

tions are to be continued until death. Sarhkara refers all these
statements to only one particular kind of upasanss, viz. the
abhyudaya-phalopisanis, ‘feditations intended to bring abput
some reward in the form of good forfune ete.’, as opposed to
karmangopisanis, ‘ meditations referring to constituents of saeri-

ficial actions’, which naturally depend upon the nature of actions

and for which consquently nospecial rules regarding the posture-efe,
Ghate, Vedanta, 19,
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canbelaid down, and the samyagdarsana-phalopasanas, ‘meditations
 with & view to have right knowledge or the realisation of the
Brahman, ’ which may be practised in any posture and only
il the hour of realisation. Ramanuja and Nimbarka and
Madhva, interpreting the siitras much in the same way, however,
refer them all fo the meditations leading to "u‘hc-; realisabior} of the
Brahman,—which are specially excluded by Sarmkara. Sarmkara
reads in sitra 12 & prayanat’, while Ramanuja and Nimbarka
read ‘4 prayanit’. In both cases, the meaning of the words,
however, is nearly the same. Madhva, reading ‘ & prayanat ’,
explains it as meaning ‘till the moksa or final beatitude
takes place * and not only uptil death; but this meaning
of the word *priyana ' is without doubt unusual. Vallabha’s
explanation is quite phantastic and sectarian in character, refer-
ring to two kinds of devotees, having the Bhagavat manifested
externally or inteenally in the heart. He also takes the word
‘prayana ’ to mean ‘TH "Ai®F %34, ’ ‘the highest reward
belonging to heaven. ’

So far, the sttras dealt with the meditations and things re-
lating thereto as means of moksa, thus forming a sort of supple-
ment o the precediag adhyays. Now commences s discussion of
‘the phala or the nature of the fruit proper. Adhikarana 9 ( stira
13 ) says that when the devotee has, by means of these medita-
tions, attained to the knowledge of the Brahman, he ( the vidvat,
the possesser of knowledge, ) is no longer affected by the conse-
‘qguences of either his past or future evil deeds. Adhikarana 10
{ sttra 14 ) says that the same is the case with good deeds, which
‘also lose their efficiency. Both good and evil deeds having thus
rceased to affect the vidvat, the mukti or final beatitude takes
place just afier the fall of the present body. This is how Sarmkara
and Nimbarka egplain ‘ pate tu’ in the stira. Ramanuja, how-
-ever, connects it with the remaining words of the sitra more
directly and explains that the cessation of the efficacy of the good
‘deeds talces place net immediately, like that of the evil deeds, but
only on the death of the vidvat,~an explanation which is distinetly
‘more nabtural, from the point of view of the wording of the sttras
and of the antithesis between the words pite and tadadhigame.

«Madhva explains the siitra to mean that just as the evil deeds of
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the devotee of Visnu perish, so also the good deeds of the enemy
of Visnu perish, when he is about to fallintu tamasortheabyss of
darkness. Thus, ‘itarasya ’ refers to both the brahma-dvesin as
opposed to the brahma-bhakta and to good deeds as opposed to
evil deeds. The explanation is fanfastic. Vallabha explains
* pate tu ’ to mean that when there is again a fall from the con-
dition of bsing one with Bhagavat ( e. g. as with Bharata, etc. )
owing to the attachment to worldly objects, there results only the
cessation of the efficacy of evil deeds, but 'not that of good deeds.
He also criticises the interpretation of Sarmkara by saying that
there is mo such word as ‘ muk#i * in the stitra and that it would
give the same idea as contained later on in sitra 19.

Adhikarans 11 ( sttra 15 ) adds that the non-operation of works
good or evil, spoken of so far, refers only to the ‘anarabdhakarya’
works, 1. e. those which have not yet begun to produce their
effects ; while it does not apply to the ‘arabdhakaryas’ works,
which have already begun and produced their effects, and on
whicli, in fact, the present existence of the devotee depends.
Adhikarana 12 ( stitra 16-17 ) says that those good works which
are enjoined permanently ( nitya as opposed to kamya and nai-
mittika ), such as the * Agnihot-a’ etc., form an exception to the
‘statement made in stitra 14, inasmuch as they, inspite of their
being works, promote the origination of knowledge. Adhikarans
13 ( sttra 18 ) says that the origination of knowledge is promoted
not only by such sacrificial works as are accomplished by the
knowledge of the upasanas, referring to the different constituent
parts of those sacrifices, but also by those that have not this
accompanying knowledge.

Adhikarana 14 ( stitra 19) concludes by saying that the vidvat
‘becomes united with the Brahman, only when the arabdhakirya
works have been worked out fully by the fruition of their efforts.
According to éaxhkara, this working out of the &arabdhakarya
works can be completed only in the present existence; so that,
immediately after death, the vidvat becomes mukta, all the
nescience which would otherwise lead to future births and’deathss
having been completely destroyed by knowledge. According ‘to

Ramanuijs, however, the vidvat may have to pass through several

embodied existences before the arabdhakarya works will have
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their effects completely exhausted. Nimbarka's Psrijatasaurabha
is not explicit on this point; but the Kaustabha and the Prabha
dastmetly follow the Sri-bhasya.

ADHYKYA IV, PADA 2,

" The second and the remaining two pades of the fourth adhyays
describe the condition and the path of the vidvat ( the possessor
of the knowledge of the Brahman ) after death. It is to be noted,
however, that Samkara allthrough makes a distinction between the
superior vidvat and the inferior vidvat, i. e. between one who possess-
es the kndwledge of the higher Brahman (pard vidyd and para
Brahman )} and realises that he is one with it and one who knows
only the lower Brahman ( apard vidya and apara Brahman ) and
for whom the distinction of the upasya andthe upasaka (the object
meditated upon and the person who meditates ) is not completely
extinguished, According to Ramanuja and the other commenta-~
tors, however, no such distinction seems to be made, the vidval
being one and the same throughout the three padas. We shall
see in the course of a detailed examination whether the sitras
themgelves justify such a distinction.

* The first six sufras, according fo Sarkara, describe the fate
- after death, of the inferior vidvat and form three adhikaranas ( 1-
2,3, and 4-6 ) affirming that the senses of the lower vidvat are
merged in the manas, the manas is merged in the vital air, the
vital air, in the jiva and the jiva with all these is merged in the
subtle elements. This merging of one into another does not take
- place materially ( svariipena ) but only functionally ( vriya);
that is to say, it is not the sense of speech that is absorbed in the
mind, the mind not being the material cause ( prakrti ) of the
organ of speeeh, but it is only the function of the mind that is so
absorbed in that of speech, since the former is lost, while yet the
latier continues to be present. Thus, the verbal statement in
Chand. Upa. VI 8. 6, s&7 817 06787 1971 915 7718 49y &e., * of this
person passing away, the speech is merged in the mind ’, has to
be ‘understood metaphormally the word for the functlonmg sense
being used in the sense of the function itself. Ramanuja and
Nimbarka, however, according to whom these siitras forming four
‘adhikaranas ( 1~2,_ 3,4 and 5-6 ) refer to the fate of the vidvat in
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general, this laya or sampatti means, not a mere functional
absorption, not a complete material absorption, but a sarmyogs, &
‘ conjunctiOn. Madhva, as fantastic as usual, refers these stiras

to the moksa (liberation) and utkranti ( passage after death)
of the several divinities, such as Rudra, Agni, etc., taking the
words vak, manas, prana, ete. in the siitras to denote the respective
deities presiding over them. Vallabha interprets stitras 1-4 as
referring to the Pusti-bhakia (the devotee who possesses the
special grace of the Lord.) who directly becomes one with the
Bhagavat, all his senses, pranas, etc. being absorbed in Bhagavat,
who manifests Himself either externally or internally in the
heart of the devotee in question. Sutra 5, on the other hand
refers to the Maryada—bhakta ( the devotee who by the practice
of disciplinary acts seeks for Mukti ) whose senses etc. are all
merged in the elements and not directly in the Bhagavat Siitra
6 says that the dlsclplmary rules apply both vt0 the possessor of
knowledge ( jfianin) and the possessor of devotion ( bhakts)
‘alike. The very sectarian character of this 1n’cerpretat10n
‘deprives it of importance for our present investigation. -

~ The remaining siitras of this pida are somewhat important for
our purpose, because most of them have beén interpreted different-
ly by the different commentators and because éazhkara' ‘and
‘Vallabha see in them a reference to the two-fold dlsﬁmcrﬁwn af
knowledge and devoi:lon respectively. - :

According to Sarkara, adhiksrana 4 ( sifra 7 ) says that the
departure from the body, so far described, is common to the possessor
~ of the lower knowledge ( apara vidya ) and to the ordinary person
without knowledge ( a-vidvat) and that the distinetion com-
menees only ab the beginning of the path, that is %o say, the pa:bh
followed by the soul after passing out of the body thrtmgh a

particular vein ; and that the immoriality spoken of in connec~
%mn with the lower vidvat is only relative, since he has nm: :
absolutely burnt ignorance and the consequent bonds of Sa
,Af@er this deparbure, however, there is & difference, v’lz
&-wdvatgoes to receive & new. embodlment whﬂe, the
',remm to the vein ( called susumna or the moksa—nadl,
delwasan@ ¥ buﬁ up to that pomt both are alike accompsn
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by the subtle elements, forming what is called the siksma-farira
( the suble body ).

According to Ramanuja, however, ( whom Nimbarka follows
all through the remaining part of this pada )the mechanism of the
departure is common to both the vidvat and the a-vidvat. His
interpretation of the texts also is different from that of Sarmkara.
If it be objected that in Brhad. IV. 4. 7, 751 &5 Hg=a+1 FMA s g’

RA \ o B gAY 9 S §9%% I ‘ when all the desires that stick
in his heart are ebandoned, then the mortal becomes immortal,
‘then he attains the Brahman’, the vidvat is described as cbtain-
ing amrtatva (immortality ) all at once (i. e. without any depar-
fure ete.), we reply, ‘no’; for this immortality is only metaphori-
cal, not implying a complete extinction of the union of the soul
with the senses and the subtle body. It means only the mnon-
‘operativeness of good and evil acts, described in the preceding

- 'pada, while the reacfling of the Brahman is only the intuition of
the Brahman at the time of a devout meditation.

Stitras 8-11 form a separate adhlkarana according to Samkara,
- Even in the case of the inferior vidvat ( i. e. the possessor of the
lower knowledge ), the subtle elements which are described as
- being combined with the highest Deity (#Fw w@i F9amm™ &e.
Chand. VL. 8. 6 ) are not completely merged, but remain distinet
upto the time when the final emancipation is reached ( @rsives-
- @fg: ). These subtle elements ( the siksmadarira) are those
~that pass out of the body (the sthila-éarira ) of the dying
person and take away with them the heat. Hence, the siksma-

: 'éarira' is not destroyed by the destruction of the gross body.

Accordlng to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, these sfitras ( 8-11)
form a continugtion of the preceding adhikarana. The immorta-
"llty ( amrtatva ), spokenof above (in Brhad. IV. 4. 7), does not
_lmply & complete destruction of the connection between the body
and the soul, and therefore, of bondage ; for the Scriptures declare
‘that the sarhsira exists until the Brahman is reached. That the

~ subtie body continues to accompany the soul is another proof of it.
( It is to be noted in passing that sitra 10 becomes, according to
‘  this interpretation, only a repetition of siitra 7 and therefore super-
‘ ﬂuous ) To this subtle body belongs the warmth which we per~
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celve in some part of the gross body of the dying person (even
though he be a vidvat ). This warmth cannot belong to the gross
body itself; for in that case we should find it in all parts of the
gross body. Thus, we have another confirmation of the meta-
phorical character of the immortality, spoken of above in sttra 7.

Sttra 12-14 form, according to Sar'nkara,a separate adhikarana
(the sixth ), referring to the fate of the possessor of the higher
knowledge ( pard vidya ), in whose case no such departure of the
subtle elements from the gross body takes place. Sifra 12 states
@ puirvapaksa and may be literally translated thus: ‘If it be
said ( that the departure does not take place in the case of the
higher vidvat ) on account of its denial ( in Brhad. IV. 4.6 ‘ « 727
MM IEETARA | 5@ & F&A1T ), no, (is the reply; for the word
‘tasya’ in the passage means ) §arirat, ( from the individual soul
and not $arirat, from the body ). Thus the piirvapaksin maintains
that the subtle elements depart from the body even of the higher
vidvat. Sutra 13 states the siddhanta : ‘for, (a denial of the
departure of the subfle elements from the body is) distinectly
made in the texts of some schools, ( e. g. in Brhad. IIL 2. 11’ 7=
UET (HAA ITTEEMON: HIFEAET A7 | - A7 29 g5FeF7: 1 7 ¢ when a man
dies, do his vital airs pass outside or not ?’ ‘No ' says Yajia-
valkya’). And even in Brhad. IV. 4. 6, it must be understood that
this departure of the subtle elements from the body is denied in
the case of the higher vidvat as opposed to the lower vidvat, in
order to justify the antithesis implied in the twio phrases in the
same passage, & T FHFAA: and WY FRIAT:,

According fo Raminuja and Nimbarka, who regard sttras 12—
13 as one siiira, these sttras ( 12-14 ) form a continuation of the
same adhikarana, referring to the vidvat in general. “If it be
objected ( that no such departure is possible for a Yidvat ), owing
$o its denial ( in Brhad. IV. 4. 6 ), we reply, no,( for the ‘tasya’
in that passage means ) §arirat ( from the soul } and ( not ‘éarirat’
‘ from the body’ ) and ( this allusion fo $arira is ) clear according
to the Madhyandinas ( who read ‘tasmat’ insiead of °tasya’ in
the same passage.) ” So that ultimately what is denied is the
departure from the soul and not the  departure from the body.
‘With regard to Brhad. III.2. 11, the expression %7 T&¥: does not mean

_the vidvat, but an ordinary person. Thus we see that what is
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piirvapaksa according to Sarhkara is the siddhanta itself according
to Ramanuja: ‘
-~ Now to compare these two ways of interpreting siitras 12-14,
‘it must be remarked in the first place that we have nothing in
sttra 12 which would justify us in thinking that a new topic is
ieonnected with it, much less that another kind of vidvat is the
‘subject of the stira. The form of the siifra goes. against the
hypothesis of a new adhikarana having commenced. This would
appear from the case of a very large number of sitras exactly
‘similarin form (ef L 1.13,1. 1. 25, 1. 2.8, II. 1. 17 and many
‘more; it must be confessed that this cannot be laid down as a
‘rule ). Secondly, the ‘ hi’ in stitra 13 would naturally support
what is affirmed beforehand in the preceding siira; ( of I. 2. 11,
I1.92.20, 1L 1. 34 ete. ); and thirdly, if sGira 13 were a refuta-
tion of siitra 12, as Sarhkara understands it, we should have ‘tu’
a5 is generally the 8ase with sitras combatting something af-
Afirmed before ( of 1. 3. 33, IL. 1. 22, IL. 1. 33 etc. ).  And fourthly
the word  ekesam’ should refer to some other group than the one
‘mentioned before, i e. the Msadhyandinas as opposed to ghe
-iKinvas, who read ‘fasya’ in the passage in question. But
-Sarikara. refers to another passage of the same Sakhs, i. e. the
‘Kanvas ; while Ramanuja refers to the same passage as read by
the Madhyandinas, with the reading ‘yasmat’ in place of
* tasya . a

Satras 15 and 16 form two adhikaranas (7 and 8) according
to éan'lkara, who refers these also to the higher vidvat. In the
‘case of this latter, the subtle elements with the senses and the
. ivital airs, instead of departing from the gross body of the dying
‘person ( as is the case with the lower vidvat and the a-vidvat ),
‘are immedia‘ce'fy merged in the Brahman so as to be mno longer

distinet from it in any way (a-vibhiga) Raminuja and
Nimbarka explain them in much the same way, but as referring
‘to the vidvat in general, in whose case the elements, senses, ete.,
‘after departure from the gross body, are finally merged in the
Brahman. It is to be noted here that Ramanuja explains the
word ‘HIIT:’ ag ¢ AggEE: * or YEEATENEE: FET, ¢ a connection such
-that the things connected cannot be spoken of as being separate’
“or * absolute non-separation ’; the same as exists between vak
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and manas etc., but not laya or complete absorption, as that of an
effected substance int> its cause. Nimbarka, on the other hand,
explains ‘ avibhaga’ as ‘tadatmyapatti ’® i e being absolutely
reduced to the condition of another thing ; and Kaustubha, if we
can trust him to represent correctly Nimbarka, makes the mean-
ing clear by saying that it is not ‘ sarmyoga’, a mere conjunction,
as exisis in the case of vak and manas; but a complete merging,
as when a river falls into the sea. Ithink this is more consistent
than Ramanuja’s explanation, who confounds the °sarhyoga’
between vak and manas with the avibhaga between the elements
and the Brahman ; or perhaps Ramanuja wants to emphasise the
individual distinction between the two, which never completely
disappears. In any case, the word ‘avibhiaga’ is not specially
favourable to the doctrine of Sarhkars, at least much less than
the word ‘ laya’ or * sampatti .

Adhikarana 9 ( s@tra 17 ) says that the jiva of the dying man
passes into the heart and thence departs out of the body, that of the
vidvai through the hundred and first vein called susumna which
passes through the head, while that of the a-vidvat, through some
other vein. Sarikara refers this of course tothelower vidvat, while
Ramanuja and Nimbarka to the vidvat in general. Adhikarana 10
(stras|84-19) says that the departing soul passes up to the sun by
means of a ray of light, which exists at night as well as by day.
Ramanuja and Nimbarka, regarding sttra 19 as a separate adhi-
karana, explain it to mean that even death during night would
lead the vidvat to the Brahman ; for the connection.of the vidvat
with karman lasts only upto the last body and so, there being no
longer any cause of bondage, the vidvat can go to the Brahman
even when dying at night. The last adhikarana of the pada
(stitras 20-21) says that the vidvat may die duringdhe daksindyana
and still he may reach the Brahman, the vidvat being of course
the lower vidvat according to Samkara, but the vidvat in gemeral ‘
asocording to Ramanuja and Nimbarka.

Madhva interprets these sttras (7“16) quite in a different
way, having nothing to do with the fate of the vidvat, which
should be the natural topic in the present adhyiya (the phala-
dhyaysa ), and we uotice i:he interpretation here, not because
it is of any 1mportance for our purpose, but simply as a sample of

Ghate, Vedanta, 20.
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the fantastic explanation of which the sitras are capable by their
very nature. He combines Sttras 7-14 so as to form one adhikara-
na dealing with the question whether Prakrti or Laksmi, like
other gods mentioned in the immediately preceding sttras, is
merged in Visou or not; and discusses, en passant, the relative
patures of Visnu and Laksml Prakrti or Laksmi ( Madhva
reads ¢ saman3 ’ instead of ¢ samana’ explaining ‘sama-nid’ as
‘ one equal, sama, fo Visnu, na ) is not merged in Visnu, but al-
ways remains separate from him ; for hers is the immortality not
obtained by meditation ( anuposya=anupisya=svata eva ) but
belonging to her as part of her true nature. That the two are
ever distinet in their natures follows from the fact that being
merged in Prakrti is termed sarmsira or bondage, while being
merged in Visnu is termed mukti or emancipation. And the
Brahman is superior to Prakrti, because it is more subtle and has
greater knowledge; bliss, power etc. The Brahman and Prakrti
are also similar, but without affecting or destroying their points
~of distinction. Thus, for instance, one point of difference is con-
stituted by the fact that the Brahman is possessed of lustre, while
‘Prakrti is not. This denial of similarity with the Brahman really
;;?efers to the individual soul and not to Prakrti; and so it cannot
‘be said that there is no similarity of nature at all between the
‘Brahman and Prakrti. And, moreover, this discussion about simi-
larity and difference between the Brahman and Prakrti is clearly
‘enunciated in some vedic passages; and the smrti alsosaysthesame,
viz. when it says that Prakrti is both similar and dissimilar fo
;'bhe Brahman Stfras 15 and 16 form fwo adhikaranas saying
»;&hat all deities, besides those mentioned above, are merged in the
;Para.maf;man through Virifici, the deity presiding over the vitsl
‘air, and that #bese deities and other emancipated souls are neces-
fsanly dependent on the Paramatman, the terms satyakamatva
ete. (lit. having all one’s desires realised ) spoken of in their case
meaning nothing but that their desires have the same object as
those of the Paramatman. Thus, the term @@ (cf, above) is to
be" interpreted as TEATEmAGIT: ‘ non-separateness from the
desires of the Paramatman. * The last five sitras (17-21) of the
pada are only sttras dealing with the fate of the soul possessed

Qf knawledge, the sub;acﬁ of the adhyé,y‘a, and are mﬁerpreted
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v

much in the same way as Samkara, except that they are made to

refer to the vidvat in general, without implying any distinction
of a lower and higher vidvat.

Vallabhs interprets sfitras 7~16 as describing the condition of
mukti attained by the Pusti-marga or the path of Grace ofthe Lord
( which is superior to the other, i. . the Maryida-marga or the
path of knowledge and meditation ). In the Pusti-margs, the im-
mortality is attained without having gomne through vows ete.
(eadsg=gasgen ). The mukti attained by the maryada-marga is
named samhsira, as contrasted with the mukti attained by the
Pusti-marga ; because in the former the experience of the joy of
adoring Purusottama, which can be had only in the latter, is
absent. The real nature of the Pusti-margs is really very subtle
and incomprehensible ; and the condition of mukti attained there-
by is incapable of description, because all things are then obscur-
ed, whether it be the condition of separation ( virahi-dass ) with
its unbearable pangs or the condition of union ( priyasamgama-
da$a ) with its unsurpassed joy. Those pangs ( isman ) of separa-
tion from Purusottama can belong to such a bhakta only, because
they are really of the nature of joy, i that they are sure to be
followed by the joy of union with Him, The denial of all suffering
in the case of such a bhakta only refers to the sufferings due to
the body and the bondage of actions; but not to the pangs of
separation referred to above. The manifestation of the Bhagavat,

- whose essence is love, the sentiment of separation from him and
the resulting pangs, then the intensity of love for Him and the
experience of the joy of reaching the full form of Purusottama, all
these, not elsewhere known, exist in Gokula, which is superior
even to Vaikuntha. And the devotee following this path of grace, -

- when he once enters into this Gokula and becom®s united with

Purusgottma, is never again separated from Him.

)

Sitras 17-21 are interpreted by Vallabha much in the same’
way as by Satkara, but as referring to the devotee following the
Maryada-marga or the path of knowledge and meditation. ¥t is
0 be noted here that the sttras which refer to the higher knowledge i
according to Samkara refer to the Pustimiarga ‘according to
Vallabha; while stifras 17-21, which refer to the Tower know-
ledge accordmg to Samkara, refer to the Maryada-marga at:@drd-
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:ir;g to Vallabha. 8o a twofold distinction of muktis an@ t]?e
paths leading to them, very much anologous to that held by Sam-
kara, is’e“‘/stablished in the system of Vallabha also.

 ADHYZAYA IV, PADA 3.

‘After having described in the second pada the departure of the
soul with its subtle body from the gross body of the dying devotee,
the Sttrakara, in the third pada, proceeds to describe the path
along which the soul goes up to the Brahman and the nature of
the Brahman attained thereby. Stitras 1-3, forming three
adhikaranas, try to reconcile the different accounts, given in the
Upanisads (e. g. Chand. V. 10. 1 and 2; Kausi. L. 3; Brhad. VI 2.
15 ete. ) as to the stations of this path and establish the path
( Deva-yana or the path of gods, followed by the vidvat, as oppos-
ed to the Pitr-yana or the path of the men, followed by the per-
formers of sacrifices, gte. ). The stages are Agni, the day,the bright
half of the month, the uttariyana, the year, Vayu, Aditya
Candramas, lightning, Varuna, Indra, Prajapati and the Brahman.
Adhikarana 4 ( sttras 4-6 ) teaches that these stations along the
path of the vidvat mean, not the places or subdivisions of the path,
but the corresponding divine beings that lead the soul on. Sarh-
kara, of course, refers all these stitras to the lower vidvat, who is
destined for the krama-mukti or emancipation coming gradually
( a8 opposed to the sadyo-mukti or emancipation, direct and im-
mediate ) ; but Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Madhva refer them to
the vidvat in general. Vallabha explains the sttras much the
same way ; but refers them to the devotees of the Maryada-
marga only ( very much analogous to the lower vidvat of
Sarnkara ). One sttra, however, swgerdmig afag: (IV.3.5) is
interpreted by him differently : ‘ This deva-yana path is followed
because the Lol himself causes an infatuation in his devotees
for the jiana-marga or the maryada-marga, who, therefore, feel a
desire to follow it.’ Vallabha after this refutes the explanation of
Samkara, which is as follows : ‘there are the guides on the way,
because the individual souls as well as the non-intelligentstations
are bewildered ( unconscious and so incapable of leading them ).’
For Ramanuja and Nimbarka this sitra does not exist at all
Vallabha has also one additional stitra seonadransmd, ‘ Indra and
Prajapati after Varuna ’, between stitras 3 and 4,
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, Buiras 7-14 form an adhikarana ( the fifth ) aceording to
Samkara and discuss the question as to what kind of Brahman
it is to which the devotee ( i e. the lower vidvat ) is guided along
the path described so far. Sttras 7-11 state the Siddhanta, the
view held by Badari, that ( the soul is guided to the lower Brah-
man, because the act of going is ) possible only in its case (and
not in the case of the higher Brahman ) (sitra?); and he-
cause (the goal to be reached ) is specified ( by the word
‘ brahmalokin ’ in Brhad. VI. 2. 15, and this can apply only to the
lower Brahman ) ( satra 8 ). This goal is, however, mentioned as
‘ Brahman ’ (e. g. in Chand. IV, 15. 6,) a word which can literally
signify the higher Brahman, owing to its proximity to it (sttra 9).
( If it be objected how one can speak of anavriti, ‘ absence of
return * from this lower Brahman, the reply is that the possessors

of the lower knowledge, ) after the destruction of the Brahma-

loks along with Hiranyagarbha, go to the higher Brahman,
from which there is no return ( sttra 10 ). Satras 12-14
state the view of Jaimini, which is the pirva-paksa, to the effect
that ( the soul is guided ) to the higher Brahman, for the word
‘ Brahman ’ in Chand. IV. 15. 6 can directly denote the higher
Brahman ( satra 12 ). Satras 15-16 form the last adhikarans

( the sixth ) of the pads, and assert that according to Badarayana,
- even this lower Brahman can be reached by only those who do not

worship it under a symbolic form ( pratika). And this twofold
distinction ( ubhayatha ) of some being led to the lower Brahman
and some not is without fault (a-dosat ) ; for it depends on what
one meditates upon ( stitra 15 ); and the Seriptures declare a
difference of fruit between one medltatlon on a symbol and

‘anoi;her ( stitra 16 ).

* Ramanujs, on the other hand, takes all these rstitras ( ‘7~16 ), :
as one adhikarana, the question being what worshjppers are led

" to the Brahman by the path described so far. The views of

Badari ( sutras 7-11) and Jaimini ( sitras 12-14) are two
purva—paksas and the view of Badarayana ( stitras 15-16) 1s the

~ final siddhanta. Badari holds that ¢ the guardians lead to the

~ Brahman those who worship the Brahman which is an effect,

e Hiranyagarbha, for movement is possible in the case of & h P
a worshlpper only ( sitra 7 ) -The text ( Chand, IV. 15 6) reads
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§ T F@ T4 instead § TAR i T on account of the near-

ness of Hiranyagarbha to the Brahman, i. e. on account of his
‘being the first born from the Brahman ( stira 9 ). Jaimini holds
that it is those worghippers who meditate on the higher Brahman
only that are led to it. Badariyana’s view, the siddhanta, is
however, that the guardians lead to the Brahman all those who
do not worship the Brahman under a symbolic form ( pratika),
i. e. thoge who worship the highest Brahman and those who-
meditate on the individual self as dissociated from prakrti and
having the Brahman for its self. For, both the views above
( ubhayatha ) are faulty ( dosat ). The kdrya-brahma view con-
tradicts such passages as Chand. VIIL 3. 4, VIII 12. 3, and the
para-brahma view, such passages as that in the Paficagnividys
inChind. V. 10. 1.

‘When we compare these two interpretations, we must confess
that Samkara’s way i$ open to the objection that it is rather un-
usual to have the siddhanta stated first and the purvapaksa

“afterwards ; and Sarnkara also shows himself conscious of this
"and 80 gives himself great pains, while commenting on sttra 14,
to establish his point. At the same time it must be granted that
‘his translation of the sitras is more natural as far as the'r
- wording goes ; while Ramanuja’s translation is altogether far-
fetched. For in sitra 7, after the word ‘kiaryam’, Rami-
~ puja has to understand the word ‘upasinan’, while
according to Sarhkara the sitra can be consirued well
as it stands. So also ‘ asya’ should naturally refer
to kdryam, the word near it; but Ramanuja takes it to mean
- ‘kal‘yam upasinasya’. Moreover, in the following sititra ( 8),
- what i is speciﬁed(vzsemta) by the word brahma-lokin in the
~passage, & persen, not human, leads them to the worlds of the
Brahman( Brhad. VI. 2.15 ), is the goal to be reached ( ganta-
vya )— ~—( for the word is ‘gamayati ' )—and not the object to be
meditated upon (upisya ). Again, siitra 10 contains a reply to
the ob;echon how one, going to the effected Brahman, can be said
to retirn never. We are, therefore, concerned here with something
- to be gone to ( gantavya ) and not with something to be worsbhip-
ped (upasya ). Sutra 13 supports the same opinion, because it
vefers to a passage ( Chand, VIIL 12, 3 ) in which the highest light
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is spoken of ag having been reached and not as having been
worshipped. If Ramznuja has beenled to refer sitras 13-14 to
vhe worshippers of the effected or the higher Brahman, it it only
because of siitra 15, which speaks of those who practise medita-.
tions other than those of a symbolic form (pratika). But this isin
no way a sufficient justification for the procedure he has followed.

It is very probable that stitras 7-14 form one adhikarana and
that siitras 15-16 form another adhikarana, as Samkara has actu-
ally understood them. The first adhikarana, in accordance with the
wording of the siitras, must deal with the question regarding the
‘ gantavya, ’ the goal to be attained, or the kind of Brahman to
which the soul is led along the path described above. So far only
we are one with Sarkara. According to the Sttrakara, the view
of Badari, first stated, is the pirvapaksa, while that of Jaimini
which follows represents his siddhanta. The Stutrakara intends to
refute those according to whom only the loWwer Brahman can be
attained by the path described above ; he asserts that nothing but

- the higher Brahman is the goal, implying thus that to his mind
there existed no such distinction as that between the lower and the
higher Brahman. The objection, supposed to be answered by
Badari in sttra 10, has, I think, special reference to the sttra
AT 71g7, which the Statrakara has in view in this place. That
there existed, even before the time of éamkara, some one who held
this view ( viz. that Jaimini’s view, being the siddhanta, followed

- Badari’s view, although it isthe ptrva-paksa ) is clear from the

Lo remarks which Sarhkara makes in commenting on sitra 14*; and

‘ from the great pains which he gives himself to refute this way of

interpreting the satras.

© After having treated of the question of the Brahman to be at-
{ained to, the Stutrakara in sitras 15-16, forming a new adhika~
rana, tells us which particular worshippers are thus guided along
‘the path to the Brahman, Thus, the pada in question fallsinto

C* HEen @i pieEsnET AT Ry AT TR
R e afgA: qferaE A3399%RL 1 ¢ On the other hand, there ate. per-
' Bons who, assuming the preceding siitras to represent the pﬁrva-paksa'
d the following, the siddhZnta, maintain that the scriptural passages
Yelating to ( the ) gati ( of the soul ) can only refer to the higher Brah‘
man this is not areasonahle view ' fante
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three divisions ; sifras 1~ 6 dealing with the movement along the
‘path, ¢ gati ’; siitras 7-14, dealing with the Brahman fo be
reached, ‘ gantavya ’; and siiras 15-16 dealing with the worship-
per, ‘gantr’. ‘

Our conjecture that the above way of understanding the order
of topics in the present pada is the right one and the one intended
by the Sttrakara is confirmed by the commentary of Vallabha, who
also takes siitras 7-14 as forming one adhikarana and referring
to the question of the gantavya and stfras 15-16 as another
adhikarana referring to the question about the gantr. He also
holds that Badari's view represents the plrva-paksa and Jaimini's,
the siddhanta. The alternatives according to him are the world
of Brahman (m.) and the higher Brahman. He argues very
cogently that in the passage, Kaus. I 3, & wnrfa® agai® &e.,
the word ‘ brahmaloka * must mean the higher Brahman and not
merely ‘ the world of Brahman or Hiranyagarbha ’; for ° praja-
pati-loka’ is separately mentioned just before it and means
nothing but ‘ the world of Brahman (m.)’. He also tries to
refute Sarhkara's view about the higher Brahman being incapable
of attainment. Sttra 15 mentions the kind of worshippers that
go to the higher Brahman. Only those who understand all things
to be really nothing but the pure Brahman and meditate thus on
‘them are led to the Brahman ; while those who first regard things
as different from the pure Brahman and then meditate on them as
being identical with the Brahman, i e. those who who are
worshippers of a pratika ( pratikilambana ), are not led to the
Brahman ; for this involves a twofold error (ubhayatha dosat ) :

(i) to mistake things which are ‘Teally the pure Brahman for

' something else, and (ii) to meditate on things which are not the

pure Brahman in one’s opinion as such. So far for the jfidnin,
the follower of the path of knowledge. The bhaktas, the followers
of the path of devotion, however, are taken to Purusottama direct
as soon as he has a wish for it ( tatkratu ). Sttra 16 says that
thus there is a difference ( visesa ) between the followers of the
path of knowledge and the follower of the path of devotion, the
former going to the Brahman and the latter to Purusottama.

Nimbarka translates sttras 7-14 just like Sarmkara, referring
themto a Brahman which is to be veached, but makes the following
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remark, to me 1ncomprehens1ble, -on sifra 15, which he explams
just like Ramanuja : * 5@ Rrgear wramg aEgTAv H=rA, * Cthis is the
~siddhanga, and such is the opinion of the venerable Badarayena’.
Srinivasa everywhere follows Ramanuja exactly; it is Ke$ava-
kasmirin, however, who, explaining sitras 7-14 after Sarhkara,
remarkson sitra 14 fo the effect that Jaimini’s view is the
siddhanta, and that those who hold that the saguna oOr apars
Brahman alone can be reached and that no movement is possible
with regard to the nirguna or para Brahman are in the wrong.
This only supports our conjucture above. Similarly, on sitra 15
he says : ﬁ!’i‘?mWﬁ TEE 797, ¢ he leads both kinds of men to the
higher Brahman’, in conformity with the above. After all this
‘he remarks in the beginning of his commentary on sitra 15
o e g3 A FofaEme ) Chaving thus indicated the two views,
he gives the conclusion according to his own view, ’ which is
difficult fo understand. T : '
Madhva regards all these sitras ( 7-16) as forming one

‘adhikarana. He interprets sttras 7-14 just like Samkara. But
regards the views of Badari and Jaimini as being only two plrva-
paksas, while the siddhanta is represented by the view of Badara-
yana to the effect that a devotee goes to the effected Brahman or
~ the higher Brahman, according ‘to his adhikara -( qualification ).
By wAtw@adn in sttra 15 he means w3e F@ges: ( those who see the
‘Brahman in their own body ) and these only go to the karya
Brahman ; while others who see Visnu everywhere (Wﬁh‘f ) ﬂ '
go to the hlgher Brahman in Vaikuntha. ; a

- Thus, the dlvem’ny of mterpretatmn agseen hereis very 1nteres%— ‘
~ ing ;and although we cannot be sure about the meamng mtended v
to be mnveyed. in these siitras by the Satrakara, we have suﬁi-
cient rea.son to believe at least this much—that tha ‘cwofold“
tinction in the Brahman, i in its knowers and its knowledgie«, did

not form p&ri: 0f his doctrme and thaﬂ; the pa;i:h desorlbed lea ‘
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Highest Self. Hare also Samkara has his twofold distinction of

‘the higher and the lower vidvat, devoting sttras 1-7 to the
former and the rest to the latber ; whereas Ramanuja and
Nimbarka see in them none but the vidvat in general.

Adhikarana 1 ( siitras 1-3 ), according to Samkara, Ramanuja
and Nimbarka, says that the soul when released only returns to
_its own nature and dees not acquire any mnew chatacteristics.
. Adhikarans 2 ( sibra 4 ) discusses according to Sarhkara the re-
lation between the released jiva and the Brahman and says that if
is ¢ avibliga ’or absolute identity. According to Ramanuja and
Nimbarka, however, the question is whether the released soul
views itself as separate from the Lord { because we have passages
which speak of the jiva as being in the company of the Lord, e. g.
Taitt. IT. 1, Sregd T™ FAE 9% 50T (34T, or as non-separate from
- the Lord, being his mode or body, e. g. in passages like a7a¥,
Chand. 8. 7, etc. ). The conclusion is that the jiva views itself as
non-separate from the Lord ( tat-prakarat&ya. tadavibhaktam ).
Nimbarka remarks :— S1F0SRE AT ArqmngaaA,”  the jiva experi-
ences himself as belng in the relation of non-separateness which is
not opposed to Separatenoss, or as being both different and non-
~ different at the same time, from the Lord, ( of Kaustubha : &¥wr-
fesgfaEm ), Here again it is to be remarked that the word ¢ avi-
‘bhagens, ’ used by the Stdrakara, to express the velation between
the Brahman and the released jiva, is, by its nature, susceptible
of all these three explanations ; and that the sitrakira employs a
word negative in form like ( non-division ) instead of using a
~ positive term like, * identity *( tadatmya ) or the like ( of. the use

of  ananyatva,’ a similar word, to express the relation between o

eause and effect in sttra IL 1. 14),—a circumstanca confirming the
- conjecture that dhe Satrakara was either not prepared to specify
the idea too strictly or that he thought of reconciling the two
ideas of difference and non-dii‘ﬁereuce, of separateness and ldentlty, ‘
Tay regarding both of them as frue at one and the same time.
Adhikarana 3 ( sitras 5-7 ) states three views regarding the
nature of the released soml. Jaimini says that it is possessed of
all sorts of awbributes like * sstys-samkalpatva’ (having all its
~desires realised ) ste. Audulomi holds that it is nothing but in-
 telligence pure and simple. ¥inally Badariyana, whose view



ANALYSHS 163

represents the siddhanta, asserts that it is both intelligence pure
and simple and characterised by several attributes. Heve again
the manner of reconciling both these conceptions is different with
the different commentators. According to Smﬁkam, the released
soul is inteliigence pure and simple from the point of view of
reality ( paramarthatah ), but it possesses attributes only from
the phenomenal point of view (vyavaharapeksaya ). According
to Ramanuia and Nimbarka, however, both these conceptions are
equally real, 1. e., the released jiva is as really intelligence pure
and simple as possessed of ¢ satya-sarakalpatva etc.,” just as, for
instance, a mango-fruit has one flavour (ekarasa ) and at the same
time has various flavours ( rasa-bheda ) with reference to its dif-
ferent parts, the skin, the pulp etc.; or just as the same mango
may be described as ‘ rasa-ghana eva ’, ‘ only a mass of flavour,’
but is not at the same time prevented from having colour, touch
ete., which are actually cognised by other means of knowledge.
In other words, Sarhkara reconciles unity and plurality, by re-
garding the former only as real and the latter as illusory; while
Ramaéanuja and Nimbarks do the same by regarding both as real
in their own spheres.

So far, the higher knowledge (pard vxdya) was the subject ma.t-
ter of the pada according to Sarnkara; while the rest of the pada
down to the end is concerned with the lower knowledge ( apard
vidya ). Adhikarana 4 ( sitras 8-9 ) says that the vidvat effects

‘all his desires by mere samkalpa, i. e, will. Adhikarana5 (stitras
10-14 ) states three views on the question whether the neleased
soul is embodied; or not. According to Badari, the released soul
is not embodied ; accordimg to Jaimini, it is embodied; buk
according to Bédariyana, whose view, of course, represents the
siddhanta, it is embodied or not embodied according to its free
will ; when embodied it enjoys pleasures as m the condition of
~waking ; when not embodied, it does so as in the condﬁ::on of
dream.

~ Adhikarana 6 ( sutras 15-16 ) raises the question how i:he sﬂul
which is deseribed as having more than one body, e. g. im T TH
R Far 9 eraT /gt 7 1 ( Chand. VIL 26. 2), it can have the
‘ ‘sensation of joy ﬂhrough all these mmulﬁaneously and decides

,,‘that it can animate the several bochea st the same time, ;mst as
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_one and the same lamp can shed its light through several wicks.
Now how can such a question arise at all according to Samkara
who hol_ds that the soul is all-pervading ¢ According to Rama-
nuja and Nimbarka, however, the question is most natural ;. how
can the jiva which is atomic in size, as proved in IL 3. 19-22, ean-
be the soul animating several bodies af the same time ? Yes, the
answer is, it can do so by virtue of its intelligence, just as a lamp
oan illumine several places by virtue of its light ; and the same is
the pr,océSs ‘when, for instance, the atomic jiva,in the sarhsara state,
experiences pleasure and pain throughout its one body, the difference
between them being only one of degree. Sttra 16 says that the
absence of specific cognition, declared as belonging to the jiva in
passages like Brhad. IV. 5. 15 and IV. 3. 30 ete., should not he
any objeqﬁon to the released soul’s cognising through several
bodies; for, this absence of cognition refers only to the condition
of svapyaya, ¢ deep sleep, or of sampaiii, which means kaivalya
or absolute release according to Sarnkara, or * death’ or * departure
from the gross body ’ ( utkranti ) according to Raminuja and
Nimhbarka. ! :
The last adhikarana ( sttras 17-22 j declares-that the released
~soul participates in all the perfections and powers of the Lord,
except the power of creating and sustaining the world, the last
stitra proclaiming that the released soul never returns to new
forms of emhodied existence.

Before proceeding to the interpretation of this pada as given
by Madhva and Vallabha, we may ask ourselves the question, if
there is any justification for the two-fold character of the vidvat
as conceived by Sarkara, In the fourth adhyaya, taken as =
Whole,‘ there are only two groups of sitras which aeccording to

1 Tt is very diffiCult to decide which meaning of the word * sampatti’ is the
more correct one ; for it is one of those words which are frequently used,
but whose meaning is never clearly defined. The root-meaning is * being
one with " aud hence the word may mean ¢ entering into * or ‘approaching’
aecording to the explanation of s@tra IV. 4.1 by Sawmkara and Raminuja,
or * imaginative indentification ’ according to .their explanation of stitra
I.2.31L,—the other two places where the word occurs. Samkara has
the credit of being consistent with bimself, inasmuch as sttra IV. 4.1,

according to him, refers to the highen kuowledg@, just as fhe word here
: mfers to absolute release,
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' éarhkara, refer to the pard vidya, viz, IV. 2. 12-16 and IV. 4. 1-7.

Wehave already dealt with the first, pointing out the objections
against Sarkara’s ‘way of interpretation.  As for the second,
it may be pointed out that there is nothing distinctive in these
siitras which would lead us to regard them as detached from the
rest and as referring to a different topic. But this in ifself is
merely a negative, and therefore, indecisive argument.  Sttra 7,
however, furnishes a more decisive argument. That sfitra states
the view of Badariyana as siddhianta, according to which the
released soul is both intelligence pure and simple and, at the
same time, possessed of & number of attributes.  Now, if this
refers to the released soul of the higher vidvat, how can it possess
the various attributes ? And if it can possess them, what difference
is there between the higher and’ the lower vidvat? Samkara’s

‘attempt to reconcile the two aspects by saying that one refers to ;
reality ( paramartha ) and the other to theg phenomenal world

(Vyavahira) is ridiculous ; for how can vyavshara have anything
to do with the higher vidvat ¢ And if there is vyavahara also
for him, how is he to be distinguished from the lower vidvat ?

‘What is, however, most decisive against Sarhkars isthe fact thaii,

- according to his interpretations, the, work of Badardyana would

end with a section, dealing wi’th only the lower vidvat, the fate
of the higher vidvat having been disposed of only in & few siitras;
and that the last siitra, * from thenece, there is no return’, would

- refer only to the lower vidvat. If the Sutrakara really had in

view this twofold distinction, was it not natural that he should
wind up with a discussion of the fate of the higher vidvat? For,
as compared with the latter, the lower vidvat, howsoever exalted

‘he may be over the ordinary beings, is after all in a secondury ;
‘position, and is only on the way to the sbsolute release, a condi« :

tion which the higher vidvat has aiready made his own

‘Madhva sees in this pada a description of the en}oyment

~which is the lot of the released soul After havmg reached the
VBrahma.n, the released soul . enjoys the same pleasures as, the

Brahman( auvxbhé:gena siitra 4 ). The relea.hed souls experience

joy through the body of the Brahman (‘ brahmena’ in sutra 5) being
themselves bodiless; or through their proper bodies conswtmgf S
3 only of mtelhgence( satra 6 ) ‘or in both the ways | sttra T
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i.e, with the body of intelligence and without the
‘body, this absence of body referring only to material

bodies. Sutras 10 to 14 are explained just in the manner of
éarhka,ra and Ramanuja, The released soul, though entering a

body, only experiences joy and pleasure and never suffers pain, just
as a light placed in a lamp, only swallows up the oil, the wick
“etc., but not its black colour (siitra15 ). And passages like
i @% T ug F=E 1 ( Katha, 1. 12 ) refer to the states of deep
-sleep and moksa, but not to svarga (?) ( stitra 16 ). As regards the

remaining sitras also there are differences of interpretation and

differences regarding the division into adhikaranas ; but they are
not worth noting, being of no importance for our purpose.

According to Vallabha, the pada refers to the condition of the
released soul who has followed the path of grace ( pustimarga ).
Such & released devotee, even after having attained to
the Brahman (sampadya), has again a body or a kind
of birth ( avirbhava ), not of the ordinary character, in order to
be able to enjoy pleasures ( sitral). The word (avirbhiva)in
sitra 4 is explained in a curious way. In the passages @&
W or VIEH T FHE Te a@on 3%, the same nirguna Brahman
is meant, because both the passages are recited together, without
a cessation of contiuuity ( avibhagena ). Sitras (5-7 ) state the
three views regarding the nature of the body of this released soul.
He enjoys, says Jaimini, pleasures through the extraordinary body
provided by the Brahman ( brahmena ) as opposed to a prikria
( ordinary or material ) body ; accerding to Audulomi, he enjoys
pleasures only in the form of intelligence ( tanmatrena ), because
he has to enjoy in the company of the Brahman which is pure
intelligence ( F = firgy =@ ) ; but Badardyana holds ( and this
is the siddhinﬁa) that the devotee has a body which is extraordi-
nary and efernal, fit for his enjoying in the company of the Brah-
man, Sittra 8 says that he alone can reach Bhagavat whom He
Yvills ( samhkalpadeva ). Sttras 10-12 are explained just like
Sariikara, but are referred to the devotee following the path of
graee. The illustration of the light in siitra 15 is curiously ex-
plained thus: Bhagavat enters into the devotee, who thus becom-
ing like Bhagavat is enabled to enjoy pleasures in His company ;
just as a light enters into the wick and makes it capable of the
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same function as itself, and becomes at the same time @FFARIF
( depending on oil or the love of the devotee ). The word ¢ sam-
patti’ in shfra 16 is explained to mean  the higher release
obtained by the path of grace,’ ( pustimargiya-moksa ).
This agrees with the explanation of Sarmkara. The
whole  sttra means that the absence of enjoyment
spoken of in a passagelike ‘7 AAA FuA ' refers to the
condition of profound sleep; whereas the enjoyment spoken of
in texts like ®% @om 2037 refers to the higher release. Sitra 17 is
explained in this peculiar manner : the enjoyment in the com-
pany of the Brahman is not accompanied by the ordinary opera-
tions ( jagad-vyapira ) of the body, speech and mind. The absence
of refurn proclaimed in the last sttra refers to both the jfidnin
( the follower of ihe path of knowledge, who cccupies an inferior
rank ) and the devotee, the follower of the path of grace, though
it is to this latter only that the rest of the p%.da applies. Thus,
Vallabha who maintains a twofold distinction of release and of _
devotees, somewhat analoguous to that held by Samkara, has
however, the merit of seeing only the higher kind of release and
of devotee ( i. e. the follower of the path of grace ) in the last pada
of the last adhysy >



. CHAPTER IIL
CONCLUSION.

After having made a detailed analysis of the five commenta-
ries‘ on the Brahma-sitras, we shall now proceed to consider whai
_conclusions we are justified in arriving at. As we have com-
pared and criticised the diverse interpretations and hinted at the
possible inferences already in the course of analysis, it remains
for us now only to bring together and classify the different points
suggested and to state the conclusions in definite form, positive
or negative.

To begin with, the commentary of Madhva is evidently in-
ferior in character and is a performance of little or no merit. His
interpretations differ from those of the rest very widely and ina
wvery large number of cases; but the reader has seen that ina
majority of ihstances, his explanations are far-fetched, fantastic
and too sectarian in character; the scriptural passages he

~ refers to for discussion more often belong to the Sarmhitas than to
the Upanisads, a procedure which can be easily explained by the
fact that it is very difficult for him to find in the Upanisads a
support for his own doctrine. It is interesting on this point fo
note his explanation of the word * vedanta’ in IIL 3. 1, which
~ means, according to him ° vedavinirnaya,’ or the decisions of
the  Vedas * and not of the Upanisads, and he insists on the point
~ that the sarhhitds also are as important for his doctrine as the
- Upanisads. As instances of how considerably his interpretations
~ differ from the rest and are unsatisfactory and groundless, the
 following placeg may be pointed out : I. 1. 5, where his explanation
isnotsupported by the remaining sitras of the adhikaranas; I. 3. 8,
where the absence of the particle ‘ca’ goes against him ; 11. 1. 13,
where the word ‘bhoktrapaiteh * is not satisfactorily explained
~ and where moreover he himself feels the necessity of giving an ex-
planation how a sitra, referring to the released condition of the soul
and therefore fit for the fourth adhydya, occurs in the second
~adhyaya; IL 1. 14, where his explanation Is quite irrelevant to
the topic: IL 3. 46-53, where his explanation is quite uncalled
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for and very sectarian in character ; IIT. 2. 11-21, where his ex-
planations of the words w&raq, @WTazond and TEEIFAR are very
fantastic; and equally curious is his way of understanding the
simile of the sun's reflection in support of his doctrine of duality ;
IITL. 2. 29, where his explanation is most unnatural; IV. 1. 12,
where he explains the word ‘ priyana’ as meaning ‘moksa ’,
which is unusual ; IV. 1. 14, where his explanations of the words
‘itarasya ' and ‘ pate’ are a bit fantastic; the whole of IV. 2
which according to him refers to the * mokea’ and ‘utkranti’ of
divinities like Rudra, Agni, Laksmi, ete.

We can add many more instances, but those already given are
quite sufficient. To do justice to Madhva, however, it must be
admitfed that there are cases, though few, where his explanations
though different from those of Sarhkara or Ramanuja cannot be
sald to be absolutely wunnatural or inconsistent. Thus, for
instance, the whole of I. 4 is interpreted by him to show that
words like ‘ avyakta’, ‘ prakrti’ efc., all ultimately denote Vispu
and that every word may esoterically denote Visnu and at the
same time exoterically, other objects of the world :aprocedure which,
though many times fantastic as regards the translation of indivi-
dual stibras, has the merit of being .consistent with the subjeci~

~ matter of the first adhyaya, which is samanvaya. As regards IL

2. 42-45, he follows Nimbarka in referring the adhikarana to the
sakti-doctrine, which is intended to be refuted by it. InIL 3.
19-31 he accepts the atomic measure of the jiva (anutva) as the
siddhanta and explains sitra 29 to mean that the statements of
non-difference between jiva and the Brahman are only due to the
facl that the atoributes of the Brahman such as knowledge, bliss
ete. form the essence or nature of the jiva : a procedure to which ’
we cannot object. In 1L 4.8-13 Madhva shows himself more

reasonable than all the cther commentators in connecting siitra 8
with the following adhikarana, referring to the chief vital air;
and his division of the sitras into four adhikaranas is natural,
whereas all the other commentators follow an arbitrary division.
His interpretation of IIL. 2. 27-30, dealing with the question” how
the Brahman can he both qualidy and the qualiﬁ.ed, both &ananda
and dnandin, also are unexceptionable. His explanation of IIL
4. 51-52 as referring to the origination of vidyd and of its fruit,

Ghate' Vedanta, 22.




170 ‘ | THE VEDANTA

i. e. mukti, in which he and Nimbarka stand alone, is the best
and most natural.

In spite of all this, we cannot help having the impression that
his commentary is far from being the right interpretation of the
sitras taken asa whole and that nothing can be further from
truth than that his doctrine of absolute duality is the doctrine of
the Stitrakara. Madhva's denial of the Brahman being the
‘material cause of the universe ( see his curious explanation of
sttra I 4. 23 ) is especially against the spirit of the stras; and
when we consider the fact that the sftras represent an attempt
to reconcile the different passages of the Upanisads like awgai&
on the one hand and zr 5ot &g=n @™ on the other, it is impossi-
ble to believe that the doctrine of absolute duality, not having
anything to do with unity or non-difference, can be the teaching
of the sitiras. o ‘

Thus, having disposed of Madhva, when we pass on to the com-
mentaries of Sarikara, Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Vallabha, we
‘have to observe at the outset thatthe doctrine of Sarkara standsin
flagrant contrast to those of the other three. Though all the four
alike attempt to reconcile urity and plurality, the way in which
Sarhkara does it stands by itself. He thinks that both unity and
‘plurality cannot be true at the same time ; one alone can be real
and that must be unity ; while plurality is unreal, illusory, the
result of Maya. Maya, once accepted, leads to the #two-fold dis-
tinction of the real and the phenomenal world, the higher or un-
qualified and the lower or qualified Brahman, the superior and the
inferior knowledge, the superior and the inferior vidvat ; so also to
~the absolute and efernal identity of the Brahman and the jiva.
The relation bétween cause and effect is according to him vivarta
( superimposition or illusory manifestation) as opposed to
‘parinama ’ ( transformation ). Naturally the jiva, us it is identi-
cal with the Brahman, is like it ommnipresent ( vibhu ), without
L ach;vity (a-kartr ), andis completely merged into it and only
regains its own nature when it is released, i e. when the

- nescience is extinguished. The Brahman is nothing but sat, cit,

~ananda, and all the descriptions of atfributes belonging to it
represent only the popular notion, the phenomenal Brahman.,
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Now let us consider if the sitras lend support fo any of these
dogmas. First, as regards the relation between the Brahman and
the jIva, there is a very large number of sitras which distinctly
affirm the difference ( Bheda ) between the Brahman and the jiva.
Thus for distance, we may point to stiras 16, 17, 19, 21 of I 1;
sitras 4, 5, 6, 8,11, 12,20, 22, of 1. 2; sttras 2,5,7,19 of L 3.
Sarhkara himself, conscious of the difficulty of finding his view
in the sitras, thinks it necessary to add an explanation in several
cases (e. g. L. 1. 17; 1. 2.6, 20: 1. 3.19) to the effect that all
such siitras refer to the differerence between the Brahman and
the jiva, which is only due to May3, being phenomenal or ° vya-
vaharika ' as opposed fo real or ‘ paramarthika ’ and that the
Sutrakara in such cases has regard only to the popular conception,
which is mentioned only to be refuted. On sitra I 2. 12, Sam-
kara himself has to say that one of the two souls, the jiva, is
‘ gantr ’ and the other ( Brahman) is  gantayya.’® But if there is
left any doubt on the point, we refer the reader to stiras IL 1. 22
and II. 3. 43, the former proclaiming that the Brahman is some-
thing over and above (adhika) the jiva =nd that the jiva is a part
( ams$a) of the Brahman. So clso satras III. 2. 27-30, giving vari-
ous examples to illustrate the relation between the Brahman and

the jiva, though not sufficiently defitite, do not in any case sup-

port the doctrine of absolute unity.

From the relation between the Brahman and the jiva we now
pass on to the nature and attributes of jiva, which specially forms
the subject matter of II. 3. 19-53. As already shown in the ana-
lysis above, stitras 19-32 establish the siddhanta that the jiva
is atomic ( apu ), siitra 18, that the jiva is knower ( jfia ), and
sitras 33-40, that the jiva is an active agent ( kartr ). Sarmkara
stands alone in arriving atb exacily the opposite uconclusions by
putting on the sttras an interpretation which has been shown
above to be obviously forced and open to several objections ( see
especially II. 3. 29 and IL 3. 40).

Thus the sttras lend no support to the two main points in
Sarhkara's doctrine, viz. ( 1) the relation between the Brahman
and the jiva which is according to him absclute unity and (2)
the nature of jiva which is omni-present, which is of the nature of
knowledge ( and not knower ) and which is without activity
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{ kartriva 1. We arrive at the same conclusion on the point of
the two-fold distinction of the higher and lower Brahman. As

~ shown above none of the siitras where Sarkara rgfers to this dis-
tinction lends support to it; e. g. IIT. 3. 29, where Sarhkara’s way of
understanding the word ‘¢ ubhayatha > is altogether unnatural;
TIL. 3. 31, 39; IIL 4. 51,52 ; and the last three padas of the 4th
adhyaya, where sitras IV. 12-16 and IV. 4. 1-7 refer to the higher
vidvat, while all the remaining stitras including the last IV. 4-22
refer to the lower vidvat. So also at the commencement of his
commentary on I. 1, 12 Sarkara remarks that the question in the
following adhikaranas is to decide between the higher and the
lower Brahman ; but he himself only very rarely refers to it after-
wards. He does so, for instance, in the second interpretation he
proposes of the adhikarans dealing with the anandamaya (I 1.
12-19 ), which is unnatural on the face of it and has been also
criticised severely by Vallabha, and in commenting on stira L. 3.
13 where according to him the higher person to be meditated on

- by the syllable ‘om’ is the highest Brahman and not the lower one,

though according to Ramanuja, Nimbarka and Vallabha the

choice is between the Brahman (n.) and Brahman (m.). The only
section where there is an appearance of an indirect implication
of the twofold character of 'He Brahman is IIL 2. 11-21, but even
this may be regarded as nothing more than a mere attempt to
reconcile the two kinds of passages, 1. e. those which deny all
aftributes of the Brahman and those which predicate the same of
it, there being nothing in the sttras of this adhikarana directly
leading to the establishment of a distinction between the savidess
and the nirvisesa Brahman. Moreover, Ramanuja and others
have interpreted the ‘ ubhaya-lingatva ’ differently from Sarhkara

 and these interpretations, espec&aﬂy that of Ramainuja, are at

least as naturaf ags that of Samkara, if not more. That this two-
fold distinction is, however, quite against the general spirit of the
- slitras follows more positively from the manner in which the
Sutrakara defines the Brahman in L. 1. 2 and from the fact that

- even accordlng to Samkara only an insignificantly small number

of stitras in the fourth adhyaya referq to the hzghez Brahman;
- above all from the fact that the last sitra of the work, A STE,
~ refers to the inferior vidvat only, not to mention the circumstance
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that the stifras have been interpreted by other commentathrs with-
out being obliged to refer to this distinction and that withal their
interpretations are not unnatural, perhaps less so than those of
Sarhkara.

The distinction between the higher and lower the Brahman not
finding any support in the siiras, it naturally follows that the idea
of May3 in the sense in which Sarmkara undevstands it cannot have
any place in the doctrine of the Suirakara. Those who hold that
Sarhkara’s doctrine, in which of course the notion of Maya plays
a very important part, is that of the Satrakara, how can they
explain the civeumstance that it is only once (inIIL 2.3) in
the stfras that the word ‘ Maysa’ expressly occurs ? And
there it is used in connection with the creation of the dream-—
state and not with that of the waking-state ; and even in this
connection, the meaning which Sarhkara puts upon the word, has
been shown to be objectionable from the peint of view of the
context, as it ignores the logical connection between the two
questions raised by Samkara in that adhikarapa : is the creation
of the dream-state real or not and how is it that the natural
powers of the jiva are obscured ? Bhiaskara, who also understands
the word as meaning ‘ illusivn ’ ( and whose interpretation of the
adhikarana as s whole seems fo "be on the whole the most
satisfactory ), restricts it, however, only o the dream-—crestion as
opposed to the waking ereation, which is real according to him.
If, however, the word means only ‘the wonderful marvellous
power of the Lord’, as Ramanuja has it ( and according to his
interpretation all the siitras of the adhikarana can be very well
connected, at least more satisfactorily than to Sarnkara’s ), there
need not be the least objection against it. No doubt, both these
ways of explaining Maya, whether as meanin_‘g ‘illusion” or
* wonderful power , alike imply the idea that the world as if
stands is inexplicable by the ordinary means of knowledge. But
what a gulf between the developments undergone by these two
conceptions | According to one, the world, as we perceive it, is
unreal, only an appearance superimposed through nescience on
the real entity, i. e. Brahman, just like that of serpent super-
imposed on a rope. According to the other, the world, though
inexplicable, is however, as real as the Brahman.
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Another siitra which would appear to suggest the idea of
illusion is IT. 1. 14, where the Stirakara expressly refers fo the
word ‘arambhana’ and thevefore implicitly to the passage
Rt @R M ST ebe. We have already seen how Samkara’s
way of explaining vacarambhana so as to deduce the doctrine
of ‘vivarta’ from it is open %0 objection and how it is not
confirmed by the illustrations in the following stfras ( IL 1.
19 and 20 ), not to mention the fact that Ramanuja’s interpreta-
tion is very reasonable and that Vallabha severely crificises
Sarhkara’s explanation.

The only other sitra bearing on the point is IIL 3. 50, where
the word ‘ abhasa ’ cccurs and is interpreted by Sarikara to mean
‘ a reflection which has no existence in reality in the sense in
which the original exists’; but we have shown above that
Vallabha’s way of explaining the word as meaning ‘an
appearance ’, i. e. ¢ sqmething apparently the same, but not quite
the same’ is as good ( notice the warning which Vallabha gives
here agains’c the word being understood to mean something
‘absolutely unreal ), and it may be mentioned further that the
~ meaning of ¢ fallacious argument ’ given to the word by Rama-

nuja and Nimbérka has nothing objectionable in it.

- Coming in particular to the relation between the cause and the
effect, we have sufficient reasons to believe that the Sutrakara
held the dectrine of ‘ parinima’ as opposed to ‘ vivarta’. For in
the first place, we have the word ‘ parinama ’ expressly mentioned
in stitra I. 4. 26 and secondly, in replying to the objection against
- the intelligent Brahman being the cause of the non-intelligent

universe, an objection based on the dissimilarity between
cause and effect (ef IL 1. 4 ff), the Stirakdra never says
~nor even suggests that this is possible owing to the
; superimpositioxf of the effect upon the cause, as for
instance, that of silver on & mother-of-pearl. On the other hand,
he refuses to admit that the effect is non-existent in the cause,
before its production ( ef II. 1.7 ), which would be the case if
the wivarta view be accepted.  We may add to this that the in-
stances of dissimilar causes and effects given in the commentary
on stfrs II. 1. 6 according to all commentators, including even
Sarhkara, are such as lend support to the notion of parinama.

i A

e




CONCLUSION 175

Thus we are quite justified in arriving at the conclusion that
Sarhkara’s doctrine is out of court so far as the stiras are
concerned, whatever be ifts value as a philosophical system,
and whatever be its merit as an attempt to draw a system from
the Upanisads.

Ag long as Sarkara’s commentary on the sttras was the only
one to be known and widely read (it being very difficult or
almost impossible to understand siitras without the help of &
commentary ), such & conclusion would have appeared absurd;
but when we have other commeniaries which equally
Qeserve our consideration and which widely diverge from
Samkara’s commentary, one must think twice before label-
ling this judgment as heterdox. Now if we bring together
all those cases where Sathkara and Ramanuja differ from each
other in the explanation of the sitras, we shall find that there is
a large number where it is difficult fo decide who is better, both
being equally natural or farfetched; but there is also an equally

large number where Ramanuja is decidely more acceptable than
Samkara and vice versa. Thus, for instance, in the explanations
of 1.2.7,8; L4 8-10; IL2 42-45; IL 3.19-32 (at least as
regards the general purport of thg adhikarana, sttra 29 being
explained in a much less satisfactory manner by Sarikara than
by Ramanuja); IL 3.38; IL 3. 50; IIL 2. 11-21, 22-30 (as
regards the general purport of the adhikarana);IIL. 4 51-52;
IV. 1. 19; IV. 2. 7-16, it is difficult to decide whether Sarhkara is
better or Ramanuja is better. As regards L 2. 9-10, 11-12, 19420;
13, 13;IL1.2; IL 3.14; I 3.16,37; IL4 1-4,14; IIL 2.26
Sarhkara’s explanations are decidedly more satisfactory than
those of Ramanuja ; but on the other hand, Ramanuja’s explana-
tions are more natural and decidedly to be preferred i:b those of
Samkara in the case of 1. 1.18; 1. 3.19; I.3.14-21 and 22-23
{ whlch form two adhikaranas according to Samkara, but. only
one according to Ramanuja ); I 3. 41 and 42-43 ( a similar case
exactly ); L 4. 14«—27 ( which Ramanu}a connects with the refuﬁa»
tion of the Sa.mkhya, while Samkara with the samanvays in
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general ); I 1.13',14; IL 2.11; IL 3.18;1IL 3.40%; IL 3. 43,
46; I1. 4. 6; TIL. T. 12-21; IIL. 2. 1-6, 95, 26; IIL. 3.29; IV. 1 14
( where Samkara supplies the word ‘mukti,—a procedure criticised
by Vallabha ); IV. 2. 12-14.

Coming to the commentary of Vallabha, we ﬁnd that there are
instances where he stands apart, differing from all the rest, in the
~ interpretation of certain siitras. Thus, for instance, we can point

to I 1. 2 and 3 which he reads as one stira, with some justifica~
“tion too, in that the position of the word ‘janmadi’ in sttra ?,
inspite of the upanisad passage running as A 1 AT YA STFA
&ec., would look natural if ° $astrayonitvat’ be read along with
sitra 2 ); L. 1. 4 ( where, the ‘tu’ cannot be construed well, the
stira itself being superfluous ); II 4. 1-4 ( where he comes to the
conclusion that the pranas are as unborn as the individual souls
and where he has the merit of interpreting the word tatha in stira
I, more naturally t};an the other commentators ); IIL. 2. 11-21;
TIL 2. 22-30 ( where he deals with the question how the Brahman
can be both possessed of attributes and be without attributes,—
which thus amounts fo only a repetifion of the preceding adhika-
rana ); IV. 1. 1-6, 12, 14 ; the second and fourth padas of the fourth
adhyaya, where he all through makes out a distinction between
the pustimargs and the maryada-marga, peculiar to his docirine.
But we see that in many of these cases, Vallabha'’s explanations
are far from satisfactory, besides being sometimes too sectarian.
It is interesting to note that sometimes Vallabha follows Sarmkara
in the interpretation of certain stitras, where Saihkara differs from
the others; e . g. in I. 1. 18 ( where Samkara’s explanation is no
doubt far less natural than that of Ramanuja and Nimbarka );
I 1. 31 ( where Vallabha follows, of the two interpretations pro-
posed by S'amkﬁra, the one which is less natural ); IL 1.13; IL
9. 42-45; II. 3.16,37 (in both cases Sarhkara’s explanation is
more satisfactory than that of Ramanuja ). In other cases Valla-
bha follows Samkars as far as the literal translation of the stira

1 R:Em anuja makes some remarks showing the unreasonable character of
Sarhkara’s interpretation,
2 Sarhkara himself, conscious of the unsatisfactory character of his inter-

pretation, remarks that the example is to be understood only in a limited
sense;
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goes, but differs from him as regards the general idea of the adhi-
karana or arrives at altogether Jifferent conclusions. Thus, Val-
‘la.bha: explains sitra IL 3.18 just like Sarmkara, understand-
ing jfia to mean jfiana ; but he regards it as a pirvapaksa sutra,
while it represents the siddhania according %o Sarmkara ; and he
criticises the lajter view, remarking that the Mayavadin is only
an avatara of the Madhyamika Bauddha. In II. 3. 29-32 also Val-
labha, accepting the anutva of the individual soul and explaining
the last four stitras of the adhikarana differently from Sarhkara,
censures the Mayavadin for misunderstanding passages like ° tat
tvam asi’ so as to deduce the doctrine of maya from them. In
II. 3. 50 Vallabha explains the word ¢ abhasa ’ to mean ° a reflec-
tion, * but arrives at a different conclusion from Sarmkara and
warns the reader against Sarhkara’s doctrine of the unreal character
of the jiva. There is one case where Vallabha's inferpretation, differ-
ing from the rest, is, at the same time, the orly one which is most
natural and reasonable, i. e. IV. 3. 7-16, the whole pada . dealing
with the thres questions of the gati ( the going along the path ),
gantavya ( the goal to be reached ) and the ganir ( the worshipper
who goes ).

It is very difficult to asceri dogpmatically whether Vallabha's
doctrine receives or does not receive any support from the sttras;
but so much may be said that his commentary strikes us many
times not as a very creditable performance, being in places very
sectarian or unsatisfzctory, although one can point out instances
where he is brilliant or reasonable and where he offers very
interesting criticisms of the views of others. It is to be observed,
however, that his special references to Gokula, the pusiimirga
and the maryada-marga, and his manner of reconciling the muiu-
ally contradictory passages in the Upanisads by Dostulating the
miraculous and incomprehensible greatness ( aisvarya ) of the
Brahman, and his assertion of pure monism without any reference
to plurality make it far from possible that his doctrine could have
been the one propounded by the Sttrakira.

Now, there remain for consideration Ramanuja and Nimharka.
Their doctrines are very similar o each other, though technically
they are quite different and represent two schicols going by the

Ghate, Vedanta, 23.
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names of Visistadvaita and Bhedabheda. The main point of dis-
tinction between them is that plurality according to Ramanuja is
an attribute of unity, or in other words, the intelligent and non-
intelligent world forms the body and the distinguishing atiribute
( visesana ) of the Brahman; whereas the school of Nimbarka
refuses to admit this idea of visesana, there being nothing from
which the Brahman can be distinguished. Unity and plurality
are both true and are on an equal level without any idea of
subordination of plurality to unity, an idea implied in the
doctrine of Ramanuja. Apart from this, there is little or mno
difference as far as the metaphysical part is concerned. Neaturally
the commentary of Nimbarka, which is, it must be remembered,
very brief, almost a kind of literal interpretation of the siiras
(just like the commentaries of Mallindtha on the works of
Kalidasa ), but which is at the same time sufficiently clear as far
as the doctrine it intends to convey is concerned, is generally
seen to follow that of Ramanuja. Notwithstanding this,
Nimbarka's work shows many traces of originality and his
manner of reconciling the mutually confradictory passages of the
Upanisads has something to recommend it. Thus, for instance,
there are many cases wherg Nimbarka differs from Ramanuja
and is more natural, many times following Samnkara at the same
time. Thus with regard to I. 2. 9-10 and 11-12, Nimbarka, fol-
lowing éamkara, has two adhikaranas, a procedure decidedly
more natural than that followed by Ramanuja who has one adhi-
karana only. The same may be said with regard to I 2.19 and
20 where Nimbarka follows Samkara and differs from Ramanuja,
who stands apart from the others, The same is true of II. 3. 186,
29-32, 46; IL. 4 1-4, 14; IIL 2.25 and 26 ( where Nimbarka
explains the werd ‘ karmani’ like Ramanuja, but ‘ anantena ’ like
Samkara); IV. 2. 16 ( where Nimbarka explains ‘avibhaga’
differently from but more saiisfactorily than Ramanuja ). Bui
what is even more important is that there are instances in which
Nimbarka follows neither Sarkara nor Ramanuja, but has inter-
preéations of hisown which are far from being unsatisfactory
under the circumstances. Thus as regards the last adhikarana
of the second piada of the second adhyiya ( stiras 42-45 ),
Nimbarka sees in it a refutation of the doctrine acccrding to

R
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which the world ean be produced from the $akti alone without
‘ffhe purusa. So also in the case of sttras ITT. 2. 27-28, Nimbarka's
interpretation of the two examples: (1) the serpent and its cuil
and (2) light and its substrate , which differs from those of bhoth
Samkara and Ramanuja, is most natural and quite fits in with
hls doctrine of bhedabheda. Nor can we object to his answering
in the following stitra ( III. 2. 29) the objection how the Brahman
can be void of parts and at the same time capable of partial trans-
formation, an interpretation in which he stands alone. His ex-
planation of IIL. 3. 28, accounting for the fact that the merits and
demerits of the sage are shared by his friends and foes respective-
ly, is quite welcome ; and his interpretation is the best and
most natural of all as regards sitras IIL. 4. 51-52, where the
question of the origination of the vidya and ofits fruit
( mukti ) is dealt with. We cannot he equally sure with regard
to his interpretation of IV. 3. 7-16 : but the commentary of Kesa-
va-kasmirin leads us to think that here too Nimbarka has the cre-
dit of giving the only satisfactory explanation, which, besides
himself, has been given by no other commentator but Vallabha.

As for the cases in which Ramianuja's inferpretations differ
from those of Samkara and are more satisfactory, we have only to
refer to the cases already noticed. '

- Now we may ask ourselves: is it the doctrine of Raminuja
or that of Nimbarka which the sttras profess to teach?

Any one who has followed us in the analysis given above
would agree with us in holding that the following points very
probably formed part of the Stutrakara’s doctrine:

( 1) The jiva is atomic in size as compared with the Brahman
which is all-pervading ( II. 3. 19-32; IV. 4. 15-16 ; 1. 2. 7).

{ 2 ) The jiva is not quite identical with the Brahman but has
an individual difference of nature. At ihe most it can be said to
be not entirely different ( 1. 1. 16,17, 19, 21; 1. 2. 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 11,
12,20,22; 1. 3. 2,5, 7, 19; I 1. 22; IIL 2. 27-30 ).

( 3) The jiva is a part of the Brahman (IL 3. 43 ).
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(4 ) The jlva is of the nature of intelligence, at the same time
it is a knower or has knowledge as its attribute ( IL 3. 18 ).

(5 ) The jiva is an active agent; but its a~tivity is derived
from the Brahman ( IL. 3. 33-40 ).

~ (6) The Brahman iz the cause of the origination, sustenance
and destruction of the universe (1. 1. 2 ).

(7 ) The Brahman, which is intelligent, is the cause of both
the intellicent and the non-intelligent world ( I 1. 4-11 ).

(8) The Brahma,n is both the material and the efficient cause
of the universe (T. 4. 23 ).

(9) The meditation on the Brahman leadsto knowledge,
whichv in its turn leads to & beatitude from which there is no
reburn. ( IIL 4 51-53 ),

(10 ) The Brahman is only one without any distinction of
higher or lower; and consequently there is no such distinction as
8 higher or a lower stage or agradual or an immediate release
{ see the analysis of IV. 2 and IV. 4).

(11 ) The effect is a modfﬁca‘cion of the cause (I 1.6,14;
T.4,26)

(12 ) Scripture is the chief means of arriving at the know-
ledge of the Brahman (1. 1. 3; 1L 1. 27 ).

(13 ) Tarka or reasoning has its proper domain; but on super-
sensuous and purely metaphysical subjects like the Brahman, it is
not sufficient by itself and soas to confirm ifself to the Sruti
(IL 1.11)

Now all these points no doubt are found to have a placein
the doctrines of Ralhénuja, and Nimbarka: but it is equally frue
that they belong more or less to all the schools in question, ex-
cept of course that of Sarhkara. What distinguishes these four
Visnuite schools from’each other is in the first place the theolo-
gical part of their doctrines. Thus the Highest Self is called
Vasudeva by Ramanuja, Krsna by Nimbarka and Vallabha, and
- Visnu by Madhva. But the siiras provide us with no indications




CONOT.USION 181

whatsoever onthisand other allied points ; for the sttrasrepresent a

stage where the Aupanisada doctrine had not yet lost its essentially
mstaphysical character, which was latter to be supplemented

and metamorphosed by theological and sectarian elaborations.
And if, as we have shown ehove, the probability of the system
of Vallabha or of Madhva being identical with that of the Sutra-

ka;'a isvery small, wehavealso to say that the system of Ramanuja,

orin other terms the Bhigavata system which Ramanuja up-
holds in TT. 2. 42-45, is far from being the system of the sitras:
there being no indications in them that they support the essential

dogmas of the Bhigavata system and the very words like

Vasudeva, Vyiha, etc: being absent from them.

In the second place, these four systems are distinguished
from each other in their metaphysical portions. Thus according
to Rimanuja and Nimbarka, the creation of the world from
the Brahman is nothing more than that the cit and acit, which
existed bafore in a subtle conlition, are afterwards developed
into gross forms. Acsording to Vallabha the creation possible
through the Aisvarys of the Brahman. This is the case also as re-
gards the reconciliation of the passages which predicate attribu-
tes of the Brahman with those whigh deny them all : the former,
according to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, tend to establish that the
Brahman is possessed of all auspicious qualities, while the latter,
that it is void of all fsults. According to Madhva, the Brahman
is really saviSesa, ‘ possessed of attributes’; whereas what
is meant by ‘nirvisesa’ is ‘aripa’ i e ‘pra-
krtiriiparahita’, * not possessing the form of the material world. ™
According to Vallabha, on the other hand, the Brahman is both
‘vyavaharavisaya’ and ‘vyavahararahita’ ( both capable and inca-
* pable of description by ordinary words) and it has and has not the
~ attributes of the intelligent and the non-intelligent world, owing
to its marvellous greatness, * aidvarya ~ which makes all sorts of
opposites possible. :

Unfortunately, on these points the Sufrakara pi'ovid_es, us
- with indication of & very vague character, so that it is very
difficult to dogmatise that the Sufrakara favours one particular
view out of these. This is the case with the question, raised Ane
L 4.19, how it is that the jiva, whichis discuesed in Brhad.
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IV.5. 6 is immediately in the subsequent passage spoken
of as the Brahman. The Qiddhénta. view is given by the
satra I 4. 22, ‘wafedfi wwwgee . As shown above the word
avasthiti is very vague and can be with equal reason
“interpreted by each one so as to fit in with his own view. So also
in IT. 1. 14, the word ‘ ananyatva’, used to express the relation
between cause and effect, is negative in character and so perfectly
vague in its connotation. The word ‘amsa * in II. 3. 43, though it
clearly makes Sarhkara’s doctrine out of question, is not however
sufficiently explicit to decide in favour of any ome out of the
remaining systems. The word ‘maya’ in TIL 2.3 is equally
vague in that it may mean ‘illusion’ or  wonderful power’ or
*free will ' or ‘ something not ordinary ’, as we have already sug-
sbove. Sitra IIL 2. 29 (plrvavad vi), referring to the
question of the relat’on between the Brahman and the jiva or the
Brahman and the non-intelligent world, is very vague and, as we
~have seen above, the various interpretations put upon it may be
all equally just or unjust. Moreover the phraseology of sitras
IIL 2. 27-28leaves on our mind an impression of uncertainty as to
the Sutrakara’s opinion on the point. The same impression is
confirmed by the use of the negative word ‘ a-vibhiaga’ in siitras
1V. 2. 16 and IV. 4. 4 (the latter referring to the relation between
the released soul and the Brahman ). In the same direction point
- the sﬁtfgs IV. 4. 7 and 12, where an attempt to reconcile opposite
views on the questibn of the nature of the released soul, whether
it is pure intelligence or possessing various attributes and whether
it is embodied or not, is attributed to Badarayana, the use of the
words ‘ avirodha’ ¢ absance of contradiction’ and ‘ubhayavidha’
‘both ways belng characteristic. This last word reminds us of
the other instances where the word ‘ ubhaya ’ is used in the siitra,
to be interpreted according to the whim and necessity of him who
explains it. We may in particular also notice ‘ ubhayatha, in II
©3. 40, *ubhaysalingam’ in TIII. 2. 11, ‘ubhaya-virodhat’ in
IIL. 3. 28,°ubhaya-vyapadesat’ in IIT. 2. 27, ‘ ubhayatha ’in
IIL 2, 29. ‘

All these instances of the employment by the Sutrakara of vague
and general words, not capable of being explicitly Cefined, lead
usto believethat the sttras,though they wereinthe first instance
intended to formulate a system from the Upanisads, reconciling the
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contradictions which meet us af every step, represent a stage of tran-
sition from the freedom and absolute want of system of the Upani-
sads tothe cut and dry systematisation of the commentaries.
There was the so called Aupanisada doctrine in the limited sense
of the word as distinguished from the other orthodox doctrines
(like Samhkhya, Nyaya efec. ) as well as the heterodox ones like
Buddhism and Jainism ; but that is all. The further formulation of
the particular dogmas found m the later Vedanta is absolutely
unknown to the siiras.

Or, if at all we insist on seeing in the siitras one of the five
systems under discussion, it can be at the most the ‘ bhedabheda’
- system of Nimbarka, according to which both bheda and abheda
are equally real, without the idea of any subordination of one to
the other. (See in this connection especially sittras IIL 2.
27-29, which fit in with the doctrine of Nimbarka better
than with any other; also sfifras IV. 4. 7 and 12,
which represent a clumsy combination of both the
views contained in the immediately preceding stitras.) For if
we classify the five schools in quesiion from the point of

view of the formation of a system based on the reconcilation of
the passages teaching difference and non-dlfference, or plurality
and unity, the school of Nimbarka ( leaving out of consideration
“the later theological and sectarian encumbrances ) represents the
first and, in a sense, elementary and rather clumsy stage;
and the wvery title bhedaibheda bears testimony to this fact.
Next in grade would stand the school of Rimanuja which
claims the title of Visistadvaita, thus giving prominence to
advaita or Monism, at the same time admitting dvaita or plura-
lity, but only as qualifying (and thus subordinate # ) the
Monism. A further grade in the progress of the elimination of
contradiction is represented by the school of Madhva on the one
hand, which is entitled Dvaita ( explaining away all passages
referring to advaita in a most fantastic way,~a retrograde step
from the philosophic point of view), and on the other hand by
the schovuls of Vallabha and Sandkara, respectively called
Suddhadvaita and Kevaladvaita (represeniing a  certain
progress from the philosophic point of view ),  which
affirm monism pure and monism absolute, thus explaining
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~away all plurality by means of unity, the former through
the medium of the marvellous greatness ( aisvarya ) of the supre-
- me spirit, the other by means of illusion of nescience ( Maya or
avidya ), both the principles, however, being equally inexplicable
and incomprehensible ( a-van-manasa-gocara ). It needs hardly
to be remarked that the more advanced a system is in the degree
of systematisation and the elimination of contradiction, the
farther removed it is from the system of the sttras, whatever
thatbe. In any case the stfras are absolutely unaware of the
particular dogmas enunciated by each of the different Vedanta
schools of the later times. )



