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PREFACE

Some centies of the Rumakishna Order have
For some years pa~t heen bimgnng out amportant
scnptmes or the Ilindus with  text. word-for-
word 1endenng. junming tianslation and notes
based on anthoittative sommentanies, m order to
muoke them avesstble w the  Enghsh-knowing
public whose Lknowledee of Ransknt 1+ lhiated.
The" Bhagavad-fiita by swar Swarupananda
puldished by the  Advanta A~lnama Mayavati,
and erght maym Upatishads by Swami  Sharva-
nanda published by the Ramakrn-hna  Math,
Maias, have  alieadvy become  pupula An
wlition ot the Babma-Sutias on similar lines was
aver-due  The presene woik 1~ 1miended to fultil
this want and to complete m these <eries the
Tiasthinatiova woomding o the mterpretations
ot Sankata  The word-tm-wod  translation  1s
vervy literal. but the rupmng i1ranslation 15 moade
us Tireral as posstble consistent with easv reading.
In <ome places the translation ot guotations from
1he Upamshad~ are taken tiom Max Mulla’s
edition of the U"pawshads and the quotations of
the 811 Bhashva from D1 Tlabaut s edition  of
1he book 1Sacied Buoks ot the East  Neres), hoth
with slight adaptarions,



¢ 1t 1s hoped the volume will be a fitting com-
panion to the other Sanskrit works published by
the Ramakrishna Order

ADVAITA ASHRAMA S V.
MAYAVATI, HIMALAVAS

November 25, 1936
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INTRODUCTION

I'HE SIX SYSILMS Ol PILILOSOPHY

The Vedas ure ilie scriptures ot the Hindus,
to whalever sect or denomination they may
belong. They uie the earliest extant religious.
literature to-day and torm the coiner-stone ot the
Indo-Aryan cultural edifice "The Hindus beheve
that the Vedas aie mot the utierances of any
person bui are eletnal and owe then authonty to
no 1ndividual. ‘Lhey are not wnspired but expired
by God. These Vedas we divided nte two
sections, 1hew'1-{a1nmkﬁndg and the JIningkinda.
the former dealing with the utualistic and the
latter with the knowledge poirtion of the Vedas.
The latter section 1~ alvo known as the Vedanta,
the end ot the Vedas o1 the goal m gst of the
Vedas, These aze not meie speculations but the
record of the spiitual experiences of the 1ace for
centuries, actual 1ealizations or superconscious
perceptions.

Though we find Vedintie thoughl even 1n
some of the eatliest hymns of the Rig-Veda, e g.
the Nasadiya Sukta, which forms as 1t were the
basis of later Tpanishads, yet there 15 no denying
the fact that the lndo-Aryans 1n thewr earliex
days in India were given more to rituals and
sacrifices. These were elaborated to such an
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.estent by the Bidbhmanas, the priestly class, that
persons of rationahstic bent of mmd sevolied and
yueslioned the very eficacy of the sacuficial re-
hgion, They engaged themselves m melaphysi-
cal problems and aiuived at difterent solutions of
the world The Vedantic thought thut was m
gernm fuum was now developed more and more,
and we have the Upamshads  This spuiiit of  re-
volt agawst 11tualism was cartzed on mamly by
ike Kshatuyas. The Indo-A1yans were very bold
thinkers and nothing was sacileglous 1o them
their search atter tiuth  Tiaces ol  opposition
against the religion ot the Vedas are tound in {be
YVedas themselves. This tidal wave of 10tzomalism
m 1is exstreme foim gave mse to such schools of
thought as the Chaivakas, which were extiemely
aaterialistic and ant.1ehgious.

In the age immediately preceding Buddha
and durmg lus hifetime theie was a great 1eli-
gious and philosophical upheaval m 1lndia From
the Brahmajila-Suttas we leman that m s {time
there weie as many o~ sixiy-two dificreni sehools
-of plilosophy 1 Judia We also lesin trom
Buddhistic Iiteratwe the names of a good number
ot teachers who wete venctated m Ayyévarta at
the ume—names hike Iurina Kasyapa, Kitya-
vana, Makkidlh Gosala, Nigantha  Nathapuira,
the founder of Jamism, and others While these
greal suuls represented Imduan cultuie fiom an
anti-Vedie  ~tandpomnt  there were manv  fSreat
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names that represented the culture from the trad:-
tional standpoint—mnames ihat are still venerated
by Hwndu religion and cullure

The desiructive criticism ot everything im the
old system by the Charvikas and others set the
orthodox section to organize thewr belief on a
more rationalistic basis and render 14 mmmune
against all such eritiism This led {o the founda-
tion of the six systems of oirthodox Hindu phalo-
sophy—orthodox in the sense that they accepted
the authority of the Vedas in things transcenden-
tal—whale there weie others who did mnot accept
this authoiity and therefoie were dubbed hetero-
dox, lhough otherwise they too were the outcome
of Upanishadic thoughi The acceptance of the
authonity of the Vedas bv these orthodox schools,
however, does not mean thal they accepted them
wn toto  Lheir allegiance to the Vedas vared
widely and often it was too loose Of the six
orthodox schools, vz Nvaya, Vaiseslnka, Sankhva
Yoga, Pwiva Mimamsda and TUtftara Munfimsd
or Vedinta, the last two arve intimately con-
nected with the Vedas which 15 one of the reasons
whv thev are nol mentioned 1n the Jama and

! Astika (orthodox) and Nistika (heterodox) had
nothing to do with belief or non-behef i1n the existence
of 2 God. Sinkhya and Mimdimslt which did not accept
an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (orthodox)
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Buddhistic Jilerature, while the others are men-
uoned

These six orthodox systems ot {hought deve-
loped ~ide by side at difterent mmtelleciual centres,
ot which theie weie a good number all over the
countty even duning the Upamsshadie perrod
Agam m each system 1here were shades of
Miherence  Thus ior centurzes  philosophie
thoughi developed m India till at last 11 became
g0 unwieldy that a regular syslemalizalion of
each school of thought was found a gireat neces-
sity  This led 10 the Sutia hiteratwe

TIIL STTRAS

These systematic 1realises were wiitten in
vhoit aphoilsms called Sutias. meaning  clues,
and were intended as memory-aiuds 1o long discus-
sions on any topie which the student had gome
thiough with s teacher o1 Guiu The thought
was very much condensed, for much was taken
tm; giranted Consequenily 1{he maximum of
thoughi was compressed into these Sutras m as
tew words as possible. Madhwichirya quotes
irom Padma Puiana o definilion of the Suira in
tis commentariy on the Brahma-Suiras which
runs as follows:

HeIRREReY arRalERad e |
SRR ¥ 3 i g o
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People leained in Sulia literatuze say that a
Suira should be conuse and unambiguous, give
the essence of ihe arguments on a {opic but at the
same time deal with all aspects of 1he question,
be free from repetilion and faultless.”” Though
this definition states what a Sutra ought to be,
in practice, however, the desire for brevily was
carried to such extremes that most part of the
Sutra literature 1s now unintelligible, and this is
particularly so with respect to the Vedéinta-
Sutras which has consequently given 15¢ to
divergent systems

There was Sutra literaiure in every branch
of Indo-Aryan Lknowledge which had become
cumbrous through cenluries and requred syste-
matization. The authors of Sutras, as we see,
are not the founders of the thought or systems
they propounded, bui are mere sysiematizers of
the thought developed on the subject by succes-
sive generations of thinkers {for ceniuries The
ihought of these Suiras was much developed by
later thinkers and even modified by them,
though 2ll of them disclanned any origimnality
in it, declaring that they were merely interpre-
ting the Sutras. This was specially the case
with respect to the philosophical Sutras. All
these subsequent thinkers belonged to ome or
other of the six systems and developed its tradi-
tionary thought frcm generation to generation,
rendering it more and more perfect, and more
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and moie secwre against the ever nmew cutieisms
of rival scliools Such 1nterpretations of the
Sutras gave 119 to varous kinds of literary writ-
mgs hke Vikvas, Vuths, Kinkds and Bhishyas,
each of them being more and more elaborate
than the previous ones

TII: BRAIMA-STTRAS

The Upanshads do not eontn any  1eady-
made  consistenlt  ssslem of  thought At first
sight they swem 10 he {ull of contriadictions
Hence aro~e the necessilvy ol  svstematizing  the
theught ot the Tpamshads Béadardyana, to
whom the authoiship of the Brahma-Sutias or
Vedanla-Sutias 1~ asenibed. 1s not the only oune
who had tued to svsiematize {he philosophy of
the TUpamshads  TI'rom the Brahma-Sutras itself
we find that there were other schools of Vedinia
which had then own {following We find the
names  of  Judwlomt Kasakutwma  Badaa,
Tammnni, Kéarshuajmi, A«marathya and  others
mentioned  All this shows that Badarayana’s
Sutras do nof constitnde the only systematic work
m the Vedinia school, though probably the last
and best  All the sects of India mnow hold this
wok to be the great authorily and every mew sect
starts with a fresh commentary on it—without
whieh no <eet ean be founded n this countrv.
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THE AUTHOR AND DALK O THE SUTRAS *

About Badaridvana, the author of the Sutras,
very liftle 1s known to-day  Tiadition, however,
identifies ham with Vyasa, the author of the Gita
and the Mahabhirata  Sankara, however, in his
commmentialles 1etets to Vydsa as the author of the
Mahabhaiata, and the author of the Sutras he
1efers to as Badardyana Perhaps to him  these
two personalities were difterent His followers
Vachaspat, Anandagiza and  others  1dentiiv
Vvasa and Badaiayana, while Réamanuja and
other commentatois on the Sutias attmbute it to
Vyasa.

Deussen mmfers from the cross 1eferences n
the works of Jaimun and Badaidyana that they
may have been combined by a later editor into
one work, and provided with the c1oss references
This combined work, he says. was commented upon
bv Upavarsha on whose woik the commentaries
of Sabaia on the Puiva Mmamsi and Sankara on
the Tttara Mmamsa 1est  Sanhaia’s  commen-
tuiy on 3. 3. B3 gives suppmt to this last view
aud 1t also explains the populsr 1dea that the two
Mimamsas form one Nishia This combined work
might well have been airanged by Vyasa. the
author of the Mahdbhirata Or 1t may be thag
he had wnitten them himselt according to  the
views that were tiaditienally handed down a-
Badaréyana’s This latter view easily account-
for the referemce to Bidariyana by name in the

B
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Sutras. 'That such a thing was not uncommon
in ancient India is established by Colebroock on
the authority of Indian commentators of Manu
and Yajpavalkya.! Max Miller also says that
Badardyana and other sumilar names are simply
eponymous heroes of difierent philosophies ’

In support ot the view that the two persons
ate one it can be pointed oul that theie existed
i the time of Panim Sutias.known as Bhikshu-
Sutras which are identified by Véchaspati with
the Vedanta-Sutras. The subject-matter of the
Vedanta-Sutras bemng Brahman, the knowledge
ot which is pre-eminently meant for Sannyasins,
1t mught well be called Bhikshu-Sutras. Pénim
i s Sutias ascribes these Bhikshu-Sutras to
Parasarya, the son of Parasara, s.e., Veda-Vyisa,
who was also called Badariyana as he had his
Ashrama at Badari in the HimAlayas. That the
Vedanta-Sutras and Purya Mimimsa-Sutras must
have existed before Pammni can also be inferred
trom the commentary on both of them by Upa-
varsha who 1s said to be the Guru of Panini in
the Kathéa-saritsagara, though we wmust admit it
cannot be conclusively proved that the two Upa-
varshas are one and the same person.

The 1dentity of the Vedinta-Sutras and the
Bhikshu-Sutras would no doubt fix the date of

¥ The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (1912 Impression),
120
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the Sutras very eaily, before Buddha, and a
guesiion may arise how such an early work could
hare 1eferied to various other schools of philoso-
phy of a much laier date and refuted them In
this connection we must not forget that the
author of the Sutias does not refer to any foundei
of the different schools by name. He even does
not use the technical lerms of the different schools
as they are known to us to-day. Durmg that
great philosophical ferment which followed at
the close of the Upanishadic perzod various meta-
physical views were held which later developed
m defimte channels. Theiefore the fact that
Bidariyana 1s acquanted with certamm systems of
thought which later came to be assoeiated with
certain names does not show that Béadardyana
was later than these peisons These later names
were Dy no means the orniginal tounders of these
systemss of thought, bui only gave defimte shape
1o some particular thought that was found in that
aass of philosophical speculations which existed
an that peurod. Bédariyana could anticipate
even the Buddhistik and Jamma schools,, for
Buddha and Mahévira also weie not the found-
ers of any altogether new schools of philosophy
put 1mbibed much of the thought curenl in the
<country at the time. There was no revolutionary
departure in their philosophy, but it was their
great personality that shaped the history of India
for centuries. As regards Jaina thought we know
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defimtely thut 1t existed fiom even betore the
time of Parswanith ($th oo 9th century B C).
In faet all these systems must have belonged to
the same pertod ot philosophical  terment which
preceded the n~¢ of Buddhian  Thus o witter of
the Vedanta-Sutias betore Buddha mav  well be
acquainted with the  difierent  schools ot philo-
sophy 1efuted 1w the Tahapada ot that book.
though they might not have existed 1n the forn
in whith we Lhnow them to-dav o1 in the torm 1n
which they have been 1etuted by Sankara
Moreover  that  the  Vedanta-Sutias  were
known to exi~t before Buddha can also he muade
out trom the t1itd  The date ot the Gith and the
oniginal Mahidbharata, of which the Gita 1 a
part can be nxed befoe the tume of Buddha
Both of them are pre-Buddlustie for thev contam
no 1etetence to Buddha and Buddhism  Quota-
tinns from both me tound 1w Bodbavana  whoe
belongs 1o 490 B (' The language ot the Gita
also <eems to helong to 2 pertod bhetme Panmi
He is also conversaut wulh the epie  characters
So we can well say that the Gita and the Muha-
bharata were known betore Buddha Now  we
find a clear veference to the Brahma-Sutias,
Gita 13 4, where the wod ‘Brahma-Sutia-padaih”
ovcurs  This 18 a  detmile reference to  the
Vedanta-Satta~r  ‘The tull text rans as  follows
“This has been sune bv the Rishis m  various
wavs aund in different mettes and  definitely and
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logically by the words ot  the Brahma-Sutras.”
Tilak argues in his Giti-Rabasya that the fivst
half sefers to teachings which me  disconneefed
and unsystematie and  therefore iefers 1o the
Upamshads, while the later balt to somethmg
«efmite and logiral—a diffirence that is clearly
hiought out by this stanza and therefore veters to
the systematized thonght m the Vedanta-Sutras,
Max Muller too 15 of opmmion that the Vedania
Sutias belong to an eailier perzod than the Gatat
and 1 the text jusi quuted he finds a clear refer-
ence 1o the recognized iitle ot {he Vedanta or
Brahma-Sutias ° Indian  commentators on  the
Gita hke Ramanuja, Madhwa and other~ 1dentily
the Vedanta-Suitas m this passage of the Giti.
But 1t the Vedinta-Sutras be of an eailie
«date than the Gitad, how could it contan  yefer-
ences to the Ghta® In Nuuvas 2.3 45 and 4.2 21
all the eommentatoi~ quote the same text of the
thta, and there seems to be no doubl that they
are 11ght,  These v1oss 1eterences sbow that the
author of the (1ita had a hand in the present
1ecension of the Suttas This 15 also made clear
by the rejeciion of the {omtold Viuha of the
Bligavatas bolhk by the Gild and the Sutias and
the greal predonnauce given to the Sinkhya
school 1m both. The (it aceepts the Sankhya

I The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p 113
2 Itnd, p 118
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view of creation but modifies it to some extent
and makes the Pradhana subservient to the
Supreme Biahmau which 1s non-dual. In the
Vedanta-Sutras also  the author iefutes {he
duanlism of the Sankhyas. Otherwise he has no
objection to accepting the Pradhéna or Prakut
as a muaciple dependant on the Supieme Lord
(tede 1 4. 2-8) Sankara in s Bhashya on these
NSutia« makes this quite clear.

Throm what has been snid above we find that
thete ate sirong grounds for believing that the
YVedanta-Sutias must have existed before Buddha
and thal 1f Bidariyvana and Veda-Vyasa are not
one and the same peison as tradition holds, the
latter must have had & hand 1 the present
1ecension of the Sutras. though 1t 15 very difficult
to say to what extent—whether 1t was by wuay of
merelv 1evising the original Sutras of Badara-
yaua or writing them down n teto after the
teachings of Badariyana

\
COMMLNTATORS OX THE BRAHMA-SUTRAS

It has alreadv been shown that the Brahma-
Sutras of Badarayana somehow gained proms-
nence aud popularity and as a result all the great
Acharyas have written commentaries on it The
oldest of the extant commentaries is by Sankara,
the exponent of Momism. A Vritli by Upavarsha
is mentioned by Sankara and Bhaskara and a
Vritti by Bodhdyana 1s referred to and often
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quoted by Raménuja in his Sri Bhashya  San-
kara does not refer to Bodhiyana. According to
Vedédnta Desika the two are one person. Unfor-
tunately this work of Bodhiyana is mnot available
now. Raminuja quotes alsoc from the Dramida
Bhishya which evidently belong~ to the Bhakti
rult of Southern India Sankara was followed
by a host of commentators on these Sufras—
Yadava Prakiasha, Bhéskara, Vijnana Bhikshu,
Ramanuja, Nilakantha, Sripati, Nimbérka,
Madhwa, Vallabha and Baladeva. There are even
some recent commentaries, though of mnot much
value, All these iry to maintain that their
system is the ome that Badariyana propounded
through his Sutras

At present, however, ouly five of these great
commentators have a large following—Sankara,
the exponent of Momism; Réminuja, the expo-
nent of Visishiadvaita o1 qualified Monism; Nim-
birka, the exponent of Bhedibhedavida or the
theory of difference and mnon-difference; Madhwa,
the exponent of Dualism; and Vallabha, the ex-
ponent of Suddhédvaitavida. All of these sys-
tems seem to be based on the views of one or
other of the ancient Vedanta schools which we
find Béddariyana referring to in his Sutras

A question may be raised how the same work
could have given rise to so many conflicting
schools of thought The reasons are many. In
the first place the brevity of the Sutras leaves
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much to be supphed by the commentators, and in
the absence of an umversally accepted unbroken
tradition each 13 tree to do this according to his
own preconceived 1deas  Sometimes even without
supplymg anything the <ame Sutra is capable oi
bemg mieipreted ifferently and even conveying
quite the opposite meammmg (e g Sankara and
Raméanuja on 3. 2 11) by the mere shifiing ot
the stops Agam, while there is a tradition
which 15 accepted more o1 less by all as regards
the arrangement mto chapters and sections, there
13 no ~urh accepted hadition as regards the divi-
ston 1nto Adhikaranas (lopies), nor is there any-
thing authotative to guide us as to which Sutras
foom the Pwivapaksha o1 the prima facie view
andl which gave the Niddhania or the author’s
view, So every ome 1s fiee to divide the Sutras
into topres aceording to ns own choice and regard
any Sulias as giving the author’s view  Then
agam, the Sulias do not give any referemece as
to which texts of the <eriptwres are bemng dis-
cussed .and as a 1esult the commentator is free to
select any texts from that vast repertory, »o
much so that 1t otten happens that different com-
mendators see  differeni topies dwscussed in  the
same set of Sutras. Added to all this 1z the
difficuliv that Badardyana 15 often silent as 1e-
gards ns own decision and that on fundamental
questions  He merely gives the views of different
Vedantins and ends the topie (1ide 1. 4. 20-22).



INTRODUCTION Xv

The five great commentators more or less
agiee on cetfain  pomds, especially where ihe
author attacks the prineiples of the non-Vedéntic
schools  All ot them agiee that Brahman is the
cause ot this wamld and that knowledge of It
leads to final emancipation which 14 the goal to
be attamed; also that Biabman ean be known
only thiough the seripluies and not through
mete reasoming  But they differ amongst them-
selves as to the natwe of this Brahman, Its
causality with 1espeet 1o this world, the 1elation
ot the mdividual soul to It and the condition of
the soul in the state of 1eleuse

Biahman according 1o Sankara 15 attiibute-
less, 1mmutable, Puwe Intelbgence:’ Iswara
according to him 1v o produet of Mayda—the
highest 1eading of the Nnguna Brahman by the
mdividualized soul  The wold 15 a Vivaita o
apparent transformation thhough Miyi of the
Nirguna Biahman hui not m reality The Jiva
in reality is all-pervading and 1dentical with
Biahman, though as individualized by its 1 padhi
tadjunct), the inteanal mgan, 1t vegards itself as
atomic, as an agent, and a~ a pairt of the Lord.
The knowers of the Nirguna Brahman attamn It
«directly and have not to go by ‘‘the path of the
gods’’. It is the knowers of the Saguna Brah-
man that go by thai paih to Brahmaloka from
where they do not retwin but attain Biahman at



xvi BRAHMA-SUTRAS

the end of the cycle. Knowledge is the only
means to laberation

To Ramanuja and t{he other commentators
Brahman 1> not attributeless but an essentially
Personal God possessing infinite benign attri-
butes. They hold that though personality as we
evperzence 1t in man 1s Iimifed, 1t mneed not be
mvonably connected with personality as Sankara
thinks, so as to contradict mfinity. They do mnot
accepl the Maya doctrine, for to them the world
15 1eul, and so they accept ithat the world is pro-
duced from Brahman Madhwa, however, accepts
1t only as the efficient cause and mnot as the
material cause also The Jiva according to them
1s really atomic, an agent, and a part of the
Loed. The knower of Brahman goes by the path
of the gods to Brohmaloka where he attains
Brahman and does nol 1etwin to this mortal
wotld They do not make any distinction of
higher and lower knowledge like Sankara.
Accoding 1o them Bhakti is the chief means to
Taberation, and not Jnéna

Thus io all of them Brahman, the world, and
the «ouls are all realities Raméanuja integrates
the three mto one organic whole and says that
Brahman has for Its body the other two. Nim-
barka integrates the three by his Bhedabheda-
vada, 2 e. the relalion of the sentient and insen-
tient world with Brahman 1s one of difference
and non-difference. Madhwa, a thorough-going
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dualist, regards these three as quite independent,
eternal entities, though Brahman is the ruler of
the other two. "o Vallabha the world and the
souls are Brahman Itself. They are real and
their relation to Biahman 1s one of identity, as
that of parts to a whole!

SANKARA'S INTERPRITATION OF THE STUTRAS

There 15 a stiong opinion current amongst
scholars to-day that whatever be the merit of
Sankara’s metapbysical doctrines considered by
themselves or even as doctrines elucidating the
teachings of the TUpamshads, he 15 not faithful to
Badardyana 1m his interpretation of the Sutras.
They hold that Bidariyana was 1gnorant of a
twofold Brahman and consequently of a twofold
knowledge; that he was not aware of the doctrine
of Miya and so diud not hold that the woild was
unreal, but that Brahman underwent u real
change into this world-order; and that the Sufras
do not hold the view of absolute identity of
the individual soul and Brahman. TIn short their
view is that the system of Badaiiyvana is a theistie
system which has moie affinities with the sysiems
of Riamanuja and Nimbarka than with Sankara’s

! For details, see the various Bhishyas on Sutras 1 1 2,
1.4. 23, 26, 2.1 26-28, 2 3 18-53., 3 2,11-30, 4 2 12-14,
and 4 4 1.7
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pure Non-duahiom. , This view 1y nothmmg new.
Bhaskara at ihe begmmng of his commentary on
the Sutias accuses Sankara ot this very thing. But
at {he same time we can also eile Sandilya, the
author ot the Bhakti-Sutias, who in Sutra 30 of
his work refers to Badariyana as a Monist, which
shows that the view that Bdidardyana was an
Abhedavadm was mevalent 1 ancient days, even
as eatly as the Sutia peutod.

It is not possible to deal with such a contro-
versial subject m a short introduction hke this.
ANl the same we shall {ake some salient points
connetted with this diseussion and try to see how
tar such a entiecssm against Sankara is justified.
At the outset  however, 1 15 fau to adnut that at
places Sankard’s  mterpretations seem to be far-
tetehed, but this 1s by no means a defeet of his
Bhaishya alome but of all the other extant
Bhashyas as well  Moreover, m such o eritical
study we shall not  gain much 11 we follow the
letler of the Sutias, missimg the general spimt of
the worl as @ whole. 1t 15 possible to give a con-
sistent mterpretation ot the Sutras by following
the letter of the Sutras and ai the same time nuss
the general spuit of 1the wok as n whole.

Refferriors: wedis-um Fed akim |

“The Srult {fexts give rise to a wrong view 1f they
are not studied as one connected whole’”’—in cther
wards the letter often kulls the spirit.
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. .

Sutra 2 atms at « Nirguna Braliman -

To start with, let us take the definition of
Brabman given by Bidaidyina i Sutra 2. Sutia
1 says that Brahman 15 to be mquired into, for the-
knowledge of It leads 1o Moksha (Iabetation) The
next Sutta defines Biahman and so naturally we
have to understand that the Brahman the know-
ledge of which gives Moksha ic defined here. As
such we get a Saguna Brahman as the subject-
matter of the Nistia and not the Nirguna Brahman
ot Sankara which 13 Existence Rnowledge, Blie
Abcolute  So 1t appear~ that the author ot the
very beginning ot the work precludes any chance
of Nankarn s doctiine bemmg 1ead m las Sutras.
But et ws investigate into the matter a hittle and
see wheibher 1t 15 actually <o

After the statement m Sutia 1 that Brahman
1s 10 be known, natwally the question about the
natute of Brabman atises  The Satrakiva (apho-
115t) here anticipales an objection that Brahmman
cannot be defined at all  Fo whatever we cognize
in this wotld 15 Imted and as such cannot be a-
chatacterstic of Binbman which 15 1nfinite A
hmited thing canmot  define an unbimited {hing.
Nor can any chatactenstic which is  absolutely
bevond our expertence, like Reality ete . define
Briahman, for it 15 only a well-known characteris-
tic that defines a thing and distingwmshes 1t from
other things. Again the scuptwies cannot define
Biahmau, for bemng absclutely uwmque Tt eannot
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be explecsea i speech. Thus in the absence of
any defimtion Biahman cannot be a thing worth
inguing mto and canpot serve any human pur-
pose To refute all such objections the Sutrakara
defines Brahman in Sutra 2. Granted that the
world we experience cannot define Brahman as
being a quality of 1t or as being identical with It,
yet the yuality ot being the (supposed) cause of
the world may mdicate It. “Burth etc.”’ men-
tioned 1 the Sutia define Brahman per accidens.
Tlhough they inhere mn the world and do not per-
tain to Brahman. the causality connected there-
with pertains to Brahman and therefore the defini-
t10n holds good This causality indicates Brahman
even as the snake indicaies the rope when we say
that that which 1s the snake 15 the 10pe, where the
10pe 15 mdicated by the snake owing to the illusory
connection between the two. This definition,
therefore, aclually anas at the Nirguna Brahman
and cannot be taken as a defimtion of the Saguna
Brabman !

Agam the Sutra vefers to the Taittiniya iext,
“That fiom which these beings are born That
13 Biahman™ ete. (3 1) and the word ‘that’ here
refers to the Brahman defined as Existence,
Knowledge, and Infimte in the immediately pre-
ceding section, the Ananda Valli. Therefore from

! Bhimat: and Ratnaprabhi on Sankara's comments on
Sutra 2.
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this text itselt we get at the real nature of
Biahman.

Yet 1t may be questioned why 1ihe author
should give an mduect defimtion of Brahman in-
stead of definmmg It m Ity 1cal nature as, “Exist-
ence, Knowledge, Bliss 15 Brahman.”” The aunswer
15 that the author has tollowed heie the wniver-
~ally accepted principle of taking a student step
by step fiom a lower to a higher truth, from a
grosser to a subiler ome It s 1indeed by first
pointing to the end ot the branch ot a tiee that
one pomts out the moon to the child. Smmlarly,
first Biahman as the Cause 35 distinguished from
this warld of products, and finolly by saving that
fiom Bliss this wmiverse 1~ bomn, It 1s difterentia-
ted from other probable euusex lhke atoms, the
Piradhina, ete. Tn this way finally Brabman's
rveal natuie as distinguished from everylhing else
is described. The aspirant whose nund 1s turned
away fiom the woild ot the senses fixrst compie-
hends Biahman as the cuuse of the womld.
Though 1 Itself as the [nmer Self Brahman 1s
mmediate, yel we have the wdea that 11 15 remote
Henece the Siuly fizst teaches that Brahman 1s the
cause of the world, and then to remove {his false
notion of remoteness 1i teaches that 1% 1s one wilh
the Inner Self. So long as this idenfaty 1% not
realized, It appears io be the cause of the world.

That Bliss which admits of no difference 1s
Biahman we learn f{iom 1he Chhéndogya
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Cpumshad  “The Bhwman (Infinite) only 15 Bliss.
This Infinite we must  desue to  understand’
(.231)  What 15 this Infunte which 1 called
Bliw® The Upamshad explains *Whete one
sees nothing clse, hears nothng else, understands
nothing else, that 15 the Infinite Where one ~ees
something  else. hears something  else,  under-
stands something else, that 15 the fimte  The
(ufinite 1v mmmortal, the foute 1~ movtad”™ (Fhad
TH D This npo-dual Bliss 1~ the Infimte, the
Brahman defimed m Anawda Valli as Existence,
EKnowledge, Infinite 15 Biahwan, and trom this all
creation sprimgs—so understood Bhiigu, the son of
Vatuna

Again the Tartinaya text, “Fhat from which
all beings ate boin  I'rv to know that  That v
Brahman > amms af defimng a non-dual Biahman
as the only 1eality and doves not define @ Saguua
Bizhman It detines Brahman as the ethelent
and also as the malennal eause ot the umverse,
since It 15 the place of dissolulion of the world
Bemyg the matenal cause of everviling, Tt 15 the
bastc reality behind everything and this gives 11se
to the milwmtion that Brahman 18 non-dual and
that evervthing else 15 umeal. Tts bemng the
efhetent cause also establishes the fact that It s
non-dual, as 1t precludes unything else being such
an efhicient cause Thus this definition, which 1s
but one, qualifies per accidens {he non-dual Brah-
man as both the efficient and matersal cause of
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the universe. This material causality of Brahman
which is non-dual, immmutable Intelligence can-
not be one of orgmation, a» by primeval atoms
by whose combination something new 1s created;
nor can it be one of modification, as ot the Pra-
dhana of the Sankhyas. Ii 1s through Vivarta or
apparent modification through Maya o1 Nescience
that Brahman 1s transformed into this universe.
This universe is therefoie 1illusory ! That this 1s
in accordance with Badaiayana's view 1> made
clear by the fact that he uses the word ‘Sat’ as a
chaiacteristic epithel to denote Brabman, which
he would not have done 1f he had considered the
Jivas and the world also veal like Brahmau (vide
Sutra 2.3. 9). The word *‘Sat’ here 1s inlerpreted
by all commentators to denote Brahman.

Thus we find that this defimition 1s given by
Bidardyana to indicate a Nirguna (attributeless)
and Nirvisesha (absolute) Biahman and not a
Saguna Brahman and he has selected a sigmficant
iext from the wide range of scriptural tests for
defimng his Brahman,

Is Brahman the real or apparent cause of thz
world ?

Now let us take wup the Sulras about the
causahity of Brahman, wic. Sutras 1 4 23-27 and
Suira 2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a briet

I Siddhantalesha, Brahma Lakshanavichira

(¢}
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summary of the work up to 2. 1. 14. After de-
fimng Brahman in Sutra 2 the Sutrakira from
1.1 Stol 4. 13 and 1n 1, 4, 2327 shows that all
the seriptural texts teach that Brahman 1s both
the etficient and the malerial cause of the umi-
verse, refuting the Saukhyas m 1. 1. 6-11 and in
1 4 1-13 Sutras 1 4. 14-22 refute the Sinkhyan
objection that there are contradictions in the
Sruti teats with respect to the Farst Cause.
Fimally Sutra 28 says that by what has been said
against the Sénkhyas the others also are vefuted.
Sutras 2 1. 1-3 reject the authomty of the San-
khya and Yoga Smntis as agoeinst the scriptures
Sutras 4-11 answer through ressoning without the
a1d of texts the Sankhyan objection based on
1easoning that Brahman cannot be the material
cause of the world, tor It and the world are of
dafterent nature and as such the relation of cause
and effect cannot exist between them, Sutra 12
1etutes the validity of reasoning in matters tran-
scendental and thus refutes all schools which arrive
at their doetrines through reasoning, Sutra 13
answers another objection of the Sankhyas that it
Brahman be the material cause, then there would
result non-disimection between enjoyer and things
enjoyed, a fact established by experience The
Sutra refutes 1t saying that such a difference can
ex1st 1m  mnon-different things even as we have
waves, foam, ete. in the sea and so the Vedéntic
doctrine cannot be set aside on the ground of
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contradiclion to our experience Now, duality and
non-duality cannot exist in one and the same
thing, for they are mutually contiadictory. The
example of the sea and the waves would be apt
1f Brahman had aspects, but non-dual reality does
not admut ot such aspects. Moreover, Sutra 13
has not eslablished the {ruith ot the serptural
statement, "By the knowledge of the one every-
thing else is kmnown’’ which was ietened to
in Suira 1. 4 24. To establish these two
things Sutras 14-20 declaae that the effects are
reality non-different 110m the cause, ¢.e. they have
no existence apait from the cause ! Non-differ-
ence heie does not mean identity but that there 18
no difference ©  In other wods the {wo, Biohman
and the world, have not the same giade of reality °
That 15 what 1s meant. If the woild 1s something
difierent fiom Brahman 1t would contradict such
Sruta teats as, **All this was bul the Self” (Brib
1.4 1,1 4.17). Agam if the wold 1s real, it
would contradict texts like. *‘There 1s nothing
whatsoever here’” (Brih, 4 4 19). Theretore the
world 13 non-different irown Biabman But ideun-
ity 13 not what 18 meant by non-difference, for
this 13 impossible between the woirld and Biahman,
they being mutually difterent m nature. Hence

! Sankara on Sutra 14.
2 BhAmati on Sutra 14
3 Siddhéntalesha, Brahmakiranatvavichdra.
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non-difterence means that 1t has no existence apart
from Brahman, 1t precludes difference. The
denial of identilv. however, does not establish
the difterence of the world and Brahman, but
establishes the appuient identity or the illusory
nalure of the woild, even as the 1llusory sunake 1
seen 1n the 1ope  This 1s what the Chhandogya
text G 1 4 tries to teach, Thus only bv the
knowledge of one thing can everyihing be known,
on any other assaumption 1t would be 1mpossible
to establish 1t. The non-difierence ot the world
fiom Biahman bewg established, the ¢uestion
naturally arises that Biabhmau would then be res-
ponsible for creating evil tor the Jiva which 1~
one with It Thiws 18 answered in Sutias 2 1
21-23  Sulias 24-25 show how Brahman, though
destitute of materials and i1ustruments, yet 15 the
cause of the world even as nnlk turns nto curds
without any extranevus help, The example cited
raises a fiesh objection 1m Sutra 26 that Brahman
cannot al the same tuime be both immutable and
be {ransformed mto the world, Agamnst ths
Sutra 27 says that the Sruti states both these
views and so they have to be accepted, as the
Sruti 15 the only authority with respect tu
Brahman A to how these two views are to be
reconciled. Suira 28 says that even as i the in-
dividual soul diverse creation exists in the dream
state without marmng its indivisibility, so alss
this woild springs from Brahman This example
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which 15 eiled 15 very sigmficant as 1t shows that
Badarayana was quite fannhar with Mayavado—
ihat he considered this woild umeal 1 a highe
sense even as the dream world 15 Miya (3. 2 3).
These two Sutras together with Sutras 2. 3 50
and 3. 2 18 show that he viewed the world as
unteal The subsequent Sutias establish that
Biahman thiough Mayd possesses all powers
necessary tor creation and so on

In the above summary we find how logically
and consislently Sankara  has  imteipreted the
Sutias which leaves no 10om tfor disputes as to
whal Badarayana meant in these Sutras

Thus 1» the whole of Chapter I and Section 1
ot Chapter I1 Bidardyana establishes the efficient
and material causality of Brahman aud m this
his opponents are puimanly the Sankhyas who
deny Its malerial causality  As they also quote
the seriptures often in theiwr suppoit. they are the
ioremost opponents m  Bidariyana’s view  He
disposes ot others by saymg that they too aie
1efuted by these arguments Sankara also, as
shown alove, has mm Ch. I, See 4 and Ch. II,
Sec 1 consistently interpreled the Sutras as
duected against the Sankhyas or as answering
their objections,

Some crities of Sankara, however, think that
the reasoming employed by the aphorist againsi
the Sankhyas in Sutras 4-11 of Ch 1I, Sec 1,
«especially Sutra 6, would be hardly appropriate
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from Sankara’s pomnt of view, {for according to
him the world springs not from Brahman as In-
telligence. but 1m so tar as It 15 associated with
Maya. Smmlarly Sutta 24 which  says  that
Brahman tiansforms Ttself into the world like
milk would be mappopriate 1f the world were
unreal; Sutra 1 4 23 where Biahman 1s said to
be the material und efhicient cause of the world
does not say that Brahmau 15 the material cause
through Mava, on the other hand Sutra 1 4 206
uses the word ‘Parinimit’ to show how Brahman
1s changed ito the world.

Thiw erttiesu does mot seem to be relevant
In Sutias 2 1 4-11 the Sankhyas’  objection
against the Vedantic doeirme of the wmatemal
causahity of Biahman 1< answered Here the
author 15 concerned only with establishing Birah-
man as the material cause and thus refuting the
dualism of the Sankhyas who posti an indepen-
dent prineiple, the Pradhéma, as the First Cause,
and not with the tiwe natwe of this causalily
Tp to Sutra 13 he 1etutec the objection trom the
Sankbvas’ own vealistic  <tandpomnt, His own
view as to the true wugmificance of the caurality
18 estubliched in Sutra 14 Tt 1s not true that
Sankara holds that Brahman as Pure Tntelligence
is not the material cause. but only as endowed
with Mavd. Brahman or Pure Intelligence as
sucn is the material cause of the world as Sutra
1 4. 23 says. But because of this, we cannot



INTRODUCTION xxix

expect the effect, the world, to be similar to the
cause 1 all respects. This is made clear by
Sankara in his commentary on Sutra 2 1. &
where he says that they cannot be similar in all
respects, for 1f they were, then there would be
nothing hke cause and efiect, nor would they be
called by different names What is essential for
establishing the relation of cause and effect 1s
that some qualities of the cause must be found in
the effect also, and this 1s satisfied in the case of
Brahman and the world  Everything in this
world exists and this quality is obtained from
Brahman which 1s existence; everythmg 1s also
illumined by Intelligence which 1s Brahman So
Sutra 1 4. 23 which says that Brahman as In-
telligence is the cause is not contradicted accord-
mg to Sankara’s view. This Sutra further says,
“This view not contradicting the proposition and
illustration cited mm Chh. 6 1. 4. In what
sense the material causality of Brahman as In-
telligence does not conmtradict this enunciation, is
shown by the aphorist 1n 2 1 14 From these
Sutras Sankara says that both Brahman and
Maya are the cause of the world. Brahman
through Vivarta, and Miya through Parinéma;
and the gualities of both are found in the effect,
the world, as we gather from our cognition of a
pot, ‘The pot exists,” ‘The pot is inert’ where as
existence the pot is indentical with Brahman
which is existence itself, and as inert it is identical
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with Maya which s merl. Everything in this
world bhas five elements m 1ts make-up wiz.
Asti, Bhati, Priya, Nama, and Rupa, the forme
three have Brahman for its material cause corres-
pondimmg to the three factors, Existence, Inielh-
gence and Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya
and are unreal No Jdoubt the aphorist takes the
Parnama view as a workable basis in refuting
the Sankhyas. But we have already said that 1t
15 a well established principle of Indian teacheis
to take the aspirant step by step to the final truth
So Badaidyana, bv taking the Parindma view-
pont m s earlier Sutras where Brahman 1s 1e-
teired 10 a»> the Cause and establishing Vivarta
m 2 1 14, has only followed 1his wuniversally
accepted method That the author is not for
Parmamavada 15 made eclear by him in Sutras
26-28 Suhia 28 clearly establishes the unreality
ot the world, 1t being illusory Iike the dream
world

Coming to Raminuja’s commentary we find
that he 15 not so logical or consistent as Sankara.
According to him Birahman has for Its body the
entire universe with all its sentient and insen-
tient bemngs m all Tis stales. When the souls
and malter are 1 the subtle state, Brahman 1s 1n
the causal condition and when they are in the
gross state It 1« 1n the effect state, The effect,
i.e. the world, is thus seen to be non-different
from the cause, ¢ e. the Supreme Brahman (vide
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Sr1 Bhashya Sutras 1 4 27 and 2. 1. 13). Badara-
yana does not seem to hold this view, for nowhere
does he say that Biabman has tor Its body
the souls and matter. KEven ii 2 3. 43 should
mean that the souls are the body of Brahman,
there 18 no sinualar Sutra to show that matter too
15 Its body. Moveover, 1f Brahman 1s the
matenal cause of the world through Its imsentient
pait only, as the above view leads to, then Sutra
1. 4. 23 which says that Brahman as Intell-
aence 15 the malenial cause would be contradicted
and Sutras 2. 1 206-28 also would be useless, tor
ihe question of the whole of Brahman puassing
over mio the world does not anise at all  Nor
can the relation of eause and eftect enist between
Brahman in the causal and the effect state for it
13 the same Brahman in either case Even if
such a relationship be granied, it would make
Sutias 2 1. 4-6 meaningless, for there can be no
difierence of nature mm Brabman in the two states
as between Brahman and ihe woild—the sentient
and the insentient Ramainuja directs Sutra 14
against the Vaiseshikas, but we do nol find the
author making anybody else but the Sainkhyas
the opponents The rest he disposes of by saymyg
that the arguments against the Sinkhyas 1efute
others also (vide 1. 4. 28 and 2. 1, 12). The in-
texpretation of Sutra 2. 1. 28 by Raménuja is
very far-fetched. His explanation that because
things possess different qualities owing 1o the
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difterence in theirr essential nature, Brahmam
which 1s unique can possess qualities beyond our
experience, 1s not to the pomnt, while Sankara’s
terpretation 1s very happy as 1t gives us an
1dea as to how 1t 1s possible for Brahman to create
the world and yet remain 'mmuiable. Moreover,
Ramanuja has not explained i Sutras 26-28 the
conttadiction 1n the Srufi texts, while Sankara’s
interprelation reconciles the contradiction through
reasoming, and such reasoming as 1s mnot against
ihe Sruti texts is quite acceptable to all Vedin-
tins; 1n fact that 1s what that author proposes to
do in this Uttara-Mimimsa work of his

Coming to Nimbarka, his line of argument on
these Suiras relating to the causality of Brahman
1s to establish the Bhedibheda doctrine. Sutra
2 1. 13 he interprets first like Sankara But in
Sutra 14 the word <@y he interprets as
4 g gai~  ‘not absolutely different ’ That
15, ihe efteet 15 not absolutely different from
the cause~ 1t has no separate existence from
Binhman  Thus from Sutia 18 which says that
Brahman and the TJiva are difierent, Sutras 4-6
which sav that the insentient world is different
fram Tt and Sutra 14 which says that they have
no separate existence apart fiom Brahmean, Nim-
barka concludes that between Brahman and the
sentient and insentient world there is difference as
well as non-difterence. But such a thing 1n one and
the same entity 1s impossible. The Chhandogya
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text says that the clay alone 15 real and not
the things made of clay, for they aie mere names,
unreal. Take for example a clay pot; when we
cognize it as a pot we are not conscious of its be-
ing clay and when we cognize 1t as clay we mss
the pot, though both these aspects ate inherent n
it. So we have to conclude that 1its natwme 1
illusory, for it 1s not cognized as what it 1+  That
which 1s non-difterent fiomw a thing and vet
appears to be difterent and which depends wupon
the non-difference for 1ts exisience cammot but be
1llusory. So between the pot and the clay, the
latter alone 1s real and not the pot Smmla is the
case with Brahman and the world HBrahman
alone 1s real and the world 15 unreal. ““When all
this 1s but the Self, how could one see another?®”
(Brih 2 4. 14). Chhandogyva 6. 16 ealls one who
sees variety as false-munded and the one who sees
unity as true-minded. But to people who are m
ignorance both difterence and non-difterence seem
to be real, the unity being undeistood through
the scriptures and variety thiough ditect percep-
tion. This 15 only a relalive or Vvavahirika
state. The truth 1s umity. ‘Therefore Nimbaika’s
view cannot be correct.

Does Bddardyana accept the Pdinchardtra

In Section 2 of Chapter I1 the author takes
the offensive So long he was on the defensive,
In the whole of this =ection he refutes {hrough
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reasonmng alone, without ecomse 1o the Sruti
teats, the varwous schools of philosophy of the
tune  In this section he retutes those schools of
thought that were 1egarded by the orthodox sec-
tion as outsude the sphere ot the Vedas. We have
enough 1eterences m ancient works ike the Maha-
bharata and some of the Purinas thati all these
schools refuted 1n Section 2 by the author were so
tegarded The Siva Mahimmna Stotra contains the
verse P @@ awn: ogukwa @ WRRMRP which shows
that Saukhya, Yoge, Pisupate and Vashnava
(whieh ineludes Pancharatia) schools of  thought
were 1cgaided as difterent fiom s or the
Vedie rehigion with 1ts iwo branche,, Karma-
kinda and Jninakianda. Moreover, we find that
m many works ot the Panchardtra school the
Vedas are held 1 contempl. Sankara himself
guotes such a text  The »choliasts Govindananda
and Anmandagni also quote similaz  texts. Thele-
ime they must have been detmtely regarded by
the ancients as outside the pale of the Vedas and
we cannof 1easonably expect Badariyana to have
accepled theu view as his final conclusion in a
worth meant 1o systematize the orthodox thought
of the DLpanshads  Of comse, to that portion
wineh does not contradiet the Vedas he has mno
objection, nor has Sankara, as he has made it
clear 1m his Bhashya on Sulias 42 and 43. Ramai-
nuja, however, sees mn Sutras 44 and 45 the
Acceplance of ihe Pancharitra doctrine by a
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refutation of the objections ruwsed agawnst it in
Sutras 42-43, But his  inteipretations are
stretched. Sutra 45 he twists to mean, “And
because the creation of the soul 15 contradicted
by this Sastia’’, saying thereby that the question
raised 1 Sutia 42 as to the (eation ot the soul
does not arise at all. a~ this school does not hold
the view The wuy m which 1his Suira 1s stretch-
ed by Ramanuja can easly be seen by comparing
it with Sutra 10 wheie Badarayana uses the same
wording, ‘‘And on account of contiacdiction,” ete
to mean that contradichion 1 the Sankhya system
makes 1t unacceptable to the wise This seems to
be the Sutrakara’s view here also Dr Thibaut
thinks., “It would not be unuatmral proceeding to
close the polemical section with a defence of that
doctrine which 1n spite ot objections has to be
viewed as the tiue one ’ But that being the pwm-
pose of the whole work itself, we caunot 1easonably
think that the author estabhshes his doctrine 1n
these two Suilras Moreover, no other commenta-
tor sees the acceptance of the Pancharitra doe-
trine in this topie. Vallabha follows Sankara.
Numbéarka sees the 1etutation of Saktivada m the
topic He 1s theretore consistent i that he
regards the whole of Section 2 as being devoted to
a refutation of views nol aceepiable to the anthor
He accepts the Pancharitra system and w~o he
finds some other subject in this topie. though on
this account his interpretation is not happv. But
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it Vyisa had any hand m this work as already
shown, then we cannot but see the refutation of
the Panchariira system m these Sutras, for we
find that he does not accept this docirne even in

his Gata
The Jua’s real nature:

Now we come to Sutras 2 3. 16-93 which deal
with the nature of the soul and 1ts relation to
Biahman. All except Sankara interprei these
Sutras {0 mean that the soul 1s atomue, an agent,
and a part of the Lord Sankara alone says that
the atomieity, agency, and bemg a part are not
the Jiva’s real natuie, but 1ls nature as a Sam-
«arm (transmmgrating entity) and that in reahty 1t
15 all-pervasive and identical with Brahman,

The author defines Biahman as the cause ete.
of this world of sentient and msentient thmmgs in
Sutia 2, 1eferning to the Tarttimya text, “That
out ot which all these creaimres are bhorn” ete.
3 1Y H s clem, theretore, that the world of
sentient and insentient things has sprung from
Biahman Hence the Jivas {oo have sprung from
the Lord. But in Sutia 17 the author says that
the mdividual soul is not produced Thus he con-
tradiets his defimtion and also the enunciation of
the sciiptures that ‘‘by the knowledge of one
thmg everything else is known’” (Chh. 6. 1).
The Sutiakdra at every place makes this enuncia-
tion the corner-stome of his argument. So we
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have to reconcile 1t and the author’s defimtion of
Brahman with his statement 1n Sutra 17 which
drives us 1o the conclusion that the Jiva as such,
as a Samsarn, 18 an effect, but in 1ts real nature
it 1s eternal and identical with Brahman. That
the natwe of the Jiva as we experience 1t 1s
unreal 1s made clear by him n Sutra 16, What
origimates is 1ts connection with its adjunets, gross
and subtle, which 13 unreal. From this stand-
point 1t 1s also clear why the author treats the
question of the Jiva’s nature and 1ts relation to
Brahman in this section which reconciles contra-
dictions in the Sruti texts with respect to creation.
There are different statements about the nature of
the Jiva also and these he reconciles m this sec-
tion, showing thereby that in 1ts real natuie 1t 1s
not created and 1s wdentical with Brahman, but as
a Samsinm it 15 an eftect, atomic, an agent, and
a part of Brahman Even as Iswara or Brahman
Immited by Nescience 1s not eteinal, so 18 the Jiva
Iimited by the body, mind, etc. not eternal but
in its irue nature 11 is eteinal Beveff of their
Upadhis both are Pure Intellizence and identical.
That 15 why the Taithiraya Upanishad after say-
ing, ‘“‘Existence. Knowledge, Infinite 1s Brah-
man'’ (2 1) says, *‘From That verily—from this
Self—is the ether born’ ete (2 1), thus identify-
ing the self as bereft of all its Upddhis with
Brahman. Tattiriya 2 1, and 3 1 caited by the
Sutrakara in his definition of Brahman all refer
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to the same Pue Intelligence Thus the one
‘Existence, Knowledge, Infinite’ which 15 Pure
Intelligence, retlected 1  Nescience 18 lswara,
and 1eflected 1n the Antahkarana (internal orgau)
is the Jiva, which 15 borne out by the seriptural
statement, “This Jiva has the eftect for the
adjune{ and Iswara has the cause for the adjunet™
(Sukbatahasya Up 2 12) This seems to be the
true view-point which has gmided the aphorist in
tioming the Sutras of Section 3, Chapler TI and
m which sense Sankara also has inteipreled them
The enunciation also is not contradicted accord-
ing to this inteipretation.

According to Ramémuja the souls are really
effects of Brahman but have existed n It from all
eternity as a mode or Prakiia of Biubmau. So
also have the elements. Yet the latter ate said
to oniginate, as at the time of creation they
undergo an essential change of nature But the
souls do not underge such a change, they are
always cognizing agents. but at the time ot
creation there 1s an expansion of their intelli-
gence and 1 this <ense alone, 7¢ 1n the sense
that there 1s no essential change in their nature
at cteation, are the souls said to be not created
(ride S11 Bhashya 2 3. 18) while the elements
which undergo change in their essential mnature
are saxd to be créated Badardyana nowhere
says that the souls and Prakritt which form the
body of Biahman are Its effects; nor does he
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anywhete declure such a difierence between the
souls and the elements Again, according to Rima-
nuja Brahman means not puwe Bemg but as
gualified by the souls and matter for Iis bhody
This very conception of Brahman establishes that
the relation between the souls and Brahman is as
between a quality and the 1hing qualified and
consequently 2 8 43 1n vedundant 1t the word
‘part’ there should be interpreted {o convey thas
idea,

Ramanuja sees a 1efutation of Advaita 1
Sutras 50-53 This does not seem {o be mteth-
gible at all, for the Advaitins do not sav that the
Jiva 15 all-pervading m ats 1elative state W 1
»0 1 the state of release Sankata makes 1t clem
thal the Jiva as such 1s hmited and subject to
mjunctions and prohibitions thiough 1t~ connec-
tion with a gross body (2 3 48), and that even
after the gross body falls, on account of its finer
Upadhis, the Antabkarana etc which accompany
1t even after death (4 2 1-6), 1t ~tll continues
to be individualized (2. 8 30), and »~o thete 15 no
confusion 1n fruits of actions done in the gross
body (2. 3 49 and 50) Tt 1~ only when 1this
Upadhi also, which bemg something ereated and
not eternal (vide 2 4) and theretore hable to des-
truction, is rent asunder. that the Jiva atfains
its real nature and is all-pervading., As swh,
Ramanuja’s refutation of Advaita falls  flal
Sankara’s inteipretation of these Sutras on  the

D
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other hand 1s happy The Sutrakira, having
established that the Jiva in 1its relative state 1~
atomic and an agent but m reahty all-pervading,
refutes the view of those who hold tha{ the Jivas
are many and all-pervadimg m  their relative
state itself Nimmbaika and Vallabba also see the
game subject in thic topic which shows that
Rimanuja’s attempt to refute Advaita 15 far-
fetched and not at all what the Sutrakira (apho-
1151) means,

Numbarka foo 1egards the Jivas and Prakiita
as effects of Brahman; but while matter undei-
goes further modification atter creation, the sounls
do not and 1n this sense the soul is saad 1o be
etetnal by him also Such a view stands 1efuted
by the same arguments as are applied again-t
Réaménuja’s view Coming to Sutra 43 which
says the Jiva 1s dufferent as well as non-different
from Brabman, 1t has already been shown by
Sankata m 2 1. 14 that such a thing is not
possible 1 the <ame entity and that non-difference
alone 15 1eal

Let us now conclude {his topic by consider-
mg the reasonableness o1 otheiwise of taking
Sutras 19-28 as the decisive view of the author
According to this view the soul 1s atomic, for the
Sruti declares 1t to be so (Mu. 3 1 9) and other
texts mention 1ts passing out of the body, going
to heaven, ele. But then the Sruti also describes
the Supreme Self as atomic 1 texts like,
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“Smaller than a gram of bailey”’ ete. (Chh. 3.
14 3)  So how can we say that the Jivy alone is
atomae and not the Loid? It may be sad that
texts say that Brabman s, all-peavading. “All-
pervading hke the cther and etermal™ ete ;
“Ureater than the sky, gieater than heaven’’ ete.
But then the Sruti texts describe the soul also as
all-pervading . *‘He 15 1udeed the great unborn
Self” (Bnah, 4 4 22y, “Tust as when a pot is
cartzed, the pot alome 15 carned, not the ether
mside 11, even =0 15 the Jiva compared to the
ether,” which expressly says 11 15 all-pervading
Not will 1t seive any purpose to say thai Brah-
man. being the mater1al cause ot the wold, must
be all-pervasive, tm even the atomie Jiva creates
~everal hodies (Kavavvuha) and 1ules them and
~s0 Brahman though the mateiral cause can  yet
be atonne  So nerther by the Siuli {exis nor by
1easonming ean ithe difterentiation of Brahman and
the Jiva as all-pervasive and atome be justified
But according to Advaita there 15 no disparity in
its reasommg m the two ecases Birahman due to
Upadht (adjunct) appears atonne but mn reality
It 15 all-pervasive. So also 15 the Jiva m its
ieal nature all-pervading and therefore identical
with Biahman, though 1t appears to be alomie,
an agent and so on owing 1o ils lomting adjunet,
ithe Anlahkaiana The primay texis say that
Brahman and the Jiva i 1ls 1eal natme are all.
pervading. The tests which speak of atomicity ete.
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are of a secondary impot and so have to be
explained otherwise.'

I Brahman with or wethout attributes

Now let us tuke up the Sutras in Chapter
LI, Section 2, wherie Bidarivane desciibes the
nutute of Biahman Sutias 11-21 according  to
NSankata deal with the zeconcihation of texts
whih desciihe Brahman both as attiibuteless and
as possessing attiibutes and mean that even from
difierence of place u twotold charactenstie cannot
he predicated of Biahman, because the sciipture-
teach thioughout that Bralman is withoutr attn-
butes (11)  Tf 1t be sad that ~swh difterence 1~
taught by the scuptuves we deuy it, because with
tespect to each foom the Stunr declares just the
oppestte of that  The Siuti explains at every ms-
tance that the form » not tive and that behiund
all Upadhis there 3» one formless prineiple (ride
Bubh 2 5 1) (12) Moreover, some teach thus
(Tide Ratha 4 1) (I3  Venldy Brahman 15
formless, for that is the puipvit of the texts (14)
And u~ tormlews hght takes form, so does Brah-
man take torm 1 connection with Tpadbis which
rerve the puipose of TUpasanad (meditation) (13)
It 15 Pure l\ntelligence (16) The Srati and
Smiits teach that Tt is attributeless (17). There-
fore we have with 1espect to Brahman comparisons

1 S1ddhantalesha, Jivinutvav:chira,
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Iike the images of the sun  The fooms a1e mere
1eflections, they ai1e not 1eal (18)

Raiménuje and Nimbérka on the other hand
see quite o difterent subject iscussed 1 these
Sutras  The topic 15 not whether Brahman is
atliibuteless or possesses attiibutes, but whether
It 13 polluted by mmpertections owing to Its being
inside everything as the luner Ruler, even as the
soul bemg embodied 15 subject to 1mperfections
due to its states of waking, dieam, and dreamless
sleep deseribed m Sutias 1-10 Theretoe acemd-
mg to Ramanuja the Sutras mean thaf even on
account of place such as matter and soul there 1s
not the possibilily of 1he Supieme Lord being
contamnated by mperfections, smee everywheie
m the scuptuzes Biahman 15 described as having
a twofold chasactenstie, 112 freedom fr1om mmper-
fections and possessmg all blessed gqualities (11)
It 1t be said that since the ~oul also by nature
possesses  aceordimg to Chh 8 7 the twotold
charactersstic of Biahman and yet 15 subject to
mmpertections due to 1ts connection with a body,
the Inner Ruler will likewise be subject o such
eondilions owimng to ils connection with bodies, we
deny 1t, for the Sruti at every place denies 1t by
raying that Brahman 1s mmmoital and theiefore
tree from mperfections (tude Bith, 3 7. 3—-22)
The imperiections 1 the soul are due te Kaima
and the Lord whe is not subject to it 1s therefore
free from such imperfections (12). Biahman can
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be said to have no torm, as It 1s the originalor of
name and form and theietore 13 not subject to
Karma hke the souls which being embodied are
subject to 1t (14). To am objechion that the
difterentiated form ot Brahman 15 false, Sutia 13
answels thus: Even as on account of texts like,
“Brabman 1> Existence, Knowledge. Infinite’”” we
have to accept that imtelligence constitutes the
essential nature of Biahman, so also we have to
admit that I{ possesses a iwofold characteristic,
as otherwise such texts become meaningless (15).
And the texts say that much only. 7z ¢ that Brah-
man has mtelligence fo1 1ts essential nature, and
doe~ not negalive the other attributes of Biahman
(16) The Siut: and Smrnt: state thus (17) For
this very reason are comparisons such as reflected
mmages of the sun. Brahman, although abidimg
m maniiold places, ever possesses the twofold
rharacteristic and 1s not coutammated even as the
sun reflected in dnty water 15 not polluted (18).
Numbétka alco morie o1 less follows Rama-
nuja’s interpretalion as regards Sutras 11-14
Sutras 15 und 16 he interprets in a different way,
and sees 1 them an mgument for establishing the
authoritv of the Sruti as absolute 1 the matte:
discussed 1n 11-14  Sutras 17-21 he 1nterpret~
Ihike Ramfinuja, though he reads 21 as a separate
Sutra and not as a part of 20 as Raménuja does
- A glance through these three commentaries
on these Suiras convinces one of the superiority
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aud reasonableness and also of the logical con-
sistency of Sankaia’s interpiretation  Moreover,
1t has the ment ot dealmg with the solution of
an 1mportant doubt that aiises :n the mind ot
even a casual reader of the Upamshads, 2.z as
to the natuie of Brahmoan—whether 1t 15 qual-
fied or non-qualified; for the Siuti texts seem 1o
support both views though they are contradictory
Riméinuja and Nimbarka 1gnoie such an impor-
tant subject and see a less unportant subject dis-
cussed 1 these Sulras Secondly, they fal to
bring out the torce of the woids of the Sutias 1n
bold relief as Sankara does. e ¢ ‘twotold charac-
teri~tic’ of Sutra 11 which 1efers to contradictory
gualities 1n Sankara, but not so 1n the other two.
They therefore seem to oveillook what 1s actually
taught 1n the Sutras and bring 1m a subject-
maiter not meant by the aphorzst We shall be
doing an mjustice to Badavdyana to thimk with
Raimanuja and Nimbarka that he had omitted to
diseuss such an impmtant <ubject 1 his work
meant to systematize the lenchings of the Upani-
shads No doubt Raminuja broaches this subject
in Sutras 15 and 16 and says that both these
views are to be accepted; but his interpretation
of Sutia 16 1» indeed stretched and cannot be
accepted, while Nimbéarka does not diseuss the
subject at all. We cannot think with Ramanuja
that Badardyana disposed of such an important
subject 1n one or two Sutras 1m a topie which
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deals with quite a difterent subject-matter and
of less mipotance Ramanuja’s introducing this
subject m Sutras 13 and 16 1s against the spint
of the Adhikartana (topic) even according to lus
own mterpretation I 1s something which he
forerbly mtroduces out ol all 1elation to the con-
text, as anybody can easily see

In 1act according to their interpretation of
this Adhikaana the whole ot 1t looks 1edundant
after what has been stated by them n 2. 1 1.
Fimally the smmile of the 1eflections ot the sun 35
happier according to  Sankaia’s  interpretation
ihan according to that ol the other two and the
text eited by Raminuja m Sutia 18 holds good
arcording to Sankama’s view also and more aptly

Sutras 22-30 Sankaia takes as a separate
{opic and mterprets 22 to 24 as follows  What
has heen mentioned up to this (1 e the two forms
ot Brahman mentioned i Bath 2. 3. 1) is denied
by the words *"Not this, not this” (Brah 2. 3. 6)
and the S1utr says somethmg more than that
afterwards It does not deny Biahman but Its
forms  mentioned earhier, thewr transcendental
1eality (22)  The objection that Brahman is
denied berause Tt 13 not experienced 1s not rea-
sonable, tor the Srulr says that Brahman exists,
though It 1s not mamfest on account of ignor-
ance (23) Aud moreover It 1s 1ealized in perfect
meditation, so say the Sruti and Smnti (24).
Therefore the Jiva becomes one with the Infinite
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when Knowledge dawns, tor {hus the scripture
mdicates (26) In the vext two Sutias an objec-
1ion 13 raised against Sutias 29 and 26 But on
aiccount of both difierence and  mnon-diftereuce
being laught by the Sruti, the 1elahon between
them 15 a» between the seipent and 1ls ecml (27),
or like that between Light and its o1b (28). Sutra
29 1etules this view and says Or the 1elation
18 as given  Dbetore 1 Sutias 23-26 And on
account of the denial of evervthing else besides
Biahman by the Siuth texts (J0).

Réamanuja countinues the mevious topw up to
26 Sutias 22-26 aceordimg to him mean. The
text (Brih 2 3. 6) denies the peviously wmen-
tioned that muchuness and says more than that
The two foums of Brahman (Buh. 2 3 1) do nol
exhaust lts attrabutes, fo the teat states twither
qualities aftter that. “For there 15 nothing
higher than this ‘not thisy’  Then comes the
name, ‘the Tiuth of f1uth’, {im the Pirinas are
11ue and It 1s the {iuth of them.” ‘Prinas’ here
mean the souls, because {hey accompany the
latter at death The souls a1e tiue, because they
do not undergo any change 1m  thewr essentlial
natwe. The Loid 15 the Tiuth of  these {rue
souls, for these contiaci and expand with respect
to mtelligence, while He 15 unaffected Thus the
subsequent part of the text connects Biahman
with some qualities, The claude ‘“Not tlhis, not
this’’ does nol deny the attubutes of DBiahman,
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bui denies that Its ualure 1s confined to these two
forms only (22) The Siuti insiruction 1s not un-
necessary here, for though the world 15 seen, yet
1t 15 not known as a Prakaia or mode of Brahmun
and that 15 what can be gathered only from 1ihe
Srut1 texts  So declares the Srutr (23)  And
Biohman's being difterentinted by these twe
forms 1s realized even as Its being of the nature
of mtelligence 1s realized by repeated meditation
(25) TFor all these reasons Brahman 1s 1egaided
as Infinite, z.¢ as possessing 1nfinite atimbutes,
for thus the attmbutes hold goed, 7 ¢ the twofold
characteristic of Sutra 22 (26). Suhias 27-30 me
treated bv Réménuja as a separate topic  Satras
27 and 28 mive the Purvapaksha, as Sankara alse
says, and 29 gives the Siddhinta, but the woids
‘as betore; 1n the Sutra ieter not to Sutras 29
and 26, bul to 2, 3 41

Numbiarka follows Rdménuja in Sutras 22-24.
The mnext iwo Suiras he intreprets somewhat
differently  Just ws fite 15 mamfested through
ihe 1ubbing of wooden sticks., so 1s Brahman
manitested 1m medilation (231 On realizug
Brahman the soul becomes one with It (26)
Sutias 27 and 28 he takes as the author’s and
wot as the opponent’s view Sutra 27 deseribes
that the relntion between Brahman and the 1n-
sentient world is as between the serpent and its-
coils (27) and the relation between the soul and
Brahman 1s as between the orb and the light (28).
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But to an objection of the kind 1aiced 1mm  Sutras
2.1 25 the answer 1< us betore, e 2. 1. 26 (29).
Moreover, the Supreme Selt 15 not aftected by the
miperfection ot the soul (30)

Sankara thus mtepiets “Not this, not s’
as a denial of the two totms ot Brahman men-
tioned m Brih 2 3 1 Brabman can be desciibed
only as ““Not this, not this,” re. 1t 15 not what
we see  Whatever we see 1» nol Brabmun as Ut
15 Brahman is something difterent from all this
mamfested woild This nterpretation 1w 1n
keepimg with seniptuial  teachimg Riminuja
and Nmmbirka interpret that ‘“Not this, not this”
dentes only the limitation of Brahman’s natwe
to only these two tormis, 1 other words T{ has
many more attiibutes than these two The two
foums are real and aie only two of the mfimte
attributes of the Lord This seems to be a total
demial of the Upanishadie feacling. ““*Not this.
not this’’ occurs 1n tour diftertent places i the
Bi:h. Up Even 1f Ramivuja’s explanation he
allowed 1n Brih 2 3 G—however slrange and
twisted 1t might seem, Bmh. 4 2 4, 4 4 22
and 4. 5 15 do not by anv means vield to such an
interpretation  Thewe texls after saving., “Thie
Self 1s that which has been described as ‘Not
this, not this,” ”’> says, ‘‘Ii 1s imperceplible’” ete
Other texts also desciibe the Self or Brabman as
bevond comprehension ‘‘“There goes neither the
eye, nor speech nor the mind, we know T{ mnot
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nor do we ~ee how to teach about [t. Dafferent
1t is from all that 15 known, and is beyond the
wnknown as  well”  (Kena 1 8-4); ‘“Whence
opeech zeturns along with the mind without rea-
hzmg Tt (Tairt 2 4, also Jbed 2 9 and Katha
1 3 15 Tiom these texis we find that nothing
can be predicated of Brabman  From the Kena
texts we find that we cannot say that Biahman s
ths and this 1 o posttive way T 18 not what
we see and theretore 1t can only he deseuibed as
*Not this, not this” by denying everything we
see 1 It It 15 tine that we do find the serip-
tares  dealimg  with both diffieence and non-
ditterence, but with what object, 1s the question.
1t 15 noul to establish that both we five, tor they
ate mutually contradictory A cmretul study of
the secuptures convinees one that dualiiv 1s taught
m oder 1o {ake the aspnant step by step through
it to non-duolity  Ramdnuja i his Bhashya on
these Rutras enrticizes Sankaia saymg  that the
Stutt could not have desenibed these two forms
ouly to deny them latex on  Buti that this 13 a
Process the Srutr adopts 15 clear trom Prajapatr’s
msiruetion fo India 1 the Chhindogya or
Varuna's teaching to Bluign m the Taittiriya
Upanishad  The aspuant 15 gradually taken to
hgher and lugher truths, Thiough duality he is
led up to non-duality, the goal or final truth.
Duality has not been praised anywhere in the
scuptures, and ne fruit is aseribed to 1t On the
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other hand it 15 censwed (e/de Katha 2, 4. 10-11;
Brih. 4. 4 19; Mt 4 2. und 6 ), which shows
that the seriptuie. do not mtend to post duality
But non-duality 1~ pramsed and mmmoitality i
said to be achreved by the knowledge of unty
According to the Pwrva Mimamsi prineiple. that
which has no result of its own but 15 mentioned
in connection with something else which has o
1esult, 13 subordinate to the latter Theretme
duality which has no fuwit of 1ts own 1 subaidian v
to non-duality which 15 the mam pwuipmt ot the
Srut1 texts Agan we have texts hike, *‘The
Atman 1s smaller than the smallest greater than
the gieatest” (Katha 1 2 20); “Neither gros
nor fine' ete —which mnegate all duabity and
establish 1lie Tnfimty of Brahman bevond all
doubts

A question, however, may aiine  If every-
thing 1s negated, what will be left¥* We shall
by such a process arrive at a nwonentity, Not so.
We cannot go on negating ad infimitum, but have
to come finally to some basw reality, and thie
basie reality behind evervthing 14 the Atman m
Brahman TWhen we 1emove an object, space 15
left behind. Similarly. when everything we see
is removed or megated. Brahman v left behind,
which cannot be negated and whicli 15 the witness
of everything. We cannot sav that by uegaiion
we come to nonentity, for the very fact that we
comprehend this nonentity shows that 1t 13 being
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illummed by the witnessing consciousness, the
basic reality even belund this 1dea of nomentity.
In this Sutia the Suttahata  solves this  doubt,
rhowing that the pegation concerns not Brahman,
but only the two forms of 1. To turn the daift
of thys discussion {opsy twivy and establih  the
teality of the two forms 15 1o 1gnore the spuit of
seuiptural teaching.

Miyardda n the Upanishads

There 15 a commuon beliet that Maydvida is
not found 1 the seriptuies and thal it 1= San-
kara’s own doctrime borrowed from the Buddhists
But such a statement 1s seaicely justified. Iun the
Bubadiranyaka text under discussion we have,
*“Now 1ts name *The Tiuth of truth’ The wvital
toree 18 lruth, and It 15 the Truth of that”’ (Buh
2.8 G) It the vital force. 1 ¢ Prajna (the noul
1w a state ot deep sleep) ot which the vital force
i an Upddhy s tiwe o1 1eal, Brahman 1v the
Truth or Reality ot this 1eal  In other words.
Brahman’s 1eality 15 of a different grade from
that of the uwmiveise It {his world 1s 1eal and
not Méys, as Sankara would eall 1t, then Brahman
is the Realty of this 1eal, which shows thai the
world’s reality 15 of an nterior kind fiom thai of
Biahman and when 1t 15 realized this world is no
more. A smnlar iden 15 conveyed by Chh. 7 24.1
where Brahman, the Infinite. 15 sa1d to be 1mmor-
tal and the world, the finite, 15 smd to be mortal.
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But this 15 exactly what Sankara too says—that
the two, Brahman and the woild, have {wo grades
of reality, even as the dream world and the world
we experience while we are awake have two
uraldes of reality, and as a 1esult we are justified
m saying that the dream world 1s Miyd, a~ the
Sufrakard says m 3 2 3, o1 umeal as compared
with 1he waking stale Suuilarly, this world we
experience 1s Miyd o1 unreal as compared with
ihe 1eality of Biahman The dream world has
a reality for the time bemmg; ~o0 has this world -o
long as we aie 1 1gnorance; and Sankara nowhele
Wenies the Vyavahinka (phenomenal) 1eality
of this world  The semptures explain this differ-
ence between the reality of the two., Brahman
and the world, by using symbology, as for example,
m Chh. 6 1 4, which we had occaston io
explamn m Sutra 2. 1 14 wheie the Siutr tres to
explain that the one, the eclay, 1s mme real than
the many, which 1t identifies with name anl
toim only. We find the same 1dea again 1n Bnh.
1. 6 4. “This immoatal entity 15 covered bv
tiuth (the five elements): The vital force 1s the
mmmortal entity, and name and form are {ruth;
(so) this vilal force 18 covered by them > Name
and form, 2.6 the woild we experience, a1e called
truth, but Brahman 1s distinguished from ihem
by saying that It 1s immortal—Its reality 15 of a
different grade from the reality of that which is
called iruth. And as the reahty of this world is
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of a lesser giade o1 1llusory as compared with that
of Brahman, Tt can be the cause of sach an
illusory woild of mantoldness without undergo-
ing anv change m Tseli; for an illusory mani-
foldness can exist 1n 14 without m  any wav
affecting [~ mmmutability, like a snake 1n a rope
o1 the manitold drenmn world m the dieaming
self, as the Sutiakira exemplifiee m 2 1 28§,
which brings us to the conclusion that this world
is a Vivata of the non-dual Biahman, as Sau-
kaia says

Coming lo the mnterpretation ot Sutras 27-30
Sankara connects ‘‘or as befme’ 1 Sutia 29
with what 1mmediately precedes 1 Sutias 2520
and so it 1s happv  Rémanuya counects 1t with
Nufia 2 8 43 and so0 1t 18 not so apt  Nimbéarka’s
explanation 15 >l far-felched; tor while Rama-
nuja 1eters tor the Siddhanta ounly to a previous
Suiia, Nimbaika 1efers tor an objection uv well
as a decision to Swlws 1m 2 1 His inderpreta-
tion of the whole topie thus appeats to be much
stretched

That Sankaia has  followed the Sutrakaty
faithtully in hic mmteipretation of Sutrac 11-30
will be (learer 1t we just fiy to see the reason
why the latter treats of dieam and deep sleep
this section which deals with the nature ot
Brahman. Sankaia at the beginning of Chapter
III, Section 1. says that the tiransmugration o
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the soul is taught 1n order to genewate a spinit of
Vairdgya (dispassion)

Sutras 1-10 of Section 2 {real of the soul’s
states of dream and dieamless sleep According to
Sankara the very fact that the dream woild does
not fulfil the counditions of the time and space
tactors as 1 the waking state, shows that the
dream world 1s 1llusmiy and therefore a cieation
ot the soul and noi ot the Timd  From this he
shows that the real natute ot the Jiva s selt-
lumimous and bevond  all  these states  Thus
Sutras 1-10 elueidate the 1eal mnature ot the
‘Thou’ 1a ““Thou art That " Sutiac 1121 give
the nature of ‘That’ and Suira~ 22-30 dentsfy
the two. Thus the place of Sutias 1-10 m this
seclion is very sigmificant  Riamdianuja and Num-
barka say that the cveation of the dieam wold
belongs fo the Liord and nol to the soul If 1t
were so0, 1t should be as 1eal as this world CGrant-
ing that 1t 1s the Lord’s creation, of what sigm-
ficance 1s this subject 1 a section that deals waith
the natute of Brahman® Tt would have been
apt in 2. 3 where creation 15 faught Tf it be to
t1eate a spirt of Vardgya, as Rimanujn says at
the beginming of Chapter [II. then 1t ought to
have been meluded 1n Sectiom 1 which ti1eats of
the <oul’'s transmigration with the same object,
and thus be separated from Section 2 wheie it 18
out of place,

E
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The above analysis of Suiras 3. 2. 1-30 shows
that Sankara has nightly grasped the spirit of
Bidardyana, while Ramanuja and Nimbarka
have sadly missed 1t

A twofold knowledge of Brahman established -

Fimally. let us consider Sutras 4, 2, 12-14
and Sutras 4 4. 1-7  The former set of Sutras
as they stand are mierpreted better by Rémaénuja
and Nimmbarka than by Sankara. According to
Sankara they 1uu as follows. U it be said (that
ihe Prinas of a knower of Biahman do mot
depart), on account of the Sruti denying 1t (we
say) not so, for the Srut1 (Madhyandina recension
of the text) demies the departure of the Pranas
trom the soul and not from the body (12). For
the denial 1s clemn 1 the texts of some schools
113} So m Sutra 12 the Siddhénta view is first
expressed on the basis of Brbh 4 4. 6, Kinva
recension, «nd the objection against this is raised
by the opponent in the second half of the Sutra,
basiug his argument on the Madhyandina recen-
sion of the text, which is answered again in Suha
13 by Brih 3 2. 11, Kénva recension By such
an  inferpretation the sigmificance of ‘some
schools’ 15 lost, for 1t ought to have referred to
some text of the Madhyandina school and not of
the same Kéanva school on which the Siddhanta
13 based in Sutra 12,
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Ramanuja and Nmnbitka on the other hand
read these Sutias as one, which 1uns as tollows:
*‘It 1t be said {hat the Pidnas of a hkunower of
Brahman do noi depart on aceount of the demual
by ihe Sruty text (Buih. 4. 4. 6, Kanva), we deny
at; tor the Siuir says that they do not depart
from the soul (¢ e. they accompany the soul) and
this 13 clewa aceording to some, ¢z 1the Madhyan-
dina 1ecension of Buh. 4 £ 677 We cannotl but
say that this 13 more happy, as the force of *some
school’ and the word *h1’ (because) i the Sutra
are well brought out.

Though the mteiprefation according 1o the
Jetier of the Sutra forces us to sude with Rama-
nuja and Nimmbdirka, yet 1t we consider the S1uty
fext, 11z Brmh 4 4 6. on whiel the diseussion 18
hased and also the amangement of the Sutias
this Section 2 up to Sutia 16, we find that Sankara
i~ more reasonable than the other two and 1t Jooks
as though the Sutrakara himseli had made a <hp,
though he meunt otherwise Brh 4. £ § savs m
the fiist half of the text how one who 1s atlached
transmigiales, and concludes the first half by ~ay-
mg, “Thus does the man who desires trans-
agrate.””  The second halt speaks of the man
without desires and says, *‘Of him who 15 without
desires . . and to whom all objects of desire are
but the Self—the organs do not depart. Being
hut Brahman, he 15 merged in Brahman ’ Here
it 1= quile clear that the Srut1 contrasts 1he two
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ases of one who 1s atfached and one who 15 not
attached and <o does mol transmigrate but 1
merged in Brahman Now 1t 1s well known both
fiom the seriptures and the Vedanta-Suiras itself
that a transmugrating soul at the time ot death
goes out with the ovgans, and so when 1 contiast
to this 1t 15 saad, “His organs do not depart,”” 1l
is quite clear that the demial of departwie ot the
Pranas 15 from the body as in the case ot one who
1v attached, aud copsequently the expression
‘“from him’ in the Madhyaondina recension even
ought 10 mean the body and unot the <oul

Fiom what has been stated above we find
Saukaria mote reasonable and consistent{ and there-
tore we can sately sav that lus mterpretation of
Sutias 12-14 a~ establishing a twotold knowledge
is afler Badarvayana's view, though accoiding to
the wording of the Sutins 1t 15 nol so happy.
This sort of nterpretation of the Sutiakiras 1
not without its precedent, as we find Tpavarsha
and Sabata doing the same in thenr commentaties
on the Pwiva Mimmdamsa-Sutias

We now come to the last section of the work
where the state of the 1eleased soul 1s deseribed
Sutias 1-3 deseribe that on the attamment of
Knowledge the soul manmfests 1itself in 1ts own
nature Sutra 4 says that it atlains non-distinetion
with Brahman The question as to what the nature:
of that state 15 naturally arises after this and
Sutras 5-7 attempt a description. The views of
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Jumani and Auduloom  ae given and finally 1
Sutia 7 Badariyana says that both these views ave
true, for they are not combradictory. The question
15, whether the views of Jamnm and Audulomi are
true of the released soul m succession o1 smmul-
taneously. Badardyana’s decrsion 1s that they are
f1ue at oue and the same tmme according as the
subject 13 viewed from the 1clative or tianscen-
dental standpoint. Sankmia makes this clemr
his Bhishya  His enties find tault with him
hete  They say that he 15 obliged i this Suira
{0 aseribe to the {iuly 1eleased soul qualities
which cleaily cannot belong to 11, simee tor such
a soul no Vyavahiia easts. They say theieby
that his mmterpretation 15 not tathful  Such a
citticssm shows that they have taled to wnder-
stand what Sankara means here  He does not say
1hat the 1eleased soul 1s coustious ot tself as
possessing all the qualities deseribed by Jaimini,
but that we who are 1n bondage are obliged in des-
enibimg the state of such a soul to have 1ecourse
to such a deserrption. In 1eabty the soul when
released exists as Pure Intelligence, but as Pure
Intelligence 1s beyond our conceplion, we in our
ignorance view 1l as iwdentified with lswara, for
that is the highest reading of P’wie Intlelligence
or the Nirguna Brohmuan  that we can possibly
conceive, Cerlainly theie exists no Vyavahara
mt all for the released soul,. whiech is free from
ignorance; but 1t exisls for us who ave in ignorance
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and Jaimmi's description ot the state of «
released soul 1s our description of it Iswara’s
possession of powers is not hike that of an ordinary
Jiva which being subjeet 1o Nescience thinks of
itself as un experiencer, an agent, and so on. He
is bevond all taint and therefoie mot subject to
Nescience, and consequently does mnot think ot
Himself as poscessing all these lordlv powers,
but these powers exist 1n Ham. because we in our
ignorance aseribe them to Him. Even so are
these lordly powers asciibed to the released soul
by us and it is regurded a« identical or having
attained non-distinction with Tswara. This is the
tull import ot Satra 7 both according to Bada-
rayana and Sankara. So {1l all souls are
released, the state of the velensed partakes of =«
twofold characteristic according to the viewpoint
from which 1t is described—transcendental or
relative, even as Brahman has a twofold charac-
teristic of which one is illusory or read from the
relative standpoint (ride 3 2. 11-21). This
attomument of lordly powers by souls on 1identi-
fieation with Tswara 15 not the same as the attain-
ment of such powers hy ihe knowers of the
Saguna Brahman who go to Brahmaloka, for it
is made clear in 4 4. 17 that their lordly powers
do notl include the power of ereation etc., but
only power to create objects of enjoyments at will
(4. 4 8). while this power is mnot negated in the
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case of souls which get identified with Iswara
according to Sutras 4. 4. 5 and 7

That the Sutrakira makes a distinctior
between the attainment of Iaberation by the
knowledge of the Nirguna Brahman and that by
the knowledge of the Saguna Brahman, is clear
from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where he makes no reference
to any going forth in the case ot a Jivanmukta, but
simply says that on the exhaustion of the
Prarabdha Karma he attains Brahman and this
is also in keeping with texts like Brih. 4. 4. 6
and especially Chh. 6. 14 2 where 1t is clearly
stated that his merging 1n Brahman 1s delayed
just as long as the body lasts But going to
Brahmaloka by ‘‘the path of the gods’ is also a
kind of Liberation, fo1 trom there the soul does
not return to this morial world, but gets merged
in Brahman at the end of the cycle together with
Brahma, as stated in Sulra 4 3. 10. As the
author is concerned in this section, with the result
of Upéasanas, »iz. Liberation, he describes the
result of the knowledge of the Nuguna Brahman
m Sutras 1-7 and from 8-22 the result of the
knowledge of the Saguna Brahman If, as accord-
ing to RaAméanuja and Nimbirka, there is no such
distinetion at all, but the description is of one
kind of Liberation only, then when it is said in
Sutra 4. 4. 5 that the released esoul attains a
nature like that of Brahman, there is no further
necessity of saying that 1t can create at will all
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wbjects of enjoyment Moreover, 1f being {free
from sin, old age elc (Chh 8 1. 5) are qualities
ot the soul as well an of the Lord, then they will
wense to be the defining charactenistic of the Lord.
In this case the objection taised i the first part
of Sutta 1 3 19 will not be answered by the
second half of the Suira. The Sutra runs as
tollows ‘[ it be saad thai from the subseguent
{exts which 1eter to the Jiva ‘small Akésa’ means
the Jiva, we sayv that the 1eterence to the soul is
in so far as 1its real nature 19 made manifest (:.e.
as non-different from Brahman).”” In the pre-
vious Suira 1t was established that the ‘small
Akasa’ m Chh 8 1 11s Biahman and not Whe
Jiva, m spite ot the 1eterence to the Jiva in Chh.
8. 3. 4, tor ‘free from evil’ ete. which are said to
be qualities ol the ‘small Akésa’ are not true of
ihe soul At the end of his commentary on Sutra
18, Sankara say~ that Sutra 20 will make it clea
why the mndivaidual soul v refeired to in Chh.
3 3.4 In Sutra 19 cited above a fresh objee-
tion 15 1a1sed that subsequent texts also refer 1o
the Jiva (ride ('hh 8 7-11 n which the walking,
dream, and deep sleep siate of the soul are des-
<ribed) and therefore ‘small Akdsa’ means Jiva,
The decond half unswers 1t by saying that the
1eference to the Jiva is m so far as its real
nature is made manitest (nde Chh. 8. 12. 3).
The reference te the individual soul in Chh,
8 3 4 1s to show that 1n reality it is beyond the
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thiee states ot wahmg, dream, and deep sleep
and non-difterent Hrom Biahman, It under the
wncumstances ‘tfree trom sm’ ele. ave its qualities
even Jan difterent trom Brabhman, as Raminuja
sayy, then ‘small Akdsa’ canmot be established
to be Biahman agamnst the objection 1ased in
Sutia 1 4 19 Moreover, m Sutra 1. 3. 20
(aecording 1o him 19) the eaplanation given by
him tor the 1eference to the Jiva in Chh 8. 3 4
15 not at all satistuctory,  He says, *“I'ms refer-
ence to the Jiva serves the purpose of giving
instruction not about the Jiva, but aboui the
natwe of that which 15 the cause of the qualities
«at the mdividual soul, ¢ e. qualities specially be-
Jongimz 1o the Loid. 'Lhe 1eason 1 that such
miormation aboui the released soul helps the
docttime  with 1espect {o ‘small Akdsa’. The in.
«hividual soul which wants to  attain Brahman
must also know 1ls true natlwe, so that 1t as
being  endowed  with  auspielous qualities will
fimally ainve al the mtwtion of the Lord who 18
4 mass of auspierous qualities 1a1sed to the hagh-
cesf excellence ' Bul according to  Sankara we
have seen that 1ty 10teence 15 {o identify the
two—the 1eleased soul and the Lord. It 1 quite
-apparent  that Dbetween the 1{wo explanations
Ramanuja’s falls to the ground Such an
atgument doer not at all fit in as an explanation
tor the reference {0 the released soul i Chh.
8. 4 4 and 15 aganst the spint of the teaching
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of the whole of chapter 8 of the Chhindogya.
Sankata’s eritics find fault with ham talking into
consideration only Sutra 1. 3. 19; but 1 they
only try o understand the Sutrakara taking inle
consideration Sutras 18-20 and the Sruti texts
to which they vefer, they will find that Sankara’s
inierpretation 1s by tar the best.

The defects that aie shown in Réamanuja’s
interpretation of Section 4 hold good 1 the case
of Nimbéarka also.

Sankara’s mterpretation justified by the Gitd:

Thus a comparative study of these thiee
commentaries on the meost important topics
treated by Badariyana m lus work establishes a
strong case for Sankaia's interpretation of the
Sutras  We find similar views also expressed in
the Gita. And 1f, as has been shown at the
beginning, the author of {he Gitd had a hand m
the Sutras—and this fact 18 not ~questioned by
Raméamja and Nimbarka. for according to them
it 1s the same person Veda Vyfsa—then it goes
all the more to show that Sankara’s interpreta-
tion is correct, tor we ecannot expect that the
same author has expressed difterent views in the
two wotks  We shall cite u few texts from the
'Gita which tallv with Sankara’s interpretation of
the Sutias

“T shall desciibe that which has to be
known, the beginmingless Supreme Brahman.
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It is called neither being nor non-being With-
out and within Il bemgs Lmpartible, vet It
exists as 1f diveded 1m bewngs'" (18. 12-16)—these
texts desecribe the atiiibutelessness of Brahman
The text says that the one Tmmutuble appears
as f dwided into many and not n reality. It
Itself, therefore, 15 ‘the sustamer, generalor,
and devourer of all beings” (13 1b); ako 7.6
and 7. That Brahman has a twofold natuie, the
Nirguna which 18 Its 1eal nature and the Saguna
which is the creation ot Miyi. 1n made clean by
Arjuna’s question m 12 | and the Lowd’s answer
in 12, 2.5, where He 1ecogmizes the Nngunw
aspect, but says at the same time that those devoted
to the Saguna aspect ame better veised m Yoga,
as devotion to it 15 easier and therefore best surted
to Arjuna and the geneiality of mankind, even a«
He says 1n 5. 6 t; the same 1enson that Karma
Yoga 1s better than Jnina Yoga

The individual soul mm 1ls 1eal nature s
described in 2. 11-25 Specially verses 16-18 say
that it is real, all-pervading, changeless, 1mmu-
table, indestructible and illinntable, while verse
24 again says 1t 1« all-pervading Agam 6. 31
establishes the identitv of the self and Brahman
contained in the Vedie dietam, “That thou art,””
verses 29 and 30 having described the real nature
of the soul as identical with Brahman But the
soul in its state of bondage being deluded con-
siders 1itself an agent and experiencer, atomie
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and a part of the Lord. “The Gunas of Prakriti
perform all action With the understanding
deluded by egoism, man thmks, ‘I am the doer’ ”
3. 27)  Sce also 14. 23 and 15 7.

The doctrme of Miyi 1s clearly referred 1o
in the following texts. ‘‘Enowledge 1s enveloped
m ignorance, hence do bemngs get deluded”
(3. 15); “This world knows Me not, being deluded
by the modifications ot the Gunas. Verly this
divine Miya of Mine 1s difficult {o ecross over
deprived of diserimination by Miya they follow
the Asuric wayy” (7. 13-10); 1 am not mam-
tesi to all, being verled by My Yogaméys”
(7 25); *The Lord dwells 1n the heart of all
beings eausing them to 1evolve by His Maya”
(18, 61)  Fmally, though stress 1s laad on Bhakti
in the Gild, nowhere does it say that Bhakti 1s
superior to Knowledge On the other hand we
find EKuowledge highly piawsed ‘“The ire of
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. "There
exists nolhing so punfying bke TEKnowledge”
(4. 37-38); “Supremely dear 15 the wise man to
Me. 1 1egard him as My very Self”’ (7. 17-18).
«'onelusion

In conclusion, we would hike to state that
from what all has been said above we do mot
mean to suggest that Sankara's inlerpretation of
the Sufras 15 the only true one. Rather our object
has been 1o show that Sankara too, like the other
great commentators, is justified in interpreting
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the Sutras i the way bhe has done  The fact is.
Badardyana has systematized the philosophy ot
the Upanishads in lhis work, and like them his
Sutras also ate all-comprehensive The Upani-
shads, we must remember, do not teach through-
out any particular  doctrine They contuin
various doctrines which are meant for people al
dificrent stages of spintual evolution They ate
not contradictory, but rather they are based oun
the principle of Adbikiribheda, as all awe not
capable of apprehending the same truth  The old
idea of Arundhati-darsana-nvay' applies  Newmlv
evety chapter im the Upanishad begins wiil
dualistic teaching o1 Upiasana and ends with a
grand flourish of Advaita  God is first taught as
a Bemng who 18 the aieator of this umverse, 1ty
preserver, and the destruction to  which every-
thing goes at last. He 15 the oue to be worship--
ped, the Ruler, and appears to be outside ol
nature. Next we find the swme teacher teaching
that God 1s not oulwde of natwie. bul 1mmanent
in nature. And ai last both ideas me discarded
and 1t is taughi that whatever 15 1enal 15 He;
there 1s no difterence  “*Svefaketu. thou art
That.”” The unmanent one 1s at last  declared
to be the same that 1s in the bhuman soul 2 This

! The method of spotting the tiny star Arundhat: with
the help of bigger stars near 1t, calling them Arundhat,

2 Complete Works of Swam: Vivekananda, Vol III
pp. 281, 397, and 398.



Ixvin BRAHMA-SUTRAS

tact is 1ecognized by Badardyana too and so com-
mentators make a mstake when they think that
the Suiras propound only their doetrine and
nothing else

This giand primeiple of Adhikidribheda 13 the
toundation on which the teachings of the Upa-
nishads, the Brahma-Sutrasn, and the Gata are
based and ihat 15 the 1eason why they have been
universally accepted by the Hindus of all classes
and denommations. From this point of view we
are melined to think that of all the commenta-
1oy Sonkara has dome the greatest justice to the
Sutrakdra by lis twofold doctrine of the abso-
Iute and phenomenal reality.
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ADHYASA OR SUPERIMPOSITION

The whole of Sankara’s philosephy may be
summed up as follows: = g el ST F R
#1q¢: | The Brahman of ilie Upanishads 15 the only
Reality, and everything else—this world of mani-
tolduess—is wunreal, 1< a mere appemance; the
individual soul (Jiva) 1~ 1dentical with Brahman,
the One without v second, which the senptures
define as Existence-Knowledge-Bliss  Absolute
“Binhman 15 Kaislence, Xnowledge, Infimty”’
(MTaatt 21); “Brabman 1n Knowledge, Bhiss”’
(Brah. 3.928)  This wdentaity ot the Jiva and
Bralman is cleaily stated by the sciiptures in
texts like: ‘“Thou art That O Svetaketu” (Chh
6.87), “I am Bralkman' (Bnih 1-4-10), and *‘The
Selt alone 15 1o be meditated upon’” (Burh 1 4.7).

V"The question then naturally arises- Tf Truth
.is one, whence arses this manv which we expe-
rience through the senses® Truth cannot contra-
dict experience. No Sankara had te explamn this
apparent contradiction belwecen Tiuth and our
everyday expertence. Ile savs that this plurality
is an illasion (Mayi) It has no reality, for it
disappears when the knowledge of the tiue natme
of Brahman is realized. [t ic just like seeing a
snake in-a rope in the duk Thi~ wrong perception
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1s_brought about hy ignorance (Avidyd), which
is beginnimgless It _1s this ignorance which 1s
the cause ot all this duahty, Brahmon being mun-
taken for the wmld. Un account of {his ignorance
the mdividual soul i1deniifies itself wath ats ad-
yuncts (Updadhas), u:.,mwhwh
are only supermmposed on 1t This identifigation
makesm&ﬂ@_the doer, enjover,
ete —though the tiuth is that it 1s none of these--
and thereby 11 comes under the sway of harth,
death, happmess, misery, etc, m short, becomes
bound down to this world (Samsira).

5- When Sanhara says that the world 1s false, he
does not mean that it 18 absolutely nothing. bui
that our experience 1s liable to be stultified by
means of knowledge of 1hings as they are. _The_
worlid has a relutive existence; 1t 1s true for the
tine being, but disappears when true knowledge
dawns. It 1 not 1eal for all times, 1n other words,
1t 18 not 1eal hom the absolute standpoint. Mayi
or 1gnorance 1s not a real enlaty We can neither
say that 11 exisis nor that i1t does not exist. _Jt
is a mysterv_which 1s beyond cur understanding;
it 18 unspeahable (Anirvachaniya).  As MAaya 1e
not 1eal, 1t cannot be related to Brahman, the
Reality, m any way whatsoever, for any relation
betweeen truth and falsehood is impossible. The
relation 1s only apparent, and therefore, Brahman
is in no way affected by this illusion which is,
superimposed upon It, even as the rope.,is not
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aftecled by the suake that 15 assumed 1o exast in 1t,
. | Therefme the only wav 1o libetation from this
worldly existence (Samsira) 15 to get rid of this
wirong notion  tacugh  the 1eal knowledge ot
Bralman | Just av m the case of 1he rope
and the snake, 3l 15 the knowledge of the
10pe alone that 1emoves the 1illusion ot the snake
and nothing else, so also 1t 16 the knowledge ou
Brarman alone that bimgs about the cessation ¢
this relative exastence (Samwsfra) ‘A man who
knows IL alone tiuly, passes heyond death, these
1s no other path te go by’ (Svet. 3 8); “He comes
not te death who seev that Oune ™' Pilgrimages, au--
terriies, worship and charity—ilese by themselves,
withrut Knowledoe, ¢annot help uws to attoin
Iaberation. Then utility lhies only 1 purttyin’
«om mnd (Cluttasuddhy), dleansing it of all worldh-
ness, and thus mahing «f #t fo comprehend the
Truth  When Brahman 15 1ealized this phenovmn-
cnal world disappenrs awtomatically, without anv
tmrther effort on the part of the mmdividual Know-
ledge of Biahmuan bemng thus the only way o
Laberation. an mqguiry 1uto Brahman {hrough the
study of the Biabma-Sutias 1s absolutely neces-
301

Sankara’s explanation of the woild as an
1llusion has given lus plulesophy the mame o2
Miayaviada or Amirvachauiva Khyativida It is
also known as Vivartavida, {Be=dvoefFine of the
appatent modification of Brahman into this



6 BRAHMA-SUTRAS | Adhydoa

phenomenal woild, as opposed to Parmimavada or
the doctiime of the actual modification ot Brahmon
into this phenomenal woild. as held by some other-
schools of Vedinta Iihe the Visishtadvartavada of
Réminuga

Sankara anticipated thal this method of ex-
plaming the phenomenal world would rase a
protest trom the vaious uvther schools of his tume.
So at the begimnmg of his commentary on the
Brahma-Sutras, he wiiles a masterly introduction,
which 15 well knewn as the A«lllyam Bhashya or
the section dealing witli superimposition, wherein
he c(-lablishes sup(lnm'];a;lh(m a5 4 statement of
tact and not a meie hypothesis. e starts with
fhe objections that can possibly be Taised against
his theory of superimpo~ition and then vefutes
then. He says: It 1s well kuown that the subject
and the object, which have for their spheres ot
contents the notions of ‘4" aud ‘Thouw’ respectively,
and which ate opposed {0 each other as daiknery
and light, cannot be 1dentified. Tlence thewr
attuibutes also canvot be 1dentified  Consequently
the supernmposition of the ohject and 1ts attributes
on the subject. whese es~ence 15 pure 1ntelligence,
and vwe rersa. ought 1o be u logieal mmpossibility.

1f the world phenomena are a case of super-
unposition, hike the snake 1n the rope, then whu-h‘
is superimposed ou which? Is the world super-,
imposed on Bralman, or is it 1he 1everse? In the
latter ease. the world, which is the substratum,’
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like the rope 1n the exauple, would be a reaht.y.
H it 1s the other way—the world on Brahman—
1l is not possible, tor Brahman 3~ not an object
whieh can be percerved by the senses like the rope.
A thing becomes an objeel when 1t 15 hmited by
time, space, and causation. Smee ‘Biahman 13
unhimnted, It 1s heyond these, and so cannot be an
object of perception: as ruch 1t cannot be the sub-
stiatum of a supernmposition. Biahman s also the
nnel Self of eveiyone and theictore can never be
separale and in tront of a person hike o 1ope, when
alone the world can be supermmposed on It.
Neither can Biahman be hoth subjeet and
ohjeet of the tnnfong provess, fm one and  the
came being cannol both De the agent and the
abject of 1ts activily al the same time. An object
15 that on which 15 econcentiated the activity of
the agent, and hence 11 must be difterent from the
agent. If, again, Biahman 15 maemfested by
rome other knowledge and thus becomes an objegt,
It ceases to be ~ell-lummnous and becomes limited,
and this ihe seriptwes do not aceept  Further,
in all cases of superimposition there 15 an ante-
wvedent real knowledge of the objeet which 1s
supermmposed, as of the <nake 1 the example.
No to supermmpose the world on Brahman a zeal
knomledge of the wold 12 mecessay, and  this
would make the world a reality, with the result
that the cessation of the wmld phenomena would
Te an 1mposability aod Libaration would be
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impossible, Thus iu whatever way we may try te
establish the theory oi supeinmposition, we are ndb
uble to do so.

Yet, says Sankaia, 1t 1 balural (o self-
ciident fact) on the purt of man, hecause of
wgnmance, mot to  dwstinguish betweene the two.
enfilies (the subject and the object) which are
yuite contradictory and to supernmpose the one
ou the other, and thexr attributes as well, and thus
mixing up the real and the unreal {o use such
phaases ag ““That 17 17, oo *This 1s mune”’. The
Selt again 15 not altogether a non-object, tor 1t 1<
the object of the notion ot the Kgo. The Selt
Jdoes not entuely elude owr ggasp. Though the
muer Self 15 not an object and 15 also without
parts, yee owing to ignorance, which 18 unspeal-
uble and without a beginnmg, attrbutes like
nuawd  body, senses, ele ., which are produects of
ignmance, are supermmposed on the Self, and it
hehaves as 1f 1t were an agent, enjoyer, possessed
ot purts, and many—although m truth it is none
of these—and thus beconmes an object. The real
Self can mever be an object ot knowledge. Self-
conscrousness 15 possible only with respect to a
Self  already qualified by these adjuncts
{Upddlus).  This sounds like an argument in a
cirele; for to establish superimposition we lhave
to acept the Self to be an object, and the Self
cun be an object only through the superimposition:
of adjuncts (Gpaddhic); 1t 1s actually not so. T4
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1> @ case like the seed and the tree. The seed
g1ves 1se to the tree, which aganin produces the
seed, 'the cause of the future tiee, and so on. So
in tlus series of 1llusions without a beginning, the
Selr. which 1s the substratum of the present
supeiimposition, 1s an object on account of a past
supermmposition, and that one bad for 1ts substra-
tum the Self, which had become an object of a
still earhier superimposition, and s0 on ad
ifuatum, The puie Self without the limiting
adjunets is never the substiatuin of a super-
mmposition. It 1s the difterence in the luniting
adjunets, as shown above, thai makes it possible
for 1the Self to be al the same f1me an agent and
the object of action.

Superimposition, again, 1~ due to 1gnorance
and hence 1t 1s not necessary that the knowledge
ot 1he object superimposed must be a real know-
ledge. Tt is encugh 1t we have a knowledge; it
need not mnecessailly be real; 1t can atself be
another 1llusory knowledge. That the Self exists
is proved by the intwitive knowledge we have of it.
This 15 well known and but for it nothing woutd
have been cogmized 1 this world ‘“He shining,
eveivthing else shines” (Kath 2.2.13). We
know things in and through it: no consciousness
or cxperience is possible mdependently of it
Evervone 1s conscious of his own Sell, for no one
thinks, ““T '‘am not” Nor, again, 1~ it necessary
{hat #the object to be a substratum of a super-
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imposition should be betoie us, for we see that
Akidsa (sky), which 1s not visible to the semses,
becomes a substiatum ior supernmpositions by the
jgnciant, who 1mpute blueness, spherical shape,
etc., to 1t in such expiessions as, ‘“The sky 1s
blue ", and *“Iv 1> spheneal’’. Jhus supe.-
am] vsifion 15 an established tact.

But then direct percepiion, which is the best
of all proofs—smee 1t 15 the basis of all other
means ot knowledge like inference, etc..—aflirms
this world of manitoldness. How can the scrip-
twes that deny 1t canty conviction as against
direct experence? They cannot. Hence serip-
tural texts that deny the many and uphold umity
will have to be inteipreled 1m o monner so as not
to contradict owr experience. This wview cannot
stand For the scriptures (Srutis) are impersonal,
eternal, self-luminous, and so on. Their validity
15 duect and selt-evident and therefore infallible.
They constitute by themselves an ’independent
source of knowledge. Hence they too are to be
accepted as authoritative. The fact is that each
evidence of knowledze has 1ls own sphere wheremn
1t 13 abeolutely authoritative Perception has its
supreme valulity 1 knowledge through the senses.
There a huvndred texts cannot prevail against it.
The «c1xptures (Srutis) on the other hand have their
abgolute authorily 1 a province where perception
cannot be of any avail. Their province is tran-
scendental knowledge, which cannot be attained im
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any other way. Ileve revelation, which does not
depend on other svuices ol knowledge, is the final
authoiity, and not perception o: even reason. The
scriptures do not deny the empnical validity of
perception ; they deny only 1t~ absolute or transcen-
dental vahdity.

SctrPERIVPOosI110X DEFINED

Supermmposition, says Sankaia, 1s the apparent
presentation to counsciousness, by way of remem-
brance, of something pieviously obseived m sowe
other thing. Ii 15 an appurent presentation, thas
15 knowledge which 15 subsequently falsified; m
other words, 1t 15 1llusory hnowledge. According
{o VAchaspatr 3Mista this is the fundamental
«characterishic ot superrmposition, and the 1est of
the definition only differentiates 1t f1om those given
by cther schools ot plnlo~ophy Bul the author of
the commentary Hatnapiabli takes apparent pre-
sentction in some other (lunyg as the characteristic
mark of superimposition, and this seems to be more
in keeping with Sankaia, who says m his com-
mentmy: ‘‘But all these definitions agree m so far
as they i1epiesent superimposition as the apparent
preseniation of the atlribules of one thing in
another thing *’

As it 1s impossible {0 have illusory knowledge
withcut the mixing up of {wo things, we find the
words something pretiously oberved in the defini-
tion. These words, together with the words apparent
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presentation, make 1t clear  that the thing-
superimposed 1s not the real object seen some time
before, but somethung hike 11 A mere experience,
and not the realily, 15 what 15 necessary; hence the
word obserred. The experience should not be a
present one, but a past one, and that 1 the sigm-
feance ot the word preciously \So the thing super-
imposed 15 u talse or unreal thing) (But the thing
on which 1t 1s supermmpsoed 15 a Teal thmg.) The
words by way of 1emembrance excludes all cases of
1ecognition where the object previously observed
again presents itselt to our senses, as when a person
seen at a particular place 1» again seen at another-
place In remembiance the object previously
observed 18 not 1 1enewed contact with the »enses.
It 13 mere remembrance that operates 1 the case of
superimposition.

This definition of superimposition meets an
abjection of the Mimimstkas, who say that an un-
teul thing cannot be an object of experience.
Aceording to then all knowledge is real; thete can )
be nothimg Like false knowledge. They uphold the
intimsie  vahdity ot all knowledge, for every
knowledge produces a sense of certamnty in us and
we have no doubt about 1t at the time. If it were-
otherwise, then we should always be in doubt and
never airtve al any certainty) So every knowledge
15 true for the tume being, though subsequent
expertence may prove thai it was wrong, as in the
case of an illusion. But from the definition 'of
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superimposition given by Sankarta we find that
because a particular thing 15 experienced 1t does
not for that very 1eason beconie real A thing may
be vureal and at the same 11me may be experienced.
Otherwise the water 1n a mrage would be a reality,
which 1n fact we hknow 1t 1~ net

The Prabhikaia school of Mimamsakas raise a
iresh objection How can the wmld be unreal or
non-existent? Non-existence 1s not a category byt
atselt ; 1t can be coucerved only 1 1elation to a real
object. We speak of non-existence when one renl
object 18 predicated 1n terms of another real object
When we think of a pot 1n {e1ms of a cloth, we say
the negation of the cloth 15 the pot That 15 all
that 1s meant by non-existence; apart from ths, 1w
has no reality An unreal objert can never be the
object of our expetience So this world, 1t 1t were
unreal, could never be the object of our experience.

Applying this aigumen! in the case of a-.
mirage, we find that the 1eality, the sum’s rays
1efracted by layers of awr, 15, according to the
Mimamsakas, nothing but rhe negation of water,
and it 1s therefore self-evudent that the phenomenon
_we experience cannot be watex Neither can they
say that the water m the muage 15 not real, since
1t is ‘experienced. So the waler in the mrage 13
neither real nor unreal, nor can 1t he both at the
same time. Therefole we have 1o accept the
phentmentn as something beyond our comprehesr
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sion (Amivachamyu), which is exactly the view of
Sankaxa

Sankara says that the nature of vbjects 1s two-
{old, 1eal and unieal. 'Lhe first manitests by its
very natwe, depending on the object itself; the
second, the unreal appearance, depends on some
other thing for ils mamtfestation. Wn a yarage the
iays of the »un we a 1eality, but their appearance
as water 15 unreal and depends on something else,
the 1mpie-sions (Sumshiras) produced by seeiny
water elsewheie betore Ylhat which 15 real always
sonlinues fo be so, huiThe unieal is ever changing
Bishman, the Reality, vemams unchanged; but
Mivi aud 1ts produets, which are assumed to exist
in Brahman, are umeal and therefore everchanc-
g, yet experienced by us The world pheno—j
mena a1e neither ieal nor unreal, nor both; they
ate un~peakable (Anuvachaniya).

Derixiion or St PRRIMIGSITION ACCORDING
10 UTIILR SCI00LS

The tour schools of plilosophy in Buddhism
+define superimposttion as *‘the superimposition of
the attitbutes ot «(ne Uung on another’’. They
wmamtan that 1 <aperimpoation forms of cogni-
tron, or modes of the inteinal organ in the form of
the object, are superimposed on an external object
which aiself may be 1eal or illusory. The Pribhi-
hatas retute this definition, tor according to the
Buddlncts there 15 no <eparate entity called the
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Selt apart trom conscrousness (Vigndna) The Selt
is but o torm oi couscrousness i 1 an illusion,
where a 10ope 15 tahen tor o smahe, the snake ﬂth,
be a form of cognition, then our experience ought
to be of the kid, ‘I am a snake’ o1 **My snake’,
and not as "*This 15 a snake’”. Therefore P1ibhi-
karasx define supeuimposition as *‘an erior aiistug
jrom the non-perception ot the dafference of that
which 1s supeimmposed from that on which 1t 15
superimposed’. Theie 15 no posilive wrong o1
1llusory knowledge, hut a mere non-perception ot
the difference between iwo real experiences, one
of which 1s a pasl experience Whete a mother-
of-pcarl 1~ tahen tm silver the difference between
the mother-oi-pearl ~een ai the moment and ihe
silver remembered 15 not percerved.  Nawviyrkas
1efute this defmtion on the giound thali mere
non-perception of the diftercnce caunol wwduce us
te action Butl as @ matlier of fact we ate tempted
to possess the silver seen mm  a  mother-of-pearl
Whete there 15 no positive knowledge, as, for
example 1m profound ~leep (Sushupli), there 15 no
activity 1§ is po~itnve knowledge t1hail 15 1es-
ponsible tor owmr activity, as we find from our
expenence 1 the dream and waking states, Nor
can a mere remembrauce mduce us to action  SNo
in 1illusion we are conscious of silver as a 1ealitv
present before us, and not as a mere remembrance.
The Naiyidyihas therefoie define superimposi-
tion as ‘‘the fictilious ascumphion of attrmbutes
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ihike those of <lver) contiary to the nature of the
thing (e.y. the mother-ot-pearl) on which some-
thing else (silver) 1x supenimposed”  An identity
15> established between the object present betore us
(the mother-ot-pearl) and the silver remembereld,
which 18 not here and now, but imagined, and
which eewsts as o reality comewhere else The
person 18 pol conscrons that 1t 13 only a memory of
silver, and mnot an  actuality This 1identily
bheiween the silver seen elsewheie and the mother-
of-peail 1» what gnves 11ve to the 1llusion There
15 thus a posttive taclor 1 this experience, which
15 not the case m the Pribhikaras’ defimtion. Yet
1t may be questioned how ihe silver which exists
clsewhere can be 1 contael with the senses, which
15 essential 1f the -ilver 1s to be experienced as an
detuality m frond of us and not a mere memory
If 11 be sa1d thati there 15 transcendental contact
(Alaukika  Jninalakshana  Sannikarsha) of the
senses with 1t, then wheve fire 15 inferred from
smoke we can say i 15 also a case of transcenden-
tal contact, and miierence as a means to knowledge
becomes unnecess.aay  Theiefore we have 1o
accept that 1n 1llusion an  wdeseribable (Annva-
chamya) silver 15 produced, which 15 a reality for
the time being. 1t 1s this wilver which is directly
perceived by the senses and gives rise to the
knowledge, ‘‘This 1s silver”’. The silver that is
seen 1n the mother-of-pearl 13 mnot present : some-
where else, for in that case it could not have been



Adhyisa] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 1V

sexperzenced as here and now, not 15 1t 1n the mind.
Nerther 15 1t a mere nonentity, tor then it could
not have been an object ot perception; nor can 1t
be mmherent 1m the mother-ot-peerl, tor m that case
1t could not have been »ublated atterwaids So
we ave foreed to say that 1he »silver has mo real
cexistence anywhere, bul has only an apparvent
1eality for the time being wlhich 1¢ unspeakable
This superimposition 1 called 1gnorance
(Avidya), metaphorically, the effect being put fm
the cause. Ignorance does noi mean want of
knowledge, but that kind of knowledge which 1~
stullafied later on by the knowledge of things as
they ate. lts counterpart 1 called knowledge
(Vidyvd). When the Selt i1v discriminated from 1ts
Imiting adyuncts thiough Vedintie diseipline and
mactice (Sadhand), /2, heanng ot seliptural
texts, reflection., and weditation on them, then
knowledge dawns, which destroys this super-
imposttion. A mere nlellectual knowledge 1
however nol meant here, but actual 1ealization
Since through this superimposition the 1wo objects
ate not 1 the least aftected by the good or bad
gualities of each other, once tiue knowledge
dawns, 1t roots oul 1gnorance with all its effeets,
leaving no chance of its cropping up agamn  The
recrudescence would have been possible 1if owing
to the superimposition the Self was m any way
.contaminated by the non-Self and its properties.
This superimposition (Adhyfsa) due to ignor-
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ance 1s the presumption on which are based the
distinctions among  the means of kunowledge,
objects ot knowledge. and knowmg personms, in our
career ot daily activity, and so are also based all
scriptuzal texts, whether they refer to rituals
(Kavma) or knowledge (Jnfina). All our experi-
ence starts 1w this ettor which identifies the Sell
with the body, senses, ele. All cogmitive acts
presuppose this kind ot 1ale identification, for
without 1t the puie Selt can never be a knower,
and without a knowing peisonality, the means of
11ght knowledge c¢annot operate. Therefore the
means of 11ght knowledge and the seriptural texts
belong to the sphere of 1gnorance (Avidyd). They
are meani only fo1 one who 1s still under ignor-
ance and has not realized the Self. They are
valid only so long as the ultimate Truth 1s mnot
realized; they have just o relative wvalue. But
from the standpoint ot the ultimate Truth, our so-
called knowledge 1: all Avidyi or no knowledge at
all In ihe phenomenal world, however, they are
quite vahd and are capable of producing empiri-
cal knowledge

That our knowledge (empirical) is no know-
ledge at all is further proved by the fact that we
do not differ from smimals in the matter of engni-
tion. Just as a cow 1uns awav when she sees o
mau with a raised stick m his hand, while she
approaches one with a handful of green grass, so
also do men, who possess higher intelligence, walk
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away from wicked peisons shouting with drawn
swords, while they approach those of an opposite
nature. The behaviour of anumals in cognition,
etc., 15 well known to be bhased on 1gnorance.
Therefore 1t can be inferred ihat man’s conduct i
the matter of coguition, etc, so long as they are
under delusion, 15 also similarly based

It may seem rather strange to say that even
the scriptures belong to the field of ignorance
(Avidyi); for though in ordinary matters of cog-
nition, ete , we may 1esemble ammals and act
through ignorance, vet in matters 1eligious, such
as the performance ot sacrifices, the person whe
engages himselt 1n them has the knowledge that
the Self 1s separate from the body, since otherwise
he cannot expect to enjoy the fruits ot his ritualis-
tic acts in heaven the bodv being destroyed at
death But we torget that though a person who
engages himself 1n 11tualistic acts may have a
knowledge of the Self as distinet from the body,
yet it is not necessary that he should have a
knowledge of the 1eal natuie of the Self as given
by the Vedinta teats: rather such knowledge is
destructive to him. TFor how can a person who
knows the Self to be not an enjoyer. agent, and so
forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by the
seriptures? Scripiural texts like, ““A Brihmana.
should perform a sacrifice,”’ are operative only on:
the supposition that attribules such as caste, stage
of life, age, and circumstances are superimposed

s —2
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on the Self, which 1s none of these. Not only is
ritualism (Karmakinda) meant tor persons under
ignorance (Avidyd), but even so 1s the Vedénta;
tor without the distinction ot the means ot know-
ledge. objects of knowledge, and knower it 1s not
possible to comprehend the meaning of the
Vedinta texts. A peisca who 18 conscious of
these distinetion 1s under the sway of ignorance
(Avidyd), bemmg 1n the world of duality. But
there 15 a difterence between Vedidnta and ritual-
1sm. While the laiter has for 1ts goal that which
18 within the sphere of ignoiance, like enjoyment
i heaven ete, the former helps one to realize
hi1s tiue nature, which destioys all ignorance.
How can ignorance lead to knowledge?
Empmnical knowledge can pioduce transcendental
knowledge through its empirical vahdity. To
put 1t 1n 811 Ramakrishna’s beautiful language,
*“When we 1un o thorn m our hand we take it
out by means of another thorn and throw out both.
So ielative knowledge alome can remove that
relative ignorance which blinds the eye of the
Selt. But such knowledge and such ignorance
are both alike 1mcluded 1 Avidyi; hence the man
who attamms to the highest Knowledge (Jnfna),
the knowledge of the Absolute, does away in the
end with both knowledge and ignorance, being
tree himself from all duality.”” But before the
dawmng of real knowledge the authority of the
Vedas stands unquestioned, for a knowledge that
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has vot been realized cannot pievent a person
trom entering on ritualistic activities. It is only
atter 1ealization thal seriptural texts cease to be
operative. But betore that, *'Let the scriptures
be thy authority v ascertaming what ought to be
done and what ought not to be done. Having
known what is said in the ordinance of the serip-
{ures thou shouldst act here” (Gita 16 24). But
when realization dawns, then, *To ihe sage who
has known the Seli, all the Vedas aie of so much
use as a reservowr 15 when there is flood every-
where” (Gita 2.46). It is only for the knower of
Brahman that they bave no value, and not for
others.



CHAPTER I

SEcTION X
Topic 1: The inquiry into Brahman and
ats pre-requisiles.

AT sSTETET | ¢ )

3 Now @ thercfore SRISRRT the inquiry

(into the real nature) Brahman ;

1 Now (after the attainment of the
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as
the results obtained by sacrifices etc., are
ephemeral, whereas the result of the
knowledge of Brahman 1s eternal), the in-
quiry (into the real nature) of Brahman
{which 15 beset with doubts owing to the con-
flicting views of various schools of philo-
sophy, should he taken up)

At the very beginming the utility of such an
inquiry 1s questioned,

Objection . Such an inquiry is mot worth the
trouble An intelligent man generally does not
enter into an inquiry about an objeet which is
already known, or knowledge of which does not
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se1ve any usetul puipose He 15 always guded
by utility, Now Birahman 1s such an object. As
Biahman puie and unconditicned, there 1s mo
doubt o1 indefinmiteness aboul 1t, for we have such
definitions as, “'Biakman 1s Truth, Enowledge,
Infinity” (Taitt. 2 1) As identical with the Self
(Atman)—which the Vedinta holds—alse, tihere
is ne doubt about Brahman; ior ithe Selt 13 nothing
but the object ot the n(mon of 21’, the empirical
self whioh 1s well known to exist as something
difterent trom the bedy, senses, ete. Moreover,
no one doubts his own existence There 1s there-
fore mno indefimiteness about Biahman, which
would mduce one 1o make an inquury nto It.
The objection thai this empirical selt 15 a result of
superimpositrion (Adhyisa) ot the non-Selt on the
Selt and wice rversa, und 15 therefore not the true
Self, cannot be accepted, tor such a superimposi-
tion between two absolutely coutradictory objects
is not possible

Again. the knowledge of this Self oo Biahman
which, as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot
destioy the world phenomena and help one 1o
attamn Liberation, for they have been existing
together side by sude all along fiom time im-
memontial. And as there 15 no other knowledge of
the Self besides ‘Fego-consciousness’, which can be
called the irue knowledge of the Self, there 1s no
“chance of the world phenomena ever ceasing to
exist. In other words, the woild 1s a reality, and
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not something 1llusory  So the knowledge of
Brahman setves no useful purpose such as the
attainment of Inberation from relative existence
(Samsain)  Tor these reasons an 1inquiry nto
Brahman 15 not desirable

Anawers: An 1wgury nto Brahman 1s
desirable, because there 1s some indefimteness
with 1espect to It. fo1 we find various conflicting
views concernmg Its natme. Dafferent schools of
philosophy hold difierent views. Superimposition
would have been an 1mpossibility, and there would
have been no indefiniteness about Brahman, 1f the
empirieal self had been the veal Self. But 1t 1s
not. The scriptures (Siutis), say that the Self is
free from all limting adjuncts and 1s infimte, all-
bhsstul, all-knowing. One without a second, and
80 on This the seriptures repeatedly inculeate,
and as such 1t ennunot be interpreted 1 any second-
ary or fgurative sense  Bul the empirical self 1s
felt as occupying defimte space, as when we say,
‘T am 1 the 100m, as mvolved in manifold
miseries. as 1gnorani, etc. How can this kind of
notion be regarded as the true knowledge of the
Self? To regard the Nelf. which is beyond limi-
tation ete . as being Iimated ete ., is itself an illu-
ston,, and hence superimposition is a self-evident
fact | The result of the true knowledge of the Self
leads to Liberation and so serves a very, very
fruntful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about
Brahman through an examination of the Vedéntn
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texts dealing with It is worth while and should be
undertaken,

The word now in the Sutra is not used to
introduce a new subject that i1s going to be taken
up, in which sense 1t 1s generally used in other
places, as for example, in the beginning of the
Yoga-Sutras or the Purva Mimimsi-Sutras
Neither is 1t used in any other sense, except that
of immediate cousecution. that 1s, it 1mplies an
antecedent, which existing, the mquiry about
Brahman would be possible, and without which it
would be impossible. This antecedent is neither
the study of the Vedas, tor 1t 15 2 common requi-
site for Purva Miniamsi as well as Vedinta, nor
the knowledge and performance of rituals pres-
cribed by the Kaimakinda, for these in no way
help one who aspires after knowledge, but certain
spiritual requsites, The spiritual 1equisites
referred to are: (lul_wcnmma’uon between things
permanent and transient, (2) 1enunciation of the
enjoyment of fruits of action 1n this world and in
the next, (3) the six treasuies, as they aie called,
viz., not allowing the mind to extetnalize and
checking the external instruments of the sense
organs (Sama and Dama). not thinking of things
of the senses (Uparati), 1deal forbearance
(Titikshd), constant practice to fix the mind in
God (SamAdhina), and {aith (Sraddhi); and (4)
the intense desire to be free (Mumukshutvam).
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Tope 2  Defimtion of Brahman.
SRR J4: 1 R )

S=HiE Ovigin cte.  (2.e., sustenance and dissolu-
tion) 3T of this (world) ¥ trom which.

2 (Brahman 1s that omniscient, omni-
potent cause) from which proceed the origin
etc. (¢ e. sustenance and dissolution) of this
(world).

In the previous Sufra it has been established
that an 1nquuy into Brahman should be_made ag
1t _heips laberation. Knoweldge of Brahman leads
Liberation Now 1n oider that we may attain this
knowledge of Biabhman, 1t must have some cha-
1actersties by which It ecan be known; otherwise
it 13 not possible to have such knowledge The
oppanent holds that Biahman has no such charae-
terasties by which It can be dehned, and in the
absence ot a defimtion theie can be no knowledge
ot Brahman, and consequenily no IFFreedom.

This Sutia 1efutes that objection and gives a
defimition of Brahman: “‘That which 13 the camnse
of ithe world 18 Biahman”’—where the imagined
‘“‘cause of the world’’ 13 indicative of Brahman.
This 13 called the Tatastha Lakshana, or that
characteristic of a thing which is distinct from 1ts
nature and yet serves to make it known. In the
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defimtion given by 1lis Sutra, the ongin, suste-
nance, and dssolution ae cha acteristics of the
world and as such aie m no way related to Brah-
man, which 35 eternal and changeless; yet these
indicate Brahman, which 1s 1magined to be the
cause of the world, just as an 1magimed snake mdi-
cates the rope when we say, ‘‘thal which 15 the
snake 1s the rope '.

The scriptures give another defimtion ot
Biahman which deseribes Its triue nature. ““Truth,
Knowledge, Infimily 15 Brabman > This 1s called
the Svarupa Lakshana, that which  defines
Braliman m Ils true essence These wods,
though they have different meanmngs i ordinary
partance, yet refer 10 ihe ome indivisible
Brahman, even as the wods, tather, son, brother,
husband, ete, reter to one and the same person
according to his 1elation with different indivi-
duals.

It must not however be thought that the
First Cause of the umiverse 13 airived at by this
Sutra through mete  reasommg, mierence, and
other_means of 11ght “knowledge usually valid in
this sense world.§ Brahman cannot be so estab-
Lishel ndependently of the scrptures (Sruti).
Though from the effect, the woild, we can infer
that 1t must have a cause, we cannot establish
with certainty what exactly 1s the nature of that
cause We cannot say that Biahman alone is the
caure and nothing else, as Brabhmon 1s not an
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object of the senses 'The relation of cause and
eftect can be established where both the objects
are percetved Inference etc. may give only
strong suggestions of Brahman's being the First
Cause of the world. A thing established by mere
inference, however well thought out, 15 explamed:
otherwise by greater mfemf\sonrn—g:—'ﬂsn
18 enrdless acemding to the mtellectual ¢ capacity of
people and therefore cannot go far in the ascer-

tainment of Truth  So the scrtt.wes ought to

be the basis of all reasoning. |1t is experience
that cairies weight, and thé™ scriptures aie
authortative beeause they are the records of
ihe eaperience of master minds that have come
face to face with Reality (Aptavikya).| That 1s
"why the scriptures are infallible. ence in
lascertaining the First Cause the scriptures alone
are authority.

The prime object of this Sutra, therefore, 1s
not o establish Braliman through inference but
to 'T"cuss scrlptural _passages which declare that
Brahman 1s the First ("ause—‘cexts like: ““That
from which these beings are born, by which they
live after birth and into which they enter at
death—try to know That. That is Brahman’
(Taitt. 3.1). The Sutra collects the Vedinta texts-
for the full comprehension of Brahman., Once
the seriptures have declared Brabman to be the
First Cause, reasoning etc. may be taken.
advantage of in so far as they do not contradict
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the scriptures. but rather supplement them, in
ascertaining the sense of the Vedinta texts.
Such 1easoming must be corroborative of the
truth inculeated. This hind ot reasoming includes
the hearing of the texts (Siavana), thinking about
their meaning (Manana), and meditation on them
(Nididhyisana). This leads to ntwition By
intuition is meant that mental modification
(Vritli) of the mmd (Chilta) which destioys ow
ignorance about Brahman  When the ignorance
is destroved by this mental wmodifications i the
form of Brahman (Biabmakina Viith)., Birahman,
which 15 self-luminous. r1eveals liselt. In  ordi-
nary perception when we cogunize an object the
mind (Chitta) takes the foom of the external
object, which destrovs the i1gnorance about it, amd
consciousness reflected 1n this modification of the
mind manifests 1he' objeet [n  the case of
Brakman, however, the menlal modification des-
troys the ignorance, but Brahman which is con-l
sciousness pure uand sample., manifests  [iself,
being self-luminous That 15 whv the scriptures
desciibe Brahman as “Not this’, ‘Not this’, thus
removing the ignmance ahout It Nowhere is
Brahman described poaitively. as ‘It 1s this', ‘It
is this’.

There is thus a difierence belween an inguiry
into Brahntz‘m and an inqury _1ptg_rgllggg__gl_1fty
(Dharma Jijnisi) Tn ithe latter case. the scrip-
tures alone are avthority TPwiva MimaAmsi says



30 BRAHMA-SUTRAS (113

that it you do such and such a thing, you will get
such and such 1esulls 1t 15 something yet to
come and doe- nol ¢xist at the time  So no other
provf 1n available 1egaiding the truth ot these
statements except faith in them  But Vedinta
speaks about Brahman, which 1s an already exist-
mg entity, and not dependent on human
endeavour. Thetetore besides faath in the serip-
tural texts thete ae other means available to
corioborate 1ts statements Thai 15 why there is
room for 1easoning etc. 1w Vedinta.

Topic 3: Draliman cognicable only through
the sereptures.

R, ] 1

ﬂﬁ-ﬁﬁﬁﬂ The scripture being the means of
rieht knowledge.
%3

The scriptures (alone) being the
means of right knowledge (with regard to
Brabman, the proposition laid-in Sutra 2
hecomes corroborated).

This Suira makes the idea expressed in Sutra
2 clearer. 1t any’ doubt has been left regarding
the fact that Braliman as the aiigin ete of the

* This Sutra can also be interpreted in another way.
It has been said 1n Sutra 2 that Brahman, which 1s' the
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world 1s established by scuiptwial authomty and
not by “Inference e independently of 1t, this
Suira makes 1t clear that Srubis_ alone are proof
about Brahman.

ObJLctzon Biahwman 13 an alieady existing
thing like a pot, and so It can be known by other
means of rght knowledge independently of the

scriptures

Answer: Biahmaun has no form ete and so
canvot be cognmized by direct perception  Agan
in the absence of inseparable chatacterstics, as
smoke 1s of fire, Il cannot be established by
inference or amalogy (Upamndna)  Theretore, 1t
can be known only thiough the sciiptutes The
scriptures themselves say, ‘‘One who 1s ignorant
of the scriptures cannot know that Brahman’’.
No doubt, as already referred to in the previous
Sutra, these means of 11ght knowledge also have
a seope, but 1t 15 only atter Brahman 15 establish-
ed by the seriptures—as supplementaay to them
and not independent of them.

cause of this manitold universe, must naturally be omni-
scient This Sutra corroborates 1t In that case 1t would
read © ‘“*(The ommiscience and omnipotence of Brahman
tollow from Its) being the source of the scriptures™ The

scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth-

the Vedas1 So He who has produced these scriptures
containing such stupendous\ knowledge cannot but be
omniscient and omnipotent

P
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Topic 4: Brahman the main purport of
all Vedanta texts.

qg TREIE_ U B I

& That g but A=@K because 1t is the main
purport.

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

Objection by  Puira  Mumgmsakas:  The
Vedinta texts do not 1eler to Brahman. The
Vedas cannot possibly am at giving information
regaiding such seli-established, already existing
objerts lhike Brahman, which can be known
through other sources They generally give n-
totmation only about objects that cannot be
known through other means of nght knowledge,
and about the eans 1o attain such objects.
Agom Biabman, which 1s our own Self, can
neither be desned nor shunned and as such cannot
be an object ot human elimt So a mere state-
meny ot fact about an exigting object like
Biahman, mcapable of being desired or shunned
and therefore useless, would make the seriptures
purposeless.

Vedie passages have a meaning only in so far
as they ate 1elated tu some action. So the
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Vedinta texts, to have a meaning, must be so
construed as to be connected with action (rtuals),
as supplementing them with some necessary in-
tormation. The texts dealing with the individual
soul in the Vedinta, theiefore, 1efer to the agent;
ihose dealing with Biahman refer to the Deities;
and those dealing with cieation refer to spuitual
mactices (Saddhanss) In that case, bemng supple-
amentary to action, the Vedinta texts will have a
purpose. But 1t they aie {aken to 1efer to
Brahman only, they will be meaningless, 1nas-
much as they will not be helpiul 10 any action
Answer: The woid but m the Sutra retutes
all these objections The Vedinta texts 1efer to
Biakman only, ter all of them have Brahman ior
theiwr mawm topre  7The main purport of a treatise
i» gathered trom the followmng characteristics:
{1) Begimning and conelusion, (2) repetition
{3) nniqueness ot subject-matter, (4) f1urt o1 1esult
{9) praise, and (6) reasomng These six help
to arrive at the real aim o1 puiport of any work.
In chapter six of the Chhindogya Upanishad,
for example, Brahman is the man puiport of all
the paiagraphs; for all these mix characteristics
pomnt to Brahman 1t begins, ‘*This universe, my
boy, was but the Real (Sat), in the bhegining”’
(Chh. 62 1), and concludes by saying, “In it all
that exists has its self 1t 13 true. Tt is the
Belf’’ (Ibid. 6.15.2)— which also refers 1o the Sat
or Brahman. In the frequent 1epetition, ‘‘Thou
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art That, O Svetaketu ’. the same Brahman is
reterred to. The umiqueness of Brahman 1s que
apparent, as It caunot be 1ealized either by direct
perception o1 interence 1n the absence ot form etc
and chaiacteristics 1espectively. Reasoming also
has been adopted by the scriptures here by citing
the example of clay to elucidate thewr pomnt As
different objects ure made out of clay, so are all
things created irom this Brahman The deserip-
i1on of the omgin of the umiveise from Brahman,
and of 1ts sustenance by and ieabsorption i It 1s
by way ot praise (Arthavdda) The result or fruit
(Phala) 1s also mentioned, 712., that through the
knowledge of Biahman everything else 1s known.
When we 1ealize Biahman the umiversal Reality,
we know all the particulwis nvolved 1m It So all
these s1x charactersties go to show that the main
topie of the Vedinta {exts. as cited above, is
Brahman

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to
the agent etc, for they are trealed in quite a
different section trom the Karmakinda. Neither
are the texts useless. for fiem the comprehension
of these texts results Taberation, without aunv
reference to action on the pait of the person, even
as a mere statement that 1t is a rope and not a
suake helps  to destroy one’s illusion. A mere
intellectual grasp of the texts, however, will not
help the person to attain Liberation; actual
realization 1s what 1s meant here. .
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Objection: The scriptuies have a purpose an
so far as they lay down injunctions for man. They
eirther mnduce him to or prohibit him from some
action. The very meaning of the word ‘Séstra’ is
this Even the Vedinta texts are related to im-
junctions and thus have a purpose. For though
they have Brahman fo: their maim purport, yet
they do not end there, bul after describing the
nature of Brahman they enjoin on man to realize
Bralkman through mtwition ‘“The Self 1s to be
realized—to be heard of, thought about, and
meditated upon’’—in passages like this the scrip-
tures, after enjoining on man to be conversant
first with the mature of Brahman, further enjoin
thinking and meditation on the meaning of those
passages for the attainment of direct experience.
Thus they formualte injunctions with regard to
the knowledge of Biahman.

Answer: “He who knows the Supreme
Brahman becomes Brahman indeed’’ (Mu. 3. 2. 9)
—texts hke this show that to know Brahman is to
become Brahman But since Brahman is an
already existing entily. we cannot say that to
know Brahman involves an act, like a ritualistic
act, having for its tesult Brahman When igno-
rance is removed Brahman manifests Itself, even
as when the illumion of the snake 15 removed the
rope manifests itself. Here the rope is not the
creation of any act. The identity of the indivi-
dual soul and Brabhman set forth in texts like,

B S.—3
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*1 am Brahman’’ (Bith. 1 4. 10), is not a fancy
or imagination, but an actuality, and therefore
daffers from mednation and devout worship as
preseribed by the seriptwes m texts like, ‘‘Oue
should meditate on the pnnd as Brahman’’, and
“The Sun 1s Biahman’ (Chh. 3. 18. 1; 3. 19. 1).
The knowledge ol Biahman, therefore, does not
«lepend on human endeavour, and hence 1t 1s im-
possible to connect Brahman or the knowledge ot
If with any action. Neither can Brahman be said
40 be the object ot the act ot knowing; for theie
are texts hike, ““Ii 13 difierent f1om the known,
agamn It 1s beyond the unknown’ (Ken. 1. 4), and
“Thiough what, () Maitiey:, can the knower be
kuown?’ (Bmh. 2. 4. 14) In the same way
Birahman 1s demied as an object of devout worship
(Tplisani)—*‘Know that alone to be Brahman, not
that which people adoie heie”” (Ken. 1, 5). The
sciiptures, therefore, mever describe Brahman as
this or that but only negate manitoldness which is
talse, 10 texts hike, “There is mo manifoldness in
1t” (Kath. 2 4 11), and **‘He who sees manifold-
ness In [t goes from death to death” (Kath.
2. 4 10).

Moreover, the result of action is either ciea-
tion, modification, punfication or attainment.
None of these is applicable to the knowledge of
Branman, which is the same thing as Liberation.
If Liberation were created or modified, it would
mot be permanent, and ne school of philosophers is
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prepared 1o accepl such & conlingency. Since
Brahman 15 our Inner Self, we cannot attain It by
any action, as a village 15 attamed by our act of
gomg. Nor 1s there any room o1 o punficatory
ceremony m the elernally pume Selt

Enowledge itself, again, cannot be said to he
an activity of the imnd  An action depends upon
Junan endeavour awnd 15 not bound up with the
nalure of things. It can either be done, or not
«lone or modified by the agent. Knowledge, en the
other hand, does not depend upon human notions,
Jbutl on the thing atseli Lt 1~ the 1esult of the 11ght
aneans, having for 1ts objecls emisting  things.
Kncwledge can itheretore neither he made, nor not
amade, nor modified  Although mental, 1t difiers
drom such wediiunlions as “*Man v fire, O
Wrautama’’, “Woman 15 h1e”’, ele  (Chh o 7. 1;
2. 8 1).

Thus Brahman or ihe knowledge of Brahman
theing 1n no way connected with action, injunc-
tious have no place with 1egaid to 1{. Theretore
dexts like, ‘““The Atman 1s 1o be 1ealized’’ ete.,
dhough 1mperative in character, do not lay down
any mnjunetion, but aie mtended to tuin the mind
wi ihe aspwrant frow thimgs external, which keep
.one bound to this ielative existence, and direct it
inwards. Further 1t 1s not true that the sciiptures
«an have .o purpose if only they enjomn or
prohibit some action, fo1 even by describmg exist-
ing things they serve a .useful purpose, 1f thereby
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they conduce to the well-being of man, and what
can do this beiter than the knowledge of Brahman,
which results 1n Liberation? The comprehension
of Biahman 1ncludes hearing, reasening, and
meditation. Mere hearing does not result in full
compreliension or realization of Brabman. Reason-
ing and meditation are also subservient to that full
comprehension. Hence 1t cannot he said that they
are enjoined If after {full comprehension
Brabman was found to be related to some injunc-
tion, then only it could be said to be supple-
mentary to action.

So Brahman is in =0 way connected with
action. All the Vedinta texts deal with am
independent topic, which 1s Braliman, and these
texts are the only proof of this Brahman, as 1t is-
not possible to know It through any other source.

R0 far it has been shown 1 the mevious Sutrss
that all the Vedinta texts refer exclusively to
Braliman without any connection whatsoever with
action, and that Brahman 1s the ommiscient, omni-
potent cause of the origin ete. of this wuniverse.
Here the S4nkhvas raise an  objection: The
Vedinta texts about creation do mnot refer to
Brahman but to the uniutelligent Pradhina made
up of the three Gunas (constituents)—Sattvh,
Raja~, and Tamas, as the First Cause. The
Pradhana 1s ommnipotent with respect to its effects.
Again the Pradhana has Sativa for one of its com-
ponents, of which. according to Smrith (GiilF
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14. 17), knowledge 1s an attrabute. Therefore the
Pradhina can ficowatively be said to be omma-
scient, because of its capacity for all knowledge.
To Brahman, on ihe other hand, which 1s 1solated
and pure mtelligence itself. vou cannot asciibe all-
knowigness or partial-knowledge Moreover, as
the Pradhina has three components, 1t seems
1easonable that 1t alone as capable of undergoing
modifications, like elay, inte various objeets of
name and form, and not Binhman, which 13 un-
compounded, homogeneous aud unchangeable.
Morcover, the Fust Cause 1~ an abeady exisiing
ontily and so ean be established by inference from
ats effects and even the scuptures 1ecommend
inference of the cause {1om the effect. So what the
Vedanta texis about creation say with 1espect to
the First Cause holds good, and more aptly so, in
ihe case of the Pradhina, and iherefore 1t 1s the
First Cause 1eferred to by the seriptures

Tampe g+ The Fust Cawse an ntelligent
princaiple.

‘Sutias 3-11 1etute thesc arguments of the
Sankhyas and establish  Brahman as the First
(ause The discussion mamnly 1efers to the sixth
chapter of the Chhindogya Upanishad

TA, AW N 4 )

gad: On account of thiking (sering) & is not
3RRA not ba-ed on the seriptures
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5 On account of thinking (being attri-
buted to the First Cause by the scriptuies,
the Pradhana) s not the First Cause refer-
red to bv them). (Pradh(md) 1s not based.
on the scriptures

The First Cause 15 saad, 1n the scnriptures, to
have willed o thought before crveation  “This
univiise, my dear, was byt the Real (Sat) i the
beginming—COne enly without a second ° Tt
thought, *mas [ he many wmay T grow” and 1t
projecied fire” (Chh 6, 2 221 “It (the Atman)
willed, ‘Let me projeel worlds"”  So Tt projected
these worlds” (Aat 1 1 1-2).  Such thinking or
willmg 1~ not possible 1o the msentient Pradhina
I1 15 possible only if the Fust Cause 1s an mtelli~
gent principle like Brahmian

. The all-knowingness atnibuted to the Pra-
dhina hecause of s Satlva component 15 inadmis~
sible, as Sattva 15 not predominant 1 the
Pradhdna, since all the thhee Grunas mae 1m a slafer
of equilibrium: Ti 1 <pite of this 1t 15 said to be
capable of producing knowledge, then the other
two Ghunas must be equally  capable of retarding
knowledge So while Saltsa will make 1t all-
knowing, Rajas and Tamas will make 1t partly
knowing, which 1s a contradiction,

That all-knowingness and creation are not
possible to Brahman, which is pure intelligence
itself and unchangeable, is also mnot true. For
Brabman can be all-knowing and creative through
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Miyid So Brabhman, the Sai of the text quoted,
whick thought, is the Fnst Cause.

The Sankhyas agam iry to avoud the diffi-
culty created by thinking being attributed to the
First Cause thus: Tn the same text quoted above
it is said further om, ‘‘That fire thought, ‘may 1
be many, may I giow!’ and 1l projected water
. ... Water thought, . . 11 projected earth”
(Chh. 6. 2. 3-4). Heie fite and waler are material
things, and yet thunking 1s atluibuted to them.
Similarly the thinking by the Sat (Real), in the
text originally quoted, cun also be taken figurat-
jvely, in which case the Piadbfna, though in-
sentient, can yet be {he First Cause.

This argument the following Suira refutes.

Mo, 7, SATEEE I & N

Me secondary (figurative) g if (it be said) ®
not TR because ot the word ‘Self ? (Atman).

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

The Sat (Real) ot the text cited in the
previous Sutra after creating fire, water, ete:
thought, ‘‘Let me now enter into these three
as this living self (Jiva) and evolve names and
forms’® (Chh. 6. 8 2) 'The Sat, the First Cause,
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refers to the intellizent principle, the Jiva, as ite
self. The insentient Pradhina cannot refer to an
intelligent principle like the Jiva as its self or as
its own nature.

The Sinkhyas agamm try to ward off this
objection by saying that the word ‘Self’ (Atman)
is equally used to refer to intelligent and mnon-
intelligent things, as, tor exzample, in expres-
sions hike Bhutitmi (the self of the elements),
Indiyatmi (the self of the senses), etc., and sz
can be used in connection with the Pradhidna also.

The next Sutra refutes this argument.

qfereEer AETEIE 1 9 i
afee™ To one who 1= devoted to that (Sat)
HRAGRAE becanse Liberation i~ declared.

o

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

The sixth chaptet of t{he Chhindogya
Upaonishad ends by instructing Svetaketu thus:
“Thou art that.”” An intelligent being such as
Svetaketu cannot be 1dentified with the insentient
Pradhina. Moreover, 1n section 14, paragraphs
2-3 of this chapter, Liberation 1s said to result to
one who is devoted to this Sat, and it cannot
result from meditation on the insentient Pra-
dhins. For these 1easons, given in the previous
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Sutra and 1n this, the '‘Sat.’ the First Cause,
does not refer to the Pradhina but to an intelli-
gent principle.

Ul CIa: R
AT, Fitness to be abandoned not being
stated (by the scriptures ) F and.

8. And because 1t is not stated (by
the scriptures) that 1t (Sat) has to be
abandoned, (Pradhana cannot be denoted
by the word ‘Sat’).

1f the intention of the scripturves had been o
take the aspirant step by step from giosser to
subtler tiuths tall finally the 1eal natwie ot the
Atmin was presented to i and tor this purpose
they had ieferied 1o the Pradhfiva—denoted by
the word ‘Sat’ accwrding to the Sinkhyas—as the
Self, then there would have been later on a state-
ment 1o the eftect that this Piadhina must be
diopped, for 1l was not the 1eal Self. But theie is
no such statement in the texts 1n quesiion On
the contrary, the whole chapter of the Chhin-
dogya TUpanishad, 1n which the texts occur, deals
with the Self as notling but that Sat. Moreover,
this chapter begins with the question, ‘“\What is
that which being known evaiything 1s known?”’
Now if the Pradhina were the First Cause, then
by knowing 1t everything would be known, which
is mot a fact. The enjover (Puiusha), which is
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difierent from 1t. not being a product of the
Piadhina like the objects of enjoyment, cannot
be known by knowmg the Pradhfina  Therefore:
the Pradhina is not the First Cause, knowing
which everything 1s kuoown, according to the
sciiptuies Such a ~view will contradiet the
premise

] 1) Q0

@|RER On account of resohving or merging in
onc’s own SeH '

9 On account of (the individual soul).
merging in 1ts own Self (or the universal
Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep,
the Pradhdna cannot he denoted by the
word ‘Self’)

*“When a man 1s said 1o be thus asleep, he is
united with the Sat. my cbhild—he merges in his
own Self’” (Chh. 6 8. 1) Here it 15 taught that
the mdividual soul merges 1 the Sat, and as 1t s _
impossible for the intelligent soul to merge in the
msentient Pradhfva, the latter cannot be the
Fir-t Cause denoled by the word ‘Sai’ in the text.

fTamEE 1 ¢ |
‘Tﬁﬁl‘lﬂmq On account of the uniformity of views

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

See Chh 7 26 1, Pr 3 3, Tantt. 2. 1, ete,
The scriptures themselves say, ‘““Whom all the
Vedas proclaim™ (Kath 1| 2 193).

A=A 1) 11 1)
H g Being declared by the Vedas R also,

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

‘““He 1s the Cause, ihe Lmd of the ruler of
the semse oi1gans (Tivitman) and has neither
pareut nor Lord' (Svet 6 9)——where ‘He’ refers
to the all-knowing T.oid deseuibed 1n that chapter.

Therefore 1t 15 eslablished that the omm-
scient, omnipotent Brahman 1» the Fusl Cause
and not the insentient Tradhina or anything else,

From Sutra 12 ouwards till praclically the
end of the hist chapler a new ftopie 15 taken up
for discussion, 2:c  whether certain terme found”
in the TUpanishads aiec used in then ordinary
senses or ag referring to Bralman Agamn the
Upanishads speak of iwe tvpes of Brahman, the
Nirguna or Bralman without attributes and the
Saguna or Brahman with altnibules Tt 1~ the
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latter which 15 wathin the domain of Nescience
and 18 the object of meditation (Upasand), which
15 ot difterent kiuds yielding different results;
while the Nuguna Brahman, which is free from
all mmagmary hnoting adjuncts of the other type
15 the object of huowledge. Meditation on the
Saguna Brahman cannoi lead to 1mmediate Libe-
1ation. It can at hest lead to gradual Liberation
(Kiama-Mukt1). The knowledge ot the Nirguna
Brahman alone leads to immediate Liberation.
Now 1 many places 1n the Upanishads Brahman
15 ‘lesciibed apparently with ¢ualifying adjuncts;
vet the saiptures say that the knowledge of that
Biahman leads to immechate Taberation. 1t
Brahman 1s woishipped s> limited by those
adjuncts, 1t cannot lead to such Liberation. But
1t these qualifying adjunets are regaided as not
being ultumately aimed at by the Sruti, but used
merely as imndiwcative of Branman, then these very
_texts would 1efer {o the Nugunma Brahman and
Taberation would be 1he 1mumediate result of
knowing that Biahman So by 1easoning we have
to arnive at a conclusion as to the true significance
of these texts, whieh obviou-ly have a doubtful
1npomt

The issue ot the Suguna and Nirguna
Biahman as shown above is not, however, kept up
all through, for in many places it is not between
them but between the Saguna Brahman and the
andividual soul or something else.
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Topic 6: Concerning *‘the Self consisting of
bluss™’.

STAFHRANSIATEI 1 {2 W

A=A “The Self consisting ot bl SRAWR,
becanse of the repetition

12. (In the passage) “The Self con-
sisting of bliss”’ etc. (Brahman, which 1s
spoken of as the tail, is put forward as an
independent entity and not as something
subordinate to Anandamaya, the Self con-
sisting of bliss) on account of the repetition
(of Brahman as the main topic in many
passages of that chapter).

In topic 5 the word ‘thunking’ attuibuted to
the First Cause 1< interpreted in 1ts direct sense,
thus establishing the intelligent principle
Brahman as the Fust Cause, and the figurative
meaning, which would have established the
Pradhina, 1s thiown out as being doubtful But
here such a thing, that 15 the estabhshing of
Brahman, 15 impossible, for the terms denoting
parts allow ne 1eom for doubt, thus making 1t
impossible to inteipret the texts as referring to
Brabman. This connects the present topie with
the last one by wav of objection

The passage m question v, ““Different from
this self, which consu~t~ of understanding
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(Vijeanamaya), 1» the mner seli which consists of
bliss . . .. Joy 1s the head, satwtaction 18 1ts nght
swing, rapture 1s 1ts leit wing, bliss 1ts trunk,
Biahman 1s the iad, the support” (Taitt. 2. 9).
The Sutia says that here Brahman, which 1s
spoken of as the tail, 15 treated as an independent
entity and 15 not tu be taken as o pavt of “‘the self
consisting ot bliss, > tor ‘tail’ heie does mot mean
the Iimb, 1 which sense 1t 15 generally used, but
the ~uppoit of the individual soul made up of
*the <elt comsisting ot bliss™, as Brahman 1s the
substratum of  the magmary mdividual soul.
This conclusion is ariived at, because Brahman
without any hmiting adjuncis whatsoever 18 agam
and again rerterated 1 these Tarttinya texts.
[Sutias 12-19 we micpreted by the Vutt-
Laia (who 1s probably Upavaisha) as follows: The
Tattnmiya Upamshad 2 1-4 atter enumerating
the selves conswting ot  tood, vital {force,
mnd,  and understanding, <peaks ot ‘‘the self
conwistimg of bhsy'' 1n the passage quoted above
(Tartt 2 3). The gquestion 1s whether this refers
to the mmdivadual sonl o0 Brohman  The opponent
holds that 1t 1eters to the mdividual soul, because
the word ‘Anandamaya’ denotes a modification
und therefore cannot 1eter {0 Biashman, which 1s
unchanpeable  Moreover, five difierent parts are
cnumerated of this Anandamaya, the self con-
risting ot bliss; this 15 uot possible in the case of
Biahman. which 1s without parts.  Sutras 12-19.
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according to this imleipretation, mamtam that
‘Anandamaya’, the self consisting of bliss, refers
{0 Biahman on aceount of the 1epetition of the
word ‘Anandamaya’ n  these Taittmiya iexts.
Repetrtion has already been said to be one of the
<heractenzstics by which the subject-matter of a
passage 18 ascertaimed Brahman, agam, has
been proved to be the main topic of the Vedinta
dexis (Ch. 1, Sec 1, Sutta 4). Therefore
*‘Anandamaya’ reters to Biahman. Moreover,
ithe opening words vi the second chapter of the
Tatlinya  Upamshad,  “*Tiuth, Knowledge,
Infinity 1» Brahman'™ (Tawd 2. 1), and texts like,
““He projected all ihis™ (Taatt 2. 6), make 1t
«leax thai Brahman 15 the topie  The termination
“mayat’ 15 alse nol vul of place 1z Brahman, for
ai 15 used here to denote an abundance of bliss.
The possession of a hody having parts 15 alse
ascribed to If, only because of the immediately
preceding himiting condition, vez, the self consist-
ang of undevstanding and does not really belong to
1t. Hence ““the ‘self conastimg of bliss” is the
highest Brahman.

Sankara objecls to this wterpretation of the
Sutras and says that Anandamaya cannot be the
highest Brahman First ot all, theie 15 no jush-
fication, for suddenly changing the mterpretation
of the afix ‘mayat’ from medificalion m the case
of Vijndnamaya, Prinamaya, etc in the preceding
passages to abundancc i the case of Anandamaya,
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s0 a3 to make this word refer to Brahman.
Again the very idea of preponderance or abund-
ance of bliss suggests that there 15 also nusery in
jt, however shight. Suech an idea with respect 10
Brahman 1s absurd. So Sankara treplaces this
interpretation of the Sutias, which Anandagiri
attributes to the Vrmttikira, by another, which we
have reproduced above |

frepreasaTR{T 3, 7, Tt 0 {30

ﬁ'ﬁlﬁlﬂﬂ; On account ot a word ( ‘tarl’ ) deno-
ting part | is not 3 %Ef\ ifit be said & not so
Slf"glﬂf?!\ on ac-ount ot abundance (of terms denot-
ing parts)

13. If it be said (that Brahman) is
not (spoken of as an independent entity im
the passage) on account of a word (tail’)
denoting part, (we replv) not so, on account
of sbundance (of terms denoting parts)

Owing to the abundance of phraseology de-
noting parts or hinbs m the Taittiriya texts 2 1-5.
Braliman 1s designated as the tail just to keep up
the foregoing imagerv: but it 15 not mtended to
convey the idea that Brabman is actually a pars
or member of “‘the self consisting of bliss®* The
ohject of the seriptures is to teach the kmowledge
of the 1eal Self  If the “‘self consisting of bliss”*
were the 1eal Self the seriptures would refer to
this mn the concluding texts, but as a matter of
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fact they do not; on the other hand they refer to
the Nirguna Brahman, which 1s therefore the real
subject-matter. Brahman’s being the tail means,
not that It 18 a part, but that It is the main sup-
port or abode of everything.

a6, goaTa = | ¥ |l

aa"gwﬁan Because (It) is declared to be the
cause of it F and

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

Brahman is the cause of everything, even of
*“the self consisting of bliss’’, as also of the four
earlier named ones, v:z, the self consisting of
food, vital force, mind, and understanding. ‘‘He
projected all this whatever there 18’ (Taitt. 2. 6).
The cause cannot be a part of the effect.

ATRoERT = | 1 €A

AFFaiH, That which has been referred to in
the Mantra portion TF the very same & morcover
is sung.

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

B.s.—4
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The second chapter of the Taittiriya Upa-
nishad begins, ‘“He who knows Brahman attains
the Highest . . Brahman 1s Truth, Knowledge
and Inﬁnity.” '.l‘]ns very Brahman is finally
declared to be the tail Otherwise there would be
a contradiction between the Mantra and Brihmana
portions, which cannot be, for the Brihmanas
only explaip what the Mantras declare. Therefore
Brahmay is the primary subject-matter and is not
t1eated as a part of ‘‘the self consisting of bliss.”’

qarsITE : 1 4§

A not T the other (Jiva) SFITW: on account
of impossibility

16. (Brahman and) not the other (the
individual soul, is meant here) on account of
the 1mposs1b111ty (of that assumption).

He who is reterred to 1n the passage, **The
self consisling of bliss’”” ete. 1s said to be the
creator of everything. “He projected all this
whatever there is’ (Taitt 2. 6). This the indivi-
dual soul cannot possibly do and so is not referred
to 1n the passage, ‘“The sell consisting of bliss”

etc.
AFSATRITET I} 19 1)
aﬁ'ﬁiﬂﬂ On account ot the declaration of
difference ¥ and.

17. And on account of the declaration
of difference (between the two, i.e., the one
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referred to in the passage, ‘‘The self con-
sisting of bliss”” etc. and the individual soul,
the latter cannot he the one referred to in
the passage).

That which 1s reiei1ed to in the passage, ‘“The
selt consisting of blwss’ ete. is saxd to be of the
«essence of flavour, sitaiming which the individual
-soul 1s blissful. *‘It (That which 1s 1eferred to m
dhe passage, ‘‘The selt consisting of bliss’’ ele.) 18
flavour; only after attaining (this essence of)
flavour 1s this (soui) blissful” (Taitt 2 7) Now
ihat which is attamned and the attamner cannot he
the same. So the individual soul 1s not reteired
to in that passage under discussion.

AT ATGATILT I 4<
FERI On account of the word ‘bliss’, literally
‘desire’,  (denoling Biahman) T and o
(Anandamaya also) camnot be inferred as
Brahman,

18 And on account of the word ‘bliss’,
Iitegally ‘desire’, (referring to Brahman),
(you) cannot infer (Anandamaya is also
Brahman, since the suftix ‘mayat’ 1s used to
denote modification).

Tn the scriptures the word ‘bliss’ is often used
for Brahman; from this we cannot infer that
Anandamaya, the self consisting of bliss, is also
Brabman, for the sufliax ‘mayat’ shows that it is
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a modification This sets aside the whole of the
interpretation of the VrittikAra mentioned under
Sutra 12.

srfRerAer = Wt At 1 28 1

e, In this 3T its (the Jiva’s) 9 also §&Nr
mergence as that TR teaches

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (the
Jiva’s) becoming (on the dawning of Know-
ledge) one with this (referred to in the
passage under discussion).

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

Hence ‘‘the self consisting of bliss’ is in no
way the prineipal topie of these texts. It 1s
Brahman which is the support of everything that
is dealt with as an independent entity in the
texts.

Topic 7: The person 1n the sun and the
eye 1s Brahman, P

FTEgAaTITE I X2 1l

o Within qewlamid, because Its characteris—
tics are mentioned
20. (The one) within (the sun and the

eye is Brahman), because Its characteristics
are mentioned (therein).
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‘““Now that golden person who is seem within
the sun, with a golden beard and golden hair . . .
is mamed TUt, for be has risen (udita) above all
evils . . . Rak and Siman are his jomnts . . . He
18 the lord of the worlds beyond the sun and of all
objects desired by the gods’’ (Chh. 1. 6. 6-8).
““Now the person who is seen in the eye s Rik; he
es Sdman, Uktha, Yajus, Brahman. The form of
that person in the eye is the same as that of the
other (the person in the sun), the joints of the one
are the joints of the other, the name of the one 1s
the name of the other . . . He is the lord of the
world beneath the body and of all objects desired
by maen’ (Chh. 1. 7. 5-8). 1n the last topic, m
spite of things to the contrary, the very fact of
the 1epetition of Brahman in the texts helped us
io arrive at the conclusion that Biahman was the
topic of those texts. TFollowing the same argu-
ment, the repetition of abode, form, limitations,
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some indivi-
dual soul which has attaimed to that eminence of
being the presiding deity of ihe solar orb, and not
Brahnsss, the topic of these texts—this 1s the
objection.

The Sutra refuies this and says that the
persun spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its
characteristics—such as being above all evils,
being the self ot everything lhike Rik, VYajus,
SiAman (these few being mentioned only by way of
example), and his being the lord of the worlds
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beyond the sun and also of the worlds beneath the
body—are mentioned The meution of a part-
cular abode, vz, the sun, aund the eyve, of form, as
having a beard, and being golden 1n eolour, and
of a limitation of powers 18 only for the purpose of
meditation (Updsand) The Highest Lord may,
in order to gratify His devoul worshippers, assume
through MayA any form He likes It is for the
convenience of meditation that these limitations
are magmed in Brahman. which otberwise, in Its.
true nature, is beyond them

RTsquar=arT=T: 1l L)

ARG On account of a distinction  being
made ¥ also ! iy different

21  Also on account of a distinction
being made (1n another text between the two,
i.e, the person in the sun and the indivi-
dual soul animating the sun) (the Lord) is
different (from the liatter).

‘ He who dwells 1n the sun and is within the
sun whom the sun does not know, whose body the
sun 18 and whe rules the sun from within, is thy
Self, the ruler within, the immortal”’ (Brih 3. 7.
9)—this text clearly shows that the Highest Lord
i8 within the sun and yet different from the indivi-
dual soul identifying itself with the sun. This
confirms the view expressed in the last Sutra. -
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Topic 8: The word ‘Aldsa’ (ether)
to be understeed as Brahman.

In the last topic the characteristics like
*‘being above all emil’’, etc., bemg of doubtful
import were made to refer to Brahman and not to
the deity of the solar orb and accordingly the
mention of form, etc, were 1nterpreted to be
imagined in Brahman for the sake of meditation
But now the characteristics mentioned in the text
that are taken wup for discussion are not of
doubtful import but refer clearly to elementul
ether, so how will you interpref these texts—
seems to be the view of the objector.

AR e |l %R Ul

q@Rr: (The word) Akasa TR on account of
the characteristic marks ot that (Braliman).

22, (The word) Akasa (ether) (is
Brahman) on account of the characteristic
marks of That (e, Brahman) (being men-
tioned).

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

o O qOT 1R U

%d WX For the same reason MW (the word)
Prana (refers to Brahman)

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

*“ YWhich is that deity?’ ‘Préna,” he said.
For all these beings merge in Préna alone and
from Prina they arse’” (Chh. 1. 11. 4.5). The
quesiion is whether Prastava (a division of
Saman) is a symbol of the vital force or Brahman.
Here Prina does not mean the vital force but
Brahman, in which sense 1t is used in texts like,
‘“‘The Prina of Prana’’ (Brmh. 4 4. 18). Why?
Because the characteristic of Brahman, “All
these beings merge in Prdna,”’ ete. 13 mentioned.
All the Jivas merge in Prina, and that 1s possible
only, if ‘Prana’ is Brahman and not the vital force
(the ordinary sense of the word), in which omly
the senses get merged m deep sleep.

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

In the two previous topies, on account of the
«characteristics of Brahman being present in the
texts quoted, it was possible to conclude that
Brahman was referred to in them. The next
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Sutra takes up for discussion a text which itself’
does not mention the characteristics of Brahman,
but the text prior to 1t does.

S feRom R %2

sif: Light SOURYM on account of the men-
tion of feet. '

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

“Now that light which shines above this.
heaven, beyond all, .- Let a man meditate on
this'* ete. (Chh 3. 18 7). Here the question is
whether the meditation is to be on the light as.
such or on Brahman. The Sutra says that ‘light’
here does mot mean physical light which helps.
vision, such as the sun, but Brahman, because
teet (quarters) are mentioned 1 a preceding text:
“This much is 1ts glory. greater than this is the:
Purusha  Omne fool of 1t 1s ull beings while Its
(remaining) three feei are immortal in heaven’
(Chh 8. 12. 6). The Brahman that has been so
desciibed in this passage is recognized in the one
first quoted, where ‘light’ occurs, because there:
also it is said to be connected with ‘heaven’.
Brabman 1s the subject-matter of not only the
previous texts, but also of the subsequent texts;
for m the section. 1mmediately following that
which contmins the passage under discussion
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(7.e. in ('bh 3. 14) Brahmun is also the main topie.
It is theretore but reasonable to say that the inter-
venming section (Chh. ¢ 1% also deals with
Brahman. Hence ‘light’ here mecans Brabwman.
The word ‘light’ can be used for Brahman, which
manifests the world even as light manifests
objecls The mention of himiting adjuncts with
respect to Brahman, denoted by the word ‘light
is only for the sake of meditation.

- - - t
FROSRIMATT =9 , 9, a1 SAIsYufere
Y -
T i q@mm
SRshg The metre (Gavatrr) beme mentioned
T is not %E'[\i[ it Do said ¥ no T 1 that way
%ﬁS&Wﬁ'ﬁﬁ the appluatton of the nnnd has been

inculeated a1 % for <o {.’&aq it is scen {in other
texts)

25. If it be said (that Brahman is)
not (referred to) on account of the metre
(Gayatri) being mentioned. (we reply) Do,
because in that way (i ¢. by means of the
metre), the application of the mind (on
Brahman) has been inculcated; for so (i.e.
through the help of the modifications of
Brahman) it is seen (in other texts).

An objection is raised that in the text ‘“‘One
foot of It is all bewngs'’, Brahman 15 not referred
to, but the metre GAyatri. for the first paragraph
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of the preceding section of the same Upanishad
begins with, ‘‘Giyatri is everything, whatever
here exists,’”’ ete. 'Lherefore the feet referred to in
the text cited in the last Sutra refer to this metre
and not to Brahman. In reply it is said: Not
s0; tor the text, ‘‘Giyatr 1s all this’’’etc., teaches
that one should meditate wupon the Brahman
which is connected with 1his metre, LlLecause
Brahman. being the cause of everything, is con-
nected with that Géiyatri also, and 1t is that
Brohman which is to be meditated upon. This
interpretation would be in keeping with the other
texts in the same section, e.g. ‘‘That which 15 that
Riahman’’ (Chh. 3. 12. 7) and also with * All
this indeed 1s Brahman’’ (Chh. 3. 14. 1), where
Brahman is the chief topie. Meditation on
Brahman through Tts modifications or effects is
seen in other texts also. ‘“Him tbe Babvrichas
meditate upon in the great hymn” ete. [Ait. Ar.
3. 2. 3. 12). Therefore Brahman is meant here,
and not the metre Giyatri.

ARSI = 9 1 R 1)

YNRUE=RA The representation of beings ete.
as feet SI9N s is possible 7 also T thus,

26. Thus also (we have to conclude,
ve2., that Brahman is the topic of the pre-
vions passage, where Géayatri occurs)
‘because (thus only) the representation of
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the beings etc. as the feet (of Gayatri) is
possible.

The beings, earth, body, and heart can be-
feet only of Brahman and not of Géyatri, the
metre—a mere collection of syllables. See Ch
8. 12. 2-4. So by Gayatri 1s here meant Brahman
as connected with the metre Giyatrn. It is this
Brahman so particularized by Giyatri that 1s said
to be the self of all in the text, ‘“Gayatri is every-
thing”’ etc. This same Brahman 1s again recog-
nised as ‘light’ in Chh. 3. 13. 7

SRIATE 2T , 7, FAARAHATETE 1| 19

IRENEE On  account ot the difference in
specification ¥ not K Jq if it be said ¥ no
IWET A in  cither (description) R

because there is no contradiction

27. 1If it be said (that Brahman of the-
Géyatri passage cannot he recognized in the
passage dealing with ‘hght’), on account of
difference in specification, (we reply) no,.
there being no contradiction in either (des-
cription to such a recognition).

In the Giyatr1 passage heaven is specified as-
the abode of Brahman, while in the other,
Hrahman 1s described as existing above heaven.
How then can 1t be said .that one and the same
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Hrahman 1s retcized {o in both the passages? 1t
can; there is no contradiction here, even as when
we say, with 1eference to a bird perching on the
top ot a tree, that it 15 periching on the tree, or
that it is above the iree. The difference 1n the
case-ending of the word f&g 18 no comtradiction,
smee the Jorahive cuse 16 often used in semptwral
passages 1o express, secondarily, the meaning of
the ablative.

Therefore the word ‘light’ has to be under-
stood as Brahman.

Topu 11: Indra’s wmstruction to Pratardana.

ATRTL T Il < )

3o Prana d9 (hke) that SERME being so
comprehended (from the texts)

28 Prina 15 Brahman, it being so
comprebended (from the purport of the
texts).

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman’s
thiee feet (quarters) weie spoken of in an earher
text as bemg 1n heaven helped us to 1ecognize
that the same Brahman 1s spoken of as the light
above  heaven The connection with heaven
helped us to this recogmition. Now another text
1s taken up for discussion, 1n which there is no
such decisive factor.
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In the Kaushitaki Upanishad there occurs
the following conversation between Indra and
Pratardana, i which the latter says to Indra:
“You yourselt choose for me that boon which you
deem most benefictal {0 man.’”’ Indra sad,
“Know me only, that 1s what 1 deem most bene-
fical to man. ... I am Prina, the intelligent
self (Prajniatman), meditate on me as lite, as
immortality. . . . And that Prina 1s indeed the
intelligent self, blessed, undecaying, immortal’’
«Kau. 3. 1-8) The question is raised whether
these passages rvefer to the god Indra, or the
mdividual self, or the vital force, or Brahman.
lhe decision 18 that as the characteristies of
Brahman are more in evidence in these passages
than those of the god India, mdividual soul, or
the vital force (I'1ina), therefore Brahman 1s
referred to in these passages; hence Prina here
means Brahman. The characteristies ot Brahman
referred to are: (1) 1ndra says in reply to Pratar-
dana’s request for that which 15 most beneficial to
man, “Know me, I am Prina’”’ ete, and since
Brahman alone is most beneficial to man, Indra’s
answel refers to Biahman. (2) Prana 1s spoken of
as blessed, undecaying, 1mmortal, which can be
true only of Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this
Préna 18 also said to absolve one from all sms:
“He who knows me thus, by no deed of his is his
achievement harmed, neither by matricide nor by
patricide. . . .’ (Kau. 3. 1).
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A TGO LR o4, anm
gfer 1 xR 11

q Not F9g; the speaker’s HWYSRE on account
of the instruction about himselt g = if it be said
HMA-GE=9-{ abundance ot rveference to the
Inner Self & because ARA in this

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

An objection 1 raised that the word ‘Prina’,
cannot as stated in the last Sutra, reter to
Brahmnan, since the speaker Indra deseribes him-
self by the word ‘Prdna’ in, *‘I am Prina’ ete
But as 1n this conversation there are profuse refer-
ences. as aheady pointed out in Sutra 28, to the
Tnper Self or Brahman, ‘Prina’ here must be
taken as Brahman. And Indra’s describing him-
self as Prina 1s apt, since he identifies himself
with Brahman in that instruction, as did the Sage
Vamadeva. ’

TEESAT W ARETT 1 26 1]
e Through realization of the truth con-

firmed by the scriptures § but IWE: instruction
amead like Vamadeva



1.1.41} BRAHMA-SUTRAS 67

' 30. But (Indra’s) instruction (to Pra-
tardana is justified) by his realization of the
Truth confirmed by the scriptures (viz., that
he 1s B;'ahman), as did (the sage) Véama-

deva.

Rishi Viamadeva having 1ealized Brahman
snid ‘T was Manu, and the sum,”” etc., which is
justiied by the passage: ‘“Whichsoever of the
wads knew It (Brahman) became That’’ (Brih.
1. 4. 10). Indra’s instruction also is like that
Having realized the truth, “Thou art That”,
declared by ihe scriptures, he 1identifies himself
1 the instruction with the Supreme Brahman.

AragerfeEaR |9, 9, IERAE ,
anf‘m,aza%ﬁm&n 320

aﬁamlﬁma On account of the charvacteris—

tic~ of the individual ~oul and the vital energy ¥ not
gk 3 if it be said & not so m—%ﬁqu because
it wonld enjoin threefold meditation ABRRAT on
account of Prana being accepted elsewhere in the
sen-c of Brahman) g here mbecause words
denoting Brahman are mentioned with reference

to Prana.

81. If it be said that (Brahman) is
not referred to on account of the character-
istics of the individual soul and the vital

Pr.85.—D
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force (being mentioned), (we sayy not so,
hecause (such an interpretation) would
enjéin threefold meditation (Upésana),
because Prina has been accepted (else-.
wheie 11 the sense of Brahman); and
hecause here also (words denoting Brahman)
are mentioned with reference to Prina.
{Hence it is to bhe understood to mean
Brahman).

The passages under discussion might as well
tefer to the indavidunl ~oul and the vital twce,
tor their characteristics also are found: ‘‘One
should know the speaker aml unot inguire into
speech’ (Kau 8 8), “'Prana. laymg hold ot this
body, makes 1t 115¢ up” (Kau. 3. 3). The Suna
aefutes ~uch a view and savs that Braliman clone
15 1eferred to by ‘Priuva’; tom the above interpreta-
tion would involve a thieetold ('])ﬁskl]lﬁ:, aez.. of
the individunl soul, of the chret vital Porce, aund
of Biahman, which 1+ agam<t the accepted 1ules
of scripturai mterpretation  XNo single passage.
cvan be made to yield three diflerent meditations
in this way by splitting 1t up. Moreover in the
beginning we have. “"Know me only’’, followed
by, ‘1 aw Prana”, and 1w the end again we have.
‘And that Préana indeed 15 the 1ntelligent self,
blessed. undecaying. immortal’’, which shows
that the same topic 18 kepl up throughout. There-
fore ‘Prima’ must be {aken’in the'isense of”
Brahman and thal on the §found’! thdt Tts
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«whatactensties are found 1 {lns passage whieh have
already been 1eferted to in Suiia 1. 1. 28. This
meanmg ot ‘Prana’ 15 tound m other semptural
passages, and we are justified in taking it in that
sense here, since words denoting Brabman are
wenkioned wrth reference to ‘Prina’,



CHAPTER 1

SecTION 11

In the latter part of section 1, certamn scrip-
tural terms generally used in a different sense
have heen shown through reasoning to refer to
Bruhman, and consequently certain passages of
the seriptures of doubtful sense, but containing
cleav characteristics of Brahman, have been
shown to refer to Brahman, Now in this and the
uext section some more passages of doubtful
umport, especially with no clear mention of the
characteristics of Brahman in them, are taken up
for discussion.

Topic 7: The Being consisting of the mind
28 Brahman.

@ sfEaRman L 0

¥ Throughout [the scriptures) SRIENRRR be~
cause there is taught {the Brahman which is)
well known

1. (That which consists ef the mind
{Manomayal is Brahman) because there is
taught (in this text) (that Brahman which
is) well known (as the cause of the universey
throughout (the scriptures).
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Sutras [-8 show that the Being who consists
of the mind (Manemaya) and is preseribed as the
object of T pasond or meditation 1 the text,
“All this indeed is Brahman, for it has its begin-
mng end, and subsistence in It; so let a man
meduate with a calm mind. . . He who ron-
sists of the mind, whose body is Prana (the subtle
bodyV’" ete (Chh. 3 14 1-2) is Brahmian and not
the mdivadual soul. Why? Because the text
begins with, **All this 1v Binhman’’, wherein that
Brahman which 15 treated as the cause of the
wmverse in all seuptwal texts 16 deserabed  Since
the beginnmg refer~ to Brahman, 1t 15 but proper
that the later sentence where ‘‘He who econsists of
the mind”’ occurs, should also refer {o Brahman
as istinguished by certain (uahties; otherwise
there would arise the inconsistency of suddenly
intrioducing a mew subject and dropping the
previous one. Moreover the test here speaks of
Upasania, meditation and as <uch 1t 15 bul apt that
Brahman which 1s described in all other texts as
an object of meditation 1s nlso taught here and not
the individual soul which is nowhere preseribed as
such. Moreover, one can become calm as the text
asks only by meditating on Biahman which is
herefl, of all anger, hatied, ete.

~ - hod
e 12 1)
ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂ“ﬂq‘ﬁa’! Beeause qualities desired to be

rxpressed are befitting T moreover
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2 Moreover the qualities desired to
be expressed are hefitting (only 1n the case-
of RBrahman. aund so the passage refers to
Brahman)

“He who consti-t~ of the mind, whaose body i
Prana (the subtle bodvy, whose form 1« light,
1050lve 1 true, whose natwre 1- like .that of ether
(rmmupresent and mvisible)”, ete (((hh 3 14, 2)
—the qualities mentimed 1w this lext as topies of
meditation a1e po~sable 1n the case ot Brahman
alone  Therefme the conelusion 1» that such a
qualified Bralmon olone 1< te be meditated upon.

I WO 1 3 0]
a@qﬁ. Bocanse (thev are not approprate § on
the other hand & is not @O the individual sonl
3 On the other hand the ndividual
soul 1s not (referred to by the text) because-
thew qualities are not appropriate (to it).

r " -
ELET LR IR
F Object FF acont ST on aceonnt of the
mention 3 ad
4 And on account of the mention of
the attamer and the obhject attained (“He

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

in the <ame chupter of the Chhandogva
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Upamishad there occurs the passage, ¢ When £ shall
have departed tromm hence, / shall attamn Him’
13 14. 4), wherc ‘Him’ veters to ‘““Who consists of
the mind’’, the objeci ol meditation spoken of in
the earlier passage. Therefore Ile is mnecessarily
Jifferent from the person who meditates, the in-
dividual soul referted to 1n the above text by the

pronoun ‘Y’
SR A ) .

3. Because of the difference (indicated
by the case-endigs) of the words

In the Sutepatha Brihmana, whete the same
adea is ex\px,esqed in simnlm words, we have, “As 15

a grain of rice. o1 « gram of batley so 15 that
polden Being in the <elf * (10 6. 3. 2), where the

mdividual soul and ‘the sclf consisting of the
mmd® are clearly deseibed as  two  different
entities, for ‘the »1f comasting of the mind’—
which is demoted by & word 1 the nomimative case
—1s described as bemg n the mdividual self, the
woud denoting it bemng m the locative case  There-
fore it is eclear that the imdividual selt 18 not
refetred to'in the text under dizeussion

|AT ) & N

@3 From the Smviti 3 nlso
6. From the Smriti also (we learn
that the individual soul is different from the
onc referred to in the text under discussion).
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The Smiiti 1eferred to is. ““The Lord. O
Arjuna, 13 seated 1n the hearts of all beings’” ete.
(Gita 18. 61). We must not forget, however that
according to Advaita Veddnta this difference is
only imaginary and not 1eal The difference exisis
only so long as 1guotance lasts, and the full impot
of the text '‘Thou urt That'’ has not been realized.

SHRITEI, aRqTRaTe A 94, =, fE
TR A ) ||

PR Because  of the smallness of the
abode ﬂ'@'ﬁﬂ'ﬂﬁ.ou account of its being designated
as such (5. ¢ small) ¥ alvo @ not AL if it be
~aid T not ~o Eramqu- the sake of contempla-
tion W so WEA hike the ether T and

7. Ii it be said that (the passage
does) not (refer to Brahman) because of the
smallness of the abode (referred to, viz., the
heart) and also on account of its being
designated as such (.e. as minute); (we say,)
not so, (because Brahman has been so cha-
racterized) for the sake of contemplation
and because the (ase is similar to that of the
ether.

‘“‘He 1s my seli willun the heart, smaller thaa
a giain of rice, smaller than a grain of barley”
ete. (Chh. 3. 14. 3). This text occurs in the same
section 1 which we also find ‘‘the self comsistinz
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of the mnd”’. The objection 13 raised that since
dhese himitations are apt not in the case of
Biabman but ot the individual soul, 1t is the
latter that is 1eferred to by ‘“‘the selt consisting
of the mind’’. The Sutra ietules it and says that
Brohman hete 1s thus characterized for the con-
“enience of contemplation, as otherwise 1t 15 dath-
cult to meditate on the all-pervading Brahman
This does mot mar 1is ommpresence, as these
limitations are merely nnagmmed m Brahman and
are rot real The case 1v analogous to that of the
ether in the eye of the needle, which is spoken ot
as Lnnted and «wpall, wherea~ 1w faet it 1s  all-
pervading.

HarrETRi =9, |, IR < )
wIRfE: That it la~ expertence (ot ploasurc
and pain) &R %{ 1t 1t be <aid T not <o m

becausge of the difference m nature.

8 If 1t be said that (being connected
with the hearts of all 1nd1v1dua1 souls ou
.account of Its omnipresence, 1t would also)
have experience (of pleasurc and pain), (we
say), not so, becausc of the difference in the
nature (of the two)

The mere fact that Biohman is all-pervading
and connected with the heaiis of all indivadual
-souls, and is also intelligent like them, does not
-make It \ubject to plea~ure and pain For the
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indiyidual soul 15 an agent, the doer of good and
bad deeds, and therefore experiences pleasure and
pain, while Brahm n i~ not an agent, and there-
tore does nol experience pleasure and pan. A
fallacious argument 15 often put forward that
becouse Brahman and the indivadual soul are 1n
1eality adentical, theretore ithe former is also
subjert to the pleasure and pan experienced by
the latter. But then thus identity only refutes
the experience of pleasmie and pamm even by the
individual soul as heing due to ignorance; for in
1eality therze 15 neither the individual soul no
pleasure and pain Therefore the orgument of
wdentity cannot be vuined the other way to make
even the ever pme Brahman subject 1o evil.

Topic 2 The eadcr s Braliman
In the Inst topic the experience of pleasure
and pan m Brabman 15 denied. Heie, in this
topre the fact thai Brahman is not an agent 13

estublished—whiellt 15 1S conncetion with  the
previous topic

T AR ] Q1
3R The cater FICRUA, because the movable

and  immmovable 0 ¢ the whole wuniverse) is
taken (as his tood)

9 The eater (15 Brahman), because
both the movable and immovable (z.e. the
entire universe) is taken (as his food)
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“Whe thus knows wheie He 14, {0 whom the-
Biadhmanas and K<hatiyas ate  (as 1t were) but
food and death itself a condiment” (Kath. 1. 2.
25)? Thas passage savs that there is some eater,
Who is this eater 1cferred to by ‘He’? 1s 1t the
fire referred 10 m unother text as eater, ““‘Soma
indeed 1s food, and fire the eater” (Brih, 1. 4 6);
or is 1t the individual seul referred to as eater in,
“One of them ecats the sweet trmt”” (Mu, 3. 1 1)
This Suira says 1t i= neither, bui the Supreme
Lord, for the texi savs that 1n Him the whole of
creafion, movable und ymmovable, 15 1eabsorbed.
The fact that deatl, which destroys everything
else, 15 swallowed up as o« condiment, shows thai
the entiie r(reation 1~ reterred to as Ilis  food.
The Brahmanas and Kshatvivas are mentioned as
mere examples, sinee they we the {foremost of
created bemgs The eater of such a stupendous.
thine can he Biahman alone aud none else

JHRLH |} 4= )
FEOTA,_ Fiom the context & and

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

In an earlier {ext Nadluketas asks Yama:
“Tell me of that which you <ee as nexther good
nor bad aetion, as neither efteet mor  ecause, as
neither past nor futme’ (Kath. 1. 2 14). In this
text Brahman 1s mquirted into and Yama answers !
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““I will tell you 1 biief—it 1s Aum” (Kath. 1. 2.
15). Further on he says, ‘“The Self is neither
born nor does 1t die'? (/bid. 1. 2. 18), and finally
conciudes with the passage in which the eater 1s
mentioned. All this clearlv shows that Brahman
is the topre, and theretore the ‘eater’ is Brahmun.
1t 2ls0 tollows from the peculiar characteristic,
riz., the difheulty to cognize 1t, which is refened
to in the text under discussion.

An objection may be 1aised on the ground
thatl the scriptwre itself 1n another place denies
that Brahman 1s the ‘eater’; “The other
(Bralman) looks en without eating” (Mu. 3 1. 1.
Bul ‘eating’ in this tex! vefers to the experience
of pleasumie and pain, while 1n the tex{ under dis-
cussion 1t means the reabsoiption of the univer-e
at the time of dissolution, which the seriptuies
attribute to Brahman alone

Topic & The twe that hare eniered the
cauty of the heart are the wndividual soul and
Bralman.

wEi sfrerarart &, agRar i 92 1

I” cavity (of the heart ) SS9 the two that
have entered SRR are the two selves (individual
-and Supreme) f& indeed H{ilc‘r'ﬂﬂ\ because it i~ o
seen

11  The two that have entered into
the cavity (of the heart) are indeed the
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individual self and the Supreme Nelf, because:
1t is so seen.

In the Katha Upamishad iheie occurs the
passage, ‘‘Having entered the cavity of the heart,
the two enjoy the reward of their works, in the
body” (1. 8. 1), The question is whether the
couple referred to are the individual soul and
Biahman, or the individual soul and intellect
(Buddhi). The opponent, following the aigument
of the previcus topic, says 1t is the latter. In the
last topic the nearness of the word *death’ helped
us to interpret ‘Brahmana” and ‘Kshatriya® as
iypical of the whole phenomenal world, similarly
1he nearness of the word ‘enjoy’ would make the-
two 1n the text refer to lumited things like the
idividual soul and intellect. "The Sutra refutes.
this and says that the couple referred to are the
mdividual soul and Brahman, for numerals
denote things of the same class. TWhen a cow is
biought to us and we say, ‘‘Bring amother’, it
means another cow. So it with an intelligent self,
the individual soul, amother is said to enter the
cavity of the heart. it must reter to unother of the
same class, 7.e. to another sentient being, and not
to ihe intellect (Buddh1), which 1s insentient. The
fact that both are said to enjoy the fruits of
actions, which cannot apply to the Highest
Brahman, is thus explained: Sometimes the
characteristics of one in a group are indirectly
applied to the whole group. as when we say,
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*“The men wiilh an wmnella’ | whete only one has
.an umbiella and not the whole group So here
.also, though 1t 15 only one that 1~ enjoymmg the

t1mt- ol acttons, both are so spoken of.

CEL I CRTRERT
{1 rom the specitication T and

12. And from the (distinctive) quali-
ities (of the two mentioned m subsequent
-texte)

The {exts subsequent o the one under discus-
sion mention the characterastics ol the two-that
have entered the cavity of 1he heart, which show
that these ate the mmdividual soul and Brahman
“Know that the soul 14 the charioteca’ ete (Kath.
19 4y and e attams the end of the journey,
that supreme state of Vishnu (Jbad. 1. 3. O,
where the two wre mentioned as the attwaner and
dhe goal allaned. ¢ e as the Jiva and Brahman.
In a previous passage also the two wmae spoken ot
as the meditator and the object of meditation
“The ~age 1ebnguishes joy and sorrow, having
realized by wmedatatton . . thut  effnlgent Omne

seated n the hewt” (Bath, 1. 2. 12).

Tope 4. The  pasen  withie  the eye s
«Braliman. N

In the last fopie the reference to ‘two’ occur-
g at the begmmmg of the text discussed, was
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mnterpreted to denote two ot the ~ame elass, 1 e.
iwo sentient bemgs, and e entiance into the
ccavity ot the lheart, mentioned later on, was
mterpreted accordingly ‘lhe sune hne of argu-
ment should be used, savs the opponent, to inter-
vret’the text ot this toprc  That 15, the person m
the (ye ought to be tuken as 2 1eflection 1 the eve,
as 1t oceurs at the begiinmg ot {he text, and the
subsequent mention  of mmmetality, tearlessness,
wte. ought to be expluned away. as pramse o
otherwise  The fnverse method, 1 . taking these
words to reter to Brabhman and thus famg Ahe
person m the eye to be Biahman, <hould not be
followed [n this way {he epponent wants {o
show " that the migwment of the previous one 1s
detective, for 1t will launch us o difficulties
with respect to olther 1exis of the Srut

AT WY 1| ‘2 1)
e Lnside (the eye) TEEET on aceount of
the appropriatencss of (attributes)

13 (The person) nside (the eye is
Brahman) on account of (the attributes
mentioned therein) heing appropriate (only
ito Brahman).

*“This ‘person that 1s seen in the eye 15 the
self © This 18 immortal and iealess; this is
Brahman® (Chh. 4 15. 1) The question 'is
whether the person reterted 10 here 1s  the
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reflection of a porson 1 the eye, or the indivi-
dual soul, or the sun, which helps sight, or
Brakman. The Sutra says that this person um
the eye i< Brahman, Dlecause the qualities, ‘im-
mortal’, ‘fearlesy’, ete , mentioned here with ie~—
pect to that person can be true only of Brahman,

ond they cannot be otherwice explained away.

Sicuccerceu SIRTAT
YFREAREd, Beenuwe abode ete. ( ¢ ¢ name

and form) are attributed to it F and

14 And hecause abode etc. (i.e. name
and form) are attributed to It (Brahman)
{by other scriptural texts also, for the sake
of contemplation).

Bul, how can the all-pervading Brahman be
in a limited space like the exe? The aseignation
of a defimite loeality to the all-pervading Brahman
vnly sexves the puipose of meditation (Updsand).
In other scuiptural texts, the dise of the sun, the
cavity of the heart, even the eyve atself (Brih, 3, 7.
18) ond symilar pure spots huve been preseribed as
places for the contemplanon of Brahman Se
here it 1s prescribed 1hat Baahman should be con-
templated in the eve. Not only abode, but even
uname and form are attributed to Brahman for the
purpose of meditation, as Brahman without attri-
butes cannot be an object of contemplation. (Vide
Chh 1. 6. 6-7).
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gafrtmsrfraeRs T |

gaRRE-SRIAIG On account of the reference (té
Brahman) distinguished by bliss @ verily 9 and. .

15.> And verily on account of the
reference (in the passage to Brahman) dis-
tinguished by bliss (mentioned at the begin-
ning of the Prakarana).

‘““The ~vital energy 1s Brahman, bhss ix
Brahman, the ether 1s Biahman™ (Chh. 4. 10. 5)
—so0 taught the fires to TUpakosala Kimaldyana
about Brahman, and this same Brihman 1 further
elucidated by lhis teacher as ‘‘the person 1n the
eye’’.

EElieecus o SIREE

Ha-Iaa&Fm The way of those who have
realized the Truth of the Upanishads ARMMM™, on
account of the statement = also

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

The Devayina path or the path of the gods,
by which a knower o1 Brahman travels after death
and which is described in the Prasna Upanishad
1.10 and other scriptural lexts, is referred to here.
Since the knower of ‘‘the person in the eye’’ also

B's.—0
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goes by this path after death, and since it is
known from scriptures that none other except the
knower of Brahman goes by this path affer death,
*‘the person in the eye’’ must be Brahman.

SAAIATHRETE JaC 11 89 |

¥eaiyd: Not existing always 3¥ER_on account
of the impossibility ® and 7 not ¢ any other.

17. (The person in the eye is the
Supreme Self) and not any other (z.e. indivi-
dual soul etc.) as these do not exist always;
and on account of the impossibility (of the
qualities of the person in the eye being attri-
buted to any of these).

‘[he reflection in the eye, for example, does
not exist always, mnor cun the qualities like
immortalily, fearlessness, etc., be appropriately
ascribed to this reflection. So no other self except
the Supreme Self is here spoken of as the person in
the eye.

Topwc 3: The ruler within is Brahman.

In the last topie, while interpreting the
petson in the eye as Brahman it has been taken
for granted that the eye is prescribed in Brih. 3.
7. 18 as an abode of Brahman for contemplation,
and that therefore here also the eye is prescribed
as an abode. The present topic takes up for dis-
cussion this text of Brihad4ranyaka and establishes



1.2.18] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 8

the conclusion that was taken for granted in the
last topie.

sttt srfaRaiyy agHeTRI, 1R

o=t The Ruler within RS in the gods
L . oy .
etc. TBHIRAG on account of Its qualities being
mentioned,

18. The Ruler within of the gods and
s0 on (is Brahman) on account of the
qualities of that (Brahman) being men-
tioned.

**Dost thou know the Inteimal Ruler™ ele.
(Bmb. 3. 7. 1); and agmin, '*He who mbhabits the
«warth, but 1s within 1t, whom the earth does mot
know, . . . 1is the Inteinaul Ruler, your own
mumortal selt” (Buh 8. 7. 8)  The ““Internal
Ruler’” spoken of heie 1s Brahman and not the
individual soul endowed with S:ddhis (powers) or
the presiding deity, or anything else, for the
wharacteristics of Brahman aie mentioned in the
woncluding pait ot the text cited, wherein the
Ruler 1s spoken of as 1dentical with the mndividual
soul and immortal, which ean be true omly of
Brahman. He is also described in this section as
being all-pervading, since he is inside and the
Ruler within of everything, vi>. the earth, the
sun, water, fire, sky, the ether, the senses, etc.,
and this also can be tiue orly of Brahman.
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AT WA@Y, SAagATtaeTTE 1 13N

# Neither ¥ and ®9@ ¥ that which is mentioned
in the (Rankhya) Smriti SEUR-IREME because
attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned.

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

The Pradhina 15 not this “Internal Ruler™ as
the attributes  ““He is lhe immortal”; “‘unseen
but seeing. unheard but hearing,”’ ete. (Brih. 3.
7. 23), do not hold true of the non-intelligent
Pradhéna

i, SRS & IRFwnhad | 26 1)

FROR: The individual soul = also ( & not ) SWA-AM
(the followers of) both (the recensions—Xanwa and
Madhyandina) & for 3 as different ¥, this (the
Jiva) R read

20  Also the individual soul (is not the
Ruler within), for this is read as different
(from the Internal Ruler) by the followers
of hoth (the recensions, 7ziz. the KAnwa and
MAdhvandina Sékhads of the Brihad-
Aranvaka Upanishad).

The negative ‘not’ is to be suppiled from the

last Sutra

““He who dwells in knowledge’ ete.—says
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Buh. 4 7 22, Kinwa reading, where ‘knowledge’
stands for the individual soul, tor it consists of
knowledge. ‘“‘lle who dwells in the self’’—is the
Madhyandina 1eading ot the same passage, where
‘selt’ stands for the individual soul These quota-~
tions make 1t clear that in either 1eading the
individual soul 15 spoken ot as different from the

‘Iniernal Ruler’’, 1or it i the 1uler of the indivi-
dual soul also.

Iere agam we should noi torget that the
difference ot the Iunteinal Ruler, the Supreme
Lord, and the individual scul 1s merely the pro-
duct of Nescience Iheie 15 only one Self within,
tor lwo selves are not possible But owing to
hmiting adjuncts the one Self is treated as if Tt
were two.

Topw 6: That which cannot he seen s
Braliman.

Tn the last topie the ruler within was mter-
preted as the Supreme Loid and not the Pradhina,
for quahities hike, ‘seemng’, ‘hearing’, eic, which
are contrary o the nature of the Pradhina, were
present  Now cerlain texts which do not meution
-such qualities s0 as to exclude {he Pradhfina are
iaken up for discussiom.

HERIATIIUEHY Jf6 © ) R )
ﬂgﬂﬁf&-ﬂﬂﬁi Possessor of qualities like invisi~
bility etc. SIRR: on account of the qualities being
anentioned.
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21. The possessor of qualities like in-
visibility etc. (1s Brahman) on account of
(Its) characteristics being mentioned

**Thal which cannot be seen nor seized, which
is without orgiu . . eternal, all-pervading,
omnmpresent, extiemely subtle . ., the source
of all being»., which the wise behold”’ (Mu. 1. L.
6) The Bemng which 1s the source of all beings
is not the Pradhina but Biahman, for qualities
like “He 13 all-knowing, all-percerving’”’ (Mu 1
1. 9) are true only of Brahman and net of the
Pradhina, which 15 non-ntelligent. Obviously 1t
cannnt 1efer to the mndividual soul as it is limited

AR vorEsE T Ja0 1) 3R |
RN Em Tt On account of the mention of

characteristic qualities and differences § not
the other two

22  The other two (viz the individual
soul and the Pradhana) are not (referred to
in the passage), hecause the characteristics
of Brahman and the difference (of the Being
which is the source of all beings from the
individual soul and the Pradhéna) are
mentioned

“That heavenly person 13 without body. com-'
prises the external and the intermal, is birthless,
without the wital force and without mnd, pure,
higher than the high Imperishable” (Mu 2. 1. 2).
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Epithets like ‘heavenly’, ‘birthless’. ‘pure’, etc.
apply to Brahman and not the individual soul,
which considers itself limited, impure, corporeal,
etc. ‘“Higher than the high Imperishable (Pra-
dhfna)’’ shows that the source of all beings spoken
of in the last Sutfra is not the Pradhina but some-
thing different from it.

ST | 33 1)

IR Form being mentioned ¥ also

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

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

Topic 7+ Tasednara 1s Brahman.

In the last topic a gemeral quality like in-
visibility equally applicable to Brahman and the
Pradhina was interprted to refer to Brahman
taking into comsideration qualities like all-
knowingness etc. mentioned later on in the sec-
tion. Following this argument the objector takes
some texts for discussion and imsists that the
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Vaisvinara referred to in them musi be the ordi-
nary fire in view of specifications ike ‘‘the sup-
port of sacrifice’’ mentioned later on.

AT FIITUEEE EREE I %2 )

a . .

@G Vaisvinara SRV 1e4-RRINK because of
the qualifying adjuncts to the common words
{Vaisvanara and self).

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

“But he who worships 1his Vaisvinara Selt
extending jrom heaven to the earth as 1dentical
with bis own «elf, eats food 1n all beings, n all
selves; of that Vaisvinaia self Sutejas (heaven) 1s
ihe lead, the sun the eye”’, ete. (Chh, 5. 18. 1-2).
Now what 1s this Vaisvinara Self? ‘Vawsvanara’
generally means fre, the presiding deity of fite
and the gastric fire  ‘Selt’ i1efers to both the in-
dividual soul and the Supreme Self. Which of
these 18 telerted to m the passage? Whatever
be the oidimary meaning of these two words, the
Sutra says thot here the Supreme Self is referred
to, o account of the qualitying adjuncts to these
words. The adjuncis are: Heaven is the head of
this Vaisvéinara Self, the sun its eyes, etc., and
this 15 possible only 1n the case of the Supreme
Self. Agam the result of meditation on this
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Vaisvanara Self having the parts stated is the
.attmanment ot all desires, and freedom from all
sin. (Vide Chh. 3 24 3). This also can be true
it the Haghest Selt 15 meant. JMorveover the chap-
ier begins with the ingquury, “'What 15 our Self?
‘What is Brahman?”’—where the word ‘Brahman
18 used 1n 1ts primary sense, and so 1t is proper to
think that the whole chapler delimeates Brahman.

GG AT €T 1) 3% )

&%t Deseribed in the Smriti 3@AH indicatory
mark & must be g/ because

25. Because that (cosmic form of the
Supreme Lord) which is described in the
Smriti must be an 1dicatory mark (from
which we arrive at the meaning of this
Sruti text under discussion)

The Smritzis ae interpretations of Sruti
texts. So wheie a doubt arses as to the meaming
of a Srut1 the former may be consulted to throw
Light on the subject. The Smuitr deserabes the
cosinie form of the Supreme Lord as, *‘He whose
mouth 15 fire, whose head 1s heaven, . . . whose
ears are the regions—salutation 1o Him, whose
body s the wumverse’’, which agrees with the
-descuiption 1 ihe texi under discussion. Hence
we have to conclude that {he Ilighesi Lord ia
referied to in the {exts.
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TS gy afd 99, W, auw

T AGI, FEHEAT, , R A’ 11361

TR Because of the word and other reasons
3=q: inside SRIBFIT on account of (its) existing =
and @ not FF FF if it be said A not so T as such
Eﬂ'ﬁﬂﬂ on account of the instruction to conceive
it AR, being 1mpossible 9% as person A also
=¥ him 9 also 3R (they) describe

26. If it be said that (Vaisvanara)
is not (Brahman) because of the word
(*Vaisvanara', which has a definite mean-
ing, viz. gastric fire) and other reasons, and
on account of its cxisting inside (which is
true of gastric fire), (we say) not so, because:
there is the instruction to conceive (Brah-
man) as such (as the gastric fire), because it
is 1mpossible (for the gastric fire to have the
heaven etc. for its head and other limbs) and
also because (the Vajasaneyins) déscribe him.
(Vaisvéanara) as a person (which the gastric
fire is not)

Objection: The ordinary meaning  of
“Varsvanara’ is fire and the Sruti also says that it
is seated mside: “He who knows this Vaisvinara
abrling within wan’ (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11},
wlich applies to the gastric fire only. Hence it
alone and not Brahman, 1s referred to in the text
under discussion.



1.2.28] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 93

The Sutra tefutes this objection Hfrstly
because the seripture here iteaches the worship of
Brahman 1n the gasiiic fire by way of meditation.
(Upésani), even as in the passage. ‘“‘Let a man
meditate on the mind as Brahman' (Chh. 3, 18.
1). Secondly because the gastric fire cannot have
heaven for its head. and so on. Thirdly because-
Vaisvinara is conceived as a pewson by the
Vijasaneyms:  “This Agni Vaisvinara is a
perscn’’ ete, (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11). Hence
‘Vaisvinara’ here refers to Brahman, which is all-
pervading and can also be conceived of as a
person.

o OF T AT T 39 )
3d U3 For the same veason d (is) not ¥gam deity
¥ element ¥ and
27. TFor the same reason (Vaisva-

nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element
(fire).

For the same reason—as stated in the
previous Sutra

AR SR 1 R¢ )
" Diveetly 3 cven 3R no contradiction
R (0 says) Jaimini
28. Even (if bv ‘VaisvAnara’ Brah-
man is) directly (taken as the object of wor-
ship), there is no contradiction. (so says)
Jaimini.
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In the last Sutra 1t was explained that medi-
tation on Biahman 1n the gastne fire, taking it as
a symbol, was taught. This Sutra says that
‘Vaisvinara’ can be taken dirvectly to mean
Biahman as an object of contemplation, for
‘Vawsvdnara’ 15 the same as Visvanara, which
means the umversal man, ¢e. the all-pervading
Brahman Itself.

ST fRamet: 139 |

R On account of manifestation I so
A (says) Asmarathya.

29  On account of manifestation—so
says Asmarathya.

The 1eterence to Vasvanara in the text under
dhiseassion as extending from heavens to the earth
15 explained here. Even though the Lord 1s all-
pervading, vet He specially mamfests Himself
as extending from heaven to the emth for the
sahe ot the devotees.

*
AFERATLE 1l %2 11
#gedx: For the purpose of constant remembrance
TR (so say~) Badari.
30. For the purpose of constant
remembrance—so says Bidari.

The Highest Lord may be called ‘‘measured
by 2 span’’ (to render the term ‘Pridesamitra’
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differently), because He 1s 1emembered through
the mind, which > seated 1n the heart, and the
heart is of the size of a span.

T R St qur & At u 3¢

a9 Becanse of imagary identity 3 so %ﬁﬁ
(says) Jaimini qufE for so Eflﬂﬁ-\‘ declares (the Sruti),
31 Because of imaginary identity (thc,
Supreme Lord may be called span long),
says Jaimini, for so (the Sruti) declares.
Sampat Upfisani s a kind of meditation 1
which something 1s imagimed as adentical with
somethmg else on  account of some land ot
smmilanity o1 likeness  As, tor example, when the
cosmie being (Pwusha) 15 worshipped  through
the ulentification ot Hisn different Limbs with the
different parts of the worshipper's body irem the
top of the head to the clun. The head of the wor-
shipper 1s heaven, the eyes the sun and the moon,
and so on. In this meditation of the cosmie
Person He 15 limited to the size of a span, the dis-
tance fiom the top of the head 1o the chun.
Therefore, says Jamminy, 1 the text under discus-
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded as of the size
of a span.

Tafa SR I 3] 0
pald Teach F moreover UAH, this 3R in this.
32 Moreover (the Jabalas) teach that
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this (Supreme Lord is to be meditated upon)
in this (space between the head and the chin).

See Jibila Upanishad 1.

Sutras 27—32 justify the 1ieference to the
Supreme Lord by the term ‘Pifdesamitra’ “‘as
extending from heaven +to the earth’, or “‘as
measured by a span’’.



CHAPTER I
SEcTION 11T

In the last section texts of doubtful import
were interpreted to reter to Brahman, and in so
«doing the fact that Brahman is the one object of
all devout meditations helped us much. In this
‘section some more texts of doubtiul import are
taken up for discussion and are interpreted (o
refer to Brahman, and in this inteapietation the
fact that Brabhman is the one object of knowledge
1s taken advantage of. -

Topic 1  The 1esting-place of heaven,
earth, etc, s Bralunan.

In the last topic of the last section the word
“Vaisvanara’, which usually means the gastrie
fire, was interpreted as Brahman, in view of the
words, ‘‘Its head 15 heaven’’, occmiing at the
end of the text. Following this argument the
oppenent takes up for discussion a text where the
word ‘immortal’ should refer to the Pradhfna
and pot to Brahmun, on account of the word
‘bridge’ which occurs at ithe end of the text. A
bridge connects with something beyoud, and as
there can be nothing beyond Brahman, the word
‘bridge’ excludes Brahman, and so ‘immeortal’
refers not to Brahman but to the Piadhina.
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AT S-aEEE N ¢

ﬂ;‘tﬂlﬁ-ﬂm The vesting-place of heaven,
carth, etc. - on account of the word *Self’.

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

“In Him heaven, the earth, and the sky are
woven, as also the mind with all the senses. Know
that Self alone und leave off other talk! He s
the bridge of lmmortality™ (Mu 2. 2. 9). He
who 1s spoken ol as the abode, 1 whom the earth,
heaven, ete are woven is Brahman, on account or
the term ‘Selt’, wlieh 15 appropriate only 1t
Brahman 1s referred te 1 the text and not Pra-
dhina or Sntrdtman Or there aire actual texts 1
which Brahman s spoken ol as the abode by
terirws  properly  desigmating Brahman., TFw
example “All these creatures, my dear, have
their 1oot, then abode, and theirr rest in the
bemmg” (Chh 6 8 1 1t may also mean Brahman
because in the texis preceding and following this
one, {e. . Mu 2 1 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman i~
spoken of, and so it 1 but proper to mfer that [t
is also referred to in the intervening text, whick
is under discussion.

From the text cited above, where mention is
made of an abode and that which abides, and alse
from ‘‘Brahman 1ndeed 1s all this’’ (Mu. 2. 2. 11) we
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are not to take that Brahman is of manifold, varie-
gated nature, like a t{ree consisting of leaves,
branches, etc. This would lead us to Pantheism,
and Advaita does not uphold it. So in order to
remove the possibihity of such a doubt the passage
under discussion, says, ‘‘Know Him alone, the
Self’’ 2.6. know the Seli alone and not that which
abides in it, which 15 merely a product of Ne-
science and has to be set aside as false.

FRIGASAIIAE_ 1| % 1]

FH-I@Y To be attained by the liberated SHIRIMRT

because of the statement

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

A further reason 15 given to show that Brah-
man is meant i1n the passage under discussion. It
1s the goal of the liberated. Vide Mu. 2. 2. 9; 3.
2 8. Therefore 1t can be Brahman alone.

ATgHTH , Ad~FsTE 1l 2 N
@ Not 1gMW¥, what 1s interred (Pradhana) 3fdd-
¥ owing to want of any term indicating it
8. (The abode of heaven etc.) is not
what is inferred (i e. Pradhina), owing to
want of any term indicating it
The abode of heaven etc. cannot be the
Pradhina, for there 1s no term indicative of it in

B.8.—7
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the test, as we have 'Self’ indicative of Brahman.
There are no texms whatsoever referring to inert
matter, but on the other hand there are {erms
indicating intelligence: ‘““Who knows all, under-
stands all” ete. (Mu. 1.1.9).

qORIET 11 8 1)
sors The living or individual soul ¥ also (@ not).
4. (Nor) also the individual soul.

The word ‘not’ has to be inferred from the
previous Sutra.

Nor is it the individual soul, though 1t is an
intelhgent principle and can therefore be denoted
by the word ‘Self’; for 1t 1s impossible to conceive
the individual soul as omniscient and as the
resting-place of the whole universe.

Rg=TRaa |l 4

a{m On account of difference being men-

tioned,

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

“*Enow Him alone as the Self,”’ says the text
under discussion, thereby differentiating the in-
dividual soul desirous of release and the abode of

heaven etc. as the knower and the thing to be
known.
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LEIUICRTICSL
6. On account of the subject-matter.

. The TUpamishad begins with, *“What 1s that”
(Mu 1. 1. 4) and concludes by saying, ‘“‘The
knower of Brahwan becomes Brahman’ (Mu.
3. 2. 9), which shows that the subjeci-matter of
the whole Upamishad from beginning to end 1s
Biahman, and therefore 1t i1s the same Brahman
which 1s spoken ol as the abode oi heaven etc.

Rerazara T 11 v |l

l%ai‘a—aﬂam On account of 1emainmg unattached
and eating ¥ also.
'

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

‘ Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the
same tree. One ot them eats the sweet fruit, the
other looks on without eating’ (Mu. 3. 1. 1).
Here Brahman 1s deseribed as the witness and the
individual soul as experiencing the fiuits of good
and evil actions and hence difterent from the
other. This description, which distinguishes the
two, can be apt only if the abolde of heaven ete. 18
Brahman. Otherwise there will be no continuity’
of topiec. Nor can we tauke this text as merely

-



102 BRAHMA-SUTRAS 138

describing the nature of the individual soul, for
the scriptures nowhere aim at describing the in-
dividual soul, which is known to everyone as the
agent, enjoyer, etc. Their aim is always to des-
cribe and establish Brahman which is not so

known

Topie 2: The Bhuman s Brahman.

In the last section the abode of heaven ete.
was nterpreted as referring to Brabman on
account of the word ‘Self’ in the text. The oppo-
nent now takes up for discussion another text,
where the word ‘Self’ according to his view is used
to denote Prina, the vital force, and mot
Brahman., See Chh. 7. 23 and 24. The following
Sutra however says that here also it is Brabman
and not Prina

YT TR 1 < |l

YA The Bhuman ﬂmq—aqu after or beyond the
statc of decp sleep, (here, the vital force) T9REMT
bceause of the teaching

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

In the seventh chapter of the Chhindogya

Upamshad, Sanatkumira teaches Nirada several
truths. He begins with ‘name’ and goes higher
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and higher, tll he ieaches the highest truth,
which is Bhuman. “‘The Bhuman (@nfinite) is
bliss . . . The Bhuman you should seek to under-
stand . . . Where one sees mothing else, hears
nothing else, understands nothing else, that 1s the
Bhuman’’ (Chh. 7. 23 and 7. 24. 1). The question
is, what does this Bhuman refer to. The oppo-
nent holds that it is the vatal force. He argues as
follows. Afier Sanatkumfra finished teaching
every truth from mname up to tihe vital force,
Nirada asks him, *'Is there angthing higher than
this?>—to which Sanatkumira amswers, “Yes
there is,”” and takes up the mnext higher truth.
But after being taught about the vital force
Niroeda does not ask whether there is any higher
<ruth, and yet Sanatkumfra gives this dissertation
on the Bhuman—which shows that this Bhuman
18 not different from the wital force taught
already. Not only that, he calls the knower of the
wvital force an Atividin (one who makes a state-
ment surpassing previous statements), thereby
-showing that the vital force is the highest truth,
and in accordance with this he further elucidates
the truth as Bhuman.

This Sutra refutes this argument and says
-that Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra
calls the knower of vital force an Atividin, yet it
says, ‘“‘But he indeed 1s an Atividin who is such
through the realization of the Truth’ (Chh. 7.16.
1), which clearly shows that it refers to something
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higher than the vital force. knowing which one
becomes truly an Atividin., Thus it is clear that
a new topic about Brahman which is the highest
Truth is begun. though Narada does mnot ask
whether there 1s any truth higher than the vital
force. Sanatkumira, in accordance with Nirada's
desire to be an Atividin through Truth, now leads
him by a series of steps to the knowledge of the
Bhuman, showing that this Bhuman is Brahman
Moieover, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were
the Bhuman, then the Scuti would mnot give anv
information about it—as 1t does in Chh. 7. 24, 1
cited above—beyond what it has already given in
section 15.

gRigaaT | Q1

RIS : Because the qualities are appropriate &
and

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

The qualities referred to are: Truth, resting
on its own greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-per-
vadingness, immortalily, etc, mentioned in the
text under discussion, which hold good only in the
case of Brahman and not of the vital force, which
is but an effect and as such cannot possess any of
these qualities. Moreover the chapter begins
thus: ““The knower of the Selt goes beyond
musery’’, which shows that the Self or Brahman is
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the subject to be known. It is tlerefore delineat-
ed in the subsequent texts.

Topic 3. Akshara is Bralman.

In the previous section because the epithet
‘Truth’ is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhu-
man was interpreted as Brahman. Following the
same argument the opponent holds that the word
‘Akshara’ should mean the syllable ‘“Om’’ in the
texts to be taken up for discussion in this section,
for ‘Akshara’ generally means word or syllable.

HFTEETA: 1| Lo |l

8@ The Akshaia a9 ( because ) it
supports all up to Akésa (cther)

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

“O Girgi, the Brahmanas call this Akshara’
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 5). Here the question i1s whether
‘Akshara’ means the syllable ‘Om’ or Brahman.
The doubt arises because ‘Akshara’ etymologically
means a syllable and therelore commonly repre-
sents the syllable ‘Om’, which is also an object of
meditation. The Sutra however says ‘Akshara’
here stands for Brabman. Why? For the fext
says, “‘In that Akshara, O Gjrgi, is the ether
woven like warp and woof” (Bnmh. 3. 8. 11). This
attribute of supporting everything, even the
Akisa, the first entity 1n the order of creation,
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can be true onlygof Brahman. Then again “‘it is
nerther gross nor minute, neither short nor long”
etc (Bmh. 3. 8. 8) shows that all relative
qualities are absent in i1t. Therefore the *Akshara’
is Brahman,

|1 9 e, 0 20

&1 This (supporting) 9 also SGAR] because of the
command.

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

“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable
(Akshara), O Gérgi, the sun and the moon are
held in their positions’> (Brih. 3. 8. 9). This com-
mand or rulership cannot be the work of the non-
intelligent Pradhdna. So the Pradhina cannot be
the ‘Akshara’ which supports everything up to
Akasa

AT 2 1} R
-AR-S039 ¢ Because the qualities of any other
than Brahman have been negated ¥ also.

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

All other qualities referred to in the text, as,
for example, seeing, hearing, thinking, knowing,
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ete (Bmh. 3. 8. 11) pomnt to a conscious principle
and theretore negate the Pradhina etc. Nor can it
be the individual soul, which 1s not free from limit-
ing adjuncts as the Akshara 15 desciibed,

Topwe 4: The Highest Peison to be meditated
upon s the Higlest Brahman.,

In the last section the word ‘Akshara’, though
it generally means syllable, was inlerpreted +to
1efer to Brahman on account of the characteristic
quality of supporting everything and we had to
go to the etymological nieamng of the word
Akshara viz. that which does nol perish or undergo
change 2 e. Biahmun. Smmilarly in the text to be
iaken up for discussion the opponent holds that on
account of the attarnment ot Brahmaloka as the
result of the meditation we have to take by the
Higbest Person the Lower Brahman or Hiranya-
garbha which 1s relalively speaking higher, and
not the Higher Birahman.

arfrsaTiad & 1 43
SR Object of sccing e because of his
being mentioned &t he.

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

““Again he whe meditates with the syllable
‘Om’ of three Matrds (A-u-m), on the Highest
Person’” ete. (Pr. 5. 5). A doubt arises whether
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|
the Highest Brahman or the Lower Brahman is
meant, because, in 5. % both are mentioned, and
also because Brahmaloka i3 described as the fruit
by the worship of this Highest Person. The Sutra
says that this Highest Person is the Brahman and
not Hiranyagarbha (the Lower Brahman). Why?
Becsuse the paragraph ends thus: ‘‘He sees the
Highest Person,”’ which shows that he realizes or
actually gets identified with the Highest Person.
It is not 2 mere imagination but an actuality,'for
the object of an act of seeing 1s an actulity, as we
find from experience. But Hiranyagarbha is an
imaginary being, since it is a product of ignorance.
Hence the Highest Person means the Highest
Brahman, which is a reality, and this very Brahman
is taught at the beginning of the paragraph as the
object of meditation, for it is mot possible to
realize one entity by meditating on another.

The attainment of Brahmaloka by the wor-
shipper should not be regarded as an insignificant
fruit of the worship of the Highest Person. for it
is a step in gradual emancipation (Krama Mukti).
First he attains this Lioka and then final beatitude.

Topie 5+ The ‘small Akdsa’ is Brahman.

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

TEL I/ 1) (8

ZET Small IAT: becruse of subscquent texts

14. The small (Aké&sa) (is Brahman)
because of subsequent texts (which give:
ample indication to that effect).

“Now there is in this eity of Biahman (the
body) a small lotus-hike palace (the heart), and in
il a gmall Akdsa. What exists within that small
Alkésa 18 to be sought, that 1s to be understood”
(Chh. 8. 1. 1). Here the ‘small Akfsa’ 1s Brahman.
and does not mean ether, thowgh it 1s the ordinary
meaning of the word; nor does 1t mean the Jiva or
mndrvidual soul, though there 1s the qualification.
‘small’, which may show that it 1s a limited some-
thing. Why? Because the characteristics of
Brahman occur later on 1n the text, ““As large as
this (external) ether 1s, so layge is that Akasa
within the heart”” (Chh. 8. 1. 3), which clearly
shows it is mot actually small Again Akésa can-
not be compared with itself, nor can the limited
individual soul be compared with the all-pervading
ether. Therefore the two are precluded. Then we
have the characteristics of Brahman. ‘‘Both the
earth and heaven are contained in 1>’ (Ibid. 8. 1.
3), which shows that this Ak4sa is the support of
the whole world. “‘It is the Self, free from sin,
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#free from old age” ete. (Ilad. 8.1 5), all of which
are distinctly qualities of the Highest Brahman.

nfemeareni, e es fog I W@

Trfcreqna From going and the word a9 & like-
wise ¥ it is seen (% indicatory sign & and.

15. The small Akésa (is Brahman)
on account of gomng (into Brahman) and
of the word (Brahmaloka); (i.e. the 1indivi-
dual soul’s going into Brahman) is likewise
seen (from other Sruti texts); and (the daily
going) 1s an indicatory sign (by which we
.can 1nterpret the word Brahmaloka).

This Sutra gives further reasons that the
‘small Akédsa’ 18 Biahman

**All these crealures day after day go into this
Brahmaloka (i.e. they are merged i1n Brahman
“while fast asleep) and yet do not discover it’’ etec.
(Chh. 8. 3 2). This text shows that in deep sleep
21l Jivas go daily into the ‘small Akésa’, called
bere Brahmaloka (the world of Brabman), thus
showing that the ‘small Ak#sa’ 1s Brabhman. In
other Sruti texts also we find that this going of the
mdividual soul mte Brahman in deep sleep is men-
tioned: ‘*He becomes united with the Real (Sat),
-he is merged in his own self’’ (Chh. 6. 8. 1). The
+word ‘Brahmaloka’ is to be interpreted as Brahman
Ttself, and not as the world of Brahmé, because of
#the mdicatiy sign in the text where it is said that
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the soul goes to this world every day, for it is not
possible to go to the world of Biahmi every day

3R, wiEsenfargaesa: || 6 |

93 On account of the supporting (of the world
by the Akésa) § moreover 36 HfEH: this greatness
S, in Brahman 3%58: being scen

16. Moreover on account of the sup-
porting (of the world by the small Akésa 1t s
Brahman) for this greatness 1is seen in this
(Brahman only from other scriptural texts)

*‘That Self is a bank, a imiting support, so
that these worlds may not get confounded’’, (Chh.
8. 4. 1)—in which texi 1s seen the glory of the
‘small Akdsa’ by way ot holding the worlds
asunder. It is learnt beyond doubt from other
texts that this greatness of supporting belongs to-
Brahman alone: ‘‘Under the mighty rule of that
Immutable (Akshara), O Gargi, the sun and moon.
are held in their positions’’ (Brih 3 8 9). See
also Ibid. 4. 4. 22.

sfagaT n o

9% ¢ Because of the well-known (meaning) ® also.
17. Also because of the well-known-
meaning (of Akésa as Brahman the ‘small
Akésa’ is Brahman).
*‘Akésa 18 the revealer of all names and forms”’
(Chbh. 8. 14 1); “*All these beings take their rise:
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drom Akasa alone'’ (Chh. 1.9 1). In all these
passrges Akfsa’ stands for Brahman.

TR, | I A, 7, FEHEAE 1 3¢ N

FA-RRIG Because of the reference to the other

( ¢. e. the individual soul ) & he (the individual soul)
g 9q 1t it be <axd d no AR on account of
impossibility .

18. Because of the reference to the
other (i.e the individual soul in a comple-
mentary passage) if 1t be said that he (the
individual soul) (and not Brahman is meant
by the °small Akésa'), (we say) mno, on
account of the impossibility (of such an
.assumption).

‘“Now that being, the 1ndividual soul (Jiva) 1n
deep sleep, which having 1isen above this earthly
body’’ etc. (Chh. 8. 3. 4). Smmce 1n this comple-
menlary passage the immdividual soul is referred to,
one may say that the ‘small Akésa’ of Chh. 8. 1.1
18 also the individual soul It canmot be; for a
comparison 18 made in Chh. 8, 1. 3 between the
‘small Akésa’ and the ether, which would be
absurd 1if by ‘small Akasa’ Jiva were meant,
because there can be no eomparison between a thing
that is limited like the individual soul and the all-
pervading ether. The attributes like ‘free from
evil’ of this Akéisa, referred to in the passage under
discnssion, cannot be true of the individual soul.
“So Brahman is meant in that passage.
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AL, SATTATEETG i 44
ST From subsequent tests (in the chapter) %a
if ﬂlﬁ‘{ﬁ'ﬁ%‘l with its real pature made manifest
g but.

19. If (it be said) that from subsequent
texts (which contain references to the Jiva,
'small Akésa’ means the Jiva) (we say) but
(that reference to the Jiva is in so far as its)
real nature (as non-different from Bra,hman)
is made manifest.

An objection 1s again raised to justify that
the ‘small Akasa’ refers to the indivadual soul. In
Chh, in the later sections, w2z. sections 7-11 of
chapter 8, the dufferent states of the individual soul
are mentioned. Section 7 beging thus: ‘“That self
which is free from sin . . . 1s what is to be search-
ed”’ etc. Then we have, ‘‘That person who is seen
in the eye (the individual soul) 1s the self’”’ (Chh.
8. 7. 4); “He who moves glorified in dreams is the
self’’ (Chh, 8.10.1). “When a being is thus asleep,
drawn in, perfectly serene, and sees no dreams,
that is the self’’ (Chh. 8.11.1). And in each of
these descriptions of the self we have for it the
qualifying terms, ‘immortal and fearless’, which
show that it is free from ewil. Tt is clear that here
the individual soul 1s meanty and not the Supreme
Lord, for the latter 1s free irom these three states
v1z. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and it is alse
said to be free from evil Theiefore ‘small Akisa’
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in the preceding section refers to the soul and not
to the Supreme Lord.

This Sutra refutes this and says that the refer-
ence 18 to the individual soul in its real nature as
identical with Brahman and not to the individual
soul as such. ‘“As soon as it has approached the
highest light it appears in its own form. It (then)
is the Highest Purusha’ (Chh. 8. 12. 8). Tt is only
as non-different from Brahman that the Jiva 1s
free from evil etc and nol as the individual soul

TR TR 11 e

=t For a different purpose ¥ and 9O refe-

rence

20. And the reference (to the indivi-
dual soul) is for a different purpose.

The detailed reference to the three states of the
the individual soul (Jiva) is meant nof to establish
the mature of the individual soul as such, but i
show finally 1ts real nature, which 18 non-different
from Brahman,

e S, ag® 1l RE i
ai?l%l;a’: Because of the Sruti declaring its small-
ness {E’[%EUE it be said T that IV has already
been explained.
21. Ifit be said that becanse the Sruti
declares the limitedness (of this Akésa,
therefore it cannot refer to the all-pervading
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Brahman), (we say) that has already been
explained (as having reference to devout
meditation only. Vide 1. 2 7)

Topie 6: That which shining, everythinjy
shines 1s Brahman.

In the last section, in the text guoted (Chh. 8.
12. 3) there 18 mention of ‘the highest light’. This
section is introduced to prove that what was
1eferred to as ‘light’ is Biahman, and for this other
texts are taken up for discussion 1n which thiws
‘hght’ is mentioned.

AR T 11 %X
3(gaa: Because of the acting after @€ Its T and.
22. Because of the acting after (z.e.
shining after) (That which shining, every-
thing glse shines) and (because by) Its (light
everything else is lighted).
“‘There the sun does not shine, nor the moon
. . . It shining, everything else shines after It.
by Its light all this 1s hghted” (Mu 2. 2. 11).
Here ‘It’ refers to the Supreme Brahman, the pure
Consciousness, and not to any material light besides
the sun and the moon 1t 1s absurd to say that
one light 18 lighted by another. Nor do we know of
any material light besides the sun that can light
it. ‘It shining, everything else shines’ shows that
it is the principle of Intelligence which shines first
of all. ‘By Its hight all this is lighted’ shows that

B.S.—8
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it is the hight of Intelligence, Consciousness or
Brahman which illumines the whole world, lumi-
nous and non-luminous. That Brahman 1s seli-
luminous we learn fiom texts like, ‘It is the light
of lights.”’

ofT R 1) 2 1l

3T T Moreover &R the Smriti states.

23. Moreover the Smriti states (It 10
be the umniversal light).

“That the sun 1llumines not’’ ete. (Gitd 15. 6)
and also *‘The hght which residing in the sun
illamines the whole world, that which is in the
moon® and 1n the fire—know that light to be Mine"’
(Gatd 15. 12).

Section 7: The person of the size of a thumb

as Brahman.
g A 11 R2 1)

54, From the word U3 itself SR measured.

24. . From the very word (‘Lord’ hy
which it is referred to in the text) (the being)
measured (by the size of the thumb 1s
Brahman).

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

FAURAT g TFATAHTCAR_ 1) R4 1)

ge-sie@ar With reference to the heart g but
HTH-SHRER, man (alone) being entitled.

25. But with reference to (the space in)
the heart (the Highest Brahman 1s said to be
of the size of a thumb); (and because) man
alone is entitled (to the study of the Vedas).

How could the all-pervading Brahman be of
the size of a thumb, as stated by the previous
Sutra? Because the space in the heart 15 of the
size of a thumb, theretore Biahman, with reference
to Its abiding within that space, 1s desciibed as
being of the size ot a thumb. Since Brahman
abides within the heart of all hving creatures, why
is the ‘thumb’ used as a standard? Because man
alone is entitled to the study of the Vedas and te
the different Upiéisanis of Brahman prescribed in
them, therefore it is with reference to him that the
thumb is used as the standard of measurement



118 BRAHMA-SUTRAS I13.26

Topic 8: The rght of the gods to the study
of the Vedas.

TETAMT AETAT G 1) R§ |
R Above them ¥ also SEWW: Badariyana
g¥Er, because (it 13 ) possible

26 (Beings) above them (men) also
(are entitled to the study of the Vedas
because (1t 1s) possible (for them also to
attain  Knowledge according to) Bada
rayana.

In Sutras 26-38 there 1s a digresston from the
main topic 1n the Section. A doubt may arise
from the previous Sutra that as 1t 1s sard that wnen
alone are entitled to the study of the Vedas, the
godw are thereby debarred To remove this doubt
this Sutra 1s given. The gods are also entitled to
it. according to Bidardyuna. How? Because 1t is
poss:ble for them also—since they too are corporeal
beings—to have a desire for Brahmaloka or tu
final illumination and al-o to possess the necessary
1equisites (the four-fold qualification) for such
illumination. In the Sruti also we find Indra and
other gods living the life of Brahmacharya tor
sttaining this knowledge of Brahman. For in-
stance, Chh 8. 11. 3; also "Taitf. 8. 1, where the
god Varuna is said to have possessed that Know-
ledge which he teaches to his son Bhrigu.
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[ - ¢ ¢

e wofa [, 7, SrEREfaTRT R IR
&ra: Contradiction FAM to sacrifices g A if 1t

be said @ not ANEF-STAYQA: the assumption of many

(forms) ﬁﬂlﬂbeeause 1t is found (in the scriptures).

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

If gods possess bodies, then 1t would mnot be
possible for one and the sawe god to be present m
saenfices  performed simultaneously at difterent
places This is the objection, which 1s refuted by
the latfer part of the Sutra on the ground that the
gods, hike the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers
are capable of assuming several foims (Kdyavyuha)
stmultanecusly See Chh 7. 26 2 Agamn as a
sacrifice consists 1n making ofierings by the sacri-
ficer to some divinity, many peisons at the same
time may make such ofterings to a single divinity,
even as many persons can at the same time salute a
s1ngle person.

g 3 A, A, Fq: AR TAGTIHATT_ RN
% With regard to ( Vedic) words & .1t 1t be
said 7 no #HA: from these (words) WM, because of
the creation SF-3TTHFMRIN from direct perception

and inference.



120 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [13.28

28. 1If it be said (that the corporeality
of the gods would involve a contradiction)
with regard to (Vedic) words, (we say) no,
because of the creation (of the world togethes
with the gods) from these (words), (as 1«
known) from direct perception (Sruti) an
inference (Smriti).

A further objection 1s raised with respect 1
the corporeality of the gods. If they have a bol
they too like men would be subject to births .ul
deaths. Now all the words in the Vedas according
to Purva Mimamsi are eternal. So also every word
has for 1ts counterpart a form, an object which it
denotes. The relation between a name or word and
form (the object) is eternal. The word or name, 1ts
object, and their relation are eternal verities. Now
in the Vedas we find words hike Indra, Varuna,
etc.-—the names of the gods. If these gods are not
eternal, since they possess bodies, then these words
cannot have their eternal counterpart, the object
So the etermity and authoritativeness of the Vedas,
which are based on the eternal relation between the
word and 1its object, would be a myth. This is the
main objection. It 18 answered thus. Each word
ot the Vedas has an objective counterpart which
18 not an individual but a type. The word ‘cow’,
for 1instance. has for its counterpart the
object, which is a type and as such is efernal and
does not depend on the birth or death of indivi-
duals belonging to that type. Similar is the case
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with words like Indra, Varuna, etc. Words re-
presenting the gods etc. have for their counterpart
objects that are types and not individuals. Agan
Indra is the name of any one who would occupy
that exalted position, like the word ‘king’ in ordi-
nary parlance. So there is mo contradiction 1o
Vedic words. As a matter of fact, the world in-
cluding the gods etc. have originated from Vedic
words. This does not mean that the Vedic words
constitute the material cause of these things,
which Brahman alone 1s, as stated in Sutra 1. 1. 2.
‘What then is meant? According to Indian philo-
sophy the universe and its objects have both
name and form as the conditions of their mani-
festation. There can be no mental state (Chitta-
vritti) unconditioned by name and form. The
thou,sht wave first manifests as a word and then
as the more concrete form. The idea is the
essence, and the form is, as it were, the outer
crust. What 15 fiue of the individual mind is
also true of the cosmic mind. In this sense only
is the world said to be created, rather manifested,
from the Vedic words. This is endorsed by the
Sruti and Smriti In the Vedas it is said that the
Lord uttered different words before creating differ-
ent types of beings Vide Brih. 1. 2 4. ‘“The
several names, actions, and conditions of all things
He shaped in the beginning from the words of the
Vedas” (Manu 1.21).
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o v 9 g 2]

“agd From this very reason 9 also (& the

eternity.

29 From this very reason also (results)
the cternity (of the Vedas).

Since the objects aie eternal, that is, gods ete.
as types aie eternal, the Vedie words are eternal.
This establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They
ate 1mpersonal and eleinal, The Rishis only
diseovered them but were not authors of the Vedie
texts  ‘‘By means of their past good deeds (the
priests) attained the capacity to understand the
Vedas; (then) they found them dwelling in the

Rishis” (Rig-Veda 10.71 3), which shows that the
Vedas are eternal.

TR TITE SR g2,
wRaT |l 32 1|
THE-ARTEId, Because of similar names and
forms T and SFERY in the revolving of the world
cyeles &l even SRR no contradiction TWR, from
the Sruti &8 from the Smriti ¥ and. _°

30 And because oi the sameness of
names and forms (in every fresh cycle) there
is no contradiction (to the eternity of the
Vedic words) even 1n  the revolving of the
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would cycles, as is seen from the $ruti and
the Smriti.

An objection 1s raised. Simnee at the end of a
cycle everything 1s completely destrioyed and crea-
tion begmms ahiesh at the beginning of the next
cycle, there 15 a break in the contmuty of exis-
tence: so even as types the gods ate not eternal.
This upsets the eternal relation of Vedic words and
the objects they 1epreseni, and consequently th,'p,'
eteinity of the Vedas and thewr authority fall to
the ground. This Sutra vefutes 1t Just as a
persen after waking irom deep sleep finds no break
in the continuity of existence, so also 1 the state
of Pralaya (end of a eycle) the wold 15 m a
potential state—in seed form—n 1gnorance, and
not completely destvoyed: at the begimnmmg of the
next eyele 1t 13 again manitested 1nto a gross form
with all the previous variety of names and forms.
As the world does not become absolutely non-
existent, the etetmity of the relation between Vedie
words and their objects is not contradicted, amd
consequently the authontativeness of the Vedas
remains, This eternal existence of the world in
gross and fine forms alternatively and the simila-
rity of the names and forms are brought out by the
Srutr and Smriti texts ‘‘As formerly the Lord
ordered the sun and the moon, heaven, eaith, the
-sky’’ ete. (Rig-Veda 10. 190. 3).
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i Cien eLo g o1 TSR

H9RT In Madhu Vidya etc. SR¥ad on account
of the impossibility ®fFeR disqualification il
Jaimini ( is of opinion ).

31. On account of the impossibility v
the gods) being qualified for Madhu Vi«
etc. Jaimini (is of opimon that the god~ are
not qualified (either for Upéasanas or for *h-
knowledge of Brahman).

In many of the Upésands (devout medita-
tions) a person is asked to meditate on the self ot
som: god or other. For example, in Madhu Vidyi
one 1> to meditate on the sun as honey (something
helprul). Such a meditation will be impossible fog
the sun-god. Hence in Upasanas where one has to
meditate on the self of certain gods, these divi-
nities themselves would naturally be disqualified;
for the same person cannot be both the object of
meditation and the worshipper. So Jaimini thinks
that the gods are not qualified for these devout

meditations or tor the knowledge of the Supreme
Brahman,

R wEE R0
M As mere spheres of light AR, because
{ nsed ) in the sense F and.

32 And (the gods are not qualified for
Vidy&s) hecause (the words ‘sun’, ‘moon’,
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etc., spoken of as gods) are used in the sense

of mere spheres of light.

A further objection 18 given. There is no
proof as to the existence of gods with hands, feet,
etc., and with desires—which would qualify then
for meditations and Knowledge. These are mere
names of planets and luminary objects and as such
are material imert things. Consequently they are
not qualified for any hind of Vidyi (meditation)
prescribed in the scriptures.

W g AEE:, «fE 3z
A The existence (of qualification) g but aggaw:

( sage ) Badarayana ( maintains ) @@ does exist &
because.

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

Béadardyana thinks that besides the luminary
orbs like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a
presiding deity of that name with body, intelli-
gence, desires, etc.. and as such there being all the
causes which can quality them for the Updsanis
and Supreme Knowledge, the gods also are en-
titled to them. The fact that the sun-god cannot
be eatitled to Madhu Vidyd because he cannot
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meditate on the sun, c.e. himself, does mnot
disquahify him tor other devout meditations or for
the knowledge of Biabman. Similar 1s the case with
other gnds.

Topi W 1he 1ght of the Nudras to the study
of the Vedas discussed.

FRA GEAEUAANIT , AEANIF, §YAa 1€ 138N

% Griet 3@ his TASWREGEYR, from hearing his
(the Rishi’s) contemptuous words Qe that (grief)
FFAMG owing to his appreaching a@%n reterred
to [§ because

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

In the pievious Sutra it hos been shown that
the gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge.
This Sulta discusses whether the Sudras are en-
titled to them or not. Smce, like the gods, the
Sudias also are pissessed of a body, strength, and
desnnes, 1t naimally 1ollows that they too are
entitlel  In Chhindogya 4.2.5 Raikva at first
calls Janasiuti, 2 Sudra, when he comes for instruc-
twn with piesents, which are refused. But when
he appears a second time, Raikva again calls him a
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Sudra, but this timue accepts his presents and
teaches him. So 1t 1s maintained that the Sudrae
also are qualified zor Kuowledge.

This Sutra refutes the view and denies the right
to the study of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since
the word ‘Sudra’ occuiring in the text ieferred to.
does not denote a Sudra by birth, which 13 1ts con-
ventional meaning, tor Jinasrut: was a Kshatriya
king (Chh. 4 1 3) Here we must take the ety-
mological meaning of the word, which 1s “He
rushed 1nto grief”’ or ““He 1n his grief immediately
approached Raikva >’ The following Sutia alse
shows that he was a Kshaliiya

- ~ .
TR TR R 1 34 1)

gEeTa: ( His ) Kchatriyaboed being known 3
and ITRS later on Joedx few by the mdicatory sign

( of lus being mentioned ) along with a descendant
of Chitraratha ( a Kshatiiyn )

35 And because the Kshatriyahood
(of Jénasruti) is known later on by the in-
dicatory sign (of his being mentioned) along
with a descendant of Chitraratha (a Ksha-
triya)

Janasrut: 18 mentioned with the Kshatriya
Chaitraratha Abhipratirin in counection with the
same Vidys, and so we can inier that Janasruti also-
was a Kshatriya, lo1 as a rule equals alone are-

4

mentioned together, :
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HERRCRTI SEATT WY 1] 28§ 1

éﬁRﬂWh\Puriﬁcatory ceremonies being men-
tioned GG-3RE-SIRIONIG its absence being declared
= and.

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

Punficatory ceremonies like Upanayana etc.
.are declared by the sciiptures to be a necessary
concition of the study of all kinds of knowledge or
Vidyi; but these are meant only for the higher
castes. Their absence in ihe case of the Sudras is
repeatedly declared in the seriptures. ‘‘Sudras do
not incur sin (by eating prohibited food), nor have
ithey any purificatory rnghts’”’ elc. (Mapu 10, 12
6). Consequently they are not entitled to the
study of the Vedas.

TATECTIRO o FT: 1] 39 |

AERFAi@ On the ascertainment of the absence
of that ( Sudrahood ) 7 and 539 from inclination.

37. And because the inclination (on
the part of Gautama to impart Knowledge
1s seen only) on the ascertainment of the
absence of Sudrahood (in Jabila Satya-
kéma).

That Sudras are not qualified is known also
from the fact that great teachers like Gautama
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made sure before imparting Knowledge that dis-
ciples hike Jabdla Satyakdma were not Sudras.
See Chh. 4. 4. 5,

AU NGRS 1) 3¢ 1)

W-W-ﬂé-ﬂﬁﬁmliecause of the prohibition
of hearing, studying and understanding &I m the
Smriti ¥ and.

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

Sutras 34-38 disqualify ihe Sudra for the
knowledge of Brahman through the study of the
Vedas. But it is possible for them to attain that
knowledge through the Purinas and the epics
(Réawiyana and Mahabhirata).

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here
and the general topic 1s again taken up.

Topic 10: The Prina in which everything trembles
s Brahman.

In topic 7 1t was proved that the reference 1o
the Jiva was to 1nculecate the knowledge of
Brahman, as the former 1s veally 1dentical with
Brahman., But in the text to be discussed ‘Préna’
cannot refer to Brahman, as such identity 18 not
possible—this seems to be the line of thinking of
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the opponent, who theretore takes up this topie ot
discussion.

FHre 1139 1
WA On account o vibration
39 (Prana is Brahman) on account of
the vibration (spoken of the whole world)
““Whatever theie 1s in the whole world has
come out of and trembles in the Prana’’ ete. (Kath
2. 6. 2). Here ‘Prana’ 1s Bralman and not the
vital force Why? First because of the context,
since Brahman 1> the topic 1n the previous and
subsequent texts. Again ‘“lhe whole world trem:-
bles mm Pifna’’—n this we have reference to an
attribute of Brahman, It bemng the abode of th-
whole world. 11 1s the cause of the Iife of the whole
worll including the Prina. Lastly, immortality 1~
declared to him who knows this Prana and ‘Pran:’
is also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti.

Topic 11: The ‘light’ 25 Brahman.

In the last topic ‘Prina’ was taken to mean
Brabhman from the context. But in the text taken
up for discussion in this topic, there 18 no such con-
text by whieh ‘light’ can be taken to be Brahman
—so0 says the opponent.

[y
SRR 1 %o i
Sifa: Light TId on account of (Brahman) being

seen.
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40. Light (1s Brahman) on account of
(Brahman) being seen (as the subject of the
texts)

*“Thus does that serene being, arsing from the
body. appear in 1ts own form as soon as it has
approached the highest light” (Chh. 8. 12. 3).
Here ‘highest light’ stands for Brahman. Why?
Because Brahman 18 the subject of the whole
section. The ‘highest lLight’ 18 also called the
Highest Person in that text itself later on. Free-
dom from the body is said to belong to that being
which 1s one with this ‘light.” Disembodied state
or Freedom can arise only from bewmg identified
with Brahman

Topie 12+ The Akdsa which reveals names
and forms is Brahman.

TR SA AT | 92 1

AER: Aktsa S-SR becauce it 14
declared to be something different ete

41. Akasa (is Brahman) because it is
declared to be something different etc. (from
names and forms and yet their revealer).

““That which is called Akésa 1s the revealer ot
all names and forms. That within which these
names and forms are, is Brahman, the immortal,
the Self”’ (Chh. 8.14.1).

Here ‘Akésa’ is Brahman. Why? Because
names and forms are said to be within this Akisa,

8.5.—9
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which is therefore different from these. In this
phenvmenal world everything is conditioned by
name and form, and Brahman alone is beyond
them. Akésa 18 said to be the revealer of names
and forms; and as the Inner Ruler of the whole
world of names and forms it cannot be anything else
but Brahman. Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite,’
‘Immortal,” ‘Self’ also show that ‘Akisa’ here refers
to Brahman.

Tope 13: The Self consisting of knowledge
is not the tndivnidual soul but Brahman.

In the previous topic because Akdsa was spoken
of as different from names and forms, it was taken
as Brahman. This argument is objected to by the
opponent, who cites that even difference 1s spoken
of with respect to the individual soul and
Brahman, who are really identical. So this topic
is taken up for discussion.

FIISHFAHAH (| ¥R 1

gefreem=al: In deep sleep and death ¥ as

different.

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

In the sixth chapter of the Brihadaranyaka
Upanishad, in reply to the question, *“Which is that
Seli’ (4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature
of the Self:is given. The question is whether the
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Sell 18 the Supreme Self or the individual soul.
This Sutra says 11 18 1he Supreme Self Why?
Because 1t is shown to be different from the indi-
vidual self in the state of deep sleep and at the
time of death. ‘'This, person, embraced by the
supremely iniclligent Self, knows nothing that 1y
without or within” (Brih. 4 3. 21), which shows
that 1n deep sleep the ‘person’ which represents the
individual soul, is different from the Supreme Selt,
called here the supremely mtelligent Self.

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the
absence of the knowledge of external things and
things within i deep sleep can be predicated only
of the individual soul, which is the knower, and the
supremely 1ntelligent Selt is Brahman because such
intelligence can be predicated of Brahman only
Similarly at the time of death. (Brih 4. 3 35)
Therefore Brahman 1s the chief topic in this section.
The extensive discouise on the individual soul m
this section 18 not to establish 1ts Jivahood, but tn
show that 1t 18 in reality not different from

Brahman.
qeATfERER: 1] %3 1| ,
43 On account of words like ‘Lord’
etc. (the Self in the text nnder discussion is
ihe Supreme Self).

Epithets like ‘Lord,” ‘Ruler,” etc. are applied
{0 the ‘Self’ discussed in the text (Vide Brik. 4 4.
22), and these are apt only in the case of Brahman,
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for these epithets show that the thing spoken of 13
beyond bondage. So the word ‘Self’ denotes the
Supieme Self and not the Jiva.



CHAPTER I

SECTION 1V

In topic 5, section 1, 1t has been shown that as
the Sankhyan Pradhina is not based on scriptural
authority and that as the Srufa texts all refer to an
inteliigent principle as the First Cause, Brahman
1¢ that First Cause. In all the subsequent Sutias of
the first thiee sections 1t has been shown how all the
Vedanta texts 1efer to Biahman, Now the fact that
the Pradhfina 1s not based on sciiptural authoiity
13 questioned by the opponent, and his objections
are being answered The whole of section 4 pract:-
cally answers all objections fiom the Séinkhyan
standpoint.

Topie 1 The Mahat and Aryakta of the Kutha
Upanishad do not refer to the Sinkhyan
categories.

In the last topic of the previous section, by a
1eference to the well-known individual soul,
Brahman, which is not so well known, was taught
So the opponent in this topic holds that the 1eter-
ence to Avyakta in the text to be quoted should bhe
{aken to deal with the well-known Sankhyan cate-

gory.
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egaTMEAIRNTE =9, o, IO
TR, Ak AL

gAY That which is inferred (2. ¢ the Pra-
dhana ) & also U39 in some ( recensions of the
texts ) gRY A it be said A no FO-ETH-FRT-TE:
because it {s mentioned in a simile referring to the
body SRR ( the Sruti ) explains  too.

1 1If it be said that in some (recen-
sions of the Vedas) that which is inferred
(te the Pradhfina) (is) also (mentionedd.
(ve say) no, because (the word ‘Avyakta’
g.curring in the Katha Upanishad) is men-
tioned in a simile referring to the body (and
means the body itself and not the Pradhéna
((,t)the Sankhyas); (the Sruti) too explains
it).

An objection 1s again raised here by the
Sinkhyas that the Pradhéna is also based on scrip-
tural authority, for some Sékhés (Vedic recensions)
hke the Katha Sakha (school) contain expressions
wherein the Pradhana seems to be referred to-
"‘Beyond the Mahat (Great) there 1s the Avyakta
(Vndeveloped), beyond the Tndeveloped is the
Purusha (Being)” ete. (Kath. 1. 3. 11). The
word ‘Avvakta’, they say, here refers to the Pra-
dhina Because the words ‘Mahat’, ‘Avyakta’,
ond ‘Puiusha’, which oceur in the same order as
mentioned in the Sdnkhya philosophy, occur in th-
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text, and so they are recognized to be the same cate-
gories of the Sankhyas.

This Sutra afier rawsing this objection refutes
it thus: The word ‘Avyakta' is used in connection
with a simile referring to the body, and does not
refer to the Pradhina. In that word we recognize
something mentioned in an earher fext. ‘“‘Know
that the soul is the rider of the chariot and the
body the chariot. Consider the intellect to be the
charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses,
they say, are the horses, and their roads are the
sense-objects’’ etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 8-4). All these
things that are referred to in these verses are to be
found in the following: ‘““The objects are superio:
to the senses, the mind 1s superior to the object,
the intellect is superior to the mind, the Mahat 1s
superior again to the intellect, the Avyakta 1s supe-
rior to the Mahat, and the Purusha is superior to
the Avyakia. Nothing is superior to the Purusha,”
ete. (Kath. 1. 3. 10-11).

Now compare these two quotations. The
senses, mind and intellect, mentioned in the earlier
texts, are to be found in these later texts. The
Atman of the earlier texts is denoted by the
*Purusha’ of the later ones. The Mahat of the
later texts means the cosmic intellect and so is in-
cluded in the intellect of the earlier texts, where
it is used in a comprehensive sense to include both
the individual and cosmic intellects. What
remains is only the body in the earlier texts, and
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Avyakta in the later texts; and so Avyakta means
the body here and not the Pradhdna. We shall
not be justified 1n interpreting a Sruti according
to Sankhyan techmicalities.  For the purpose of
recognition a comparison should be made not with
the Smriti, but with similar passages of the Srut
atseli, hke those cited above.

g g TERAAN R N

¥ Subtle g but ﬂﬂéﬁ@because it can be pro-

perly so designated

2 But the subtle (cause of the body 1s
meant by the term ‘Avyakta’) because it can
be properly so designated.

An objection 1s raised. As the body 1s gross
and developed, how can 1t be referred to by the
term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped)? The answer 1s,
here, not the gross body but the causal substance,
z.e, the five uncompounded elements out of which
the body is built, 1s meant. They, being subtle
and not fully manifest and also being beyond
sense perception, can be properly designated bv
the term ‘Avyakta’ (Undeveloped). It is also a
common thing to denote the eftect by the cause and
hence indirectly the gross body is referred to here.
“‘Mix the Soma with the cow {1.e. mlk)”’ (Rag
Veda 9. 46. 4).

agfiweRdE 1 3 1

TLRTAE On account of 1ts dependence R 15
fitting
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3. On account of its dependence (on.
the Lord), it fits 1n (with our theory).

It may be said that i1f a subtle causal condi-
tion of the gross world 1s thus admitted, it is as
good as accepting the Pradhéna. This Sutra
makes the difference clear. While the Pradhina
of the Sankhyas 1s an independent entity, the
subtle causal condition admitted here is dependent
on the Supreme Lord Such 2 causal condition
has necessarily to be admitted, for without that
the Lord cannot cieate It 1s the potential power
the causal potentiality inherent in Brabman It
1s Nescience. 'That explains why, when one’s
ignotance is destroyed by Enowledge, there 1s no
possibility of that Iiberated soul getting mto
bondage again About this ignorance you can
nerther say that it 1s nor that 1t 1s not; 1t 18 an
illusion and so 1t 1s reasonably called undeveloped
(Avyakta). This ignorance or creative power can-
not create of itsell withouut the instrumentabity of
the Lord. The illusion ot a snake 1n a 10pe 1s not
possrble merely ihrough ignorance without the
rope So also the world cannot be created merely
by ignorance without the substratum, the ILorl
Hence 1t 1s dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord
is not in the least affected by this ignoiance, even
as the pomon does not affect the smake which has
it. '‘Know then Prakiiti 1s Miyi and the great
Lord the ruler ot Mava’ (Svet 4 10). So the
Avyakta 1s a helper, as 1t weire, to Iswara 1n His
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creation. and hence such an Avyakta dependent on
the Lord is significant and has to be admtted,
says the Sutra.

RaETAIAE 1 8 1)
F9darEaag Because it is not mentioned { as some-
thing ) to be known 9 and.

4 And because it is not mentioned
(that the Avyakta) 1s to be known (it cannot
be the Pradbana of the Sinkhyas).

Liberation, according to the Sankhyas, resulis
when the difference between the Purusha and the
Avygkta (Prakriti) is known. Hence the Avyakta,
with them, is to be known. But here there is no
question of knowing the Avyakta, and as such 1t
cannot be the Pradlédna of the Sinkhyas.

TR 2, 9, A G w0

aZRt Does state 3 %E.[ if it be said @ no W
intelligent Self & for SERUIA from the context.

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

‘““He who has perceived that which is without
sound, without touech . . . beyond the Mahat
(Great) and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws
of death” (Kath, 1. 3. 15). The Sinkhyas hold
that 1n this text the Sruti says that the Pradhana
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has to be known io attain Freedom; for the des-
cription given of the entity to be known tallies.
with the Pradhdna, which 1s also beyond the
Mahat. The Sutra refutes this saying that by
Avyakta, the one beyond the Mahat (Great) etc,
the mtelligent (Supreme) Self 15 meant, as that 1s
the subject-matter of that section

TANAT FTGIATE: T || §

s, Of three @ only ¥ and T thus IR:
introduction ¥ question I and

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

In the Xatha [Upamishad Nachiketas asks
Yama three quesiions only, w22, about the fire
(sacrifice), the individual soul, and the Supreme
Self The Pradhina 1s not mentioned. So we
cannot expect Yama to go out of his way and
treat of the Pradhéina, which has not been inquired
into.

wREF N9l
#ggd Like Mahat = and
7. And like Mahat (the word ‘Avyakta’
does not refer to any Sankhyan category)
The Mahat according to the Sinkhyas means

the first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in the-
Vedic texts it is associated with the word ‘Self.’



142 BRAHMA-SUTRAS (148

Passages hke ‘‘“The Mahat (Great) is superior to
the intellect™ (Kath 1. 8. 10), clearly show that it
iz used in a different sense from the intellect and
refer to the Self in difterent aspects. Similarly
though the Avyakta in the Sénkhya philosophy
may mean the PraJhina or Prakriti, in the Srut1
texts it means something different. 8o the Pra-
dhina is not based on scriptural authority but 1s a
mere 1nferred thing.

Topic 2 The tri-coloured Ajd of the Svetdsvatara
Upanushad s not the Sinkhyan Pradhina.

in the last topic the opponent was refuted on
the giound that the mere mention of the word
‘Avyakta’ was not sufficient reason to identify 1t
as the Sinkhyan categoy called the Pradhéna.
The opponent here gives more analogies from the
S1uts texts to uphold his view.

TAE AW < W

=waqq Like the bowl SRR for want of speaal
characteristics

8 (The word ‘Aji’ cannot be asserted
to mean the Pradhéna) for want of special
characteristics, us 1n the case of the bowl.

““There is one Aji, vred, white, and black
produring manifold offspring of the same appear-
ance (colour)” (Svet. 4 5). The question 1s
whether this ‘Aja’ refers to the Sinkhya category
Praknts or to the fine elements fire, water, and
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eartk. The Sinkhyas hold that ‘Aja’ here means
the Pradbina, the unborn, and red, white, and
black refer to its three constituents, the Gunas—
Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas. This Sutra refutes
this, saying that in the absence of special charac-
teristics there is no basis for such a special asser-
tion. The text can be interpreted otherwise also
““There is a bowl that has 1ts opening below and
bulying at the top’’ (Brih. 2. 2. 3) Tt 1s 1mpos-
sible to decide from the text itself what kind of
bowl 18 meant. So also 1t is impossible to fix the
meamng of ‘Aji’ from the text alone  As in the
case of the bowl the complementary texts fix what
kind of bowl is meant, so also here we have to
refer this passage to suppiementary scriptural texts
to fix the meaning of ‘Aj3’ and not assert that it
means the Pradhéna,

SAreqeeaT g, qT a1 Q)
ST ( Elements ) beginning with light &
but & so & because 3FA read TH some

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

The Chhindogya assigns to the elements fire,
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white,
and black colours. Vide Chh 6.2 2-4 and 6. 4 1.

This passage fixes the meaming of the word
‘Aja’ here. Tt nrefers to the three elementary
substances viz. fire, earth, and water, from which
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the rest of ithe creation has been produced. It 1s
not the Prakriti of the Sankhyas consisling of the
three Gunas. In the former interpretation the
three colours can be taken in their primary sense,
wheieas they can represent the three Gunas in a
secondary sense only, Moreover, the force of the
1ecoguition of the Sruti 15 stronger; that 1s to say,
1f we can beyond doubt vecognize in this passage
what 18 elsewhere mentioned in the Sruti, that wall
be more reasonable than to recognize categories of
a Smriti 1n the Sruti texts.

FEANIRJE TeATREAZ T 1 e )
m‘ﬁ.ﬂﬁ Instruction having been given
through 9 and imagery ﬂ'ﬁlﬁﬂq as m the case ot
‘honey’ etc  &f: no incongruity

10. And instruction having been given
through the 1magery (of a goat) (there is) no
incongruity, (even) as in the case of ‘honey’
(standing for the sun in Madhuvidyd for
the purpose of devout meditation) and such
other cases.

The word ‘Aja’ vefers to something wunborn;
#o how can 1t refer to the three causal elements of
the Chhéindogya, which are something created?
It is incongruous, says the objector,

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

Topic 3. The frvefold five people of Brih. 4. 4. 17
are not the twenty-five Sdnkhyan categories.

A dEqEnER, AT awTE 0 22 1

d Not T@NIEHRT even from the statement of
the number AMRIER] on account of the differences
SRICHR_ on account of the excess  and.

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

“That in which the five groups of five and
the (subtle) ether are placed, that very Atman’’ etc.
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(Brih. 4 4 17) Now five times five makes
twenty-five, which 1s exactly the number of the
Sankhyan calegories So the Sinkhyas say that
here 1s the scriptural authority for their philo-
sophy. This Sutra refutes such an assumption.
Yor the SAnkhyan categories cannot be divided
into groups of five on any basis ot similarity, tor
all the twenty-five categories differ from earh
other Secondly, the mention of the ether in the
text as a separate category would make the num-
ber twenty-six n all, contrary to the Sankhyan
theory.

SO FFAATE N 83 1l

AEH: Tue vital torce ete  IFANWME because of

the complementary passage

12 (The five people referred to are)
the vital force etc., because (we find it to be
s0) from the complementary passage.

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

ST | 93 1)
sk By light T3, of some 3Ry o food nok

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

*‘That immeortal Laght of lights the gods
worship as longevity’’ (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though
food 18 not mentioned in the text cited in the last
Sutra according to the Kfnva recension of the
Satapatha Brahmana, yet the four of that verse,
together with ‘lLight’ mentioned in the text cited
above, would make the ‘five people’.

Topic 4: There 1s no contradictron wn the scriptures
as regards the fact that Brahman is the Furst
Cause.

1n the last three topics 1t has been shown that
the Pradhéna of the Sinkhyas is not based on the
scriptures, and consequently it was established
that all the Srut: texis refer to Brahman as the
First Cause. The opponent now tries to show that
as the Vedanta texts contradict each other waith
respect to the order of creation, they are therefore
of doubtful import, and consequently it is safer to
accept the Pradh&na, which is established by
reason and inference, as the First Cause

FTORIT TEFTAEY TUATAAGED ¢ 1] 9% 1)
e As the ( First ) Cause 9 and @Y as

B.8.~=10
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regards ether and so on W FUREIR: being re-
presented ( in other texts ) as taught ( in one text ).

14. (Although) as regards (things
created, like) ether and so on (the Vedinta
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict
with respect to Brahman) as the First Cause,
(on account of Its) being represented (in
one text).

The Sévnkhyas contend that though the
Pradhina cannot be the First Cause according to
the Sruti, yet Brahman also cannot be taken to be
the ¥1rst Cause taught by the Sruti. Why?
Becanse there 1s conflict as regards the order of
creation; for some texts say that 1t is Akésa that
was first produced from Brahman, some say that
1t 18 Prina, others that 1t 1s fire. This Sutra say-
that though there are conflicting views with res-
pect to things created, that is, as regards the
order of creation, yet since it is nmot the main
object of the Srut: to teach about creation, 1t
matters little. The main object in these descrip-
tions is to teach that Brahman is the First Cause,
and with respect to this there is mo conflict; for
every Veddnta text holds that Brahman is that

TTESIAN A N .

15 On account of the copnection (with

passage referring €6 "Brahman, - nén-exis-
tence does not-mean absolute ‘hon-sfisténce)

Cr—. .
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A turther objection 1s raised that even as
regaids First Cause there 18 a conflict, for some
texts say that the Self cieated these worlds (A1t
Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-3), others say that creation origi-
nated from non-existence (Taitt. 2. 7). Agam
existcnce 18 taught as the First Cause in some
texts (Chh 6 2. 1-2). Spontaneous creation also
18 taught by some texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On
account ot these conflicting texts 1t cannot be
said that all the Vedinta texts refer to Brahman
uniformly as the First Cause. These objections
ure answered as follows. “7This was indeed non-
cxistence 1n the begimning’’ (Taitt. 2. 7) Non-
existence here does mot mean absolute mnon-
exwstence but undifferentiated existence Exist-
ence was at the beginming wundifferentiated into
name and form. In the texts of the Taittiriya
Upanishad Brahman 1s definitely deseribed as mnot
bLeing non-existence ‘““He who knows Brahman
as non-existing becomes bumself non-existing.
He who knows Brabman as existing is known by
sages as existing’’ (Taitt 2. 6). This Brahman is
again described as having wished to be many and
created this world. Agamn “How can that which
1s be created from non-existence?’’ (Chh. 6. 2. 2)
clearly denies such a possibility. ‘‘Now this was
then undifferentiated’> (Brih. 1. 4. 7), does not
speak of spontaneous creation without a ruler, for
1t 1s connected with another passage where it is
said, ‘“He has entered here to the very tips of the
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finger-nails’” (Brih. 1 4. 7Y, where ‘He’ refers to
this ruler, and hence we have to take that the
Lord, the ruler, developed what was undeveloped
Sumilarly Brahman, which is deseribed 1in one
place as existence, 1s reierred to in another place
a3 being the Self of all by the word ‘Atman’
So 1l texts uniformly point to Brahman as the
First Cause, and there is no confliet as regards
this.

Topre 5 He who s the maker of the sun
moon, etc., 18 Brahman and net Prina (the 1ol
foreer or the indinidual soul.

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occur-
ring 1n one passage helped us to interpret mnon-
existence occurring in another passage as wun-
differentiated exaistence and not absolute non-
existence. But the opponent now takes up for dis-
cussion texts where the words ‘Prina’ etc can-
not be reasonably interpreted to mean Brahman,
though It is mentioned i1n another test

FargTfeET N 2§ )

SFTa-qifeard, Beeause (1t ) denotes the world

16 (He of whom all this 1s the work
is Brahman) because (the work) denotes the
world.

“He, O Balaki, who is the maker of these
persons (whom you mentioned), and whose work
this is—is alone to be known” (Kau. 4. 19]. In
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this section Balak: first describes the several -
dividual souls residing 1n the sun, moon, ether, ete,
as Brahman Ajatasauu says that these are not
the true Brahman and proceeding to teach the
1eal Brabhman says, ‘‘He who 18 the maker ot these
perscus 1s alone to be kuown and not these
persons 7 Here who 1s the maker of the sun,
moon, etc 18 the question The opponent holds
he 1< either the chiel Prina or the individual soul
He 1s the chief Prina, tor the activity of motion
conpected with work reteis to Priana, and Préna
1s alsc mentioned 1 a complementary passage -
“Then he beconies cne with that Prina alone”
(Kan. 4. 20). It may also be the Jiva, for 1n ““As
the master ieeds with his people « . thus does
the conscious self ieed with the other selfs”’ (Kau
4 200 1t 15 referied tu  The NSutia 1efutes all this
and -ays it 1s Biahwman that 1s 1efeired to by
‘maker’ 1n the teat: to1 Bialwan 1s {aught here,
“I shall teach you Biahman.” Agam  ‘this

which means the waild, 15 hus work—swhich clearly
points out that the ‘he’ 1s nome other than
Brahman. Therefuie the maker 1s neither Piana
nor the individual soul, but the Supreme Lord

TAGEAA ST A, TETTEATT ) €9 |

SE-GErEU-FRa, On account of charactcrstics
of the mndividual snul and the chief Prana & not
gfT A at 1t be sad GA that SYRAITH_ has alveady been
eapluned
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17. 1f it be said that on account of the
characteristics o€ the individual soul and
the chief Priana (to be found in the text.
Brahman is) not (referred to by the word
‘maker’ in the passage cited), (we replv)
that has already been explained.

“ee note on 1. 1. 31.
TS g & Rl AT 99aE hLal

WFOI' another purpose g but SRR Jaimin
YEAeIETAR], because of the question and elncida-
tion ¥ 7 moreover &M thus T some

18 But ( the sage) Jaimini (thinks
that the refertnce to the individual soul 1n
the text) has another purpose because of the
question and answer, moreover thus some
(the Vajasaneyins) (read in their gecension)

Even the reference to the individual soul 1u
the said ehapter ot the Kaushitaki Upanishad has
a difterent purpose, and that 1s not to propound
the 1ndividual soul but Brahman by showing that
the individual soul 1s different from Brahman
The questions, ““Where did the person thus sleep*
‘Where was he? Whence came he thus back? '
(Kau. 4 19) refer clearly to something different
from the individual soul. And so does the answe:
{Ibid. 4 20) say that the individual soul 1~
merged 1n Brahman in deep sleep. The Brihada-
ranyaka Upanishad, where also this conversation
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occurs, clearly points out the individual soul by
the ¥erm ‘Viynanamaya’, the person consisting of
cognition, and distinguishes 1t irom the Supreme

Self. (Brih 2. 1. 16-17).

Tome 6: The Self to be seen through hearing
etc. 1 Brahman

In the last topic the text under discussion
was interpreted to refer to Brahman, because the
section begims with Brahman: ‘I will teach you
Brahman >’ Tollowmng the same argument the
opponent cites Brih. 2. 4 5 and argues that since
the section begins with the mdividual soul, the
self to be seen referred 1o 1n this test 1s the im-
dividual soul and not Brahman

ST 11 8% 0

FE-37qrd_ On account of the connected mesgning
of passages.

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard,
etc is Brahman) on account of the connected
meaning of the passages

“The Self, my dear Maitrey:, should be
realized—should be heard of, reflected on, and
meditated upon. By the realization of the Self,
my dear, through hearing, reflection, and medita-
tion, all this is known’’ (Brih. 2. 4. 5) In this
passage the Supreme Self is referred to, and not
the individual soul Why? In the whole section
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Brahman 1s treated. 1t begins with Maitreyi’s
question ‘‘Will wealth get me immortality?’’ and
Yijnavalkya answers that wealth, sacrifice, ete.
will not obtain that immortality. She then asks
for that which will give her immortality, and
Yajnavalkya teaches her the knowledge of the
Self; finally the section coneludes with, “‘Thus
far goes immortality.’’ Now immortality cannot
be gamed by the knowledge of the individual soul
but only bty the knowledge of the Supreme Self or
Brahman. Therefore Brahman alone is the
subject-matter and It alone 1s to be seen through
heaimg etec. Moreover, the text quoted says that
by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there,
everything is known, which clearly conneets the
Self referred to with Brahman; for how can the
knowledge of a lLimited individual self give wus
knowledge of everything?

TRETGE PFTEEEa: | R0 |
gia-Rr&: Of the proof of the proposition A
indicatory mark AR Asmarathya.

20. (The fact that vhe individual soul
is taught as the object of realization is an)
indicatorv mark (which 1s) proof of the pro-
position, so Asmarathya thinks.

In this Sutra the text quoted in the last
Sutra (Brih 2. 4. 5) is interpreted from the stand-
pomnt of Bhedibheda-vdda of sage Asmarathya.
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According te this school the 1ndividual soul
(Jiva) and Brabman, which are related as
eftect and cause respectively, are different, yet
not different, from each other, even as sparks are
different, yet not different, trom fire. If the in-
dividual soul (J1va) were quite dafferent from
Brabman, then by the knowledge ot the one
(Brshman) everything else would not be known.
Hence this school interprets the text thus. The
individual soul alone 12 to he seen. But ae 1t 1s
not differeni trom Brahman, the knowledge of the
mdividual soul gives knowledge of Brahman and
conscquently knowledge of everything It 1s this
non-difference between Frahman and the 1indivi-
dual <oul (Jiva) that estoblishes the proposition,
“By the knowledge of one everything else is
known’’, and 1 this sen<e ulone the text speaks of
the individual soul in Buih. 2 4 5.

It can also be interpreted a~ follows. If the
indnvadual  soud 1~ <omething  Qifferent  from
Biahman. then the kpowledge of Brahman would
not give the knowledge of the individual soul.
Thereioie the mdividual soul 15 different, yet not
diffezent. from Biahman It 13 to show this that
the Sruti text begins with the individual soul

T TETEAEIIn: 1) 37 1l

EReR: Of the one which rises from the body
@d WA, because of thie nature S thu. NgARE:
( the sage ) Audulonm
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21. (The statement at the beginning
identifies the individual soul with Brahman)
because of this nature (vez., its idpntity with
Brahman) of the one (i.e. the soul) which
rises from the body (at the time of release),
thus (thanks) Audulomi.

This Achirya, while taking that the selt to be
seen 1s the individual soul (Jiva), explains 1t aas,
follows: The soul, when 1t rises from the body.
2 e. 1s free and has no body consciousness, realizes
that 1t 1s identical with Brahman. Ii 18 to show
tis non-difference m the state of release that the
Srut1 speaks of the individual soul as identical
with  Brahman,’ even though the difference
between the individual soul (Jiva) and DBrahman
1 the state of ignorance 1s a reality. It is spoken
of as non-d:fferent from the Supreme Self ‘m
Brahman because 1n the state of release 1t 1s one
with It The texi transiers the future state of
non difference to that time when difference
actually exists. This school of Vedinta 1s known
as Satya-bheda-vada (: e the theory which holds
that the difference belween the 1ndividual soul
and Brahman is a reality).

AR FEss: 1 R 1

aFfeId: Because of the existence 3R so holds
Fargee: Kasakritsna
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22. (The imitial statement is made)
because of the existence (of Brahman as the
indsvidual soul), so holds (sage) Késakrrtsna.

As it 15 impossible that an 1ndividual soul
(Jva) quite different 1n nature from Brahman
can be one with 11 in the siate of release, tlus
sage thinks that the Supreme Self Itself exists as
the individual soul ‘Iey are absolutely non-
different, the apparent difference being due to
Tpadhis or Iimiting adjuncts, which are but pro-
ducts of ignorance. and therelore unreal from the
absolute standpoint Hence also tollows that by
the knowledge of Brahman everything else 1s
known.

Of the three schools of Vedinta depteted 1n
the last three Sutras, that of Kasakritsna 1s justi-
fied by the Vedanta texts According to Asma-
1athra the individual soul is a produet of the
Supreme Self, and hence the knowledge of the
cause leads to the knowledge of everything includ-
ing the individual soul But 1s the effect or any
portion of it different from the cause? And is
the whole cause involved 1n each of 1its effects?
The answer to the second question 1s evidently,
no. If the efiect or some portion of 1t 15 different
from this cause, whence does 1t come? And is 1t
sepaiable from that? I{ separable, it 1s not its
nature, for nature cannot be separated If not
separable, the cause cannot be known, and the
proposition, ‘“The soul being known, all else 1s
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kpown’’, falls to the ground. So Asmarathya’s
view cannot stand.

According to Audulom: the 1ndividual soul
(J1iva) 15 only a state oi the Supreme Self. If the
Jivahood 1s a reality, it can mnever be destroyed
and freedom would be 1mipossible. If on the other
hand 1t becomes one with the Supreme Soul on
1elease, then there 1s nothing like Jivahood which
can be a reality So Audulomi’s wview cannot
stand. Jivahood 1s an wumealily, a creation ot
1gnorance. the Jiva being i1dentical with Brahman.
Even the creation of Jivas hike sparks issuing from
a fire does not speak of any real creation but only
with reference to Upidhis. In reality the Jiva 18
uerther created mor destroyed. It is our 1gnor-
ance that makes us see the individual soul (Jiva)
lLimited by UpAdhis as something different from
Brahman.

Tupue 7+ Brahman 1 also the matermal cause
of the world.

SEf SfaerEgrageaTE |l ]3|
it Materal cause 3 alao uﬁm—m—wﬁma

not being contradictory to the proposition and
illustration-

23 (Brahman is) the material cause
also, (or account of this view alone) not
being contradictory to the proposition and
the 1illustrations (cited in the Sruti).
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Granted that Brahman 1s the cause of the
world ; but what kind ot cause? Is It the efficient
cause, or the material cause, or both? The prwm:
facie view 1s that Brahman 1s only the efficient
cause, as texts like ‘“He thought, . . he cieated
Prina’ (Pr. 6. 3-4) declare

This view 18 refuted by this Sutra Brahmau
13 also the matenal cause of the world Here
‘also’ shows that it 15 the eflicient cause as well. Tt
18 only if Brahman is the material cause of the
world that it is possible to know everything
through the knowledge of Brahman, as texts like
‘“By which that which 15 not heard becomes
heard’’ ete. (Chh. 6 1. 3) say; for the effects are
not different from the cause. The illustrations
referred to are: ‘‘My dear, as by one lump of
clay all that is made of clay is known’’ ete. (Chh.
6. 1. 4). These texts clearly show that Brahman
is the material cause of the world; otherwise they
would be meaningless. Again texts like ‘‘Brahman
alone was at the beginning one without a second’
show that It is also the efficient cause, for who
else could be such a cause when there was nothing
else?

S iecent SIECE]

RIS, On account of the statement ot will
( to create ) ¥ also
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24 Also on account of the statement
of will (to create on the part of the Supreme
Self, It is the material cause)

“It wished, ‘May I be many, may I grow
torth” ”> ete (Chh 6. 2. 3). In this text the
desnie shows that Brahman 1s the efficient cause,
and next ‘may 1 be many’ intimates that
Biahman Iiself became many. Hence It is the
material cause as well.

TR ATTHAT 1] R4 1]

A, Direct & and SWAHRMG, because the Sruti
states both.

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

That trom which a thing springs and 1nto
which 1t 18 1e-absorbed 15 1ts material cause. ‘‘All
ihese things spring trom Akésa (Brahman) alone
and return to Akdsa” (Chh. 1. 9. 1), “That from
which these things are produced, by which, when
produced, they live, and inio which they enter at
therr diwssolution—try to know that. That 1s
Brahman’’ (Taitt 3. 1) These texts show that
Brahman 1s the material cause also. A thing may
be sa1d to be produ( ed from its efficient cause, but
1t cannot return. to that at dissolution “unless 1t is
also the material cause.
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AT TRONAT ) & 1|

ocAEa: As It created Itsell 9ROWE, by under-

going modification. )

26. (Brahman 1is the material cause of
the world) because (the Sruti says that) It
created Itself by undergoing modifications.

*‘That Itself mamifested Itself’” \Taitt. 2. 7),
which shows thut Brahman ulone created the
world, out of Itselt, which 1s possible only by
undergoing modification. The word ‘Itself’ in the
text shows that there was no other cause opeiat-
ing The modification 1s apparent according to
Sankara and real according to Réménuja.

qfeer K@ u e N

A Origin 9 and & because 4R is called.
27. And because (Brahman) is caBed
the origin.

*That which the wise 1egard as the origin of
all beings” (Mu. 1 1 @)—this shows that Brah-
man is the material cause of the world. Hence Tis
bemng the material cause 1s established.

Topic 8 The argumnents which refute the
Sédnkhyas refute also others.

TAF T SATEAET SATEETET: |} R¢ ||
T34 By this & all S(R@@: are explained.
28. By this all (doctrines with
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reference to the origin of the world contrary
to the Vediinta texts) are explained.

By this identity of the material and the effi-
cient cause of the world all doctrines that speak
ot two separate causes for it are refuted. That 1s,
not only the Sankhyan, but also the atomic and
other theories are refuted, as they are mot based
on scriptural authority and contradict many scrip-
tural texts The 1epetition ot the verb in the
aphorism only shows that the chapter ends here

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say
that the First Cause 1s non-existence, or thatl it 13
Sunva (Void)—as the Nihilists say-—cite respec-
tively the following texts as authority ‘‘These
seeds, almost infinitesimal’”’ (Chh 6. 12 1): “This
was indeed non-existent at the beginning’' (Chh.
3 19 1); ““Some learned men being deluded,
speak of nature, and others of time, as the cause
of everything’’ (Svet 6. 1). But the arguments
put forward against the Sankhyas, vzz. that con-
trary to the scriptures their First Cause is insenti-
ent, that the proposition that through the know-
ledge of the ome everything is known, will not be
true, etc. will apply here also, and so these views
cannot be held to be authoritative and based on
the scriptures. The Srutis quoted are explained
thus:

The word ‘infinitesimal’ or ‘atomic’ refers to
the Aiman, which can be so-called as it is very
fine. The non-existence spoken of is only a fine
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causal condition of the world undeveloped 1nto
name and form as yet, and not absolute wnon-
existence; and the tact of nature being the First
Cause is mentioned as a Purvapaksha by the Sruti,
which itself refutes 1t further on 1n the succeeding
texts. So Brahman alone is the First Cause, and
nothing else.

B.s.—11.

5|

()



CHAPTER 11
SecrioN 1

In the first chapter it has been proved that all
the Vedinta texts deal with Brahman as the First
Cause, yet the arguments based on reasonmg
against this doctrine remain to be refuted. With
this object in view this section is begun. 1In
Section iv of Chapter I it was shown that the
Pradhina of the Sinkhyas, as also the atoms of
the Vaiseshikas, are not based on scriptural
authority, In this section arguments, claim-
ing their authoritativeness from the Smritis,
to establish the Pradhina and the atoms etc., are
refuted.

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

TR O 1,
FAEIEFTIRITEET 1 2 1

-SSR There would result the defect
of leaving no scope for certain Smritis 8 3/ if it be
said @ no SIEAT-SMTEM-AMNK.  beeause there
would result the defect of leaving no scope to some
other Smritis.
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1. 1If it be said that (from the doctrine
of Brahman being the cause of the world)
there would result the defect of leaving no
scope for certain Smritis, (we say) no; be-
cause (by the rejection of that doctrine)
there would result the defect of leaving no
scope for some other Smritis.

In the last chapter 1t has been shown that the
‘Sankhyan view 1s not based on scriptural autho-
rity. Now 1ts authority even as a Smriti is denied
and refuted.

the doctrine of the Pradhina 1s rejected,
then the Sinkhya Smmti, propounded by a great
seer hike Kapila and acknowledged by other great
'WWMQ hence
1t 1s but reasonable that the Vedanta texts be so

interpreted as to preserve the authoritativeness of

%Zgﬁu‘ltl and not contradic mn toto. So says

e_opponent. e Sutra answers this by sayng
ﬁlﬁgﬁ—;doctrine of Brahman being the cause
of the world be rejected to accommodate the
Sénkhya Smriti, which goes counter to the Srutis,
then by that rejection many other Smritis like the
Manu Smriti, which are based on the Srutis and
therfore more authoritalive, and, which also pro-
pounded the doctrine of Brahman, an intelligent
principle, being the cause of the world, would find
no seope.  So between the two it is desirable that
the Smmnitis which go counter to the Vedas be
rejected.
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ZATTT STgaEE” 11 % 1)

Zawa Of the others ¥ and FIWA: there being
no mention,

2. And there being no mention (in the
scriptures) of the other entities, (ie, the
categories beside the Pradhfna), (the San-
khya system cannot be authoritative)

Even accepting the Pradhdna of the San-
khyas for argument’s sake—for the Vedantins also
recognize M4ya as the cause of the world, the
dufference between the two being that the Pra-
dhina according to the SAnkhyas is an independ-
ent entity, whereas Maya 1s a dependent entitv,
being a power of Brahman—yet there 1s no men-
tion of the other categories of the Sinkhyas any-
where 1n the Vedas. Hence the Sankhya philo-
sophy cannot be authoritative.

Topre 2 Refutation of the Yoga philosophy

Ua AR AT R

gd= By this @1 the Yoga philesophy 3g®: 1~
(also) refuted

3 By this the Yoga philosophy is
(also) refuted

After the refutation of the Sankhyas, who
recognize an 1undependent entity called the
Pradhiua as the cause of the world, this Sutra
refutes the Yoga Smriti, which also recognizes a
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separate entity called the I'radhina as the Fiust
Cause, though unhike the Sankiiyas 1Hey recognize
an Iswardwho duects this inert Pradhina im 1is
creative evolution &Mw T
“in_Upanishads like the Svetisvatar It helps
concentration of the mind, which 1s necessary for
1t 13 2 means te-Krowledge. So this Smrnta, b_e_l_l_l_‘,,L
‘based on the Srutis 1s ofithorTialive But it also
Tecogmzes the Pradhama, which theveloreis—the
First_Cause—so_says the opponent This Sutip
says that the arguments given in the last Sutra
Yefute also the Yoga Smuili, fo1 1l also speaks ot a
Pradhina and 1ls products which aic mnot to E
found 1 fhe Srutis Though {(he Smmti s paitly
authmitative, yet il cannol _be so with respect 1o
“That part which (onfradicts the Siutis. There 18
Foom_only Jor those portions of the Nmrifa os da

not _contradiet the Srutis.
Jot_contra 13,

Topie 32 Brahman, though of a differenti nature

,\p/f‘ﬂ)m the world, can yet be 1ts cause
7 freauege, a7 IR 2
7 Not [F@wuRTa becanse of the contrary nature

3 of this TIRH its being so A and TG, from Sruti.

4 (Brahman 1s) not (the cause of the
world) because this (world) 15 of a contrary
nature (from Rrahman), and its being so,
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(i.e., different from Brahman) (is known)
from the scriptures.

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., while the
world is something material, impure, etc., and so
18 different irom the nature of Brahman; as such,
Brabman cannot be the cause of this world. The
effect 18 nothing but the cause in another form;
therefore the cause and ¥fect cannot be altogether
of a different nature. Intelligence cannot produse
material effects and 11ce verss. That the world
and Brahman differ entirely in their characters-
ties 15 known from tfests like ‘‘Brahman became
intelligence as also non-intelligent’’ (Taitt. 2. 6),
where ‘‘non-intelligent’’ stands for the world So
Brahman cannot be the First Cause of the material
world, though the seriptures may say so.

aﬁmﬁsawé}g@ﬁj%mﬂﬁxmu |l
afirnfieraa: The reference (is) to the presiding
deities § but FRW-s1gwRkra because of the special

characterization and the fact of being so presided

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

The opponent, who says that the world ant
Brahman being difterent in nature—sentient and
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material respectively—cannot be related to each
other as cause and effect, anticipates a plausible
objection and answers it in this Sutra. There is 2
text, ‘““These organs quarrelling over their res-
pective greatness,”” etc. (Brih. 6. 1. 7), which
shows that even the organs are not material but
sentient. The oppenent says that from this we are
not to infer the seniiency of the world, since the
reference is to the presiding deities of these organs
For the same topic occurs in the Kaushitaki Upa-
nishad, where they are expressly mentioned;
“These deities (speech ete.) quarrelling over their
respective greatness’ (Kau. 2 14). Also because
other texts show the existence of such presidiny
deitiecs. ““Fire becoming speech entered the
mouth’ (Ait Ar. 2 4. 2. 4). The same argument
applies to texts of the Chhindogya, Ch. VI, where
fire etc. are said to have thought and produced the
next element in the series. The thought here
spoken of is of the highest Deity, Brahman, which
is connected with 1ts effects as a superintending
principle  From all such texts we cannot infer
the sentiency of the world. which is material and
so different in nature from Brahman. Therefore
Brahman cannot be the cause of the material
world.

Ta gNn-& 1
& Is seen g but.
6. But it is seen.
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‘But’ refutes the opponent’s wview expiessed
i the last Sutra, vez. that this world cannot have
originated from Brahman because it 18 different in
character. For 1t 15 seen that intelligent things
like scorpions ete, are produced from non-intelli-
gent cowdung ete. Agan from a sentient spider
there comes forth the thread for its web  So also

g%gﬁﬂmm_@gs Brahman It may le
ohjected that a men's body is the cause of the han-
and nails, and not the man; snmlarly the cow-
dung 1s the cause of the body of the worms. Even
then 1t must be admtted that there 1s a difference
between the cause and the effect since, 10 both the
examples cited, one of them is the al)p&ve of some-
thing sentient while the other 1s not; they are put
similar 1 all respects If they were, them thers
would be nothing like cause and effect, nor would
they be called by differeni names So we have {o
admit that the cause and 1its eftects are not sinular

in_every respect, but something in the cause, o
/{m; qualities of 1i. must be found 1n the effects

also, as the clay in the lump 1s found in the pot
also, though the shape etc of the two differ. o
we say that even 1n the case of Brahman and the
world, sume qualities of the cause, Brahman, such
as existence and intelligence, are to be found 1n 1ts
e_ife_m'orld. Everything in the world exists,
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and this quality 1t gels trom Brahman, which 1s
existence 1ifself. Agaim the intelligence ot
Bralman hehts the whole umverse. So these two
qualities of Brahman aie found,_ in the world,
which justify ows relating them as cause and effect
o .

in_spite of differences in  other respects befween

them,
- ~ =
wafzfy 99, 7, sfaggmaEEn Y i

3194, Non-existent & %’(1 1f 1t be saxd @ no SRAY-
ISR tor it is merely a negation

7 If it be saad (that the world, the
effect, would then be) non-existent (before
creation), (we say) no, for i1t 1s merely a
negation (without any basis)

1t Brahman, which s nteiligent, pure, and
witheut guahities, 15 the cause of the world of an
oppusile character, 1t tollows that belore creation
the world was non-exisient, tor Brahman was then
the only existence This weans that something
which was non-esssling 1s brought into existence,
whieh 15 not accepted bv {he Vedintins Thas
argument of the opponent this Sutra refutes by
saying that this negation 1s 2 mere siatement
without any objective validhity The effect exists
‘m the cause belore 1ts ornigiuation as well as after
it. It can never exist independent of 1he cause
either before or after crealion. Therefore the
worl/d exists in Bruhman even before creation and
is not absolutely non-existent
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it At the time of dissolution @@q like that
+ SERTY on account of the fact S is absurd.

8. On account of the fact that at the
time of dissolution (the cause becomes) liké
that (i.e., like the effect) (the doctrine of#
Brahman being the cause of the world) is
absurd.

Says the opponent: If Brahman is the cause
of the world, then the world being dissolved in
Brahman at the time of dissolution, its defects
would affect Brahman, even as salt affects_ the
water 1n. which it is dissolved. Hence Brahman
would become impure and would no more be the
omniscient cause of the world, as the Upanishads
maintain. Again at the time of dissolution all
things having gone 1nio a state of oneness with
Brahman, there will be no special causes left tor
a new creation. IF i spite of this we consider a
new rreation possible, then it would mean that
there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who
have become one with Brahman, reappearing 1n
the world. Nor can 1t be said that the world
remains separate from Brahman in the state of
dissolution, for in thal case it would be no dissolu-
tion at all. So the Vedéinta doctrine of Brahman
being the cause of the world is objectionable, as it
leads to all sorts of absurdities.
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q9g el Qi

@ Not g but E=I-WEIG on account of the exist-
ence of illustrations

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

The objection is being answered: That the
effect, when 1t gets dissolved in the cause, does not
polluie the latter. by its defects, is borne out by
innumerable instances. A elay pot, for instance,
when it is broken and reabsorbed into 1ts original
substance, ze. clay, does not impart to 1t its
special fteatures. The very fact ot abhsorption
shows that all the qualities of the effect cannot
abide, for in that case 1t would be wo absorption wt
all. Moreover, we have to remember that the
eftect 15 of the natuie of the cause and not 2:ce
1ersa. Hence the qualities of the eftect cannot
iouch the cause It may. however, be objected
that since the effect 1s but the cause 1n a new con-
dition, all the good and bad iraits of the effect
must have been in the cause But we forget that
the world is after all an 1llusion. Brahman has
only apparently changed into the world and as
such is never affected by it, even as a magician is
not affected by the illusion produced by him.

The other incongruity shown, ¢2z. that since
at the time of dissolution the world is resolved into
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Brahman and becomes one with It, there can be
no further creation, and if it takes place there will
be the possibility of even free souls coming into
bondage again, cannot stand, for there are parallel
mstances with respect to this also. In deep sleep
we o not perceive anything, there 18 no diversity,
but on awakenming we find the world of duality.
A similar phenomenon can be expected to happen
al the time of dissolution. In the former case it 1s
the existence of ignorance (Avidyi), which is mot
destroyed, that is responsible for the reappear-
ance of the world. So also al dissolution the
power of distinction remains in a polential state
as Avidya o1 ignorance  But in the case of the
liberated no 1gnorance being leit, there 1s no
chance of their bemg brought back into bondage
from their state of oneness with Brahman

ETIEINE 1) 92 )

@E-EM_ Because of the objections to s own
view I and.

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

The objections rased by the Sankhyas agamnst
Vedinta are equally true of their view of the Farst
Cause. 712, the Pradhéana. Form, taste, etc aie
naot {0 be found 1 the Pradhdna, yet we find these
things m the world produced out of 1t The
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objection as regards reabsorption at the tume of
Pralaya applies also in the case or the Sankhyan
Pradhana. Thus whalever objections are raised
agamst Veddnta in this 1espect are also true of
the Sinkhyas Henee they should be dropped.
Of the two, however, Vedanta being based on the
Srutis is more autho itative Moreover, the objec-
tions have all been answered trom the Vedanta
standpoint, whereas from the Sinkhvan stand-
point it is mot possible to answer them.

TRIIRGEIET , SrerTgHAE 99 .,
TTARARTTSGT: 1 42 1

L -
ﬁ-ﬂﬂﬁl’ﬂﬁﬁ\Be(nusc 1ca-onng haz ne sure basis
AT also SRET otherwise 3GAIH,_ should be inferred or
reasoned 2 %c'{gf 1t be sa1d TFH 5o A even -

5% there will result the contingency ot non-release.

11. Also because reasoning has no sure
basis (it capnot upset the conclusions of
Vedanta)  If 1t be said that it should be
reasoned otherwisc (so as to get over this
defect), (we say) even so there will result
the contingency of non-release (from this
defect, with respect to the matter in ques-
tion)

What one man establishes through reason can
be 1efuted by another moie intelhgent than he.
Even a sage hike Kopila 15 1efuted by other sages.
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lLike Kanada. Hence reasoning having no sure
basia cannot upsel the conclusions of Vedinta,
which are based on the Srutis. But, says the
opponent, even this judgment aboyt reasoning 1s
airived at through reasoning; so 1t 18 not true that
reasoning has never a sure basis Sometimes it 13
pertectly sound. Only we must reason properly.
The latter part of the Sutra says that even though
i some cases reasoning is wnfallible, yet with res-
pect to the matter in hand it cannot transcend this
defect. For the cause ot the world (Brahman) 1s
beyond the senses and has no characteristic signs
1t connot thereioie be an object of perception, or
of mference, which 1s based on perception. Or
again if we take ‘release’ in the Sutra to mean
Liberation, 1t comes to this: True knowledge of a
real thing depends on the thing itself, and there-
fore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of
views with respect to it is not possible But the

«conclusions of reasoning can never be uniform
The Sankhyas arr

as
W to_accept? So mo conclusion can be
m;éi reasoning independent of the
seriptures, and” since the truth cannot be known
through this means there will be no Liberation.
Therefore reasoning which goes agalﬁm-iéhp-

tu o proof of knowledge and cannot contra-
dict the Qrutl texts.
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Topic 4+ The line of reasoming agawnst the Sin-
khya- 15 valid also against others like the Ato;m'%t;.-
o} Rl oY sarem X

Tad By this Rrerafswm: not acceptw the wise
A also @M are explained.

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

When the Sankhya philosophy, parts of which
are accepted by the wise as authontative, has
been refuted, there 1s no question as regards the
non-authoritativeness of all doctrines based mere-
ly on 1easoming like fhe atomic theory of Kanida
and non-existence as the First Cause propounded
b@@ich are wholly rejected by
‘the wise = They are also ute y these ve
“arguments agzﬁl‘:: them as the reasons
on Wiich atwtion 1 are “{IR-Sawer~—
=—T¥ke dis iﬁcﬁa\ﬁmm@ﬁged
dn not contradict the truth which 1s oneness,

s, J90 TR, e I 23

‘ﬁﬁl‘lﬁf On account of turning into the enjoyer
AR non-distinction I if it be said ©R may exist
%A as is experienced in the world.

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be
the cause then) on account of (the objects of
enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer, non-
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distinction (between enjoyer and things
enjoved would result), (we say, such dis-
tinction) may exist (all the same), as 1s ex-
perienced commonly in the world.

A further objection 15 raised against Biahman
beine the cause We perceive difterences i  the
world Now, perception us a ieans ot knowledg:
is stronger than the Sruti Hence what the Srut.s
say in contradiction to such an experience cannot
stand. The idea 15 this- The distinction between
the enjoyer (the Jiva) and the objects of enjay-
ment 15 well established by experience U
Brahman 1s the material cause, then the wold,
the eftect, would be non-difterent from Brahmau,
and wunder the ciicumstances. the Jiva and
Brahman being ideatical in Vedinta, the duffe:-
ence between the subject and object would be des-
troyed. since the one would pass over ity the
other  Hence Brahman cannot be held to be the
material ecause of the wold as 1t contradicts
perception

The latter part of the Sutra refutes this giving
examples. Tt says that nevertheless there can be
such differences 1n non-different things For
instance, waves, toam, ete. are non-different,
being alike sea water; yet as waves and foam they
are (ifferent from each other. As sea water, their
cauge, they are one, but as waves, foam, etc they
are different, and there 1s no contradiction heie
Henee 1t 15 possible to have difference and non-
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difference 1n things smnultaneously, owing to
name and formm Therefore from the standpomnt
of Biahman the enjoyer and the enjoyed are not
daffrrent, but as enjoyer and things enjoyed they
are different; there is no contradiction in this

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise.
If Brahman be the cause, then It would also be
the enjoyer, the individual soul (Jiva), there
being no difference between cause and effect.
Conrequently, there will be no such difference as
the bondage of the individual soul and the free-
dom of Brahman. The Sutra says that even as
there 1s a distinction between the object, which is
clear, and its image. which 1s disfigured 1n an
unclean mirror, so also owing to the impurities of
the Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free Brahman
may give rise to the image of the individual soul,
which is bound.

Togic 6- The non-difference of the effect from

the cause.
o

TETIEHRIFEEETCE: 1| 42 1
- "

a&aq, Lts non-difference ARRWIHII: from
words like ‘origin’ etc —_

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

fn  the last Sutra the objection against
Brahman being the material cause, that it

BSs—12
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‘g(oﬁégl_qt_sﬁxpepmn, was answered frowm the
Standpomnt of Parmmimavéda or the theay of
Brahman _actually undergoing modification. Now
the same objection is reluted from the standpoint
of.-Vivartavida or apparent modification, which 1s
the standpoint of Advaita. The objection 15; Texis
Iike ““There ¥ fio manitoldness whatever here (n
Brahman)” (Kath 2 4 1I) contradict percep-
tion Reason also says that amoiig things which
get transformed into each other {here cannot_be c
difference and nonmﬂérememe time

Hence the doubt In a single moon we r we cannot see
two -noons “Vhat was spoken of in the last Sutm,
mz. ihat the dilference between them is one of
name and form, even that is unreal, for in a thing
which 18 one without a second, which is non-
duality, even the difference due to name and form
is unpossible. The example of the sea 1s not apt,
for here both the sea and its modifications, waves
and foam, are objects of the senses, but Brahman
18 not. It 1s reahized omnly through the scriptures
and in Samjidhi. What then is the truth? Tt s
oneness, non-duality. As the effect 18 non-differ-
ent from the cause, the latter alone is real. The
Sruty also establishes this by the example of clay
ete. in the Chhindogya Upanishad. “‘Just as, by
the knowledge of one lump of earth, my dear,
everything made of earth is kmown, the modifica-
tion being only a name arising from speech, but
the {ruth being that all 15 earth, . . . . thus, my
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deny, 15 thatl mmstiuction’”” (Chh 6. 1, 4-6). Here
the S1utt by using the word ‘modification’ tries to
prove that theie 18 no s¢parale reality of the pots
&te, which are mere T dlﬁcatlonm
/e;%th. They are nol separate things but merely
different conditions, just as the boyhood, youth,
ete. of Devadatta are mere conditions, and not
1eal. So by knowing the lump of earth the real
nature of the pots ete 15 known 1t matters little
that the various toips are not known, tor they
ate not worth Lnowing, being wunreal Xven
though these pots ete. are objects of the senses,
yet disctimination tells us that besides earth
nothing 1eal 1s tound n these ‘Lhey are merely
nomes ansmg out of speech and nothing more.
Thev are cognized thiough ignorance, hence they
ate unreal The clay, on the other hand, is rea-
hized even apart from name and form and 1s theve-
yle teal Similarly Brahman alone 1s 1eal and

, AAhis world 13 umieal The world bemng non-
~diferonl from its cause, Brahman, the truth 1s
onencss, non-duality, Birahman, the one without
a serond. o people who thiough want of experi-
ence have not this msight into things, there will
alwavs be difference and mnon-difference, even as
an the case of the sea and its waves, but in reality
there differences are 1elative and not true.

wE TSI 1%
AR On the existence T and 9998 is exPerienced.
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15 And (because) on the existence (of
the cause) is (the effect) experienced.

The effect 1s not experienced in the absence
of the cause, which shows that the effect is mnot
diffcrent from the cause. The world phenomena
appear only because Brahman exists and not
without It. Henece the world is non-different from
Braliman

TANEF 1) &1

g On account of (its) existing ¥ and 3 ot
the posterior.

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

The Sruti says that before creation the world
had itz bemng in the cause, Brahman, as one with
It. ““Verily im the begiuning this was Self, one
only™ (Ait Ar 2. 4. 1. 1); “In the beginnng.
my dear. this was only existence’” (Chh. 6 2 1)
Now sinece before creation it was non-difierent
from the cause, 1t coniinties to be so even afie:
creation.

HAFE A 97, o, THE
TEFTAINT | 199 |
FE-=aREa On account of its being deseribed as
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non-existent & not g7 3G 1f 1t be sud T no GHFIA
by another characteristic ﬂ'ﬁﬂﬁ‘ﬂﬁ\ from the latter
part of the text

17. If it be said that on account of
(the effect) being described as non-existent
(before creation) (the conclusion of the
previous Sutra 1s) not (true), (we say) not
50, (it being described) by another charac-
teristic (as 1s seen) from the latter part of
the text.

*‘Non-existent indeed this was i the begin-
ning"’ (Chkh. 3 19 1) The word ‘‘non-existent’
snes not mean absolute non-existence, but that the
world did not exist 1 a differentiated condition
It was undifterentiated—had not yet developed
name and form—in which sense the word ‘‘non-
«xistence’” s also uwsed i common parlance. It
was m a fine condition, aund atter creation it
becawe gross, developmg mame and form  This
sense 1s shown by the 1mmediately succeeding
portion of the text, ‘ Tt becume existent, 1t grew ”’
Hence 1he conelusion of 1he last Sutia 15 all nght.

I : JEEFAUT || 72 1)
ﬁ: From reasoning TEFFAUT {rom another Sruti
text 9 and
18. From rcasoning and another Sruti
text (this relation hetween cause and effect
15 established).
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From reasoning also we find that the effect 1s
non-different from the cause and exists before 1ts
origination. Otheiwise everything could have
been produced from anything. Particular ecauses
producing particular effects only shows this reia-
tionship between cause and effect. Before crea-
tion the effect exists in the cause as unmanifest
Otherwise something new being created, anythin:
could have been created from all things The fact
18, 1t gets manifested on creation, that 1s all
That which 15 absolutely mnon-existent like the
horn~ of a hare can never come into existence So
the cause cannot produce altogether a nmew thing
which was not existing in il already. Moreover.
that the effect exists even before creation we find
trom such Srut: texts as ‘“Iln  the beginming, mv
dear. 1his was only existence, one without

second” (Chh 6. 2 1).

EIEET N QN

9294 Like cloth  and
19 And like a piece of cloth
Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so 1
the world before and after ereation In the folded
state one cannot make out whether it 15 a cloth
or anything else, which 1s clearly discernible when
1t is spread out ‘In the state of Pralaya (disin-
Tution). 7 e. before creation, the world exists mm
—fine_potential state in Brahman and after creation
takes the gross form. D —
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T = SOl || %o Ul
0 As 9 and S in the case of Pranas

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

When the five different Pranas (vital forces)
are controlled by Pringyima, they merge and
exisi as the chief Prina (which regulates respira-
tion) merely maintaining life. From this we find
that the effects, the various Prinas ave not differ-
ent from thewr cause, the chief Prana. So also
with all effects; they are not different from their
cause. Therefore it is established that the effect,
the world, is identical with i1ts cause, Brahman.
Hence by knowing It everything is known

Toprc 7: Refulatron of the objection that if

Brahman were the cause of the world, then It and

the Jwa bemg really ome, Brahman would be
responsible for creating evil

G EAFUNEIesEs : 1 24

E'ﬂl'"alﬁm\On account of the other being stated
(as non-different fromn Brahman) feq-emERunfy-Ee-safis:
defects bf not doing what is beneficial and the like
would arise.

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

In the previous topic the oneness of the world
with its cause, Brahman, has been established.
But the Sutra also states the identity of the indi+
vidual soul and Brahman, and 1f Brahman at the
same time were the cause of the world, It would
be open to the charge of not doing what is good
for 1tself. Being cmniscient, It would not have
ordained anything which would do the individual
soul harm, or abstained fromy doing that which
would be beneficial to it; for nobody is seen to do
50 with respect to oneself. Rather It would have
created a world where everything would have
been pleasant for the individual soul, without the
least trace of misery. Since that is not a fact,
Brahman 15 not the cause of the world, as
YVedanta holds

wfus g, A 2
it Something more g but a'{-ﬁi'il'lﬂ;on account

of the statement of difference

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

‘But’ 1efutes the objection of the last Sutra.
The Cireator of the world is omniscient and
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.omnipotent. As such He kpows the unveality of
the Jivahood and the world, and also His own
non-attachment {o them, bemg a mere witness
He has nerther good nor evil.  So his creating a
world ot good and evil 1s not objectionable For
the mdividual soul, however, theie 15 good and
evil so long as 1t 1s m ignorance. The Srutis
clearly pont out the dificrence between the in-
dividual soul and the Cieator in texts like ‘‘The
Atman 1s 10 be 1ealized’’ ete (Bnhb. 2. 4. 3). All
these differences, however, are based on 1maginary
distinctions due to ignoiance It 1s only when
Knowledge dawns 1hat ihe mdividual soul 1ealizes
its 1dentity with Biahman. Then all plurality
vanishes, and there 15 neither the individual soul
nor the Cieator. ‘hus the 1ndividual soul mnot
“being the creator of the world, the objection raised
does not hold good.

HRAT=T aegqui=: 1| 33 |
FfEaq Like <tmes ete ¥ and d@gER its

nntenability

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

An objection may he ramed that Brahman,
which 13 krowledge, Bhiss, and  unchangeable,
cannot be the cuuse ol a would of diversity, of
gond and evil  This  Sulia  refutes  that. The
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objection 1s untenable, for we see that from the
same material, earth, stones of different value-
like the precious jewels as also useless stones arve
produced. Sc also from Brahman, which 1s Bliss,
a woild of good and evil can be created

Topte 8 Brahman though destilute of material
and mstruments 1» yct the cause of the world

SYHERERAFA ¥4 , @, &g 1 =2 0

aﬂﬂl{-{i‘ﬁlﬁ; Because collection of accessories 13
seen @ not 3R A if it be said @ no #RA like milk

& since

24 TIf it be said (that Brahman with-
out extraneous aids) cannot (be the cause of
the world) because (an agent) is seen to col-
lect materials (for any conmstruction), (we
say) no, since (it is) like milk (turning into
curls).

A iresh objection 1s raised against Brahman
bemne the cause of the woild There is mnothing
extraneous to Brahman to help in the work of
creation, for there 18 nothing besides Brahman
Bralman 18 one without a second and so free from
all differentiations internal or extermal. It i
ordinarily seen thal one who creates something,
the votter, for example, uses extraneous aids like
the wheel, clay, etc. But Brahman, being one
without a second, has not these accessories and so
18 not the Creator The Sutra refutes this objection
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by showing that suweh a thing 1s possible even
as milh turns into curds without the help of any
extianeous thing. If 1t be urged that even in this
case heat or some such thing starts curdling, we
say 1t only acecelerates the process, but the curd-
hng {akes place through the inherent capacity of
the milk  One cannot turn water into curds by
the application of heat! Bnt Brahman being in-
fimte, no such aid 1 necessary for It to produce
this world. That 1t is of infinite power 1s testified
by such S:utis as the following: ‘“There is no
effect and no 1nstrument known of Him, no one 1~
seen like unto Him or better His high power 1»
revraled as manifold and inherent, acting as foree
and knowledge ” (Svet 6 8)

FATRaE &% 1| 34 )
@mEad Like gods and others 31 even &% m the
world.

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

It may be objected that the example of milk
turning into curds is not in point, since 1t is am
inanimate substance (Jne never sees a conscious
being, a potier, for instance, turning out things
without the help of exiernal aids

This Sutra refutes that objection by giving nn
example of creation by a conscious agent without
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any extraneous help. Even as gods, in the sacred
‘books, are seen to create without extraneous means
symply through then inherent power, so also the
Loid through His infinite power of Miyad is able
to areate this world of diversity. The examples
cited above show that it 15 not necessary that
creation be hmited by the conditions observed 1n
the (reation of pots 'They are not universal.

Topie 9+ Brahman though without parts ts yet
the material cause of the world.

FRATE BT a7 1| 2§ |l
gE-NARA: Possibility vot the entire (Brahman
bemg modified) FREwRTRE-2:  violation of the
seriptural statement that Brahman 1s without parts
ql or

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

If Brahman 1» without parts and yet the
material cause of the world, then we have to
admit that the enure Brahman becomes changed
into this multiform world. So there will be no
Bralman  left, but only the effect, the world.
Moreover, it would contradiet the scriptural test
that Biahman 1s immutable. If on the other hand
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it is said that the whole of It does not undergo
modifcation, but only a part, then we shall have
to accept thaet Bralunan 1s made up of parts, which
1s denied by scriptural texts In either case 1t
leads to a dilemma, and <o Brahman canuot he the
cause of the world

#IG, TSTEW || % ||
’g%: On account of scriptural texts g but JqHSACT
on account of being based on the seripture

27 But (it cannol be like that) on
account of scriptural texts (supporting both
the apparently contradictory views) and on
account of (Brahman) being based on the
scripture only.

‘But’ refutes the view of the former Sutra.

The entire Brahman does not underge change,
though the sceriptures say that the world oniginates
from Brahman Witness such texts as, ““One foot
(quarter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are
what is tmmortal in heaven’ (Chh 3.12 6). And
as in matters supersensuous the Srutic alone are
authority, we have to accept that both these oppo-
site views are true. though it does not stand to
reason. The thing 1s, the change 1 Brahman is
only apparent and not real. Hence both the views
expressed by the Srut1 are true Tt i on tlus basis
that the apparently contradictory texts become
1econeiled and not otherwice
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errefar 4 frfEmr i 1 ke

@ In the individual soul F and €& thus Ffs:
diverse ¥ also fg because.

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

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

In iue dream state there appears in the indi-
vidual self, which is one and indivisible, diversity
resembling the waking state (See Bmh. 4. 3 10),
and yet the mdivisible character of the self 1s not
marred by 1t. We see also magicians, for instance,
producing a multiple creation without any change
i themselves., Simlarly this diverse creation
springs from Brahman through Its inscrutable
power of MAya, though Brohman Itself rémains
unchanged.

WIFIIN=T || 39 ||
|9 On account of the opponent’s view
being subject to these very objections 9 and
29. And on account of the opponent’s

own view being subject to these very objec-
tions

If {he Pradhina is takem fo be the Firsl
Cause, as the oppunents of the Vedantic view (the
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Sankhyas) hold, 1n thal case also, as the Pradhana
too 1s without paits, the Sankhyan view will be
equally subject to the objections raised against
Brahman as the Fust Cause. The Vedinia view-
pomnt has, however, answered all these objections,
while the Sankhyas and Vaiseshikas cannot answer
them, the changes being real according to them.
Topic 10: Brahman's power of Mayd
established.

- [
qafgar T qagg=mE | 2 1l

@il Endowed with all ¥ and dG-294_ because
it is seen.

80. And (Brahman is) endowed with
all (powers), because 1t is seen (from the
scriptures).

Generally we see that men endowed with a
physical body possess such powers. But since
Brahman has no body, 1t 18 not likely that It can
possess such powers—so says the opponent.

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being
endowed with May3d Sakti, the power of Nescience.
Various seriptural texts declare that Brahwman pos-
sesses all powers. ‘‘The great Lord 1s the Mayin
(the ruler of Maya)”’ (Svet 4. 10). See also Chh.
3.14 4and 8. 7. 1.

faForETA |4, agwd il 3¢ 1
ﬁﬂﬂ‘ﬂﬁlﬂ\Because devoid of organs @ not & aﬂ\ﬂ: .
it be said @ that S has been explained
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31. If it be said that because (Brah-
man) is devoid of organs (it is) not (able to
create, though endowed with powers), (we
say) this has (already) been explained.

As Brahman 1s devoid of orgams, It cannot
create Moreover, It is described as ‘““Notl this, not
this,”” which precludes all attributes; so how can
It possess any powers? This Sutra replies that it
has already been esplained m 2 1 4. and 2. 1. 25
that with respect to Brahman the scripture alone 1~
authority and mot reason. The scripture declares
that Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses
all capacities ‘Grasping without hands, moving
swiftly without feet’’ etc (Svet 3. 19) Though
Brahman is without attributes, yet on account of
Miayia or Nescience It can be taken to possess all
powers,

Topre 11+ Brahman’< creation has no molice
belind except a sportie vmpulse.

T SEREEAR 1 3 )
@ Not SERSWA@”. on nccount of having motive
32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of
the world) on account of (every activity)
having a motive.
Granting that Brahman possesses all powers
for creation, a further objection is raised agamst

Tis being the cause. Nobody engages himself in
anything without a motive or purpose Everythine
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is undertaken by peonle to satisty some desire. But
Brahman is self-sufficient, therefore It has nothing
to gain by the creation; hence we cannot expect It
to engage Ttself in such a useless creation. There-
fore Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.

SV, SreTRIEI Il 33 1

SIET, As is seen in the world  but Seras

mere pastime
33. PRut (Brahman's creative activity)

is mere pastime, as is seen in the world

Even as kings without any motive behind ave
seen to engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as
men breathe withoul a purpose, for it 1s their very
nature, or even as children play out of mere fum,
g0 also Brahman without any purpose engages Itself
in creating this world of diversity. This answers
the objection raised in the previous Sutra against
Brahman’s being the cause of the world.

Toprc 12 Partiolity and cruelty cannot be
attributed to Brahman.

A A
FEFIAY 04 |, FHEET,
¢
. . ot T qamafa 038
muﬁ‘ Partiality and cruelty & not GG on
account of Its taking into consideration (other
reagons) @ so f& because TR declares

34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be
attributed to Brahman) on account of Its

B.8.—13
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taking into consideration (other reasons in
that matter), because (the scripture) declares
(it to be) so.

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the
Lord is partial to some. He is cruel, inasmuch as
He makes people suffer. To such an objection this
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of
partality and cruelty, because He dispenses ac-
cording to the merit and demerit of the individual
soul. The scripture declares to that effect, ‘A man
becomes good by good work, bad by bad work”
(Birh. 3. 2. 13). But this does not contradict the
independence of the Lord, even as the king’s status
i3 not compromised by his giving presents to his
servants according to their action. Just as ram
helps different seeds to sprouti, each according to its
nature, 80 God is the general efficient cause in
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual
to {ruition. Hence he is meither partial nor cruel.

A TR 6, 7, AAREAR N 34 1
7 Not FH{HWRTG for want of distinction in work
g Aqif it besaid 7 no MR, because of (the
world) being without a beginning,

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

Since beforc the first creation the individual
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soul cannot pessibly have had a previous exist-
ence, whence comes the difterence in the condition
of beings 1 thati Hisl creation, unless the Lord
has caused 1t out of His partiality? This objec-
11on 15 answered by the Sutra. which says that
aeation 13 wathout a beginming and the guestion
of fizst creation cannot aase.  Ii 1s like a seed
and 1ts sprout. No the individual souls have
always had a pievious existence and done good or
had deeds 1 accordance with which their lot in a
<ubsequent creation 15 ordained by the Lord.

TR FAGASER T H3E )
8999a 1< reasonable & and @l and SRR is

<cen ¥ also.

36. And (that the world is without a
beginning) is reasonable and 1is also seen
{from the scriptures)

Reascn tells us that ciestion must be without
a beginming. For 1t the world did not exist in a
potential state in the form of Samskiras (impres-
sions), then an absolutely non-existing thing
would be produced at creation. In that case even
Iiberated souls mught be reborn. Moreover
people would be enjoymmg or suffering without
having done anything to deserve it—an instance
of an effect without a cause, which 1s absurd. Tt
canncl be attributed to primeval ignorance, which,
bemg one, 1equues the diversity ot mdividual
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past wmk to produce varied results The
seraptures also posit the existence of the world in
former cycles in texts like ‘“The Lord devised the
sun and moon as hetore’” (Rig-Veda 10. 190. 3)

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed
to the Lord.

Tome 15: Brahman endowed with all atiributes
necessary for creation.

QHTATTICET 11 39 11

¥9-9H-3994: Urom the possibility of all attri-

butes T and.

37 And because all attributes (re-
quired for the creation of the world) are
possible (only in Brahman, It is the cause of
the world).

This Sutra answeis the objection that because
Brabman 1s atiributeless It cannot be the material
cause of the world.

Objection  Malerial ecause is that which
undcrgoes modification as the effect. Such a
cause 15 generally sren to possess attributes in the
world Therefore an attributeless Brahman can~
not be the material cause of the world, as it goes
counter to our everyday experience.

Answer Though the material cause wunder-
goes change to produce the offect, yet this ecan
take place 1n two ways. An actual modification,
as when milk turns into curds, or an apparent
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modsfication due 1o ignorauce, as when a vope 1s
taken for a smake. Theiefore though in the attri-
buteiess Brahman an actual change 15 1mpossible,
yet an apparent modification 1s possible owing to
1ts vower of Mayi. Because of this power all the
attributes required in the cause for such a creation
are possible only in Rrahman. Therefore
Brahman 1s the material cause of this world, not
through actual modification, but through apparent
mod;fication, and It is also the efficient cause of
the world. Theretore the fact that Brahman 1is
the cause of the woild is established.



CHAPTER 1I
SECTION T

[n the last section all argumenis against
Biahman bemng the First Cause have been
answered. In this section all the doctrines of the
other schools are token up fur refutation through
reasoning alone without reference o the authonmiy
of the Vedas

In the last Sutra 1t bas been shown that
Brahman possesses all the atimbutes, though
through Miva for cquipping [t to be the Tarest
(fause of {the umverse Now the question 18 taken
up whethe: the Sankhvan Pradhina can satisfy all
those eonditions

Topac 1: Refutation of the Sdnkhyan theory of
the Pradhdna a< the First Cause

TIAATGIGT 2 AGAWG 1 ¢ 0l
@I Beeause of the impossibility of design
9 and d not AFAMH that which is inferred.

1 And that which is inferred (viz.,
the Pradhina of the Séunkhyas can) not (be
the First Cause) hecause (in that case it is)
not possible (to account for the) design
(found in the creation).
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In the preceding portion the Séinkhyan
doctrine has been refuted here and there on scrip-
tural authority. Sufras 1-10 refute it through
reasoning independent of the Vedainta texts.

The inert Pradhana does mnot possess the
inteliigence that is required for creating such a
diverse and well-designed world as this, and so it
cannot be the First Cause.

qIRE N R ||

531% Of a tendency ¥ and.

2. And on account of (the impossibility
of such) a tendency (to create)

Even granting that such a creation 1s pos-
sible for the Pradhina. still there are other
objections.

Inert Pradhana canuot again be crediled with
the desire or tendency to create Clay by itself is'
never seen to create a pot without the agency of
an intelligent being. No the inert Pradhina can-
not be the cause, for i that case the activity
necessary for the production of the world would
be impossible There must be some ruling intelli-
gence for that purpose.

TAISFGI=AA,, AT 3 1)

Tstgad, Like milk and water R if it be said &%
there ¥ even,
3. If it be said (that the Pradhéna
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spontaneously undergoes modification) like
(the ﬂowin%1 of) milk and water, (we say
that) even there (it is due to intelligence).
The Sankhyas try tu get over the difficulty by
saying' that even as water flows in rivers sponta-
neously or milk from the udder to the calf, so also
the inert Pradhina may become active of its own
accord and undergo modification into intellect,
Ahankira, etc. without the agency of any intelli-
gence. The latter part of the Suira refutes this
and says that even the flowing of water and milk
18 directed by the Supreme Lord. The scriptures
also say: ‘‘Under the mighty rule of this Im-
mutable, O Girgi, some rivers flow to the east”
efc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9); ‘““He who inhabits water, but
is within it, . . . who controls water from within”’
(Brih. 3, 7. 4). The Lord 1s behind everything

directing the material world.

SAfaRFE R, |1 ¥ |
fqmeaRad: There being no extraneous agency
besides it ¥ and oMYA, because it is not
dependent.

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

The Pradhina of the Sankhyas being inert, it
cannot of 1tself start to be active, or when once set
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in motion, cease to be active of itself So 1 the
absence of an intelligent guiding prnciple 1t 1s
impossible for the Sankhyas to explan creation
and dissolution at the begipning and end of a
cycle, which they admit. The only other prin-
ciple besides the Pradhbina that they admit 1s the
Purusha or soul, but according to them 1t 1s not
an agent, for 1t is indifierent. All other principles
which they admit mncluding even Karma are but
products of the Piadhana and as such cannot have
any determining effcct on 1t. Hence their position
launches them into a contradiction.

SEIIATATATT o TO0(EIa 1l 4 1

=g Elsewhere R, becanse of its absence =
and & not Q‘H&ai even as grass ete

5. And (it can) not (be said that the
Pradhdna undergoes modification sponta-
neously) even as grass etc. (fturn into
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere (than
in the female mammals).

Nor 1s the spenlaneous medification of the
Pradhina possible. 1f you cite grass as an
instance, we say 1t 1s not changed into mlk
spontaneously bul only when eaten by female
mammals. Otherwise 1t would be converted into
milk independently of them. Since the analogy
itself does mnot sland, we cannol accept the
Pradhina’s undeigomg modification of itself,
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SRYTRASHYTATE, 1| § |1
ar@ﬂ'a‘Acceptingaiﬁ even UNTENA, because of

the absence of any purpose.

6 Even accepting (the Sankhyan posi-
tion with regard to the spontaneous modifi-
cation of the Pradhdna, it cannot be the
First Cause) because of the absence of any
purpose

Granting the sponianeity of the Pradhéna, 1t
will lead to a coniridiction 1n their philosophy.
Tt the Pradhana 15 active spontaneously, then this
aclivity cannot have any purpose, which would
contradict the Sankhyan view that the modifica-
tion of the Piadhana 1< tor the experience and
Inberation of the soul Moreover, the soul being
perfect, it 15 aheady fiee and nothing can be
added to or taken awav trom 11 Hence the Pra-
dhana cannot be the Fuast (ause

QENTEE R T a , a1 |l

@209, Even as a person or - magoet sﬁr %’T"L
it 1t be <aid T even then

7. /If it be sa1d (that the Purusha can
direct the Pradhfina) even as a (crippled)
person (can direct a blind man), or a magnet
(the iron filings), even then (the difficulty
cannot be surmounted)

The Sinkhyas hold that though the Purusha
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15 ilself 1mactive yet 1t can direct the Pradhina;
the Sutra refutes 1t  According to the Sankbyus
the Pradhina 1s mdependent, and so 1t 18 not 1
keejang with this to say that 1t depends on the
nearvess of the Purusha for its activity, even as
the 1ron filings depend on the magnet for thewr
motion  Moreover, the Purusha being always
near the Pradhfina. there would be permanency ut
crealion  Again, the case of the lame and the
bhiud 15 not an apt example, for the Ilame wmun
can give directions to the blind one and direct
him; but since the Pwiusha 1s altogether indiffer-
eni according to the Sinkhyas, 1t cannot do that
with 1espect to the Pradhfina Tn  Vedanta.
though Brahman i~ wmdifterent, yet through Miya
Tt 1s endowed with altiibutes and activity; so Tt
becomes the (‘reatn  Again the Purusha and the-
Pradhina arc altogether separute and 1ndepen-
dent, the one 1v mtellwent and indifferent, the
other mert and mndependent  Now 1f these two are
to be connected, a thud prinaple will be 1equired,
and rince no such principle 15 vecognized in  the
Sankhva philosophy, then connection 1s 1mpos-

sible

Sfgamgaaw s I < |l

AfgE-aigae™: Owine to the impowsibility of the
relation of principal (and subordinate) T and

8 And because the relation of
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principal (and subordinate) is impossible
(among the gunas, the Pradhéna cannot be
active).

The Pradhéna, according to the Sénkhyas,
consists of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva,
Rajas, and Tamas, which are independent of each
other and 1n a state ot equilibrium before creation.
Creation begins when this equilibrium is upset
and one Guna becomes more predominant than
the other two. Equlibrium cannot be wupset
without any external force, nor can the Gunas,
which are absolutely independent in the state of
Pradhina, take of themselves a subsidiary posi-
tion to another Guna without losing their inde-
pendence  Hence creation would be impossible.

TR I FEREEAETE (< |
=441 Otherwi-e G if it be inferred T even
Far-RARTE owing to the absence of the power of
mtellhigence.

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise,
owing to the absence of the power of intelli-
gence (the other objections to the Pradhéna
being the First C'ause remain).

1f 1t be inferred from the effects that the
cause, the Pradhéna, consists of Gunas which are
not absolutely independent, but contain some
rharacteristics inherent in them, like unstability,
owinz to which they themselves enter into a state
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of inequality even while they are in a state of
equilibrium, then also because of the want of
intelligence the objections founded on design in
the world and that it would lead to continuous
creation, stand against accepiing the Pradhina as
the First Cause. Vide Sutras 1 and 4

femfasarsaawsed 1 = 1
ﬁﬂﬁﬁ%Because of contradictions 9 also GHHTR,
inconsistent.

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

There are various contradictions in the San-
khya philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the
senses are said ta be eleven and agamn they are
“said to be_seven, again the TanmAtras are said to
buMﬁg}hlmt_,_luum—md in
another_place From Ahankira (Ego), and so on.
Its differences with Sruti  and i are well-
known. Hence the doctrime of the Pradhina o
the Sénkhyas cannot be accepted.

Tope 2+ Refutation of the objection from
the Vaiseshika standpont against Brahman
being the First Cause.

(]
wELIvaET gEvfAvEerTg |1 27 11
WEveu as the great and long af or &~

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

The Sankhyas having been refuted the Vaise-
sluka philesophy 1s taken up in sutras 11-17 and
1efuted. First, the plausnible objectmst
Brahman being the First Cause 15 answered from
the standpoinl of the Vaiseshikas in Sutra 11.
According to them the qualities of the cause pro-
duce similar qualilies m the effects, even as the
whiteness of the thieads produce that of the cloth
woven out of them. So if the world is created
from Brahman, the quality of intelligence should
abide 1n the world also; but as a matter of fact it
does not. So Brakman cannot be the cause of the
world. This argument 1s refuted on the ground
that the same objection applies to the Vaiseshika
view of creation also; hence 1t 1s no special objec-
tion against Vedanta. According to them the ulti-
mate condition of the® woild is,atomic, ,and all
things n this world are but aggregates of the
different Kimds of atoms 'The atoms are eternal
and the ultimate cause of the world. Tn the state
of dissolution the world exists 1n the atomic state.
At the {ime of creailion the atoms of air are set in
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and
two atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three
dyads combine to form a triad and four dyads
form a tetrad, and in this way gross air is createrl.
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Similarly, the other elements are created irom
their 1espective otoms and dyads. An atom,
according to this philosophy, 1s infinitesimal, a
dyad 15 nunute and shoii, and compounds from
the triad upwaids mie great and long. Now, it
two atoms which aie spheiical, produce a lyad
which 18 -nunute and shoit, but m which the
spherieity of the atom 1s not reproduced. or if
four dyads, which ae shoit and minute, produce
a tetrad, which is great and long, but the mnute-
ness and shortness of the dyad are mnot handed
down, it is clear that all the qualities of the cause
are nol reproduced 1n the effect. So there can be
no objection to an intelligent Brahman being the
cause of the world, which is not intelligent.
Brahman, which 1s Knowledge and Bliss, can pro-
duce a world which 15 mert and full of misery.

Topie .i: Refutation of the atomic theory
of the Vaiseshilas.
Having answered the objectimn aguinst the
Vedantic view, the author of the Sutras now pro-
ceeds to refute the Vaiseshika philosophy

mmamfawmﬂ neRi

M]'.n either case @ is not ®W activity oki
therefore TT-9M: negation of that.

12. In either case (viz., the Adrishta,
the unseen principle, mhenng either in Lg
atoms or in the coul) the activity (of the
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atoms) is not (possible); therefore the nega-
tion of that (viz. of creation through the
comhination of atoms).

I{ the world 1s created by the combination ot
atoms, the question is, what causes this combina-
tion? {11t is a seen cause, it is not possible befere
the creation ol the body. A seen cause cap_either
lm1n1MTnless
there 14 the connection of the soul with the mand,
there can be no endeavour on the part of the soul,
according to the Vaiseshika assumption. And
since before creation there is no body and there-
fore no mind, endeavour cannot take place
Smmlarly with  impaet ete  If the cause is
Adrishta (the unseen prnciple), does it 1nhere in
the soul or in the atoms? In either case, it cannot
be the cause of the first motion of the atoms; tm
this Adrichta 1s non-intelligent and so cannot act
by ilself I{ 1t i~ inherent 1n the soul, the soul
bemngz then merl, theie is no intelhgence to guide
this Adnishtu It 1t 14 mmherent in the atoms, of
bemny always present, a state of dissolution would
be apossible, for the atoms will be always active.
Agawm, the soul 1~ without parts hike the atoms,
and so there 1s no possibulity of any connection
between the soul and the atoms. Consequently.
1f the Adiishta inheres in the soul, it cannot
influence the motion of the atoms not connected
with the soul RSo 1 all cases original activity in
the otoms 15 not posuble and 1n the absence of
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that there can be no combination of atoms, as the
Vaseshikos say. Consequently. the theory that
the world 1s created by the combination of atoms
is untenable

AT GrRTEeEreRR: | 2 1
ARSI Samavaya being admitted ¥ also
A equality of reasoning e regressus in
mfinitum would result,

13 (The Vaiseshika theory is unten-
able) also (because 1t involves) a regressus in
infinitum on similar reasoning, since it ac-
cepts Samaviya

Samaviya or ioseparable imherence 1s one of
the seven categories of the Vaiseshikas They say
1t 18 this that connects the dyad with 1its consti-
tuents, the two atoms, since the dyad and the
atoms are of different qualities. In that case
Samaviya (inherence) itself also being different
from these dyads and atoms, which 1t connects,
another Samaviya will be required to connect it
with these, and that n its turn will require
another Samaviya to connect 11 with the firat
Samavaya and so on without an end Hence the
argument would be defective, and consequently
the atomic doctrine, which admits Samaviya for
combination, 1s inadmissible.

' e = W o 2%
@M @@ Parmanently ¥ and ¥AR because exist-

ing

B.s.—14
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14. And because of the permanent
existence (of the tendency to act or otherwise
of the atoms, the atomic theory is inadmissi-
ble)

The atomac theory involves another difficulty
If the atoms are by nature active, then creation
would be permanent, for dissolution would mean
a change m the nature of the atoms, which is
impossible.  If on the other hand, they are by
nature inactive, then dissolution would be perma-
nent, and there will be no creation for the same
reason.  Their natute cannot be both activity and
inactivity. they being contiadictory. If they are
xneither, thewr activity and inactivity would
depend on an eficient cause, like Adrishta, which
bemg always connected with the atoms, they will
always be active, and creation would be perma-
nent If on the other hand, there 1s no efficient
cauwse, there will be no activity of the atoms ani
hence no cieation Consequently the atomic
themy 15 again inadmissible.

A Ay, 3| 0 o

Wﬁﬂ?ﬁ On account of possessing colour ete.
. < .«
7 and BRRE the opposite TR, because it is seen.

15 And on account of (the atoms)
possessing colour etc ,the opposite (of what
the Vaiseshikas hold would be true), because
it is seen
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The atoms are said to have colowr ete., lor
otherwise the effects will nol possess these quali-
11es, smee 1t is the qualities of the cause that aze
tound 1 the eftects  In that case the aloms would
wease to be atomuic and peamanent  For whatever
possesses colowr ct¢ 1~ found to be gross, not
minute, and 1mpermanent as compared wilh its
cause.  So the atoms also, which have colour ete
must be gross and 1mpermanent, and this contra-
diets the Vaseshika tenet that they are minule
and permanent No {he atomns cannot be the ulti-
mate cause of the wald.

SUAAT T T M L& 0

WA Ln either case T and FWE, because of
defects.

16 And because of defects in either
case (the atomic theory is untenable).

The four gross elements earth, water, fire, and
an ore produced from atoms. Now these elements
are difterent as i1cgards qualities. Farth, for
example, has the guabities of touch, taste, smell,
and colouwr, while water has only thvee of these
fire only two, and ann one. 1 we suppose that
thewr 1espective atoms also possess the same num-
ber of qualilies asqthey, then while an atom of awr
lias one quality, an atom of earth will have four
quaitties  Possessing  four qualities it will be
Tigger 1n size. lon owr expenence says that an
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iciease of cualities cannot take place without an
mereace of size and consequently it would cease to
be atomic  If, on the other hand, we take them
all t» possess the same number of qualities, then
there cannot be any difierence 1 the qualities of
the products, the elementis according to the prin-
ciple that the qualities ot the cause are reproduced
1 1ts eftects  In either case, the Vaiseshika doe-
trine 15 defective and thervefore 1madmissible

SqfiRTEeaRIHAaT || 9 1

anﬁ:qm Because it is not accepted A and JAYAH,
completely 31FR%T to be rejected.

17. And because (the atomic theorv)
is not accepted (by any authoritative persons
like Manu and others) it is to be complétely
rejected

Topee 4 Refuturion of the Bauddha Realusts.

THIT SHAEGHSTY agITH: | 2< W
8314 The aggregate RW-2gH having for its cause
the two 3T even ﬂq—ﬂﬂl@ it will not take place

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggre-
gates proceed from their two causes, there
would result the non-formation (of the two
Aggregates).
' This Sutia begins the refutation of the
Bauddha school '[here ate three prineipal schools
of Baddhiem 112 the Realists who aceept the
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reality ot both the outside and the mnside world,
tonsisting  vespectively of exteinal {hings and
thought; the Idealists, who maintan that thought
alone 13 real; and the Nihilists, who maintain that
everything 15 void ond unreal. Butl all of them
agree that everything 15 momentary—nothing lasts
beyend a moment

'The Realists among the Bauddhas recognize
two aggregates, the extermal maternal world and
the internal mental woild—Dboth together making
up the umverse™ 'Lhe external wold 1s made up
ol the aggregation ot atoms. These atoms aie of
tow: kinds—atoms ol emth, whih ae bard;
atoms of water, wiich axe \15(-1(1 atoms of fire,
which are hot; and wtoms of amn, Whu-h ale mobllv
Of the internal world, the five Shandhas (goups)
are the couse. They are—Rupa Skandha, “com-
prising the senses and then objects, the Vijndna
Nkandha, comprising the seites of self-cognitions
which give mse to the notiom of 'T’; the Vedana
Skandha, coapiising pleasurve, pain, etc ; the
Samma Skandha, comprising the cogmtion of
things by names, as, he 15 a man; and the Sams-
kara Skandha, compiising attachment and aver-
ston, Dharma (me11t), Adharma (dement), etc.
By the aggregation of these Skandhas the internal
aggregate or the mental woild 1= produced. These
are the two inteinal and external 'lgglem
teferred to in (he Sufias  Sultas 18-27 1efute the
Realisls’ view.
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The question now arises. how are these aggre-
gate« tormed? I~ theie an intelligent principle
bhehind as the cause, the gude, of the aggrega-
tion, or does 1t take place spontaneously? If
ihere 15 an intelligent principle, 1s 1t stationary or
mowentary? If 1t 1s stationary, the Buddhistie
docttine of momentariness is contradicted. If it
i~ momentary, then we cannot say that it comes
mto existence firzst and then unites the atorss, for
that would mean that the cause lasts for more than
one_moment Agamn, -f (here is no intelligent
principle as guide, how ecan the mnon-intelligent
atoms and the Skandhas aggregate in a systematic
Wav?  Moreover, the aclivity would be eternal,
ad there would be no destruction or Pralaya.
Far all these reasons the formation of aggregates
cannot be accounted for. and in their absence
there cannot exist the stream of mundane exisl-
ence  Consequently. the doctrine of this school ef
Bauddhas 1 untenable
T ————

TR ¥, W, safematits-

G TR
m—mﬁ Because of successive caunsality iﬁf
A if it be said 7 no IAR-TI-FRITHNT because they
are merely the efficient cause of the origin
19 1If it be said (that the formation

of aggregates is possible) because of the
successive causality (of/ Nescience etc in
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the Bauddha series), (we say), no, because
they are merely the efficient cause of the
origin (of the immediately subsequent thing
in the series, and not of the aggregation)

The series 1s a» follows: Nescience, Samskéra
(atlachment, aversion, etc), Vinana (self-
cons~iousuess), mame (earth, water, ete.). colour
(the rudimentary ingredients of the body), abode
of the six (i.e. the body and the senses), contact,
experience of pleasure etc., desire, movement,
me1t and demerit, ete In this series the imme-
diately preceding item 1s the cause of the next,
and so we can explain the mundane existence
without anv combiming principfe, as demanded
the previous Sutra These constitute an uninter-
1upted chain of cause and effect, revolving um-
ceasingly, and this cannot take place without
aggregates Sq aggregates are a reality.

The Sutra retutes il by saying that though in
the series the preceding one 1s the cause of the
subsequent one, there 1s nothing which can be the
cause of the whole aggregale That the atoms
cannot combine of themselves even when they are
assumed to be permanent and eternal, has been
shown in refuting the Vaiseshikas. Much more 1s
their combination by themselves impossible when
they__are momeniary, as the Buddhists hold
Again, the mndividual soul, for whose enjoyment
etc. this aggregate of body etec. exists, is also
momenlary and cannot therefore be an enjoyer;
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and whose agom 1s Lnberation, since the individua:
soul 18 momentary? So the series, though it
stands 1n a rvelation of successive causality, can-
not be the cause of the aggregates, and there
being no permanent enjoyer, there is neither any
need of these aggregates. So the Bauddha doe-
trine of momentariness 18 untenable,

The Sutra can also be explammed as follows:
The Bauddhas say, 1f we hold thai the atonus
stanrd 1m a relation of causality, then no combin-
ing principle of the atoms would be necessary; in
that case they would jomm ot themselves. The
latter part of the Sutra retutes this saying that
the causality will explamm only the production of
the atoms of the pot oi a subsequent moment by
the atoms of the pol of a previous moment, but
will not explain (he combination of the atoms
nlo an aggregate, which can take place only 1f
there 1s an intelligent agent behind, for otherwise
the (ombmation of inert and momentary atoms
cannot he explamed.

TN T GFRETE, 1 %o 1)
SHIER, At the time of the production of the
subsequent thing 9 and ‘ﬁ'—ﬁfi’fﬂﬁ[ because the ante-
cedent one has ceased to exist
20 And because at the time of the
production of the subsequent thing (even in
the series of successive causality) the
antecedent thing has already ceased to exist,
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(it cannot be the cause of the subsequent
thing).

The Suira now 1etutes that even the succes-
sive causality spoken of the series Nescience,
Sanskéras, etc. 1s untemable. Smmce everything
is momentary, the antecedent thing would already
have ceased to exist at the mnext moment, when
the ~ubsequent thing 1s created; so 1t cannot be
the cause of the other  Lhe clay that exists at
the time the pot 15 c1eated, 1s alone the cause of
the pot, and notl that which existed before and has
ceared to exist then [ 1t be still maintained to
be ihe cause, then we have to accept that exist-
ence comes out of non-existence, which 1s 1mpos-
sithle  Aguin the aceeptance of the doetiine of
monwentarimess would go agamst the puneple
that the effect is the vause 1 a new form. This
piinciple shows that the cause exists 1n the effect,
whica means that 1t 13 not momentary Again on
accoun{ of the momentaiiness of things ‘origina-
tion’ and ‘destruction’ will be synonymous, for 1f
ave say there 13 difterence helween the {wo, then
we shall be forced to say that the thing lasts at
least for more than one moment, and consequently
we <hall have o abandon the doctrime of
mormnentariness.

wafy SRS N> 1R N

3@id If non-existence (of cause) be assumned i~
F9Q9: contradiction of the proposition =Y other
wise simultaneity
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21. If non-existence (of cause) be as-
sumed, (the effects being produced in spite
of 1) (there will result) contradiction of
their (Bauddhas’) proposition  Otherwise
(there would result) simultaneity (of cause
and effect).

if, to avord the ditheully shown in the pre-
vious Sutra, the Bauddhas say that effecls are
podueed without a cause, then they would contra-
diet 1thewr own proposition that everv effect has a
cause I on the other hand a cause be assumed.
then we have to accept that the cause and effect
exist eamultaneously  at the mext noment, .c,
the c¢ause lasts for more than one moment, as
alrendy shown 1n the last Sutra, which would
falaty the doctrine of momentariness.

wfreiermsdentadast:, srfesam 1 % 1
s (R -emieenfiira-stsfi: Conscious de-

struction and unconscious destruction would be
- - -, . . -
impossible Wﬁ-‘r@(ﬁ[ owing to non-interruption

22 Conscious and unconscious de-
struction would be impossible owing to non-
interruption.

The Bauddhas maintain that universal des-
ttuetion 15 ever going on, and that this destrue-
tion 15 of two kinds, conscious and unconscicus.
The former depends upon an aet of thought, as
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when a jar s biocken by & man with a stick,
while the latter 15 the natmal decay of things.
The Sutra says that either ¥kind of destruction
would be impossible, for it must refer either to
the series of momentary existences or to the single
members of thal series. The series 1s continuous
and can never be otopped  Why? Because the
last momentary existence beforie such destruction
must be assumed either 1o produce 1its effect or
not to produce 1t If 1t does, then the seties
would continue and will not be destioyed Tf it
does not produce the effect, the last momentary
existence ceases to be a [acl atl all. for according
to the Bauddhas evislenve (Sati) means causal
effictency. Again the non-exislence of the last
momentary existence would lead backward to the
non-existence of the previous momentary existence;
and so on of the wiwle series

Again these two kinds of destruction cannot
be found 1 the mdividual members of the series
also For owing to the momentary existence of
each member no conscious destruction of 1t 1is
possible  Neither can 1t be uncenscious destrue-
tion, smce the individual member is not altogether
destroyed; fo1 when a pot 15 destroyed we find the
existence of the clay i the sherds Even in
those cases where 1t seems to vanish, as when &
drop of water disappears on account of heat, we
can mfer that it continunes to exist in some othe:
form, 77z as steam
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THAAT T M 23

I In either case Fand iq;fTETR'Lbecans.e of objec-
tions

23 And m either case (¢.e. whether
Nescience with its offshoots meets with con-
scious or unconscious destruction resulting
in final release) because of the objections
(that arise, the Bauddha position is un-
tenable).

Nescience, according to the Bauddhas, 1s the
false 1dea of permanency 1n things momentary.
They say that on the desiruction of it Moksha or
Freedom 1s attained. Now this destruction of
Nesc.ence must be one of the two kinds referred
to m the last Sutra. If it is a conscious destruc-
tion. glepending on the effort of the individual—
Ins penance and knowledge, then this would go
vounter to the Buddhistic doctrine of momen-
ia1iness, according to which Nescience will also he
momentary and cease to exist atter a moment of
its ewn accord. And if we say that the destrue-
1ton of 1gnorance 15 spontaneous, then the Bud-
dhust mstruction as to the ‘path’ 18 useless. So
in either case the Bauddha position 1s untenable.

ST TR 1 RY )

@R In the case of Akésa (space) 9 also SRR/

there being no difference
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24. The case of Akasa also mot being
different (from the twofold destruction, it
also cannot be a non-entity).

According 1o the Bauddhas, besides the two-
iold destruction Akdsa or space 1s a third non-
entity It means the absence 1 general of anv
covering o1 occupying body It has been shown
in Satras 22-23 that the two kinds of destructiom
are not absolutely devord of positive characteri~-
ties and so cannot be noun-entities.  The case ot
Akésa 15 also sumalar Just as earth, air, etc.,
are recognized to be entities 1n consequence ot
their being the substratum of properties hike
smell ele., somilmlv Akdsa also on account of its
being the substratum of sound oughi to be recog-
mzed as an entity Earth ete are experienced
through their attiibuies, and the existence of
Akisa also 1s experienced through its attribute,
sound Consequently it also must be an entity.

AFEAT | %14 |l

AFET On account ot memory J and

25. And on account of memory (the
permanency of the experiencer has to be
recognized) -

A further refutation of the momentariness of
things 1s given here. If everything is momen-
tary, the experiencer or enjoyer of somethiug must
also be momentary Bui that the enjover 15 not
momentary and abides longer is realized fiom the
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tact that people have the memaiy ot past exper:-
ences Memory 15 possible only m a person who has
P et S

previously eapentenced 1t, tor what 13 experienced
by one_man_is nol 1emembered by another So the
agent ol the eapeirience (and the remembrance
hemng the same, he 13 ('on}ected with at least two
moments—which 1etutes the doctrine of momen-

M

tariness
——————

AT, FAETAT 1 &

7 Not 3@ from non-existence EEAR] becanse
this is not seen.

26. (Exastence does) not (result) from
non-existence, because this 1s not seen.

The Bauddhas say that trom anything that 13
eternal and non-changing no eftects can be pro-
duced; for that which does not change cannot give
115e to effects So they say thai the cause under-
goes desiruction  beloe the eftect 15 produced.
The seed undergoes destiuction, and then the
sprout  comes out 1n other wods, existence
spriugs trom non-existence. The Sutra refutes
this by saying that if 11 were so, then the assump-
tion of special causes would be meaningless. Anv-
thing might spring from anything; for non-entity
15 the same m all cases There 15 no difference
belveen the non-entity of u mango stone and thal
of any apple seed Cousequently we could expert
an apple t1ee to come ovut of a mango stone i
there are distinetions between non-existences, will



2223 BRAHMA-SUTRAS 225

the 1esult that the non-existence of a mango stone
differs from that ol an applé seed, and therefore
they produce certamn definite 1esulls, then they
will no longer be non-entities, but something

posilive.
R .
SrEIA™g 94 fafg: 1 e

SgEE, Of the cffortless I cven ¥ and W,
thus fafg: attainment of the goal.

27. And thus (if existence should
spring from non-existence, there would
result) the attainment of the goal even by
the effortless

Mere inactivity ‘would result mn the fulfilment
of all ends, for theie would no longer be the neces-
sity of the cause, aclinity. Enen final Freedowm
would result without any effort

Topte §  Refutation of the Pauddha Idealists.
AT, 9@ 1| R¢ I

7 Ls not 3WM: non-existence SRR on account
of their being experienced

28 Non-existence (of things external)
is not (true), on account of their being ex-
perienced.

From this Sutra begins the refutation of the
Ydeahists among the Bauddhas, according io who
only 1deas exist and nothing else

According to  them the external wwmld 1s
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non-existent Does 1t mean thal the objective wuorld
1> absolutely non-exastent ke the horns of 4 have,
o1 does 1t mean that it 15 umeal even as the world
seen m a dream 15 unteal¥ The Rutia retutes the
fooner view.  In ‘hail cose we could not_have
experienced 1t The external world 15 au object ot
expeiience thiough the senses, and capnot thete-
tore be altogether non-existent bike the hons ot o
bare The Buddhist miay say that he does wuot
afhrm that he 1s conscious of no object, but onlv
that what 15 seen 1 his (onsciousness alone shines
as something exfernal” Bui then the very nature
of censcilousness 1tselt proves the existence of ex-
ternal things difterent trom comsciousness, for men
are conscious of things o1 objects of_perception,
and nobody 1~ conscious of his perception merely

The very fact that the Bauddhas say that the
internal cogmition appears ‘as something external’
showe that the external world 15 1eal.  If it weire
nol real. the compatison ‘like something exteinal’
would be meaningless  No one says that Deva-
datta is like the som of o barren woman.

ety T EEhE 1 28 0
aﬂWﬁOwiug to the dafference of nature I and
T is not am&aq like dreams ctg
29 And owing to the difference of
nature (1n conscicusness between the wak-
ing and the dream state, the experience of
the walking state) is not like dreams ete
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This Sutra 1efutes the alternative view giveun
i the previous Sutra The Bauddhas may =ay
that perception of the exlernal world 1s to be con-
sidered stmilat to dreams and the like. In a dream
there are no exiernal objects; yet the 1deas appem
in a twolold form as subject and objert. The
appearance of an external world is similarly inde-
pendent of any objective veality This Suatra
refutes that view There 1s a difference between
the dream stote and the waking state What 1»
seen 1m a dream 1s conitadicted by waking exper-
ence, 11 1v  unieal. The dieam state 15 o kind of
memorv, but the waking state 1s a real perception:
s0 it cannot be rejected as untiue Moreover,
what 13 the proof ot the existence of consciousnes-
except expertence” If that is so, why should not
an object which 1~ experienced be taken also a-
existing? Il may be said that even the Vedéntins
acknowledge the umieality of the'external world,
smee it is contradieted by the knowledge of
Brahman, and that this view is based on the Srutis.
But if the Bauddhas accept the authority of the
Vedas, then they would be included within the
Vedéntic school and no longer remain outside if.
but as a matter of facl they do not accept the
Vedas

q A, AGISS: i 3o |
T Ls uot A existence AFTESH: hocanee (external
things) are not experienced,

B.S.—15
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80. The existence (of Samskéras) is
not (possible according to the Bauddhas),
because (external things) are not exper:i-
-enced.

The Bauddhas say that though external things
«do not exist, yet the actual varety of notions like
pot, cloth ete. can be accounted for by the pie-
ceding Samskéras or mental 1mpressions lett by
previous experience, even as the impressions of the
waking state give rse to the vaiiety of experience
in the dream state This view 1s not tenable,
says the Sutra, for mental impressions are impos-
sible wilthout the perception of external objects
and this the Bauddhas deny  The assumption of
a begmningless series of mental iImpressions as
cause and effect would only lead to a regressus in
anfirrtum and not solve the difficulty.

wfurFETE | 3¢ N

&l@Rg On account ot the momentariness ¥ and.,

31. And on account of the moment-
ariness (of the ego-consciousness it cannot
be the abode of the Samskéras).

The mental 1mpressions must have an abode.
‘Without that they cannot exist. But the doctrine
ot mom«niariness denies peimanency to everything.
Eveu the Alayavijnina o1 ego-consciousmess, is
momentary and cannot be that abode. Unless
there 15 & permanent principle connecting the past,
preseni, and future, theie cannot be remembrance
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o1 1ecognilion of an espeirence origmmating atl a
partieular time and place It the Alayavignana
15 said to be something permanent, then that
arould go counter 1o the doetiine of momentariness.

n >\
FRAEIIA A ) 3R

aa Ln eve L) way alaqqﬁ‘ being 1llogical & and.

32. And (as the Bauddha system 1s)
illogical in every way (it cannot be accepted).

This Sufia can also be interpreted as refuting
'the ‘uhﬂhts The _tianslation would then be:
And T Vﬂuhsm) s 1llog1ca1 ete.

Nihilism of tne” Bauddhas goes counter to
evervthing It goes agammsi the Sruti, the Smnits,
perception, interence, and every other means of
rght knowledge and so has to be entirely disre-
garded by those whe aie mindiul of their welfare,

Topic 6 Refutation of the Jainas

AwRa, ST 1 33 0

q Not G in one GREAR] cn account of the

impossibility.

33. On account of the impossibility (of
contrary attributes) in one and the same
thing (the Jaina doctrine 1s) not (true).

After the retutation of the Bauddhas the
Jaina doctrine is taken up tor discussion and refu-
tation The Jainas achnowledge seven categories,
which can be manly divided mto two groups, the
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soul and the non-soul Agan  they predicate
seven difterent views as 1egards the reality of
evervtlhuug Everything according to them may
be 1eal, umieal, both 1eal and unreal. different
trom teal and unireal, indescribable. and so on.
Now this view about things cannot be uaccepted,
as il is absurd to think of the same thing 4s en-
dowed with these contradictory attnbutes of
realily, umeality, ete According to the Jana
doctrine we cannot arrive at any certain  know-
tedge, and this world, heaven and even Freedom
will become doubttul According o Vedantie view,
however the world 1= Anirvachaniya, unspeakable,
and <o fit for all relative purposes

e SRS 1 38 ||

¥ In the same way ¥ and awm-amqu non-
universality of the soul

34 And in the same way (there would
arize) the non-universality of the soul

The JTummas ~ay thatl the <oul is of the size of
the body Tt so. 11 would be hmited and with
purts; theiefore 1t canuol he eternal.  Another
difbeulty would be that the soul of an ant taking
an ¢lephaut body as a vesult of 1its past work will
not be able to fill up that body; and conversely,
the soul of an elephant will not have sufficient
space 1 an aunil body The same difficulty arises
with tespect to the difierent stages like childhoodt,
vouth old age. ete in a sinele individual.
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] 9 garaEeatao:, Eemfea: oz

q4 Noer'ﬂ'l’&’_f\in turn AR even ARAE consi-
tency FBRIIGRT: on account of change cte.

35. Nor (can) consistency (be gained)
even (if the soul is assumed to take on and
discard parts) in turn (to suit different
bodies), on account of the change etc (ot
the soul in that case).

To gel over the difhculty shown m the previ-
ous Sutra about the soul being of {he size of the
body it assumes, 1f 1t be 1egarded as having pails
and alteinately adding o and taking away from
dhem, then another defect, 17:., the soul under-
gomy modificalion and conequenily being non-
eternal, would arse 1f 1t 18 non-eternal and ever-
changing, hondage and Lnbaration cannol be me-
dicated of it.

HeAH RRE AT ;1| 3% 0

Fg-sFiead: Recause of the permanency (of the
size) at the end T and SWI-FRIERT_ there follows the
permanency of the two SERN: there is no difference.

36. And because of the permanency
(of the size of the soul) ai the end (i.e. on
release) there follows the permanency of the
two (preceding sizes, ¢iz, those at the be-
gmmng and middle), (hence) there is no
diffrrence (as to the size of the soul at any
tine).
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The size of the soul ai the tume of release. the
Jamas hold 15 permanent Now if this size is
permanent, il cannot have been created, for no-
thing created 1~ eteinal and permanent. Tt it is
not created. it must have existed in the beginning
and maddle as well In other words the size of
the soul was always the same, be 1t minute or
areat Hence the Jaina theory that it varies ac-
cording to the size of the hody is untenable

Topie 7 Refutaiton of the doctrne thal God s
only the effrcient, vol maderial, cause of the world

9g:, AQTHIEAT |l 29 ||
g The Lord’ 3RS on account of incon-/
sistency o

37. The Lord’s (heing merely the effici-
ent cause of the world cannot hold good) on
account of the inconsistency (of that doctrine).

The Vedanta says that the Lord 1z both the
eficient and the matemal cause of the world The
Nawvayikas, Varceshihas, Yogms, and Maheshwaras
suy that the Tord is the efhcient cause only, and the
matemal eause_is either the atoms according 1o the
Nawvavikas and  Vaweshikas, or the Pradbana
according to the Yogins and others. He is the ruler
of the Pradhéina and the souls, which are different
from Him Such a$iew leads to inconsistency, How?
Because it makes the Tiord partial to some and pre-
judiced agarnst otheis, for some people are well off
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in this world, while others are miserable  The
opponents here may say: How does the Vedintin
get out of the difficulty? He replies The Lovd 1s
impartial, but He directs the indivjduals according
to their merit and demeri earned in previous exist-
ences (See Sutras 2. 1. 34-35). For the scriptures
say so, and if you accept seriptural authority
this, you will have to accept its statement, *‘I will
be many’’ ete. (Taitt. 2 6), which shows that the
Lord is both the efficient and the material cause

/—Wmaqﬁx 3¢

d9+9-oIg999: Becanse relation is not possible
9 and.

38. And because relation (between the
Lord and the Pradhina or the souls) is nou
possible.

As the Lord 1s devoid of parts, and so also the
Pradhana and the souls, there can be no conjunc-
tion between the Lord and them, and consequentlv
_they cannot be ruled by Him. Neither can the
relation be one of inherence, which subsists between
entities inseparably connected as whole and part.
substance and gitributes, etc This dufficudly dees
not arise in the case of the Vedintins, firstly be-
cause the relation is inexpressible identity (Tadst-
mya) and secondly because they depend on the
Srutis for their authority and so are not expected
to base their reasoning entirel? on observed fagts.
as the opponents have to.
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siftrgrTgITa = 1) 3% 0

*ife-1g999 s Rulership being impossible 7 and.

39. And on account of the rulership
{of the Lord) being impossible.

These schools 1nfer the existence of the Lord,
and pay that He directs the Pradhana ete. as the
potter does his clay But the Pradhéna” ete. are
nct objects ol perceplion lhike the clay. Hence the
L.oad cannot dizect them, for the inference must be
stretly 1n accordance with observed facts.

FOEG A, T, WA ) goyl
TORG As the senses WG if git be said & no
W becanse of enjoyment ete

40 If it be said (that the Lord rules
the Pradhéna etc.) even as (the Jiva rules)
the senses (which are also not perceived),
{we say) no, because of the enjoyment etc.

Even as the individual soul directs the sense
ogans which are not percerved, so also we can take
that the¢ Lord rules the Pradhéna ete.—says the
opponent. The analogy is nol proper, for in the
former case the Jiva is seen to enjoy pleasure,
sufter pamn, ele., from which we infer that it rules
the organs If the analogy be true, the Lord also
would suffer pain and pleasure caused by the Pra-
«lhdna ete.
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«  3=ageY Subject to destruction ST DON=ILin-

svience & or.

41. (There would result from their
«doctrine the Lord’s) being subject to des-
itruction or (His) non-omniscience.

According to these schools the Liord 1s ommis-
«cient and eternal, 1 ¢. not subject to destruction.

The Lord. the Pradhéna, and the souls accord-
ing to the MAiheshwaras are infimite and separate.
Now the question 15, does the omniscrient Lovrd know
Jdhe measure ot the Piadbina, soul, and Himself m
not* In either case the doetiine of the Lord’s bemng
the mete efficient cause of the umiverse v uniena-
ble. If the Lord knows then measure, they we all
Tmuted, and thereime a time will come when they
avall all cease to exast. Agawm, if H’e does not know
them. then He would cease to be ommiscient.

Tapue 8  Refutation of the Bhdgavata or
the Pinchardira school.

FEATIGRIAT, | ¥R 1)

Eﬂﬁm Owing to the mmpossibility of orig-
ination,

42 The origination (of the individual
soul from the Lord) being impossible (the
Pancharitra doctrme is untenable)

The Pincharitita o the Bhagavala school 1s
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now tauken up for esamination It 1ecognizes the
materal  and efficient  causality of the Lord, bub
propounds certain other views which are objection-
able. According to it \ ra is the Supreme Lord.
Jhe maternal and efficient eause of the world By
worshipping Him, meditating on Him, and know-
ing Him one attaimns Taberation. From Visudeva 1
boin Sankarshana, the Jiva; from Jiva Pradyumna,
the mind, from mind Amruddha, the Ego. Thesc
me the fourfold form (Vyuha) &F the Tord
Vasudeva

0Ot these, the view thai Vésudeva 1s the Su-
preme Lord, to be worshipped and so on, the
Vedintm accepts, as 1t 18 not against the Srutic
But the ecreation of the Jiva etc. he rejects, as such
crealion 1n impossible Why? Because if the soul
be e1ated. 1t would be subject to destruction, and
50 N0 Tnhemh«? can be predicated of it That

the soul 1s not meatrd will be shown in Sutra
2 3 17

A HG: RWE | ¥R

79 Nor %3+ trom the agent W the instrument

43. Nor (is it seen that) the instru-
ment (is produced) from the agent.

As om wnshiument, Iike an axe, is not seen to
be produced trom the agent, the wood-cutter the
Bhagavats  doctrine—that fiom the individual
soul is produced the internal instrument or mind,
and from the mind the ego—cannot be aceepted
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Neither is there any scriptural authority for it
The scripture plainly says that everything origi-
nates from Brahman,

et ar aswfaa: § w2 )

femiR-a’ If intelligence cofc exist & or q-
asRAE: no warding off of that

44. Or if the (four Vyuhas are said
to) possess intelligence etc., yet there is no
warding off of that (riz, the objection raised
in Sutra 42).

The Bhégavatas may say that all the foime
are Visudeva the Lord, and that all of them
equally possess knowledge and Jordship, strength,
valour, ete , and arve_ fiee from taults and imper-
fections Tm this case there will be more than one
Iswara, which 1s 1edundant and alse goes against
therr own assumpiion FEven granting all this, the
origination of the one fiom the other is unthinkable,
Being equal 1n all respects, none of them can be the
cause of anotheir, for the eftect must have some
feature that 1s Jacking 1n the cause Again the
forms of Vasudeva cannot be huited to four onlv.
as the whole world from Brahmi down to a clump.
of grass is a form of the Supreme Being

fEmfatamy 1 va
FEki®ar Beeanse of contradictions 9 and
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45 And because of contradictions
(the BhAgavata view is untenable).

Moieover the t1hemy involves many contra-
dictions. Sometimes . speaks of the four forms as
qualities of the Atman and sometimes as the Atman
teelf,



CHAPTER II

Sectrox 11

In the previous section the inconsistency of the
doctrines of the various mon-Vedéntic schools has
been shown and consequently their unreliability
has been established. A doubt may srise that on
account of contradiction among the Sruti texts.
the doctrine that upholds Biahman as the Farst
Cause may also be of the same class To clear such a
doubt by harmonizing the apparent contradictions
in seriptural texts, the next two sections are begun
The arguments of the opponent, who tmes to prove
the self-contradiction of the Sruti texts, are always
given first and then follows the refutation

Topre 1+ Ether 1< not eternal but e1eated

a foem, o 01 tn

a Not Bag Akasa Lk A (as it is) not so stated by
the Sruti

1 Akésa (is) not (created), (as it is)
not so stated by the Sruti.

To start with, the texts dealing with creation
are taken up and Akdsa (ether) is first deall with.
In the Chhindogya Upamshad, whete the order of
erention 15 given. the fext suys, ““It thought, ‘May
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I be many, mav I grow torth.” It sent forth five”
. 2 3) Here there 15 no mention of Akésa being
moduced by the Sat o1 Brabhman. Hence Akfisa has
no otigin, it is eternal,

afmg u

s There is g but

2. But there is (a Sruti text which
tates that Akfsa is created).

The opponent 1n this Sutta anticipates a possi-
Lle objection agminst his arguments advanced i
Sutra 1, and cxplans 1t away 1w Sutra 3. The text
1eterted to here 15, “TFrom that Self (Brahman)
spang Akasa (ether)” efe (Taitt. 2. 1)

MR, AR N R

Al Used in a secondary sense HTREM  on
account of the impossibility

3. (The Srut1 text dealing with the
origin of Alkdsa) 1s to be taken in a second-
-ary sense, on account of the impossibility
(of Akésa being created).

The Tailtimiya text referred io 1 the previous
Sutra, the opponent holds, should be taken in a
secondary sense, as Akésa cannot be created. It has
no parts and hence cannot be created. Moreover,
Akasa 15 all-pervading, and therefore 1t can be 1n-
terred that 1t 15 eternal—without origin.
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g U Y
FRW From the Sruti tects T alsa,

4. Also fiom the Sruti texts (we find
that Akéasa is eternal).

In the lasi Sutie Akésa was inferred to be eter-
ual. Here the opponent cites a Sruti text to show
that 11 1» eternal  The text 1eferred to 1s, “(Aud
the formless aiey Vayu and Akisa—these are
mmortal’” (Bnih 2 3 3) Bemg mmortal o1
eternal, it (annot have a begmning

=T AwmTeEEd, 1 & |

@ 1s possible ¥ and GFE ol the same (word
“sprang’) FEREAT_ hike the word ‘Brahman’

5 Tt 1s possible that the same word
(‘sprang’ be used in a primary) and
(secondary sense) like the word ‘Brahman’.

The opponent 1. the Sutra amnswers a weak
pomt in his argument, t1:. how can the same word
‘sprang’ 1 the Tarttiiya text, '‘From that Self
{Bishman) sprang Akdsa; from Akasa sprang
Vayu (awr), from an sprang fire’”’ etc (2 1), be
used m a secondary sense with respect to Akisa
and 1n the primary sense with respect to air, fire,
etc? He does this by 1eferiing 1o other Sruty texts,
where the word ‘Brabman’ 1s so used ‘“Try to
know Biahman by penance, for penance 1is
Brahman,”” where Biahman 15 used hoth 1 a
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primary aud a secondary seuse 1 the same text;

also “Food 15 Binhmun'™  (Taitt. 3 2) and “‘Bliss

1» Brahman™ (Twtl, 3 0), where Brahman - weed

in a secondaty and piimary sense vespectively

iwo complenntary texts

glErsErfacafais=ssTen 11 & 1l
gfag-2f:  Non-abandonment  of |)1'0|)0~.1tmn\
Bﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁlﬁ_‘\ from non-distinction TeERF:  feom  the

Srutis.,

6 The non-abandonment of the prop--
vsition (riz by the knowledge of one every-
thing else becomes known, can result only)
from the nun-distinction (of the entire worldt
from Brahman) From the Srut1 texts (which
declare the non-difterence of the cause and
its effects, this pruposition is established)

This  Sutta  1efutes  the  opponent’s view
set forth o iz and gives the conclusion The pro-
pusition that from the knowledge of one (Bralman).
everything else 15 known can he tiwe only 1t everv-
thing 1 the world 15 an eftect of Brahman. For the
Sruty says that the eftects ate not different trom then
cause and  consequently the cause beimng known.
the eftects wiul also be known. Jf Akasa 1s not
cieated from Biohman, then the proposition
question falls through, tor after knowing Brahman
Akasa still remains to be known, on account of it
not hetag an eftect of Brahman But 1f 1t 18 eveated
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then no such difficully arises. Hence Akésa is
oreated; otherwise the authoritativeness of the
Vedas would be gone The Chhéndogya text in
which Akésa is not mentioned is accordingly to be
interpreted in the lLight of the Taittiriya text; that
is, Akésa and Vayu have to be inserted, and the
text would mean that after creating Akésa and
Vayu, ‘“‘It created fire.”’

TAEHER g FramT Srsa 11 |

JEa-freR Fxtending to all effects whatsoever

g but T separateness %A as in the world
7. But in all effects whatsoever (there

is) separateness, as (is seen) in the world.

The word ‘but’ refutes the idea that Akésa 1s
not created We see in the world that all created
things aie different from each other. A pot is differ-
ent from a piece of eloth and so on. In other words,
svervthing which has a separateness about it ie
created. We cannot conceive of a thing as separate
trom others and yet eternal. Now Akasa is distinct
form earth ete., and hence it eannot be eternal, but
must be a created thing It may be objected that
the Atman also is divided from ether and so on and
therefore Tt too is an effect. But that is not possible,
for all things are crested from the Atman, which is
their Self, and so not separate from them; therefore
{t is not an eftect The all-pervasiveness and eternity
of Akéisa are nnly relatively true; it is created and
is an effect of Brahman.

B.S.—16
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Topic 2: Axwr springs from ether.

T3 AT ST | <
QA By this ARREET a1 @A is explained.
8. By this (i.e the foregoing explana-

tion about Akésa) (the fact of) air (also
being an effect) is explained.

Tom. 3 DBrahman 1s not created

HERITEG Ta:, FFII: 1S )
¥ aa: There can be no origin g but @& of the
Sat (That which is) 2[99 ¢ as it does not stand to
reason,

9. But there can be po origin of the
Sat (That which is ¢.e. Brahman), as it does
not stand to reason.

The question arises whether Brahman also 1s
an effect ike Akéisa elc. In the Svetdsvatara Upa-
nishad there occurs the text. ‘“Thou art born with
Thy tace turned to all directions’’ (Svet. 4. 3),
which clearly states that Brahman is born. This
view 18 refuted by the Sutra, which says that Brah-
man, which 1s existence itself, cannot be an effect.
as It can have no cause. ‘‘And He has neither par-
ent nor Lord”’ (Svet. G. 9). Neither con non-exis-
tence be such a cause, for the Sruti says, ‘“How can
vxistence come out of non-existence?’’ (Chh. 6. 2.
N Nor 1s it proper to say that existence is its own
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cause. for the eftect must have some speczality not
pussessed by the cause. Brahman is mere existence
without any distinction. We ohserve that only par-
ticulars are produced {10m the general, as different
pots are from clay, and nol 1ice rersa. Therefore
Brahman, whach 1~ existence 1 general, cannot be
the effect of any particulm thing The fact that
every cause 1is ifself an effect of some antecedent
thing 1s repudiated by the Niuli. ‘‘That great.
birthless Self 13 undecaymg’ (Bmh 1 4. 25), to
it leads to a regressus on wnfintium So Brahmam
i3 not an effect, but 1~ cternal

Topre 4 Fere created from an

AT, FATEAE || 2o 1
A=t Five 3 from this T4 <o § verily oI says.

10. Fire (1s produced) from this (7 .
arr), so verily says (the Sruti) Lo

“From myr (1» produced) fire” (Taitl 2. ‘1.:
<hows that fire sprmgs from air.  Agamn we have
“*That (Biahman) cicated fire” (Chh 6.2.3). These
iwo texts can beé reconciled by mterpreting the
Tattiriya lest to wean the order of sequence
Biahman, after creating an  created five. Thas
Nutra refutes such .an ingenious explanation and
says that fire 1s produced trom  Viyu or air. This
does not contradict the C(hhandogya text, for it
meanc that a< air iz a  maduei of Brahman, it i
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from Brahman. which has assumed the form of air,
that fire 1s produced. The general proposition
that everything 18 cieated from Brahman requires
that all things should ultimately be traced to that
cause, and not that they should be the immediate
offects. Hence there is no contradiction.

Tope 3. Woter created from fire
CUCHE TR
11. Water (is produced from fire).
“From fue is produced water’” (Taitt 2. 1);
‘Thai created water” (Chh 6. 2. 3). These two
texts leave nc doubt that water is created from

fire, Here also we must understand that from
Brahman, conditioned as fire, water is produged.

Topiuc 6+ Earth created from water.

af¥, erfarremasgas 1 2R 1
ol Earth afeR-ew-@=g-aay: because of the
subject=matters colonr, and other Sruti texts.

12, Earth (is meant by the word
"Anna’) because of the subject-matter,
colour, and other Sruti texts

“From water earth’’ (Taitt. 2. 1); “It
{(water) produced Anna (lit. food)’’ (Chh. 6. 2. 4)
The two texts are apparently contradictory; for
in one water is said to produce earth and in ano-
ther food. The Sutra says that ‘Anna’ in the
Chhandogya text means mnot food, but earth
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Why? First on account of the subject-matter
treated 1n the section. In ‘It created fire,’
and such other texts the Sruti desciibes the crea-
tion of the five elements, and so ‘Anna’ should
refer to an element und not tood. Again in a com-
plementary passage we have, ‘‘The black colow:
in fire 15 the colowt of Anna’ (Chh. 6. 4 1),
where the reference to colour clearly indicates
that the earth 1s meant by ‘Anna’ Hence
*Aany’ in  ihe passage wunder discussion means
earth, and there 1s no contradiction between the
Chhindogya and Taittinya texts. Other Sruhs
texts Iike, ““That which was there as the froth on
water was solidified and became this earth’’ (Brih
1. 2. 2), clearly show that from water earth
produced.

Topic 7+ Brahnan as the cieative principl
residing in the preceding element 1s the cause of
the subsequent element in the order of creation

ayfiearngs g afeegm @ 0 23

Ta-3RTEE, Because of His reflecting @ only g
but aRSFA rrom His indicatury marks @ He.

13. But because of His reflecting only
(are the subsequent elements created from
the previous element in the order of crea-
tion; so) He (the Supreme Lord is the
creator of air etc.). (We know this) from
His indicatory marks, .
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Brahman 1= desenibed 1 the Siutis a~  the
eteator of everything Agamn  we find w theni
texts ke “*From Akisa iy produced an”” (Taatt.
2 1y, which dechue that certain elements produce
vettat eftects idependently.  So the opponent
holds that there v o conttadietion e the Sruti
fexts Thi~ Sutva retutes that objection saymg
that the [ord restding within these elements
mroduces after reflection certain eftects Why?
On account of the mdicatory maiks  *‘[le who
mbabits the earth . and who controls the earth
from within’® etc (Brih 3 7. 3) shows that the
Supreme Tord 19 the <ole 1uler. and demes all inde-
pendence to the elements. Again, ‘“That firve
thought, that water thought'™ (Chh. 6. 2.
3-4) shows that after veflection these elements
produced the eflects This reflection 1s impossi-
ble for 1nert elements, and so we are to understand
that the ULord resading within these element<
thought and produced the effects  Therefore the
clements hecome rauses only through the agency

of the Tiord, who abides within them Hence
there is ne contradiction hetween the two texts
eited at the begimming o

Tome 8, Reabsorption takes place in the imrers
arder to that of ereation.

fageaior g FROST:, IR T 1 8 0
R¥RW In the reverse order g indeed #W: order
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¥ from that (the order of creation) ¥ and IR
18 Teasonable,

14. (At Pralaya the elements arey
indeed (withdrawn into Brahman) in the
reverse order from that (of creation); and
this is reasonable.

The question is whether at the time of cosma
dissolution the elements get withdrawn mto
Brahman in the order of creation. or mm the
1everse order. The Sutra says that 1l 1s 1 the
1everse order, for the effect goes back to the causal
state, as ice, for instance, melts mnto water. Hence
vach thing is withdiawn into 1ts 1mmediate cause
and so on in the reverse order, till Akasa is reached
which in turn gets merged in Brahman

Topic 9+ The mention of the mind, intellect,
and organs does mot wnterfere with the order of
vreation and reabsorphion. as they are the products
of the elements.

w=aq fagmaad s afcegtEli a9,
q, STieRET 11 411

#=q0 In between F@F®ad! intellect and mind
B9 10 the order ARSWM, owing to indication of that
A7 if it be said 7 not so SN, on account of

non-difference.
15. If it be said that in between
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(Brahman and the elements) the intellect
and the mind (are mentioned, and there-
fore that ought to be the order in creation
and the inverse order in reabsorptoin),
owing to the indication (in the Sruti texts)
to that effect (which upsets the order of
creation of the elements), (we say) not so, on
account of the non-difference (of the intellect
and the mind from the elements).

In the Mundaka Upamshad occurs the tioll-
owing text, ‘“From this Self are produced Prana,
mind, the senses, cther, air, fire, water, and earth,
the support of all’”’ (2 1 A). An objection is
raised that the order of creation is as described in
this text, which contradicts the order of creation
of elements described in the Chhindogya 6. 2. 3
and other Srutis., This objeetion is here refuted
on the ground that the Mundaka text only states
fhat all these are produced from the Self, but
gives no order of creation like the other texts.
Again the intellect, mind, und organs are effects
of the elements, and so they can come into exis-
tence only after the elements are created. On
account of this non-diufference of the organs from
the elements, their orgination and reabsorption
are ithe same as those of the elements. That the
organs are modifications of the elements is proved
by Sruti texts like, ‘For the mind. my child.
consists of earth, the vital force of water, the
wocal organ of fire’’ (Chh. 6. 6. 5). Therefore
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the Mundaka text does mot upset the order of
creation mentioned elsewhere.

Topre 10- Buth and death are prumarly spoken
of the body, and metaphorically of the soul

JUTEANHIRG 1 TEIII2 TR,
AETINTRRTE 0 26 1)

FoEREAEY: Depending on (the  badies) ot
moving and wtationary bangs § hut ®d mav be
TTARI mention ol that WER: secondary @R
MERAE, on account of (those terms) depending on
the existence of that

16. But the mention of that (viz
birth and death of the individual soul) is
apt only with reference to (the bodies) of
moving and stationary beings. (With ref-
crence to the soul, however,) 1t 1s secondary.
on account of (those terms) depending on
the existence of that (i ¢ hody).

A doubt may arise that the individual soul
100, has birth and death, because people use such
cxpiressions as ‘‘Devadatta 1s born’’ or ‘“‘Devadatta
is dead™, and because certoin ceremonies are pres-
cribed by the scriptures at the birth and death of
people  This Sutra refutes such a doubt and says
that the individual soul has neither birth no
death. These belong not to the soul, but to the
body with which the soul is connected. This



252 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [2.3.17

connection  and disconnection  with the body i
popularly called the birth and death of the soul
Moreover, the Sruti says, *‘It is the body, which
herett of the soul. dies; the soul does uot die”
«hh 6 11 3). So birth and death ave spoken
munardy of the hodies of moving and stationary
heings  and only metaphorieally of the soul That
rth and death mean respectively the connection
and diseonnection ot the soul with the body is
moved by such texts as “That man, when he is
horn o1 attains a bodv,”” ete (Brih 4. 3. 8)

Tope 11 The muaniidual soul 25 permanént,
eternal, cte.

ATHT, AR anr: ) Lo 1l
a4 Is not (produced) MW the individual selt
¥ Q: not being (30) mentioned by the scriptures
A being  ctermal [ also R from them
(N1uris )

17. The indwvidual self is not (pro-
duced), (for it 15) not (so) mentioned by the
~criptures, also (on account of its) being
eternal, (for so it is known) from them (the
Nrut1 texts)

At the begimmng of creation there was only
* One Brahman without a second’” (Ait. 1. 1Y,
aud so 1t 15 vot reasonable to say that the indiwni-
dual soul 15 not born, tor then there was uothing
but Brahmau Agaru the Srati says: “Just as
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from a fue tiny sparks fly in all directions, even
<o from this Atman emanate all Prénas (organs).
all worlds, all gods, and all the selves’”” (Brih.
2. 1. 20, Madhyandina 1ecension) So the oppo-
nent argues that the mdividual soul is born at the
heginning of the cvele, just as  Akéisa and other
clements are born, Thia Sutra refutes 11 and saws
that the mdividual soul 1~ not boin, for there s
no statement to that effect m the Sruir 1 the <ec-
iion dealing with creation.  On the other hand
Sruti texts clearly deny such bnth to the indiva-
dual soul * Unboin, etermal™ (Kath 1 2 18):
“This great hirthless Selt” (Brih 4 4 25) Tt 1
1he one Brahman without a second that enters the
mtellect and appears as the mdividual soul (Jiva)
‘“‘Having ereated 1t, Lt entered into ¥’ (Taitt
2?2 6) Hence a~ lhete 18 1 reality mo difference
hetween the individual soul and Brahman, the faet
of the Jiva’s being nen-crealed does nol contradict
the text, ““Ai the beginuing there was only the
Atman without a second’ (Ait. 1 1) The crea-
tion of souls spoken of in the other texts cited is
only in a secondary sense Tt does not therefore
contradict the text. “Having created it, Tt entered
into it.”

Tome 12 The naturc of the indrmrdual soul
is intelligence

MsT T |1 2l
F Intelligence 3@ W@ for this very reason
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18. For this very reason (viz. that it is
not created). (the individual soul is) intelli-
gence (itself).

The Vaseshikas say that the individual soul
1s not intelligent by nature, for it is not found to
be so in the state of deep sleep (Sushupti) or of
swoon. If is only when {he soul comes to the
conscious plane and unites with the mind that it
becomes intelligent. This Sutra refutes such a
possibility, fei 1t 18 the intelligent Brahman Itself
that, bemng limled by the Upiadhis (Limiting
adjuncts), the body etc., manifests as the indivi-
dual soul. Therefore intelligence is its very nature,
and 15 never allogether destroyed, mot even in the
state of deep sleep or swoon. ‘‘That 1t does not see
in that state 1s because although seeing then, it
does not see; for the vision of the witness can
vever be losi, because 1t 18 1mmortal But there 1~
not that second thing separate from 1t which 1t can
see’”” (Brmh 4 3 23). Therefore 1t is not true~thay
its milelligence 1s lost, for 1t 1s 1mpossible. It doe~
noi 1 1eality lose 1ts power of seemng; it does not
see only bevause there 1s no objeci to see Were in-
telligence aclually non-existent them, who would
be there to say that 1t did not exist? How could it
be known? Moreover, he who says that he did not
know anyihing in deep sleep, must have been exis-
tent at that time. Otherwise how could he remem-
ber the condition of that state? Hence the intelli-
gence of the Self 13 never lost under any condition.
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Topre 13- The size of the wndividual soul

SERFTRINT AT 11 9% 0
ITHIA-T-ITea, Passing out. going and re-

turning.

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the
soul’s) passing out, going (to other spheres)
and returning (thence), (the soul is not
infinite in size).

From this up to Sutra 32 the question of the
wize of the soul-—whether 1t 15 atomic, medium-sized
or infinite—is discussed  We have in the Svetés-
vatara Upanichad: ‘““He 1s the one God . . . all-
pervading’’ (6 11); and again, *‘This Afman is
atomic’’ (Mu. 3. 1. 9). The two texts contradict
each other and we have to arrive at a decision on the
point Sutras 20-28 set forth the prima facie view.
The opponeni says, we find in the scriptures {exts
mentioning the soul’s passing out of the body, go-
ing to heaven etc, and returning from there. This
is possible only it the soul is atomic, and nat
infinite or all-pervading; for to an infinite soul
there can be no going and coming Therefore the
woul is atomic

TTRAT EE | o

@qH (Brine eonnected) directly with  their
agent T and JARN the latter two
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20. And the latter two (the going and
coming) (heing connected) directly with
their agent (the soul), (it is of atomic size).

Evcn 1f the soul 1s imfimte, still 1t can be
«pohen of as passing out of the body, it by that
form 1s meant ceasmg to be the ruler of the body
Bul the two latter activifies, 212 thé going and
conung, are not posuble for an enfaty that 15 all-
pervading So the soul 18 atomic m size.

Ay AR I, 7, el i

a2 Not atomic awaa-rg%: as the ecriptures state
1t to be otherwise & a1t it be <aid & not so G-
f9#10d, owing toa principle other than the indivi-
dual soul being the subject-matter (in these Lexts).

21 If it be said (that the soul is) not
atomice, as the scriptures state it to be
otherwise (i e all-pervading), (we say) not
o. for (the one) other than the individual
soul (e Supreme Brahman) is the subject-
matter (1n those texts).

Srutr texts like *TIe 1y the one God all-
penvading™ (Svet 6 11), vefer not to the indivi-
dual soul, but to the Supreme Lord, who is other
than the individual soul and forms the chief sub-
ject-matier of all the Vedanta texts; for that is the
e thing that 18 to be known, and is {herefore
propounded by all the Vedénta 1exts.
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EARTFAERAT T | R

TRRR-IIRY, From direct statements (of the
Srati texts) and infinitesimal measure = and.

22. And on account of direct state-
ments (of the Sruti texts as to the atomc
size) and infinitesimal measure (the soul is
atomic).

“Tkis Atman is atomic” (Mu 3 1. 9). Agamn
we have, ‘“That individual soul is to be known as~
part of the hundredth part of the tip of a hawr
divided a hundred times” (Svet. 5. 9), which
shows thati the soul 15 smaller than even the small-
est. Hence 1he soul 18 atomie in size.

SichEe: oo QIRERT
ARQa: No contradiction I7gaad like sandal-pastc |
23. There is no contradiction, like
sandal-paste.

Even as sardal-paste applied to any particular
part of the body gives an agreeable sensation all
over the body, even so the soul, though of atome
size and therefore occupying omly one part of the
body, may cxperience happiness and misery extend-
ing over the eniire body.

-,
. wafufEdenRfl 9, |, egrmg
L]
sEfeaRi-9ME On account of the particalar
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position gRT AT it it be snil q not so SHITMIY on
account of the admission &% in the heart f& indeed

24. 1If it be said that on account of
the particular position (of the sandal-paste
in the body the analogy is not just), (we
say) not so, on account of the admission (by
the scriptures of a special seat for the soul,
riz.) in the heart alone.

A possible objection is raised by the opponent
against his own view In the case of the sandal-
paste we see that 1t occupies a particular part of
the body and yet gladdens the whole body. But
i the case of the soul we do mnot know that it
occupies a particular place, and in the absence of
that we cannot infer that like the sandal-paste 1t
must occupy a particular portion of the body and
therefore be atomic. For even an all-pervading
soul or a soul pervading the whole body like the
skin can give rise to the same result. So in the
absence of any proof 11 is difficult to settle the size
of the soul This objection the opponent refutes by
saying that such Sruti texts as, ‘““The self-effulzent
one within the heart’’ (Brmh. 4. 3. 7) declare that
the sou! has a particular abode in the body, wiz.
the heart, and hence it is atomic.

TUTET SYHI N A

IuIRE Owing to (its) quality ¥ or ST as in the
world.
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25 Or owing to (its) quality (viz.
intelligence) as in the world.

This Sutra gives another argument to show
how an alomic soul can have experience throughout
the body.

In the world we find that a light placed in one
corner of a 10om 1llumines the whole room. So
also the soul, though atomic and therefore occupy-
ing a particular portion of the body, may, because
of its quality of intelligence, which pervades the
whole body, experience pleasure and pain through-
out the body.

safILT a1 28

=1 The extension beyond (the object 4¢ the
soul) W=Hd_ like odour.

26. The extension (of the quality of
intelligence) beyond (the soul, in which it
inheres) is like odour (which extends beyond
the fragrant object).

‘We find that the sweet odour of flowers extends
beyond them to the surrounding region. Even so
the intelligence of the soul, which is atomic,

extends beyond the soul and pervades the whole
body.

q9T T AR 11 R9 1

a® Thus T also AR (the Sruti) shows or
declares.

B.S.—17.
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27. Thus also (the Sruti) declares

The Srut: also declares that it is by the quality
of intelligence that the atomie soul pervades the
whole body TFor insiance, 1t says “Just so has
the 1nielligent.self penetrated this body up to the
verv haiis and the finger nals” (Kau. 4 20).

TR, || 3¢ |
99 Sepavate FURA, on account of the teaching.

28 On account of the separate teach-
ing (of the Sruti) (that the soul so pervades
the body owing to its quality of intelli-
gence).

A further avgwment is piven to establish the
proposition of the last Suira The text, ‘“‘Having
by Prajna (mntelligence) taken possession of the
body” (Kau 3 6), shows ibat intelligence is
different from the soul, being related as instrument
and agent, and that with this quality the soul per-
vades the whole body

TEOEREAT, g TTI39:, A== 11 =R )

AEPERAR, On account of its having for its
essence the qualities of that (v7z., the Buddhi) g but
AZIGAL: that declaration (as to its atomic size) FFER
even as the Intelligent Lord (is declared to be
atomic),

29. But that declaration (as to the
atomic size of the soul) is on account of its



2330] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 261

having for its essence the qualities of that
(tiz the Buddhi), ecven as the Intelligent
Lord (Brahman, which 1s all-pervading, is
declared to be atomic)

The word ‘bul’ 1cfutes all that has been said
1 Sutras 19-28. wml decides 1hai the soul 1- all
pervading, beeause 1he allpavading  Bialiman
Tselt 15 saud {o have enfered {he wmverse as the
individual  <oul, whuh agamn s <tated to be
identical witle Tt How then 15 {he soul declared
to be atomic® Such decliiations are on  account
of 1is prependerating 1 the qaalities of the
Buddhi (intellect) <o long as il 15 1magined to he
connecled with the Jatter and 0 bondage Passing
oul, going, wnd comg e guahities of the
Buddhr and are owly mmpuied to the individual
soul  For the sane 1eason also, 2 ¢, hoatation of
the wntelledd 15 the Mman regarded as alomie. Tt
1s like mmagming the all-pervading Lord aa
Tmmted for the <ake of Tpasani, devout
meditation

TR RIS 7 319, TR, N 30 1
AEA-SAATERET, So long as the soul (in its relative
aspect) exists T and 7 W there is no defoct ﬂ'ﬁ"\‘(fﬂﬂ
beeanse it is so seen {in the scriptures). -

30 And theie is no defect (in what
has been said in the previous Sutra), (as the
conjunction of the soul with the intellect
exists) ~o long as the soul (in its relative
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aspect) exists* because it is so seen (in the
scriptures).

An objection mighi be raised against what
has been said m the previous Suira thatl since the
conjunction of the soul and the intelleet, which
are diflerent eniities, must necessarily come to an
end some fime the soul, when so disjomed from
the Buddha, will either cease to exist altogether or
at least cease to be a Samsimn (ndividualized)
Thi~ Sutia 1eplies  There can be no such defect
the migumeni of the previous Sutra, for this con-
nection with the mielleci lasts so long as the soul’s
stale of Samsdra 15 not destroyed by the realiza-
tion of supreme Knowledge How 1s 1his known?
It is known from the declaration of the scriptures
that even al death this connection is not severed.
“This mfimte enlity that 1+ identified with the
intellect . Assuming the likeness of the
miellect 11 moves hetween the two worlds, it
thinks, as 11 were, il moves, as it were.”” (Brih
4 3 7) The terms *‘thinks, as it were’’, ‘‘moves.
as il werve”’ alse mean that the self does not think
and move on 1ls own account, but only through its
association with the inlellect

geaTfiaq o aastrsaReaeTTe || 32 1
g&a&aq, Like vivility ete g verily 37 its (7 e.
of the connection with the intellect) &t existing
A=A, on account of the manifestation being

possible
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31 On account of the manifestation
{of the connection with the intellect in the
awakened state) being possible only on its
existing (potentially in Sushupti), like
virility ete.

An objection 13 1awsed that i Sushupti or
deep sleep there can be no connection with the
intelleel, for il 15 said, ‘‘Then he becomes united
with the True, he is gone to his own’” (Chh. 6 3
1); how then can 1t be said that this connection

lasts so long a» the mdividualized stale exists?

This Sutia 1cfutes 11 and savs that even in
Sushupti thix connection exists 1n a fine or poten-
tial foom  But for this 1t could not have become
manifest 1  the awakened state  Virile power
hecomes manifest m youth only 1if il exisls m a
potential condition in the child So this connec-
tion with the intellect lasts so Iong as the idivi-
dualized state exasts.

frenvesagreRaTagIsaT-
MY sem 1 3R

Feveka-ageefea-gam: There would result perpet
ual perception or non~perception AFAYRIH: limitation
of the power of either of the two & cr clse 317
otherwise,

82. Otherwise (7 ¢ 1if the intellect or
mind be not accepted) there would result
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either perpetual perception or perpetual
non-perception, or else the Inmtation of the
power of either of the two (¢1z the soul or
the senses)

What 16 the necessity of accepting an mieinal
organ (Antabkarana). ot which the mtellect s
only a mode® The Sutia <avs that 1f 1t be not
aceepted, the senses hemg always 1n contact with
thewit objects, there would alwavs 1esult perception
of everything. tor all the 1equisites, 102 the <oul,
the senses, and the objects. are present  If, how-
everl, {his be demied, then il would mean {hat
hnowledge can never vesult, and mnothing would
ever be cognized  So the opponent will have to
aceept the Tnmtation of the power crther of the
soul o1 of the senses  Such a thmg 15 not possible
m the Atman, whiel 15 changeless  Nor can it be
said that the power ol {he senses, which 15 not
impeded erthier v {he previous moment or m {he
subsequent momend, 1~ <o lunted 1 the maddle.
Hence we have 1o accept un internal oigan
(Auntabkaiaua), {hrough  whose connection aund
disconnection perceplign and non-perception (ake
place  The Sruti also refers to a common expert-
ence of ours, ‘T was absent-ininded. I dud not hear
i’ (Buh. 1. 5. 3). Hence {here exists an mieinal
organ, of which {he intelleet is a mode, and 11 1
1he connection with thi-~ that causes the Atman to
appear as the mdividualized soul, as explamed in
Satia 29
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Topie 14, [he wndividual soul as agent.

o o -
HAT, TSR T N 2R
Al Agent iﬂﬁl"ﬁiﬁ'ﬂli in order that the scrii)tm'es-

may have a meaning.

33. (The soul is) an agent, on account
of scriptural (injunctions) having a mean-
ing on that ground only.

The question as regards the size of the soul
bas been settled. Now another characteristic of
the soul is taken up for discussion, The indivi-
dual soul 1s an agent, for only on that basis do
scriptural imjunctions like, ““He 15 to sacrifice’’
etc. have a sense. In these the Sruti enjoins
certain acts to be done Ly the ageni and 1f the soul
be not an ageni these injunctions would become
meaningless

e, 1 32

FRRS™AE, On account of the Srutr teaching

wandering about

34. And on account of (the Sruti)
teaching (its) wandering about

“Ii, taking the organs, moves aboul as it
pleases 1 its own body’”’ (Bunh 2 | 18) This
text which describes the wandering of the sgul in
the dream state clearly shows thai il is an agent.
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ERHGIC @IESYT
356. On account of its taking (the
organs).
The iexi quoted in the last Sutra alse shows
thut the soul 1n dream state takes the organs with
1t, thereby declaring that it 1s an agent.

saRar e, 1 IEaEatEET: | 1% 0
FORAR, On account of mention | also FRMM, in
vespect of action @ A if it were not so [Eg-Rada:
the reference (would have been) of a different kind.
36. Also on account of the (the script-
ures) mentioning (the soul as an agent) with
respect to action. If 1t were not so, the

reference (would have been) of a different
kind.

‘“Intelligence pertorms sacrifices, and it also
performs all acts” (Taiti. 2. 3). Here by ‘intellig-
ence’ the soul 1s meant and nol the Buddhi,
thereby showing that the soul 1s an agent. If the
intention of lhe Siut: weie to rvefer to the Buddh:
then 1t would have used 1ihe word mnot m the
nominative case, but in the instrumental case, as
‘by intelligence,” meaming, through 1its imstru-
meuntality, as 11 has done elsewhere 1in sumilar
circumstances. Vide Kau. 3. 6.

Syeteamfaam: 1 39y
YUSRUd, As in the case of perception @ifqH:

{there is) no rule.
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37 As in the case of perception, (there
is) no rule (here also).

An objection 1s 1:1sed that 1f the soul weie a
free agent, then 1t would have peirformed only
what 1s beneficzal to 1t. and not both good and bad
deeds. This objection 1s being rvefuted. Just as
ihe soul, although it 1s free, perceives both agree-
able and disagreeable things, so also it does hoth
good and bad deeds. Theie is no rule that 1t
should do only what 1s good and avord what 18

bad.
Qi 1 3¢ 1l

38 On account of the reversal of
power (of the Buddhi, which is inadmis-
sible).

1f the Buddhi, which 15 an instiument,
hecomes the agent and ceases 1o function as an
instrument, we shall have to imagine some other
thing as the imstiument. Hence the dispute 1s only
us 1egards tcrms, for in either case an agent difi-
wrent fiom the instrument has to be admatted.

FHIEARTE 1 3Q 1

FAI-eRTER On wccount of the impossibility of
Samadhi F and.

39 And on account of the impossi-
bility of SamAdhi.

If t{he soul is> notl an ageni, then the realization
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preseribed bv texis hike, “The Almun 1z to be
1ealized” (Buh 2 4 35), thiough Samidhi would
be mmpossihle It will not be eapable of activities
hike ‘‘hearng, 1easoning, and meditation” that
lead to Samadhy, m which state per{ect Knowledge
dawns Therefore there will he no Laberation for
the soul So 1t 18 estabhished that the soul alone 15
the agent, and not the Buddha

Tepre 15 The soul v an ageat only <o long as ot
1 conuected welh the Upgdls

AT = ATAIAT 1] e |
J9f Even as 9 and T8 carpenter ST is both,

40 And even as a carpenter is both

Tu the last Sutia the 1opie about the soul's
being an agent ~ established.  Now the question
15 1ased whether this ageney is its 1eal nature o1
ouly a supetimposition  The Nyawva school holds
that o 15 1S very natwe  This  Sutia refutes il
and says that 1t 15 supernnposed on the soul and
not 1eal  For the Srutr deelare~, *“This Atman 35
non-altached” (Buh 4 3 13 Just as a car-
peuter suffers when he 15 busy  wortking with T
tools und 15 happy when he leaves oft work, so does
the Atman sufter wlhen, through its connection with
the Buddht ete ., 1l 15 aclive, as 11 the waking and
dieam state~, and 15 bligsful when 11 ceases {o be
an  ocgent, a» 1 deep sleep. All seriptural
mjunctions are with reteience to the conditioned®
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state of the Self. By nature 1l 15 maclzve, and 1t
becomes active only thiough a counection with s
Upadlus (adyuncts), the mind ete. The objection
that 1f the soul 13 not an agent by nature, the
Sruti injunctions will be meaningless, does not
stand, for these seriptmies do not aim at establish-
1ng 1t, but merely reter 10 an agency already exist-
ing as a result of 1gnorance.

Tape 16 The soul tn s acleity s
dependent on the Lord

o, =g 1 8L

qUd From the Supreme Lord § but T that
(agency) gﬁ'z so declares the Sruti

41. But (even) that (agency of the
soul) is from the Supreme Lord, so declares
the Sruti.

The ageucy ol the soul 15 also due to the Sup-
reme Loid The soul does good und bad deeds, be-
ing so duected by the Lowd. ‘e makes those
whom He will rase do good deeds’” (Kau. 3. 8)
It 13 thiough His grace that the woul attains 1o
Knowledge and becomes free

gavAe frfasfiftaret iy 1 93 1
Fasg@A-10E: Depends on works done g but Rfea-
siifE-erdaifea: on account of the reles ancy of
injunctions and prohibitions etc.
42.. But (the Lord’s making the sonl



270 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [R.3.43

act) depends on works done (by it), (thus
only would) injunctions and prohibitions
etc be relevant.

This Sutia r1efutes a possible doubt that since
the Loid makes some peisons do good and others
evil, IIe must be cauel and whimsical It says that
the Lord always divects the soul according to 1ts
good or bad deeds in previous births. And Sam-
sira bemg without beginming, there will always be
previous binhs with actions done in them, for the
guidance of the Lord So 1le cannot be accused of
bemg cruel and whimsical [t 1s thus alone that
the seriptwal mjunctions and prohibitions can
have any meaning; ior otherwise the Jiva will
can nothing by observing ihese injunctions.

This does not however mar the independence
of the Lord, though 1t may be said that since He
depends on the arls of the soul, He 15 not free to
do what He likes, tor a kuing who presents or
punishes His subjects aceoading to their acts does
not cease to be a soveeign thereby.

Topie 1T Relcion oy the mdiridual soul 1o
Bralhman

N ATACAGINA , a4 A1y
Frafhaarfyaadiag o | 82 1

&'a: Part AFISIGSEN, on account of difference
being declared S=M otherwise ¥ and 3 also
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guimaaieaq being fishermen, knaves, et¢  eRR

read G some (Sakhis of the Vedas)

43. (The soul is) part (of the Lord) on
account of difference (between the two) being
declared and otherwise also (1 e. as non-
different from Brahman), for in some:
(Sékhis or recensions of the Vedic texts)
(Brahman) 1s spoken of as being fishermen,
knaves, ete

In the last topie 1t has~ been shown that the
Lord rules the soul 'I'his brings us to the question
of the relation beiween the two 1s 11 that of
master and servant, o1 as hetween fire and iis
sparks* The Suuia says that the relation is as
between fire and 1t~ sparks, that 1s, of whole and
part  But then, the soul 15 not actually a part,
bult a part as i1l were—an 1magined part, for
Brahman cannol lave any parts. Why then
should it be taken as a pait and not identical with
the Lord? Because the scriptures declare a differ-
ence between them in texts like, ‘“Knowing It
alone one becomes a sage’” (Brih 4. 4. 22), “The
Atman is to be seen’” (Brih 2 4 5). This differ-
ence, however, 1s spoken of from the empirical
standpomnt; from the absolule standpoint they are
identical The text, ‘‘Brahman 1s ithe fishermen,
Brahman the slaves, Brahmon these knaves,”’
ete. shows that even such huinble persons as these-
are in reality Brahman
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TS0 || Y8 U

A0 [From the words ot the Mantra ¥ also

44, Also from the words of the
AMantra (it is known that the soul is a part
of the Lord)

A further rea~on 15 given to show that the
soul 1~ « parl of the Lomd  *‘One foot of 11 a1e all
these bemngs” (Chh 3 12 G)—where beings,
mcludimg souls, aie ~aul te he a foot or part of the

T.ord.

T = &A3 1) 84
AT Also T and &G 1t is (s0) stated 1n the Smriti.
45 And it 18 also (so) stated in the
Smriti
“An elemmal portion of myself having become
a living soul” (Gita 15 7)

A,
SHETREAS 9 || 8§ )
sprEniEad, Like hight ete @ 13 not '@ like this 9%

the Supreme Lord

46 The Supreme Lord is not (affected
bv pleasure and pain) like this (individual
soul), even as light etc. (are not affected by
the shape of the things they touch)

If the soul is & pait of the Lord, the question
may arse that the F.ord also experiences pleasure
and pain like the soul, even as a cloth 1s soiled if
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its thieads ave smled  This Sutra refutes 1l and
says thati the Loud dees not experience pleasure and
pain hke the soul, which on account of wunorance
wdentifies 1tself with the hody wmd mind, and thereby
partakes of ilewr pleasuie and pan Just as  the
heght of the sun, which 15 all-pervading, becomes
straight or bent by comimg m contact with paidi-
cular objeets, m as the ether enclosed m a jar
seems to move when the jor 1s moved, or as the
sun appears io tremble when the water mm which 1t
is 1eflected trembles, but in reality none of themn
undergoes those changes, so also is the Lord not
affected bv pleasme and pamn, which are exper-
enced by that imagined part of it, the individual
soul, which is a produet of 1gnmance and s
limited by the Buddhi eie

W T ) B )
@+ The Smritis state T and
47 The Sinritis also state (that).

““Otf the 1wo, the Supreme Self 1s said lo be
eternal and devowd of yualities It is mot touched
by the fruits »f actions any more than a lotus leaf
is by water. " Smrili iexts like this declare
that the Supreme Tiord does not experience
pleasure and pain  The Srutis too do the same

ARG RTINS, | %< ).

ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁlﬁ Injunetions and prohibitions Jg@a=4m,
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on account of the connection with the body k-
& like light ete.

48 TInjunctions and prohibitions (are
possible) on account of the connection (of
the Self) with the body, as in the case of
light etc

Even ihoigh 1be Self 15 one and imdesciib-
able, and with relerience to it there can be no
mjunctions and prohibitions, vet as connected
with a body. such mjunctions and prohibitions are
possible  Thire is ome; but the fire of the funeral
pyre 15 rejected, and thal of a sacrifice 15 acceptled.
Similar 15 the case with the Atman

ATAAATSARHC 1| ¥R ||

arg=qa: Non-cxtension (beyond its own body) =
and @REC there is no covfusion (of results of
actions)

49. And on account of the non-exten-
sion (of the soul beyond its own body) there
is no confusion (of results of actions).

An objeclion 15 raised that on account of the
umty of the Self there would result a confusion of
the results of actions, that is, everyonme would getl
ibe results of the actions of everyome else. This
Suira refutes such a possibility; for an indivi-
dualized soul means the connection of the Atman
with a particular body, mind, ete., and since these
are not overlapping, the individual souls are
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different from each other. ITence there is mo such
possibility of confusion.

FME T T || 4o |l
3E: A reflection @F only & and
50. And (the individual soul is) only
a reflection (of the Supreme Lord).

According to Vedinta the individual soul is
but a reflection, an 1mage, of the Supreme Lord 1n
Tts Upadh1r (adjunct), the Antahkarana (inner
organ) So the reflections of the Lord mn different
Antahkaranas are different. even as the reflections
of the sun in different sheets of water are different.
Therefore just as the trembling of a particular
reflection of the sun does mnof cause the other
reflections to iremble so also the experiencing of
happiness and misery by a particular Jive or
individualized soul 1s not shaied by other souls
Hence there can be no confusion of the results of
action.

sregrfaaaTd, 1 4e 1

aﬁ'z-atﬁmq There being no fixity about the'
unseen principle

51. There being mno fixity about the
unseen principle (there would result that
confusion for those who believe in many
souls, each all-pervading)

The Sankhyas, the Vaiseslnkas and the'
Narydyikas accept a plurality of souls, each of

B.s —18
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which 15 ali-pervading. Under such circumstances
theie cannot but result a confusion of the fruits of
action, for each soul 15 piesent everywhere, in
elose proximity to whatever causes those results in
ihe shape of happiness or misery. Nor can this
confusion be avoided by introducing the Adrishta
o1 unseen prineiple, which is religious merit and
demerit acquired by the souls. According to the
Sankhyas 1t inheiles not in the soul, but in the
Pradhéna, which 1s common to all souls, and as
~uch there 1s nothing +to fix that a particular
Adrishia opeiates 1n a paiticular soul. According
to the other two schools the unseen principle is
created by the conjunction of the soul with the
mind; and since every soul is all-pervading and
therefore equally connecled with all minds, here
also there s nothing +to fix that a particular
Adrishta belongs 1o a particular soul. Hence that
confusion of results is inevitable

arfirarenfyety S 1 43 )

wfedengg In vesolve ete. @ even ¥ and WA
like thig

52 And even as regards resolve etc.
(1t would be) like this

It it be mamtained that the resolve etc. one
makes to achieve something or to avoid something
will allorate the Adrishta to particular souls, even
then there will be this confusion. For resolve ete.
are also formed by the conjunction of the soul and
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the mind Hence the same aigument applies heve
also.

Suttas A1-93 retule the doctrine of the
Sankhvas and other schools about the plurality of
souls each of which 15 all-pervadimg U leads to
absurdities

a3afEfa S, /@, Srraviara | w3
3&*&1]?[]?1-0111 (difference of) place %q if it be

said 9 not so Wr‘ﬁlﬁ\ on account of the self being in
all bodies.

53 TIf it be said (that the distinction
of pleasure and pain etc. results) from (the
difference of) place, (we say) not so on
account of the self being in all bodies

The Narydyikas and others try to get over the
difficulty shown in the previous Sutra thus.
Though each soul 15 all-pervading, yet 1f we take
its connection with ihe mind to take place m that
part of it which 1y Jumited by its body, then such
a confusion is not likely. Iven this cannol stand;
saince every sonl is all-peivading and therefore
pevmeates all bodies, and there 13 nothing {o fix
1hat a particular body belongs to a particular soul.
Aguin there cannol be more than one all-pervading
entily, 1t there were, they would it each other
and consequently cease to be all-pavading o
infinite Hence theie 13 only one Self and not
many The plurahity of selves in Vedanta is only
a produrt of ignovance and not a reality,



CHAPTER I1

SecTioN 1V

In the ihird section 1t has Dbeen shown that
other and the other elements are produced from
Biahman, by 1econcihing the apparently contia-
dictory lexts of the Srutis with respeci 1o their
origination  In this section the Sutias take up for
discussion texts that deal with the ongimation of
the senses ete

Topic 1 The organs are produced from Brahman.

R 1| PO [ IR T
aar Lakewise IV the organs

1 ILikewise the organs (are produced
from Brahman).

In the scriptwer 10 those seclions which treat
of the on1gin of 1lings, we do not find the ongina-
tion of the oigans ete mentioned. On the othet
hand, there me texts like, *“This was indeed non-
existence w {he Dbeginning They say. What
was non-exislence in  the beginming®  Those
Ry .. Who aré those Rishis® The Pranas
forgans) wre 1ndeed the Rishis” (Sat.'Br 6 1.1
1), which show that the organs are eternal and nol
c¢1eated
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This Sutia refuies thal view and <ays that the
wrgans ele are produced just hike ether ele from
Brahman The woid ‘hkewise’ refers nol 1o the
immediately preceding topre of the last  sectionm,
which 1s the plmality of souls, but to the creation
of ether ete spoken of . the last section  Srati
lexts dareelly declate their ongimation  “From
that (Self) are produced the vilal foree, mind, and
all the ovgans” (Mu 2 1 ) Therefore the senses
are created.

MugsTang 1 2 1

et Sceondary sense AGRTER] bewng impossible

2. On account of the impossibility (of
explaiming the omgmation 1n a) secondary
sensce.

Since there are texls hike the one quoted from
the Sat Br. which speak of the existence of the
organs betore ercattom, why not explam the texts
which deseribe then ereation m a secondary <ense?
This Sutra refutes 11, o1 a secondary sense would
lead to the abandonment of the geneial assertion,
“Bv the knowledge of one, everything else is
known 7 Thervetore 1they are produced from Brah-
man  The relcrence to the existence of the Prénas
(organs) betore creation m Sat B1 1 concerning
Hiranyagarbha, which 15 not resolved in the partial
dissclution of the world, though all other effects
are tesolved Lven Ilirunvagmibha 1s resolved,
however, in complete dissolution (Mabipralaya).
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TEAERGAH 130
ad That 1% _fist %%\'# being mentioned 3 and.

8. And because that (the verb denot-
mg origin) 1s mentioned first (in connection
with the Pranas).

The text 1eterred 10 1>  “'Frem that (Seli) are
produced the vitul force mind and all the organs,
cther, au, wuter, fue, aud earth’” Mu 2 1 3)
Heze the ward ‘produced’ occurs at the very begiu-
nmmg ot the things enumerated, and 1f 1t 18 1nter-
preted 1n 1ts paimary sense with iespect to ether
ete , 1t 1~ all the morve 1o be so interpreted with
1espect 1o the vital torce, nund, und organs men-
{ioned earlier Thus a turther reason 1s given in
this Sutia to show that the organs ete have ori-
gmated from Brabman

SYIFETZIT 1| ¥ 1|

g4: Of the organ of speech (ete,) aeqém being
preceded by them (the elements)

4. On account of the pre-existence of
that (riz the elements) (before) the organ of
speech (etc )

“For truly, my boy, nund consists of earth,
the wvital force of water, the voeal organ of fire”
(Chh. 6 5 4. 'I'lns texi clearly shows that the
organs eli. are products of the elements, which
in their {wrn spring from Brahman. Hence they
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too are products of Brahman Being products of
the elements, they are not separately mentioned
texts dealing with the origin of things.

Topic 2 Thc number of the organs.

qd, TREATEE U A 1)

&d Seven WAt being so known (from the script-
ures) ﬁaﬁlﬂﬁﬁ;on account of the specification ¥ and

5. (The organs are) seven (in number),
because it is so known (from the scriptures}
and on account of the specification (of those
seven).

The number of the organs 1s ascertained in
this and the next Sutra. This Sutra, which gives
the view of the oppoment, declares that there are
seven organs ‘“The seven Pranas (organs) spring
from It (Mu 2. 1. 8). These are again specified
in another textf, ‘‘Seven 1indeed are the Pranas
(organs) in the head’’ (Taitt. Sam 5. 1. 7. 1). No
doubt 1 some texts eight or even more organs are
enumerated, but these are to be explained as
modifications of the inner organ, and so there is no
rontradiction in the Sruti texts if we take the
number as seven.

gy, Raasar A 1§ Ul

g&dRy: Hands etc g but feqd being a fact @@
therefore & not T like this
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6. But hands etc. (are also referred
to as sense-organs 1n scriptural texts).Since
this is a face, therefore (t is) not like this
{i.e they are mnot merely seven in number).

‘But’ rvefutes the view of the previous Suira.
“The hands ure the Graha (organs)’”’ etc (Bmnh.
7 2. 8). Surh texts show that the hands ete. are
additional sense-organs. Therefore io the seveu
already enumerated, viz. eyes, nose, ears, tongue.
touch, speech, and mner organ, four otheis, viz
hands, feet, anus, oand the organ of generation,
have 10 be added. In all, therefore, there are
eleven organs. The difterent modifications of the
mner organ, 7:s. mind, intellect, ego, and Chitta
{memory), are uol separate organs, and therefore
cannot raise the number beyond eleven, which 1s
therefore the number fixed These are: the five
organs of knowledge, the five organs of action,
and the inner organ.

Topie 3. The organs are minute in size.

HUEET (v 1|
{ug: Minute ¥ and

7. And (they are) minute.

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not
mean atomie, but fine and limited in msze. It is
because they are subtle that they are not seen. If
they were all-pervading, then texls which speak
of thexr pessing out of the body and going and
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coming along with the soul at death and bizth
wouldetbe coniradicted. Morcover, we do not pei-
cewve through the senses what 1s happening
thioughout the umiverse, which would be the case
if they were all-pertvading. Ilence they are all
subtle and himuted 1n size.

Topie 4: The chief Prina (1ital force) also
23 created from Brahman.

g 1<l
28 The chief Prana (vital force) 9 and

8 And the chief Irina (vital force)
(1s also produced)

“From this (Selt) 1s produced the vital foree’
(Mu. 2 1 3); again we have, *‘By Its own law It
.alone was moving without wind (the vital force)’’
(Rig-Veda 10 129 2) Here the words ‘‘was
moving’’ seem to 1efer to the function of the vital
force, and so 11 must have existed before creation
and was therefore mnol created. Hence there
appears to be a coniradiciion with respect to 1ts
ongmation. This Sutra says that even the vital
force 18 produced tiom Brahman. The words
Y“was moving’’ sie quulified by ‘‘without wind’
and so does not intimate that the vital foree
existed before ecreation It only intimates the
Brahman, the Cause, ¢xisted bhefore creation, as is

known from iexts hke ‘‘Exislence alone was there
before this’> (Chh 6. 2 1) It 15 called the
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‘chief’, because 1t functions before all other
Pranas and senses, ¢.¢ tiom the very momkent the
chald 1s conmeeived, and also on acconnt of its
superior qualities; ‘“We shall nol be able to live
without you’' (Bmh 6 1. 13)

Topte §: The chief vital force 1s different
from awr and sense functions.

1 AGRRE, TATIRTT 1 & I
ﬂiﬂgﬁfﬁl Not air ner tunction 9%%  separately
II_AG on account of its being mentioned -

9 (The cheif Prfina) 1s neither air
nor any function (of the organs) on account
of its being mentioned separately.

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Priina 1s
discussed  The opponent holds that there is mo
separate prineiple called Prana, but that it is only
air and nothing else, which exisls in the mouth
as well as outside The Sruti also says, ‘‘That
vital foree 18 air.”” OQr it may be the combined
effect of the functions of all the eleven organs.
Just as a number of birds in a cage, when they
move, also move 1ihe cage, so also the eleven
organs functiomng together constitute life in  the
bodv So the resuliant of these functions i<
Prana  This 15 the view of the Sinkhyas. Hence
there 1> no separate prmciple called Prana (vital
force).

The Sutra refute: these views and says that
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Préna is a separate principle, for 11 i~ mentioned
separately from nir and the sense functions
“The Prana (vital force) indeed 15 the fourth foot
of Brahman That foot shines and warms as the
light called air’’ (Chh 3. 18. 4), where 11 is di~-
linguished from air. Agam, “Fiom thai (Self)
are produced the vilal force, nnund, and all the
organs”’ (Mu 2 1. 3,, which shows that 1t 15 not a
function of any oigan, for in thai case il would
not have been separated from the organs. The
text, ‘‘“The wital force 1s aiwr,” 15 also correct,
inasmuch as the effect 1< bui the cause in another
form and the wital foree is an functioning within
the body (Adhyitma). The analogy of the birds
1 a cage 15 not to the pomnt, for they all have the
same kind of aclivaity, 2/2 movemeni, which 1s
favourable to the motion of the cage But the
functions of the organs are nol of one kind, but
different from one another; and they arve also of a
distinet natute from that of the wital force.
Hence they cannol constitute life. Therefore
Priana (vital force) 18 a separate entity

Jgufens, awsgaie: ¢
AgUREad, Like eyes cte g but aa-S8-Rsafnd: on

account of (its) being tanght with themn and other
reasons

10. But (Prana is subordinate to the
soul) like eyes etc. on account of (its) being
taught with them and for other reasons
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1f the watal foree 15 a separaie entaty from the
organs, which are subordinate to 1t, then 1t, like
the soul, must also be mdependent . the body.
The Sutra retutes th1s and ~ay< that the wital
force 1s subordinate to the soul. Why? Because
m the conversation of the Pranas which we find
i the Upanishads it 15 mentioned along with the
sense-organs. Now 1n such grouping only those
of a class ate grouped together. Seo the vital foree,
like 1he organs, 13 subordinate to the scul. The
other 1easons 1eferred to m the Sutin are 1ts being
composed of parts, 115 being 1nsentient, and so on.

R 7 A, aqiE Tt 0 22 |
&L On aceount of (its) not being an instru-

msnb 9 and 7 not A% objection AW & because thus
LR (Sruti) teaches.

11. And on account of (its) not being
an instrument (theze 1s) no objection, because
thus (the scripture) teaches.

1f the vital force Lke the organs 1s also sub-
vrdinate to the soul, then 1t must ~tand in ihe
relation of an mstrument to the soul like the
argans  But as therve are only eleven functions
and as many organs alieady, there is no room for
a twelfth ergan m the absence of n twelfth sense-

-object. This Sutra vefutes the above ohjection
and says that the vital foice is not an instrument
or organ like the eyes ete., for the acceptance ot



2 1.12} BRAHMA-SUTRAS 87

which « tweltth sensc-objeelt would he necessary;
yet it has a function m the body which no sense-
organ 1» capable of, and that 15 the upkeep of the
body. In the text, ‘Preserves ihe unclean mest
(of « body? with ihe help of 1he vital  force™
(Biith 4 3. 12), the vital toree 15 saad to guard the
body. Again, “‘Frow whatever lunb the Prina
goes, 1ight ihere 1t withers™ Buk, 1. 3 19);
“Whatever food one eats thiough the Prana suatis-
fies these (the organs)’” (Buh 1 3. 18). All
these texts show 1{hat the function of the wital
force (Prauna) is the upkeep of the body, unhke
those of the organs

Nor 15 1hus the only funclion of the wvital
force. There are others, too, a~ the next Sulia

declares

TEgfeaEETaER 1 IR 0
qeggfe: Having five-fold fanetion Wig like the
mind =IRERR it is taught

12 Tt is taught as having a fivefold
function like the mind

“I alome dividmg myself fivefold support
this body and keep it (Pr. 2 3) Fivefold, 7 e.
as Prana, Apdna, Vyana, Udina, and Samfna
each of which has u special tunction, vz, breath-
ing 1, exhaling, functiormmg 1hroughout the
body and aiding feat~ of strength. helping the
soul to pass out of the body. and digesting the
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food eaten and carrying 1t to all parts of the body.
In this vespect 1t resembles the inmer organ,
which -hough one has a fourfold aspect as mind,
intellect, ego, and (C'hatta (memory).

Topre 6. The munnteness of the vital force.

e SIRER |
& Minute & and

13 And it 1s minute

The vital force (Prdama) is also nunute, subtle,
and limiied like the senses It may be objected
that il is all-pervading according to the text:
“‘Because he 15 equal to a gnat, equal to a mos-
quito, equal {0 an elephant, equal io these three
worlds, equal to this umrerse’”” (Brih. 1. 3. 22).
But the all-pervadinguess spoken of here is with
respect 1o Huanyagarbho, the cosmic Prana. In
ils univeisal aspect 1t 1s all-pervading; but in
relation to beings m the world, in its individual
aspect with which we ave concerned here, it is
himated. Henee the vital force is also limited.

Topie 7- The prewding deities of the organs.

SNG=eT g aameee 1) 28 )

FNirR-afge Presiding over by Fire and others
g but TE-SRAI on account of the scriptures teach-
ing that.

14 But there is the presiding over by
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Fire and others (over the organs), on account
of the scriptural teaching about that

The dependence or independence of the Piana
and the organs 1s taken up for discussion; the
scriptures say that these are presided over by the
gods like Fire ete, which direct them. For
example, ‘‘(Fire) having become speech entered
the mouth’ (A1t Ar. 2 4 2 4) The organs elc.,
being 1nert, cannot move of themselves. Hence
they are dependent on the presiding deities.

SIOTEAT, TSI 11 A 1)
uigdr With the one posaessing the Pranas (organs)

T[] from the scriptures

15. (The gods are not the enjoyers,
but the soul, because the organs are connect-
ed) with the one (i e. the soul) possessing
them, (as is known) from the scriptures.

This Sutra makes it clear why the soul, and
not the gods, 1s the enjoyer in the body. The
relation between the soul and the organs 1s that of
master and servont, so the scriptures declare;
hence the enjoyment through the orgams 1s ot the
soul, and not of the gods. ‘‘He who knows, ‘Let
me smell this,” 1s the self, the nose 1s the instru-
ment of smelling”” (Chh. 8. 12 4) Moreove,
there ate many gods in the body, each presiding
over a particular organ, but there 1s only ome
enjoyer. (Otherwise remembrance would be
impossible. Hence the senses are for the enjoyment
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of the soul and mot the gods though they arve
directed by them

aeq T faegema 1 28

o Its 9 and ﬁ'ﬂaﬂon account of permanence

16 And on account of its (soul’s)
permanence (in the body it is the enjoyer,
and not the gods)

The soul abides peamanently in the body a-
the experiencer smee 1t can be afrected by good
and evii and can experience pleasure and pain. It
is not reasonable to think that i a body whach 1s
the 1esult of the <oul’s past actions, others, e.q.
the gods, enjov  The gods have glorious positions
and would divdan such lowly enjoyments as can
be had ithrough the human body Tt 1s the soul
that 15 the (njover Moreover, the connection
between the crgans and the soul 18 permanent.
Vide Siut1 text, ““When 1t departs, the vital force
follows; when the wvital fovee departs, all other
ovgans follow” (Buh 4 4 2) The soul 1s the
master, and 1s thereture the enjoyer, in spite of
the fact that there are presiding detties over the
semses

Topic 8- The oryans are independcnt principles
and not modes of the chief Prina

a gfgafon, samRaE=E Fwa 1 29 )
q Thev gRzaft organs Eﬁﬂm beine g0 desig-
nated SUA_FIT except the chief.
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17. They (the other préanas) except
the chief (prina) are organs (and so different
from the chief prana), on account of (their)
being so designated (by the scriptures)

The question is raised whether the eyes etc
are but modes of the vital force or independent
entities. The opponent holds the former view
since the scripture says, *“ ‘This is the greatest
amongst us (the organs) . . Well, le{ us all be
of Ins form ° They all assumed 1its form. There-
fore lhey are called by this name of ‘Préna’”’
(Brik. 1. 5. 21). The Sutra refutes this and says
that the eleven orgams belong to a separate cate-
gory, and ave not modes of the vital torce, because
they are shown to be different in texts like. *‘From
Him are born. the vital force, mind, and all
orgons’’ (Mu. 2. 1. 3), where the wital force and
the organs are separately mentioned. The text of
the Brihadiranyaka is to be taken 1u a secondary
sense,

w0

18. On account of differentiating
scriptural texts.

In Brih 1. 3. the organs are treated first in
one section, and after concluding it the vital force
is treated i a fresh section, which shows that
they do not belong to the same category. Hence
also the organs are independent principles, and
not modes of the vital force.

B.5 —19
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FoEoaT=T 1| €2 Il

qu On account of characteristic differences
9 and.

19. And on account of characteristic
differences.

Various differences in their nature are des-
cribed in the scripture. For example, the organs
do not function in deep sleep, whereas the vital
force does. The organs get tired, but not the
vital force. The loss of individual organs daes
not affect life, but the passing out of the vital
force ends in the death of the body. The Sruti
which speaks of the organs being called Prana for
their having assumed its form is to be taken in a
secondary sepse, meaning that the organs follow
the vital force even as the servants do their master
"The vital force is the leader of the organs. There-
fore the organs are independent principles.

Topie 9- The cvolutron of names and forms 1s the
work of the Lord and not of the wndindual soul.

demfreiig fgeaa:, S9Ram i e i

W—E@ﬁﬁ{‘ The creation of name and form g
but {513e@da: by Him who does the tripartite (crea-
tion) IR on account of scriptural teaching,

20. But the creation of names and
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forms 1s by Him who does the tripartite
(creation), for so the scriptures teach.

A question 1s raised whether the individual
soul o1 the Supreme Liord tashions gross objects of
name and form after the thiee elements have been
created by the Loid In the Chhindogya 6. 2. we
have the creation of the elements by the Lord.
The mnext section says: ‘‘That Deity thought,
“Well, let me now enter those three deities (fire,
earth, and water) as (lait through) this living self
(Jiva) and reveal names and forms’ ”’ (Chh. 6. &,
2). On the basis of this text the opponent holds
that the fashioning of names and forms, that is.
the creation of the gross woild after the elements
have been cieated, belongs to the individual soul
and not to the Lord This Sutia 1efutes 16 and
says that the word ‘*Jiva’ 1n the text is syntacti-
cally related with ‘cutiance’ and not with the
revealing of names and forms. The individual
soul has not the power to cieate the gross world.
Moreover, the mnexi sentence of that passage,
“Then that Deity having said, ‘Let me make each
of these three (elements) tripartite’ ’ ete. (Chh.
6. 3 3), cleaily shows that the Supreme Lord
alone reveals mnames and forms, and creates the
gross elements and this world How then is the
production of pots ete. by a potter to bhe
explamned? There ulso the Loid 1s the inner
director. It 1s the Lord who resides m every-
thing and directs the whole creation.
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ararty W g fEEr 1 e

Aiarfx Flesh etc W are effects of earth M ey
according to the scriptures ¥@\: of the other two =
also

21 Flesh etc result from earth,
according to the scriptures. So also as regards
the other two (viz fire and water)

Tripartite enith, when assimilated by man,
forms flesh etc. ““The earth (food) when eaten
becomes threefold .. .1its middle portion becomes
flesh, and its finest portion mind’’ (Chh. 6. 5. 1).
So also we have to understand the effects of the
other two elements according to the scriptures'.
‘Water produces blood, Prana, etc., and fire pro-
duce~ hone, marrow and the organ of speech.

IR, TEEEEE: I IR )

Mon account of the preponderance g but
A% that special name

22. But on account of the preponder-
ance (of a particular element in them the
gross elements) are so named (after it).

An objection 1is raised, if all the gross
elements contain the three fine eclements,
then why such distinctions as ‘“This is water,’”
“This 15 earth.” “This is fire’”’? The Sutra
refutes this objection saying that as the fine
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elements are not found in equal proportion 1 each
of the gross elements, they are mnamed after that
fine element which preponderates in thewr consti-
tution The repetition of ‘‘that special name” is
t0 show that the chapter ends here.



CHAPTER III

SecrIOoN I

In the second chapter all objections based on
the Sruti and reasoning against the Vedfntic view
have been refuted. It has been shown that all
other views are mcorrect, and that the so-called
seriptural contradictions do not exist with respect
to the Vedantic view Further, it has been shown
that all entities different from the soul (like
Prina elc) spring from Brahmaun and for
the enjoyment of the soul. In this chapter
the soul’s travels to the different regions accom-
panied by those adjuncts are discussed to produce
a spirit of dispassion.

Tope 1- The soul, when passing out of the body
at death is enveloped with fine particles of
the gross elements

qEraCafaT Efy awRerw:, wife-
QU |1 ¢ |l

TEIRTD With & view to obtaining a fresh
body @Rl goes GReE™™: enveloped (with subtle parts
of the clements) SFRWIRIMY (so it is known) from
the question and answer

1 (The soul) goes (out of the body)
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enveloped (with subtle parts of the elements)
with a view to obtaining a fresh body; (so it
is known) from the question and answer
(in the scripture).

The Sutra discusses whether in transmigration
the soul takes with 1t subtle parts of the gross
elements as the seed, as 1t were, for the future
body. The opponent holds that it does mnot take
them, for 1t 1s useless, because the elements are
easily available everywhere. Moreover, in the
absence of a definite opinion to the contrary in the
scriptures, we have to understand that the soul
does not take subtle parts of the elemenis with it.
This Sutra refutes that view and says that the
soul does take with it subtle parts of the elements;
that this is a faet is known from the question and
answer that occurs in the scriptures ‘Do you
know why in the fitth oblation water is called
man?”’ (Chh. 5 3 3) This 1s the question, and
the answer 1s given in the whole passage which,
after explaining how the five oblations in the
form, of Sraddhi (liquid oblations in subtle form),
Soma, rain, food, and seed fire offered in the five
‘fires’ (z.e. objects imagined to be fires for the sake
of Upasani)—the heavens, Parjanya (rain-god),
earth, man, and woman—ends, ‘‘For this reason is
water in the fifth oblation called man ”’ From
this we understand that the soul goes enveloped
with water (same as Sraddh&) Moreover, though
the elements are available everywhere, yet the
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seeds for a fulure body are not so casily available.
Agam the adjuncts ot the indivadual soul, vz, the
organs ete, which go with it (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 2)
cannot accompany 1t unless there 1» a material
basis

SATHBAT, PARATT I R |
sAs@ On account of (water) consisting of

three elements § but 3T on account of the pre-
ponderance (of water).

2. On account of (water) consisting of
three elements (the soul goes enveloped by
all these elements and not merely water);
but (water alone is mentioned in the text)
on account of its preponderance (in the
human body).

An objection 1s raised that the lext mentions
only water, and not the other elements as accom-
panying the soul The Sutra says that m water
are found the other two elements also according to
the tpartite creation of the gross elements.
Hence all the three elements accompany the soul.
The mention of water™s mdicatory and includes
all the elements. With mere water no body can
he formed. But as the watery portion in the body
is preponderant, water only is mentioned in the

text
qOWRE N ] 1

Sli;l"li"l% Because of the going of the sense-organs ¥
and. '
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8 And because of the going of the
organs (with the soul, the elements also
accompany the soul).

““When 1t departs, the vital force follows,
‘When the vital force departs, all the organs
follow”! (Brih. 4. 4 2) Since the organs go with
the soul, they must have o material base; hence
also it 1s inferred that water and other elements
follow the soul, thus formmng a basis for the
organs.

sl AR R S|, &, FwEm 08

ap=qiiEia: Entering into fire cte. %‘lﬁ: from the
scriptures R AU if 16 .be sard T not so0 VAR, on
account of its being so said in a secondary sense.

4. If it be said (that the organs do
not follow the soul), for the scriptures
declare their entering into fire etc., (we say)
not so, on account of its being so said in a
secondary sense.

‘““When the vocal organ of a2 man who dies is
merged 1n the fire, the nose 1n the ai1,” ete. (Brih.
3. 2. 13). This {ext shows that at the time of
death the organs are iesolved into thewr presiding
deities, and hence it cannot be said that they
accompany the soul. This Sutra refutes that view
and says thal such interpretations would go against
many texts which declare that they do accompany
the soul, as, for example: ‘““When 1t departs, the
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vital force follows; when the vital force departs,
all the organs follow’' (Bmh. 4. 4. 2). Hence the
text cited must be interpreted 1n a secondary sense
like the words, ‘““The hair on the body in the
herbs” (Brik 3. 2. 13) ‘

SeRsTENTERY 39, W, ar o7 &, SqEe: 1 a

593 In the first of the oblations 1WA not being
mentioned gki 91T if 1t be said 9 not so At TH that
only (: ¢ water) ig because SU9E: on account of the
appropriateness

5 1If it be objected on aeccount of
(water) not heing mentioned in the first of
the oblations, (we say) not so, because that
(viz water) only (is meant by the word
‘Sraddhad’) on account of the appropriate-
ness (of such an interpretation).

An objection 1s 1aised that as there is no men-
tion of water 1n the first oblation- *‘On that altar
the gods offer Sraddhs as oblation’” (Chh. 5. 4. 2).
but only Sraddhi (faith) is mentioned, to substi-
tute water for Sraddhd will be arbitrary. So how
can it be ascertained ‘‘that 1n the fifth oblation
water 15 called man'"? The Sutra says that by
‘Sraddhi’ water 15 meant, for in that case alone
syntactical unity of the whole passage remains
undisturbed  Otherwise the question and answer
would not agree. Moreover, faith (Sraddha),
which 1< a mental attribute, cannot be offered as
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an oblation  Water 15 also ecalled Siaddhé in the
Sruti texts  “‘Sraddha mdeed is water’”’ (Taitt.
Sam. 1. 6, 8. 1).

argaenfela 99, 9, seifewrion sfi|: o & i
ﬂﬁmOn account of not being' mentioned in

the Sruti 3R %if it be said & not so ERERIY, the
performers of sacrifices ele  J1Q: being understood.

6 If it be said that on account of (the-
soul) not heing mentioned in the text (the
soul does not depart enveloped with water
etc), (we say) not so, for it 1s understood
(from the scriptures) that the Jivas who
perform sacrifices etc (alone go to heaven).

An objection 15 1m1sed that m the Chhindogya
text cited (0 3 3), there 13 mention of water only
but no 1eference to the soul; and 1t is explained
how this water becomes man. So how can it be
taken thai the scul depmits enveloped with water
and then 1« born again as man? This Sutra refutes
it and says that it we examime all the scriptural
texts like, “But thex who bemmg in the village
practise sacrifices and wotks of public utility and
give alm~, go to the (deity of) smoke to the
moon’> (Chh 5 10 3-4), which describe the
journey to the moon. we find thal only the Jivas
who perform such good acts go to heaven. and that
in so doing they go enveloped with water, which
i3 supplied bv the materials like curds ete. that
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ale offered as oblations in sacrifices; these assume
a2 subtle form called Apurva and attach themselves
1o the sacrificer.

WIF FERATIET, a4 & |l 1
W% In 2 secondary sense A but NARWERAG on
account of their (souls) not knowing the Selt T so
f& becanse TR (Sruti) declares.

7. But (the souls’ being the food of
the gods in heaven is used) in a secondary
sense, on account of their not knowing the
Self; because (the Sruti) declares like that.

Tu the seriptures it 13 stated .that those who
a0 to heaven become the food of the gods; so how
could they be enjoying the fruits of their good
acttons m heaven? * That 1s Soma, the king.
Tle is the food of the gods. They eat um’’ (Chh.
-9. 10. 4). This Sutra »ays that the word ‘food’ is
used not 1 a primary -emse, but metaphorically,
meaning an object of enjoyment. Otherwise, if
this iy the fate of souls who go to heaven, texts
Ihke. “Those who want to go to heaven shall
Jperform sacrifices’” are meamingless. Therefore
what the text means is that they are objects of
enjoyment to the gods even as wives, children, and
cattle are to men. "Thus the Jivas, while giving
enjoyment to the gods, are happy, and rejoice
with them i their turn. That they are objects of
«enjoyment to the gods is known from texts like:
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‘““While he who worships another deity . He
is like a beast to the gods. And as many beasts
serve a man. so does cvery man serve the gods’
(Brih. 1. 4. 10).

Therefore it 15 decided that the soul goes
enveloped with subtle parts of the elements when
it goes to other spheres for enjoying the fruits of
its good Karma.

Topic 2, The souls descending from heaven have
a residual Karma, which determines thewr burth

FATAASTIIAT , THSAAE , J9aq=E = 1<l

FAHR On the exhaustion of (good) work SFIRER,
possessed o} residnal Karma Mas is known
from the Sruti and Smriti 79 §& a< (it) went WaH
differently o and

8. On the exhaustion of (good) work,
(the soul) with the residual Karma (descends
to this earth, as is known from the Sruti
and Smriti, along the path (it) went by
(from here) and differently too

A fresh topic 1s taken up for discussion—the

descent of the soul from heaven. The question is
raised whether it descends with any residual
Karma or not The opponent holds that there is
no residual Karma. for Sruti says: “Having
dwelt there t1ll their work is consumed, they
return again the way they went by’’ ete (Chh. 5.
10. 5), which means that all thexr Karma is



304 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [3.1.8

eahausted and there 1y nothing lett. Moreover,
il is 1easunable to think that Karma done 1n one
hite (as man) 1s woiked out in the next as god.

The Sutra, retuting this view, says that what
15 exhausted in heaven is only that Karma which
gave the soul a birth as god 1 heaven, but on the
exhaustion of this Karma the remaining Karma,
good and bad, brings 11 buck to earth. Otherwise it
1~ Qifficult to explain the happiness or misery of a
new-born child. Neither 15 it possible that m one
hite the entiré Katma of the previous hife 15 worked
out o1 a man mmght have done both good work
hke -saenfices, as a result of which he 1s
boin as o god, and bad work, which can
be woiked out m an ammal body; and
the working out of both kinds of Karma simultane-
ously 10 one biurth is 1tmpossible  So though by the
enjoymeni of heaven the result of good work like
saciifices ete 15 exhausted, there are vther Karmaus
1m stpre according to which a man is boan again in
good o bad  envionments  The Sruti  says,
*Thuse whose conduet has been good will quickly
attain some good bntth™ ete (Chh 5 10 7) The
Smril: also says, *‘With the remainder of their
Karma thcy are born i o noteworthy place, caste,
and family. with becoming appearance, longevity,
knowledge, wealth, happiness, and intellect > So
the soul 15 born with residval Karma. By what
way does 1t descend? Following the same way that
il went by, bui with some difference. That they
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follow the same way as they went by, 1s under-
stood from the mention of smoke and ether in the
path, (Vide Chh. 5. 10. 3), and that there 18 some
difference too is known from the f{act that the text
ovmits might ete. (Vide Chh. 5. 10. 3), but mist
etc. are mentioned (Vide Chh 3. 10. 6).

SRR 39, 7, STSQUIY o ST
faf: nen

FOIT On account of conduct § F 1f it be said
E not so STSTNMF to denote indirectly ZRi thus
Frviifaf: (the sage) Karshn)ini (thinks).

9. If it be said that on account of
conduct (the assumption of residual harma
is not necessary for a re-birth on earth), (we
say) pot so, (for the word ‘conduct’ is used)
to denote indirectly (the remaining Karma).
So (thinks) Kérshnajini.

In the text cited (Chh. 5. 10 7) the Sruti says
those of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth., Now
conduct i1s one thing, and residual Karma quite
another thing, even according to the Srufi (Vide
Brih. 4. 4. 5).  Since the Srut1 does not mention
residual Karma, the soul 15 not born with any
Karma, conduct alone being the cause of good
birth. This 1s the main objection. This the Sutra
refutes and says that ‘conduct’ here is used to
denote good KXarma, It is a case of Ajahat
Lakshani, conduct standing for karma which is
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dependent on good conduct. This is the view of
the sage Kérshnijini

Ty FAtaly 99, ¥, qgeEET il 20 1l

A, Irrelevancy &Rt 9 if it be said & not so
TEUA on account of dependence on that

10 If it be said (by such interpreta-
tion of the word ‘conduct’” good conduct
would become) purposeless, (we say) not so,
on account of (Karma) being dependent on
that (good conduct)

An objection is raised that if the word ‘con-
flucl’ be mterpreted indirectly to niean ‘residual
Karma’, leaving its direct meaning, then good con-
duct would be purposeless 1n man’s Iife, as 1t has
no result of ity own, uot being a cause of the quali-
1y of the new birth  The Sutra depies this on the
ground {hat only tho-e who are of good conduct
are expected 1o perform Vedie sacrifices, “Him
who 1~ devord of gond conduet the Vedas do mnot
purtfy ° Thus good conduet is an axd to Karmn
and therefore has a purpose So it is the view of
Karshnayni that it is Karma and not conduct
that 1s the cause of the new birth.

gTagEa Wi g aEre 0 e
gﬁg&s% Good and evil work T merely & thus
g but a&R: Badari

11. But (conduct) is merely good and
evil work: thus (the sage) Bidari (thinks).
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This Sutra says that as a matter of fact there
is no difference between conduct and Karma i
common parlonce, for people say of a person who
performs sacrifices etc. ‘‘That man practises right-
eousness,”’ showing thereby that ‘conduct’ is used
1n the general sense of action Thus ‘men of good
conduct’ means those whose aclions (Karma) are
praiseworthy.

Therefore 1t 1s settled that those who go to
heaven performing sacrifices have residual Karma
as the cause of a new birth on earth

>

Topic 3 The fate after death of those souls whose
wctions do not cntitle them to go to the lunar world.

SrfaTiERTROTafY = gag 1 4R |

aﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ‘ﬂﬂi Of those who do not perform sacri-
fices ctc  @fT even T also #1013 declared by the
Sruti

12. The Sruti declares (the going to
the lunar world etc.) also of even those whe
do not perform sacrifices etc.

Now the question of those who do not per-
form sacrifices ete 1s taken up for discussion The
opponent holds that even they go to heaven, though
they may mot enjoy there like the performers of
sacrifices ete., because they too require the fifth
oblation for a mew birth, and also because the
seriptures dirvectly say that all go to heaven: “All

Bs —20
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who depart from this world go to the moon’’ (Kau
1.2).

G SRR, agu
con o ORER|

oA In the abode of Yama § but S havine
experienced ZAR9W of others (than the performers of
sacrifices ete.) ﬂlﬁiﬁﬁﬁ the ascent and descent
ﬁ?lﬁ{fﬁmsuch a passage being declared by the
Sruti

13 But of others (ie those who have
not performed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is
to the abode of Yama, and after having
experienced (the result of their evil works)
the descent (to the earth again takes place).
On account of such a passage (for the evil-
doer) being declared by the Sruti.

This Sutra refutes the view of the last Sutra
and says that evil-doers go not to heaven, but to
the woild of Yamnu, where they suffer and then
descend again to earth  ““The hereafter mnever
r1ses hefore an ignorant person . thus he falls
again and apain under my sway’’ (Kath. 1. 2. 6)
The ascent to the moon 15 only for the enjoyment
of the fruits of good works and not for any othet
purpose; ~o the evil-doers do not go there.

e TR
@R The Smritis declare ¥ also
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14 The Smritis also declare (thus).

Manu aad others say that the evil-doers go to
hell and sufter thete.

sty T & 0
=T 9 Morceover @ seven
15 Moreovyer there are seven (hells).
There are seven hells mentioned in the Pura-
nas, to which the evil-doers are cast to expiate
thewr sms thicugh suffermng.

T T AEAIREREAT 1 26 1)

@ There 3 even I and TTMAF on account of
his control 3RR: there 15 no contradiction

16. And on account of his (Yama’s)
control even there (in those hells), there is
no contradiction

An objeclion 15 1a18ed that since according to
the S1ut1 the ovil-doers sufter at 1he hands of Yama
how 1s this possible 1n the hell called Raurava,
where Chitiagupta 1n the presiding deity? The
Sutra says that there 1s no contradiction, as
LChitragupta is directed by Yama.

frnFIONTRT g SHaET 1l 99 1|
frsa: Ot knowledge and work 2 thus g but
SFAAN on account of their bemng the subject under
discussion.
17 But (the reference is to the two
roads) of knowledge and work, thus (we
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have to understand) on account of their
being the subject under discussion.

¢ Now those who go along neither ot these
ways become those tiny, confinually rotating
creatures of which 1t mav be said, ‘Be born aund
die 7 This is the third place That is why that
world (heaven) never becomes full’’ (Chh. 5. 10. 8)
The two ways mentioned 1n this text we have to
take as referning to thowe of knowledge and work.
on account of these being the subject under dis-
cussion. Knowledge and work are the means to
go along the Devayana, and Pitriyana routes. For
those who are not entitled to go through knowledge
along the Devavana, the route leading to the gods.
or through sacrifices ete. to {he Pitriyana, the route
leading to the fathers, the Sruti declares a thiid
place, distinet from the Biahmaloka and the Chan-
draloka  That the evil-doers, who form a separale
group. go to this third place. and not to heaven
is made all the more explicit by the words, *“Thai
1s why that woild (heaven) mnever becomes full’
(Chh 5 10 ® The word ‘but’ refutes a possi-
ble doubt ariang fiom a text belonging to another
Sakha; vide Kau 12 So the Koaushitaki text
which says that all @o to the sphere of the moon.
means all those who have perfoimed good Karma of
whatever kind, and does not include evil-doers

T g, S 1| 3¢ )

a Not & in the third T so T 1t hemne ccen.
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18 (The speufication about five
oblations does) not (apply) to the third
{place), for so it i~ seen (from the scrip-
tures).

It has been said i Chh. 3. 3 3, which 1s quot-
ed 1 the first Sutra of this section, that the Jiva
attuns a new birth atter five oblations. So at
leust for getling a new body {he evil-doer will have
1o go to the moon, 1o (omplete 1he five oblations
that cause the new buth  This Sutra says that the
aule about the five oblations does not apply m the
case of evil-doers, for they aie boin mespective of
1he oblations, because {he Siufr says, ** ‘Be boz
and die.” This 1~ the thard place ©° That 1ule
applies only to the performers of saaifices ete.

wAASH T S 1 221

]I Are recorded 3 also 9 and % in the
world

19. And moreover (cases of birth
without the completion of the five oblations)
are recorded in the world,

A further argument 1» given to show that the
five oblations are not absolulely necessary for a
future birth, and hence the evil-doers mneed not
go to heaven just for conformung to this rule. For
m cases hike thal of Diona. who lhad no mother,
and of Dhrishtadyumna, who had neither fether nor
mother, the last {wo oblations respectively were
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abseni. Hence the rule about the five oblations 1a
not umversal, but applies only to those who per-
form sacrifices.

¢
TRAEE U e 1l
<

KL On account of observation = also

20. Also on account of observation.

That this rule about the five oblations is not
universal is also seen from the fact that of the four
kinds of Life, viviparous, oviparous, life springing
from moisture, and plant life, the last two are born
without any mating and consequently there 1s mot
the- fifth oblation i thewr case.

TAITRSETERN: ERHHE || RY

m—-’tﬁ‘aﬁﬁﬁ: Inclaston in the third term
GaEET of that which springs from moisture

21. The third term (i.e. plant life)
includes that which springs from moisture

There are fom kinds of organic bemngs as des-
eribed in the lasi Sutra But the Chhindogya
Tpaunishad 6. 3 1 mentions only three kinds. This
Sutra says that 1t makes no difference for that
which springs from moisture is included in plant
life (Udbhud). since they both germinate, one from
the earth and the other from water ete.

Hence 11 is a scttled tact that the evil-doers
de not go to heaven but only those who perform
sacrifices
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Topic £ The soul 1n 1ts descent from the moon does
not become identified with cther ete. but attans
svmtlarity of nature.

-
qETATSAN:, S 1 RN

Fa-grsa-eNafa: Attainment of a sumlanty of
nature with them S99 : being reasonable.

22 (The soul when descending from
Chandraloka) attains similarity of nature
with them (z.e with ether, air, etc.), (that
alone) being reasonable.

It has been suid that the righteous who des-
vend from the moon descend by the same path as
they ascended by, bul with some differences ‘'They
return aga. that wav as they ecame by, to the
ether, f1om the ether to the an, the sacuficer hav-
g become a, becomes smoke,” ete (Chh, 5. 10.
d). Now the question is whether the souls of
such persons actually attan identity with ether.
smoke, etc.. o1 only uttarn a similar nature The
Sutra says that the souls do noi attain identity with
them, for it 1s impossible. A thing cannot become
another of a different nature  What the text
means, therefore. 15 that 1t attuims similarity of
nature—becomes like ether, air, ete. The soul
assumes a subtle form like ether, comes under the
influence of air and is conpected with smoke, ete.
Therefore similarity of nature and not identity 1s
meant.
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Topic 5+ The entire descent of the soul takes
only a short time.

arfafo, faRemn 220

a Not afafRu in very long time BRWRL on
account of the speaial declaration.

23. (The soul’s descent from the moon
through the varous stages up to the earth
takes) not very long time, on account of a
special” declaration (of the Srutis with
respect to the stages after that as taking
time).

The question 1» raised whether the descending
soul, when 1t altamns simlarity of nature with
ether, au, ele, 1emams n those stages pretly
long, o1 attains the next stages quickly one after
another  This Sutra -ays that 1t passes through
them quickly  ‘Then he 15 born as rce and corn,
herbs and {iees, sesamum and beans. Fiom
thence the escape is beset with many more diffi-
culties”” (Chh. 5 10 G). Thus the stages after
coming down on earth through ramn the Srutz
particularly chaiacteirzes as hard to escape from,
thereby hinting that the escape from the earlier
stages 15 easy and attuned quickly

Topte 6 Then the souls enter mto plants etr.
they only get connccted with them and do not
participute 1n their hife.

ST qaae, SR N %2

-3ffBd Into what is rnled by another Eéﬂﬁ
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as 1n the previnus casss @, for so the Sruti
states

24. (The descending soul enters) into
what 1s ruled by another (Jiva or soul) as
in the previous cases (c2z becoming ether
«etec ), for so the Srut1 states.

A view 1s put forward that the soul’s passage
through the stages of corn ete. 15> not a mere con-
nection with them, as 1 the earher stages with
cther ete., but that 1t 1s actually born 1 the form
of coin ete For {he Siufr says, “Then bhe 15 born
as 1iee”” ete (Chh 5 10 6) I also  seems
reasonable thai those who fall fiom heaven atier
havimg exhausted {henn good deeds <hould be
born as herbs. plants, ete, owing {o their bad
Kaima such a~ the killing of anmimals that
remains So the word ‘born’ 1» to bhe ilaken
hterally. The Sutia sefutes this view and says
ihat the word ‘boin’ mplies mere connection with
«corn, herbs, ete , which are .nimated by other
souls actually born as such  Tor in these stages
{here 18 no reference to their Kaima, even as mn
the eariier stages ol ether ete They enter these
plants ete independently of thew Karma., and
while there, they do not experience the fruits at
all Where biath 1n the pramary sense takes
place and experience of the fruits of action begins,
it 15 made clear by a reference to EKarma, as in,
“Those whose conduel has been good will quickly
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attamn o good birth’® (Chh 5 10 7) Therefore
the descending souls only dwell, as 1t were, in
plants etc. animated by other souls till they get
the opportunity for a mew birth,

srgefil S, 7, TE N AU
3tged Unholy &fa 37 it be sa1d @ not so TRy

on account of seriptural authority.

25. If it be said (that sacrifices, which
entail the kilhing ot animals etc.) are unholy,
(we say) not so, on account of scriptural
authority.

This Sutra refutes the poini raised by the
opponent in the previous Sutra that the descend-
ing soul 1s enveloped by 1ts bad Karma such as
the killing ot anmimals 1n sacrifices and so is born
as herbs etc The Ikilling of animals etc. 1n
sacrifices does not entail any bad Karma for the
person, for 11 is sanctioned by the scriptures.

L faearmisy 1) 8 )

: =it Connection with one who performs
the act of generation 31 then.

26. Then (the soul gets) connected
with him who performs the act of genera-
tion.

“For whoever eats food and performs the act

of generation, (the soul) becomes one with him”’
(Chh. 5, 10. 6). Here the soul’s becoming
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Literally identical with the person 1> 1mpossible
and we have to understand that it gels connected
with him This furthet moves that the soul's
becommng plants ete 1 the mmmediately preced-
ing stages 1s also mere conmurelion with them and
not actual irth as such

A: JOTL 1N 29 1
@=: From the womb IR hodv

27. From the womh a (new) body
(results).

Finally the actual birth of the soul 15 referred
to in this Sutrta  Till now 1t was only a connec-
tion with the successive stages. but now through
its connection with a person performing the act of
generation the soul enters the woman and there
gets a new body fit tor experiencmg the results of
its past residual Karma.



CHAPTER III

DECTION 1L

1n the lasl sectivn the passage of the soul to
Qifferent spheres and 1ts return have been
explained. There are people who get disgusted
with Kaina or sacrifices leading to such a fate of
the soul and become dispassionate. In order 1o
make them grasp the true mmport of the Maba-
vikyas or the great Vedic dicta, this section seis
mself to elucidate the true nature of ‘That’ and
‘thou contamed m the Mahévakya, ‘“That thou
art ©° In the last section lhe waoking slate of the
soul (the ‘thou’) has been fully described Now
its dream slate 1s 1aken up for discussion, to show
that the soul 15 selt-luminous. In this way the
thiee wiates of the soul, r::. waking, dream, and
deep sleep. will be shown to be merely illusory,
and thus the consequent identity of the Jiva and
Biahman will be established

Topwe 1 The coul in the dream state.

@ g fEn o

Gt In the intermediate stage (between waking
and deep sleep, t.e in the dream state.) @ (there
is real) creation #E (Sruti) says so f€ because.
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1. In the intermediate stage (between
waking and deep sleep, there is a real) crea-
tion, because (the Sruti) says so

The question 1s raised whether the ecication
which one experiences 1in the dieam state is a«
real as this world of ours, or merely Mayi, false,
as compared with this waking wald This Sutra.
which give« 1he view of the opponent. holds that
it is just as real, fon the Siutr declares, “There
are no charviots, nor hotses to be voked to them.
nor roads there, but he himself creates the
chariots, horses, and 10ads  Tor he 1~ the agent™”
(Brih. 4 3 10) Moreover we do not find any
difference between the experience of the waking
state and that of the dieam “ate A meal taken
in dream has the effect of giving satisfaction even
as in the waking stale Therefore the creation of
the dream state 1~ 1cal and ~pings fiom the Lord
Himself, even as He (1eates ether et

fmlar 2%, TAEE 120

TR Creator o and TF some (the followers of
particular Sakhas of the Vedas) TET: sons ete =
and

2 And some (S4khAs or recensions)
(state the Self or the Supreme Lord to be)
the creator (of objects of desires while we
are asleep) and (objects of desires there
stand for) sons ete
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A further argmment 1< given by the opponent
that the creation even 1 dreams 13 by the Lord
Him-eli. * He nwho 1s awake 1n us shaping objeets
of desire while we e osleep . that s
Tahman'  (Kath 2 3. 8. Nons ete aie the
objects of desite that [Te c1eales  So. as 1n the
tane of the waling state, even m dreams the Lol
Him-elt creates, and hence the world of dreams 1s
also 102l Therefore the dream world s not falee
but real hke ilus Vyaveharka (phenomenald
world of ours

AT g, FIETATARETREeTET 1| % 1)

#AFFET Meve 1llusion § but FREA o tolu
SRRTETRERI, on aceount of 1ts nature not being

manifest

3  But (the dream world 1s) mere 1illu-
sion, on account of its nature not being
manifest with the totality (of attributes of
the waking state)

‘But’ disentds the view expressed by the two
previous Sutias  The notwe of the dream world
does not agree in folv with that of the waking
wmld with 1espect to ime. place, cause, and non-
tonhadiction, and as such that world 1s not real
Tike the waking world There can be no appro-
priate mme, place o1 cause in the dream state
Insmde the body, there is not enough space for
«objects ke chariots, horses, ete , and in a dream



324] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 331

the soul does not leave the body; for if 1t did, then
one who dieams of having gone to America would
find hunself theie ou waking while he went to
sleep mm Indin. Nor 15 the midmght proper time
for an eclipse of the sun seen m a dream, nor ecan
we conceive o child’s getting childien 10 a dream
to be real. Moreover, even 1 dieams we see
objecls scen being tiansiormed, as for example,
when we see a tiee twin 1mto a mountain *‘He
himself cieates the chariots etc '’ (Bmah. 4 3 10),
only means that objects which have no reality
appem to exist 1n dieams just as silver does in a
mother-of-pemal. The argument thal the dream
world 1s real because 1t 18 also a creation of the
Supreme Lord, like tLis waking world, is not true,
for the dream woild 1° not the creation of the Lord
but of the mdividual soul ‘“When he dreams

himself puls the bodv aside ond himself
creates (o dream body in its place)’’ (Brih. 4. 3.
9) This text clemily proves that 1t is the Jiva
that cieates 1n dieams and not the Lord.

g & 58, srvaa a1
g9%: Omen 9 but [§ for aﬁ from the Sruti
AFEFS say T also ABF: experts in dream-reading.

4. But (though the dream-world is an
illusion) vet it serves as an omen, for (so we
find) in the Sruti. (and) expert dream-readers
also say (thus)

Lest it he thought that because the dream-
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world 1~ an 1llusion, even the 1esults indicated by
dieamss a1e 10 be <o regarded, this Sutia saxs that
these dicins are yet capable of forecasting events
o1 good and had fortune The thing indicated by
the-r dreams i~ 1eal. though the dreams themselse~
ure unreal, even as the appearance of silver in o
mother-ot-pearl, though false, produces joy in u-.
which is 1eal. The Stutr al-o says so: “T{ 1
thi~ dienm he sees a woman. let him know this to
be a s1zm thai has saerifice has suceeeded”™ (Chb

5 2. 8

qufireararg fifeay , aqT ang
¢
Tt I 4 o
e, By meditation on the Suprome Lord
g but Fa'm%aq that whichis covered (by 1gnorance

@a: from Hum (the Lord) & for 3181 of the soul ag-
<
BPHT bondage and 1ts opposite. 7 ¢ freedom

5 But by meditation on the Supreme
Lord, that which is covered (by ignorance,
riz . the similarity of the Lord and soul
becomes mamfest), for from Him (the
Lord) are its (the soul’s) bondage and
freedom

It has heen shown thai the dream-world 1~
false But an objection 1s raised against 1t The
individual soul 's but a part of the Supreme Soul
and therefore shaies Its power of knowledge and
rulership even a< a spark and fire have alike the
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power of burning. As such 1t must also be uble
to create at will like the Lord This Sutra refute
it and says that that rulership 1s covered by
ignorance 1 the Jiva state and gets manifested
only when in the state of meditation on the Lord
this ignorance 1s destroyed by the knowledge ‘I
am Brahman.’ ‘“When that god 1s known all
fetters fall of . .. Tiom meditating on lum
there arises, on the dissolution ot the body. the
third state, that of universal Lordship” (Svet.
1 11) Till then the Jiva cannot create at will
anything 1eal. Moreover, this does not come 1o
man spontaneously, since the bondage and free-
dom of the individual soul come from the Lord.
That is to say, ignorance of His tiue nature
causes bondage, and the knowledge of 1t resulls m

freedom
ReAwTTET Qs 1§

2T From its connection with the body &l and
&: that (the covering of its rulership) il also.

6. And that (the covering of the soul’s
rulership) also (results) from its connection
with the body.

A cause for this covering up of the soul’s
rulership is given, and that 1s its connection with
the body etc. Because of these limiting adjuncts,
the result of nescience, its knowledge and ruler-
ship 1emain hidden, and this lasts so long as it
erroneously thinks itself as the body etc Hence

B.s —21
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though the soul 1s not different trom the Lord, 1ts
powers remain hidden.

Tome 2 The soul in dreamless sleep.

Now the state of deep sleep or Sushupti is
taken up for discussion.

TN ATENY, qog A2, AT T 119 1

aa-3dM: Absence of that (dreaming), in other
words Sushupti Y in the nerves AMM ¥ and in
the Self ﬁ(’:@l& as it is known from the Sruti.

7. The absence of that (dreaming, i e
dreamless sleep takes place) in the nerves
and in the Self, as it is known from the
Sruti.

In different texts Sushupti (deep sleep) is said
to take place under difierent condiiions. ‘‘And
when 2 man 1is asleep . . so that he sees no
dreams, then he has entered into those merves
YNadis)’’ (Chh. 8. 6. 3); ‘“Through them he moves
forth and rests in the pericardium, z.e. in the
region of the heart’”” (Brih. 2 1. 19); “When
this being full of consciousness is asleep . . . lies
in the ether 2z e the real Self which is in the
heart’”” (Brih. 2. 1. 17) Now the question arises
whether Sushupti takes place in any one of these
places, 7.e. whelher lhese are to be taken as alter-
natives, or whether they are to be taken as stand-
ing in mutual relation so as to refer to one place
only The opponent holds that as all the words



3.2.7] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 326

slanding for the places enumerated are 1n the
same case, viz. the locative case, in the texts, thev
are co-ordinate and therefore alternatives. If
mutual relation was meant, then different case-
endings would be used by the Sruti This Sutra
says that they are to be taken as standing in
mutual relation denoling the same place.

There is no alternative here, for by allowing
option between two Vedic statements we lessen
1he authority of the Veda, since the adoption of
cither alternative sublates for the time being the
suthority of the other alternative Moreover, the
same case is used where things serve different
purposes and have to be combined, as, for
vxample, when we say, “‘Ie sleeps m the palace,
he sleeps on a couch,’”” where we have t¢ combine
the two locatives into one as ‘‘He sleeps on a
«<ouch in ihe palace”’ Similarly here the differ~
ont texts have to be combined, meaning that the
~oul goes through the neives to ihe region of the
heart and there rests in Brahman.

It may be quesiioned why, tihen, in deep
sleep we do not experience the relalion of sup-
porter and that which is supported with respect to
Brahmon and the Jiva., It is because the
individual soul covered with ignorance is lost in
Brahman even as a pot of water in o lake and so
has no separate existence. ‘“He becomes united
with the True, he is gone to his own (Self)”
{Chh 6. 8 1). Moreover, in the following text
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the thiee places ale mentioned together. *'In
these the per~on i~ when sleeping he sees no
dream~ Then bLe becomes one with the Thana
(Biahman) wlone’ (Kau 4. 200 Hence Biahman
is the soul's place of rest m deep sleep.

I FAISHE_ N < )
Ha: Hence Y492 awak ening 3EATE, from this

8 Hence the awakening from thi= (/ /
Brahman).

“In the same manmner, my son, all these
creatules, when they have come back from th.
True, know mnot that they have come back frons
the, Tiue’” (Chh. 6. 10 2, In this text the Srutr
siates that when the Jiva returns after deep sleep
to the waking state, it returns from the True m
Brahmau, therebv showing that in Sushupti Jiva
15 merged i Biabman and not in the nerves Hata
etc  But as il is covered by ignorance 1t does not
reahize it~ 1dentity with Brahman m Sushupti

Topic 3 The selfsame soul returns from
Sushupti

q wq g, sAige-asiainT: 1

qq The sclfsame soul g but w-wgefraer-
&R on account of Karma, memory, seriptural
authority, and precept

9  Bat the selfsame soul (returns from
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Braliman after Sushupti) on account of
work, memory, scriptural authority, and
precept.

A question 14 1aa~ed heie that just as when o
drop of water has meiged i the ocean 1t 15 daffi-
eull to pick 1t out agaim, so also when the Jiva
has merged 1 Biahman it 1s Mifficult 1o say that
the selfsame Jiva aises from Tt after Sushupti.
So we have to take that some soul arises afler
Sushupti from Biabman  There can be no rule
1hat the same soul arses from 1t The Sutra
refutes this and says that the <elfsame soul comes
back after Sushuply for the following reasons:
(1) What has Leen purtly done by a person before
going to sleep, we find him fimishing after he
wakes up It 1t were not the same soul, then the
latter would have no interest 1n fimshing what has®
been pailly done by another. (2) From our
expenience of 1denfily of personality before and”
after sleep (3) From our memory of pasi events.
(4) From ser.plural aunthorty as m texts like,
“Whatever these creaiures are here, whether a
liger, or a lion, ;1 o wolf, or a boar . . that they
become again (Chh ¢ 9 3), we find that the-
selfsame ~oul retwins from Brohman  after
Sushupti  (9) If the person who goes to sleep and
he who 11ses after it be different, then scriptural
precepts erther as 1egards work or kmowledge.
would be meaningless For 1f a person can adtain
wdentity for ever with Brahman by merely going:
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to sleep, then scriptural instruction would he
useless to attain Liberation. .

Therefore it is the selfsame soul that rises from
Brahman after Sushupti. The case of the drop of
water 1s not quite analogous, for a dtop of water
merge- 1n the occan without any adjuncts and <o
18 lost for ever; bul the Jiva merges in Brahman
with its adjumncts. So the 1dentical Jiva rises
again from Brahman owing to its XKarma and
ignorance, which do mot allow it to be lost in
Brahman irrevocably.

Topic 4 The nature of ¢ swoon.

sy, TRANE N %o 1l

#F¥ In a swoon AagaRy partial attainment of the
state of deep sleep 9RAUME. as the only alternative
left.

10. In a swoon (there is the) partial
attainment of the state of deep sleep, as
that is the only alternative left.

The question of swoon 1s taken up for discus-
ston  There are only three states of a soul while
Hving in the body—waking, dream, and deep
sleep Iis fourth state is death. The condition of
swoon cannot come in as a fifth state, as no such
state 15 known So what is it? Is it a separate
stalg of the soul, or is it but one of these states?
It cannot be waking or dream, for there is no con-
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sciousness or experience of anything. It is not
deep sleep. for that gives happiness, which swoon:
does not. Nor 1s it death, for the soul relurns to
life. So the only alternative left 1s that in a
swoon the soul partially attains the state of deep
sleep, inasmuch as there 13 no consciousness in
that state and 1t returns to hife, and partially that
of death, as 1s seen from the soul’s experience of
misery and pain in that state resulting n dis-
torted face and limbs. 1t 1s  separate state,
though 1t happens occasiomally, and the reason
why 1t is not considered a fifth state 15 becanuse i
is a mixture of the other two states

Topic + The nature of the Supreme Brahman

The preceding {our topies deal with the
nature of ‘thou’ or the appaient self. By proving
that the creation in dreams is false, it has been
shown that though the Jiva appears apparently
to enjoy happiness and misery, yet in reality it is.
unattached. By 1ts mergence in Brahman im
deep sleep thai detachment has been firmly estab-
lished. By saying that the selfsame Jiva returns
from sleep the doubt as to its non-permanency has °
been refuted By a veference to swoon it has
been explained that though all expressions of life
are exlinct in that state still the Jiva is there,
and hence one can be sure that even after death
the soul continues to exist. Thus it has been
shown that the <oul 15 self-lumwnous, of the
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nature of consciousness, having pleasuie iIn 1tself
only, and beyond the ~various states. Having
described the nature of ‘thou’, the nature of
‘That’ is taken up for discussion in the succeeding
Sutras

T RIS WEaregy , S99 & 10 7L
d Not €I from (difference of) place 3@ even
e of Brahman TWAE twofold characteristic fg

because @8 throughout (the scriptures teach nther-
wise)

11 Even from (difference of) place a
twofold characteristic cannot (be pred:-
cated) of Brahman, because throughout (the
scriptures teach It to be otherwise, i.¢
without any qualities).

In the seriptuies we find two kinds of
description about Brahman. Some texts deseribe
It as qualified and some as unqualified “TFiom
whom all activities, all desires, all odours, and all
tastes proceed” (Chh, 3. 14. 2) speak ot atuibutes;
agam ‘It 1s neither gross nor minute, neither
shoit nor long, neirther 1edness nor mowstue'” efc,
(Brili. 3 8 8 .Me we to take that both are true
of Brahman according as It 1s or is not connected
with adjuncts, or have we to take only one of
them as true and the other as false, and if so,
which, and on what grounds? The Sutra says
that hoth caunot be predicated of one and the
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same Brabman, for it 1v against experience One
and the sanie thing cannot have two contradictory
natures at the ~ame tmme  Nor does the mere
convection of a thmg with another change its
nature, even as the redness ot o flower reflected
m a cystal does unot change the nature of ‘the
.erystal, which is colourless The imputation of
redness 15 due to ignorance and not veal. Neither
can a tlung change its 1eal natwre 1t means des-
{tuction KEven <o m the case of Brahman, Its
conneciion with adjunets hke carth ete. 18 a
producl of mescience  Hence between the two
aspects of Brahman we have to aceept that which
is attiibuieless as s tiue natwme, for throughout
the seripiures we find Biahman so described to the
exclusion of Tts qualified aspects  'Ii 15 without
sound, without louch form, and decay” ete.
(Kath. 1 3 15) The other description of Brah-
man 15 only for the sehe of Upasand and 15 not Tts
real nature

AR A9, 7, TATHEETAE N R |

7 Not so %4 on account of differcnce (being
taught 1 the sciptures) gid a.1f it be said 7 not, so
FFHH, with respect to cach 3idgaAR, because of the
declaration of the opposite of that

12 If 1t be said (that 1t is) not so
on account of difference (being taught in
the scriptures), (we reply) not so, because
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with respect to each (such form) the Sruti
declares the opposite of that.

We find that the scripture declares Brahman
as having difierent forms in diffierent Vidyés or
meditations. In some It is described as having
four feet, in some as of sixteen digits (Kalds) or
again as having for Its body the three worlds and
heing called Vaisvdnara, and so on. So we have
to understand on scriptural authority that
Brahman is alse qualified. This Sutra refutes
it and says that every such form due to Upédhi is
denied of Brahman in texts like, ‘“The shining,
immoital being who is in this earth, and the shin-
ing, immortal, corporeal being in the bedy are
but the Self”” (Brih. 2. 5. 1). Such texts show
that in all Upidhis like earth etc. the same
Self is present, and hence there 18 only mon-
difference, oneness. Tt is not true that the Vedas
inculcate the conmection of Brahman with various
forms. With regard to what we take as different,
the Srut: explains at every instance that the form
is not true, and that in realify there is only one
formless prineiple

: s 1 43 1)
&1 = Moreover T thus T some

13  Moreover some (teach) thus.

Some Sakhés (recensions) of the Vedas direc-
ly teach that the manifoldness is not true, by
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passing striclures on those who see difference
“He goes from death to death, who sees difference
as 1t were, m T{"" (Kath 1. 4. 11); also Brih. 4.

4. 19.
G &, aeameE 1 2%

ae9d, Formless U9 only & vorily da-9umend, on
account of that being the main purport,

14. Verily Brahman 1s only formless
on account of that being the main purport
(of all texts about Brahman).

Brahman is only foomless 1o all the text-
that aim at teaching Biahman describe It as form-
less. If Brahman be undeistood to have a form,
then texts which desaibe Il as formless would
become purpoitless, and such a contingency with
respect to the scriptuzes 1« ummagmable, for the
scriptures thioughout lave o purpot. On the-
other hand tex{~ dealing with qualified Bishman-
seek not to establish Ti, bul iather to enjoirw
meditations on Biahman  Therefore Barhman is
formless.

SRR, il 44 |
g&@ad_ Like light 5 and @ﬁqwfﬂnot being pur-
portless.
15. And like light (taking form in

connection with bodies having form,
Brahman takes form in connection with
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Upéadhis), hecause (texts ascribing form to
Brahman) are not purportless.

If Brabman 1s formless, what aboul the texts
avhich deseribe It as having form? Ave they
superfluous? If Brahman 1s without form then ail
Tpasands of the Brahman with form would be
futale, for how can the worship of such a false
Brahman lead to Brahmaloka and other spheres?
This Sutra explamns that they are not without a
purpose  Just as light, which has no form,
appears to be great or small according to the
apertuwre through which it enters a room and yel
has the wvirtue of removing the darkmess i the
room, even so the formless Brahman appears to
have a form. a~ bemmg limited by adjuncts like
earth ete , and the worshup of »uch an 1llusory
Brahman can help one to attamn Brahmaloka ete ,
which are alse illusory irom the absolute sland-
pomt. Hence these texts are mnot altogethe:
puipoitless This, however, does not contradict
the posution already established, v:z. that Biah-
man, though connected with limiting adjuncts, 13
not dual 1 character. because the effects of these
cannot constitute atiributes of a subsiance, and
moreover these lmting adjuncts are all due to
Nescience,

g, F a1 ¢5

#g Declares 9 and G-AEH, that (i.e intelligence)
-only.
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16. And (the scripture) declares (that
Brahman is) that (/e intelligence) only

Now whai 1s the naturc of that formless Brah-
man? ““As a lump of salt 1s without interior or
exterior, entire, and pwely salt m taste, even
go 18 the Self without mterior or exterior, entire,
and Pure Intelligence alone” (Bmh 4 5. 13) It
is mere Intelligence, self-eftulgent, homogeneous,
and wilhout attributes

gxaf =, o oty @R | ¢ 1)

&5aRy (Seripture) shows ™ also @) thus @ also-
<
R (it is) stated by the Swnritis

17. (The scripture) also shows (this,
and) thus also (is it) stated by the Smritis.

That Biahmian 1s without any atinbutes 14
also proved by the fact that the Sruti teaches
about It by denyimg all characteristies to Tt
“Now theretore the description (of Bralman)
‘Not this, not this ' Because there 15 no other and
more appropriale deseriplion  than  this  ‘Not
this’ * (Brih 2 3 6) If Brahman had form,
then 1t would be established by such texts, and
there would he no necessity to deny everythang and
say ‘Not this, not this’. So also the Smnritis teach
aboul Brahman- ‘‘The Highest Brahman with-
out either beginumg o1 end, which cannot be said
gither to be or mot to be’” (Giti 13 12); “‘Tt 1s
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anmamfesi. unthimkable, and without modifica-
tion, thus is It spoken of”’ (Gitd 2. 25).

FAT TG GBI 2 )

o1 Therefore T also ST comparison @ﬂﬁﬂﬁ\
like the images of the sun ete

18. Therefore also (with respect tu
Brahman we have) comparisons like the
images of the sun, ete.

That Brahman 1s formless 1s fwither estab-
lished from the similes used with respeet to It
Since this Brahman 15 mere intelligence, homo-
reneous, and formless, and everylhing else is
dented m It, therefore we find that the scriptures
explain the fact of Iis having forms by saying
that they are hike reflections in water of the one
<un, meaning thereby that these forms are unreal,
“being due only to limiting adjuncts.

HFFAEHARA g & gt 1 2’ 1
/9, Like water 3TN not being experienced
g but & no I similarity
19. But (there is) no similarity (in
the case of Brahman. any second thing) not
heing experienced like water.

An objection is raised that the comparison of
the last Sutra is not correct. In the case of the
sun, which has a form, water, which is different
-and at a distance from if, eatches its image; but
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Brahman is tormless and all-pervading, and there
can be nothing else different and at a distance
from It, to serve as an Upadhi, that can catch 1ts
reflections. Yo the comparison 1s defective,

sfggrEvmanraatan, SWaamSen-
3 1 Ro |l

ghg-gra-Ay, Participating in the increase and
decrease AGAMR, on account of its being inside
SUF-GASETI, on account of the similarity in the two
cases T thus.

20. On acount of Brahman being
inside (Its adjuncts) (It appears) to parti-
cipate in their increase and decrease. (n
account of this similarity in the two cases
(mentioned in Sutra 18) it is thus (i.e. the
comparison is not defective).

The comparison with the reflection of the sun
15 to be taken mnot on all fours but only with
respect to u particular fealure Just as the reflec-
ted sun is distorted, irembles, or varies in size a8
fthe water shakes, expands, or contracts, while the
real sun remains unchanged; so also Brahman
participates, as 11 were, 1n the attributes of the
Upidhis; it grows with them, decreases with
‘them, suffers with them, and so on, but not in
weality, Hence on account of this similaritv in
the two cases the comparison is not defective



338 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [32 22

¢
FAAE RN
?{itﬁﬁOn account of scriptural instruction & and

21 And on account of scriptural
instruction

The Seripture ulso teaches that Brahman
enters 1nto the body and other limiting adjuncts
*““He made bodies with two feet and bodies with
four feet That Supreme Being first entered the
bodies as a bird He on account of his dwelling
i all bodies 1~ called the Purusha” (Brih 2 5
18). Thu~ also the compmrisen m Sutra 18 15 not
defective

Theiefore 1t 15 established that Brahman 1~
formless, of the nature of imteligence, and homo-
geneous—mwithout any difterence

Topie 6 Mol this, not thes' o B 2 3 6

denies the groes and subtle  forms of Brahiman
gtran 1 Bruh 2 31 and not Brahman Ttself

sdaEE i aRauky, aqy s T
TR

SEa-uaE<d What ha< been mentioned up to this
g¥af denies @aT than that W something more
FAT says T and

22 What has been mentioned up to
this 1s denied (by the words ‘Not this, not
this’), and (the Sruti) says something more
than that (afterwards). - .
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‘“Brahman has but two iforms—gross and
subtle, mortal and immortal, limited and un-
limited, Sat (defined) and Tyat (undefined)’’
(Brih. 2. 3 1). Thus describing the two forms
of Brahman, the gross, consisting of earth, water,
and fire, and the subtle, consisting of air and
ether, the Sruti says finally. “Now therefore the
description (of Brahman)- ‘Not this, not this.’ *’
etec. (Brih. 2. 3. 6) Now the question is whether
the double denial in ‘Not this, not this’ negates
both the world and Brahman, or only one of
them The opponent holds that both aie demied,
and comsequently Brahman, which is false, cannot
be the substratum for a woild, which is also false.
In other words, it leads us to Sunyavida, the
theory of Void. If one only is denied it is proper
that Brahman is demied, for It is not seen and
therefore Its existence is doubtful, and not the
world, sinte we experience i1t The Sutra refutes
this view and says ilhat what has been described
till now, viz. the two forms of Brahman, gross
and subtle, is denied by the words ‘Not this, not
this,’” the double mention of these words of denial
applying to the two forms of Brahman. The word
‘Itr’ refers to what has been mentioned imme-
diately before, v.e the two forms of Brahman, the
subject-matter of the discussion, and therefore
cannot refer to Brahman liself, which is not the
main topic of the preceding texts. Moreover, after
denying the world the Srufi says something

B.8,—R2
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mae than thal about Biahman, 1z ‘The
Tiuth of fiuth” m@ning thereby that Brahman
alone 1v the ome reality that exists and 1s
the ~ubstiatum  of the wold, which s
Musory.  Nor 13 1t reasonable to  suppose
that the Sruty, professing to teach about Brahman
will deny 1t [{ 1s the Tyuth ot truth, 1.e the
1eality behind ‘Sat’, o earth, water, and fire.
and ‘Tyat’ or air and ether, the definite and
mdefinite forms 1 nature There 1s no contradic-
{10n to perception 1n this denial of the world, for
it denies only the transcendental reality of the
world and mnot 1ts Vyavaharika or phenomenal
reality. which remains intact. The objection, 1z
that Brahman 1s not experienced, and therefore 1t
is Biahman that 1s denmied, 19 baseless; for the
object of the Sruti 19 to teach about something
which 1s not ordinarly experienced by us; other-
wise its teachimg would be redundant °

ageawy , AE © 1w}

@d, That (Brahman) 375, is not manifest 3@ (s0
the seripture) says & for

23 That (Brahman) is not manifest,
for (so the scripture) says.

If Brahman exists, then why is It not per-
cerved® The Sruti says that Brahman is
unmanifest on account of our being covered with
ignorance Therefore It i not perceived by us:
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“He 15 nol appiehended by the eye, nor by the
other senses, no1 by penance™ ete (Mu. 3. 1 8)

atft = GXraa, SERTGATATE, | %% |

AT T And moreover GUYFF 1n perfect meditation
(It is oxporiencod) FAG-AFAFRARL from the Srut:
and Smrit1,

24. And moreover (Brahman 1s ex-
perienced) 1n perfect meditation, (as we
know) from the Sruti and Smriti

If Brahman 15 not manifest to us, then we can
never know It, and theretore there will be wo
Freedom This Sulio says that Brahman 15 not
kunown only to those whose hearl 15 nol puified,
but those who aie puritied realize 11 1m the State
of Samadh:y when 1gnorance 15 destroyed  That
this 1s so 18 known fiom the Siuti “‘Some wise
man, however, with lis eyes turned msde and
wishing for mmmortalily saw the Self within”
(Eath 2 4 1); also Mu 3 1 8 The Smrit1 also
says the same thing “‘Ile who 1s seen as Taght
by the Yogins meditating on Him sleeplessly, wath
suspended bhieath, contented minds, and subdued
=enses’’ etc.

SEATRIEER SR S,
FreTTET, | 34 |l

wrEnEad, Like light cte. R and aﬁﬁ? (there is)
no difference 3% Brahman 9 also & in work
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T, on account of repeated mention (in  ths
Srut1).

25. And as in the case of light, etc,
there is no difference, (so) also between
Brahman (and its manifestation) in activity;
on account of the repeated instruction (of
the Sruti to that effect).

The nature of the Jiva and Brahman has been
described. Now their i1dentity 18 being explained.

If according to the last Sutra Brahman is the
object of meditation and the Jiva is the meditator.
1t means that there 1s duality, and not the unity
of Brahman This Sutra explains it. Even as
hetween the sun and its reflection in water ete
there 1s 1 reality no difference, the image bewng
wnreal, so also the one Brahman manifests as
many 1n the lmuting adjuncts of activity like
meditation etc Lhrough ignorance the medatat-
g self thinks 1t 15 diffevent from Brahman, bui
in reality 1t 15 1dentieal with Brahman. That
1t 18 50 1» known from repeated instruction of the
Siutt 1n texts lhke, *‘That thou art.”” “I amn
Brahman,” which deny difference.

Y erA, aar f R 1 Rg

oit: Therefore 4794 with the Infinite 4T thus f&
for fogw (the scripture) indicates

26 Therefore (the individual soul
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becomes one) with the Infinte, for thus (the
scripture) indicates.

The Jiva attams identity with Brahman on
the dawming ot Knowledge, when ignorance wilh
all its limting adjuncts  disappears  *“*He who
knows that Supreme Binhman becomes Brahman
Itself (Mu 3.2 9 1t the difierence were reaul,
then one could mnot become Binhman 1tself.
Enowledge may destroy 1gnmance, but not what 1s
2eal. Now, ammee the Jiva becomes Brahman, its
individuality was not 1eal, and hence it was
destroyed hy Knowledge, leaving only Biahman
So the difference 15 unieal, the 1dentity 1eal.

SAASAIRLATTATEFISSAT, 1| 29 1}

IHIHAANA, On account of both bLemg tanght g
but AfEFEEHTT ike that between a serpent and its
coils

27. But on account of both (ic. differ-
ence and non-difierence) being taught (by
the Srut1) (the relation of the Jiva and
Brahman 1s to be taken) like that between a
serpent and 1ts coils

Having established the identity ot the Jiva
and Brahman, the author proceeds to elucidate it
further by examinmmg the theory of ifference.
In the seriptmies we find also lexts ke “Two
birds of beauntitul plumage” ete (Mu 3 1 1).
which speak of difference between the Jiva and
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Brahman. 8o we have to wunderstand that the
lifterence between them prior to Laberation 1s 1eal,
though when 1t 1s destroyed by Knowledge they
attamn 1dentity Hence we have to take that theiwr
relation 1s one of difterence and non-difference, as
between u serpent and 1ts coils As a snake 1t 1s
sme but 1t we look at the coils, hood, ete. there 1s
hiffeience Simularly between the Jiva and
Brahman there 1s difference as well as non-
difference.

THRTENAAET, a1 ¢ |

TRRRT-SMAE, Like light and its substratum @ or
on account of both being luminous

28 Or like (the relation of) light and
its substratum, on account of both being
luminous

Another example 1« given to establish the
theory of dafterence and non-difference The rela-
hon between the Jiva and Brahman may be taken
te be Iike that between light and 1ts orb Both
bemg luminous aie non-different; yet on account
of thewr varying extensitv they are spoken of s
fifterent  So 1s the relation between the Jiva and
Brahmuan one of difterence and non-difference, the
one bemg limited and the other all-pervading.

¢
ECEEUN IR
'!aﬂAs before af or
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29. Or (the relation between the two,
i.e., Jiva and Brahman) 1s as given before

Having given 1n the two previous Sutias the
view of Bhedibhedavidins, the upholders of dafte-
rence and non-difference, this HSulra refutes 1t and
establishes as the final iruth what has been stated
in Sutra 25, wez. that the difierence 1s 1nerely
illusory and non-difference 1s the reality TFor 1l
the difference is also real, 1t can never cease to be,
and all the instruction of the Sruti with respect 1o
YTaberation will be useless for bondage 1s nothing
butl this 1dea of separateness, and 1f this 15 1eal.
there can be no laleiation at all But if the
difference 18 duc to ignorance, lhen XKnowledge
cdn destroy.it ond the reality, the wnon-difference
may be realized So the views given in Suiras 27
and 28, whach later on weic developed by Kumarila
and Bhiskara, are not coitect, and the view given
in Sutra 256 alone 1s correct.

afrdam | 2o 1)
SRR On account of the denial & and

30. And on account of the demial.

From the Srut: texts like, ‘“‘There is no other
witness but He”” (Buh 3 7 23), which deny that
there exists any other intelhigeni being apart from
Brahman, and from the demial of the world by,
““Not this, not this,”’ 1t follows that theie is mno
other entity but Brahman. Therefore there is
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only one Brahman without any difference whatso-
ever.

”»

Topec 7. Brahman is one without a second,
and ewxpressions whih apparently wmply some-
thing else as existing are only metaphorical,

T AT ATTEATATSAIRAN: 1| 32 1)

o Greater & than this (Brahman) dg-3dm-
FAFg-NE-IRANY: on account ot terms denuting a
bank, measure, connection, and difference.

31. (There is something) superior to
this (Brahman), on account of terms denoting
a bank, measure, connection, and difference
(used with respect to It). >

To say that there 1s nothing except Brahman
15 objectionable, for we find that there 1s some-
thing besides Brahman on account of Its bewng
designated as a bank separating things other than
Iteelf m texts hke, “That self 15 a bank, 2
bounda:y™" ete. (Chh. 8. 4 1); as having size and
theretme Iimted in texts hike, ‘“That Brahman
has tour teet ' (Chh 3 18, 2)—t 15 well known
that whatever 1s hinuted 18 limited by some other
object: as bemyg connected with other objects
“The embodied selt when embraced by the
Supreme Relf” (Brih. 4 3. 21), which shows that
thete 15 ~omething else than Brahman; and as
bemng difterent: ‘“The Atman is to be seen,”
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ihereby hinting a seer and seen All these show
that Brahman 18 not one without a second.

QEAR I R4

g But §F=I[, on account of similarity

32 But (Brahman 1s called a bank) on
account of similarity. .

‘But’ 1etules the position taken in the previous
Sutia There can exist nothing different from
Brahman Ii 1s called a bank, nol because there
exists something beyond It, as in the case of a
bank, but on account of a smmilanity The
smilanty s this  Just as a bank keeps back
water and maiks the boundary of adjacent fields,
even so Biahman maimntains the world and 1ts
bYoundames ‘‘Having passed ihe bank’’ (Chh. 8.
£. 2) means, having attained Brahman fully and
not having ci1ossed 1t even as we <ay he has passed
in  Grammar, meammng thereby that he has
wmastered it.

SIS TEI_ 3R N

iﬁﬂ‘f{: For the «ake of easy comprchension &SR,
just like (four) fect

33. (Brahman 1s depicted as having
s1ze) for the sake of easy comprehension (i.e.
Upasani), just like four feet

The statements as 1o the size of Biahman,
Biahman has four feet’. ‘It has sixteen digits’,
ate are meant for the sake of Upésana; for it is
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difficult to comprehend the Infinite, all-pervading
Brahman. Just as mind conceived as the personal
mamfestation of Brahman is imagined to have
ihe organ of speech, nose, eyes, and ears as 1ts
tour teet, so also Brahman is imagined as having
«aze efe. for the sauke of Upasand, but not m
reality. -

SR, ThrREEd, 1 2¥ |

SFIERNE, On account of special places JFRNEEA.
Itke Light ete,

34 (The statements about connection
and difference with respect to Brahman) are
on account of special places, as in the case
of hght, etc.

The statements regarding difterence are made
with veference to limiting adjuncts only and not
to any difference in Brahman's nature. We speak
ol heht inade a chamber and hght outside 1f,
though 1 reahty hght is one, the distinction
bhemng due to hmiting adjuncts. So also all state-
ments about connection ale made with 1eference
to the 1emoval of the adjuncts. when connection
with the Suprieme Relt is said to take place meta-
phorically. even as on the destruction ot the
chamber the light inside it may be said to be
united with light in general.

JELEA | 34N
3994 t From reasoning ¥ and.
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35. And it 1s reasonable.

This Sutra explains turthen that connection
and diffeience are not to be taken as real, but only
metaphorically The connection of the Jiva with
Brahman 1n  deep sleep cannot be real It
merges 1n 1ts Selt’’ (Chh 6 8 1), shows that the
connection of the soul with Brahman 1s o natural
inherent identity, and uot as between two things
Similarly the difference referred to 1s not real. bul
due to 1gnovance, as can be gathered fromn
hundreds of texts.

qUTAS ST, 1 38 |

a1 Similarly 3=9-9fG89™ on  acconnt  of the
express denial of all other things

36. Similarly on account of the express.
denial of all other things (there 1s nothing
but Brahman).

A fuither reison 1 given to show that theie s
nothing but Brahman ¢ The Self is all this”
(Chh. 7. 25 2); “All this is Bralman alone’’
{(Mu 2 % 11) ele deny the existence of anything
else besides Brahmau Therefore Brahman is one-
without a second.

AT GATIAHATTISEIRST: 1] 39 )

@99 By this 3ge@q all-pervadinguess SR
FEEE=T: as is known from scriptural statements ete.
regarding (Brahman’s) cxtent
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37. By this (is established) the all-
pervadingness (of Brahman), as is known
from scriptural statements, etc., regarding
(Brahman’s) extent.

This Sutra explains the all-pervadingness of
Brahman, which iollows from the fact that It 1s
one without a second By saying that texts des-
cribing Brahman as a bank ete. are mot to be
taken literally, and by denying all other things,
1t 15 proved that Brahman 1s all-prevading 1i
they were taken literally, then Brahman would be
limited and not all-peivading and consequently
not cternal. That Brahman is all-pervading 1>
known from such Sruti fests as, “He 15 omm-
present like ether, and eternal’’ (Sat. Br. 10 ¢
3 2). See also Gita 2. 24.

Topie 8 Iwwara the grier of the fruits of actions

wEAA:, [IAT: || 3¢ ||

%@, Fruits of actions @ from Him S96: for
that 1s reasonable

38. From Him (the Lord) are the fruits
of actions, for that 1s reasonable.

Having desciibed the nature of Brahman, the
author proceeds now to discuss the view of the
Mimamsakas, who say that Karma (work) and not
Iswara, gives the fruits of one’s actions. Accord-
g to them 1t is useless to set up an Iswara for this

purpose, since Karma itself can give that result at
a future time
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This Sutra refutes it and says that fromr
Iswara alone come the fruits of one’s work,
Karma 1s mmsentient and short-lived, and cannot
therefore be expected to bestow the fruits of
actions al a future time according to one’s deserts.
We do not see any insentient thing bestow fruits
on those who worship 1t Therefore it is only
from the Lord, who is worshipped through actions,
that their results proreed

Far 0 2] |
M, Because the seripture so teaches ¥ and

39 And because the scripture so
teaches.

The seripture declares thal the fruits of actions
come from the Lord ‘“That great, birthless Self
is the eater of food and the giver of wealth (the
fruit of ome’s work)’”’ (Brih. 4. 4 24)

Wt Sfufr, e|ed || %o ||

o Religrous ments élﬁ?ﬁl: (sage) Jaimini 31&% for
. the same reasons,

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same
reasons (viz, scriptural authority and
reasoning) that religious merit (is what
brings about the fruits of actions).

The view of the previous Sutra 15 being
criticized

The scripture enjoins, “He who is desirous
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ot the heavenly world 1s to sacrfice’” (T4ndya).
Smece every scuiptural  injunction has an
object, it 1~ reasonable to think that the saciafice
itself produces the ftmait  But 1t may be objected
that ~imee the deed 1s destroyed, 1t cannot produce
aresult at a future ttme  This 18 met by the posi-
tmg of an Apurva or extra-ordinary pumnciple,
which 15 produced by the Karma before 1t 1s des-
tioved, and through the intervention of which
the 1esull 15 produced i the distant futwe
Again, 1f the deed 1tself did not produce the
resuli, 11 would be unseless 1o perform 1t; and mote-
over 1t 15 not reasonable to 1magine one cause (the
Lord) for a great variety of effects

7 g ATeTET, ESIRA Il 9T
9\51{ The former (1¢ the Lord) § but SREIEY:
Badarayana 3FAREWE, on account of His being

declared to be the cause (of the actions even)

41 But Badariyana (thinks) the
former (the Lord, as the bestower of the
fruits of actions) on account of His heing
-declared to he the cause (of the actions
even)

‘But refutes the wview of Sutra 40 Both
Kaima and Apurva are insentient, and as such
mcapable of producing results without the inter-
vention of an intelligent principle. For such a
'phenomenon 12 not experienced 1 the world. No
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one gets aunything by worshippimg stocks and
stones  So the frwits of aclions come only from
the Lord, and this 1s all ithe moie established, us
the Lord Himself causes people {o act one way or
the other; and swmce the Jiva acls as directed by
Him, ITe Himself 15 the bestower of the fimts
of his actions wccording to s deserts. ‘“He
makes hum whom He wishes io Jead up from these
worlds do a good deéd” ete (Kau 3 8), “Which-
ever divine form a devolee wishes to worslup
and oblains from 11 the 1esults he desives, as
ordained by Me’’ (Gutd 7. 21-22) Since the Lord
has regard for the merit and demert of {the souls,
1he objection that o umifoim cause 1s mcapable of
producing vaiieus eirects does not stand

In the last four topics the entity ‘That’ has
been explained Tustly, Brahman has been
shown to be foimless, self-eflulgent. and without
dafference; secondly, by the demal of manifold
ness in It 1t has been established that It is one
without a second; and lastly. It has been proved
{0 be the giver of the fiuits of people’s actions in
ihe relative world Thus the two entities ‘thou’
and ‘That’ have been explained in these two
sections.



CHAPTER 111
SrcTION 11X

In the last section the two entities ‘thou’ and
‘That’ of the Vedic dictum (Mah#vakya) ‘That
thou art’ have been explained and shown to be
identical Now the scriptures prescribe various
meditations that help to attain this knowledge ot
wdentity. It 18 not possmble for the odi-
nary man to grasp the TInfimite  Therefore
the seriptures present various symbols of Brahman
such as Pranad, Akdsa, and mind, for the beginner
to meditate upon. Sometimes they prescribe the
cosmic form of Biahman (Vaisvdnara) for medita-
tion These different methods of approaching the
mfmte Brahman are known as Vidyds o
Upédsanas,

This section disensses these various Vidyas, by
means of which the individual soul attains Brah-
man In this connection the question naturally
arises, whether stmilar Vidyas described different-
ly in different reccnsions of the Vedas are one or
different, and consequently to be combined into a
single meditation or separately gone through
Here 1t is decided which Vidy#s are the same and
have to be combined into one, and which Vidyas
are different 1n spite of certain similarities. The
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principle that 1s followed throughout in the mtoer
pretation of these Vidyés 1s this. Since Brahman,
which 1s the only reality is the resulting cogni-
tion of all Vidyis, 1t may be helpful to combine
the particulars of the same Vidya mentioned m
different Sakhds, since they have been found
efficacious by the followers of those Sakha.

Topic 1  The Vidyds with 1dentical or simi-
lar form met with 1n 1he scriptures or an different
recensions of the scriptures are one Vadydi

FEATATAN, TNGATIRIR, 11 ¢

H%%W—mt.( Described in the various Vedanta
texts NEANE-NRNE, on account of non-difference as
regards injunction ete (2¢ econnection, form, and
name )

1. (The Upésanés) described in the
various Vedénta texts (are not different), on
account of the non-difference as regards
injunction, etc (i.e connection, form, and
name).

There are Updsanis described variously mm
different Vedidnta texts. For example. the
Upésana of Prina 1s described in one way in the
Brihadaranyaka TUpanishad and m o different
way m the Chhindogya. JAre such TUpdsanis,
described differently im different Sakhis of the
Vedas, different or rame? The opponent holds
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that they ae different. on account of the daffe-
tence 1m form. This Sutra refutes iv and says
that such medilations are one and the same, om
account of the non-difference as regards injunc-
{ion. conmnection, name, and form of these m
dafferent Sakhas Just as on account of the injune-
+ion mm al! Sakhis, “‘One should perform the Agmni-
hotra® ete (Mai 6 36) the daily Agnihotra
gacrifice ia ome only, and as Jyotwshtoma and
Vajapeya saciifices deseribed in ditferent Sakhis
are one only, so also on account of non-differcnee
as regards mjunction such as, “He who knows the
oldest and greatest’” (Brih. 6. 1. 1) i both the
Brihadaranyaka and the Chhandogya Upanishads,
the Prina Vidya in all the Sfkhis is one and the
same Similarly as regards the fruit oi result of
the Upfisans there 1s non-difference “He who
knows it to be such hecomes the oldest and great-
est’”” (Brih. 6 1. 1). Préna which is the objeet
of the meditation, is described in both as the old-
est and greatest, and both the meditations are
named Prina Vidyda Therefore there being non-
ifference 1 all respects. the two Vidyss are mnot
different, but ome. The same 1s true of Dahara
Vidya, Vaisvinara Up#sana. Sandilya Vidva ete.
deseribed in various Sikhas

AgrafT g, 7 W 02

AT On aceount of difference 7 not g S if it
be said 7 not so TFERT even in the same (Vidva)
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2 If 1t be said (that the Vidyas are)
not (one) on account of difference (in minor
points), (we reply) not so, since even in the
same Vidya (there might he such minor
differences)

A fuither objection 15 1ased that sinee certain
differences aie seen {o exist with aespect 1o the
Vidyis described i different Sakhis, they cannot
be one Tor example. m the Brihadfiranyaka m
the Panchigni Vidva a <ixth fire 1~ mentioned as
an objeet of worship  ‘“The fire bhecomes his
fire’”” (Brih 6 2. 14}, wheveas m the Chhiindogya
we have, “But he who knows these five fires”
(Chh 5. 10. 10) Theiefore on account of diffe-
rence in form the iwo Vidyis cannot be ome  This
Sutra refules it and ~ays that thev ave one, since
even in the same Vidva there may he differences
of form The five mes Tike heaven ete mention-
ed 1n the Chhéndogva arc identified m the Bri-
haddranyaka. 'Theicfme there can he no differ-
ence in Vidyd Nor can the presence m  absence
of a sixth fire erecde o difference as 1egards form,
for in the same Atirfitia saciifice the Shodasi
vessel may or mav nof be taken  On the other
hand, on account of the majoraly of fires heing
recognized 1 both 1t is veasomable thal we
should add the sixth fiie {0 the Vidva in the
Chhiandogya The nume ‘five fires’ 15 also no objee-
tion. against this inciease of number, for the num-
her five is mot an easential part of 1the injunction
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Moreover. even 1n the same Sakhd and m
the same Vidyi differences like this are seen m
different chapters; yet the Vidyd described in
these different chapters 1s taken om all hands as
one. Therefore 1n spite of these differences 1n
different Sikhas it is 1casonable that Vidvas ot
the same class are one and not different.

AT qUTA 8 GAERSH
eE afead: |1 3 1

_ergeed Of the study of the Vedas TS a-
being such f& because THFIY in the Samachara
(a bovk of that name) SM®RIA on account of the
qualification ¥ and §9&, like that of the (seven)
oblations (v Saurya ete ) ¥ and af=@: that rule

3 (The rite of carrying fire on the
head is connected) with the study of the
Vedas, because in the Samichfira (it is des-
cribed) as being such And (this also follows)
from its being a qualification (for the
students of the Atharva Veda), as is the
case with the (seven) ohlations (riz Saurya
etc.)

A further objection is raised In the Mun-
daka TUpanishad, which deals with the knowledge
of Brahmau. the carrying of fire on the head bv
the student is mentioned The opponent holds
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that on account of this particular ceremony,
which obtains among the followers ot the Atharva
Veda, the Vidya of the Atharvamkas is different
from all other Vidyids The Suira refutes {his
saying that the rite of carrying fire on the head is
not an attribute of the Vidyd, but ot the study of
1ibe Vedas of the Atharvanikas So it 13 described
in the book Samdichira, which deals with Vedie
observances From the following texi, ‘‘A man
who has not performed the 11le (viz canying fire)
does not 1cad this" (Mu 3 2 11) also we find il is
connected wath the reading or study of the Upani-
shad and not with the Vidya. The 1ite of cairy-
ing the fire 1s connected only with the study of
that particular Veda and nof others, ike the seven
oblations, which are not connected with the fires
taught in the other Vedas. but only with those of
the Atharva Veda. So the unity of Vidyas stands
in all cases.

e R R
g2f Instructs 9 also,
4 (The scripture) also instructs thus.

“That which all the Vedas declare’” (Kath.
1. 2. 15) shows that the Nuguna Biohman is the
one purport of all the Vedénta text: Therefore
all Vidyas relating {o It must also be one. Thus
the meditation on the Saguna Brahman as Vais-
wanara, who is represented as extending from
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heaven to the eaith in the Brmbadéranyaka, i re-
ferred to in the Chhandogya as something well
known: ‘“‘Bul he who woi-hips that Vaisvinara
gelf as exteudimg rom heaven to the earth”
{(Chh 5 18 1), theieby <howmng that all Vasvi-
nara Vidyas are one Thu~ since the Nirguna m
the Saguna Biahman 15 one and not many, theie-
fore parlicular Vidyis wiuch relate to either «of
them are also one and not many. This also follow~
from the same hvims and the like enjomned 1m one
place bemng employed 1n other places for the sah.
of Upfsand. The same rule applies to othe
Vidyis aulso bestdes the Vaisvanara, and m conse-
quence they are not manv, though differently de--
eribed 1 difterent Sakhi

The unity of Vidyvas. having been establi~hed
their rvesults ure {uken up for discussion.

Topre 2 Particulars  of dentical Vidyos
wmentioned n different places or Sakhis are to b
combined inte one meditation

rEgIIsai g fadvaqaaa = 11 4

I9EER: Combination 19iNE@, since there 18 nor
difference in the object of meditation RS likc
the subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ™ 9 and i
the Updsanis of the same class

5. And in the Upésands of the samec
class (mentioned in different Séakhés)
a comhmation (of all the particulars
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mentioned in all S&khés is to be made),
since there 1is no difference 1n the object
of meditation, just as (a combination of)
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice
(mentioned in different S8khés is made)-

From what has been discussed in the previous
Sutras it is clear that the Vidyas deseribed 1
different Sikhés will have to be combined in the
Upéasani, since their object after all is ome. The
particulars mentioned in other Sikhas than one’s
own are also efficacious, and as such one has to
combine all these, even as one does with 1espect {o
subsidiary rites like Agnihotira, connected with a
main sacrifice. meniioned 1n several Sakhés

Topic 3: Vadyds having really drifferent sub-
ject-matter are separate, though in other respects
there are sumilarities

s aeRIfRfT =, A/, orfaRww i & o

A There 1s difference T2, on account of
(difference 1n) texts & =4, it it be said T not so
RS on account of non-difference (as regards
essentials)

6. If i1t be said (that the Udgitha
Vidy4 of the Brihadaranyaka and that of
the Chhéndogya) are different on account
of (difference in) texts; (we say) not so, on
account of the non-difference (as regards
essentials).
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This Sutra represents the view of the oppo-
nent, who tries to establish that the two Y:dyés
are one. ‘‘Then they said to this wital 1oice in
the mouth, ‘Chant the Udgitha for wus’ ‘All
right,” said the vital force and chanted tor them™
(Bnah 1 3. 7); “‘Then this vital foree that 1~ 1
the mouth—they meditated on the Udgitha "Om’
as that vital force” (Chh. 1. 2. 7)Y Tt may be
objected that they cannot be one, because ot the
difference in texts But this 13 unacceptable,
because there 1s umity as regards a great many
pomnts. (For the smmlarity see texts in both)
So on the grounds given in Sutra 3 3 1, there 1s
unity of Vadyis.

q T, TR QeI 1L il
7 Rather not 9% on account of differ-
ence nY subject-matter ‘Ifﬁffﬂﬁ!ﬁqi even a~ (the
meditation on the Udgitha) as the highest and
greatest (Brahman) (is different).

7. Rather (there is) no (unity of
Vidvés), on account of the difference in
subject-matter, even as (the meditation
on the Udgitha) as the highest and
greatest (i.c., Brahman) (is different from
the meditation on the Udgitha as abiding
in the eve, etc.).

This Sutra refutes the former view and esta-
blishes that the two Vidyfs, in spite of similarity
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m many pommts, ate differtent on  account of
ifterence i subject-matter  In the Chhindogya
only a part ot the Ldgitha (hymn), the syllable
‘Om’ 13 meditated upon as Piina. ‘*‘Lel one
meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ (of) the Udgitha”
(Chh 1. 1. 1). Bui in the Bmbadéranyaka the
whole Udgitha hymn _ 15 medilated wupon as
Prana. Vide Bimh 1 3 2 On account of thus
«afference 1 the ohject of meditation the. two
Vidydis cannot be one The case 13 summlar to the
Upésana on Udgitha enjoined 1n, ‘“This is indeed
the highest and gieatesi Udgitha’ (Chh. 1 9. 2),
which 15 different from the one enjoined in the
hhiadogya 1. G, wheie the Udgitha 15 meditated
upon as abiding in the eve and the sun

HeaE g , dgwq , T g agii 1 < u

" On account of the name (being same) [, if
it I has already been answered #RT exists g
but T that 3T even

8. If on account of the name (of both
Vidyéas being the same, it be said that they
are one), it has already been answered.
But even that (identity of name in Vidyéas
admitted to be different) exists.

Identity of name is no reason for eclaiming
umity of Vidyas, since the subject-matter differs.
This has alreody DLeen established i the last
Sutra Moreover, 1t 15 borne out by the scriptures.
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For example, the different sacrifices like Agm-
hotra, Darsapmnamésa, ete.,, which all ocem
in Kathaka, are known as Kithakas; or even the
Udgitha Tpédsangs of Chh 1 6 and Chh 1 9. 2
ate different Vidyas.

Topw 4 NSpeaaiizing the ‘Om’ of the Ud-
githa Vudyd s apt, as ‘0Om’ 13 common %o all thc
Tedas

it e Tt TR
W: Because (Om) extends (over the whole of
the Veda~) 9 and S9SEH, 15 appropriate
9. And because (Om) extends (over
the whole of the Vedas), (to specialize 1t
by the term °Uldgitha’) i1s appropriate
Sipee ‘Om’ iy common to all the Vedas we
have to understand which particular ‘Om’ is to be
meditated upon By specifying that the ‘Om’
which 1~ a part of the Udgitha is to be meditated
upon, we learn that 1t 15 the ‘Om’ of the Sama-

Veda “‘Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om’
tof) the Udgitha™ (Chh 1 1.1)

Topie 5. Uity of the Prina Vidyé.

FARTEER ) Lo 1y

FaATA, On account of non-difference every where

= in the other places S these qualities (are to be
inserted)
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10 On account of the mon-difference
(of the Vidya) everywhere (ze. in all the
texts of the different Sédkbés where the
Prana Vidyé occurs) these qualities (men-
tioned mn two of them are to be inserted)
in the other places (¢ ¢.. the Kaushitak
Upanishad)

In the Chhindogya and Bnmbaddranyaka
Upanishads 1 the Prana Vidyi we find the quali-
ties of speech ele as bemng 1:chest and o on, are
ultimately attribuled 1o Prana but not so m the
Kaushitaki Upanishad, for instance. The que--
tion 15 whether they are to be 1mserled in the Kuu-
shitaki also, where they are nol mentioned The
Sutra says that they have {o be inserted, since the
Vidya 1s the same 1n all the three T pamishads
Attributes of one and the same Vidyi have to be
combined wherever that Vidya occurs. although:
they may not be expressly mentioned

Topic 6 In dll the meditations on Biahman
qualities Like ‘Bliss’ ete, which deseribe  lis
nature, are to be condaned into one meditation,.
and not others.

AT J9T7¢9 ) (0
AegRT: Bliss and othoer attributes ST of thes
subject (Z e. Beahman)

11. Bliss and other attributes (whichs
depict the true nature) of the subject (i.e.
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Brahman) (have to be combined from all
places in the meditation on Brahman).

Brahman 15 desciibed as Bliss, Knowledge,
all-pervading, the self of all, true, ete 1m differ-
ent texts ot different Sakhds. All the attributes
ate not mentioned m all places Now the ques-
tion 15 whether they have to be combined in the
meditation on Brahman or not. This Sutra says
that ihey have to be combined, since the object of
meditation (Brabmanj 18 one and the same 1n all
CSakhas, and therefore the Vidya is one.

PR, Sewumr=n & 320 R

TEREa® (Qualities like) joy being Its head ete
M are not to be taken everywhere mﬁi’h
increase and decrease & becanse ®% (are possible) 1n
difference.

12 (Qualities hlke) joy being Its head
-etc are not to be taken everywhere, (being
subject to increase and decrease and)
mcrease and decrease (are possible only)
if there 1s difference (and not in Brahman
in which there is non-difference).

Attubutes lhike joy bemng Its head efe. men-
tioned in the Taittiriya Upanishad are not to be
taken and combimed in other places where the
TUpéasand of Brahman 1s enjoined, because the
terms ‘joy,” ‘satisfaction,” ‘great satisfaction,’
‘bliss,” ete. indicate qualities which have increase



3 3.14] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 367

and decrease 1elatively to each other and to other
experiencers (Jivas). and thevefore can exist only
where there 1s difference. But Brahman being
absolutely without any difference, these attiibutes
cannot constitute It nalure, and as such they are
to be confined to the text« preserabing them and
not {aken 1n other places

e A IRER]

=a¢ Other attributes g but MR, on account
of identity of purport.

13 But other attributes (like Bliss-
etc are to be combimed) on account of
identity of purport.

Attributes like Bliss, Knowledge, all-pervading,
ete., which describe the nalure of Brahman are to
be combined, for their purport 1s the one and indi-
visible, unconditioned Brahman These attributes
are mentioned with a view to the knowledge of
Brahman and not for Upfsané

Tome 7 Kath 1.3 1I0-11 sunply avms at
teaching that the Self 1s ligher than everything
else.

AT ST 1 Q% 1l

AR For the sake of meditation SESW-eRIER,
as there is no use.

14 (Kathaka 1 3 10-11 tells about
the Self only as the highest) for the sake:
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of meditation, (and not about the relative
position of the objects, etc ) as there is no
use of it.

“Higher than the senses are the objects, high-
e1 than the objects there is the mind higher
than the Self there 1s nothing, this is the limit, the
Supreme Goal” (Kath 1 8. 10-11) The oppo-
nent holds that these seniences are separale and
nol one, as referring 1o the Atman alone; therefore
1t is the aim of the Sruii to teach that the objecls
ate superior iu the senses, and so on This Sutra
1efutes 1t and ~ays thet 1t is one sentence and
means that the Atman is superior to all these This
information is given for the sake of meditation on
the Atman, which results in the knowledge of It
The Aiman alone 1s 10 be known, for the knowledge
of 11 gives Freedom But the knowledge of the
fact thal objerts are superior to the semses and so
on, serves no useful purpose, and as such it 19 not
the aim of the Sruti {0 teach this

IR EIEAL: TR AN
AR On account of the word ‘Self I and

15. And on account of the word
‘Self’

The view established in the last Sutra js con-
firmed by the faci that the subject of the discus-
sion is ralled the Self ““That Self is hidden in all
‘beings and does not shine forth’’ (Kath 1 3 12),



3.8.16] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 369

thereby hinting thai the other things aie nou-Self.
But the enumeration of the series is not aliogether
useless, inasmuch as 1t helps to {urn the mind,
which is outgoing, gradually towards the Atman,
which 1s hard to realize without deep meditation

Topre 8: The seif referred 1o m At 1 1 s
the Supreine Self and consequently the attributes
of the Self given wn other places me to be 1mcluded
wn thrs Adtareyaka meditation.

AR RaTa , ST 1 ¢6& |

AA-EIN The Supreme Self 15 meant ZAEA_ as m
other texts (dealing with creation) ST, on account
of the subsequent qualification.

16. (In the Aitareya Upanishad 1. 1)
the Supreme Self is meant, as in other texts
(dealing with creation), on account of the
subsequent qualification.

“Verily in the beginnming all this was the Self,
one only; there was nothing else whatsoever’ ete.
(Ait. 1 1.) Does the word ‘Self’ here refer to the
Supreme Self or to Hiranyagarbha? It refers to
the Supreme Self, even as the word ‘Self’ in other
1exts dealing with creation refers to 1t and not to
Hiranyagarbha. ‘“Fiom the Self sprang forth
ether'’ (Taitt. 2. 1) Why?® Because in the subse-
quent text of the Aitareya we have, “‘It thought,
‘Shall I send forth worlds?” It sent forth these
worlds’”’ (Ait 1 1-2) This qualfication, 1= that
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‘It thought’ before creation, 1s apphed to Brahman
in the primary sense i other Sruti texts. So from
this we leain that the Self refers to the Supreme
Self and not to Hiranyagarbha.

iRt S, @ SrEERenA i {9 |

awamid, Because of the context it I if 1t be smd
@, it might be so 3@EYNUNA. on account of the

definite statement.

17. 1If it be said that because of the
context (the Supreme Self is not meant,
but Hiranyagarbha), (we reply that) it is
so (e. the Supremec Self is meant) on
account of the delinite statement (that the
Atman alone existed at the beginning).

In the Aitareya Upamshad 1 1 the Self 1+
said to have created 1he four worlds. But in the
Taittinye and olher texts the Self cieates ether,
water, ete —the five elements. Now 1t 15 well
known thai cieation ot the worlds is by Hnanya-
garbha with the help of the elements created by the
Supreme Self So the Self m the Aitaieya cannot
mean the Supreme Self but Huanyagarbha, The
Sulia rvefutes it and says that on account of the
statement ‘‘Verily in the beginming all this was
the Self, one only'’ (Ait 1 1), which declares that
there was one only without a second. il can only
refer to the Supreme Self and not to Hiranya-
gaibha  Therefore we have to take that the



3.3.18) BRAHMA-SUTRAS 371

Supreme Self after creating elements as described
in other Sikhés created the four worlds.

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in establishing
that the Supreme Self 18 meant is that the attri-
butes of the Supreme Self given in other places are
to be combined in the Aitareyake meditation.

Topic 9: Rinsing the mouth is not enjorned
tn the Prdina Vidyd, but only thinking the water
as the dress of Préna,

ST || 2¢

AT, On account of being a restatement of
. - L) L
an act (already enjoined by the Smriti) AqH, what
has not been so cnjoined elsewhere

18. On account of (the rinsing of the
mouth with water referred to in the Préna
Vidva) being a restatement of an act
(alrcadv enjoined by the Smriti), what has
not been so enjoined elsewhere (is here
enjoined by the Sruti).

In the Chhindogya 5 2. 2. and the Brihadi-
ranvaka 6 1. 14 we find a reference to the rinsing
of the mouth with water before and after a meal,
thinking that thereby Préina is dressed. The ques-
tion is whether the Sruti enjoins both or only the
latter. The Sutra states that since the former, the
act of rinsing, is alrendy enjoined on every one by
the Smriti, the latter act of thinking the water as
the dress of Prina is alone enjoined by the Sruti.

p.5.—24
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© Topwc 10; Vidyds in the same Sikhd which
are dentzcal or symilar have to be combined, for
they are one.

QT TIE, R R

o In the same Sakhs W, (it is) hke this =
also WS on account of non-difference

19 In the same Sakh4 also (it is) like
this (.e ., there is umty of Vidyd),
account of the non-difference (of the ob]ect
of meditation).

In the Agnirahasya in the Vijasaney:r Sakha
there 1s a Vidya called Sandilya Vidys, in which
occurs the passage, ‘‘Let him meditate on the Self
which consists of mind’’ ete. (Sat Br Madhy 10
6 3 2) Again in the Bnhadaranyaka, which
belongs to the same Sikhi we have, ‘This Bemg
1dentified with the mmd” ete. (Brih. 5 G. 1).
Do these two passages form one Vidya, in which the
particulars mentioned 1 exther text aie to be com-
bined, or are they ddifferent Vidyds? The Sutra
says that they aie one Vidyd, since the objeel of
meditation 1n both cases 13 the Self consisting of
mind The rule as regards the combining of parti-
culars of a symilar Vidys in the same Sakhs 1s the
salme as in the case of such Vidyas occurring mm
different Qakhas Therefore the ‘Sandilya Vidya
is one
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Topre 11+ The names ‘Lhar’ and ‘Lham’ of
the Supreme Brahman us abiding i the sun and n
the mght eye respectuely, given mn Brih 5. 4. 1-2,
cannot be combined, as these are iwo separate
Ted yds.

HIFIRTAIaI || %> |l
g8=4rd, On account of the connection TaH like this
3 in other cases 3 also

20 In other cases also (¢ ¢ mn the
Vidva of the Satya Brahman) on account
of the connection (1e¢ the object of the
meditation being the Satya Brahman) (we
have to combine particulars) like this (ie.
as in the Sandilya Vidy#) :

This Sutra sels foith the view of the opponent.
““Satya 18 Biahman . That which 1s Satya 1is
that sun—the bemng who 15 1n that ob and the
being who 1s n the might eye’” (Brih 3 3. 1-2).
This gives the abode of the Satya DBrahman with
respect 1o the gods and the body, and two secret
names of the Satya Brahman aie also taught in
connection wilth these abodes; the former is ‘Ahar’
and the lalter ‘Aham.” Now on the analogy of the
"Sandilva Vidya, since the object of meditation ‘is
one. 12z the Satya Brahman, we musl combine the
particulars. Therefore both the names ‘Ahar’ and
‘Aham’ have to be combined with respect to Satya
Brahman . ' »
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aar, fRmmEn LN

a a1 Rather not SRR on account of difference. .

21  Rather not (so) on account of the
dafference (of abode).

This Sutra 1efutes the view of the previous
Sutra  Though the Vidya is one, still owing to
difference 1 abodes the object of meditation
becomes different; hence the different names.
Therefore these cannot be exchanged or combined

TRy = 1) R 1l

WKL (The seripture) declares  also.

22. (The scripture) also declares
(that).

The scuiptmre distinetly states that the attri-
butes are not to be combined, but kept apart; for 1t
compaies the two persons, the person in the sun
and 1n the might eye. If it wanted the particulars
to be combined, it would not imstitute such a
comparison.

Topre 12: Attributes of Brahman mentioned
i Rindyamya-hhila are not to be taken into consi-
deration in other Brahma Vidyds e.g. the Séndilyn
Vadyd, as the former is an independent Vidyd, on
account of the difference of Brahman’s abode.

wrgfae sareafy =@ 1k
@RI Supporting {the univers.) TafiE pervading
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the sky @l also 9 and 3 for the same reason (as
in the previous Sutra)

23. For the same reason (as in the
previous Sutra) the supporting (of the
universe) and pervading of the sky (attri-
buted to Brahman in the Rénfyaniya-
khila) also (are not to be included in other
Upésands of Brahman).

In a supplementary text of the Randyaniyas
there occurs the passage, ‘‘The poweis, which were
collected together, were preceded by Brahman; the
pre-existent Brahman 1n the beginming pervaded
the whole sky.”” Now these two qualities of Brah-
man are not to be mcluded in other places treating
of Brahma Vidy3 for the same reason as 18 given in
ihe last Nutra 2:c difierence of abode. Moreover,
these qualities and those mentioned in other Vidyas
like the Sandilya Vidyad are of such a nature as to
exclude each other, and are not suggestive of each
other The mere fact of certain Vidyés being con-
nected with Brahman does not comstitute their
unity. Biahman, though one, is, on account of its
plurality of powers. meditated upon in manifold
ways. The conclusion therefore is that the Upéi-
gana referred to in this Sutra is an independent
Vidyi standing by itself.
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Topic 1. 1he Purusha Vidyd w the Chilaa-
dugya ual the Laittiriys are aot vne

GERETTRT SAWRHEAET I 32 1
OIS As in the Purusha Vidya (uf the
Chhaudogya) ® and FEGM, of the 1thers SFFEAWFA,

unt being mentioned (in the Taittiriza).

24. And (since the qualities) as (men-
tioned) in the Purusha Vidva (of the
Chhandogva) are not mentioned (in that)
of the others (i.e in the Taittiriya) (the
two Purusha Vidyids are not one).

In the last Sutry the Vidyias were held o b=
thfrerent as theie was no recognition ot the tund.-
wental attnibate ot the one Vidza m the oth=
This Sutia ates an exan.ple where s o tauda-
wentl ottizbute occwis m both  On this wonws
the opponent argues that the two Vidyas aie nne
Jn the Chhandogya there 1> & Vidya about man mn
wlhz b Le 15 identihed with the sacnnce-  “*Man s
the saattice © In the Taittmiva Avanyaka 14
04 also oecurs g simlar Vided whete mwan 15~
wlentrified:  “*Fe1 hiw who knows thus the sel1 w1
the satrhce 15 the sacnifuet™ ete The fundamen-
tal athibule referzed to 1s that man is identihed
with sacrifice in both. This Sutra savs that in
spite of this, the two Vidyas are not one, fm 1he
detals difter. Moreover, the 1esult of the Vidya
in the Taittiriya is the attainment of the greatness



-

3.8.25] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 373

of Brahman, while that of the Chhandogya is long
life. Therefore the two Vidyds are separate, and
there can be no combination of particulars m the
two places.

Topie 14, Detached Mantras ULke *‘Pierce
the whole (body of the enemy)”’ etc. and sacrifices
mentioned al the beginning of certain Upanmishad«
do not form part of the Brahma 1"idyd included in
the Upamshads.

¢
SATIIRTT I R4 |
391X Pioreing ete  S9RA because they have a
different meaning.

25 (Certain Mantras relating to)
piercing etc fare not part of the Vidyas
though mentioned near hy) because they
have a different meaning

At the beginning of the Upamshad of the
Atharvanikas we have, ‘“Pieice the whole (body of
the enemy), prerce his heart’’ ete. Sumilarly at
the begmning of other Upamishads of other Sakhas
we have Mantras The question 1s, whether these
Maniras and the sacrifices referred to 1n the Brah-
manas 1n close proximity to the Upanishads are to
be combined with the Vidyis prescribed by these
Upanishads The Sutra says that they are not to
be combined, for their meaning is different, inas-
much as they indicate acts of a sacrfice and there-
fore have no connection with the Vidyés. The
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piercing, for example, is connected with some
ceremony to destroy one’s enemy.

Topre 15+ The statement made in one of the
texts that the good and evil deeds of a person who
has attaned Knowledge yo to hus friends and ene-
maes respectively, 1s valid for all texts where dis-
carding of good and evl Karma by such a person
1s mentioned

g g, SIRHAYEERANET, , FATTG:-

HITENET , g || "’\Q_ ]

gl Where (only) the discarding (of good and
evil) is mentioned g but SUNH-TTSERSAN, on account
of the word ‘recetving’ being suppli mv ntary (to the
word ‘discarding’) TRN-SL-GR-SWIFGA, as 1 the
case of Kusas (sticks tor kecping count of hymnt)s
metres, praise, and recitation T that WY has been
stated (by Jaimini).

26. But where (only) the discarding
(of good and evil) is mentioned, (the
receiving of this good and evil by others has
to be included), on account of this word
‘recerving’ being supplementary (to the
word ‘discarding’), as in the case of Kusas,
metres, praise, and recitation. That (viz.
that it should be so done) has been stated
{by Jaimini in Purva Mim&ms4).

Having dealt with the combination of
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particulars with respect to smular Vidyas, the
author now proceeds to deal with the combination
.of the effects with respect to the Upésaka.

Jaimini has said that statements with iespect
to Kusas, metres, praise, and hymns have to be
completed from other texts. In some places Kusas
are simply mentioned, but another text specifies
that they are to be made of fig wood The first Sruti
will have to be completed 1n the light ot the other.
Similarly with respect to metres, praise, and 1ecita-
tion. This prineiple 15 heie applied 1o the effects
of the Upidsaka’s actions in connection with the
Vidyas mentioned i the Upanishads We find
certain texts mention the discardmg of good and
evil by a person attaiming Knowledge Vide Chh.
8. 13 Another lext not only mentions thi~, but
also adds that the good and evil are obtuined by his
frends and enemies 1especiinely  Vide Kau 1. 4.
This Sutra says thal the oblaming of the good and
evil by lus friends and enemies has to be inserted
m the Chhindogya {ext, according to Jaimini’s
principle explammed above

This Sutra may also be explained 1 another
way if the discussion on ‘discavding’ 1s different.
It may be argued that the verb ‘Dhu’ in the text
-of the Chhindogya and Kaushitaki may be inter-
preted as trembling and not as getting rid of, in
which case it would mean that good and evil still
cling to a person who attains Knowledge, though
their effects are retarded owing to the Knowledge.
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This Sutza says that such a meaning 1s not correct,
for the subsequent poition of the text in the Kou-
shitaki shows that others get {his good and evil,
and this 1> not possible wunless the person whe
attauns Knowledge discards them

Topee 16 :  The discarding of good and evdd by
the hnower of Brahman takes place at the time of
death and not on his way to Bralmaloka

AU, qASATIER, 97 @ | RS ||

RO At the time of death TCSI-BEM, theie
being nothing to be attamed 9 so also & for 3
others.

27 (He who attains Knowledge gets
rid of his good and evil works) at the time
of death, there being nothing to be obtain-
ed (bv him on the way to Brahmaloka
through works), for other texts also say so

The quesiton 15 raised as to when the indivi-
dual soul gets 11d of the eftects of its good and evil
works  ““He comes to the niver Viraji and crosse-
1t by the mind alone, and there he shakes off gooil
aud evil * (Kau 1. 4,. On the basis of this text
the opponent holds that the efiects are got r1d of m
the way to Brahmaloka and not at the time ot
death. This Sutra refutes it and says that the
mun of r1ealization gets 11d of them at the time of
death. The Sanchita and Agédmi Karma (work) 1~
destroyed with Knowledge and the Prarabdha i«
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destroyed at death So at the time of death he is
nd of all effects of his good and evil deeds The
reasons for this conclusion are On the way o
Brahmaloka, the destination of the kunower of
Brahman, it 1s nol possible to diseard good and
evil effects for then the soul has no gress body, and
go cannot practise any Sidhanf that will destroy
them Noi does the soul expeirience anything on.
the way, for which one would have to admit {he
persistence of good and evil t1ll then Rather they
are destioyed by the Vidyd piractised by the asp-
rant before he leaves the body The scripture also
says, ‘‘Having shaken oft his evil as a horse shakes
off his hawrs’” ete (CLlhh 8 13. 1) Moreover, 1t 1~
not possible to cross the 1iver Vunja unless one 1s
free from all good and evil Therefore we have to
take 1t that all the good and evil are discarded ot
the time of death and the Koushitaki text has {os
be explained accordingly.

A, JAATEHTD 1 R< 1l

o= According to his liking W@-3ERG on
account of there being harmony between the two,

28. (The interpretation that the indi-
vidual soul practising Sadhand) according
to his liking (gets rid of good and evil while
living, 1s reasonable) on account of there
being harmony (in that case) between the-
two (viz cause and effect as well as bet-
ween the Chhindogya and another Sruti).
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Since the individual soul attains Brahman
after death as a result of the Vidy4, why not under-
stand thal the getting rid of good and evil, the
1esult of the Vidya, 1s also attained after death?
Not so, for it is possible to practise Sadhand to
one’s liking only during one’s life time, and from
Sidhana alone results the destruction of good and
evil  And 1t is not rensonable to say that the cause
being there. the effect 1s delayed till some time
after death. Therefore there is harmony between
the texts quoted above. The attainment of Brah-
maloka 1s not possible so long as there is a hody,
but theie 18 no such difhculty about the shaking
oft ot good and evil

Topie 17, The knower of the Saguna Brahman
alone yoes by the path of the gods afler death and
not the knower of the Nirguna Brahman.

TR AR, ore & fd ) 3] 1

T Of the soul’s journey (after death) along the
0 < .
path of the geds 3¥FEY utality WYY in two ways
=41 otherwise & for B{4: a contradiction.

29 (The soul’s) journey along the
path of the gods is applicable in two ways
(i e difierently), for otherwise (there would
result) a contradiction.

A question is raised that just as the getting
11d of good and evil is understood as being followed
by theit acceptance by others, so also the journey
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after death along the Devayina, the path of the
gods, which is sometimes mentioned as following
the discarding of good and cvil, 14 common to all
Upasakas, those of the Nirguna as well as the
Saguna Brahman. This Sutra says that it 1s true
only of the worshipper of the Saguna Brahman,
for Brahmaloka being located elsewhere 1n. space,
the journey has a meaning 1 his case only. But
the knowledge which iesults from absorption in the
Nirguna Brahman 15 meiely the destruction of
ignorance. So what meaning has journey for
such a person? If the journey applies to him also,
then it would contiadict Srutr texts like, ‘‘Shaking
off good and ewvil, free from passions, he reaches
the Highest Unity’’ (Mu. 3 1 3). How can one
who has become Brahman, the pure, the one
without movement, go to another place hy De-
vayina? Sinece he has already attamed his goal,
viz. unity, the journey along the Devayina is
meaningless for him Therefore the worshipper
of the Saguna Brahman alone goes by the
Devayina.

T, FESHUITG@ed:, S%aE N 20 1)

39w=: Is reasonable qa-oRIona-g9ee: for the char-
acterictica which render such journey possible are
seen SI%AG s in the world

30 (The differentiation mentioned
above) is reasonable, for the characteristics
which render such a journey possible are
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seen (in the case of Saguna Upasanid but
not in that of Nirguna Upésand), as (s
seen) in the world.

The differentialion between the paths of the
worshippers of the Saguna and Nunguna Biahman
is 1easonable, because the characterisiies or ieasons
for such a journey of the worshipper of the Saguna
Brahman, are seen in the Vidyi described i the
Kaushiiak: Upanishad. For the texts mentin
certain iesults which can be attained by the wor-
shipper only hy gomng to different places, such as
mounting the couch and holding conversation with
Brahman. But with perfect Knowledge or des-
truction of ignorance, which results from Nirguna
Upisand. no purpose 18 served by such a journey
The distinction 1s analogous {o what 1s seen 1 the
world  To reach a village we have to go by the
path which leads to 1t  But no such journey 1<
required to get rid of our illuess.

Topic 18- All the worshippers of the Saguar
Braliman go after death by the path of the gods 1
DBralimaloka, and not merely those who know the
Panclidgn: Tadyé ete, wherern such a path s
specifrcally mentioned.

srferam: qatany , SR :rmgm:n ”
M0 RL '

@Rt : (There is) no restriction afamg, (Devayana
applies equslly) to all (Vidyas of the Saguna
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"Brahman) SRR there is non-contradiction E1 e O
HAFRIH, as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti

31 (The passage of the soul by the
path of the gods) is notl restricted (only to
-certain Vidyas of the Saguna Brahman),
(it applies equallv) to all (Vidyds of the
Saguna Brahman). There is no contradic-
tion, as 1s seen from the Sruti and Smriti.

In the Panchiagmi Vidyia of the Chhindogya
the 1esult of such a meditation 1s sa1d to be the
passage after death to Biahmalcka by the path of
the gods (Devavana) But such a 1esult 15 nob
explieitly stated in the case of the Vaisvanara
Vidya The question 15 whether through this
Viudyé also one goes after death along the Devayéna
ot not This Sutia <ays that all worshippers of
the Saguna Brahman, whalever their Vidyds, go
after death by this path  For so 1t 15 seen from the
Sruli and Smmtr “Thos¢  who weditate thus
(thiough Panchiani Vidva) and also those who
meditate 1 the forest endowed with Siaddhi and
Tapas go by the path of the gods’” (Chh 3 10. 1).
This text clearly <hows that those who meditate
upon ihese five fires, and those dwelleis 1n the
forest who, endowed with faith and austermty,
worship the Saguna Brabman through any other
Vidya both go by the path of the gods TFor the
suppoit of thic view by the Smritr ser Gata 8 26.
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Topic 19: Perfected souls may be reborn for the
fulfilment of some dwine massion.

R RafaafiemTammg 1 3% 1

ﬂlﬂﬂm So long as the mission is not fulfilled
smfeaRi: (there is corporeal) existence SIfERAREOIRY of

those who have a mission to fulfil.

32 Of those who have a mission to
fulfil .(there is corporeal) existence, so long
as the missicn 1s not fulfilled.

Rishi Apantaratama was born again as Vyésa
Sanatkuméira was-boin as Skanda. So also other
Rishis hike Vasishtha and Nérada were born again.
Now these Rishis had attained the Imowledge of
Brahman, and yet they had to be reborn. If that
is so, what 1s the utility of such knowledge of
Brahman ®—says the opponent. This Sutra refutes
it and says that ordinarily a person after attaining
Kunowledge 1s not reborn  But the case of those
who have a divine wmission to fulfil is different
Those perfected sages have one or more births until
their mssion is fulfilled, after which they are not
born again But then they never come under the
sway of ignorance although they may be reborn
Their ease is analogous to that of a Jivanmukta,
who even after attaining Knowledge continues his
corporeal existence as long as the Prarabdha
Karma lasts The divine mission of these people
is comporable to the Priarabdha Karma
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Lopic 20. The negative attributes of Brah-
man mentioned in various texts are to be combined
wn all meditations on Brahman.

el S, FMFEEETRRTEEET ,
TGN 33 1

Ry, Of the conceptions of the (negative)
attributes of the Immutable (Brahman) g but 3@:
combination YRRIGEARIM, on account of the similar-
ity (of defining Brahman through denials) and the
object (viz. Immutable Brahman) being the same
I 2s in the casc of the Upasad (offerings) & it
I, has been said (by Jaimini)

33. But the conceptions of the (nega-
tive) attributes of the Tmmutable (Brah-
man) are to be combined (from different
texts where the Immutable Brahman is
treated, in all meditations on the Immut-
able Brahman, as they form one Vidya), on
account of the similarity (of defining the
Immutable Brahman through denials) and
the object (the Immutable Brahman) being
the same, as in the case of the Upasad
(offerings). It has been said (by Jaimini in
Purva Mimémsd).

“0 Garg:, the knoweis of Brahman say ths
Immutable (Brahman) 1s that. It is neither gross
nor minute neither shoit aom  long" ete.

B.s —25
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{Bi1th 3. 8. 8). Again we have, ‘‘The supreme
lnowledge 1s that by which the Immutable (Bial-
man) is attained. That which is imperceiwvable,
ungraspable’” etc, (Mu. 1. 1. 5-6). The question 1~
whether the negative attributes in these two texis
are to be combined so as to form one Vidyi o1
they ame to be treated as two separate Vidyés The
opponent holds that these atiributes do not directly
specify the nature of Brahman like the positive
attributes, bliss, truth, etc., and so the prnaple
established 1 Sutra 3. 8. 11. does not apply heie,
for no purpose is served by such a combinatim
So each denial 1s valid only for the text in whuh
at occurs and not for other places This the Suhia
1efutes and says that such denials are to be (omi-
bined, for the method of feaching Brahmun
through denial is the same, and the object of .-
truction is also the -~ame, vz the Immutable
Brahman. The rule of Sutra 8 3. 11 applies hete
also. though there we were concerned with positive
attributes and here with negative attributes which
teach Brahman by an mdirect method. The (ase
is analogous to the Upasad offerings. The Man-
tras for giving these offerings are found onlv 1n
the Séma-Veda But the priests of the Yajmi-
Veda use this Mantra ‘given in the other Veda
This principle is decided by Jaimini in Purva
Mimamsd Similarly here also in the meditation
on the Immutable (Brahman) the negative attri-
butes have to be combined.
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Lopee 21 Wundeha 511 and Katha 1.3 1
foruw ane 1udyd

FATHATL N J2 1
F=WaTd. On account of deseribing as this

much

34 Because (the same thing) 1s des-
cribed as such and such.

“Two bnids ot beautitul plumage one of
ibem eats the sweet and bitier trwis thercof, the
ather witnesses without eating ' (Mu 3 1. 1)
Agam we have, “There ate the 1m0 . enjoymmg
the 1esults of then good deeds” ete (Kath 1.3 1)
Tn these {wo lexts do we have iwo different
Vidyas, o1 one anly? The oppounent holds that
these are two Vidyis. for unlike the meditation on
the Immutable, where the object of meditation
was one, as shown im the pievions Sutra, here
theie are different object~ ot weditation That 1t
1s 50 18 clear, for of the te\ts ciled above, the
Mundaka fext says onlv one eats the frut, while
the other does not, 1 Katha. however. both of
them enjoy the resuli~ ot then good actions Seo
1the object of meditation 15 unot 1dentical The
Suira refutes 1t and says 1hat they torm one Vidys,
for both describe the same Lnd as existing thus
and thus, + ¢ 1m the form oi 1he Jna 1n other
words, {he object of the two texts 15 to teach about
the Snpreme Biohman and <how the 1dentity of
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the Jiva and Brahman. [t has been explained 1
1. 2. 11 that the Supreme Tord does not 'actually
enjoy the fruits of actioms, but 1s said to do so
because of Ilis being mentioned along with the
Jiva, wlach does, as when we say. ‘The men with
the umbrella’, where ouly one of ihem has the
umbrella. Therefore the object of the meditation
being one, the Vidyfs are also one

Topri 22 Brihadiranyela 3.4 1 and 3.5.7
constitute one Vidyd.

HaUl PAA AT EAA: (| 34§

H7aQ As being the innermost of all WIHAMEA, as 1n
thie case of the elements WW: ( teaching ) of the
same Self

35. The same Self (is taught) as being
the innermost of all as in the case of the
elements.

In the Brnhadiranyaka we find Ushasta
questioning Yajuavalkva thus “Explain to me
the Brahman that is mmediate and divect—the
self that 18 within all’’| and Yijnavalkya replies-
“That which breathes thrvough Prina is vour self,
that 1s withm all”” (Brih. 3 4 1) In the same
Upanishad 3. 5. 1. to the same question pui by
Kahola, Yéajnavalkya replies- ““That which
transcends hunger and thirst, grief and delusion.
decay and death Knowing this very Self” ete.
The opponent holde that these two are separate
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Vadyas, because the answers given being different,
the objects referred to musi be different. The
Sutra refutes thig and says that ithe object is one,
the Supreme Self, for 11 is 1mpossible {0 conceive
two Selves bhemg simultancously i{he mmermost ot
all ;n the <ame bodv, even as none ot the five
elements constituting the body can be the inner-
most ot all m the true ~ense of the term, though
relatively one clement can be mmside another
Similarlv ene Selt alone ean be the innermost of
all Theriefore the same Seli 15 taught in beth the
answers

AT Wgrgaataidfa =19 . a1, esn-

I RE L
I Otherwise ﬂa-aiaqwf‘a- the repetition cannot
be acconnted for 3R A if it be said 7 not so STRW-
«Ad like anotber mstruction (in the Chhandogya).

36. If it be said (that the two Vidyas
are separate, for) otherwise the repetition
cannot be accounted for, (we -ay) not so;
(it is) like (the repefition) 1n another
anstruction (in the Chhéndogya)

An objection 1s 1a1sed that wunless the two
teals refer o two daifferent Selves, the 1epetition
of the same subject would be meamngless. This
Sutra says that 11 15 not hke that. The repetition
has o wigmficance It )« intended {o make the
student understand the -ubject more onvincingly
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triom different angles, and -o the repetition does
not justify us to take that iwo different Selves are
taught here, even as the repetition of the teaching
‘Thou art That’ nine time< does not entitle us to
take the whole teaching in the Chhindogya as
more than one Vidyd The difference in answer 1s
due to the fact that the second answer tells some-
thing special about the Self TIm the first it s
taught that the Self 1n dafierent from the body, m
the second that Tt 18 hevond 1elative attributes

Topre 29 Il Niute crwqoins receprocal  medita-
tion it A 2 2 A € and not merely one way.

safaerc:, fiista Satea 1 39

FRrE: Reciprocity (of meditations) RRERET (the
«criptures) prescribe (this) & for T as in other
cases.

37 (There is) reciprocity (of medita-
tion), for the scriptures prescribe this, as
in other cases

In the Aatarera Aranyaka we have, “What 1
am that He 1s: what He 15, that am I’ (2. 2 4 6)
The question here 15 whether the meditation 15 to
be of a reciproeal nature, : ¢ 1dentitying the wor-
shipper with the being in the sun, and then,
mversely, 1dentifying the bemng in the sun with
the worshipper or only in the first named way
The oppounent holds that the meditation is to be
one wav onlv and not 1n the reverse wav also
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For the first meditation has a meaning, imasmuch
as 1t raiges the Jiva to the level of Brahman,
but lowermng Brahman to the Jiva state 1s meaning-
less The present Suira refutes this view and
says that the meditation 1» to be both ways, for
otherwise such a statement would be useless Sruti
expressly prescribes the reveise meditation, even
as 1t prescribes elsewhere that the Lord 1s to be
meditated upon as bhaving tiue determination
(Satya Sankalpa) and so on  This 1s not lowering
Brahman, since He who has no bodv can be wor-
shipped even as possessing a form

Topie 24 Brhadiraryaka 5 4 1 and 5 7 2

treat of ome Vidyd about Satya Brahman.

87 & e 1 3¢ |l

a1 @8 The same (Satya-Vidya) & bocause S
(attributes like) Satya etc ,

3% The same (Satya-Vidyd 1s taught
i hoth places), because (attributes like)
Satva etc (are seen in both places).

In the Brihadaranyaka 5. 4. 1 we have. ‘‘He
who knows this great, adorable, first born (being)
as the Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds.”
Agam m 5. 3 2 we have, ‘“That which is Satya is
that sun—the being who 1s m that orb and the
being who 1s in the right eye . . he destroys
evils.” Are these 1wo Ratva-Vidyas one or different?
The Sutra says that {hey are one, masmuch as the
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second text 1eters to the Satya of the earlier text
by saying, ‘‘That which is Satya” etc. But it may
be said that the result of these two meditations is
different, as is seen from the texts: In the fiavt it
1s said that such a person conquers these wuoilds,
and in the second, that he destroys evils 1n
reality. however, there 1s only one result in both
cases, and the mention of result in the latter case
13 merely by way of praise of the further imstruc-
tion given about Satya

Top.c 25 Attiibutes mentioned in Chh 8 1.1
and Brik. L. 4 22 are to be combined on account
of « number of common features in both the texts.

FTATGIACT aF T, ATAAANG: 1] 2R 1

&R (True) desire ete. R in the other @
{those mentioned) in the other ¥ and HFINRT: on
account of the abode etc

39. (Qualities like true) desire ete
(mentioned in the Chhindogya are to he
inserted) in the other (i.e. in the Brihad-
dranyaka) and (those mentioned) in the
other (i.¢. in the Brihad&ranyaka are also
to be inserted in the Chhindogya), on
account of the abode etc. (being the same in
both).

In the Chhindogya 8 1. 1 we have, “There 1s
the city of Brahman and in it the palace-like lotus
and 1 that the small ether . . ., That i- +the
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Self’” etc. Ag.ain m the Brhadaranyaka 4. 4, 22
-we have. '‘“That gieat burthless Self which is i1den-
tified with the mtellect lies i the ethex
that 15 within the heart. * The question 1s wheiher
the two constitute one Vidyi and hence the part-
culars are to be combined, o1 noi. The Sutra says
that they form one Vidyi, and the qualities men-
tioned in each aie to be combined im the other, for
‘many points aie’ common to both There 1s .the
same abode, the same Lord 1s the object of meds-
tation, and so on  There 19, however, one differ-
ence between 1ibe iwo texis. The Chhandogya
treats of the Saguna Biahman while the Brihad-
Aranyaka freats of the Nuguna Biohman. But
then as the Saguna Brahman is 1n reality one with
the Nirguna, this Sutra prescribes combination of
qualities for glorfymg Brahman. and not for the
purpose of Upésani

Topte 26 Pravaguidic 'ia wecd naol e olserved
p /
on days of fast

HATGUEST: It %2 1l ‘
HZUI, On acconut of the rospect shown g
there can be no onission
40. On account of the respect shown
{to the Prandgnihotra by the Sruti) there
can be no omission (of this act).

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent.
In the Vaisvinara Vidya of the Chhindogya
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the Updsuha before he takes his meals 1s asked firsi
to ofter food to each oi the Prinas, saymng, “To
Prana I offer this.”” The Sruti attaches such im-
pottance to this Prinagnihotra that 1t enjoins food
to be offered to the Prinas even before entertaiming
guests, whom all Hindus are supposed fo attend
before they take any food The question is whether
this Prandgmbhotra 1s to be observed even on days
ot fasting. This Sutra says that there should be
no omssion of it, and so 1t must be observed even
on fast days by sippmmg at least a few drops of
water, since the Sruti attaches such importance
to it

qRRe@sa:, TETFE N BN
RIS When tood i< served @ from that dd-
=, for so (the Srutt) declares

41 When food is served, from that
(the Prandgnihotra 1s to be performed).
for so (the Sruti) declares.

This refutes the view expressed in the last
Sutra and says that the Pranagnihotra need not be
performed on fasting days, for the Srut1 says,
‘“Therefore the first food which comes is meani for
Homa. And he who offers that first oblation should
offer it to Préna, saymng Svaha’’ (Chh 5 19. 1).
The importance given by the Sruti is ounly to the
effect that the first portion of the food, on those
days when it is taken, should be offered to the
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Pianas, and not that 1t should be observed even on

fasting days.

Topte 20 U pasands mentioncd v conneclion with

certan sacrifices arc not parts of them and hence
are not wnseparably (onnected wuth them.

gieaioniea:, g2, wreEntiEe
wEH 1 B
aa;ﬁaf{w-afﬁw Xo rule about the inviolabihty
of that aags that being seen (from the Srat) uF
separate f& for 3@Ea=: non-obstruetion I1’4iz7$I=Ikl'esult

42. There is no rule about the inviola-
bility of that (ie TUplsands connected
with certain sacrifices). that is seen (from
the Sruti itself), for a separate effect
(belongs to the Upz‘tsanas), riz non-obstruc-
tion (of the results of the sacrifice)

The question whether ceitain Upésands men--
tioned with some sacrifices are patt of those sacri-
fices and therefoie inseparably cunnected with
them, 15 taken up fon discussion  This Suira says
that such Upésands do not form u past of the saeri-
fice, for there 15 mo rule as to their mseparability.
On the othe: hand ihe seripimie clearly says that
the sacrifice can be performed with or without
them. ‘‘Therefore both he who knows this, and he
who does not, perform the sac11fice’” (Chh. 1. 1. 1.
See also Chh 1 10. 9 The Siuti, moreover, men- ’
tions a separate effect of the Upésanas apart from.
that of the sacrfice, 122 ihe non-obsiru tion {i.e.
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enhancement) ot the results of the sacrifice. *‘The
sacrifice which a man performs with knowledge etc
is more powerful’’ (Chh. 1. 1. 10) T{ weans that
the original sacrifice would have got its own resulis
bui the Up#sani enhances those results. So the
1esults of the sacrifice with or without the Upésani
are different. Therefore the Upéisana does
not form part of the sacrifice, and hence may
or may not be performed according to the pleaswe
ot the sacrificer. Non-obstruction may be ex-
plained thus: The sacrifice without the Updsana
would have had the preseribed results. but the
Upasans prevents any obstruction to those results
Thi~, however, does not make it a part of the sac11-
fice Nometimes the resulis of the saerifice are
delayed owing to the intervention of any bad
Kaima of the sacrificer, but the Upésanad destroy~
the effect of that and the results are attained
cailier. Here, however. the sacrifice does mnot
depend upon the Upésand for its results. though
they might have been delayed. Hence the TUpisuna

1~ not @ part of the sacrifice, and is theretne
nptional,

Lopee 25 MWeduaions on Y dyu and Prina ar
TR /u[:r sepurnadte an sprte of e oseential oneness
of thewe two.

HETAEEd, A It ¥3 11
SRFE .\s in the case ot the offermmgs @ exactly
. that S has been stated.
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43. (The meditations on Véyu .ud
Préna are different owing to their difierent
functions, though the two are essentially
one); (it is) exactly as in the case of the
oﬁeringﬁ (of cakes to Indra the ruler the
monarch, and the sovereign separately)
This has been stated (bv .Jaimim in Purva
Mimémsi-Sutras).

In the Samvarga Vidya of the Chhindogya
meditation on Prana with reference to the body

and on Viyru with retevemwce to the gods 1s pres-
cribed Now manv texts declare that Prina and
Viavu aze one m essence Se the apponent holds

that the two meditalions can he combined The
Sutra refutes the view and says 1that thev are to be
kept apart, m spite of the non-difference in nature
of Vayu and Prana; for their functions due to thor
different abodes ave different $n~t as oblations arc
geparately given to Indra the 1nler ihe monarch,
and the sovereign according to his diffeveni copa-
cities, though he is one god, so the medilations on
Vayu and Prana have to be kept apart This prin-
ciple is cstablished v Totmuun m Purva
Mimémsa

Topre 29 The jues o Vyrvohasya  of the
Brihaddranyaka are not port of the sarrificial act,
but constitute o ceparate Vadyd

g, afg adr:, azfv u 82
Rwmgeaa, On acconnt of the abundanee of
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mdicatory marks @1t (an mdieators mnmk) f& m
FAT: is strone r O that 3 also

44. On account of the abundance of
indicatorv marks (the fires of the mind,
speech, etc. in the Agmirahasya of the
VAjasaneyins do not form part of the
sacrifice), for it (an indicatory mark) is
stronger (than the context) That also (has
heen stated by Jaimini).

In Agnirahasya of the Satapatha Brahmana
vertain fires, named after mind. speech, eyes, ete
ate mentioned The question 15 whether these form
part of the sacrifice mentioned therein, or form an
independeni Vidys. The Sutra says that in spite
ot the prima facie view which amses from the con-
text, these constitute an independent Vidya. For
there are many ndieatorv marks to show that these
fires form a Vidyd; and indicatoy marks are more
forceful than the context, aceording to Purra
Miméimsi

ATRTY: SERRUTREATIHAT, ATAEEH, I} ¥ |
'ﬁ-ﬁﬁﬂ: Alternative forms of the one mentioned
first SN, on aceount of the context ®| onught to
be B&N part of the sacrifice 9M@qd, Like the imagmary
drink
45 (The fires spoken of m the pre-

vious Sutra are) alternative forms of the
-ope mentioned first (7 ¢ the actual sacri-
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ficial fire) on account of the context, (thev)
ought to be part of the sacrifice like the
imaginary drink.

The opponent 1aves a2 t1esh objection TIn a
certain sacrifice a Soma drink is offered to Praja-
pati, wherein the earth 1s vegarded as the cup and
the sea as the Soma This is a mental acl only,
and yet 1t forms a part of the sacrifice So these
fires also, though mental, 7.e. 1maginary, are yet
part of the sacrifice. and not an independent Vidya.
because of the context They are rather an alter-
mnative form of the first-mentioned actual fire

a3 11 ¥E U

AqFAE, On account of the extension (of the
attributes of the first to these fires) & and

46. And on account of the extension
(of the attributes of the actual fire to these
imaginary fires).

The opponent grves a lmther 1eason 1n support
of his view. The Siut1 in that passage aftributes
all the qualities of the actual fire to these imaginary
fires Hence they are part of the sacmfice

el g, fratooma i we
@ Vidys 1 indeed g but Fmafomd, because
{the Sruti) asserts 1t

47. But (the fires) rather form a
Vidya. because (the Sruti) asserts it
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‘But' 1efutes the opponent The Sutia -ays
that the fires constitute a Vidya, tor the text asserts
that ‘‘They are made of knowledge only,’”” and that
“By knowledge and meditaiion they are made for
him

¢
BEEH ) ¥

{flﬂﬁl\ Because (ol the mdicatory marks) seen =

and

48. And because (of the indicatory
marks) seen.

The indicatory marks ate thone 1efetied to
Sutra 44.

FTGASIIEATT 7 a1 | ¥ )
mﬂmﬁlbm ause ol the greater torce of the

Srvuti ete ({ e indicatory mark and syntactical
connection) T and 992 eannot be refuted

49 And because of the greater torce
of the Sruti etc. (7 e 1nd1ca,t01'y mark and
syntactical connection), (the view that the
fires constitute a Vidva) cannot he refuted.

The Sruti directly says, ‘“All these fires are
kindled with knowledge alome.”” The indicatory
mark is this: ““All beings kindle these fires for
him, even when he 15 asleep.”” This continuity of
the fires indicates that they are mental ones. Awn
actual racrifice is nol continued during sleep. The
syntactical connection 18 ‘““Through meditation
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alone are these fires of the worshipper kindled.”’
These three are more forcible tham mere context.

AP NETACTITAN, TBT,

agH Nl “e Nl
sga=aiig: From the connection and so on
(extension etc ) NHFAR-4TEad, even as other Vidyas
are separate ¥%: (it is) scen ¥ and JFITH this has
been szid (by Jaimini)

60. From the connection and so on
(extension etc.) (the fires constitute a sepa-
rate Vidyd), even as other Vidyas (like the
Sandilya Vidyi) are separate. And (it is)
seen (that in spite of the context a sacrifice
is treated as independent). This has been
said (by Jaimini in Purva Mimimsi-
Sutras). .

Thie Sutra gives additional reasons in support
of the view set forth in Suira 47. The text con-
nects for purposes of Sampad Upésand (meditations
based on resemblance) parts of a sacrifice with men-
tal activities, e.g. “These fires are started mentally,
the altars are set up mentally . . everything
connected with this sacrifice 1s done mentally.””
This is possible only if there is a sharp difference
between things resembling each other.

The fires form a separate Vidyd, even as the
Sandilya Vidya, Dahara Vidyd. ete. form separate

B.5.—26
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Yudyas, although mentioned along with sacrifieial
acts.  Moreover, 1t 15 seen 1n the sacrificial poifion
of the Vedas the sacrifice Aveshti, though 1aen-
tioned along with the Réijasuya sacrifice. is yet
tegarded as an independent sacrifice by Jaimini
in his Purva Mimémsi-Sutras.

T AR, SYSed:, T, A
SrhTg 1) 42 )

d Not TRIRING-AM in spite of the resemblance
Fqest: for if is seen YT, as in the case of death
d fg Jrwmfa: for the world does not become ffire
because of certain resemblances).

51 In spite of the resemblance (of the
fires to the imaginary drink, they do) not
(form part of the sacrificial act), for it is
séen (from the reasons adduced that they
constitute an independent Vidyd), (the
mental affair here 1s) as in the case of death,
for the world does not become (fire because
of certain resemblances).

This Sutra refutes the argument of the oppo-
nent given in Sutra 45. The resemblance cited by
the opponent there cannot stand, for on account of
the 1easons already adduced, viz. the Srut: ndi-
catmy mark. etc , the fires in question subserve the
purpose of man only. and not any sacrifice Mere
resemblance cannot justify the opposite view Any-
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thing can 1esemble anything in cerfamn respeets;
4till the things are different The resemblance
cited 15 ike the common epitheti ‘death’ applied to
fire and the bemng m the sun  **The being in that
orb 1s death mdeed’ (Sat. Br 10 3 2. 3) “‘Fire
is death’ (Bnnah 3 2 10) This resemblance ean-
mot make fire and the being 1 {he sun one Again
we have: “This world 15 a fite mdeed. O Gotama,
the sun 1its fuel’”” ete (Chh 5 § 1). Here from
the siialanmty of fuel and so on the earth does not
actually become fire

"R T [T AT, YT -
i HE T L )

@0 From the subsequent (Brahmana) ¥ and
e of the text E=M the fact of being such
WFEER, on account of the abundance g but ga=a:

connection

52 And from the subsequent (Bréh-
mana) the fact of the text (under discus-
sion) being such (s ¢ enjoiming, a separate
vidy4) (1s known) But the connection (of
the imaginary fires with the actual fire is) on
account of the abundance (of the attributes
of the latter that are imagined in these
fires) -

In a subsequeni Bidhmana we have, “By
knowledge thev' ascend there wheie all wishes ate
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attained. Those skilled 1n works de noi go ihere”
etc  Here Vidyd 15 prased and work depreciated
From this we HGud that what has been shown, rmz.
that the fires form a Vidya, is the injunction of the
Sruti. The connection of the fires with the actual
fire 1s not because thev form pari of the sacrifice,
but because many ot the attributes of the real fire
ae imagmed m the fires of the Vidya

Topic 30 The delf 15 « separvate entity from

the body.

Till now the Upisands have been discussed
But the utility ol these U'pasanas depends on the
existence of an individual apart from the body who
can reap the results of the Updsanés. In the
absence of such an mdividual the Upasanas and
even Vedinta tearhing become useless. So in this
topic the existence of un Atman apart from the
bady 1s laken up for discnssion

T RA: TR AT | 42 1l

7% Some (deny) 3IWa: (the existence) of an
Atman (besides the body) @R (@) @@ (for It)
exists (only) when there is a body

53. Some (deny) (the existence) of an
Atman (separate from the body), (for It)
exists (only) when there is a body.

This Sutia eives the view of the Charvikas or
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materialists, who deny the existence of an Atman
other than the body They say that man is only a
body, having consciousness for its quality, and that
consclousness 1s like the inloxicating property that
1s produced when ceitaimn matemals are put toge-
ther, none of which singly 1s intoxicating. They
airive at this conclusion i this way. Conscious-
mess 18 seen to exist only when there is a body.
Independent of the body it 15 nowhere experienced.
Hence it is only a quality of the body 'There-
tore, there 1s no sepurate Selt m this body

sgfeR:, TRETITRAT, | g, Sy=fea-
gLl a2 )
=RE: Separatencss TEA-AEER, tor (conscions-

ness) does not exist even when there 1s the body &
not (<0) g but ﬂqﬂﬁmas in the ease of cognition

54. But not (so), (a Self) separate
(from the body does exist), for (conscious-
ness) does not exist even when there 1s the
body (after death). as mn the case of
cognition.

This Sutra vefutes the view expressed 1 the
previous one Consciousness cannol be a duality
of the body, for we do not find consciousness in a
body after a person dies So this consciousness is a
quality of something difterent hom and 1esding
in the body Agam the Charvikas also accept that



408 BRAHMA-SUTRAS (3 3.55

the cogmzer 15 differeni from the thing cogmized.
If ap. since we experience our body, we who cog-
nize it must be different f1om owr body; and this
thing which cognizes this body of ours is the Self,
and consciousness is a quality ot this Self, rathe:
1ts nature

Tupee 31- U pdsands «onnected with saceficial
acts, e.g. the Udgitha Updsand, are valid fur all

Sdkhds.

FgETeRg W T & af@s g wa

sgrwe: (Upasanas) connected with parts (of
sacrificial acts) § but dnot TWEF to (particular)
Sakhas & because FRETH 10 each Veda

55. But (the Upéisands) connected
with parts (of sacrificial acts are) not (res-
tricted) to (particular) Sakhds'only ‘of each
Veda (but to all its SAkhas), because (the
same Upésana is described in all)

There are certtain Updsanis mentioned 1 con-
nection with sacrificial acts, as, for example, the
meditation on ‘Om” which 1s connected with the
Udgitha as Pranz, o1 the meditation on the
TUdgitha as the earth and so on. The question is
whether these meditations are enjoined with refer-
ence to the Udgitha and so on as belonging to a
certain Sakha of a Veda or as belonging to all ats
Sakbhas  The doubt arises beeause the dgitha



3397} BRAHMA-SUTRAS 409

and s0 on aire chanted differently in different
Sahhds, and as such they may be considered
diftevent This Sutrs refutes the view that they
are so restricted, because the text speaks of these
U"pasanis 1n general, and so they are one 1n all
the branches. :

weafRagrsiidia: 1| g u

geoead, Like Mantras ete af or elge 3&LM: thero

is no contradiction.

56  Or else like Mantras etc there 1s
no contradiction (here).

Just as Mantras etc mentioned 1n only ome
Nabhé aie used mn wnother Sgkha with respect to
that particular rite, so also the Upéasanis con-
nected with particulay 1ites m one Sakhi of the
Veda can be applied to the other Sakhés

Topte 32 Vawsiinara Updsand 1y one entire
( pésund

H: SgTSTIe, aAT fE gt (1w
A On the entire form HJAA, as in i',het case of
sacrifice SRR importance a9 so & for AR (the
Sruti) shows.

57 Importance (1s given to the medi-
tation) on the entire form (of Vaisvinara)
as in the case of sacrifice. for so (the Sruti)
shows.
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In the Chhandogya Upanishad 5. 11-18 we
have the Vaisvinara Vidya, the meditation on the
cosmic form of the Liord, where we are asked to
1magine that His head is the heavens, His eye the
sun, and so on. In those sections we find difterent
1esults mentioned for each part of the TUpésand
For example, the resuli of meditating on His head
as the heavens is- ‘‘He eats food, sees his dear
ones, and has Vedic glory in bis house”
(Chh. 5.12.2). XNow the question is whethe: the
Siuti here speaks only of one Upésani on the
whole cosmic form, or also piecemeal TUpésanis
This Sutra says that 1t 1s the former. The separate
results mentioned tor detached Upédsanés are to be
combined into one aggregate with the principal
meditation. That the Sruti intends only the
entire Updsand is moreover known from the fact
that it discourages part Upasana in such expres-
sions as ‘“Your head would have fallen if you had
not come to me’’ (Chh 5 12, 2). The case is
similar to certain sacrifices which include seveial
mnor sacrifices, the combined result of which
completes that of the mamn sacrifices That only
one enlire Upédsand 1s 1ntended 1s also inferred
from the fact that the section begins thus: ‘“TWhieh
1= our Self, which 1s the Brahman’’ (Chh. 5 11. D
—which shows that the entire Brahman is sought
as the object of meditation. It ends also thus-
“0f that Vaisvinara Self Sutejas is the head’’ ete
{Chk 5, 18. 2).
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Tope 33 Various Vidyis hke the Séndiulya
Vidyd, Dahara Vidyi, and so on are to be kept
separate and not combined into one entire
U7 pdsand.

ATAT, TFCHIF 1) A< 1l

W Difforent FRBEIFA. owing to difference of
words ete
58. (Various Vidyds like the Sindilya,
Dahara, etc. are) ditferent owing to differ-
ence of words etc
In the last Suha 1t was shown that though
the Srut: mentions meditations on parts of the cos-
1me form, yet the meditation on the entire form 1s
what 15 intended by the Siruli Following this
argument the opponent says that as the object of
meditation 1s the one Lord, we are to combine all
the difterent Vidyas hke the Sandilya Vidya,
Dahara Vidya, Satya Vidya, and <o on 1into one
composite meditation on the Lod  This Sutra
refutes that view and savs that these different
Vidyas are separaie, because the Siuli prescribes
them using different words, ‘He knows’, 'Let him
meditate’, ‘Let him form ihe 1dea’, etc and this
diufference of terms 15 acknowledged to be a test of
the difference of acts by Purva Mimimsi ‘Etc’
refers {o other rveasons hike the difference in quali-
ties. Though the object of meditation is the ome
Lord, yet owing to the difference 1 qualities that
are imogined in different Tpisands He 1 different.
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Moreover, 1t 1s an impossibility to combine all the
various Vidyis mmto one. So the different Vidyas
are to be kept separate, aud not combimed into one
general meditation

Tape 34 Among Vidydis relateng to Brahmau
any one alonc should be selected according tu
one’s chowce. '

forreq:, afarfre-weem 1 4R 1

f®e1: Option sRfe-%e@@, on acconnt ot (all
Vidyas) having the rame result.

59 There is option (with respect to
the several Vidyils), because the result (of
all the Vidyas) 1s the same

As the 1esult ot all the Vidyas 1> the realiza-
tion of Brahman. 1t 1~ enough 1f one takes up anv
oue of them according to his liking and sticks to
it 11ll he reaches the goal And once Brahman 1s
realized through one of these Vidyas. 1esorting to
another is useless Besides, to practise more than
one meditation at a time would only distract one’-
mind and thereby ietard one’s progiess Therefore
one must 1estrict onesell to one particular Vidya

Tope 35 Meditations yeelding special desiie
may or may not be combined according to liking

FTFITEG TATHR TESTNAGH T, oA
AEE ) &2 N
FR: Vidvas tor particular desires § but JERW,
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according to one’s desire AT one may combinc
d § or not qﬁ%’@-ﬂ#ﬁrﬂ on account of the absence:
of the preceding reason. :

60. But Vidyés for particular desires
may be combined or not according to one’s
desire on account of the absence of the
reason (mentioned i the) previous (Sutra)

In the last Sutra 1 was saad that any one of
the Vidyas about Biahman should be taken wup,
and that more than one at o lime should not be
taken up, because each Vidydh was quate sufficient
and more than one would distract the mind. Now
there are varlous Vidyds wheh are practised not
for the 1ealization of Biahman but to yield some
particular desne. A, for example, m the Chhan-
dogya 4 15. 2,7 1 3 The question 1s whether:
one 18 to 1esiizct onself 1o onlvy one of these Vidyis,
or can practise wore than one at a tune Thas
Sutra says that as the resulls arve different, unlke
that of the Brahma Vidyis, one can take up more
than one Vidyi or not aceovding to one’s pleasure.

Tome 36  Meditations connected wth  mem-
bers of sacrificial aets may or may not be combined’
according to Liking .

Y AATHRAE: || & 11
a®y With regard to (meditations) connected

with members (of sacrificial acts) FH-HRT-WA: 1t 15 as
with (the members) with which they are connected.
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61. With regard (to meditations)
connected with members (of sacrificial acts)
it is as with (the members) with which they
are connected.

Sutras 61-64 give the view ot the opponent.
Difterent instructions connected with a sacrfice
ate mentioned in the different Vedas. Now the
suniptures themselves say that all these members
mentioned in the different Vedas are to be com-
bined for the due performance of the main one
The question now is, what is the rule to be followed
with respect to the Upisands connected with these
mwembers? This Sutra says that the same 1ule
which applies to the members applies also to the
I'pdsands conuected with them In other words,
all these Upfsanas are also to be combined.

fRiga 1 8%

f&rg: From the injunction of the Srut1 7 and.

62. And from the injunction of the
Rruta

Even as the members are scatiered in the
«hfterent Vedas, so are also the meditations con-
nected with them There 1s no difference as
1egards the mjunction of the Sruti with respect to
these meditations.

HATERA || &R 1
63. On account of the rectification.
A further reason is given by the opponent.
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“Now verily that whuch 1= Tdgtha s ‘Om’.
and that which 1s ‘Om’ 1s Udgitha. (If one knows
this) then from the seat (z ¢ through proper func-
tioning) of the Hotri (he) rectifies all defective
singing (of the Udgitri)’’ (Chh 1 5. 5). Here it
is sald that the mistakes committed by the Udgatn
(chanting priest of the SAma-Veda) are rectified by
the recitation of the Hotri (invoking priest of the
Rig-Veda), which shows that the meditations,
though they are given 1 the difterent Vedas, are
vet interlinked So all of them have to be
observed.

T AR || &% 1)

gw-mam—ag%: From the Sruti declaring the feat-
ure ‘Om’ as being common to all the Vedas 5 and

64 And from the Sruti1 declaring the
syllable ‘Om’ which is a common feature (of
the Udgitha Vidva), to be common to all
the Vedas

“Through this does the Vedie Vidyi proceed’™
(Chh. 1 1. 9 This 1s ~a1d with reference to the
syllable ‘Om’. which is common {0 all the Vedas
and all the Upésands in them. This shows that as
the abode of all Vidyas 1s common. so ave the
Vidyss that abide 1 1f, and therefore all of them
are to be observed.

T T, JAEATATH: 11 §4 I
a 91 Rather not m-ﬂ@: their correlation
not being mentioned by the Sruti.
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65. (The meditations connected with
members of sacrificial acts are) rather not
(to be ‘combined), as the Sruti does not say
that they are so correlated.

This and the following Sutra give the conclu-
sion The rule foo combining the instructions
1egarding sacrafices that ave scattered m all the
Vedas cannot be apphed with respeet to the
Upésands conmected with them In the former
case, 1f the instructions are unot combined. the
sacaifice 1tselt will fail But noi so 1f the Upasanas
are not practised, for Upasanis only enhance th.
1esults of the sacrthice (Vide 3. 3 42). They ae
not mseparable from the sacrifice. So they may
.or may not be practised.

FAMTST 1] €5 I

%, Because the Sruti says so & and

66 And because the Sruti says so
“The Brahman  (supermtending priest)  who
Tknows this protects the saciifice, the sacrficer. and
o1 the other priests”™ (Chh 4 17 10)  This <hows
that 1he saiptwre- do not mtend that a1l the
meditations should go together If 1t were <o.
then all the priests would know all of them and
there 15 no sense in the Nruti distinguishing the
qualified supermmtending priest trom the rvest

The meditations. therefore. may or may uot be
combined aceording to one’s taste



CHAPTER III

SEcTION 1V

In the last section were discussed the Vidyis,
‘the means to the knowledge of Biahman This
section discusses whether this knowledge of Brah-
‘man is connected with ritualistic work through the
agent, or whether 1t independently serves the pur-
pose of man (Purushirthn) Man tries to attain
‘the fulfilment of his desnes, discharge of duties.
acquisition of wealth, and [aberation The ques-
tion is whether knowledge of Brahman serves any
of these purposes, or 1» meiely connected with
sacrificial acts in so fa1 as 1{ imparts to the agent a
-certain qualification

Tome 1. Knowledge of Braliman 15 not subor-
«nate to sacrificial acts.

QNI ISa:, AT STECE: | 2 |

gﬂmﬁ: Purpose of man 3/: from this TFA_ from
the scriptures 3T thus (says) agU¥9: Badarayana.

1. From this (results) the purpose of
man, because of the scriptures, thus (says)
Bédarayana.

Badargyana basing his axguwments on the Srud
fexts <aw that the knowledge of Brahman effects
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man’s highest purpose and is not a part of saci:-
ficial acts. It leads to Lnberation The scriptural
authority referred to 1s texts like: ‘‘The knower
of the Self goes beyond griet’’ (Chh. 7. 1. 3); “He
who knows that Supreme Brahman becomes indeed
Brahman” (Mu. 3. 2, 9); “The knower of Brah-
man attamns the Highest’’ (Taatt. 2. 1).

ANETgETEEET FesAfafy Rt 1 )

YA On account of bemng supplementary (to
sacrificial acts) m—ﬂiﬁf{' are mere praise of the
agent ¥4 even as Y in other cases & thus (sav-)
Sfafi: Jaimini

2. Because (the Self) is supplement-
ary (to sacrificial acts), (the fruits of the
knowledge of the Self) are mere praise of
the agent, even as in other cases: thus says
Jaimini

According to Jaimuni the Vedas merely pre--
cribe acts to attain certain purposes including
Iaberation, and nothimg more. He argues that the
knowledge of the Self does not yield any indepen-
dent results, as Vedidnta holds, but 1s connected
with the acts through the agent. No one wunder-
takes a sacrificial act unless he 18 conscious of the
fact that he is different from the body and that
after death he will go to heaven, where he will
enjoy the results of his sacrifices. Texts dealing

with Self-knowledge serve merely to enlighten the
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agent and so me subordinate 1o ~acitheial acts.
The ‘fruits, however which the Vedanta texts
declare with regard to Self-knowledge are merely
praise, even as texts declare such 1esults by wav ot
prawse with respect {o other matters. In short,
Jauninr holds that by the knowledge that his Seli
will outlive the body, the agent becomes qualified
for sacrificial actions, even as other things become
fit 1 saecrifices thiongh purificalmy ceremonies,

Siitctic; SN
Wﬂl{-{fﬁﬂi Because of the conduct found (from

the scriptures)

3 Because we find (from the script-
ures such) conduct (of men of realization)

“*Janaka, emperor ol YVideha performed a
saciifice in which gitls weie fieely  dastributed”
{(Brih 3. 1. 1); ‘L am going {o perform a saer-
fice, sars”” (Chh 5 11 3)  Now both Janaka and
Asvapuil were knowers of the Nelt It by this know-
ledge of the Self they hid attained Taberation,
theie was no need for them to perform sacrifices
But the two texts guoted show that they did per-
form sacrifices This proves that il 1y through
sacrificial acts nlone that one attains laberation,
and not through {he knowledge of the Self, as the
Vedautins hold

B s —27
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g & N

HH:%&: Beecause the scriptures direetly doclare
that.

4. That (riz that knowledge of the
Self stands in a subordinate relation to
sacrificial acts) the scriptures diredtly
declare.

“That alone wlich 13 performed with know-
ledge, faith, and meditation becomes poweriul ’
(Chh 1. 1. 10); This test clearly shows 1hat
knowledge 15 a pait ot the sacrificial act

THETEAT 11 A )

5 Because the two (knowledge and
work) go together (with the departing =oul
to produce the results).

“It 15 followed by knowledge. work, and past
experience’’ (Bith 4 4 2). This text shows that
knowledge and work go together with the soul and
produce the eftect which it 15 destined to enjov
Knowledge mdependenily 1s not able (o produre
any surh effect.

g fawE 0§

@S- For such (as know the purport of the Veda-~)
9, because (the seriptures) enjoin (work).

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin
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(work) for such (as know the purport of the
Vedas)

The sciiptures enjomn work only for those who
have a knowledge of the Vedas, which ineludes the
knowledge of the Self Ilenice Knowledge does not
independently produce any 1esult

framg won
A On aceonnt of preseribed rules & and

7 And on account of prescribed rules

““Performing works here lel @ man wish to live
a hundred years’” (I~ 2); “Agmhotra 1 a sacn1-
fice lasting up to old age and death, fo thiough
old age one 1s freed fiom 1t o thiough death™
(Sat. Br. 12 4.1 1). Fromn ~uch preseribed 1ules
also we find that knowledge stands 1 o suboidinate
relation to work.

SRR, AECPTRIT , JEA 11 < 1)

afiE-geRana, Beeause (the ~aiptures) teach (the
Supreme Self to be) somerhig over and above §
but FRTAWER Badariyana’s (view) @ such ¢ ¢ cor-
rect ﬂﬂ:ﬂﬁ‘ﬂﬂfor that i~ ~cen (from the seriptures)

8 But because (the scriptures) teach
(the Supreme Selt to he) other (than the
agent), BAdardyana's (view is) correct for
that 1s seen (from the scriptures)

Sutras 2-7 give the view of the Mimémsakas,
which is refuted 1n Subias 8-17
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The Vedanta texts do not teach the limited
self, which 15 the ageni. but the Supreme Self.
wharh is different from the agent. Thus the know-
ledge of the Self which the Veddnta texts declave
1~ difterent from that knowledge of the self which
un agent possesses. The knowledge of such a Nelf.
which 15 fiee fiom all lnmiting adjuncts, not onlv
does not help, but puts an end to all actions
That the Vedinta texts teach the Supieme Self 1+
elear friom such texts as the followmng. ‘"He whe
percerves all and knows all™ (Mu. I 1. ™
“TUnder the mighty rule of this Twmutuble, 0
Gag™ et (Brih, 3 8. 9).

R [
I UL
T Equal g but i{-’aﬂl{declamﬁons of the Sruti

9  But the declarations of the Sruti
equallv support both views

This Sutra aefutes the wview expressed
Sutra 3. There 1t wa~ shown that Janaha ond
others even atter attanmng Enowledge were en-
gaged m work., This Sutta save thar semptmial
anthonmiy equally supports the view that tor ome
who has attained Runowledge there 1~ no wok
“Kanowing this very Nelt the Brahmanas renounec
the desne for son~, for wealih. and for the worlds
and lead a mendicant Life” (Brih. 3 5 1Y We
also <ee faiom the <eviptures that knowers of the
Selt ke Yamavalkya gave uwp wok. * ‘Thi-
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amuch immdeed 15 (the means of) mimortabty, my
dear ' Saymg  this Yimavalkya lett home”
{Buzth 4 5 15). The wok of Janaka and others
wus chatactennzed by non-attachment, and as such
it was practically no work, so the Mimiamsa aigu-
anent is weak

AEEEEY 1 4o 1)

10 (The declaration of the scripture
referred to 1n Sutra 4) 18 not universally
true.

The declatation ot the Sruti that knowledge
enhances the 1wt of the sacenfice does not 1eter o
all knowledge, as 1t s connected only with the
Udgitha, which 15 the topie of the section.

ICeic g cEe QTREA
T (There 15) division of knowledge and work
;I as n the case of a hundred (divided between
two persons)

11  (There 1s) division of knowledge
and work, as 1 the case of a hundred
(divided lhetween two petsons)

This Sutra retuies Sutia 5 I 15 followed
by knowledge, work, and past experiences’” (Brih,
4. 4. 2) Here we have to take knowledge and
woik 1 a distuibutise sense, meaning that know-
ledge follows one and worlk another  Just as when
we sy a handied be given 1o these two  perons,
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we divide 1t mto two halves and  give ewh
man hity. There 15 no combmation of the two
Even withoat this explanation Sutia 3 can he
vefuted For the text quoted refers only to kmow-
ledae and work, which concern the transmigrating
wmi  aud not an ewancipated soul For the
passage, “'Thus does the man who desites (trans-
rgrare)”’ (Brih, 4 4. 6) <hows that the pieviou-
teat refers to the transmigrating <elf. And of the
emaneipated soul Sruti says, ““But the man who
never desite~ (mever transmigrates) ete. (Buibh

4. 4. G
IR 1| 2% 1)

12. (The scriptures enjoin work) onlv
on those who have read the Vedas.

This Sutra i1efutes Sutra 6.

Those who have 1ead the Vedas and known
about the sacnifices are entitled to perform work
XNo work 15 prescribed ftor those who have know-
ledge ot the Self fiom the Upanishads, Such o
kuuwledge is incompatible with work.

A C e CETRERT
q Not ¥FRMM, owing to the absence of any
specification.

13. Because there is no special men-
tion (of the Jndni, it does) not (apply to
him).
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This Sutra refutes Suira 7 The iext quoted
theie from the Isa Upami~had 15 4 general state-
menl, and there 18 no spectal mention m it that
1t 15> appheable to a Jnam al~o In the absence of
such a specification 1t 1s not binding on him,

sgAASTATET 1 42 1l

g For the prasing (of Knowlcdge) sigukes
permission T or rather

14. Or rather the permussion (to do
work) is for praising (Knowledge)

The injunction to do work for the knowers of
the Self is for the glorification of 1l1s Knowledge.
"Lhe praise imvolved 1m 1t 15 this .\ knower of the
Selt may work all his life, but on account of this
Knowledge he will not be bound by 1is effects.

QA
FTABRIT TH | (& 11
FHERY According to then choico T and & some

15. And some according to their choice
(have refrained from all work)

In Sutra 3 1t was sad that Janaka and others
wete engaged in work even after Knowledge.
This Sutra says that some have of their own
accord given up all work. The pont 1s that after
Enowledge some may choose to work to set ap
example to others, while others may give up all
work. There is no binding on the knowers of the
Self as regards work
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o R
&, Destraction 7 and.,

16. And (the scriptures say that the)
destruction (of all qualifications for work
results from Knowledge).

Enowledge destioys all ignorance and s
products like ageni, nct, and result. ‘‘But when
to the knower of Biahmau everything has become
the Self, then what should one see and throush
whuat’* ete. (Bmh. 4. 5. 15) The knowledge ot
the Self is antagonistic 10 all work and so cannot
possibly be subsidiary to work.

o
TERAG, TR T N9
Eﬁtﬁiﬂg To those who observe continence ¥ and

=2 (this Asrama is mentioned) in the seriptures &
becanse

17 And (Knowledge belongs) to those
who observe continence (¢ to Sannyfsins),
because (this fourth Asrama is mentioned)
1n the scriptures.

The seriplures declare that Knowledge is
gained 1m fhat stage of life 1n which continence
1s prescribed, 1.e the fourth stage or Sannyasa
Asama. To a Sannydsin there is no work pies-
cribed execepl disernmination. 8o how can Know-
ledge be subservient to work? That {ihere is =a
stage of life called Sannyisa we find from the
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seriptures themselves m teats hike  ““There are
three branches of duty: sacufice, study and
chaty are the hrst' Al these attam  to  the
worlds of the virtuous; bul ouly one who is firmly
.established in Brabman attains mmortality”
(Chh. 2 23. 1-2); “De~iring this world (the Self)
-alone monks 1enounce then homes” (Brih 4 4
22). Nee also Mu, 1 2 11 and Chh 3. 10 1.
Everyone can take to this hie without bemg o
‘householder eic., which <hows the independence
«of Kuowledge

Topre 2 Sannwisa 1« prescribed by the
seripfures

AR ARBRTEA =, a9l & 1 1<

-
ot@T Mere reference SRR: Janmnt A there
is no injunction T and WFREQ & beeause (the seript-
ure) condemns (it)

18. Jammini (thinks that in the texts
referred to in the last Sutra there 1s) a mere
reference (to Sanmiisa), and not injunction,
because (other texts) condemn (Sannydsa).

In the text quoled m the last Sutra (Chh.
2. 23 1, Jaamm says thal as there 18 no word
showimg that Sannyisa 1v enjomed on man, it 1s a
mere reference and nol an  injunction. The
Brihaddianyaka text quoted in the last Sutra says
that some persons do hike thal  Srutr here mukes
a mere statement of tact [ does not enjoin
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Sannyisa  Moreover, the text here pirases stead-
fastness in Brahman. ‘“But only ome who 1s
tirmly established in Brahman attains 1mmorta-
litv 7’ Saerifice, studv, chaiity, austerity, student-
~hip, and Lifelong celibacy result in the attam-
taent of the virtuous world, But immortality 1s
eaimed only by him who is fitnly established 1n
Brahman  That s what the text says. Further,
theie are other texts which condemn Sannyasa

“Having brought to your teacher the wealth that
he likes, do not cut oft the lme of progeny”’
(Taitt 1 11); ““To lum who 1s without a son
(this) world does not belong* Taxtt. Br. 7 13 12)
and so on

AGSY AW, FEHA ) (]

g, Ought to be gone through aEgaw: Badara—
vana Hl"«'l%]ﬁ: for the seriptural text refers equally to
all the tonr Asramas

19. Badardyana (thinks that San-
nvisa or monastic life) also must be gone
through, for the scrmiptural text (cited)
refers equally to all the four Asramas (stages
of life)

In the text cited, sacrifice ele refer io the
householder’s life, penance to  Vianapiastha,
studentship to Brahmacharya and ‘ome who 1s
firmly established in Brahman' to Sannyisa. Se
the text equally refers to all the four stages of
Iitfe. The text relating to the first three stages
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refers to what 15 enjoined elsewhere So also does
the text ielating to Sannyisa Hence Sannyésa.
also is enjoined and musl be gone thiough by all

faferat sorE, 1 ke 1
f&f: Injunction & or rather WRYEA, as in the casc
of the carrying (of the sacrificial fuel)

20. Or rather (there 15 an) injunction’
(in this text), as in the case of the carrying
(of the sacrificial fuel)

This Sutria now i11es 10 establish that theie 15
an 1mjuneiion about Sannyisa in the (‘hhandogy:
passage cited There 15 a Srulr {ext referrmg to-
Agmihotra performed for the manes, which 1uus
as tollows  “Let hum approuch, carymg the
sacrificial tuel helow ; for above he cares it tov
the gods "’ The last clause Jaimni interprets as-
an injunction, though there 1v no word m 1t to»
that efiect, because such an mmjunction 15 nowhere-
else to be found 1n the scriptures  (On account of
s newness (Apuivatd) 1t 1 an  imjunction
Following this argument {his Sutia says that 1w
Chh, 2. 24 1 there 15 an myuncuon with respect
to Sannyasa, md not a mere reference. as 1t 15 not
enjorned anywhete else  Motcover, theie arve
Sruty texts which durectly enjoin Sannyisa: ““Or
else he may wander toith trom the studenty’ life,
o from the house, or from the forest’” (Jib 4)

Again Jaimini himself <ays that even glorvifica-
tion, to be relevant. must be 1 a complmentary
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relation  to an mjuaction  In the text cited
steadfast devotion to Brahman 1 bemg prawed,
and so 1t has  an myunctive value  Now
15 1t possible tor ane engaged 1 sacrificral 1ites
et to be wholly devoted 1o Biabman? Devolion
to Brahman means constant medatation on 1
without any distwbmg thoughlt  Such o thing s
1mpossible tor a houscholder engaged m ntualistie
work., It 15 possible onlv tor a Sannyiasmn who has
1enounced all work, and not ton others

Neither 1~ 1t tiue that Saunydse 19 prescirbed
couly  tar those who ate lame, blhind, ete., and
theretore unfit t; ntuahistic worlhk The text exted
.above (dab 4) makes no such  difference. Mole-
mer, Sannydsd 1 meant as a means to the realiza-
tion of Brahman, and 1t 13 {0 be acqured m 1
1egula presemibed wavy  UThe wandening mendi-
cant with coloured diess, shaven-headed, accept-
mg no gitts, gqualifies lamselt tor the 1ealization
at Brahman ' Theretme Sannyvasa 1» presenibed
by the semptures and Knowledge, becanse 1t -
renjowred on Sannyasiny, 15 mdependent of work.
Topte Gz Ncuphupal slatements e en Chlh, 1.1 3

wlech vefer to Vidyids i not merely  glaii-
freatory but ewgnn the wmeddations.

wgfmmarEATR R 3, W, g 02

FRUEg, Mere praise STWRAR, because of their
reference (to parts of sacrificial acts) 38 3, if it be
. <
<said & not w0 HIEFE, on aceount of ifs newness.
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21 1f 1t be said (that references as in
Chh. 1.1 3) are mere praise because of their
reference (to parts of sacrificial acts), (we
say) nol so, because here 1t 1s mentioned for
the first time

*“That Tdgitha (Om) 15 the best e~sence of the
esgsences, lhe supieme. decerving the highest
place, the eighth”” (Chlh [ 1 3), “This emth 1~
Rich, and fire Saman” (Chh 1 6 1) The
opponeni holds that these ate mere prase, and no
injunction to meditate on ‘Om’ and so on. These
passages aie alan 1o, “*The ladle 15 the carth™,
“The tortoise 15 the san’, which <simply glonity
the ladle and ~o on This view of the opponent 1«
refuted m the laller halt ot the Sutra  The
analogy 15 mol contecdt  Glorheation to have a
purpose, must be 1 complimentarv  relation to an
injunction The passages quoled {to  analogy
stand 1n proximity to mjuncinne passages, and so
they cun be tuken as praise  Bul the passage of
the Chhandogva where Udgitha ‘Ow’ 15 deseribed
as the essence of essences, 1~ mentwmed 1 the
Upanishad, and so cannol be taken along with the
mjunctions abouti Udgitha 1 the Karmakanda.
As such, on account ot the newness 1t 15 an injune-
tion and not mere glorificalion

CICEICHL BT |

WE-a5gd, There being words expressive of injune~
tion ¥ and.
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22. And there heing words expressive
-of injunction

“Let one meditate on *Om’ (of) the Udgitha”
(Chh 1 1 1) In tlus passage we have a clen
mjyunetion to meditate on ‘Om’. On the face ol
1b1s we cannol iterprel the text eited 1n the las
Suira as mere glonficatory of ‘Om’

Topu 4. The stontes reconded in the U panishads
do ot seric the purpose of Péreplavas and so do
caot form part of the riualistic acts  They are
meant to glorify the Vidyd taught in them

TGt 59 /4, 4, AREEET 1] 0

qitgArl: For the purpose of Pariplavas 3| = 1t
1t be said & not so FRIMGE® on account of (certamn

stories alone) being specified

23. 1f it be said (that the stories that
occur 1u the Upanishads are) for the purposc
-of Périplavas, (we say) not so, because
(certain stories alone) are specified (by the
Sruti for this purpose)

In the Aswamedha sacnfice, which lasts tm
one year, the saciificer and his family are expecled
to hear at mdervals the recital of certamm stories
These are known as Panplavas, and form part ot
the 1itualislic aets The question is whethe
Upanishadie storzes also serve this purpose,
which case they become part of the rtes, and this
nieans that the whole of Jnanakinda becomes
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subservient to Kaymakanda The stories 1eferied to
are those relating to Yajnavalkya and Maitreys,
Pratardana and %o on, which we find 1 the
Bunhaddiranyaka, Kaushitahi wnd  other TUpani-

shads

This Sutia demes that they serve the purpose
of Pariplavas, tor the ~c1iptmie specifies the stories
that are meant for this puipose  Any and every
story cannot seive (v puwipose. Upamishadie
stories are not menloned 1 tlasz category

FAT IFATFITTI_ 1) 32 1]

T So T and TRERRKNET34R_ being connected as
one whole

24. And so (they are meant to illus-
trate the nearest Vidyfs), being connected
as one whole.

The storites mnot seiving the purpose i
Panplavas they aie mtended to iniroduce the
Vidyss The story foom 1s meant {o catch the
imagination of the sladent, who will {hereby he
more attentive to the Vidyd desciibed

Topre 5 Nannyisins need not obserie ritualistic
acts, as Knowledge series thewr purpose

o O IRENFIEEREET 1| R4 |

TR Therefore I and af-z=-ew4l no neces-
sity of lighting fires ete
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25. And, thercfore, there is no neces-
sity of lighting fires, and so on

In Sufra 3.4.1 it was suid that the knowledge
of the Self results 1n the attmimment of the highesi
Puwrushintha or goul ot lite  Therefore the hpht-
mg of firtes tor saenfices and other samlar acis
enjommed on 1he householders ete need mnot he
abseived by  Sannvisans, as  Knowledge alone
fulils then obyeet

Topie 6 Neverthelese aembs presertbed by the
scraptines are useful as they are an idirect
means te Knowledge

TETAT T FEIEAR:, T, | RE

Taider There is the neecessity of all works & and
aarﬁ{-g%: for the seriptures preseribe sacrifices cte
(as means to Knowledge) 37@a< even as the horse

26  And therc is the necessity of all
works, for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices
ete (as means to the attainment of Know-
ledge, though they are unnecessary for the
attainment of 1its results, v¢2z., ILaberation),
even as the horse (1s used to draw a chariot
and not for ploughing)

From the previous Sutra we may conclude
that works aie altogether useless This Sutia says
that all these works a1c useful, and that even the
seriptures prestribe them, siece they serve as
means to Knowledge Bul they have no pat m
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producing the result of this Knowledge, w1z,
Liberation. It comes only from Knowledge and
not from work. Work purifies the mind, and the
knowledge of the Self is manifested 1n such a pure
mind. So works have a place as a means to
Knowledge, though an indirect one,

HEAT q: @rensiy g, afEdwawgadr

AITATTAFSIAT 1] =9 )

AH-ZARE-TUA: ®RL One must possess calmness,
self-control, and the like & &4 even 1f it be s0 §
but a8 since they are enjoined TAZKA! as helps to
Knowledge a8W-3F-91g8 7@, and therefore they
have necessarily to be observed

27. But even if it be so (i.e. even
though there is no injunction to do work to
attain Knowledge in the text [Brih. 4. 4.
22]) one must possess calmness, self-control,
and the like, since these are enjoined as
helps to Knowledge, and therefore have
necessarily to be observed.

“The Brahmanuas seek to know It thiough the
study of the Vedas, sacrifices, chanty” ete.
(Brih. 4. 4. 22). In this text there 1s no word to
show that sacrifice 15 enjoined on one who wants
to know Brahman. So the opponeni says that
there 1s no need ai all of wotk for an aspirant of
Knowledge. This Sutra says that even 1f 1t be
50, yet control of the senses ete  are enjomed by

B 5.—28
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the Srutr. “Lheietore he who knows il as such
becomes self-controlled, calm sees the Self m
hus self”” ete (Biih. 4. 4. 23). This passage 13 -
junchive in character, tor ‘theretore’ expiresses
pawse of the suhject-matler and hence 13 con-
nected with an mjunction, because 1 the absence
of an 1injunction ihe praise would be purposeless
Since these qualities are enjoimned, they have
necessarilly to  be practised  Self-control ele.
dnectly help the attinment of Knowledge, while
work helps 1t indirectly

Topre T+ Restuctions as reyards food may be
warted only when life s al stake.

TEtegaia ToTeEd, TR | ¢ 1)

H&-ﬂ?ﬂ-alﬁﬂﬁ: Permssion to take all sorts ot food
e ey - < .
o™ when life 1a Jeopardized d9-328M because Lthe
Srut1 declares that

28 (Only) when Iife 1s jeopardized
(there 1s) permission to take food indis-
criminately, because the Sruti declares that

“For one who knows this, 1here 15 nothing
that 13 not food” (Chh 5> 2. 1) The opponent
holds that on account of the newness of the state-
ment 11 1» enjomed on one who meditates om
Prana  Such a statement bemng found nowhere
else, 1t has an injunctive value. This Sutra
refutes it and says that it 15 not an imjunction,
but only a statement of fact, and where the 1dea
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of an mjunction does not arise, we are not justi-
fied 1 assuming oue Iolbited food may be
eaten only when hiec 15 m danger, as was done by
the sage Chikrdyana when he was dying fu want
of food This taet we get trom the Siuta.

HAET HRRN

&, Because of a non-contradiction (thus) =
and.,

29 And because (thus) (the script-
ural statements with respect to food) ave
not contradicted

“When the food 15 pure the mind becomes
puare’” (Chh 7 26. 2)  This statementi will  not
be contiadicted only 1t the evplanation gren 19
taken, and not otheiwise

" efy e 3l :

31 |7 Morcover &d the Smritis sa ¥ 50

80. Moreover the Smritis (also) sa
80

The Smaitis al-o say 1hal boil those whe
have Knowledge ond thowe who have not can
take any tood when hite 15 1n danger; then 1t 19
not smmiul  But they prolubit varous hmds of
food as objectionable.

FEFEETAISHEEHR |} 3¢ 1
=% The seriptural text 9 and #1d: hence SFERTER
prohibiting license
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31. And hence the scriptural text
prohibiting license

There arve scriptural passages prohibiting
one from doing everythimg just as one pleases.
License, freedom from all diseiphine, cannot help
us to attuin Knowledge. *‘'Therefore a Brahmana
must not drink liquor™ (Kathaka Sam ). Such
Srut: texis aie meant for this discipline.

Therefore 1t 15 established that the Siuti does
not enjomn on one who meditates on Prana te
take all kinds of foud indiseriminately

Topue 8  The dutres of the dsrama are to e
performed by cren one who 15 not desirous
of Knowledge.

fafeammarsmsaiia 1) 330
fafaard, Because they are enjoined d ahd AT
duties of the Asrama (order of life) #f¥ also.

32 And the duties of the Asrama
(are to be performed) also (by him who does
not desire Liberation), because thev are
enjoined (on him by the scriptures).

In Sutia 23 31t was said that works ave o
means lo Knowledge The question 1s raised.
since 1t 1~ s0 why should one who does not desuie
Knowledge do these works? This Sutra says that
since these duties are enjoined on all who are in
these Asramas or stages of life, 72z, student life,
householder’s life. and hermit life, one should
ohserve 1hem.
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dEwREa T 1133 )
IEHREAT As 2 means to Knowledge 1 and.

33. And (the duties are to be per-
formed also) as a meaus te Knowledge

Here we have to understand that the duties
ate helpful in producing Knowledge, but nol its
frwat, 1z Jaberation, which 15 not attainable
except Jrough Knowledge.

|HYTY T °F, INATSFE 11 3% 1l

ger 3G In all cases @ T the same duties (have
to be performed) SF-RFFIT becanse of the twotold
indicatory mark

34. In all cases the same duties (have
to be performed), because of the twofold
indicatory mark

The question 1s 1a1sed whether the work done
as enjomed on the Asiamas and those done as
aids to Knowledge me of two diffeaent kinds.
This Sutra says that i either e¢ase, whether os
duties ot the Asramas or as aids {o Knowledge,
the same dulies a1e to he done, as 15 seen from
the Srut: and the Smuit1 texts

‘““The Brahmanas seek to know It thiough
the study of the Vedas, sacrifices’’ ele. (Bnh,
4. 4 22) This text <hows that sacrifices ete.
enjomed m Kaimakinda for different puiposes
are to be performed as means to Knowledge also,
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The Smrits also says the same thing “Ie who
pertoms  obhgatory wmk without desiie for
fruits” ete (Gita 6 1)  Those very obligatoy
duties subserve Knowledge also.

St T qar | 3u

AR Not being overpowered  and ZRAK the
scripture shows.

35 And the scripture shows (that on~
endowed with Brahmacharva) 1s not over-
powered (by anger ete.)

“TFor that seli does not perish which one
altains by Brabmachurya™ (Chh 8 5 3 This
text also shows 1hat hike work Biahmachaiya ete.
ate alse means to knowledge One endowed with
i 15 not overcome by anger, jealousy, ete, and
his mund not bemg distmbed he 15 able to praclise
Kuoowledge

Theiefore works are obligatmy on  the
A<ramas and are also means 1o Knowledge

Tope 9 Those who <tand nudway  between
two Lsramas arc also entitled to Knouledge

= AT g, a2 1t 3§ Ul

31X (Persons standing) in between (two Asva-
mas) = and A g also TEES: such cases being seen
36 And (persons standing) in be-

tween (two Asramas) are also (entitled to
Knowledge), because such cases are seen



3.4.38] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 441

The question is 1n1sed vwhether persons of
dubious position—who have not the means ete to
do the duties of an Asrama, e1 who stand mudway
between two Asrainas, as for example a widower—
are entitled to Knowledge o1 not The opponent
holds that they are not, since they cannoi do the
works of any Asrama which wie means to Know-
ledge. This Sutra says that they are entitled,
for such cases wie seen from the seriptures. as for
example Raikva and ttargi, who had the know-
ledge of Brahman. Vide Chh 4 1 and Buih 3.
6 and 8.

wfd = &R 1| 39|

&f% 9 Further &9 the Smrit1 records snch cases
37 The »mnt1 also records such
cases.
Samvarta and other Rishis, without doing
the works enjomed on the Asiamas, became great
Yogis.

fraagze= 13

FRw-3rg98: Yavour due to special works @ and

88. And special works favour (Know-
ledge).

A widower, who cannot be <aid to be a house-
holder in the piroper seunse of the woid or a poor
map who has not the means to perform the duties
of the Asrama, can atlam Enowledge through
special works hke prayer, fasting., Japa ete.,
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which are not opposed to ithe condition of those
who do not belong to any Asrama.

s fog™ 1 2’ |

#1d: Than this § but &A@ the other SAX: better
fowm_ because of the indicatory marks ¥ and.

39. But better than this is the other
(state of being in some Asrama or other),
(being maintained by the Sruti and the
Smrit1) and because of the indicatory marks
(in the Sruti and the Smriti).

Though 1t 1s posstble for one who stands
between two JAsramas {o attain Knowledge, yet
both the Sruti and Smimit say directly and -
directly that 1t 1s a betler means to Knowledge to
belong to some Asrama. °‘The Brahmanas seek
to know It through saciifices’” ete. (Buih
4. 4. 22)—this 1s a direct statement of the Sruti;
*‘Any other knower of Brahman who has done
good deeds’’ ete. (Brih. 4. 4. 9), and “‘Let not a
Brihmana stay even for a day outside the
Asrama’’—these are indirect statements of the
Sruti and Smnti respectively,

Tome 11 One who has taken the vow of Lifelony
celibacy (Sannydsa) cannot revert back to his
former stages of life.

TR g TR, A, FRRERT-

WA | ¥o |
QG For one who has attained that (the highest
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Asramwa) g ‘but § no ¥GEF ceasing from that
S of Jaimini (is this opinicn) afT also ﬁl!lﬂ-aﬁﬁ 9-
BREN: on account o § restrictions prohibiting such
reversion.

40. But for one who has risen to the
highest Asrama (¢.e. Sannyfsa) there is no
reverting (to the preceding ones), on account
of restrictions prohibiting such reversion.
Jaimini also (is of this opinion).

The quesiion whether one who has embraced
Saunydsa can go back to the pievious Asrama 1s
taken up for diseussion This Sutra says that he
cannot, because 1he Sruti1 expressly forbids it
‘“He is to go 1o the foresi, he 15 not to return from
there.”” Bui there aie no rules allowing a rever-
sion, lhike those which sanction the ascent to
higher Asramas. It 15 also against approved
custom So one cannot 1eveit fiom Sannyisa.

Toprc 11 E.):pmﬁon for one who transgresses the
vow of Lifelony celibacy.

A 9 AR A, JEaTgaET ,
FEARTE_ 11 82

a Not ¥ and 0w (expiation) mentioned in
the chapter dealing with the qualification @ even
G-3RI because a fall (in this case) inferred
from the Smriti TRId and becanse of its inefficacy
(in his case).
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41 And (the expiation), although
mentioned in the chapter dealing with
qualifications (in Purva Mim&msa), is not
(with reference to one who has taken the
vow of lifelong celibacy), because a fall (in
his case) 1s inferred from the Smriti, and
because of its (of the expiatory ceremony)
nefficacy (in his case).

The cuse of those who have taken the vow of
hitelong celibacy and yet have transgressed 1hiy
vou thiough a mwstake 1 yudgment, 1y taken up
tor discusston.  The opponent., whose view 13-
given 1 {his Sutia, holds that for such tians-
giessions  there 15 no expiation  Tor no such
caemony 1> mentioned with respect o them, the
oune mentioned m  Puiva Mimamsa 6 8 22
refertang 1o ordinary  Brahmachdrins, who wme
students, and not to Nawsshthiha Brahmachaiins
It can also be wnterred that the Smutr declaze-
suel Tapses s not expiable A beheaded man
cannot be cwmed  “Tor ham who lapses aftlea
having embiaced the vow of a Nawshthika Brah-
machant I see no expratory cetemonvy by which
such o swerde can be punfied ”* The Smirty here
does unot refer to the ordinary Biahmachaim, and’
so the expiatory ceremony applies only 1o them
and not to the Nawhthika Moreover, the cere-
mony referred to mm Purva Mimamsi is ot
efficucious m his case, for, to perform the ceie-
mony he will have to hght the sacrificial fire and
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therefoie have to mairy, which mweans that he-
will cease to he a Nawshthika theveafter

SYGHATT g O WA, AT, ag, 1l ¥R |

G‘I‘il\aEPreﬁxe(l with “Uipa’, 2 ¢ an Upapitaka or
a mnor sin 3 g but Q% some W, the existence
I as 1n the case of eating T, this SHH, 18 ex-
plained in Purva Mimam-a

42 But some (consider this trans-
gression on the part of the Naishthika) a
minor sin (and therefore claim) the exist-
ence (of expiation for 1t), as 1n the case of
eating (prohibited food by ordmary Brah-
macharins) This 1s explained 1 Purv:
Mimémsa

Some, however, {hink that such lapses on the
part of a Nawhihika, other than disloyalty  to
teacher’s wift el . are mmm <ims and not major
ones, and o can be eaprated by proper cere-
moutes, even ds otdinay Brahmachdrius who take
prolubited food wie agan pmfied by expwloy
ceremonies  The 1elerence 1o the tesd denving
any such ceremony 1w his case 15 wmeant only o
bring home {o {he Nawhiliha Brahmachann  the
grave 1esponsibiliin on s part so 1thal he may
struggle with all s soul  Smmlaly i the case
of the recluse and the Sannyisin A~ 4 matter of
fact, the Snuiti does preseitbe  the punficatory
ceremony for both the 1ecluse and the Sannydsmn
“The .recluse when he has okenm s vowd
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undeigoes ihe Xiichehbia penance for twelve

nights and then develops a place which 15 full of

tiees and grass ©’  The Sannyasin also undergoes

the purificatory ceremony, with certain mod-

fications’

Lopie 12 The Ufelong celibate who lapses 1 his
10ws to be shunned by society.

" gieEIATiY SR 1| ¥ 1)

afg: Outside g but SHAA-=MT in either case T::
from the Smriti 3R from custom ¥ and.

43. But 1n either case (they are to be
kept) outside the society, on account of
the Smriti and custom.

Whether the lapses be regarded as majo
sws o1 nuanor stus, 1n either case good people arve
to avowd such tiansgiressors; because the Smiita
and approved custom both condemn them

Topre 13 The meditalions connected with the
subordinate members of sacrificial acts are to be
gone througl by the priest and not by the
sacrificer.

wnfa:, wegRiemEa: || ¥y |
&f#: To the sacrificer ‘Eﬁ-’:ﬁ': from the decla-
ration of results in the Sruti 2/ thus s/ a: Atreya
44. To the sacrificer (belongs the
agentship in meditations), because the

Sruti declares a fruit (for it); thus Atreya
(thinks).



3.4.46| BRAHMA-SUTRAS HT

The question 1~ 1:sed as to who 15 {0 observe
the meditations connected wilh subordinate mem-
bers of sacrificial acts, whether 1t 1« the sacrificer
or the priest. The opponent, represented by the
sage Atreya. holds that 1t 15 {o be observed by
the sacrificer, as the Stuti declares a speeinl fruil
for these meditations.

- -
srfasafriget:, o & afemg 1 84 )
Sﬂf'aﬂq'flle duty of the Ritvik (priest) 3 thus

Bﬂﬁﬁﬁ! Aundulomi @€ for that & breause AR he

is pald

45. (Thev are) the duty of the Ritvik
(priest), thus thinks Audolom1, because he
is paid for that (/e the performance of
the whole sacrifice).

Since the priest 15 paad fo1 all his aets, and
thereby the fruit of all his acts 15, as 1t were, pm-
chased by the sacrificer, ihe meditations alse
come under this category and have to be observed
by the priest and not the sacrificer  This is the
view of the sage Audulomi

AT 1) 28
%Tj‘: From the Sruti I and

46. And because the Sruti so declares.

“Whatever blessing the priests pray for ab
the sacrifice, they pray to1 the good of the sacri-
ficer”” (Sat. Br. 1 3 1 26). Such texts declare
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that the fruwit of meditations i which the priest
15 the agent. goes 1o the sacrmficer. Theretome
Audulomi’s view 15 cortecl, bemg supported by
the Sruii textls

Tope 1L T Buk. 5.1, meddatueness i
enjorned besides scholarshep and the
cluidhike state
wemERt: v o g A, fen-

EeC QIR

Hﬁﬁﬁ'{ﬁﬁ: Injunction of another auxihary (to
Knowledge) 95 % as an alternative @&q: for one who
possesses 1t (¢ ¢ Knowledge) TR a third onc

fa=nfEa as 1n the case of injunctions and the like
47. (The meditative state is) the
junction of another auxiliary (to Knowl-
edge), which 1s a third one (besides the two
expressly enjoined), as an alternatne
(where the knowledge of diversity 1s per-
sistent) for one who possesses Knowledge,

as in the case of mjunctions and the like
“Thetefore a knower of Brahman, having done
with scholaiship should 1emain hke a (hald (free
hom anger, passions, ete ); and atter  having
finhed with tlns state and with learming he be-
comes meditative (Mum)’”’ (Brith. 83 5 1) The
question 15 whether {he meditative state is enjom-
ed or not. The opponent holds that 1t 1w not
enjoined, as there 5 no wod indicaling an
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injunciion. The text meiely says that he becowes
a Muni or meditative, whereas with respect to
scholarship and the state of ¢ chld iree from all
passions, 11 expicssly enjoins, ‘one should 1emamn’
etc  Moreover, scholaaship reters to Knowledge
and therefore mcludes Munihood which also more
or less refers to Knowledge Therefme there 1s
no newness with 1espeet to Munihood in the text,
it bemng imcluded m scholaship already, and not
being an Apurva it has no mjunctive value.

This Sutia refutes thic view and says that
Munihood or meditativeness 1s enjomed m  the
text as a third iequisite besides scholarship and
the state of a cald  TFor Munmbood 15 not merely
Knowledge bul meditaliveness, continuous devo-
tion to Knowledge and as »suel 1l 14 diftcvent
from scholarship Henre, not having heen
1eferred to before, 1t 1v o new thing (Apuwival,
and therefore the {ext ha- injunctive value Such
meditativeness has a value for a Sannvisin who
is noi yet established in the knowledge of umity.
and peisistenily experiences diversity owing to
Ppast 1mpressions

FRATETY, JEOTEER: 1t ¥
g, On account of the householder’s life
including all § verily STER: (the chapter) ends JRT
with the householder

48 Verily, on account of the house-
holder’s life including (duties from) all
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(the other stages of life), the chapter ends
with the (enumeration of the duties of they
householder. .

In the Chhindogya TUpamshad we find thai
after enumerating the duties of the Brahma-
charim 1t enumerates those of the householder,
and there 1t ends without any mention o
Sannyasa 1t this also 1s one of the Asramas, whyv
1s nothing smad about 1t mm that place? The
Sutra says that in order to lay stress on the house-
holder’s Iife, to show 1ts importance, the Sult
ends there without referrng to Sannydsa, and
not because it 1s mnot ome of the pescribed
Asramas  The householder’s life 1~ 1mportant
because for him ure prescribed, besides his own
duties, those of other Asramas like studv, control
of the senses, et¢ 1t includes more or less duties
of all Asramas

i faRemeEITT i %2 |

Hi7ad Even as the state of a Muni (Sannyisa)
gAY, of the others &Y even SRAM, on account ot

scriptural instruction

49. Because the scripture enjoins the
other (stages of life, viz. Brahmacharya and
Vénaprastha) even as it enjoins the state of
a Muni (Sannyisa).

Just as the Sruti enjoins Sannyasa and house-
holder’s life, so also il enjoins the life of a recluse
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and that ot a student  Hence the scriptures
enjoin all the fomr Asramas o1 stages ot life to
be gone through, i sequence m alternatively
The plural number ‘otheis’ in~tead of the dual
is to denote the dilerent classes of the<e two
stages of Life

Lope 15 Childlihe state means the  state  of
tnatocence, bemg free from anger pussion, et

AT, AT 1N 42 |l

a‘ﬁlﬁlﬁéﬁwithout manttesting him=cll S3F=IE on
account of the context

50 (The childlike state means) with-
out manifesting himself, on account of the
context.

In the passage of the Buthadarawyaka guoted
in Sutra 47 ihe claldlike state 1~ enjomned ‘on
an aspirant affer Kuowledge The question is
what 1s exactly meant by thi~? Does 11 mean to
be like a child without anv 1dea of purity and
impurity and dong whalever one hikes, o does
1t mean to be gmleless and without the <ense of
egoism as a child® The Sutia ~invs 1t s the lalter
and nol the formei. hecause that 15 delrimental
to Knowledge. I{ means one has not to manifest
or give vent 1o any of the passions and has to be
guileless and without the «ense of egoism T
refers to the inmuale muocence ol a clnld  Such
a meaning alone 1~ appopriate {o ihe context,

N

BS —29
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purity and nocence bemmg helpful to Know-
ledge,

Topic 16 The tune of the ortgination of Know-
ledge when the Tidyd s practised.

AR, qeaAE | a2
WEw, In this life 310 even SISRgT- gy if there

is no obstruction to it (the means adopted) Td:-
ﬂﬁﬁl?lbecause it is so seen trom the scriptures

51 (The fruition of Knowledge may
take place) even in this life 1f there be no
obstruction to 1t (the means adopted),
because it is so seen from the scriptures.

From Sutra 20 the various means to Know-
Jedge have been discussed The question now 13
whether Knowledge 1esulting from these means
cotnes 1n this lite or m the hfe to come. This
Suira says that 1t may come m this life omnly if
there 15 mo obstruction to 1ts mamifestation from
exiraneous causes Tor 11 often happens that
when the fruition of Knowledge is about to take
place 1t 15 retarded by the fruit of some other
stronger woik, which 1s also about 1o tiuctify
In such cases Knowledge comes in the mnext lfe
That 1s why the scriptures declare that 1t 1s
difficult 10 realize the Self. ‘‘Even to hear of It 1s
not available to many; many even having heard of
It cannot comprehend’’ ete. (Kath 1. 2. 7). The
Ghitd also says. ““There he 18 united with the
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mtelligence acquued 1 his former body' ele.
(Gata v 431, “The Yogi, stiving assiduously,
punfied of tami, giradually gamming peifection
thiough many buibs, then 1eaches the highest
goal” (Ibid 6 43). Moreover, that EKunowledue
sometimes fruetifies in the nexi hife 1s known
trom the hite of Vimadeva who possessed Know-
ledge even while he was m the womb This
shews that 1t musi have been the 1esult ot lis
past actions. 1m he could nol have practised any
Vidyas in the womb Xnowledge did mot mam-
fest 1n his previous hte owmg 1o obstiuction,
and this bemg removed when he was in the
womb, Knowledge fiuctified a~ a 1cesult of his
past Sadhana

Tope 1T There 15 no diference o Libarafion,

te n the cogution of Bradunan—i s of ane
hind o all cases

o ghewariEa:, draerEgaagar-
ECHRTICCY]

Y Like this GRAES-1@: there 1s no 1ule with
respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Knowledge) @
PRG-I because the Srut1 asserts that state (to
be immutable)

52 With respect to Laberation, the
fruit (of Knowledge) there 1s no rule like
this, because the Srut1 asserts that state (to
be immutable).
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In the la~t Suira it was seen that Knowledge
may 1esult 1 this hiie or the nexl according to the
abseuce or piesence of obstiuetions and the -
tensity of the means adopted. Sinalaily a doubt.
may atise that there may be some such 1ule with
respect to Taberiation alse, wlhich 18 the fimt of
Knowledge In other words. the question 1
whether laberation can be delayed after Enow-
ledge and whether theie are degrees ot Kuow-
ledge according to the quahfications of the o«
prtant  This Sutia savs that no such rule exasts
with 1espeet {0 faberation  Because the Siuh
toxts aseert that the nature of final release 1
uwrtorm, withoult any variations of degree i
The state of final release 15 nothing but Brah-
mun “The  Lknower of DBrahman  beconmes
Biahman,” and there can be no wvaitety n it, as
Biahman 1« without qualities  Dafference 1.
possible ouly wheve theie are qualities. as 1 the
tase of the Naguna Brahmun, about which aecord-
meg to dddterence n Vidgas there may be difter-
ence 1 the cognilions Bul with respec{ {o the
cognition of Brahman, 1t can be only ome and
nel many. XNeither ean there be any delavy 1
the attmnment of Tiberation after Knowledge
has dawned for kuowledge of Brahman itself 14
Liberation

The repetition of the clause ‘Beecause 1he
Siulr  asserls that state’ is to show that
the chapter ends here



CHAPTER IV, .
SrerioN 1

In the thnd chapler the means to Knowledge
were discussed. Tn this chapter the esult oi
Kuowledge and some other topies we taken up
for discussion  In the begimming, however, o
special discussion connecled with the means to
Knowledge 15 dealt with

Topu 1 The meddation on the Ytman cnjorned
by the scrptures s 1o be 1epeated nll
Kuounledge 1+ attarncd

Mg, AFHEHIG, N ¢ il
stEf: Repetition (1> necessarv) $9EA, repeatedly
FUER_ on account of 1nstruction by the seriptures,

1 The repetition (of hearmny reflec-
tion, aud meditation on the teaching of the
Self is necessary), on account of the repeat-
ed instruction by the scriptures

“The Selt. wmyv dear Matreyy, <hould be
1ealized—-hould be heard o, reflected  ou,  and
meditated upon’ (b 2+ %) “The ntelli-
gent aspnant after Brahman, hnowme aboui this
alone, should attamm miuriinve hnowledge’  (Buh,
4 4 21) The question anses whether what is
enjomned 1m this 15 to he dome once omly or
repeatedly. The oppounent holds that 1t 1< to be



456 BRAHMA-SUTRAS 412

ob~erved once ouly, even as sacrafices like Piayaja
are to be pertmmed once only to vield the deswred
result  This Satra refutes the view and says that
th- hearing ete must be 1epeated till there 1s
wtuition of Brahman Of course. 1f the kuow-
ledge of Biahman 1s attamed by a single aet, 11 1~
well and good, otherwise there 1s the necessity of
repetition tall the Knowledge dawns, Tt 15  the
tepetition of these aets that finally leads to mtw-
tion  The case of the Piayaja 1s not to the point,
Fur there the 1esult 18 Adisshta, which yields frug
at some particular futwe time Here the resuly
i~ dwvectly percerved, and so, 1{ the 1esult 1s not
there, the process must be repeated 1ill the result
1> ~eet Moreover, seaiptmal {exts hke the fivst
vne cited above give repeated instruction. therebvy
signifving the repetition of the means Agan
‘neditation’ and ‘reflection’ umply a 1epetition ol
the mental uct, for when we say, ‘he medilates ou
it’, we mmply the contimuity of the act- of remen-
brance of the object. Simlaily with 1espect to
‘“teflection” It tollows, therefore, that theve must
L~ 1epetition of the instiuction This holds gond
esen 1n those cases wherve the texts do mot give
1ma~truction  repeatedly, as for example, m the
second text cited above

fegmm R
{519 On account of the indicatory mark & and

2. And on account of the indicatorv
mark,
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“Reflect upon the ravs, and wvou will have
many sons”” (Chh 1 3. 2). This iext preseribes
repeated medilation by asking to meditate on the
Udgitha as the 1ays msiead of as the sun  And
what holds good 1 this ease 1s equally applicabls
to other meditafions also  And 11 1s noi true that
repetition 18 nol necessary. If it wele so, the
Srut: would not have tuught the tiuth of the stale-
ment ‘That thou ait’” repeatedly There mny be
people who are so advanced. and so little attached
10 the woild of sense objects, that i then case a
single lLiearing of the stalement may result in
Knowledge But generally such advanced soul-
are very rare. Ordinary people, who are deeply
reoted 1n the idea of the body and the senses, do
not realize the truth by a single enunaiation of it.
This wrong notion of thens goes only through
repeated practice of the truth, and 11 i1 only then
that Knowledge dawns So repetiion has the
effect of removing this wrong mnotion giadually,
till even 1he last trace of 1t is 1emoved When
the body consciousness is completelv 1emoved, the
Self manifes{s Itself in all punty

Topie 2 In the medidations on e Supreme
Braliman the mecditalor s 1o comprehend
It as identical with humself

TRt quemsfa gEafta =T 13 |

MART As theeelf g but IFEBET acknowledee
TRART teach A also
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3. But (the Srut: texts) acknowledge
{Brahman) as the self (of the meditator)
and also teach others (to reahize Tt as
such)

The question whether Riahman 15 to be com-
prehended by the idividual soul as 1dentical with
1t or separate trom 1t, 15 taken up for  dscussion
The opponent, holds that Biahman 1s to be com-
prehended as difterent trom the mdividual <oul on
account ot ther essential difterence. Fox one 15
subject tn misery, while the olher 1s net. This
Sutia 1efutes the siew and holds that Biahman 1
10 be comprebended as 1dendical with one’s self,
tor m reality the iwo aie wdentieal, the experience
of mise1y ele by the mdimidual soul—m  othe
wards, the Jivahood—being due to the Inmtng
adjunct, the mnternal oagan. (Vide 2 3. 29 ante )
For mstance, the Jabilas  acknowledge 3t. 1
am ndeed Thouw, O Loid, and Thouw at indeed
myselt 7 Other senplmal  texts also say  the
same thing. L am Biahman’ (Brih 1 4 10);
“This selt 15 the Bialman™ Ma 2). These lexts
ate to bhe taken 1n then pnnary, and not
secondaty semse, a» 11, “The nund 13 Brabman”
(Chh. 3 18. 1), where the text presenis the mind
as a symbol for contemplation.

Hence we have to meditate on  Brahman as
bewng the selt
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Toprc 5 Where symbols of Biraliman are used
for contemplation, the meditator s not to
compreliend them as idenbical with ham.

ang, Afg@ nvu

d Not 3aT® 1n the symbol d 15 not & because &: he

4. (The meditator 1s) not (to see the
self) 1 the symbol. because he 1s not (that).

“The mind 15 Jhahman™ (Chh 3 18 1) 1n
such meditations, where the mmd 15 taken as a
symbol of Biahman, 15 the medatator 1o wdentrifv
himself with the mund, as 1 the case of the meds-
tation ‘L am Birahman ¢ The apponent holds
that he should, for the mnd 1~ a produet of
Brahman according to Vadanta, and as such 1 1s
one with It So 1~ {he mdividual ~oul, the medi-
tater, ome with Biahman  llence 1t follows that
the meditator also 1» one with the mind, and
theietore he should see his sell m the mind 1 this
meditation also This Sulia gefates 1t In the
first place, 1f the <ymbol, mind s cogmized as
wlentical with  Biahman, then 1 ceases {0 be o
symbol. even as when we rcalize an ornament az
gold, we toiget its mdnidual chasadier ot bemng
an ornament  Agam, ot the meditator s c¢on-
seious ot Dhis adentrtv with Biabman, then he
ceases 10 be the mdividual ~oul  the meduator
The act of meditation can take place only where
these distinetions eaist, and unly ha~s not been
1ealized, and whee there 15 Juowledge  of
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diversity, the meditator is quite distinct from the
symbol. As such he 1s not to see his self in the
symbol.

Topic 4 In meditations on symbols the latter
are to be viewed as Braliman and not 1n
the reverse way

FEIEfE:, SRS 04N

-2 Viewing as Drahman S%&@Ni9, on account
of the elevation.

5 (The symbol is) to be viewed ax
Brahman (and not in the reverse way), on
account of the elevation (of the svmbol
thereby).

In meditations on <ymbols as 1n, “The mind
35 Brabman'’, “The sun 1s Biahman®’ the que-tion
15 whether the symbol 15 to be regaided a-
Biahman, or Biahman as the symbol  The Sutra
says that the svmbols, the mind and the sun. me
to be 1egarded as Biahman and not zice 1erv
Because 1t 12 only by looking upon an infeuor
thing as a superior thing that +we can progress,
and not 1n the reverse wav. Tnasmuch as our aim
15 to get rid of the idea of differentiation and see
Biahman in evervthing, we have to meditate upon
these svmbols as That.
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Topie 5 In mcditations on the members of
sacrthcral acts the dea of the divimaty 1s to
be superimposed on the members
and not cue rveisa

rTfEeTfamamaTs, 9=: 1 & |
faiE1aa: The ideas of the sun ete o and
3 in a subordmate member (of <acrificial acts)
S99 : because of consistency

6 And the 1deas of the sun ete. (are
to be supermmposed) on the subordinate
members (of sacrificial acts), becauwse (im
that way alone would the statement of the
scriptures) be consistent

*‘One ought to mediate upon  ihat which
shimes yonder as the Udgitha ™ (Chh 1 3 1);
“One ought {o medilate upon the Saman as five-
fold” ete (Chh 2 2 1, In meditations con-
nected with <acuificial adls as gnven 1 the texts
quoted, how 15 the meditation 10 be obseived? For
example, m the fst cited text, 15 the sun {o be
viewed as the Udgithe o the Udgitha as the sun?
Between the Udgitha and the sun there 15 nothing
to show which 15 supenor, as 1in the previous
Sutia, wheie Biahman bemng  pre-eminent, the
symbol was viewed as Brahman  This Sulia says
that the members ot ~acithaial acts, as here the
Udgitha, ate 1o be viewed as the sun and so on,
Because by <o domng the {iuit of the sacrificial aet
is enhanced, as the scniptuies say  If we view the
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1"dg1ﬂm a> the sun, 1 undergues a certam ceve-
aomal pwification and theieby coniinibutes to the
Apwiva, the mvisible fiuit of the whole sacrifice.
Butl by the 1everse way, the Sun bemg viewed as the
Udgitha  the punhcation of the sun by this medi-
tation will not contitbute 1o the Apurva, masmuch
as the snn 1~ not a member of the saenficaal act.
So 1 the statement ot the senplmes that  the
meditations enhange (lte 1esuli ol the sacitfice, 1
10 come tiue, the members of the sacrtheial acts
are o h(‘ '\'1&‘\\'(“(1 ds 1]](‘ ~un ete

Topre 6 Onc vy to medilate silfiny

ATEIA:, TEIET_ N 9 1|

e Sitting TRIFE_ because of the possibility

7. (One has to practise Upésand)
sitting, because (in that way alone) it 1s
possible

As Upasand orcontemplation 18 a mental
aftan | the posture of the body 13 mmaterial—avs
the opponent  This Sutia says thal one has 1o
meditate satting, for 1t 15 not possible Lo meditate
wlile standing o1 lying down  In Upasand one
has 1o concentrate one’s mind on a single objecd,
and this 1s 1mpossible 1f one is standing or lying.

A | < I

AT, On account of meditation (umplying that)
= and.
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8. And on account eof meditation
(implying that)

The word ‘Upasand’ also means exactly what
meditation means, 143 cmeentiating on a single-
object, with fixed look awnd without any movement
of the himbs This is posable onlv 1n a wathag
postuze

F=gS UL ) $ )
@A Lmmobility & and BT reterrine to

9. And referring to (1ts) munobility
(the scriptures attribute meditativeness to
the earth)

“The earth meditates as 1t wele”'—n such
statements meditativeness 1~ ascrithed  to  the
earth on account of it~ mmoebility o1 steadiness,
So we leain ihat steadiness 15 a concomittanee of
meditation, and that 1~ possible only while sithing
and not while standing m walkine

s I TR
e The Smrit: texts ~av & al-o
10. The Smriti texts also say (the
same thing).
“Having made a firm scat for one’s self on a

puwie spot” ete  (Gita 6 1Dh—m tlus text the
sithing posture is presentbed fo meditation
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Tope T With rospect to meditation there s
no restrection of place

TAwET a7, FARREE 1 221

3 Wherever GRFAl concentration of mind &
there FRNA for want of any specification

11. Wherever concentration of mind
{18 attained), there (1t 1s to be practised),
there being no specification (as to place)

The objeet of meditation 18 to attain concen-
tiation, and so any place 1s good 1f concentiation
15 attawed in that place. That is whv the sciip-
Aures say. “Select any place swtable and con-
vement””,  * Where the mund 15 buoyani thewe
one should concentrate’”’, and so on. But places
that me clean, free fiom pebbles, fire, sand, and
<0 on, are desiable, as such places arve helpful to
medilation  Bui all the same there aie no fixed
1ules as to place

Topie 8§ Meditations ave to be observed tildl death

T ST, @y & FE 09
311 sEron, Till death & then 3@ even & because
294 is seen (from the seriptures)

12 Till death (meditations have to
be observed), because (their observance) even
at that moment is seen (from the scriptures)

Tn the first topic of this section it was said
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that meditauions on Brahman aie to be repeated
till Knowledge dawns  The question 18 now taken
up about other medilations which aie practised
for attamming ceirtain results  The opponenti holds
that such meditations can he stopped after a
certain time, they would still yield results, like
sacrifices pertormed’ only once. This Sutra says
that they are io be contmued 111l death, for the
Siutr and Smitr say ~o. “*Wilh whatever thought
he passes away from this world” (Sat Br. 10. ¢
3. 1) “Remembenng whatlever foim of being he
leaves 1las body’” ete (t31td 8 6). Such a thought
at the tume of deatlt as fixes the course of hfe
hereafter cannot be had af 1that moment withoui
hfelong prnctice  Hencee meditations must  be
practised till death .
Topic 7 Kuouledye of Bioliman frees one from
the effects of all past and future cuvil deeds.

TREw SSRYEIAes TAE,  aged-
Eeus QIREN

ga-=if9u® When that is realized W—E\é—ﬂ@: of
the subsequent and previous <ins B o-faR non-
clinging and destruction qA-=9SEd, becanse 1t is
declared (by the seriptures)

13. When that (Brahman) is realized
(there result) the pon-clinging and
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destruction of the subsequent and previous
sins respectivelv, because 1t 1s (so) declared
(by the scriptures).

MThe ~tate of Jranmuktt 15 deseribed here,
The opponent holds that Taberation 1s attaned, m
spite of Knowledge onlv after ome has  expen-
enred the results of one's sims commiited befn
hunumasion For the Smrits say, “EKarm 1s not
destioved before 1t ha~ given 1ts vesulls ' Lhe
Taw of KEama 1s mexorable  This Sutra says that
when a person attamms Enowledge, all his pasr sins
are destroved and tuture sins do uot ching lo hnn
Tor by 1ealizing Brahman he experienees that he
never was, nor 1s, nor will be an agent. sud such a
person cannot be affected by the 1esull of  <ans
The seuptures also declare that  “Just as cotton
growing on 1eeds 1 burnt when thrown info fite,
even so are buand the sins of one who knoving thas
ofters Agmbotra’ (Chh. 5. 24. 3), “The fetfers ot
the leart ave broken, all doubts a1e solved., aud
a1l works are desivoyed when He wlho 16 ugh awnld
Tow 15 seen™ (Mu 2 2 8), “As water does not wel
the lolus leaf, even so no sins elmg to ham  who
knows 1t’' (Chlh 4. 14 31 What the Smritis <av
nbout the mexorabilily of the law of EKarma -
true onlv of ordinarv people, and ‘does nol hokd
good in the cuse of the knowers of Brahman. And
i this way alone can Liberation 1esult—by snap-
ping the chamm of work Otherwise Liberatios
ean never take place.
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Tope 10: Good deeds lLikewise cease to affect
the knower of Brahman

EETTAEE T, 9] g 1) 2

A Of the other &[T also TH thus &€ : non-
clinging 919 at death g but

14 Thus there 1s non-clinging of the
other (1.e. virtue) also; but at death (Libera-
tion % e. Videhamukti is certain).

As a knower of Biahman has mno idea of
ageney he 1s not aftected by good deeds also. He
goes beyoned vice and ~wwtue ““He overcomes
both” (Brih. 4 4. 22) Anad as he 15 not touched
by vice or virtue ofter illumination, and as has
past sms are destroyed bv Kunowledge. iy Iabera-
tion at death 1s certain.

Topre 11 Works which have not begun  te  yeeld
1esults are alone destioyed by Knowledge and not
thuse which have alrcady begqun to yield reswlts.

SrARETHT oF g 94, qgTA: 1] 24 |
ST Works which have not begun to yield
results TF only g but @@ former works azga: that
(death) being the limit
15. But (of his) former works only

those which have not begun to vield results
(are destroyed hv Knowledge): (for) death

B8.5.—30
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is the limit (set by the scriptures for Libera-
tion to take place).

In the last two topics 1t has been said that all
the past works of a Lnower of Biahman ate des-
iroyed Now past works aze of iwo kinds: San-
(hita (accumulated) 2 . those which have not yet
begun to bear fruit, and Prarabdha (commenced)
+ ¢ those which have begun to yield results, and
have produced the body through which a person
has atlained Xnowledge The opponent holds that
both these are destroyed, because the Mundaka
texi cited says that all his works are destroyed
Moreover, the iden of wnom-agency of the
kuower 1s the same wilh respect to Sanchita or
Marabdha work, therefore 1t is reasonable that
both are destroyed when Knowledge dawns

The Sutia refutes this view and says that
only the Sanchita works are destroyed by Enow-
Iedge, but not the Prirabdha, which are destioyed
onlv by heing worked out  So long as the momen-
tum of these works lasts, the knower of Brahman
ha< to Le 1w the body. When they are exhausted.
the body talls off, and he attans perfection I~
Kuowledge cannot check these works, even as an
archer has no control over the arows already di--
chavged, which come fo rest only when then
momentum 15 exhausted. The Sruti declazes
this in texts ltke, ‘“And for him the delay 15 onlv
so long as he is not liberated (from this body):
and then he 18 one (with Brahman)”’ (Chh
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6. 14 2). I 1t were not ~o, then there would
be mno teacheris of Inowledge  Theretme the
Prarabdha works are not destioyed by EKnowledge.

Tope L2 Obligatory woirls are honerer cacepted
from the yule wentionad an topre 10

sfETafE g aehmatas, agaem, I 28 1

aifﬂﬁﬂl& (Daily) Agnihotra ete. g but ITFRE
contribute to the same result as that (Knowledge)
TR only ETH:{-’Q‘FHFL that being seen (from the serip~
tures).

16 But (the results of daily) Agni-
hotra etc (are not destroved bv Knowledge,
these) contribute to the very same result as
Knowledge (¢ ¢ Liberation), because that
is seen from the scriptures

Among wotks some are enjomed tor attamn-
mg certain aesults sueh as heaven, and there aie
others ke 1he dailv dgmibiobra wlieh  yield no
surh resulis and yel are enjoimed as o ~ort of
dicephine.  ‘The opponent holds that even these
regulo works (Nitya Kaima) pertormed  before
the dawnmg of Knowledge aie destioved even as
works done with desnes (Kimye Kuma), fo
from the standpomnt of the knower of Brahman
his non-ageney with 1espect to both 15 the same.
This Suiia yefutes that view and ~axv~ that the
regular wmks performed 1 the past are not
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destroyed. Wmhs mie of two kinds. those whiels
vield specific 1esulis, and those which Thelp 1o
produce Knowledge. Obligatory regular wourks
performed beivie Knonledge are of this latle
kind  And smmce Kuowledge leads to Iaberation.
the 1egular works alse may be samad to contribnice
mdivectly to that  Hence therr iesults persist nll
death

HFISAG & FIGRA: )} 19 )

@ From this 3= different ¥ alse & indied
T, of some (Sakhas) S¥ET: of both.

17. (There are) indeed (good works}y
also different from this (daily Agnihotra
and the hike), (with reference to which is
the statement) of some (Sakhés); (this is
the ‘giew) of both (Jaimini and Badari
vana).

Besides the Matya Karma or regulor wolke
hke the dailly Agmbotra and the like there are
other good works which are performed with a
view to certain iesulls. It 1s with zeference fto
these  that the tollowing statement of some
Rikhis 15 made. ““His sons get his mheritance-—
triends his good woiks and enemies his evil
actions,””  Both Jannini and Badardyana are of
opmion that works doue with a desire do not hely
the engination of Knowledge.
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Lopu 13 “ucrihcral works not combined with
Inowlcdge o mcdibations also help i the
or gunalion of Anouledge.

aeT frerdfa i€ 1 e

43 T W hatever &3 with knowledge 3 thus f&
because

18 Because (the statement), “\What-
ever (he does) with knowledge,” indicates
this

Regulan warks (\iva haomay whidh help
the ongination ot Knowlcdge mc ot iwo  kinds,
those combmed with meditations, those unaccori-
panzed by them Since work combmed with me-
datations 18 supmwr to work done without medi-
tations, 1the opponent holds that the tormer alone
helps the ongmation of hnowledge s dSutra
1etutes 1t and says that m e statenunt, “Thi
aloue whih 15 poatomed  with  knowledge
becomes moie powertul’ (Chh 1 1 10), the com-
paratnne degree shons  that woks done  without
knowledge, that 15, not combined with  medita-
troms, are not altogether uscless, though the other
class 15 more powertul.

Topee 14 On the « chaustion ot Prarabdha work
through cmjoymont the hnower of Bralman
atlarns oneness witl [t

WHIA faa? srafaean @93 | 24 1y

AR By cninyment § but R of the other two
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works &fr@r having exhausted G becomes one
(with Brahman)

19 But having exhausted bv enjoy-
ment the other two works (viz. good and
cvil works that have hegun to bear fruit).
(he) becomes one (with Brahman)

The opponent argues that even as a4 knower
ol Biahman sees diversity while lhiving, so alwo
even after death he will continue to see diversilv:
in other words, he denies that the knower of
Biahman attains oneness with Brahman ai death
This Sutra tefutes 1t and savs that the Pravabdha
wotks ate destroyed through fiwition, and though
111l then the knower of Brahman has to be 1n the
relative world as o Jivanmukia, yet when these
ate exhausted by being woked out,' he attains
oneness with Brahman at death He no longm
sees any diversity, owing to the absence of auny
cause Jike the Prarabdha, and since all works
including the I'virabdha are destioyed at death.
he altaius oneness with Brahman



CHAPTER IV

SceTion 11

In the previous section 1t was shown that by
the destruction of achions which have mnot as yet
begun to yield results a knower of Brahman attains
Jivanmukti, and that on the exhanstion of the
Prarabdha work he atlams Videhgmukti at death
and becomes one with Brahman Thus m a
general way the 1esull of Knowledge has been sel
torth, The remaming three sections deal al
length with the natwe of ILiberation, which 1
attained on the exhaustion of the Pidrabdha
Karma. In tlas particular section the path of
the gods, by which the hknower of the Saguna
Brahman travels atter death, is deseribed. Whith
this end in view 1t begins with the exposition oi
the successive steps bv which the soul passes out

of the body at death.

Topie . At the tume of death the functions of
the organs are merged wm mind

AT, FAIE 1 2 N

ar% Speech ¥ in mind &3 becanse it is so
seen T8, from scriptural statements ¥ and

1. Speech (is merged) in mind,
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because it 15 so seen, and there are
seriptural statements (to thac effect).

“IWhen, my dear, the man departs fiom
here, hus speech mevges m mnd, nmind 1 Piina,
Prana w Iare. and Fire mn the Highest Deity”’
(Chh G 8. 6) Thas text describes what happens
at the time of death 1t soys that speech gets
merged m mind, md in Pidng, and so on Now
the question 15 whether the mgan of speech s
<such gets merged 1 mind, o1 only its function
The opponent holds that a» theie 13 no menlion
m {he iexi about the funclion of speech getiing
merged, we lhave to understand that the o1gan
itselt gels merged 1 mnd.

The Sulra 1etutes this wview and says that
onlv the tunction of the organ of speech gets
merged m mand  Mind 1» not the material cause
of the oigan~, and as such they cannot get meiged
in il It 1s ouly m the material cause that the
cffects gel merged, and a~ mind 18 mnol the
materiol cause of the organs, we have to under-
stand here Dby speech mnot the organs, but 1is
tunction A funetion or the organ, unhke the
organ 1tselt, can get merged m mind, even
though 1t I» not the cause of that function, just as
the buiming propeity ot fire, which has . its start
i wood, becomes extinet in water. The secrip-
twal statement therefore 1efers to the funetion ol
speech, the funetion and the thing to which it be-
longs being viewed as one  We also notice that a
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dymng man first loses hus function of speech,
though his mund 1v still functioming. So we
have 1o understand trom experience also that the
function of speech, and not the organ itself, 13
merged 1 mind

T UT T GI0AF || 7 )

& W For the same reason ¥ and FET all
(organs) =g after

2. And for the same reason all (or-
gans) follow (mind, ie. get their functions
merged in it).

For the same 1easons as stated 1w Sutra 1 the
functions of {he 1emamimg oigans follow, =z e.
get merged 1m mind. ‘*The fe 15 verdy the
Cdana. {or they 1n whom the fiiec has been extin-
guished, go tor rebuth with their organs absorbed
m mind” (Pr 4 9 This 1eat shows that the
functions of all {he organs get merged m mind.

Topic 2 The function of mnd gels merged
i Prina

= 9T, ST 1 R )
@d That 94> mund 9 in Prana STRE, from the
subsequent clause (of the Sruta).
8. That mind (is merged) in Prana

(as is seen) from the subsequent clause (of
the Sruti cited)
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That mind, i which the functions of the
different organs gel meged, 1 its tuin gets
merged 1m Prana, to the Siutt ated i Sutia
1 says, ‘“‘Mind i Pruna.’”” The opponent holds
that here, unlike the case of the organs, 1t 1» mind
itself, and mnot its tfunction, that gets merged
w Piana, masmuch o> Prana can be said to be
the muterial cause of mund. In support of Ins
contention he cites the followmmg texts: ““Mnd
consists ot food, Yiina of water” (Chh 6 6. D)
and “*Water seni tnth earth’ (Chh 6 2 4
When mnd 1v merged 1 Pring, it 1s the wume
thwg as earth bemmg meiged 1 water, ton mmd
1~ food or eaith, and Pidna 1s water. Heunce the
Stuti beve speaks not of the function of mmnd,
but of mnd itselt getting merged m Prana The
Sutia refutes this view and says that this relation
of causality by an mduirect process does not justiiy
owt understanding that mimd itself 1s merged m
Prina. So here also it 15 the function alone that
gets merged, and thi- 16 justified on the same
grounds as given 1 Suira 1, 212, seriplural state-
ment and expertence  We find that mind ceases
to function 1 a dving man, even while e vitol
torce v functioning

Topic 3: The function of the vital force
gets wmerged v the wndividual soul.

HIs=as, ageme: || ¥

@: That (Prana) 3 in the ruler (Jiva)
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ALJIHIEA: on account of (statements expressing)
approach to that cte.

4. That (Prdna) is merged in the
ruler (Jiva) on account of (statements ex-
pressing) approach to that ete.

In the {ext crted m Sutra 1 we have, “Prana
(13 merged) m tue.” How then (an 1t be smd
that the funclion of IMana 15 merged m the mndi-
vidual soul. a~ks the opponent  The Sutia jush-
fies 1ts view on the ground that stalemenis about
Pranas coming 1o the Jiva ete are tound 1 ~rip-
tural texts ANl the  Pranas  approach  the
departing man ai the time of death  (Bith 4 3
388)  Also, * When 1t depauds, the ~ital  foree
tollows’” (Biih. 4 4 2) ‘lLhe text cited m Sutrw
1 does not, however, contiadiet this view  as the
tollowing Sutia shows,

TRy, a5 & Nl

¥Ag In the clements Hﬁ:ﬂ%ﬁ from the Sruti texts
to that effect

5. TIn the elements (13 merged) (the
Jiva with the Prinas). as it 1s seen from the
Sruti.

If we wunderstand, “Prana (s merged) in
fire”” as meanmg ihat the Jiva with Thiana is
merged m fie there v ne contradiciion betweew
this Srutr text and what 15 sard 1n the last Sutra.
So Prana as fiist merged 1 the mdividual  soul
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and then the soul with Prina iakes 1ts abode 1n

the fine essence of the gioss elements, fire ele,
the seed of the fuiwe body.

Jefery, Tmaa R N

+ Not THG, 1n one Qitlﬂ'c'[: (both) declare sn &
tor.

6 (The soul with Prana 1s merged)
not 1n one (element only), for both (the
Sruti and Smriti) declare so

At the {mme of death, when the soul leaves
one body and goes 1 for unoiher, it together with
1the subtie body, abides i the fine essence of all
the gross elements and not 1 fire only, for all the
elements ae  1equred for a  future body.
Vide 4 1 2

Fogee 4 7he wmode of departie from the hody
up to dthe way s common to both a knower of
the Sayuna Brahman and an ordinary man

QUTAT ATGIIHAT,, ST TG 19 |}

g Common 9 and g9, up to the
beginning of their ways 8d& 1mmortality I and
SN not having burnt (ignorance)

“. And common (is the mode of de-
parture at the time of death for both the
knower of the Saguna Brahman and the
ignorant) up to the beginning of their ways,
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and the immortality (of the knower of the
Saguna Brahman is only relative), not
having burnt (ignorance)

For the hnower of the Nuguna Brahman
there 1s mo departure at all  Teaving his  case,
the opponent says that the mode of departuie
from the bodv for the Lnower of the Saguna
Biahman and the ignoiant ought 1o be different.
as they attain difterent abodes after death, the
former 1eaching Biahmaloka and the latter bemp
reborn 1n this wmld This Suha savs that the
knower of the Saguna Brahman entei~ af death
the nerve Sushumna, and {hen goes out of the
body, and takes to the path of the gods, while the
ignorant enter some other mneme and go by
another way to have 1ebuth  But till they enter
on their respective ways, the method of departure
at death 15 common to both, for 1t 1+ <omething
pertaining to this lite, and Dhke happmess and
misery it is the same for both

Topic 5. The merqing of huc et at death w the
Supreme Deity 1~ not absolute merqing.

FeIsHR:, darEavEaT. < )
dd That 31 AFA: up to the attainment of Brab-
man (through Knowledge) HGR-J4EE, because

(seriptures) declare the state ol relative existence.

8. That (fine body lasts) up to the attain-
ment of Brahman (through Knowledge),
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because (the scriptures) declare the state of
relative exustence (till then).

In the text ated m Suira 1 we have, “‘And
fire (s merged) in the Supreme Deity”. The
opponeni wmgues that as fiie and the other ele-
ments are merged m the Supreme Derty, which 1~
the cause of these elements, this 1s only the final
dissolution, and <o everyome ai death attans
Taberalion  This Sutra says ithat this merging 15
noi absolule merging, bul the one we experience
m deep sleep  Only the functions oi ihese ele-
ments ate merged, and not the elements them-
selves  The final dwssolution does not iake place
11l Knowledge 1s attamned; tor the scriptuies
declare that 1ll then the mdividual soul 15 sub-
Jjecl 1o relative exastence  “*“Some souls enter 1he
womb 1o have a bodv” ete. (Bath 2 5 7) It
the merging at death were wbsolute, ihen there
-could be no 1ebirth.

e T, quNeEa: | Q|

¥ Subtle SHV: as regards size T and TEAT S0
9591 because it is experienced.

9. (This fine body) is subtle (bv
nature) and size, because it 1s so experi-
+enced.

The body formed from the essence of the
gross elements i which the soul abides at the
time of death 15 subtle by nature and size This
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15 understood from serrpluial ~tatements wlach
declare that 1l gnes out along the Nadis (nerves)
So 1t 13 mecessarily subtle oo ~mall m size  Its
transpaiency explans why it 1« not obstructed by
gross bodies, m 15 not seen when 1t passes out at

death.

] -

-e
AqHGAE: 1 22 |
a Not gweq by the destruction 3fq: therefore.

10. Therefore (this subtle body is) not
(destroved) bv the destruction (of the gross

body).
SR -39 -0 T ) 22 ||

A @ To this (fine body) alone A and I
becanse ot possibility T¥: this F&1 (bodaly) heat

11  And to this (fine hodv) alone does
this (bodily) heat helong, hecause this (onlv)
1s possible

The bodily heat observed m hyving  wuumals
belong> to thi~ subtle bodv and net to the gioss
body, for the heai 1~ fell 4 long as there 1s Iife
and not after that

Topic 6  [he Pidnas of a lnwa of the Nuguna
Brahman do not depart fiom the hody at death.

siuarfE@ 99, 9 IO 0 RN
Slﬁﬁﬁl'la\On acconnt of demal 3 A if it be <aid
1 not so AR from the indn 1dual soul
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12. 1f it be said (that the Pranas of a
knower of Brahman do not depart), on
account of the Sruti denying 1it, (we sav)
not so, (because the scripture denies the
departure of the Pranas) from the indivi-
dual soul (and not from the body).

This Sutra gives the view of ihe opponent

“His Prénas do not depart” (Bmh 4. 4. O
This text refers 1o a hknower of the Nirgun.
Brahman It says that luy Prauas do not depart
al death. 'The opponent holds that the demal of
the departuie of the Prinas is from the soul and
not from ihe body Ii says that the Primas do
not depart from the soul—mot thai they do uot
depart from the body, for in the latter case theie
will be no death at all. This 18 made all the
more clear from the Madhyandina recension,
which says, “From him" ete. Therefore the sout
of one who knows Brahman passes out of the bod:
with the Pranas

@S AR 1 22 1)

€ Clcar Z 1o TH of some (schools).

13. For (the denial of the departurc)
is clear (in the texts) of some (schools)

This Sulra refutes the view of the previon.
one by connecling the demial to the body and net
to the soul.

That the Prinas do not depart from the bodv
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is made clear from Srut: {exts like, ** ‘Yajnaval-
kya’, said he, *When this (liberated) man dies, do
his Pranas go up from him, or de they mot? ‘No”
replied Yajnavalkya, ‘they merge in him only’
etc. (Brih. 8. 2. 11).  Therefore we have to
take even the Madhyundina readimg ‘from him’
to refer to the body. It 15 not true that it the
Pranas do not depart there will be no death, for
they do mot remain in the body, but get merged,
which makes life 1mpossible, and we say in com-
mon parlance that the peison is dead. Moreover,
if the Prénas did depart with the soul irom the
body, then a rebirth of such a soul would be in-
evitable, and consequently theie would be no
Liberation. So the Prinas do mot depart from
the body in the case ot the knower of Brahman.

Cw,
TEIT T ¥R
&EE The Smriti says (so) T and.
14. And the Smriti (also) says (so).
“The gods themselves are perplexed, looking
tor the path of him who has mno path”” (Mbh.
12. 270. 22) which thus demies depariure for the
hnower of Brahman.
Tope 7: The organs of the knowcr of the
Viurguna Brahman get merged i It at death.

AT 9, TETE 1 1
afi Those 9 in the Supreme Brahman @1 so &
for g (the scripture) -ays

B.s —al
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15. Those (Prinas) (are merged) in
the Supreme Brahman, for so (the scripture)
says.

This Sutra desciibes what happens to the
Prinas (organs) and the fine essence of the gioss
clements in which they abide, in the case of a
knower of Brahman who dies. These organs anl
the elements get merged in the Supreme Brah-
man  “‘The sixteen digits of 1his witness, the
Purusha, having their goal in Him are dissolvel
«on reaching Him”’ (Pr. 6. 5). The text, ““All the
fifteen parts of their body enter into their causes”
ete. Mu. 8 2. 7) gives the end from a relative
standpoint, according to which the body disinte-
arates and goes back {o 1ts cause, the elements
The former texi <peaks from a transcendental
standpoint, according to which the whole aggie-
wate 18 merged 1 Brahman, even as the illusmv
<nake is merged in the rope when knowledav
dawns.

Topiwc 8. The digits (Kalds) of the knower of the
Nuwrguna Brahman aitain absolute non-
distinction with Brahman at death.

SR, T=R 195 1

ST Non-distinetion 9/, on account of the
statement (of the seriptures).

16. (Absolute) non-distinction (with
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Brahman of the parts merged takes place)
according to the statement (of the scrip-
tures).

“Then names and terms aie destioyed, and
people speak of the Pwusha anly Then he be-
comes devord of digits and mmmortal” (Pr 6. 9).
The digits gel absolutely meiged m the Supreme
Brahman. The mergmg m the case of  the
knower of Brahman 15 absolute, whereas in the
«case of an ordinary person 1t 1 not so; they exist
in a fine potential <tate, the cause of futwme ve-
bizth  But mn the case of the knower of Brahman,
Knowledge having destioyed ignorance, all these
<digits which «1e bui ats eftects. gwet merged abso-
futely. without any chanee ot c2opping up again.

Fapee 9 The soul of the knower of the Saguna
Biraliman comes to the heart at the time of
acath and thence gues out 1hiough
ihe Susfrumna

ATRISHESH TSHAIFIC, FETarTeatg
AT, SRR Tarhy-
FAT (9N ,
qa-30: 2@, The illumining of the top of its
(sonl’s)* abode (the heart) aU-FFHAIG-ER: with the
passage illumined by this light o owing to

the efficacy of knowledge TRk,
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because of the appropriateness of constant medita-
tion of the way whichis a part of that knowledge =
and ERIGUEET: being favoured by Him who resides
1 the heart TAfEHA by the one that is beyond the

hundred.

17. (When the soul of a knower of the
Saguna Brahman 1s about to depart from
the body, there is) the illumining of the top
of 1ts abode (the heart): with the passage
(for the exit of the soul) illumined by this
light (the soul departs), being favoured by
Him who resides in the heart, along that
nerve which is beyond the hundred (¢.e. the
hundred and first nerve or the Sushumn)
owing to the efficacy of the knowledge and
the appropriateness of his constant medita-
tion on the way which is a part of that
knowledge .

This Sulia deseribes the exit from the body
of a knower of the Saguna Brahman. It has al-
ready been stated in Sutra 7 that till the soul's
entering on the path, the mode of departure of a
knower of the Saguna Brahman and an ignoramt
man 15 the same. The Brihadaranyaka text des-
cribing \he death of a person says, ‘“When this
self becomes weak and senseless, as it were, the
organs come to 1t it comes to the heart’” (Bmh
4. 4. 1): agan, ‘“The top of the heart brightens
Through that brightened top the self departs
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either through the eve, w1 through the head, or
through any other part ol the body” (Brih.
4. 4. 2. These texts show thai at the time of
death the soul {ogether wilh the organs comes to
the hearl. At thai moment the departing soul,
on account of 1ts past works, has & peculiar  cou-
seloustess picturing to it its next hife, and goes to
ihe body which 1s 1evealed by that consciousness
This 1s what 15 1eferted to as the llummning ot
the top of the heart, With this pmiticular eon-
sciousness the soul goes out, along one of the
merves thal issue from the heait, to the eyes, o1
ears, o1 the shull, o1 other parts of the body,
which 1t finaliy leaves through that purticular
exil. The gquestion now 15 whether this departure
is 1he same for 4 knower of the Sagunu Brahman
and an ordinmy man. This Sutra says that
though the 1illumming of the top of the heart is
common 1o both, yet ihe knower of the Saguma
Brabman, thiough the giace of the Lomd who
abides m the hemt. depaats througl® the skull
only, while others depart thiough other parts.
This 15 consistent with lns knowledge and coms-
tant meditation on the way out through the
hundied and first nerve, the Sushumni. The
following {eat elucidates 1t~ “There are a
hundred and one neives of the heart; one of
ithem penetrates the head:; gomg up along that,
one attains Immortality. the others serving for
depariure m various duections'™ (Chh 8. 6. 6.).
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Topric 10 The <oul of a knowcr of the Sagunn
Brahman follow« the vays of the sun aftcr
death and gues to Bralimaloka

g 11 ¢

{w-9ga/ Kollowing the rays

18. {(The soul of a knower of the
Saguna Brahman when he dies) follows the
ravs (of the sun).

In the Chhandogva TUpamshad we have,
so do these rays ot the sun go 1o holbh the winlds,
thas as well as the other  They proceed from fhe
sun and enter 1nto the<e nerves” (8 6 2); agam,
*“When he thus depmts from this bodv, then
along these veiry tays he proceeds upwards’’ ete.
(8 6 M In these texis we learn that the soul of
the knower of the Saguna Brahman, afler depant-
mg from the badv along the Sushumud, follows
the rave of {he sun X doubt arises whether 1he
soul of oue who passes away in the mght alse
follows the qays  The Sutra says that the <oul,
whether it depaits in the mght ov dwing the dav.
foltows the 10vs

faf 7 i3 9, 7, danre gaE svifEn

AR T 1R
fafr 1o the night 7 not 3fq [ if it be said & not
ST m—ﬁ-wﬁ@"lbemuse the conmection con-
tinues as long as the body lasts AT (the Seati)
declares o alse

(X3
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19. If it be said (that the soul does)
not (follow the rays) in the night, (we say)
not so, because the connection (of the
nerves and the rays) continues as long as
the body lasts, (the Sruti) also declares
(this).

The text quoted in the last Sutra, Chh 8. 6 2,
shows that the connection between the rays and
the mnerves lasts as long as the body lasts. So it
is immaterial whether the soul passes out by dav
or by night. Moreover. the sun's rays continue
even during the night, though we do not feel thew
presence owing to the fact that at night their
number is limited The Sruti also says, ““Even
by might the sun sheds his rays’’ The result of
knowledge cannot be made to depend on the acei-
dent of death by day or night.

Topic 11: The soul of the knower of the Saguna
DBrahman goes to Brahmaloha cren if e should
dic durng the southern course of the sun.

AEHTIASTY (0 11 o W

a1@: For the same renson ¥ and 3@H during the
sun’s course 3 even /W southern.

20. And for the same reason (the soul
follows the rays) even during the sun’s
southern course.

An objection is raised by the opponent thab
the soul of the knower of Brahman who passes
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away during the southein course of the sun does
not follow the rays to Brahmaloka, as both the
Sruti and Smriti say that only one who dies
during the northern course of the sun goes thee
Moreover, it 15 also wnitten that Bhishma waited
for the northern course ot the sun to leave the
body. This Sutra says that for the same reason
as mentioned in the last Sutra, 7.e. the unreason-
ableness of making the 1esult of knowledge
depend on the aceident of death happening at a
particular time. the nower of the Saguna Brah-
man goes to Brahmaloka even if he should die
during the southern course of the sun. In the
text, ‘‘Those who know thus...go to light, from
light to day, from day to the bright half oi the
month, and from that to ihe six months of the
northemn course of the sun’> (Chh. 5. 10. 1), the
pomts in the northern course of the sun do not
refer to any division of time but to deities as will
be shown under 4. 3. 4. Bhishma’s waiting, how-
ever, was for upholding approved custom and for
showing that on account of his father’s boon he
could die at will.

A wfy 7 wad, &g 29 0L
NRa: 5K With respect to the Yogis € and &7
the Smriti declares &0 belonging to the class of
Smritis 9 and TR these two
21. And (these times) the Smriti
declaves with respect to the Yogis; and
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these two (Yoga and Sankhya according
to which they practise 5.1dh.1na) are classed
as Smritis (and not Nrutis)

In the Gitd we have passages wlich declare
that persons who die durmg the day ete. do net
1eturn any mwore to this mortul world. Vide
Gita 8. 23, 2L On the <trength of these texts,
the oppovent says thal the deciston of the pre-
vious Sutra cannot be correct  This Suira refufes
that objection saying that these details as to time
mentioned 1 the Gatd apply only te Yogis whe
practise Sidhand according 1o Yoga and Sankhya
systems; and these two are Smritis, not Sruhws
Hence the limitations as to tume mentioned 1m
them do not apply to those who meditate on the
Saguna Brahman accordmg to the Sruti fexts.

e



CHAPTER IV
Seerrox IIT

In the last section the departure of the soul
of a knower of the Saguna Brahman by the path
of the gods has been described This section
deals with the path itself.

Topic 1: The path connected with deities begin-
ning with that of the flame 1s the only path to
Brahmalola

srfarEeT, aefE: u L

f:-3nf&Er (On the path connected with deitics)
beginning with that of the flame Td-afa: that beine
well known (from the Sruti)

1. (On the path connected with
deities) beginning with that of the flame
(the soul of the knower of the Saguna Brah-
man travels to Brahmaloka after death),
that being well known (from the Sruti).

In the last scction it was stated thai the
knower of the Saguna Brahman travels by
Devayina or the path of the gods to Brahmaloka
About this path itself different fexts make
different declarations The Chhindogya and the
Brihadfianyaka say that the departed soul of
such a person reaches first the deity identified



431] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 403.

with the flame Vide (hh 53 10 1 and Baih
6. 2 15. The Bithadaranvaka in connection with
another Vidya savs thi 1t 1caches the an Vaide
Brih. 5 10. 1 The Xaushilaki Upamichad say«
that 1t 1eaches 1the woirld of fisc  Vide Kau 1 8
The Mundaka says that 1t {1avels by the path ot
the sun Vide Mu 1 2 11 ‘lhe question 15 whether
these texts 1efer to difterent paths o1 are different
descriptions of the samc path the path of the
gods. The opponeni hLolds thai these texts 1efer
to different paths to Biabmaloha The Sutia
1efutes this view and sues that all the {exts 1efa
to and gnve only diftcrendi particulars of the same
path, the palh connected with daties begimning
with that identificd with the Huwe Why? Oun
account of s being well known tow the Srab
texts that this 15 the puth tor all knowers of Baah-
man. ‘“Those who know this (P wmchagm Vidva)
and those who 1m the torest meditate with taith
and penance, tcuwh the deity  1dentrfied with
flame’” etc (Chh 35 10 D shows that this path
conneeted willt dertice begmnung with that of the
flame belong~ io 1l wnowers of Biahman what-
ever be the Vidva thiongh which they have
attamned that Toowlcdge Moreover  the  geal
attained, 22 Biahmloka bemg the same i alk
cases, and thete being mo justihication tor 1egard-
ing the path as dificrent on account of than bemng
treated 1 difterent (haplers sie <om» put of
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the path is 1ecognized 1 all texts, we have to
conclude that all the texts 1efer to the same path,
but give different paiticulars, which have all to
he combmed for a tull description of the path

Topie 2 The departing soul reaches the deuty
of the year and then the deity of the air.

MY, AfFREERE=T 1R 0
g4, The deity of the air 3=FA from the deity ot
the year AFAS-FATANT on account of the absence
and presence of specification
2. (The departed soul of a knower of
‘the Saguna Brahman goes) from the deity
of the vear to the deity of the air, on ac-
connt of the absence and presence of
specification
In the Jast Sutia 1t was stated that the
«hfterent texts give difterent particulars or stage-
of the <ame path  This Sutra fixes the order of
the stuges. The Kaushitak: describes the path as
tollows  “'The TUpéasaka, having reached the
path of the gods, 1eaches the world of Agni (fire),
«of Vavu (an), of Varuna. of Indra, of Prajipats.
and then of Brahman” (Kau. 1. 3). Again the
iChhindogya Upamishad deseribes the path as
follons. ‘“They reach the deity idemtified with
the flame, from him to the deity of the day, from
him to the deity of the bright half of the month,
fiom him to the deities 1dentified with the six
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months of the northern path of the sun., from
them to the deity ot the year, from him to the
deity of the sun, trom bhun to the deity of the
moon, from him to the deity of lightning”
(Chh. 5. 10. 1).

In these two texts the first deity they reach 1+
said to be the deity of the flame or fire. So the
starting point 1s clearly pomted out by both
texts, for they say that having reached the path
of the gods the departed souls reach this dety
Combining these two texts we have to place the
deity of air in beiween the deity of the year and
the deity of the sun. Why? Because ot the
absence and presence of specification. ‘“*When a
man departs from this world, he reaches the
(deity identified with) air, which makes an opcn-
ing for hun He yoes upwards through that and
reaches the (deity of the) sun’’ (Bmh. 5. 10. 1)
This text fixes that air comes immediately before
the sun because we perceive a regular oider of
succession. Bui as iegards air coming afler the
deity of the flame there 13 mo specification, but
simply a statement: *‘He comes from the world
of fire 1o that of air’’ In between these two
stages we have several other slages which the
Chhandogya text mentions. Agam in the text,
“From the deities 1dentified with the six months
in which the sun travels northward he reaches the
deity identified with the world of the gods”
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(Buih 6.2 13 To keep the immediate sequence
of the deity identihed with air and that
wdentified with ‘the sun, we must understand that
the <oul passes from the deily of the world of the
gods to the derly of the aii. Agamn m the texts
ot the Chhandogya and {he Brihadéranyaka, the
aleity of the world ol the gods 1s not mentioned
m the tormer and the deity of the year in the
Iatter. Both have 10 be mncluded in the full de--
cription of the path. and since the year is commec-
ted with the month~ the deity of the yem
mecedes the deity of the woild of the gods.

Topee 3 After reacling lhe dedty identified wilh
dightning the soul reaches the world of Varuna.

afeaista ago:, dw=am 13 )
afedisiy After the deity of hghtning 6% (comes)

Varuna {rain-god) 9790 on account of the connec~
tion,

3 After (reaching) the deity of light-
ning (the soul reaches) Varuna, on account
«of the connection (between the two).

The Chhandogyu text reads, *‘From the sun
10 the moon, from woom {o lightning > The
Kaushitak: text veads, “*From Viyu to Varuna.”
Combining these twe lexts we have to place
Varuna after lightning, on account of the con-
nection between the two. Vuruna is the god of
1amn, and lightmag piecedes rain. So  after
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lightning comes Varuna. And after Varuna come
India and Prajipati, for theie Is no other place
tor them, and the Kaushitak: text also puts them
there.

So the complete enumeration of the stages of
the path of the gods 1s as follows: First the
derity of the flame m tre. then the deity of the
day, the deity of the biight halt of the month,
the deilies of the six months when the sun travels
to the north, the deits of the jear, the deity of the
world of gods, the deity of the air, the sun. the
moon, the dewty of hghtning, the world of
Varuna, the world o lndia, the world of Praji-
pati, and finally Biuhmalola

Topic £ Flame ctc aeferied to in the teat
descrbang the patl of the gods anean deities
identified with the flame ctc., which
conduct the soul stage after stage
1l Brahmaloka s reached.

HTfaTiES:, aReFm, 181
et (These are) deities conducting the <oul
Ja-%519 on account of indicatory marks of that.

4. (These are) deities conducting the
soul (on the path of the gods), on account
of indicatory marks to that effect.

In the texts cited in 1he previous Sutras,
flame, bright half of ibe month, year, etc. are the
deities identified wiih {hese, which veceive the
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departed soul ung eonduet 1t on ity way Hfeo
Brahmaloka. That deities are meant here, and
not marks or pluces of enjoyment. 1s 1ndicated
by the text of the Chhindogya, which ends thus:
“From the moon to the lightning. Then a being
who 15 not a man leads them to Brahman’’ (Chh.
4, 13. 8; 5. 10. 1). This text shows that unhke
the previous guides who were more or less human.
this particular gwide 15 not human in nature.

SwIEIETaiEE 1

FE-IRRA, From the bcnumbed state of both
48 s that is established

5. (That deities are meant in those
texts) is established, because both (ie. the
traveller and the path) are benumbed (:.e.
unconsecious).

The departed sonls. because their organs ete
are withdrawn into the mnd, are incapable of
guiding themselves. And the flame etc. being
without intelligence cannot guide the souls
Hence it 13 proved that intelligent deities identi-
fied with the flame ete. guide the souls to Brahma-
loka. Moreover, as the organs of the deparied
souls are withdrawn into the mind, they cannot
enjoy, and so flame and the rest cannot be worlds
where they enjoy.

A aw
CORECE A - B SN TR T
a
aax‘%a By (the superhuman ) guide conncvted
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with lightping T alonc @@ from thence aa;g%: that
being known from the Sruti

6. From thence (the souls are guided)
by the very same (superhuman) person who
comes to lightning, that beng known from
the Srut1

After they huve 1eached the derty 1dentified
with hghtung, they are led by thatl very super-
human person who takes charge of them fiom the
deaty of hightnimg 1o Bahmaloka  thiough  the
worlds of Varuna, Tudra aund Praggapats Thas 1
known fiom Chh 4 15 5 3 10 1 and Bub
6 2 13 YVauna and ethers do not actually
guide the ~oul hike the eamilir guides, <ince the
superhuman per~san guides them all through afler
hghtning up to Brabmaloha  Thev only favour
the souls ecither by nat obstrueting o1 helping
them in some way

Thereiore 1t 1~ established that by flame etc.
deities are meant

Topie 5 The PBiahwan to wlich the departed
suls wo by the path of the gods s the
Saguna Braliman

w1 AEfT:, T THAYA: N @ N

ﬁl&l{'l‘he relative (Brahman) a&R: Badar &7 it
aff-Iq9: on account of the posability of hemg the
goal.

B.S ~=32
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7 The relative (Brahman) (is attamn-
ed by the soul going hy the path of the
gods), (so says) BAdari, on account of the
possibility of its being the goal (of a
journev}

In the previous Sutra the wav was discussed
Now fiom this Suiia onwmds the discussion 1~
about the goal 1eached. The Chhandogya text
quoted m connection with the wav, says, “Then
a4 bemg who 15 not o man leads them to Brah-
man”” ((hh 5 10 1Y The uestion 15 whethe
this Brahman 1z the Saguna Brohman or fthe
Supreme Biahman Baidar says 1t 1s the Naguna
Brahman, for such a jowinev 1s possible onlv
with respect to the Saguna  Brabman, which 1~
fimte and therefme oceupies a  particular plaee
to which the souls may ge But it 1s not possible
wilth tespeet to the Nnguna Brahman, which s
all-pervading.

~
fRfEam e
RN, On acconnt o the qualification ® and

8. And on account of the qualifica-
tion (with respect to this Brahman in
another text)

“And conducts them to the worlds of
Brahman’’ (Brih. 6 2. 16) The plural number
is mot possible with vespect to the Supreme
Brahman, while 1t 15 possible 1n the case ot the
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Saguna Bruhwan which may abide 1 diffexent
conditions

QRITT g 898 U< 1

quTgra. On account of the nearne-- g but -
=92 (its) designation as that

9 But on account of the nearness (of
the Saguna Brahman to the Supreme Brah-
man, it is) designated as that Supreme
Brahman)

‘Bul’ ~sels aside any doubt that mav aiise on
account of the word ‘Binhman  bhemmg used for
the Saguna Birabmaun i the Chhandogya  text
This desagnation the Sutia savs, 15 because o1
the nearness of the Saguna Brahman {o the Sup-
1eme Biahman

FEATH TTA GET: WY , AR U 2o 0

HRI-SRAY On the dissolution of the Biahmalnka
TA-AF W G2 along with the ruler of that world (¢ ¢
Saguna Brahman) 8f: 90T lngher than that (2 e the
Supreme Brahman) @iRFA, on aceount of the de-
claration of the Sruti

10. On the dissolution of the Brah-
maloka (the souls attain), along with the
ruler of that world. what is higher than
that (i.e. the Supreme Brahman), on ac-
count of the declaration of the Sruf:

If the souls going by the path ot the gods
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reach the Saguna Brahwman, then how can a state-
ment hke * They uo moe 1oturn to this world”
(Buih. 6. 2. 13) be made with respect to them,
a~ there ein be no petmanency anywhere apart
trom  the Supreme Bruhman~” This Sulia ex-
plamns it saviug that at the dissolution ot the
Bialimaloka the souls, wluch by that tme have
attamned  Knowledge, ulong with the Saguua
Brahman attam what s higher than the Saguna
Prahman, (e the Supreme Biahman So  the
Siutr texts declare

/AT N LN

@I On account of the Smriti # and
11  And on account of the Smnti
(texts supporting this view)

R SfAf:, geadm 1 X i
& The Supreme (Brahman) S (so say~)
Jamuni PEREAR, on account of that bemg the
primary meaning (of the word ‘Brahman’),

12 The Supreme (Brahman) (1~
attained by the souls going by the path of
the gods), (so says) Jaimini, on account of
that being the primary meaning (of the
word ‘Brahman’).

Suhias 12-14 gave o proma fucre view of the
niatter.

Jaimm thinks that the woid ‘Biahman iw



43 14] BRAHMA-SUTRAS 504

the Chhandogya text aefers to the Supreme
Brahmau, as that 15 the pimary meanmg of the
word,

ELICiL ITIRER]
?itl?ﬂa\ On account ot the Srut: texts F and

13 And Decause the Sruti declares
that

“Gomg upwards by that he 1eaches 1mmm-
tality * (Chlh 8 6 G: Kath, 2 6 16). This tend
says that the sonl which passes out ot the body by
the netve Sushumna rewhes mmmataliy and
this «can be attamed  only o the  Sypreme
Biahman

a T ®r Alquatwata: | o
7 Not T and & in the Saguna Brahman wauta-
AR the deswee to attain Brahman

14  And the dewire to attam Brahman
(which an Upésaka has at the time of death
can) not (he with 1espect to) the Saguna
Brahman

“L come fo the assembly-house of Prajapats™
(Chh. & 14 1) This desue {o attam ‘the house’
caniol be with 1espect (o the Saguna Brahman,
but 15 appropriate only with 1espect to the Sup-
teme Jhabman  For the it quoted savs earlien,
“‘And 1hat within which these tames and forms)
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> where the Supreme

ate contaaned 15 Braltman,
Biahman 15 1eteuzed Lo
Sutras  12-14 give the opponent’s view
agaist what has been said 1 Sutras 7-11.  The
atguments of Sutins 12-14 arve refuted thus. The
Bialiman altamed by thoce who go by the path
of the gods camnol be the Supreme Brahman
They attam  onlv the Saguna Bialman  The
Supreme Brahman 1~ all-pervading, the Inuer
Nelt of all  Such a Biabman cannot be attained,
tor It 1 the Self of eveiyome Jomney m
attaxnment 15 possible  only  where theve 1s
difterence, whete 1he attainer 1~ difterent fiom
the thing attaaned  What 15 called 1ealization
ot the Supieme HBiahman 1» wmothing bLut  the
temoval of gnorance aboui It In sueh a reali-
sation thete 15 no gomg or attamming When the
ignorance 1~ 1emoved Birahman manifesds [tselt
But the attainment of Brabman spoken of m the
texts conmedied with the path of the gods 15 not
metely the aremoval of  1gnorance but  actual
Such an attammment 15 not possible with 1espeei
to the Supreme Bralunan. Agam  the passage,
“f enter the assemblv-house ot Prajapatr,”” efe,
can be separated triom what precedes and be con-
nected with the Saguna Brahman The facl thai
Chh 8 14 1 says, “1 am the glory ot the
Brihmanas, of the kings”’ cannot make 1l 1efer
to ihe Nirguna Brabman, for the Saguna Biah-
man can also be said {o be the Self of all. as we
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find in texts Iike, “He to whom all works, all
desues belong’® etc (Chh 4 14, 2) The
reference to the jouminey to Brahman, which
belongs to the sphere of relative knowledge, in a
¢hapter which deals with Supreme Knowledge is
only by way of glonmfication of the latter. There-
tore the view expressed 1n Sutras 7-11 by Badari
is the correct one

Toprc 6  Only those who have worshipped the
Saguna Braliman wethout a symbol
attain Bralhimalola

IS TAFATAINT T, IHTAT-

STINT,, IERgE ) )
st 1&-3SW A, Those who do not uge a symbol
(of Brahman) in their meditations a3 (the super-
human being) leads 3/ I so <ays Badarayana
I if this distinction is made W, there being
no contradiction TA-FHI: as is the meditation an that
(so does one becoms) & and
15. Béadariyana says that (the super-
human being) leads (to Brahmaloka only)
those who do not use a symbol (of Brahman)
in their meditations, there being no contra-
diction if this distinction 1s made, and (it
being construed by the principle) as is the
meditation on that (so does one become)
The question 15 1ua1~edd whether all worshippers
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ot the Saguna Brahman go to Brahmaloke,
being led by the superhuman bemg mentioned
m Chh. 4 13. 5 'The opponent holds that they
do, according to 3 3 31  ante, where 1t 1~
expressly staled thatl all, whatever be thewr Vidya,
zo to Brahmaloka This Sutia says that ouly
those worshappers of the Saguna Birahman who
o not use any symbol of Brahman in thewr med:-
tation go there This, however, does not con-
tradiet what v ~azd m 3 3 31 it we understand
{hat by ‘all’ ate meant all those worshippers wha
do not take the help of any symbol. Moreover,
this view 1» Justithed by the Siuti and Smnt:
declarations which say, *'In whatever toom they
meditate on Hun, that they become ™ In the
worship ot the symbols the meditations ae not
fixed on Biahman, the symbols bemng the chiet
ihing 1 them, and so the worshipper does not
attam Biabmaloka  But the case of one who
worships the five tizes 1y difterent, as there 15 o
dnrect senptuial statement saymng that he goes to
Biahmaloka  Where there 1s no such divect
seriplmnal statement, we have to hold thai only
those whose object of meditation i1s Brahman, go
to Brahmaloka, not others.

. ¢
Ry = qamfa 0 280
R4 Difference o and TR the scripture declares
16. And the scripture declares a
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«ifference (with respect to meditations on
<ymbols)

Oue who meditates upon name as Biahman
becomes ndependent so far  as name 1eaches”
((hh v 1 %), Oune who meditales upon speech
as Biabhman becomes mdependent so far as speech
teaches™ (Chh 7 2 2)  In these ients the Srutr
tells of Jdifierent 1esalts accordimg to the difter-
ence 1 the symbols  Ihas 15 possible because the
meditations deperd on symbols while theie (ould
be no such difference 1 results it thev depended
on the one non-difaent Brahman  Hence 1t 15
clear thal those who ust symbols for then medi-
tations tannol po to Brabmaloha hhe those whe
meditate on the Siguna Biahman.



CHAPTER IV
Sreriox 1v

In the last section the attainment of Brahma-
loha by the worshippers of the Saguna Brohmam
Las been dealt with 'Chis section deals with the
tealization of the Supreme Brahman by Ti-
worshippers.

Topic 1+ The released soul does mot acquure
anything new but only manifests 1t
true nature.

daafrats:, @m0 g
g9 Having attained 3E¥E: there 1s manitesta-
tion (of its real nature) WA, from the word

13 ?

own
1. (When the Jiva) has attained (the
highest light) there 1s manifestation (of its
real nature), as we know from the word
‘own’ i
“Now this <erene and happy bemg, after
having nsen trom this bedy, and having attamned
the highest light, reaches its own true form’’
(Chh 8 3 4) The opponent explains this text as
tollows  The mdividual soul which has got 11d
of 1ts 1dentifiention with the three bodies, 2z
gro~, subile, and caunsal, after attaning Brahman
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exists 1n the state of Taberation  This Tnberation
was not a pre-existent thuing. but something that 13
newly acquired like heaven, as the word *1eachesy’
i the text cleatly show~ “Theletore Taberation 19
something new that 15 arquued by the Jiva The
Sutra refutes this view and says that the wmd
‘onn’ shows that laberation was a pre-existent
thing. The Jiva manifests 1its own notuie, 2 e. 1ty
1eal nature, which was <o long covered with 1gnor-
ance. This 15 115 attainment of Liberation [t 1
nothing that 15 newly acyuired

g, T 1)

g: Released SRAFTEA, trom the prems=¢

2. (The Self which manifests [ts true
nature attains) Iiberation, (as 1s known)
from the premise (made 1 the scriptures)

It Laberation 1« nothing new that v acquued
by the Jiva, then what 1» ats  difference  from
bondage? The Junna 1 the state of bond-
age was subject to the thiee states of  wakeful-
ness, dream, and deep <leep, and was exsperienc-
g happumess and msery. imagoung 1selt 1o be
nute. On bemg treed trom all these nusconeep-
tions 1t 1ealizes 1t~ e natwre, which 15 Absolute-
Bliss. This 1emoval of all nusconceptions 1~ what
1s known as Iabetation  Between thece two states.
there 15 a woild ot diterence Tlow 1~ 1t known
that in this state the Jiva s hibeated . From the
premise made m the wiplwes—ay~ the Sutra.
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“I will explan It to you fwther” (Chh. 8 9 3;
8 10 4; 8 11 H—hee the Sruti proposes to
wxpound that Selt which 15 tiee trom all 1mperfec-
tons, and 1t begmns thus  *The being without
the bady 1s not touched by pleasure and pan™
(Chh 8 12 1) and concludes, “Thus does this
setene bemng 11 above s body and having
1eached the hghest light. appear 1 1ts own tiue
nature” (C'hh 8 12 3).

HTAT, TFOMG 1 2 0l

S1eHT The Supreme Self SHTF on account of the
context,

3 (The ‘hight’ attained by the Jiva
18) the Supreme Nelf, on account of the
wontext

The Jaght' attained by the Jiva which s
reterred o 1 the Chh 8 3 4 15 the Supreme Self,
and not any plhacal hght, {for the Selt 15 the
subject-matter which 15 mtroduced thus *“The
Nelt which 15 fice from evil, undecaymmg,” clc
(Chh 8 ¥ 1) The ward ‘hight’ 15 also used to
denote the Self m texts Iike, **Upon that mmmoytal
Jaght ot all Lights the gods meditate as longevity”’
{Buh 4 4 16)

Tope 2 The relation of the released soul

with Brahman s one of non-sepaiation.

RN, T 1R 1

#f9rRE As iscparable 2 for 1t is so seen
from the saiptures
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4 (The Jiva 1 the state of Libera-
tion eaists) as inseparable (from Brahman),
for 1t 1s so seen from the scriptures.

The (uestion 1+ 1a1sed whether the Jiva 1n the
state  of  Tabetation  exasts  as  difterent  f1om
Biahman o1 a~ one with, and mseparable trom [t
The Sutia savs that 1t exasts as msepatable hom
Brahman, to the scnplures sav <o *“That thou
art” (Chh 6 3 D). “L am Brabman™ (Buuh 1 4
10y, “‘Bemng but  Biahman, he 15 meiged
Brahman™ (Biih 4 4 (—all these tents decluie
that the seleased soul s 1dentical with Brahman
Passages whuh speak of difrerence have to be
explamed m o scondaiy sinse  as expiessing
unuy

LTopie 3 Characteristies of the soul that has
attmmed the Vuguna Bralinan

Y
T OT F UL, T s
_ ST As possessed of the attiibutes of Brahman
saf: (so says) Jammini STEREET: on account of the
reterence ete

5 (The liberated soul exists) as
possessed of the attributes of Brahman;
(so says) Jaimini, on account of the refer-

ence ete

It has been <aid thar th hibetated soul attains
Biahman Bul Bralman has iwe aspects, one the
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-unconditioned aspect as Pwe Intelligence and
Knowledge; the other as described 1 the Chhan-
dogga 8 7.1, “The Selt wlhach 13 free fiom evil,
-undecaying, undying, free from  sorrow, humge
and tharst, with nuc  desnes and volition’’ ete
The question 15, which aspeet does the liberated
soul attam®  Jannmmm says that it is the condi-
trioned aspeet Why? On account of the reference
10 the natwe of the Selt as bemmg such in the text
cited ‘Ete’ imecludes Vidhn  and Vyapadesa
The Vidhi o1 mjunction 1eferred to is, “That 1s to
be soughi affer.” which 1ihe same Chhandogya
fext enjorns later on and Vyapadesa or asserhion
15 the mention of the qualities of ommscience and
commpolence m 1he same {ext—‘Obtains all
worlds and all desnies’”  On these ground-
Jarmmmmt thinks that the hibeiated soul attains the
seonditioned aspeet of Biabhman

A o, azrwefEensaIt: 1§ 0

fafa-a=ArE Solelv as Pure Intelheence dd-SRHwE,
that being 1t< truc nature 32 thus ﬂwi
Andulom (thinks)

6 (The hberated soul exists) solely
as Pure Intelligence, that being its true
nature. thus Andulom: (thinks).

This Sulia g1ves another view about the
hiberated state, which 15 that of the sage Audulomi
The <oul being solelv of the nature of Pure
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Intelhigence, 11 earsta as sueh m the liberoted
«tate  Qualhies lLike hemng free from sin aad
omniselence ate  fanciful, and mean only the
absence of sin ele

CEACYTEATET ENEERE e | )

‘Q‘ﬂﬂ(’[‘hnq #T even STAMIA, on account of refer-
ence FHHARL, the former qunalities existing &Y
there 1s no contradiction S (so =ays) DBadara-
yana

7 Even 1f 1t be so (7 ¢ 1f the liberated
soul exists as Pure Intelligence), on 2ccount
of former qualities existing owing to refer-
ence (we can accept them from the relative
standpoint, for) there 1s no contradiction
(between the two), (so thinks) Bidarivana.

Even though from the absolute standpuv.nt
the nature of the liberated soul 15 Pure Intelli-
gence, yet fiom the telative standpmnt qualihes
1eferted to by Jaimim can be accepted, as this
does mnol contradict Audulomi’s ~view The
released soul never thinks ot 1itself as ommiscient,
ommpotent, etec . but exists a~ Pure Intelligence.
But fiom our velative standpoint we can zay of
such a 1eleased soul as being ommscient ete.,
because Pwe Intelligence 15 beyond our concep-
tion. The two views descitbe the liberated soul
from two different standpomnts, and -o there 1s no
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contiadiction between the two  So says Badara-
yana

Tope 4. The soul wluch has attarned the Saguna
Braluman cffedis s desires by mere will

HEWEa g, a=g, 3 N <l
d&and Through will T only § but aa:':;%: on

account of the seriptures saving that

8 But through mere will (the released
souls attain their purpose), for the scrip-
tures say so

The question of those who attaan Brahmaloxa
thiough the woiship ot the Saguna Brabman bv
means of Vidyis hke the Dahara Vidya s taken
up tor diseussion 1 this Suatra.  In thas Vidvi at
1> ~aid, ““If he be desnous of the world of the
fathers, by his mere will they come to ham' ‘(‘hh
§ 21N The question 1s whether will alome
stfhees o get the 1esult, or a further operative
cause 18 necessary. This Sutra save that by mere
will the tesult comes, for the Siuti so declares.
The will of the released 15 difierent hrom owr will
and las the power of producing vesults without
anv operative cause.

AT T T Q0

& @ For the very reason ¥ and 3meifald: he s
without a lord
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9. And for this very reason the re-
leased soul is without a lord.

A Tiberated soul 1s master of himself ‘“For
them there 15 freedom in all worlds’’ (Chh. 8. 1.
6).

Topic 5 A released soul which has attained
Bralvmaloka can exist with or without
a body according to 1ts lLiking.

W R, g T, 1 Lo 1l

3T Absence (of body and organs) aRR: Badari
(considers) 3ME (the Sruti) says f§ because TH thus.

10 There is absence (of body and or-
gans, 1n the case of the released souls)
(considers) BAdari, because (the scripture)
says thus

In the previous Sutia 1t was told that if one
attains Brahmaloka, by his mete wish things come
to pass This show- that that soul possesses a
mnd. The question naturally auises whether it
possesses 2 body and the organs Bédar: says that
1t does not, for the scripture says so. ‘‘And it is
by means of this divine eye of the mind that he
sees the desires and rejoices’” (Chh. 8. 12. B),
which shows that it possesses only the mind and
not the organs etc

wE & tuf:, fameamas g 1 22
uH Existence St Jaimini Beq-2meara, because-

B 5.—33
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the scripture declares (the capacity to assume)
* diverse forms.

11. (The released soul) possesses (a
body and the organs), considers Jaimini,
because the scriptures declare (the capacity
on the part of such a soul to assume) diverse
forms.

‘“‘He being one becomes dihree, five, seven,
nme”” (Chh 7 26 2) This text says that =«
released soul can assume mwove than one foum,
which shows that it possesses besides the mnd, a
body and the oigans. This 18 the view of
Jaimmi.

FRAEAgWAfIg arETEensa: | (R
gigaead Like the twelve days’ sacrifice SWafY
(is) of both kinds aEXRMI: Badarayana 8@ from this.

12. From this Bidariyana (surmises)
(that the released soul is) of both kinds,
like the twelve days’ sacrifice.

From the iwofold declaration of the sciip-
tures Badariyana thinks ihat a released soul
which has attained Brahmaloka can exist both
ways—with or withoul a body according to 1its
liking. It 1s Like the twelve days' sacrifice,
swwhich 1s called a Saltra as well as an Ahina
saciifice.

qeaTe GeEe, STd: 1l 4R 1)
G3-9r In the absence of a body @¥@d.as in
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dreams (which stand midway between waking and
deep sleep) 99 : this being reasonable.

13. In the absence of a body (the
fulfilment of desires is possible) as in
dreams, since this 1s reasonable.

ICES e IREAT
9 When the body exists SHd-4d, as in the
waking state,

14. When the body exists (the fulfil-
ment of desires 15) as in the waking state.

Topte 6 The releascd soul which Thas attaned
the SNaguna Brohman can amumate seceral bodies
at the same tume.

sftaeeTay:, qur fE gt | 24

5897 Like a flame 3I9@: animating T4 so
because ZI/ the scripture shows

15. (The released soul's) animating
(different bodies) is like that of a flame, be-
«cause so the scripture shows.

In Sutia 11 1t was stated that a Iiberated soul
can gssume many bodies at the same time for
enjoyment. The opponent holds that this 1s use-
less, as enjoyment 1s possible only m that body in
which the soul and mind exist, while other bodies
are lifeless puppels, sice the soul and mind,
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which cannot be divided, cannot exist in more
than one body. The Sutra refutes this view and
says that the other bodies are not lifeless puppets,
for a released soul can. on account of its power.
amimate all these bodies, just as the flame of a
lamp can enter into different wicks lighted from.
it The soul through 1its powers creates bodies
with internal organs corresponding to the original
internal organ, and being limited by these.
divides 1tself as many. Hence all the created
bodies have a soul, which makes enjoyment
through all of these possible. This we get fiom
the scriptures.

I TN ey , AT & & 0

@aeg-g9<d: Of deep sleep and absolute union

(with Brahman) S{=/q¢-319%% having in view either
of these two FSEAH, this is made clear (by the
Sruti) & for

16 (The declaration of absence of all
cognition is made) having in view either
of the two states, viz deep sleep and abso-
lute union (with Brahman), for this is made
clear (by the scriptures).

“What should one know and through what”
(Brih, 2 4 14); ““But there is not that second
thing separate from it which it can know” (Ihd
4. 3. 80); ‘‘It becomes like water, one, the witness,
and without a second’’ (Ibid 4. 3. 32) These
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texts deny cogmition to a 1eleased soul; so how is
it possibie for a released soul to assume several
bodies and enjoy—says the oppunent. This Sutra
says that these texis 1efer either to the
state of deep sleep or to that of Liberation, in
which the soul attains absolute umion with the
Nirguna Biahman, as 1s made clear by the seiip-
tures trom the context in each case. But what
we have been discussing 1n the previous Sutras 13
the case of one who has attained not absolute
unmion with Brahman, but only Biahmaloka. This
stale is quite diftezent irom the other two states,
and as such, cognition 1s possable 1 1t, thele
bemng diversity, as also enjoyment, even as 1n
heaven, the difterence being that from Biabhma-
loka one does not 1etuin to this earth, wheleas
from heaven one 1eturns to this mortal woild after
the exhoustion of the yntue which 1215ed him to
the status of a god

Topie 7 The releascd soul wleeh has attained
Brahmaloka has all the Indly powers
ercept the power of creation ek

¢
IRESAARAR § , GO, Aaf«gaard 1991l

mﬂﬁl{Except the power of creation ete.
SN on account of (Iswara being) the subject-
matter FEllEa@d, on account of (released souls)

not being mentioned 4 and.
17. (The released soul attains all
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lordly powers) except the power of creation
etc., on account:/of (Iswara being) the sub-
ject-matter (of all texts where creation etec.
are described), and (the released souls) not
being mentioned (in that connection)

The question 1s raised whether those who bv
worshipping ihe qualified Brahman attaanm Biah-
maloka and lordly powers, have limited o:
unlimited powels. The opponent holds that 1t
should be unlimited, because of the scripiural
texis, ““They can roam at will in all the woild<”
(Chh. 7 25 2,8 1 6); “To ham all the gods offer
worship” (Taitt 1 5). This Sutia says that the
released souls attamn lordly poweis without the
power of crealing, preserving, and destioying the
univelse  Burrmng this power they get all other
powers Why?® Because Iswara 18 the scbject-
metler of all the texts dealing with creation etc |
while the liberated souls ate vol mentioned at all
m this connection  Moreover, this would lead to
many Iswuias, which may give rise to a conflict of
wills with respect to ervention ete. Therefore the
powers of the liberated souls ame not absolute but
limited, and are depeudent on the will of Tswara

TETIRATRAN , 9, ATRTREavESE® : 121

TRAEF-TIEE, On account of direct teaching 3Rt R
if it be said @ not sufEmRERESOIIR: becanse the
seripture declares (that the soul attains Him) whe
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entrusts the sun etec. (with their offices) and resides
in those spheres.

18 1If it be said (that the released
soul attains absolute powers) on account
of direct teaching (of the scriptures), (we
say) no, for the scriptures declare (that the
released soul attains Him) who entrusts
the sun etc (with their offices) and resides
in those spheres.

“He becomes the lord of himselt”” (Taitl I.
6). From the direct teaching of the Siutr the
opponent holds that the released soul attains
absolute powers. The Sutra suys that his powers
depend on the Lord, for the text cited further on
says, ‘“lle attains the Loid of the mind’’, the
Lord who abides in spheres lilg the sun ete. and
entrusts the sun etc with offices Therefore from
this latter part of the text 1t 1s clear that the
released soul gets 1ts powers from the Lord and
depends -on Him Hence 1ts powers are not
unlimited.

Al = qar f§ R 0«
Erer-s@fd Which is beyond all effected things I
and @1 so & becaunse Al existence 3 the seript-
ure declares.

19. And (there is a form of the Sup-
reme Lord) which is beyond all created
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things, because so the scripture declares
(His) existence (in a twofold form).

“‘Such is the greatness of it; greater than 1t is
the Purusha. One foot of His is all beings His
(other) three feet aie what is immortal in heaven’’
{Chh. 3 12. 6). This text declares that the
Supreme Lord abides in two forms, the transcen-
dental and the relative Now he who worships the
Lord m His relative aspect does not attain the
transcendente]l aspect, for the Srut1 says, ‘‘As one
meditates upon That, so one becomes >’ Sumilarly,
since the worshipper is not able to comprehend the
relative aspect of the Lord mn full, as possessed of
infinite attributes and powers, but is able to com-
prehend Him only parhally, he attains only
limited poweis, and not unlimited powers like the
Lord Himself P

< TG & SARIGHT 1l Re
g&a: (The two) show o and THH thus SRI-SGHW

perception and inference

20. And thus perception and infer-
ence show.

This Sutra says Yhat the transcendental
aspect of the Lord is established by both the Sruta
and Smrti. That form which the previous Sutra
cited merely as an example, this Sutra establishes
on the authority of the Sruti and Smriti. ““There
the sun shines not, nor the moon, nor stars’’ ete.
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(Mu. 2. 2. 10), “That the sun i1llumines not, nor
the moon, nor the fire” ete. (Gita 15. 6).

AT eET 12 1l

WRHE-aRI-%19 Because of indications of equal-
ity with respect to enjoyment only 9 and.

21. And because of the indications
(in the scriptures) of equality (of the re-
leased soul with the Lord) only with respect
to enjoyment.

Thai the poweis of the released soul are not
unlimited 1s also known fiom the indications 1n
the Sruti that the equalily of these souls with the
Lord is only with 1espeet to enjoyment, and not
with respect to creation ele. *‘*As all beings take
care of this Deity. so do they 1ake care of him"
(Brih 1. 5 20); *“Through it he attains 1dentity
with this Deity, or lives n the same world with
1’ (Brih. 1. 3 23).  All these texts deseribe
equality only with 1espert to enjoyment, and
mention nothing as 1egards creation ete.

AT T, AR IS AR
Ry Non-return I=%149, on account of seriptural
declaration.

22, (There is) no return (for these
released souls). on account of scriptural
declaration (to that effect)

If the powers of the released souls are



524 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [4422

limited, then like all limited things they too will
come to an end, and conmsequently the released
souls will have to come back from Brahmaloka to
this mortal world—says the opponent. The Sutra
refutes such a contingency on scriptural authority
Those who go to Brahmaloka by the path of the
gods do mot return from there. ‘“Going up by
that way, one reaches immorlality’’ (Chh 8. 6.
6.); ““They no more return to this world” (Buh.
6. 2 1)

The repetition of the words ‘“No return’ etc.
is to show that the book is finished.
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GENERAL INDEX

Advaita Vedinta, does
uphold Pantheism, 99,

See also Vedanta.

Ad]gglsa (Supermmposttion),

not

abjections
ed, 6-11.

is duo to 1gnorance, 9

defined by Sankara, 11-14

according to others, 14-17

the basis of our experience,
17-18.

Adrishta (the Unseen Prmn-
ciple), of the Vaiseshikas,
217 f.

in what does 1t inhere, 210

cannot be the cause of the
first motion of the atoms,
210-211

yields fruit of actions at
some ftuture time, 456

Agnihotia, 364, 421

against,  answer-

Agmirahasya, the fies 1n,
constitute a separate
Vidya, 399-406

Air, spungs from ether, 244

the cause of fire, 245-246

Sen also Vava

Ajahat Lakshand, 305

Ajf, is not the Pradhéna but
causal matter, 142-145

Ajitasatru, 151

Akfisa (Ether), Brahman 13 to
be understood by ihe
word, 57-58, 105.

the small, in the heart, is
Brahman, 108-115,

external and 1nternal, 109,
112

Akésa, the small, the Jiva
retires  to, in deep sleep,
110.

which  reveals unames and
forms 15 Brahman, 131-132

cannot be a nonentity, 223

not eternal, 239-243

the cause of air, 244

Akshara  (Imperishable), 18

Brahman, %105-107
Alayaviynina, 228-229
Anandamaya, see “Self oon-

sisting of bhiss ’
Antahkaiana (the 1nternal

organ) the nogessity  of

accepting an, 264

Apurva, 302, 852-353, 462.
Asmarathva, his views, 94,
154-157

Asramas, all the four, emjoin~

ed by the scriptures, 428,
450-451
the autiec of, compulsory,
433441

persons not  belonging  to

any of the, are also
entitled  to  Knowledge,
410449, ,
Atharvamkas, their rite of
carrying fire on the head, °*
38350 ;
Ativadin, whe is an, 103-104, =
tman, as hmited by thd?
Upadhis 19 atomic ete.,
961, 9268-269.
is changeless, 264, .
knonledge of, gives TFreer

dom, 368
Sec also Self a/nd soul. 1y



540
Iurst  Cause,

the atomic
Vaiseshikas,

Atoms, as the
176, 232-233
relutation  of
theory of the
162, 177, 209-214.

Atreya, 44b.

Avidya (lgnorance), ihe
ol all duahwy, 34

defined, 17-18

the means of rght know-
ledge and the scuptural
texts belong to the sphere
of, 18

See z2lso Méayi, Nesclence

Avyakta  (the Tudeveloped),
m Katha ,1. 3 1011
means causal substance
and not the Pradhina,
135 f.. 142

18 _dependent on the Suprems
Lord, 139.

in Katha 1 3 15 means the
Supreme Self, 140-141.

cause

Audulom:,  his views m
Vediinta, 156-158, 447-448,
512-513.

Bidariyana, vi seq. A
and the Pénchardtras, xxxila

seq
Bader:, uis wviews, 94-95, 806,

499-500
Bauddha, Idealists, 215, their

views refuted, 295-229

Realists, 214, their views

1i]:lrefuted,’f 21‘114-216
e  twofo) aggregate of,
214-216 BEreR

Bauddhas, their doctrine of
universal momentariness
refuted, 215 ff

the twofold aggregate  of
the, 220-223

Bhigavata  school, the, its
doctrines refuteti. 235-238.

BRAHMA-SUTRAS

Bhaskara, 345.

Bhedabhedavida, 134155,
344-345.

Bhuman, 15 Brabman, 102-104

Birth, and death are spoken
of the soul metaphorically,
251-252

may tuke place without the
five oblations, 311-312

Body, Wirth and death are
prmaily spoken of,
251-252.

the sutble, 479481

Brahmacharya, efc, as g
means to Knowledge, 440

Brahmaloka,  attainment  of,
18 & step 1 gradual eman-
cipation, 108

‘small Akfsa'is called, 110

creatures daily go to, 110

attainment of, 13 not pos-
sible as long as there 1s
a bhody, 382
the knower of the Saguna
Brahman goes afier death
to, 488-491
only the worshippers of the
Saguna  Brahman  without
a symbol go to, 505-306
there 18 no return for such
knowers from, 519, 523-521

Brahman, causality of, ex-
pleined, xxm seq

the only Reality, 3, 180-181.
Jiva 15 dentical with, 3,
35 342.343, M5

and MAaya, 4.

15 not an object of the
senses, 6-7, 31, 87-89, 176,
180

knowledge of, results in
hberation and  immorta-

liy, 5. 26, 36, 154, 454
the substratum of Adhyésa,



GENERAL INDEX 41

scriptures bave no value o1
the knower of, 2I.

the inquuy 1nto, 22-24.

requsites  for the aspnant
to the kaowledge of, 2

15 the source of orgn ete
of the world, 26 f

definitions of, 26-27.

15 cogmzable thiough the
seriptures  alone and ot
through reasoming etc, 30,
31, 180, 1%

15 the Iirst Cause, 27 #,
44-46, 163

reveals Itsell on the destruc-
tion of ignorance, 29, 35.

described negatively, 29

1s ithe mam pwport of all
the Vedénta text,, 32-30,
102, 236

knower of, becomes lome with
It, 33, 510-511

knowledge of, does not
depend on human  endea-
vour, 36 ff

meditated upon as mind
and sun, 36

not the object of the act
of kmowmg or of devout
wor<hip, 36

15 our Imner Self, 37

mjunctlons have no place
with regard to, 37-38.
can be all-know ng and
creatne  through  Miyi,
R 2
Saguna and Nirguna, xix

seq, xlu seqg, Iv1 ‘eq, 456

the tml or suppot of
everything, 47-54
as the petson in the sun

and the cye, 51-56, 80-84.
linutations aie 1magined 1n,

tor Upd-ans, 36,
347-348
as Akfisa (ISther), 57-58
as Prana, 39, 6{-69
as light, 59-61
ag the metre Gayatr,
as the Bemng
mind, 70-76
smallness of, T4
as abhiding mn the heart, 75.
does not experience pleasure
o1 pam, 75-76, 272-275
and the individual soul,
7576, 186187, 235, 270-274.
as the Kater, 76-78
as83 distinguished by  Bhss,
84.87.

81.82,

61-63
consisting of

18 the Ruler w.thin,

1s Vawsvanaia, 89-96

as the resting
heaven, earth,

all 15, 95

1s not mamfold, 99

15 the Witness, 101

15 Bhuman, 102-104

15 Tiuth, 104

15 Ahshara  (Imperishable),
105-107

the 1llighest Person 1n Pr.
5 5 1s, 107-108

as  the  “small  Akdsa”,
108-110

body 1s the city of, 109

the light of all
115-116, 130

as the person of the
of the thumb, 116-117

the Prina mm Kath 2 6 2
18, 130

os the revealer of
and forms, 131-182.

the Nalure of the Supieme,
131-132, 829-350. -

as the 8elf consistifig -of
knowledge, 132-184.

place of
ete, 97-102.

hghts,

5178

names
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wished to be manv, 149.
the Self of all, 150

Kau. 4 10 relers to, 150-153

1w the Self to be seen
ihiough hoaring ete,
153-1a8

15 both the malerial and
efficient cause of the
world,  158-161, 188-190,
193-199, 232-235

15 the cause of the world

though of 2 different nature
from 1t, 167-176
is existence atself, 170-171, 245
objections  to, bemng  the
cause of the world 1efut-
ed, 167-176, 177-199, 209
has ‘only apparently ohang-
ed into the world, 173,
191, 198-199

the  individual
mage of, 1 the
179.

is realized m Saméidhi, 180,
1

soul an
mnd,

world 15 non.different  from,
180-181, 185

the world ‘exists m, poten-
tially, during pralaya,
184,

the Cause through Maiya,
192

the power of Miyd of,
cstablished, 193

creative  through  sportive

mpulse, 194-195,
partiality or cruelty cannot

be attrbuted to, 195-198.
19 endowed with all the
attributes  necessary  for

creation, 198-199.

everything  origipates from,
237.

15 not created, 244-245.
elements bedome  creative
through the agency of,
247-248.

at Pralaya elements are
absorbed 1n, 1 the reverse
order, 248-251

organs are produced from,
278-981.

the «<htef Préna
fiom, 283.

the soul 1n dreamless sleep
rests in, 325-326

nature of Supreme, 329-350.

15 created

takes form n  connection
with Upadins, 333-334,
836, 337

is Pure Intelligence, 335-330
the two forms of, are
denjed by ‘mot tlus, not

this’ and not the Brahman
Ttself, 338
is  not percoived due to

ignorance, 340
is without a second, 346-349

is called a bank etc meta-
phorically, 346-347
meditutions on, 365-371,

873-375, 877-378, 387 f
knowers  of the Saguna,
go bv “the path of the
gods’’, 882-385
the departure of the knower

of the Saguna, 478479,
485.487,
knowers of the Saguna. g0

to Brahmaloka, 488-491

attamnment  of, means des-
traction of 12n0Tance,
383-384, 503-505

Prinag of the knower of,

do not depart at death
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but get
481-485.

realization of, 15 the result
ot the Vidyds, 412

knowledge of, effects man’s

merged 1 It

higlest UL posg Puru-
shartha), 417-418. ¢
1s not a part of saciifical

acts, 417427

the meditator on, 13 to com-
prehend It as 1dentical
with himself, 457458; 15 not
to idenuity himself with the
symbol ol Brahman, 439-460

in  meditations symbols ale
to he viewed as, 460
knowledge of, destioys all

past and  future sms,
465.466.
Lnower of, 15 not affected

by good deeds, 467, attains
oneness with It on the ex-
haustion of Prérabdha Kar-
ma, 47)-472

15 attamed by souls who go
by the path of the gods
on the  dissolution ~ of
Brahmaloha, 501-502

Brahma-Sutias, vi.

author and date of the,
Vi1 seq.
commentators on, =xn seq

and Gitd, x-zu, Ixiv seq
the necessity for the study
of the, 5, 6

Buddh: (Intellect),
TUpidlu  (adjunct)
Self. 260-262, 266-269

Buddhism, the three principal
schools of, 214-215,

See also Bauddha ond the
Buddhists

Buddhists, the, say that there

the subtle
of the

543
1« no self apart from
Vinana, 15.

See also Bauddha,.

Cause, effect exists 1n, beforo
1ts ongmation as well as
after 1t, 171, 184

1z not pollute(i by the effect
when the latter gels dis-
solved in 1%, 173.

cftest 15 oi the nature of,
and not vie versa, 173

the, alone 1s real, 181.

evety, I1s not  necessarily
the effect of an anticedent
thing, 243

Cause and
lifferent,
242

are nol s<muiar 1n
respect, 170

rolation  of, according to
the Vaiceshikas, 208-209.

cffect,
167-168,

are non-
191, 184,

every

the Bauddha  chamn  of,
216-219

relation of, contradicts the
doctrine of momentari-

ness, 218-219

Celibacy, expiation for {rams-
giessing tho  vow  of,
443-116, such  transgressor
to be shunnmed, 446 -

See alco Sannyisa. ap

Ceremonies, purificabaty,
denied to Sudras, 128.

Chérvikas, 1, 406-447; fe

ed, 407-108.

Childhke state, 451-452.

Consciousness, a  qualiby
the Self, 408

Creation, seriptures
148-150h " begd

18 wrthon o €] -
106167 LR
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Dahara
411-412

Death, the mode of depaiture
of the soul at, 473-478

Deities, the presidmng, ot the
organs, 163-169, 238-200
which conduct the soul to
Brahmaloka, 497-199

See also gods

Devayana, see “the path of
gorls’”’ under God

Digits, see Kalds,

Dream, state, 1s unreal, 226-227,
320-321

the Jiva 1n, 265, 318-323

is  the intermediate place,
318-319

world 1x the creation of the
Jiva, 321

Vidy4, 356, 403,

Earth, 15 created from water,
246-247

is mea,n;; by Anna, 246-247

Effect, sce Cauge and Effect

Elemonts, atoms and therr
respective, 213

become causes through the
ageney of Brahman,
247248

reabsorption in  Brahman

at Pralava, 249-250

orcans are  the modifica-
tions of the. 250
a,rgq created by the TLord,

Fmancipation ses  Liaheration
Ether, see Akésa

Fire, Brahman
gastrie, 92-93

is created from air, 9245-246
water 15 cieated from, 246

worshippers of the five fires
go to Brahmaloka, 506

conoeived as

DRAHMA-SUTRAS

Food, prolibited, when
be taken, 438-138
Seo also Anna

Freedom, see Liberation

can

Gayati1, s everything what-
ever exists, 61-02

Brahman 15 denoted by
the metre, 63-64

God, see Lord

Gods, are entitled to the
study of the Vedas etc,
118, 124126
their  corporeality,  119-120
aro capable of assuming
several forms simultanc-
ously, 119

are quahfied for Vidyhs,
124-126
souls become the food of,
302-303

the path of ihe, who go bv
1t after death, 382-385

the path of the, the onmlv
way to Drahmaloka, 492-

493

stages 1n  the path of the,
bv  which the departing
soul goes, 492-497

the Saguna * Brahman 1
attained bv the soul wlo
goes by the path of the,
499-500

souls which go by the
path of the, attain Sn-
preme  Brahmsn on  the
dissolution of Brahma-
loka 500-505

See also Deities

Great, see Mahat

Gunas, the three, 40,205-208

Hoeaven, performers of sacri-

fices nlone go to, 301
Hell, 308-309
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Hiranyagarbha, 107, 279, 288,
368, 370.

Householder, the 1mportance
of his lhie, 449-430.

Immoitahty, 1s gamed only
by the knowledge of the
Bupreme Self, 151.

Iswarn, 15 recogmzed by the
Yoga svstem, 166-167
See also Lord

Jiabdla Satyakima, 128.

Jibilas, 95-96.

Jaimm, 93, 93, 387-388, 399,
400, 403-104

on the qualification of gods
for Upasani etc, 124, 125,
152

thinke that religious ment

brings about the fruits of
actions, 351

tne Vedas throughout pres-
crihe  acts  according  to,
418421, this view refut-
ed, 421-497

nn Sannylss, 427-42R

says that, the soul which
goes by the path of the

gods attains Brahman, 502

on the characteristies of
the liberated soul, 511-512,
516-516

Jamas, refuted, 229-232
Janaka, 419, 422423, 425
Janasruti, 126-127.
Jwa, see Soul
Jwanmukt:, 466

Kandda, 196.177

Kapila, 165, 175

Karma, the soul descends from
heaven with the residual,
303-307

545

and good condvet, 305-307.

the Lord 1s the giver of the
trurts of, 350-351

Jamuni's views on, 351

Badarfyana’s wview on
truition of, 352-353.

itself 15 incapable of pro-
ducing results, 352-353,

the good and ewil, of a
hnowe, of DBrahman go to
Ius friends and enemies res-
pectively, 378-380

he who has atiained Knowl-
edge gets rid ot hig good
and evil, at death, 380-382.

the

Sanchita and Agimi, alone
are destroyed through
380-381,  467-

Knowledge,
469

Prirabdha, 15
death, 380.381

law of, does not hold good
n the case ot a knower of
Brahman, 466

Karmukdnda, 20, 25, 34.

Kirshnijm, 305-306

Kasakiitsna, 157-158.

Knowledge, the means of
right, belong to the
sphere of Awidva, 18 ff

is nol an activity of the

destroyed at

mind, 37
de:1;7ends on the thing itself,
on the dawmng of, the
ndividual  soul realizes its
identitv ~ with  Brahman,
187, 343
perfect, attained in Samé-
dhi, 268.
1s  aftained  through the

grace of the Lord, 289
perfect, results from Nir-

guna Upfsand, 884, '
sacrifices  performed  with,
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397-
Laber-

ale powerful,
398,

of Biahman leads to
ation, 418,

no work for onme who
attained, 422423,

more

has

destroys all 1gmorance, 426
13 gamed m Sannyisa
Asrama, 426-427

works are an indirect means
1o, 434436

can be attamed by
works, 441

when may It comeP 4352-433

special

destioys all past and
futuie swmns, 465-166

cannot  desttoy  Prirabdha
works, 46%

Kumaénla, 345

Lnberation, 15 not attoined by
the knowledge of  the
empirical self, 23

tive knowledge of Self leads
to, 24, 868,

is_attamned by knowledge of
Brahman, 26, 42, 131, 418

comes from the comprehen-
gmn of the Vedanta texts,

4
knowledge of the Saguna
.Erahman leads to gradual,
]
according 1o the
Juer
is  attame vy worshippin
et Viasudeva, 235236 P
comes from Kuowledge
only, 434435
not  delaved
_ edge, 433-454
is 4‘}‘kmm'ledge of Brahman,

Sénkhyas,

after Xnowl-

is_ nothing newly acquired,
500, y q
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Laght, i Chh 3.413. 7 15 Brah-

man, 59-64.

Brahman 1s the, of lghts,
115-116

the  Highest, 3 DBrahman,

131.

the, attamed by Jiva 15 the
Supreme Self, 510.

Lord, the whole creation 1
reabsorbed 1 the Sup-
reme, 77.

cosmie  form of the, 91

18 to be meditaied upon 1n the
space between the head and
the chin, 95-96

the Supreme, 18 free from
the three stateg of wakwng,
dream, and deep eleep, 118.

is not affected by 1gnorance,
139

cispenses fruits of  actiom,
194, 282-233, 270, 350-333.

the Inner Ruler, 196

the Supreme, the soul 1s
dependent on, for its
agency, 269-270

Knowledge attained through
His grace, 269, 323.

the soul 1. a pprt of the,
270-272, 275

the  Supreme, docs  mot
cteate tho dream world,
319-321.

the Supreme, does not enjoy
the frmits of actions, 390.
meditation on  the cosmic
foim of the, 409-410.

the Supreme, abides in two
forms, 522-523

See also Brahman

Madha Vidya, 194 ff, 144.

Mahat (Great), in Katha

1 3. 11 does not refer to
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the  Sinkhyan  categoy,
185 £
means the cosmic 1htellect,
137, 141.

relers to Self in Vedic texts,
141-142

Maheswaras, their, philosophi-
cal doctrines, 232-235.

Maitrey:, 163-154

Manu, 121, 128, 165, 214

Mays, cxplamed, 8 it

1s nov teal, 4, 13, 14.

18 Anirvachamya, 4, 14, 139

19 the result of Awvidyd, 3,
1,

Biahman  hecomes  creative
thiough, 40, 139, 192, 205
15 a power ot Brahman, 166

the Tord 15 able to cicate
the world of diversty
ithrough s pover o,
190

Biahman’s  power of, cstab-
hished, 193.

Brahman 18 appaiently

modified through, 198-199

Mecditetion, m, on Brahman
all the qualities of DBrab-
man, negative and othei-
wise, are to be combined
mto one, 363-367, 387-388
reaiprocal, 15 enjommed in
At Ar 2 2 4 6
399-393

on Atman to be
till Knowledge
435-437

one has to practise,
462-163

Mcditations  connected  with
the members of sacrificial

. acts, 413-416, 446-448

in, on the members of sacri-
fial acts the 1dea of divi-

repeated
dawns,

sitting,

547

nty 15 to be superimposed
on them, 461462

are to be observed il
death, 461.465

Meditativeness, 1s epjommed 1n
Buh 3 5 1, 448-L49

Mimémsakas (Purva), object
to the definition of super-
wnposition, 12, 13

uphold the intrinsie vahdity
ol all knowledge, 12
Pribhikars  school of, and
superimposttion, 13.

purport  of the Vedas

aceording to, 32-33

say that the words of the
Vedas ate eternal, 120

sav that diflerence of terms
n]ullxcnte difference m  aets,

4

Mind, the I{unctions of the
organs are merged im, ab
death, 173475

18 not the material cause of
the organs, 474

the function of, gets merged
mn Prina at death, 475-476.

Momentaiiness, the Bauddha
doctiine of, 216, 217 #,
223-284

Moon, the world of, 301, 307-
308, 313-314

Nachiketa, Yama and, 141.

Narviyikas, and supermmposi-
tion, 15 ff

mention  atoms ag  Furst
Cause, 176

declare the Lord to be only
the effigent cause, 232

the Jna an agent accorthng
to the 268 ) !
their doctrine of many souls
refuted, 275-277
| Name and form, the wuniverse
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objects have, as
then

and 1its
the condition of
nmenifestation, 121

all mental states are condi-
tioned by, 121

evolved by Brahman, 131, 202-
203,

Narada, 102 £, 386.

Nescience, see Avidyd, Miya

Nihilism, illogical, 229

N1}12111hts (Bauddha), 162-163,
15

Nimbdrka, xm-xvi

causality of Brahman ac-
cording to, XXXI-XXX111

'Ishel Jiva  according  to,

x
Brabman's nature  accord-
wyg to, xliv seq, Ivi seq

Non-existence, 148149, 162,
183, 224-226,

Object, subject and, are
opposed and cannot be
1dentified, 6
subject and, are mixed up
due to ignorance, 7-8.

thelxs nature of, 1s twofold,

Oblations, the five, 297,
311312

Om, the symbol, 1 the

Tdeitha  Vidya, 362, 364,
415

Organs, are the effests of
elements, 250, 280

are produced from Brah-
man, 278-280

their number, 281-282,

are munute 1n size, 282-283

the presiding deities of the,
268-290

the vrelation between the
soul and the, 289, 2
are 1ndependent  principles

BRAHMA-SUTRAS

and not modes of the Chief
Prana, 290-291

follow the soul at dealh,
299,

the fumcuions of the, are
merged I the mund at

death, 473.475.
the, of the knower of the

Nurguna Brahman get
nerged m It at death,
483484
Panchidgn:  Vidya, those who
know the, go by ihe path
of the gods, 384.385
Pancharatia school, see

Bhagaiata sohool

Parinamavida, 6

Perception, direct, 15 the basic
of all the other means of
knowledge, 10-11

Peison (Purusha), the highest.
mm Pr 5. 5 1s Brahman,
107-108

of the size of the thumb 1s
Bruhnian, 116-117

Philosophy, the six
of, 1-1v,

Pitrivana, 310

Pribhékaras, on superimposi-
ton, 13, 14, 15.

Pradhina, 1s made up of the
thiee Gunas, 39, 203-206

the Sankhyan First Cause,
38-39

systems

refutation of the Sankhyan
doctrime  of, 39-16, 38,
200-207

is 1insentient and not based
on the scriptures, 39-40,
135 seq

1s not the ruler within, 86.

cannot be the resting place

of heaven, earth, etc,
98-100
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capnot be the Imperishable
(Akshara), 106

AldA  does not refer to,
142-145

15 an 1mdependent entity,
166

of the Yogins  refuted,
232-235

Pralava,  (Dissolution of the
world), 123

the world exists 1 a poten-

tial foum duning, 184, 249
Piina 1n Chh 1 11. 45, Kau
3. 18, and Katha 2 0 2
1s Brahman, 59, 6469,
130 respectitely
water as the dress of, 371
Prana, the chief, (vital force)
159created fiom  Biahman,

283
the chiei, (vital force) 13
different fiom air and
sense functions, 284-287
the chief, (vital foree)
acordmg to the San-
khyas, 234

the chief, (vital force) 1s

snbordinate to the soul,
285-286
the chief,, (vital force) 1ts

function, 286-287.
the chet, (vital foree) s not
an 1nstrument, 236

the chuef, (vital force) is
minute, 28%

the functions of the mind
get meiped 1n, at death,
475-476

the functions of, get merged
m  the Jiva at death,
476-478

Prandgnihotra, 295-396
Pranavidyd, 356, 364-365, 371
Purusha  (of the Sinkhyas),

43, 203, 205

549
Purushartha, the highest,
attained thiough Knowl-

edge, 417418, 434,
Purusha Vulsd, 370-377
Purva  Mimamej,

mimsakas '

seo ML

Ramakrishna, 811, 20

Riméunuya, xv-avn, xsxix, 6,
31

causality of Brahman
cording to, xxx

the soul according  to,
AXXVUI-XAXIX

Brakman’s nature according
to, xhn seq, Ivi seq

ac-

Reasoming, cannot arrive at
truth, 23

and the seriptures, 23, 34,
175, 176

has heen  employed by the

scriptures, 34
Ritvik (Priest), 447
Ruier within, 15

5487

Brahman,

Sacrifices, lead to heaven, 301
those who do not perform,
g(‘))S to the abode of Yama,

klling ammals 1n, does not
entail sin, 316

Sidhand,  (spintua]  practi-
ces), texts dealing with
creation 1n Vedinta refer
to, 33

15 possible only during one'’s
life time, 582 .

the destruction of good and
evil results from, 382,

Saméchéra, 359 o

Samédht, see Meditations,

Samavdya  (inseparabley in-
herence), 211 S

Sampat Upfisand 95, § 403.
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330
t; stence), | Scuptuies, the., are mper-
Salgl‘;:mc"aus\eleﬁ,l?. o ) } soual and 1infallible, 10,
18 got md ot through the
knowledge of  Brahman, deny only  the  absolute
5, 2324 vahdlty of perception, 11,
15 without a begmmmg, 270
Samsharag (1mp1essmns),, are beloig to the sphere of
mpossible  without 1he dyé, 18-19
pel ception of esternal | aro the on]y proof about Brah-
objects, 228 man, 28, 30, 46
requue g permanent abode, declare  that one 1ignorant
228, ot them cannot know DBrah-

Sawvarga Vidyé, 399,

Sanatkumada, 102 it , 386.

Sandilya  Vidvé, 336,
373, 403, 411-412.

Sénkhyas, §then Fust Cause,
38-39

relutation of therr doctrine
of the Pradhina, 39-16,
135-186  200-207, 275-277.
the categories of the, not
mentioned 1 the Vedas,
166

Sankhva Smntr,
refuted, 161-165.

Bannyfisa, Knowledge

. Sannyésa

126427

is prescribed by the scrip-
twes, 427330, 450

there 15 no

372,

its authortv

15 gaim-
dg1ama,

reverting back

to former hfe from, 442-
43

explatory ceremony for
breaking  the vow  of,
445148

Sanuvasing, need net perform
tites ete, 433-134

%at, 13 Biahman, 40

refers to an  telligent
prineiple, 41-4

3atvabhedav rida, see  Aundu-
lom1

man, 31

employ reasoning, 34

their amn 1s to deseribe Biah-
man and mnot the Jna,
161-102 339

Self, as sub;}?c.t and object, 89

i ])IOV"d mtuibive know-
ledge, 9.

1 1eahzed thiough Sadhand,
17-18.

is Biahman, 23,

the empirical, and the real
Selt, 24, 153, 156-157
kno“]edge of 'the, hiberates,
24, 104, 154

consisting of bliss, 47-51, 53

consishing  of knowledge 1o
Brohman, 132-134

to be seen through hearing
etc 18 Brabman, 153-158
munctions et when possible
with reference to, 274

there 15 no confusion of the
fruit of actions due to unity
of the, 274-275

is separate from the hody,
406-408

15 ot an agent, 421-4292

no work 1s prescribed for a
knower of the, 424-425

knowledge of the, 13 antago-
mstic to work, 426
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Sec alsc Brahman

Sense_organs, aie created, 279

are directed by the soul, 284

Skandhas, the five, of the
Bauddhas, 215-216

the five and atoms cannot
aggregate by  themselves,
21,-216

Sleep, deep or
(Sushupt), the
263, 321-328

the seat of, 321-326

wmiity and Sruti, 91, 164166

prolibit the studving of the
Vedas etc by Sudras, 129

Soul (the individual), 15
reality 1dentical wth
Braliman, xxaw-xxxvin, xh,
3, 54, 261, 510.511

1dint1ﬁes itself with Dbody,

is an agent, 76, 88-80 102, 154,
253-261, 283-269

dreamless
Jiva 1,

experiences pleasure and
pain 76, 102, 289-200
differanee hotween, and
Brahman, 75-76

difference between, and 1ihe
Supreme Lord 1s due to

Nescience, 87, 152, 187, 24,
272-273, 323

experiences the fruits of good
and evil actions, 101.

daily goes 1nto the small
Akisa 1 deep sleep, 110

is free from evil etc only as
ili)n-dlﬂerent from Brahman,

4

and Brahman ace. to vari-
ous schools of Vedinta,
154-158.

had always -had a previous ex-
1stence, 107
Jaunas on, 230-231

551

directs _the
234, 289.

the, 1s not created but eternal,
22>-236, 252-253

birth and death are meta-
phorically spoken of  the,
251-252

acc to Vaseshikas, 254

1s not the subjecl.matter of
the seriptuies, 25b

conjunction of the, and the
mtellcet exists m its relative
state 261263

m deop sleep, 263, 325-328.

in dream state, 265, 313-323

a part or reflection of the
Lord, 271-273, 273

sense  Organs,

connection between the, and
the organs 1s permanent,
290

cannot create, 293.

ifs departure at death, 296-
303, 478, 4894191, 494-495
its doscent from  heaven,
303-317

m @ swoon, 328-329

the 1eleased, only mamfests

its real nature, 508-510
its characteristics, 511.514
it Brahmaloka, 514-524.
Souls, are different from one
another, 274-275
refutation of the doctrine of
mamy all-pervading, 275-277
perfected, are reborm for
some Divine Mission, 386,
which have attained Brahma-
Inka, on 1ts dissolution @ttain
Biahman, 501-506, -+l
there 15 no return for eleased,
from Brahmaloks, 523

Sraddhd  water is 'gﬂled,
207, 300-301. K
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Siulis, see Sg;ptl}ores
ubject, see ect.
\Sud]ms.’ not ex]1t1tled to the
study ot the Vedas, 126-129.
Superimposition, see Adhyasa,
Sushumna (nerve), 479
the knower of the
Brahman goes
thiough the, 485-457
Sushupt:, see sleep, deep.
Sutras, 1v-vi.

Saguna
out

Udgitha, meditations om, 431,
4132

to be viewed as the sun,
461-462

Vdgitha Yadya, 361.363, 403-409
and the symbol Om, 362, 364,
415

TUpanishads, and Maiyivada,
In seq
speak  of two types of

Brahman, 45-16

the subject-matter of the,
1s Brahman, 101

Upésanés, are not parts of
sacrafices, 397-308

connected with sacrificial
acts are vahid for all
Sikhds, 408-409.

enhance the result of sacri-
fices, 418

Vaiseshikas, thewr philosophi-

cal views and their refuta-
;170611. 207-214, 232, 254, 275-

Valsydnare, is Brahman, £9-96.
Upésand, 356, 409-410.
Vidyds, 359-360, 385.
VﬁJilos(:)meyms, 9203, 152, 372,
YVimadeva, 66-87, 458.

Visudeva, 235-236

Véyu, see Au,

Vedas, have no valug for
knower of Brahman. 21

the study of, v a pie
requisite  for Vedinta anda
Purve Mimimsd, 25.

ptesciibe acw~, 32-33

who are enlitled to the study
of the, 117-118, 126-129.

the world created from the,
are elernat, 120-122

Vedénta, holds the identity
ol the soul and Brahman,
23

room for reasoming 1n, 30

being based on the Brutis 1s
more  authorrative  than
the Sankhya Smriti, 174-175

Veddnta texts, give the know-
ledge ot the 1eal nature of
the Self, 19, 24, 28

the maimn purport ot the, iv
Brahman, 32, 33, 34, 33, 359.

are the only proof of Brah-
man, 38

refer to an ntelhgeni prin-
eiple as the First Cause,
445

the

thete 18 no conflict 1n the,
with 1espect to Birahman
as the First Cause, 147-150.

teach the Supreme Self,
421-422

Videhamukts, knower of
Brahman attans, 467,

Vidvd, Mu 8 1 1 and Kath.
1 8 1 form onme, 389-390

Bnh 3 4 1and 8 5 1 form
one, 390-392,

Brih 5 4. 1and § 5 2 form
one, 393-394.

Vidyds (Upasands), what are
the? 854
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with 1dentical ;1 similar forms
are oune Vidy&, 333-360

particulars of 1dentical,
mentioned m  difherent
places are to be combined

mto one meditation, 360-
361

having  different subject-
énsz‘l;tier are diufferent, 36i-

wentical, m the same Sikha
have to be combined, 372

various, like the Sindilya ete
ate to be kept separate,
411412

one 18 to be selected from

among; the, relating fo
Brahman, 412
yielding  particular  destres
mav or may not be com-
bed, 412-118.
scriptural  statements refer-
Ting to, emjoin inecitation,
430-432

Virajd, 381,
Visishtddvaitavida, 6.

Vital force, see Prina.
Vidsa, 386,

Waling state, {s real 1n com-
pamson with dreams, 226-
o

Water, created from fire, 246
earth created from, 246-247

called Sraddha, 287, 300-301
as the dress of Préna, 871

Word, the relation betneen,
and 1ts objects 1s elernal,
120

the world
120-121.

Work, en whom the scriptures
enjoin, 424-426

the knower of the Self s pot

ougitates from,

bound by the effects of,
425
an mdirect means to

Knowledge, 434-436

has no part i
Laberation, 435

the 1esults ol obhigatory, 15
not destroyed by Knowledge,
469-470

1egular, gontributes to
lnowledge mndirectly, 470.

done with a desue docs not
help  the ougmation ot
Enowledge, 470

producing

sacrificial, not combined

w.th meditations also helps
m  the omgmation  of
Knownledge 471

all, 1ncluding Préarabdha of

the Rnower of Brahman
ale destroyed at death,
472

Ses nlso Karma.

World, the, originates from
the woids of the Vedas,
120-121.
does not become absolutely
non-existent  at  Pralaya,
128, 178174, 184
Brabman 15 the matenal

and efficient cause of the,
158-161, 293

and Brahman, 167.171, 180-181,
185
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exists 1n Brahman  even
before creation, 171

is an 1illusion, 173

15 without =2  beginning,
106-197

existed 1n former  cycles,
198

the external, 18 not al-
together non-existent, 223-

226,

BRAHMA-SUTRAS

Yama, 308-309.

Yoga Smriti,
166-167

Yoga-Sutras, 25

Yogins, 232

the hmitations as to time for

the mode of departure at
igfth apply to the, 490-

refutation of,






