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Preface

We have great pleasure in bringing out at long last English
‘I'ranslation of the famous Commentary on the Brahma-Siitras by Srikantha
Saivacarya. The work was finished as early as 1946, but due to unavoid-
able circumstauces, it could not be published before.

Srikantha’s Commentary on the Brahma Sttras is a very important
work of the Saiva Vedanta School, being the only known Saiva Commen-
tary on the Bralima Siitras of Badarayana. But unfortunately, no translation
of this very important commentary exists till to-day.

The present English Translation has been made as literal as
possible, without sacrificing its simplicity and lucidity. Copious notes
and anunotations have been given whenever nccessary. Subtitles have
been inserted throughout for making complicated matters easily
intelligible.

The first volumne of this work contains a detailed exposition of the
Vedanta doctrine of Srikautha, viz. Viéista—Sivadvaitavada. It is in the
Press ; and we hope t5 bring it out within a couple of months.

We are very grateful to the Government of India for contributing
half the cost of publication of this work,

PRACYAVANI

3, Federation Street. JATINDRA BIMAL CHAUDHURI
Calcutta-9.
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Vice-President
INDIA
NEW DELHI
25th February, 1960.

Dr. (Mrs.! Roma Chaudhuri is well-known to scholars of Indian
philosophy and religion as the authoress of “The Doctrines of Nimbarka
and his School”. It was submitted as a part of her thesis for her
D. Phil degree at the Oxford University. I happened to be one of her
examiners and though she was modest and unassuming, her work showed
scholarship and insight and the Unive1sity awarded the D. Phil degree to
her. Now she has brought out an English translation with elaborate
notes of Srikantha-Bhasya.

While the systems of Sankara. Ramanuja and Madhva are fairly well
known to students of Indian thought, Nimbarka and Srikantha, are less
well-known., The authoress has, therefore, done a notable service by her
work. She is a scholar of wide learning at once careful and discriminating
in judgment. I have no doutt the book will be read widely.

Sd/—S. Radhakrishnan.






Srikantha-Bhasya

Introduction
PANEGYRIC

1. Om. Obeisance to the ‘Aham-Padartha’, (!), Siva, the Highest
Soul, who is the cause of the well-being of the worlds, (*), whose form is
Existence, Consciousness and Bliss.

2. Triumphant is Siva, the Highest Soul, who by His own powers
. creates the multitude of patterns constituting the whole world-illusion, (%),
who is the sole topic of the cream of all Scriptures. (4)

3. For your well-being, let Him, the Supreme Soul, (?), be endowed
with all-auspicousness,—He, of whom even the entire universe, consisting
of souls and matter, is only a sub-ordinate or secondary part. (%)

4. Obeisance to the Spiritual Precepter, called S’veta, who has
propounded many Scriptures, (*) —he who leads (men)to salvation like
the wish-fulfilling T'ree—obeisance to (such) an (all-) auspicious Teacher.

(1) i.e. Brahman. According to SMD. (P. 3.), this means Siva
whose form is the whole universe of mind and matter.

(2) According to SMD. (P 3.), this means that Siva is the cause
of the attainment of the desired respective worlds by the Dahara-
Worshippers and others.

(3) The world is not really false, according to this School ; but it
is an illusion only when we, in our ignorance, take it to be entirely
different from and independent of Siva. SMD. (P. 5.)

(4) i.e. the Upanigads. SMD.

(5) “Paramatma” Para+Ma+Atma. That is, the Soul (Atma) is
endowed with Supreme (Para) auspiciousness (Ma), SMD. (P. 5.)

(6) 'The universe is sub-ordinate to Siva because it does not exist
for its own sake, but for the sake of the worship of Siva. The only aim
of the souls is to know and worship Him, while the material world affords
the place and ingredients of such a worship. Thus, both souls and matter
exist for Siva’s sake.

(7) i.e. different Scriptures or Vedantas appear to be self-contradic-
tory. But Svetdcarya has removed or explained away all these apparent
self-contradictions and thereby made their real meanings clear.
SMD. (P. 5.)



2 Srikagtha-Bhagsya

5. These Aphorisms of Vyasa are the eyes (so to speak) through
which the wise see Brahman. (But) these were vitiated (or misinterpreted)
by former teachers ; (so they are now) being purified (or rightly interpre-
ted) by Srikantha.

6. Srikaptha's commentary cn the auspicious Aphorisms of Vyasa
do shin forth brilliantly—a commentary that is sweet, sublime in meaning,
(and) not very lengthy.

7. This Commentary is a great treasure to those revered men who
are devoted to Siva, (and) who rejoice in inhaling the perfume of the essence
of all Vedantas.



FIRST CHAPTER (Adhyaya)
First Quarter (Pida)

Adhikarana 1: The Section entitled ‘Desire to Know' (Sutra 1).

Here the treatise dealing with the Upanisads is begun.

But what end will a man_attain through this? The end is the
attainment of pleasure, the object of limitless love; and, the absolute
cessation of pain, the object of limitless hatred.

Who is entitled to this (treatise) ? He who possesses the attributes
of being a suppliant and the rest. (*)

What is its subject-matter ? That which is well-known (in a general
manner), but not very well-known (in a particular manner, and is), as such,
a matter of doubt.

After what should it begin ? After that which being its essential
condition, is known to be somethiug preceeding. Thus, for uprooting the
spike of doubt from the minds of the readers, the following Aphorism has
been set forth by the reverend Vyisa, the crest-jewel of the omniscient :—

SUTRA 1. 1. 1.
“Then, therefore, a desirs to know Brahman’’,

This constitutes an Adhikarana or a Section by itself. A Section
consits of (the following five parts) viz. topic to be treated, doubt, prima
facie or the opponent’s view, determination of the correct conclusion and
removal of inconsistencies. (*)

Meaning of the word “Atha”

Here the word “Then” (“Atha” in the Siitra) implies ‘immediate
succession’,

It does not mean ‘what is begun’, as in the text : “Then (i.e. there is
begun) the treatise on Yoga.” But the desire to know Brahman is not

(1) An Arthin, i.e. a seeker or suppliant is one whois well-versed in
the Scriptures and entitled to the Vedic rites and rituals. SMD. (P. 19)

(2) Visaya, Samsaya, Piirva-paksa, Sidhdnta-nirpaya and Samgati.
Some here include Prayojana in place of Samgati, or in addition to it. So
if we want to accept this view, we may here, take “Siddhanta” and
“Nirpaya” separately, the first meaning correct conclusion or the author’s
own view, the second Prayojana or the end that one gets (nirpiyate nitaram
prapyata). Cf. SMD. (Pp. 21-22)
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something that can be begun as a duty. It arises only when the
object is something attractive. (!)

Nor can it be said that in conformity with the statement, viz. “The
word ‘Om’ and the word ‘Atha’ these two formerly issued forth from the
throat of Brahman ; hence both are auspicious”, this word ‘“Atha” here
indicates auspiciousness,—for it is impossible that the above desire (to know
Brahman) can have any connection with auspiciousness here. . In fact, the
utterance of auspicious formulee at the beginnlug of a4 treatise, as
required by ordinary good custom, has been secured here adequetely
through the mere sound of the word (Atha). (*)

This (word “Atha”) also does not refer to another view (stated
by the author himself previously). As no such view has been stated
before, it is impoesible that this should be referred to here (*). Further,
the word ‘Atha’ has not been used here in the sense of a variable antece-
dent, as in the case of eating and going (*), and the like. For, it
is intended to refer to something that is an essential and invari-

(1) That is, a desire cannot be begun or produced at wlll, like an
act done at will. A desire, being a mental state, cannot be forced—it
arises spontaneously only when its proper cause, viz. a pleasant object, is
present. Hence, it is meaningless to say that this ‘Desire’ is the special
topic of the Brahma-siitras. The fact is that the Brahma-Satras have
nothing to do with Jijtiasa or desire to know, but only with Brahman.
The Vedanta is not a psychological treatise concerned with desire, but
a metaphysical one concerned with Brahman. See Bhamati on Samkara-
Bhagya, 1.1. 1.

(2) The real meaning, expressed or implied, of the term ‘Atha’
is not auspiciousness. But the sound of the word ‘Atha’ produces auspi-
ciousness. An eflect produced by the sound of a word is quite distinct
from the real meaning of the word. e. g. the sound of a conch-shell
produces auspiciousness, but auspiciousness is not the meaning of the
word ‘Conch-shell’. Thus, a word involves two things—sound ($ravaua—
matra) and meaning (Artha). In the case of the word ‘Atha’, the sound
brings auspiciousness, while the meaning is ‘immediate succession’. The
meaning is the main thing here, but at the same time, the sound
due to the utterance of the word produces auspiciousness incidentally cf.
Bhamati on Samkara-Bhasya. 1. 1. 1.

(8)" The word ‘Atha’ may also refer to another view stated
before, as in the statement. “Then 1 think so.” Here the thinking
.is about- the previously stated view. But here mno such view has been
stated before which can be referred to now.

(4) Eating and going are not imwariably and necessarily related,
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able antecedent. It indicates something previous the attainment of
which entitles one to this investigation into Brahman and which, as such,
is a means to it. Hence, it is proper that study of the Veda,~which
is preceded by a proper intiation at the age of eight and soon in the
case of a Brahmin and the rest respectively, which is eternally under-
taken in accordance with the injunction: ‘One’s own Scripture should
be studied’, which consists in a knowledge of words attained from the
spiritual preceptor worshipped according to rules, and which results in a
knowledge of meaning—is that which precedes the investigation into
Brahman. For, as, like religious duties, Brahman also is established only
by the Vedas, so one who has not studied the Vedas is not fit for under-
taking a (detailed) investigation into Brahman.

Objection
If it be said :—In that case, an investigation into Brahman
may very well be undertaken after a mere study (of the Vedas).

Reply

We reply :—

Let there, (first), be such a study (of the Vedas). After that alone
can an enquiry into the religious duties (Dharma) be undertaken, as the
latter is impossible without the former. This has been demonstrated
by the Holy Teacher thus: ‘Then, therefore, a desire to know religious
duties”. (Pd. Mi. Si. 1.1.1)) Thus, first, one has to study (the Vedas)
from a spiritual preceptor ; after that this enquiry into religious duties
can be undertaken. But, then, after what should this (enquiry into
Brahman) be undertaken ? After the enquiry into the religious duties.
Why ? Because We do not hold that there is an absolute difference
between the treatises concerned with investigating into religious duties
and Brahman respectively. On the contrary, our view is that these two
form parts of the very same treatise. The treatises concerned with religious
duties and Brabman establish, respectively, the means, viz. worshipping,
and the end, viz. the object to be worshipped. Hence, beginning with
the Aphorism: ‘“Then, therefore, a desire to know religious duties” (})
and ending with the Aphorism : ‘‘Non-return, on account of the absence
of texts”, (%), they both constitute the very same treatise. Asin the case
of the Aphorism. “Then, therefore, the definition of the Subsidiaries” (Pd.
Mi. Sa. 3.1. 1) so here, too, this Aphonsm “Theu therefore, a desire to

for eating sometimes precedes going, sometimes not. But that whlch
Precedes this enquiry inte Brahinan does so always.

(1) First Aphorism in Pfirva-Mimamsa (2) Last Aphorism in
Brahma-Mimamsa.
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know Brahman” (Br. St. 1.1.1.) refers to the remaining chapters.(!) Or, as
(the knowledge of) religious duties causes the knowledge of Brahman ;
and also as the Scriptural texts, indicatory marks (*) and the rest that are
appropriate in an investigation into the former, as well as the (modes of)
determining and the like of the authoritativeness of Vedic injunctions,
eulogistic texts, Smrti-texts and so on, are also equally appropriate in the
enquiry concerning Brahman,—so (because of these reasonus)the enquiry
into Brahman has to be undertaken after that into the religious duties.
The end can never be attained without the means. The proof that (the
knowledge of duties) is the means to the knowledge of Brahman, is
supplied by the following holy Scriptural text: “Him the Brahmins
desire to know through Vedic texts, sacrifice, charity, austerity, fasting”
(Brh. 4.4.22.). It is not to be objected that if actions be the means to the
knowledge of Brahman, then an enquiry into those (actions) only is to be
undertaken, and these alone are to be performed—why should there be
such an attempt to undertake an enquiry into the Vedanta-texts? For,
the Karmas, when undertaken with no selfish desire for results, purify the
mind through removing sins; and (in this sense aloue) are these the
causes of the rise of knowledge. (}) The Smrti-text of the learned
beginning, “He who has undergone the forty purificatory ceremonies”

(1) It may be Ob_]ected that if the tWelve chapters of the Piirva-
Mimamsa-Sitras and the four chapters of the Brahma-Sitras form the
very same treatise of sixteen chapters, then, why all on a sudden in the
middle of the work, after twelve chapters, should there be an aphorism :
“Then, therefore, an enquiry into Brahman”, indicating by the word
“then” the beginning of a new treatise ? This shows that the Brahma-
Siitras form a separate treatise, and are not continuous with the Pfirva-
Mimamsa-Siitras.

The reply is that the mere use of the word “Atha” or “then” does not
indicate the beginning of a new and separate treatise. In the Pirva-Mimamsa
itself, which undoubtedly is the same treatise, the third chapter begins
with an aphorism with the word “Atha”. This “Atha” can never indicate
the beginning of a new treatise which is absurd. It only serves as an
introduction to the remaining ten chapters, In the same manner, the
“Atha” in the present Sitra introduces the remaining four chapters of
the entire work consisting of sixteen chapters. SMD.,

(2) Pd. Mi. Sti. 3.3.14.  See under Br. Sii. 3.3.25. SK.B.

(8) That is, mere Karmas cannot bring about salvation,—for that
knowledge and meditation, too, are mecessary. The Nigkama-Karmas
purify the mind and thereby help the rise of knowledge. Thus these are
but indirect means to salvation, (See below). )
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and ending : “He attains similarity with Brahman, as well as the same
region with Him"” (Gautama-Dharma Smrti), shows that through removing
the filth of sin, all actions, like impregnation-rites and the rest, bring
about Samskara in the form of the purification (of the mind).

Objection

If it be said :—

Then, as all actions are meant for Samskara or purification, just like
the action of sprinkling the rice-grains, so no separate special results,—
mentioned in the passage : ““All these become possessors of meritorious
worlds” (Chand. 2.23.1.),—can follow from the actions incumbent on one’s
own stage of life. (')

Reply

We reply :—

Although actions done with a definite desire for meritorious worlds
are of a separate special kind, yet there is nothing wrong in holding
that when actions are done by a man without any such desire, they lead
toa Samskara in the form of the purification of the mind and the rest.

(1) There are two kinds of action, secondary and primary. The
secondary ones (Gupa-Karmas) make ome fit for the primary ones
(Pradhana-Karmas). As the former make one fit for the latter, they are
called Samskara-karmas ; and as the latter directly lead to the desired
for result (Heaven etc. ), they are called Artha-Karmas. Now, it has been
said above by the author that all Karmas, when properly performed in
an unselfish spirit, purify the mind of the agent, and thereby make it
fit for the knowledge of Brahman. In other words, all actions are merely
Guga-Karmas and Samskara-Karmas, helping the acts of knowing and
meditating that are Pradhana-Karmas and Artha-Karmas, directly leading
to the result, viz. salvation.

Now, here the Piirva-paksa objection is that all Karmas cannot,
thus, be regarded as mere secondary Samskara ones. Some of these, viz.
sprinkling of rice-grains etc., are, of course, mere Samskara-Karmas, as
these themselves do not directly lead to the results in question, but only
help the main Karmas to produce their respective results. E. G. when
the rice-grains are sprinkled with water, this action makes these fit to be
used in a sacrifice ; but this act of sprinkling cannot by itself lead to the
final result, viz. Heaven etc. But there are many other Karmas, like the
Asrama-Karmas (sacrifices etc.) which are not mere Samskara-Karmas, but
Artha-Karmas, directly leading to their special results, viz. meritorious
worlds etc. So, how can even these primary Karmas be taken to be mere
Samskara-Karmas ? This is the Prima Facie view.
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In that case, whata man gets through knowledge, that very thing (viz,
salvation) he gets through action (*). Just as the sprinkling of rice-grains
being an otherwise unknown cause of (*) the origin of Dasa-piirga-masa
sacrifice, ultimately culminates in Heaven, so (other) actions leading to
knowledge, thereby ultimately culminate in salvation. So, being secon-
dary actions, these are subsidiary parts ( of knowledge and mediation
directly leading to salvation. (®).

(1) The author replies that it is not his view that even the Sakama
Agdrama-Karmas ( sacrifices etc. ) are Samskara-Karmas in relation to the
main acts of knowing aund meditating leading to salvation. These selfish
actione ( sacrifices etc. ), done with a definite desire for results ( viz. sous,
wealth, Heaven etc. ), of course, cannot purify the mind and thereby help
the rise of knowledge. It is only the Niskama-Asrama-Karmas ( sacrifices
etc. ), done with no selfish desires for results, that really purify the mind
and thereby make it fit for knowledge. Hence, these Niskama-Karmas
alone are Sampskara-Karmas in relation to the main acts of knowing and
meditating. ‘Thus, the Sakama sacrifices etc. are Pradhana-Artha-Karmas,
as direct[y leading to son, wealth, Heaven etc. But the Niskama sacri-
fices ete. (even the same sacrifices performed ina different spirit) are
Guna-Samskara-Karmas, as leading only to the purification of the miud,
and uot to salvation directly. In the case of these Nigkama-Karmas, these,
too, finally, lead to the same result as knowledge, viz. salvation. But in
the case of the Sakama-karmas, the results of Karmas ( viz. Heaven etc. )
are entirely different from those of knowledge ( viz. Salvation )

(2) ‘Apiirva-Hetu’ means a condition that is known only through a
particular, injunction, and mot through anything else. cf. an ‘Apfirva-
Vidhi. It is a Vidhi or an injunction regarding an act that can be
known only through that injunction, and not through anything else.
of. the injunction: ‘One should sprinkle the rice-grains.’ Here, this
act of sprinkling is kuown only through the above injunction, and not
through anything else. Or, ‘Apfirva-Hetu' means the cause of the
generation of a secondary kind of unseen potency in the mind. The
sprinkling of rice-grains makes those grains fit for being used in that
Dasapurna-masa sacrifice, and generates a secondary potency (Avantara-
Apiirva) which helps the rise of the real potency ( Pramapiurva ) due to
the performance of the sacrifice itself. Due to this real potency, gene-
rated in the soul, the soul can enjoy the fruit of that action, viz. the
sacrifice, even long time afterwards, e. g. in Heaven.

(3) 1i.e. these actions do not directly lead to knowledge or salvation,
but only purify the mind which helps the rise of knowledge, and know-
ledge ending in meditation can alone.finally bring about salvation. This
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Objection
If it be said :— .
Jyotistoma sacrifices and the rest, enjoined as eternal duties, are
obligatory (om us). So for avoiding contradiction, these must not be
taken as Samskaras. (1)

Reply

We reply :—

Not so. Just as Sautramani, Brhaspati and the like, though
enjoined by separate texts asleading to separate results, are yet (enjoined
as) subsidiary parts of Agni-cayana, Viajapeya and the like, so (the
above actions) are both (principal and subsidiary) on account of
both kinds of injunction. (¥) Hence, actionsare to be performed till
konwledge arises.

is against the doctrine of Jtiana-Karma-Samuccaya, according to which
actions, too, directly lead to salvation, together with knowledge.

(1) It was said above that Nigkama sacrifices etc. do not directly
bring about particular results like son, wealth, Heaven etc., but
only produce a Samskara or purification of the mind. So, these are but
Samskara-karmas. But now the Piirva-paksin objector says: How can
the same Karmas ( sacrifices ) etc. be both Pradhana-Artha-Karmas, as
well as Guna-Samskara ones ? There are definite texts which prove these
Karmas to be primary actions, directly bringing about particular results
like sons etc. So, these cannot be, again, taken to be mere subsidiary,
secondary ones, leading to no particular results,—for that would give
rise to a contradiction. This is the Prima Facie view. (Cf. SMD P 40.)

(2) The same actions may be enjoined by different text: as both
primary ones leading to special results, as well as mere secondary ones,
producing Samskaras only and not to special results. E.g. Sautramani
and Brhaspati sacrifices are first enjoined by separate texts as directly
leading to some special results. H. g. itis enjoined thus: ‘One who
has no wife should perform the Sautramani sacrifice’. ‘One who
desires the power of Brahman should perform the Brhagpati sacrifice’.
So, here these two sacrifices are enjoined as Pradhana-Artha-Karmas, or
primary actions directly leading to special results like getting a wife,
power etc. But the same Sautramani and Brhagpati sacrifices have also
been enjoined by other texts as subsidiary parts of some other sacri-
fices. Cf. the injunctions: ‘Having performed the Agni-Cayana, one
should perform the Sautramani’. ‘Having performed the Vajapeya, one
should perform the Brhagpati’'. Here, these two sacrifices are enjoined
as subsidiary parts of Agni-cayana and Vajapeya.

2
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Objection
If it be said :—
According to the Scriptural text: “T'hey desire to know” (Brh. 4.
4. 32.) (*), actions are to be performed only till the desire for knowledge
arises—

Reply

We reply :—

This is not a proper view, for a (mere) desire serves no 'purpose
of man. (*) Hence, (first) there should be an enquiry into the Karmas that
bring about a kuowledge regarding Brahman ; after that, the treatise
that brings about a knowledge of Brahman should be begun—this is the
proper view.

Objection

If it be said :—

How can this order of succession hetween (the enquiries into) Karma
and Brahman (viz. first an enquiry into Karmas, then an enquiry into
Brahman) be justified ? If it be said that (this can be justified) on account
of the sameness of the agent (*)—we reply: There is no sameness of the
agent here, like that in the case of the relation between the subsidiary and

(1) The whole text is: “Such a one the Brahmanas desire to know
by repetition of the Vedas, by sacrifices, by offerings, by penance, by
fasting” (Brh. 4. 22.).

(2) The question hereis: Whether Karmas lead only to a desire
for knowledge, or to knowledge itself. The former is the view of
Samkara, the latter of Ramanuja and Nimbarka, accepted also by
Srikaptha, These latter philosophers reject the following two extreme
views :—(i) Karmas directly produce salvation, as held by Bhaskara,
(ii) Karmas produce a mere desire for knowledge, so its contribution
to salvation is very small, as held by Samkara. But they accept the inter-
mediate view that Karmas, though not directly leading to salvation, do
directly lead to knowledge, and do not stop by producing merely a
desire for it.

(8) If may be urged that when the agent is the same and he has to
perform many acts, then as all of these acts cannot be performed simultane-
ously, these are to be performed successively. Hence, in that case, there
must be a definite order of succession in which those acts are to be
performed. Now, in the case of the enquiries into Dharma and Brahman,
the agent is the same. Hence, here, too, there must be a definite order
succession viz. first enquiry into Dharma, then that into Brahman
SMD. P, 43 ‘
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the principal, e. g. as in the case of (the subsidiary act of) sprinkling
clarified butter upon the fire and the main Dasapurnamasa sacrifice(?) ; or
like that in the case of the relation between the many subsideary parts of
the same principal sacrifice(?) e. g. as in the case of the five sacrificial rites ;
or like that due to eligibility e. g. as in the case of Go-dohana(?®); or like
that due to sameness of the fruit, as in the case of Pasu-yaga(*). If (the

(1) Cf. Bhamati 1. 1. 1. There is a relation of immediate sequence
between the principal sacrifice and the subsidiary rites, as these cannot be
performed simultaneously, the agent being the same. So these are to be
performed one after another. e. g. the principal rite like Agneya and
subsidiary rite like Samit, These principal and subsidiary rites are
enjoined by the sante texts, undertaken during the same period, performed
by the same eligible person (Adhikarin), and productive of the same result ;
and so, of necessity, a sequence results between them, as the same agent
has to perform both the subsidiary and the principal rites. But in the
case of the enquiry into Karman and that into Brahman, the former is not
a necessary subsidiary of the latter. The former only produces the purifica-
tion of the mind. But one may have his mind purified from the begin-
ning due to his past Karmas. So it is not necessary for him to enquire into
Karmas again. This proves that the study of Karmas is not an essential pre-
requisite or a subsidiary part of that of Brahman. So, it is not necessary
for the same agent to undertake both these. ‘

(2) Cf. Bhamati, 1. 1. 1. It may be urged that there must also be
sequence among the subsidiary parts of the same sacrifice, when the agent
is the same. But here the enquiry into Dharma and that into Brahman
are not subsidiary parts of a whole or a principal rite. So, there is no
such necessary sequence between them.

(3) Bhamati 1, 1.1. It may be objected that there is a rule of
sequence even when there is no relationship of principal and subsidiary, or
of many subsidiaries of the same principal act. E.g. Go-dohana, or
sprinkling of water from a milk-pail, is not a subsidiary of Dasa-purna-
masa sacrifice ; only Ap-pranayana, or spriukling water from a cup, is a
subsidiary to Dasa-piirpamasa. But those who desire cattle, sprinkle
water from a milk-pail, and not from a cup; and as such, Go-dahana
comes to have a regular order of sequence with Dasa-purna-masa even
through that of Ap-prapayana. But there is no such relation between
Dharma-jijiiasa and Brahma-jijfiasa. In the above case, a person who is
entitled to perform Dasa-piirpamasa is already entitled to Go-dohana too.
But there is no such rule here.

(4) Dharma-jijfiasa and Brahma-jijiasa aim at different ends, viz.
Heaven and Salvation respectively. So, there cannot be any sequence
between them,
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enquiry into Karma and that into Brahman ) be (taken to be) such (i. e.
related as subsidary and principal, etc. as stated above), then no Seriptural
testimony can be adduced for it('). Hence, this definite order of sequence
between the investigations into Karman and Brahman does not stand to
reason.—

Reply

We reply :—

If there were really no Scriptural proof, then, (of course) this
could have been the case. (But) there are (even) texts establishing that
the combination of action and knowledge (leads to salvation). Cf.
“Knowledge and non-knowledge (action)—he who this pair conjointly
knows” (Téa. 4. 11.), “Through this goes the knower of Brahman, the
performer of meritorious deeds” (Brh. 4. 4. 9.), “T'his self can be attained
through truth, through austerity, through knowledge, through self-
control eternally” (Mund. 3. 1. 5.) etc. Hence, as both actions and know-
ledge lead to the same result, viz. salvation, it is but proper that
there should bea regular order of sequence between the investigations
into these two.

As the above injunction regarding the study (of the Vedas)
refers to a knowledge of mere texts, so this desire to undertake the
two kinds of investigation (into Dharma and Brahman) is not impossible.
For, through the study of the Veda, together with its snbsidiary parts,
there arises only a general knowledge regarding the topic (treated
therein ). After that, on seeing the mutual contradictions involved
among the texts enjoining the worship of Brahman ina gross form,
e. g. those regarding Jyotistoma and the like, and the texts enjoining the
worship of Brahman in a subtle form, e. g. those regarding Dahara-
meditation and the like,...one aiming at the highest end (viz. salvation),
naturally undertakes an investigation into these. Hence, such an in-
vestigation is not without a cause(?).

(1) i. e taking these to be related as subsidiary and principal, as
subsidiaries of the same principal, as implying the same kind of Adhikara,
and as producing the same fruits—would be against Scriptural testimony.
According to SMD. ( P. 44 ), even if Karma and Jiidna be taken to be
related as subsidiary and principal, yet the investigations into these
are not so.

(2) i.e. a person first studies the Vedas in a general manner. But
when he finds many apparently contradictory passages there, he naturally
ufidertakes a detailed study of the Piirva-Mimamsa. That, finally, leads
him to a study of the Brahma-siitras, as Karmas lead to Jnana.
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Objection
If it be said :— .
By the text: “I'he Self should be heard” etc. (Brh. 2. 4.5.;
4.5.6) a direct study of the Vedanta (even without a study of Piirva-
Mimamsa) has been enjoined.—

Reply

We reply :—

Not so, for (the above text) lhas no enjoining force like an injune-
tion. Thus, the Hearing (or study) of the Vedanta is not something
that can be enjoined as an ‘Apiirva-Vidhi’(*). For, here this (act of
hearing) can be known (through other sources). Thus, this can be
known (through the following process of inference) :—

(1) A Vidhi or an injunction is of three kinds—Apiirva, Niyama
and Pari-samkhya. An Aptirva-Vidhi is one which enjoins an act that
cannot be known through any other source. E.g. ‘One should perform
the Agnihotra', or ‘One should sprinkle the rice-grains’. Here, the act
of sprinkling the rice-grain cannot be known through any other source
of knowledge. So it is an Apiirva-Vidhi.

A Niyama-Vidhi is one which enjoins an act that can be known
through other sources of knowledge. E.g. ‘One should unhusk the rice
grains by striking them with a pestle’. Here, the very act of unhusking
the rice-grains is not altogether unfamiliar or unknown to us. But this
act may be done through different methods. viz. either by means of a
pestle or by means of the finger-nails, or by means of other things.
Now, a man may here, adopt any one of these means. But the above
injunction definitely recommends only one means, viz. the first one, and
not the rest. That is, here it is said that those rice-grains alone that
have been unhusked by means of a pestle are fit to be used in a sacrifice,
for these only enable one to get the result of the sacrifice. For, when
those rice-grains are struck with a pestle, this act generates an ‘Apiirva’,
in the soul of the agent. An ‘Apifirva is a kind of unperceived potency
generated in the soul through the performance of a ritual. Through this
power generated in the soul, the soul can enjoy the fruit of that action
even long time afterwards, e. g. after death in Heaven etc. Now, when
the rice-grains are struck with a pestle, a kind of secondary potency
( Avantara-Apiirva ) is generated in the soul. And this secondary potency
helps the rise of the supreme potency ( Paramapiirva ) which, ultimately,
enables the soul to enjoy the real fruit of that sacrifice. But if the rice-
grains are not struck thus by means of a pestle, then the secondary
potency will not be generated ; and in its absence, the main potency also
will not be fully manifested. So, the above act of striking the rice-
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The hearing of the Vedanta is the cause of the knowledge of its
own topics, on account of the hearing of a treatise, as in the case of
a medical treatise(‘) ’

gr'uns by means s of a pestle is very 1mportant from the stand- pomt of the
whole sacrifice. Butitis an act that may or may not be performed by
the agent—he may, at his will, resort to other methods of husking.
In that case, thisact of striking by a pestle will not be done atall
( Ayoga ). But as this act is so very important, as shown above, an in-
junction is necessary to prevent such a non-doing ( Ayoga-Vyavaccheda )
of that act. Thus, a Niyama-Vidhi is meant for preventing the non-doing
of an essential act. This is the direct aim of the injunction. But
indirectly ( Arthika ) other methods, too, are prohibited. That is, a
Niyama-Vidhi directly enjoins a rarticular method for an act ( known
through other sources, as well ); and indirectly prohibits other possible
methods for that act.

A Parisamkhya-Vidhi is one that prohibits an action with regard to
all other objects besides those mentioned in The injunctions. E.g.
"Five kinds of animals having five nails are edible’, “I'he tongue of a horse
should be taken’. Here in the first case, it is not enjoined that those
five kinds of animals ( viz. hare and the rest ) should be eaten, but it is
only prohibited that other kinds of animals besides those five should not
be eaten. Again, in the second case, it is not enjoined that the tongue
of a horse should be taken ; but it is only prohibited that the tongue of
other animals, like donkeys etc. should not be taken. Thus, a Pari-
Samkhya-Vidhi is meant for preventing the doing of a wrong act ( Anya-
yoga-vyavaccheda ).

The distinction between a Niyama-Vidhi and a Pari-Samkhya-Vidhi
is that the former directly enjoins a particular method of an act, while
indirectly prohibits all other methods for it. But a Pari-samkhya-
vidhi directly prohibits certain objects with regard to that act, or
certain acts with regard to that object.

(1) Here in the above injunction, the act enjoined ; viz. ‘seeing’,
can be known through another source of knowledge, viz. inference.
‘The Vedantas should be heard or studied for getting a knowledge
regarding their meanings’—this is the implication of the above injunc-
tion, and it can be known inferentially thus :(—

All treatises that are heard or studied give us a knowledge regard-
ing their meanings, like a medical treatise.

The Vedantas are treatises.

The Vedantas heard or studied give us a knowledge regarding their
meanings.

Hence, it is not an Apiirva-Vidhi.
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It caunot be, also, enjoined as a Niyama-Vidhi, for here there is no
other alternative means perceived to produce the same result, as in the
case of unhusking.(*) '

Nor can it be the object of a Pari-samkhya-Vidhi. For, then, it
follows that the Vedantas are to be ‘heard’ only, not read. In that case, no
(detailed) investigation (into Brahman) being possible on the part of those
who have not studied the Vedauta, it would become impossible for them
to attain the summum bonum.(?) If, onthe other hand, the injunction
about the ‘hearing’ of the Vedanta be taken as a Pari-samkhya injunction
in the sense of implying a prohibition of the ‘hearing’ or study of the
Karma-kanda, then in the absence of an investigation into (Karmas), the
(proper) performance of actions will become impossible. In the absence of
this, there being no purification of the mind, there will be no rise of
knowledge.(*) Hence, the above view alone stands to reason.

(1) In the case of a Niyama-Vidhi, there must be other possible
methods leading to the same results. But in this case, no other method
except the ‘hearing’ of the Vedanta can lead to the same result, viz.
Knowledge of Brahman.

(2) One should, first, read the entire Veda in a general manner,
Then alone can he study the Karma-Mimatitsa, and after that, the Brahma-
Mimamsa. See above. P. 14.

(3) Cf. SMD. P.62. There are two kinds of Pari-samkhya-Vidhi.
(i) Two different acts with reference to the same object. Suppose we
say : ‘Money should be spent in good things’. Thisimplies: ‘Money
should not be spent in bad things’. Here, we have two different acts, viz.
Spending in good things and spending in bad things, with reference to the
same object, viz. money, and the latter act is prohibited. (ii) Same act
with reference to two different objects. E. g. ‘The tongue of a horse
should be taken’. This implies: The tongue of a donkey should not be
taken’. Here we have the same act, viz. ‘taking’, with reference to two
different objects, viz. horse’s tongue and donkey’s tongue, and one (viz. the
latter) is prohibited.

Now, the, above injunction, too, may be taken to be a Pari-samkhya
in the above two senses ; and in neither case can it be supported.

(i) We may say that here we have two different acts, viz. hearing
(Sravana) and reading (Adhyayana), with reference to the same object, viz
the Vedanta. In that case, the injunction, viz. ‘The Vedantas should be
heard’ should mean that “I'he Vedantas should not be read’. But in that
case the following three difficulties will arise :~(a) The hearing of the
Vedantas will not be enjoined, for, as shown above, a Parisamkhya-Vidhi
does not enjoin that act, but prohibits other acts with regard to the same
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Thus, an investigation should be undertaken iuto the Scriptures
or the Upanisads that establish the Highest Brahman, whose form is the
Universe of souls and matter ; who possesseses supreme powers ; whose
grandeur is without a peer ; who is the sole common topic of the creams
of all Scriptures (i. e. of the Upanisads); whose supreme glory is
manifested by the names (applied to Him, such as) ‘Bhava’, ‘Siva’
‘Sarva’, ‘Pagupati’, ‘Paramesvara’, ‘Mahadeva’, ‘Rudra’, ‘Sambhu’ and
soon; and who by His sublime grace is capable of leading all the
individual souls. His parts, to their highest ends (viz salvation)
according to their respective merits in worshipping.

Thus, it is established that the word “Atha” meauns that (such an
investigation into Brahman is to be undertaken) after the enquiry into
the Holy Dharma (Mimamsa), cousisting of injunctive texts leading one
to those (actions); indicating the meansto the modes of worshipping
Him ; manifesting the excellence (of Brahman) as revealed in the ex-
planatory eulogistic texts (Arthavada); having a shafted form consisting
of statement of texts (Sruti) and the rest; strengthened by the antho-
logical treatises of the wise, containing Smyrti, Itihasa and Puraga
texts that conform to its (Dharma’s) own miethods of proof ; contain-
ing injunctions, prohibitions, alternative prccedures, conjunction(?)
general rules(?), special rules setting aside general rules or exceptions,
annulment (or suspension) of rules, and treatments of subjects in connec-
tion with others; conducive to the ends of all men ; and leading to
supreme knowledge.

object. This will go against the letter of the injunction, containing such
an injunction. (b) The reading of the Vedantas will be prohibited.
"I'his too, will go against the letter of the injunction, containing no such
prohibition. (c) There will be no reading of the Vedantas, as enjoined
by the text. “One’s own Scripture should be read.”

(ii) We may say that here we have the same act, viz. hearing
(S’ravana), with reference to two different objects, viz. Vedanta and
Karma-kanda. In that case, the injunction, viz. “I'he Vedantas should
be heard or studied should mean that “The Karma-Kanda should not be
heard or studied’. Here, too, the following three difficulties will arise.
(a) As before. (b) The ‘hearing’ of the Karma-Kagda will be prohibited.
This, too, will go against the letter of the injunction, containing no such
injunction. (c) There will be no ‘hearing’ or study of the Karma-Kanda
leading to disastrous results, as shown above.

(1) Kar. on Papini 7.2.10. Vidhi, Nisedha, Vikalpa, Samucc'\ya
Utsarga, Apavada, Badha, Abhyuccaya.

(20 Pan. 3. 1. 94.
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Meaning of the word “Atah”

The word “‘Therefore” (Atah) implies the reason (for undertaking an
enquiry into Brahman), viz. this (enquiry into Dharma) mentioned
beforé. As an enquiry into Dharma is undertaken by one who has studied
the Vedas, so after that Brahman too, the cause of limitless excellence,
should be enquired into by him whose mind has become purified by a
proper performance of those Dharmas, and who has come to attain
supreme devotion together with the attributes of discrimination and
the rest(!), attained at that time.

Meaning of “Brahma-jijnasa”

The compound “Brahma-jijnasa” is to be explained as ‘the desire
for knowledge concerning Brahman.’ “Having examined the worlds
acquired by work, a Brahmin should arrive at indifference. The (world)
that was not made cannot ( be attained ) by what is dome. For the sake
of this knowledge, let him, with fuel in hand, approach the teacher alone,
who is versed in Scripture and devoted to Brahman.” (Mund. 1. 2.12.),
and such texts form the topic treated here.

Objection

On tlie doubt as to whether Brahman is investigable or not, the
Prima Facie view is as follows :—Brahman is not investigable as there
can be no doubt with regard to Him. Why can there no doubt ( with
regard to Him ) ? Because the Scriptural passage ‘“T'his self is Brahman”
( Brh. 4. 4. 5.) teaches, by the word ‘this’, that Brahman is the self known
through direct perception. So how can there any vestige of doubt here ?

Further, an investigation iuto anything yieldsa knowledge with
regard to that object. Knowledge, again, implies limitedness or finitude

(1) viz. the four-fold attributes which, according to Samkara,
must be essentially possessed by one before he ventures to undertake
an enquiry into Brahman. Viz. discrimation between the eternal and the
non-eternal ; aversion to enjoyment, here or hereafter ; possession of
of self-control etc. ; and desire for salvation. See S.B.1. 1. 1. Thus,
the proper performance of Dharmas purify the mind and thereby
produce the above attributes of discrimination etc., and also devotion,
the direct cause of salvation. According to Samkara, the study of
Dharma-Mimamsa is not an essential pre-requisite of that of Brahma-
-Mimamsa, —for one who possesses the above attributes of discrimina-
tion etc. can at once proceed to the study of Brahman, even without a
prior study of Karmas. But Srikantha, like Ramanuja, Nimbarka
etc., points out that those very attributes themselves depend on a prior
knowledge and a proper performance of Dharma or Karmas.

3
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of the object of knowledge. Now, does the knowledge resulting from
such an enquiry into the Vedanta limit Brahman, or not ? If it limits
( Brahman), then (His) limitlessness or infinity comes toan end. Ifit
does not limit (Brahman), then Brahman is not properly manifested or
known. ( For examples) a pot is known as a limited object, viz. “This
isa pot’. Hence, knowledge of Brahman, too, is not possible (*).

In the same manner, we do not see any necessity (for such an
enquiry into Braliman ). Salvation is not the end (for which such an
enquiry is to be undertaken ), for the beginningless earthly existence can
not he got rid of easily.

Reply

To the above objections, we reply as follows :

(This Vedanta ) treatise is something to be begun from every point
of view. For, Brahman being an object of doubt, isa proper object ( of
enquiry ) ; and a definite conclusion with regard to Him, too, is necessary.
As texts like ““T'his self is Brahman” ( Brh. 4 4. 5.) designates this very
empirical, Ahamkara-fettered soul as Brahman, so for that very reason,
there isan ample scope for doubt. ‘Being free from all vestiges of
afflictions’ and ‘possessing supreme powers and glory, like infinite know-
ledge, bliss and so on’—these are the marks of Brahman. On the con-
trary, ‘entering into aund emerging from many bodies in accordance with
the various fruits of works resulting from the impressions of beginning-
less ignorance, and ‘suffering limitless miseries (as a consequence )—
these are the marks of an individual soul (Jiva). ‘Why do the Serip-
tural texts declare an identity between these two that are mutually
opposed ?’—Why should there be not this kind doubt here ? There may
arise still another kind of doubt. “Food is Brahman’ ( Tait. 3. 2. ), “The
mind is Brahman” (Tait.3.4.), “Consciousness is Brahman” ( Tait.
3.5.), “I'he sun is Brahman” ( Chand. 3. 19. 1.), “Brahman is higher
than Narayana” and such texts designate Brahman as standing for diffe-
rent objects. Hence, Brahman being the object of manifold doubts, viz.
‘Who exactly is Brahman etc’, is, of course, a fit object of investigation.

Further, the end (for which such an enquiry into Brahman is to be
undertaken) is the all-auspicious Salvation which one, who is entitled to it,
attains fully through the supreme grace of Siva, the Supreme Brahman,
who is known from hearmg (Sravana) ‘reflecting’ ( Manana ) and the rest,

(]) Knowledge means that we know all the quahtxes of the object
in question—otherwise the object is not fully manifested to us. Hence
knowledge is possible only in the case of limited objects. Thus ‘know-
ledge, has, the form : “Thisis a pot” and so on. But Brahman is limit-
less. So, how can we know : “This is Brahman” ?
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who is won over by devotion and knowledge, who is all-merciful, who
is the great spiritual teacher and who is the favourer of all. Such a supreme
state of Salvation destroys all bondage, involves directly perceived infinite
knowledge and bliss, (and) consists in attrib utes similar to His
(attributes ). Thus, the study of the Vedantas has an object ( viz. Brah-
man ) and also an end ( viz. Salvation ).

Your view viz.—'As knowledge implies limitedness or finitude of
the object of knowledge, the unlimited Brahman cannot be an object of
knowledge’—is due to sheer ignorance. Though it is impossible that
Brahman could be characterised as ‘such and such’ and should thereby
have any limit, yet He can have a limit through only being differen-
tiated from others hy means of special characterising marks. Limita-
tion by such special characterising marks always gives (us) a knowledge
regarding that object, whose marks they are, as distinct from others.
Thus, when the special characterising marks of Brahman, the object of
enquiry, are determined and examined by the Vedanta-texts, then it is
known that Brahman 1is that which is absolutely different from every-
thing else, belonging to the same class as or different class from (Brahman),
and not possessing those special characterising marks (of Brahman) (*).

Hence, beginning such a treatise regardlng Brahman is indeed
reasonable. That which is beyond all doubts, that which is of no
necessity does not, of course, become an object of investigation to the
wise. But Brahman, being an object of doubt as subject to wrong re-

(1) Cf. SMD. P. 95. There are kinds of limitedness—(i) that
belonging to an object (viz. a fruit held at hand) known to be such and
such ; (ii) that belonging to an object known, by means of certain characteris-
ing marks, to be distinct from others. The first kind really limits the
objects, not the second. For, in the Iatter case, we do not claim to
know all the characteristics of that object, but only what it is not,
only a few marks that enable us to distinguish it from others. E. g. in
a battle-field, it is impossible for a man to know the King as he really
is. But when some one tells him: ‘A King always carriesa white
umbrella’, through- this special characterising mark of having a white
umbrella spread out over the head, he can easily recognise the King in
the midst of others. The knowledge of this quality of having a white
umbrella on head, of course, does not give him a full knowlege of the
King, yet it is something, as it enables him to distinguish the King
from others. In the same manner, when we know Brahman, that does
not limit Him, as we can never know Him fully, but know only a
a few special marks that enable us to distinguish Him other objects.
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presentations due to wrong reasonings, is the (proper) object of the
enquiry undertaken by the Vedanta treatise. In accordance with
Scriptural texts like “I'he knower of Brahman attains the Highest”
(Tait. 2. 1. 1), “By knowing Siva, one attains to supreme peace”
(Svet. 1. 14.), “By knowing Him, the Lord, (people) become immortal”
(Svet. 3. 7.), “One whois without any selfish desire beholds Him and
becomes freed from sorrow—when through the grace of the Lord he
beholds the greatness of the soul” (Katha 2.20.), “Having made the
soul the sacrificial wood, and the Pranava the upper sacrificial wood, and
through the lighting of meditation alone do the wise burn off bondage”
(Kaivalya 11.), “Through knowing God, one hecomes free from all bonds”
(Svet. 2. 15.; 4.16.; 5.13.; 6.13), and so on, the end (for which the
above enquiry is undertaken) is Salvation, bringing abut a severance of
bondage to one who has become entitled to it through worshipping
Him,—this is established in this First Section.

Hete ends the Section entitled “Desire to know Brahman (1).

Adhikarana 2: The Section entitled : “The Origin’ (Sutra 2)

What is that characterising mark of Brahman, the object of
enquiry here P—in reply to this question, the Holy Author of the
Siitras begins the Second Section, indicating His special characterising
mark, thus :(—

SUTRA 1. 1. 2.

“(Brahman is that) from whom ( arise ) the origin and the rest of
this (world)”.

If an object is already known, then (the statement of its)
characterising mark is meaningless; (but) if itis not known at all,
then also any desire for knowing its characterising mark is impossible (),
so how can there be any statement of His characterising mark—such a
doubt cannot be raised here. As Brahiman, is known only in a general
manner from the study of the Vedas, (one may desire to know Him
in a more particular manner) (*)—hence such a (statement of His special
marks) is possible.

The words in the Aphorism are to be disjoined thus: “From
whom, origin and the rest, of this”. 7The words “Origin and the rest”’

(1) If one knows Brahman fu]ly‘,ulql‘e knows His special marks,
too. But if he does not know Him at all, then, he, having no idea re-
garding Him, can have no desire to know Him. (2) See above. P. 3, 5, 15,
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means the following five kinds of activities (of Brahman), viz. creation,
maintenance and destruction (of the world), hiding (Himself from the
individual souls) and favouring (them). ’

The word “of this”’ means—°of the entire manifested universe, consis-
ting of souls, and similar (to Him) in essence.” “From whom’ mean
“from Brahman’’—this is the construction (}). “From whom, verily, all
these beings arise, by whom, they, so born, live, and to whom they
go forth and enter—desire to know that well, that is Brahman” (Tait. 3.1.),
“The Ruler of primary matter and souls, and Lord of the qualities
(Sattva, Rajas and Tamas) ; the cause of transmigratory earthly existence,
of salvation, of maintenance, of bondage” (Svet. 6. 16.). “Brahman is
Truth, Knowledge, Infinite”, (Tait. 2. 1.), “Obeisance to the Supreme
Brahman, who is the Law, the Truth—to the black and the tawny
Person, who is self-controlled, possesses three eyes and has the entire
universe as His form” (Mahanar. 12. 1.), and other texts indicate the
topic treated here.

Here a doubt may be raised as to whether Creatorhood and the rest
of the world can be really taken as a characterising, special mark of
Brahman.

Objection

It cannot be so taken, there being no real relation (between it and
Brahman). Further, according to the text: “He knew that Brahman
is Bliss” (Tait. 3. 6.), the special characterising mark of Creatorhood
and the rest of the world belongs to Bliss. From another text:
“Existence alone, my child ! was this in the beginning” (Chand. 6. 2. 1.),
Existence is known to be the cause of the world. From the text:
“Brahman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tait. 2. 1.), it is known that
Infinite Knowledge is Brahman, the cause of the world. From another
text: “When there is Darkness, it is neither day nor night, neither
existence nor non-existence,—it is only Siva”, it is known that the Being
called Siva, being the cause (of all), is Brahman, prior to every thing.

Here the question is : Whether bliss and the rest (mentioned above) are
to be taken as Brahman separately or conjointly (2). If, each is taken as Brah-
man separately, then that would go against the evidence of Scriptures, and

(1) That is, the Siitra means that the characterising, special mark
of Brahman is that—“Brahman is one) from whom (arise) origin etc. of
this (world)”

(2) That is, are we say that Bliss, or, Existence or Knowledge is
separately Brahman ? Or, is Brahman Bliss, Existence, Knowledge con-
jointely ?
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lead to indeterminateness (*). Even if a definite determination be possible
here, still then. Brahman will become many (%). If, on the other hand,
all these are taken to be Brahman conjointly, then these being only
qualities (viz. Bliss, Existence, Knowledge), it is impossible to identify
these with Brahman, possessed as He is of the special knowledge regard-
ing the means for the creation of the entire world. Further, the Scriptural
text : “Omne should know Maya as Prakrti (the root material cause) (of
the world)” (Svet. 4. 10.) attributes Creatorship to the unconscious Maya—
and this view alcne stands to reason. 1f Brahman, who is know-
ledge in essence, be admitted to be the cause of the world, then He
becomtes subject to changes and texts like : “Without blemishes, without
activities, calm” (Svet. 6. 19.) come to be contradicted. Hence, from
every point of view, attributing Creatorship and the rest of the world
to Brahiman as a s«pecial, characterising mark is absolutely impossible.

Reply

To the above Prima Facie view, we reply as follows :—Though origin
and the rest being counected with the world has no connection with
Brahman, still there is nothing wrong in taking these to be His external
marks. It is asserted here that the very same Reality, viz. Siva, who
possesess the qualities of omniscience and the rest and is designated by
Fight Names (*), is Brahman, the cause of the world. Bliss and the rest
are only His attributes.

Six Attributes cf Brahman

Thus, ‘Omniscience’ and the rest’ imply omniscience, having
all desires eternally fulfilled, having eternal knowledge, having
independence, having non-hidden powers, having infinite powers,
and so on. ‘Omniscience’ means having a direct intuition of
all objects—an intuition that is eternal, immediate, independent of
external sense-organs, and pure. Thisis proved by the following text :
“He who is omuiscient, all-knowing, whose ‘austerity consists of
knowledge” (Mund. 1. 1. 9.), and so on. In accordance with this text,
Brahman,—who has a special knowledge regarding the means for the
creation of the different bodies for undergoing the fruits of the
respective actions of all the souls,—is the Cause (of the universe).

(1) That is, here we fail to determine definitely what Brahman
is—whether Bliss or Existence, or Knowledge, or anything else.

(2) 'That is, even if we know definitely that Brahman is Bliss,
Knowledge etc. separately, and not anything else, still then Brahman
becomes identical with many objects=~which is absurd.

(8) See below P. 25
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‘Having all desire eternally fulfilled' means, getting rid of all
the vestiges of afflictions and being filled with unsurpassed bliss. That
is why, it is asserted by Scripture that “Brahman is bliss” ( Tait. 3. 6. ).
Introducing the topic thus: “Verily, other than that and inside that
which consists of understanding, there is a self that consists of
bliss” ( Tait. 2. 5.), and beginning thus: “This is an investigation
into Bliss” ( Tait. 2.6.), Scripture goes on to prove, through repe-
titions, that the unsurpassable bliss of Brahman is the highest of all, thus :
“One bliss of Brahman” ( Tait. 2. 8. ).(*) That very ( bliss of Brahman ),
being an attribute of the supreme Brahman and plentiful, is figuratively
described as Brahman in the passage : “Brahman is bliss” ( Tait. 3. 6. ).
Such a bliss-enjoying Brahman is said to have all His desires eternally
fulfilled. Such a Supreme Bliss is enjoyed Dby Brahman by
His mind, and not by external sense-organs. T'here is a Scriptural
text to this effeet :—“( He becomes ) Brahman who has the ether for
His body, whose soul is truth, whose pleasure is the vital-breath, whose
mind is bliss(?), abounding in tranquillity, immortal” ( Tait. 1. 6. 1.)

( The meaning of the above text is as follows:) ‘Brahman who
has the ether for His body,—here the word ‘ether’ means the Ether that
is Consciousness in essence. ( Cidambara ) and not the elemental material
ether. Such an Ether that is Consciousness in essence is but the Supreme
Power (of Brahman ), viz, the Supreme Prakrti that is like an
ocean formed of the heaps of bubbles of the universe. Brahman consists
of such an Ether—this is the meaning of the word ‘Who has ether for
His body.” That the Ether that is Consciousness in essence is nothing
but the Supreme Prakrti is proved by the following text: “Verily, all
these beings arise from the ether aloue, go back to the ether” ( Chand.
1.9. 1. ). “Verily, the ether is the cause of the universe of names and
forms” ( Chand. 8. 14. 1. ), and so on.

The adjective ‘Whase soul is truth’ means one who is existence in
essence.

The adjective ‘Whose pleasure is the ‘vital-breath’ means as
follows :—The word ‘vital-breath’ means Prakrti or the Ether consisting

(1) Here, gradatious of bliss are mentioned. Thus, human
bliss, bliss of the human Gandharvas, bliss of the divine Gandharvas,
bliss of Fathers, bliss of Gods born so by birth, bliss of Gods who are
Gods by work, bliss of Gods, bliss of Indra, bliss of Brhaspati, bliss of
Prajapati and bliss of Brahman. Each succeeding bliss is a hundred
time more than each preceeding one.

(2) Or, who is the pleasure of the Vital-breath, and bliss of the
Mind.
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in Consciousness that is the substratum of all. He who finds pleasure
in that Prakrti, His own essence, is ‘One whose pleasure is the vital-
breath.’

The adjective ‘Whose mind is bliss’ means one whose bliss is in
the mind, not in the exiernal sense-organs. Here, too, the word ‘bliss’
stands for Prakrti or the Ether consisting in Consciousness. There is a
text to this effect: “Who, indeed would breathe, who would live, if
there were not this bliss in the ether ?” ( Tait. 2. 7. ). :

The adjective ‘Abounding in tranquallity’ means ‘who is endowed
with Siva-hood or all-suspiciousness’.

The adjective ‘Immortal’ means ‘eternally {ree’.

Here, it is proved by the adjective ‘Whose bliss isin the mind’
that Brahman, who is Existence, Consciousness and Bliss in essence and
cousists in the Supreme Etlher, enjoys the bliss, contained in His own
nature, by the mind alone, without the lielp of the external sense-organs.
T'his indicates that in the case of the freed souls who attain the essence
of Brahman, the instruments throngh which they enjoy the unsurpassed
bliss of their own natures is the internal-organ, independent of the
external sense-organs. Hence Brahman, who enjoys the bliss of His own
nature by His mind which is independent of the external sense-organs
and cousists in a pure intellectual power, has all His desires eternally
fulfilled. ‘The sense is that He has not to depend the slightest on
external, mundane pleasure. .

‘Having eternal knowledge’ means possessing self-proved and
unsurpassed knowledge. The kuowledge, produced by the internal organ
which is a means to the enjoyment of His own nature, is indeed eternal.
Hence Brahman is one who has eternal knowledge. As the knowledge that
puts an end to the mundane, transmigratory existence is eternal, trans-
migratory existence, too, is eternally absent ( in the case of Brahman )—
this is indicated in the (above) Scriptural passage by means of the
adjective ‘Abounding in tranquillity’.

‘Independence’ means absence of the pitiful circumstances resulting
from servitude of others, and hence having all things, other than itself,
under one’s own control. The independence of Brahman, due to His being
the cause of the entire universe of souls and matter, is proved by the
following texts :—“T‘here are two unborn ones—the knower and the non-
knower, the Lord and the non-Lord” ( Svet. 1.9.), Having known Him
as the enjoyer, the object to be enjoyed and the guide” ( Svet. 1. 12.),
“He who rules knowledge and ignorance is Another” (Svet. 5. 1.) and
so on. Brahman being absolutely independent of everything, is also
proved to be the Agent of all actions.
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‘Having nou-hidden powers’ meaus possessing natural powers.
There, is a text to this effect : “Supreme is His power, declared to be
manifold. Natural is the working of His knowledge and power.” ( Svet.
6. 8. ),and so on. It is proved hereby that it is but natural for Brahman
to be thus qualified by the powers consisting in the universe of souls and
matter, (1)—He is never devoid of all distinctions.

‘Having eternal pcwers’ means possesing unlimited powers. Brahman
becomes the Creator and Ruler of the world through His infinite powers
only. There is a Scriptural text to this effect : “Rudra, is one only,—they
do not admit a second” ( Svet. 8. 1. ), “I'he Lord and the Creator, who rules
over all these worlds through His supreme powers of ruling and creating,
rules over this fourth world.” As Brahman possesses eternal powers, so it
is proved that He is the ‘inherent’ or material cause of the limitless world.

Eight Names of Brahman.

The adjective ‘Designated by eight names’ means that the Supreme
Brahman is designated by the following eight names, viz. Bhava, Sarva,
Isana, Pasupati, Rudra, Ugra, Bhima and Mahadeva. Although He can
be indicated by all names, yet He is primarily designated by the names
Bhava and the rest which (clearly ) manifest His supreme excellence.
Hence, from this it does not follow that He cannot be referred to by any
other name.

Brahman is called ‘Bhava’ because He exists at all places at all times.
As the root ‘bhii’ means existence, (the name ‘Bhava’,) indicate that
Brahman is present everywhere and is existence in Essence. There is a
Scriptural text to this effect :—“Existence alone, my dear ! was this in the
beginning, One alone, without a second” ( Chand. 6. 2. 1.), “Brahman is
Truth, knowledge and infinite” ( Tait. 2. 1, ), “Whose soul is truth, whose
pleasure is the vital-breath, whose mind is bliss” ( Tait. 1. 6. ) (?) and so
on. 'The statements “The jar exists,” “I'he cloth exists’ and the like prove
that Brahman, who is existence in essence, being present in all, is the
material cause of all. ( For example ) jars and the rest are clay through
and through, and so, they are said to have clay as their material cause. (*)
Hence, Brahman who is Existence in essence is designated by the word
‘Bhava.’

7‘7(’1)7 Brahman has two main povn;e‘r"s-, Cit and Acit. The former is the
souls, the latter, matter.
(2) See above, P. 23
(8) The material cause is present inall the different effects that
follow from it. E. g. an earthen jar, an earthen plate etc. are different

in form, but the same clay is present in all. Hence, clay is taken to be
4
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As the root ‘St;’ means ‘to kill’, the word ‘Sarva’ indicates that
Brahman is the Destroyer of all. The following Scriptural passages
prove Brahman to be the Destroyer of everything :—‘“Hence, obeisance
to the Destroyer of all, the great Swallower” (Atharvasiras. 3.), “Of whom
both Brahmins and Ksatriyas become the food” (Katha 2. 25.), and so on.

As Brahman is endowed with limitless and supreme lordship, so He
is designated by the word ‘Isama’, in accordance with a Secriptural
passage. Compare “He who lords it over these world through Supreme
powers” (Atharvasiras).

Brahman is designated by the word ‘Pasupati’ with reference to
the objects controlled by the ILord. Hence, the Scripture states:
“Pasupati, is the Lord of these beasts, both four-footed and two-footed”
and so on. As here the word ‘beasts’ (Pasu) has been used in relation to
noose (Paga), the use of this word ‘beasts’ (Pagn) is meant for implying
both Pasu (souls) and Pasa ( material world binditig "the souls ). From
this it is known that Brahman is the Controller of hoth souls and
matter ().

Brahman is designated by the word ‘Rudra’ as as He puts mundane
miseries to flight, in accordance with the Scriptural text “The kuower
of the self crosses over sorrows” ( Chand. 7. 1. 3.).

Brahman is designated by the word ‘Ugra’ as He is not conquered
by the powers of others, in accordance with the Scriptural text : “There
the sun does not shine, nor the moon and the stars” (Katha5. 15.;
Svet. 6. 14. ; Mund. 2. 2. 10.).

Brahman is designated by the word ‘Bhima’ as He, being the Con-
troller, is an object of fear to all the souls, in accordance with the Serip-
tural text : “Through fear, the winds blow” ( Tait. 2. 8. 1.)

Siva is called ‘Mahadeva’ as He shines through His greatuess.
This is stated in the Atharvasiras thus: ‘“Now, why is He called Maha-
deva? Giving up all states, He delights in the great glory of self-know-
ledge—that is why He is called Mahadeva.”

Thus, Siva, known (from the Scriptures) to be free from all
mundane blemishes and a rep051tory of all ausplclousness is, as possessed

as thelr mater1a1 cause (Upadana) In the same manner, all the different
objects of the world, whatever be their mutual differences, all exist.
Hence, Existence or Brahman is their material cause.

(1) The term “Pasupati”, if interpreted strictly, might imply that
Brahman is only the Lord of Pasu or souls and not of matter or the physi-
cal world. But, really speaking here the term Pasu means both Pasu
( souls ) and Pasa ( matter ). Vide Sivarka-Mani-dipika.
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of the above-mentioned nature, the cause of the origin and the rest of the
whole universe,—for, such a great Being alone can possibly be both
( the material and the efficient ) causes of the Universe. As He possesses
such a greatness, He is called ‘Brahman’ ( the great Being ). That very
Being is Siva, as possessing the attributes of bliss and the rest. Hence,
it is but meaningless to think of bliss and the rest as standing separately
( for Brahman ). That in the Scriptural text “One should know Prakrti
to be Maya ( Svet. 4. 10. ), Prakrti is the Lord in essence, is proved by the
remaining part of the text: “But Mahesvara to be the possessor of
Maya. ( Svet. 4. 10.).

Brahman, possessing souls and matter in a subtle form, is the cause ;
His effect is the gross ( universe ) consisting of souls and matter. Hence,
it is concluded that Brahman has the special characterising mark of being
the cause of the origin and the rest of the world.

Here ends the Section entitled “The Origin”. (2)

Adhikarana 3: The Section entitled : “Having Scripture for its
Source.” (Sutra 3)

An object is established through characterising marks and proofs.
To the enquiry : What is the proof of Brahman, the Cause of the world ?
( the author of the Aphorisms ) says :—

SUTRA 1. 1. 3.

“On account of having Scripture as the Source.”

As “Scripture” is the “Source” i. e. the proof (of Brahman), so
Brahman has Creatorship and the rest as His special characterising mark
— this is the construction ( of the Aphorism ).

Here a doubt may be raised as to whether Brahman, the Cause of the
world, can be known only through the Scriptures; or through another
source of knowledge as well.

Objection
This world, consisting of parts, is an effect. As it is full of varieties,
so it must be due to a cause appropriate to it. (') Hence, a Being en-
dowed with omniscience and the like, must be supposed here (as its cause).
He cannot be known through the Secripture only. So the Scripture is no

(1) i.e.acause that has the power of producing such an infinitely
complex and variegated effect.
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proof with regard to Him. For, the Scripture is concerned only with
those objects that cannot be known through any other source of know-
ledge (1),—this is the Prima Facie view.

Reply
Brahman cannot be known through Inference.

The Correct Conclusion is that Brahman, the Cause of the world, can
be known only through the Vedanta treatise. For, that the knowledge of
Brahman is impossible without the Vedanta treatise, is declared by the
following Scriptural passage : “One who does not know the Vedas does not
know Him, the Great”

Your view, that as the world being a whole of parts is proved to be
an effect; so a single appropriate cause is to be supposed (or inferred) here—
is false. For, it is seen that variegated gates, palaces and the like are due
to many causes. Hence, it cannot be proved by means of inference that
( the world is due ) to a single cause ( viz. Brahmau ). (%).

(Secondly), from the universal relation between the major and the
middle terms, it follows that He ( viz. Brahman ) too is subject to Karmas
and the rest. (*).

(1) i.e. the cause of the world can be established by the following
inference :—

All wholes of parts are due to causes. The world is a whole of part.

T'herefore, the world is due to a cause ( viz. God ).

Now, as Brahman can be thus known through inference, Scripture
is not necessary.

(2) It may be said that Brahman can very well be known to be
the sole, single cause of the world through inference, thus :—

All wholes of parts are due to single causes.

The world is a whole of parts.

Therefore, the world is due to a single cause.

But here the universal major premise is wrong. For, we cannot
assert that all wholes of parts are due to single causes. E. g. gates. palaces
etc. are wholes of parts, yet they are due to many causes, viz. many work-
men etc. Hence, it can never be proved by means of inference that
Brahman is the sole, single cause of the world.

(3) Even if the above major premise be taken to be a correct one,
the inference would prove only a finite, imperfect being as the cause of the
world. Thus :—

All wholes of parts (like gates etc. ) are due to single causes ( viz.
workmen etc. ).
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(Thirdly), even if from the relation between the minor and the middle
terms, a single cause, different from the world, can be inferred, a single
cause, endowed with the power of being (both) the efficient and the material
cause, can never be established. ().

Hence, it is established that Brahman can be known only through
the Vedanta treatise, and has only that as its proof. .

A Second Interpretation of the A phorism.

According to some, this Aphorism proves Brahman’s omniscience
through which alone can He become the cause of the world, as established
by the previous Section. ( His ) omniscience follows from His being the

The world is a whole of part.

Therefore, the world is duc to a single cause. (viz. Brahman,
imperfect like workmen etc. ).

Vide also Sivakra-Mani-Dipika. Here it is said that by means of
inference, Brahman is proved to be only an ordinary creator, possessed of a
physical body, due and subject to. Karmas, thus :—

All efficient causes (like potters etc.) endowed with knowledge,
desires and the like are endowed also with physical bodies due and subject
to Karmas.

Brahman is an efficient cause endowed with knowledge, desire and
the like.

Brahman is endowed also with a physical body due and subject
to Karmas.

(1) Here the minor premise that “T'he world is an effect” itself can
be known only through Scripture. But even if we take it for granted, still
then we cannot get the desired for conclusion through inference. For, it
establishes only an efficient cause, not also a material cause. Thus :—

All wholes of parts are due to single (efficient) causes. ( viz. potters
etc. ).

The world is a whole of parts.

Therefore, the world is due to a single (efficient) cause. (viz. Brahman)

But really Brahman is both the efficient and the material cause of the
world. But in the world we never come across any one who is both the
material and the efficient cause of anything. So, no universal premise is
possible to the effect : “All wholes of parts are due to causes that are both
material and efficient ones”. Hence, we can never get the desired for
conclusion here by inference.
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““

ource” or the cause of the ‘‘Scriptures” or of the Vedanta. (1) Asis
the case of poetical compositions full of puns, so here, too, the double
meaning of the Aphorism indicating ( more than one meaning ) does not
lead to any faults, like ambiguity. (%)

The Scriptural text : ‘‘Breathed forth by this Great Being are these
Rg-Veda, the Yajur-Veda and the Sama-Veda, ( Brh. 2. 4. 10 ; Maitr.
6. 32. ) and so on, indicate the wopic treated here. Here a doubt may be
raised as to whether Brahman can properly be held to be the ‘Author of
the Vedas.

Objection
The Prima Facie view is that it is not proper (to regard Brahman
as the author of the Vedas ), for that would contradict the text: “By
means of speech which is without form and eternal” (Rg. V.8 75.6;
Tait. sam. 2. 6. 11. 2. ) that proves the eternity of the word ( of Brahman,
viz. the Scripture ). Further, if the Vedas are to be taken as the effects of
Brahman, then, there being of a human origin or created ( Pauruseya )

cease to be authoritative. Hence, how can Brahinan be regarded as the
Author of the Vedas ?

Reply
Scriptures are Eternal

To this objection, we reply: Brahman can properly be regarded
as the Author of the Vedas. From the Scriptural text: “Breathed forth
by this great Being are these the Rg-Veda, the Yajur-Veda and the Sama-
Veda” ( Brh. 2. 14, 10 ; Maitr1 6. 32.), it is known that all the Vedas
issue forth from Brahman, without any effort (on His part), as if
breathed forth ( by Him ). Itisalso proved from the following text that
the Great Lord is the Author of all lores :—“The primary cause of these

(1) 'The Siitra “Sﬁstra-yonitvat” can be interpreted in two different
ways :—

(i) ‘(Brahman cannot be known through any other source ) as
( He ) has Scripture for ( His ) source ( i. e. can be known through Scrip-
ture aloune ).”

(ii) (Brahman is omniscient) because (He) is the source of
the Scriptures ( i. e. Scriptures issue forth from Him).”

(2) Ordinarily, a word should stand for only one meaning, other-
wise we have the logical fallacy of equivocation or ambiguity. But
when the writer or speaker himself intends to convey more than one sense
by the same word, there is no such fault. Here the author himself wants
to convey two different meanings by the same Aphorism, so, no logical
fallacy of ambiguity is involved here. .
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different eighteen lores is the Wise Being Himself with spike in His hand
( Sulapéni or Siva ).” Prior to creation, the omniscient Supreme ILord
creates again the Vedas, ( solong ) merged in His own self, through
fashioning them, just as before, according to their prior compositions.
Hence, the Vedas are of a non-human-origin or uncreated, ( Apauruseya )
and effects of Brahman. The words of those who are subject to (worldly
passions like) love and hate, may be authoritative or unauthoritative. But
the words of Brahman or Siva, who is free from the blemishes of all imperfec
tions ; who has an unobstructed, unlimited and direct intuitive knowledge
of all objects exlsting in the past, present and future ; who is self-proved ;
who is the Supreme Lord ; who has attained the supreme ; who has all
His desires fulfilled—are always authoritative, The following Scriptural
texts declare the Supreme ILord to be the author of all lores and the
cause of all auspicious Smrtis :—“T'he Lord of all the lores, the Master of
all beings” ( Mahanar. 17. 5.) ‘““That God connected us with (i. e. gave
us ) the auspicious Smrtis” ( Mahanar. 10. 3.). Hence as the Vedas,
revealing all things, are themselves due to the Supreme Lord, so His
ommniscience too, is established. For, what is unknown cannot be said. (1)
Although the omniscience of the omnipresent Supreme Lord is also proved
by the fact of His being connected with all objects, yet ( the author of the
Aphorisms ) shows in particular, His authorship of the Vedas, the manifes-
tors of all objects. (*) Now, lamps, though connected with colour and the
rest by means of their rays, yet manifest only colours, not tastes and the
rest. But such is not the case with Brahman. On the contrary, as He,
connected with everything by means of His powers, reveals everything. (#)

Objection

The Supreme Lord’s omniscience means (His) knowledge regarding
all the objects mentioned in the Vedas. Hence, it follows that even the

(1) Saying something implies a prior knowledge regarding that
thing. Here, Scriptures being the Words of Brahman, He says or utters
these, and, so must know these first. Now, the Vedas contain all know-
ledge. So, Brahman, their Author, must also be all-knowing.

(2) Brahman’s omniscience can be proved by two ways: (i) He is
connected with all things, so knows them all. (ii) He reveals the Vedas
containing all knowledge, so is Himself all-knowing. Here, the author
emphasises especially the second point.

(8) One thing may be connected with another thing, but that does
not mean that the first must manifest the second, E. g. the rays of a lamp
are connected with i. e. fall on a lump of sugar. But these reveal only the
white colour of sugar, not its sweet taste etc. But Brahman, connected
with all things, reveal all of these fully.
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great Sages who kmow the meaning of the Vedas must be omniscient.
How, can, there be any difference here ?

Reply
Brahman alone is Cmniscient

To the above objection, we reply: Not so. The Lord who is the
Author of those (Vedas) possesses more knowledge ( than what is contained
in the Vedas only. ). It is found that Panini and the rest, the authors of
grammatical treatises and the like, possess much more knowledge regard-
ing many things than mere grammar etc. Although the Veda is the mani-
festor of the meaning of everything, it does not manifest all things directly,
but some only indirectly, some in a general manner, some specifically. It
is the Supreme Lord alone that is the witness of all, perceives all. Thus
there does exist a difference between the Veda and the Supreme Lord. (*)

Objection
There is no fixed rule that the Supreme Lord alone is the Author of
the Vedas. From the Scriptural text: “Verily, by becoming six Hotr
priests, Prajapati created all this, the Rg, Yajus and Sama”. it is known
that Hiranyagarbha and the rest, too, are the authors of those (Vedas).

Reply
Brahman alone is the Author of the Vedas

To the above objection, we reply : No. For, the Vedas existed even
prior to the origination of Hiranygarbha and the rest. It is declared by
Scripture : “He who creates Brahma before ; who verily, delivers the Vedas
first to him” (Svet. 6.18). He who is the creator of even Hiranyagarbha, the
first among the gods, and He who teaches all the Vedasto him (viz. Hiranya-
garbha ), — He alone is higher than all, the Author of the Vedas, the
Supreme Teacher. This is made clear by the following Scriptural passage :
“He, higher than the Universe, Rudra the Great Sage, who formerly saw
Hiranyagarbha, the first amongst the gods, being born—that God connec-
ted us with (i. e. gave us ) the auspicious Smrts” ( Mahanar.10.3 ).

The meaning of the above text is as follows :—During the time of crea-
tion, “the Great Sage” or the Author of the Vedas, “Rudra” or the Supreme
Brahman, “higher than the Universe” or higher than the universe of souls
and matter as possessed of (the attributes) of omniscince and the rest, “saw”

(1) An author always possesses more knowledge than what is con-
tained in the treatises composed by him, for, a cause or a creator is naturally
more than an effect or a created object. Now the sages know the
Vedas only, but Brahman is the composer of the Vedas. So, the sages can
never be as all-knowing as Brahman.
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“Hiragyagarbha” or Brahman, “the first” or the primary “among the gods”,
or “among Indra and the rest”, being born, through, His own desire, from
Prkrti, the material causes, (!) — this “seeing” implies teaching all the
Vedas, the sources of all knowledge, (to him ). For enlightening us as to
the topics treated therein, this “Great Spiritual Preceptor” “Connects us
with” (i. e. gives us ) the Smrtis, that are the causes of the cessation of all
the great afflictions due to the bondage of earthly transmigratory existence,
that bring about the attainment of Supreme bliss due to obaining the
grandeur of the Supreme Immortality (?) that are, accordingly, supremely
auspicious in form, and that are consistent with the cream of the Vedantas.

Hence it is established that the Lord is the Author of all the Vedas.
As the Scriptural passage : “By means of speech, which is devoid of form
and eternal” ( Rg. V. 8. 75. 6 ; Tait. Sam. 2. 6. 11. 2. ) declares that ( the
Vedas are ) enjoined according to their prior forms, so it does not give rise
to any contradiction. Hence, it is not self-contradictory to hold that the
Vedas are due to the Lord, yet eternal. (*)

Here ends the Section entitled “Having the Scripture as the
Source” (3).

(1) Here, Brahman’s desire for creation is the efficient cause, and
His power or Prkrti is the material cause.

(2) Here “Grandeur” means the great qualities of Brahman, viz.
having all desires fulfilled etc. “Supreme Immortality” means Brahman.
So, the whole compound means “obtaining similar qualities with Brahman”
i. e. Salvation.

(8) The Vedas are simply manifested and not created, anew at the time
of each new creation. During dissolution, these do not become destroyed,
but only merge back into Brahman ; and during creation they come to be
revealed again. So these are eternal and their ‘Creation’ simply means
‘Manifestation,’ again in accordance with their old forms. So, the Vedas
are due to Brahman, as they issue forth from Him anew each time ; yet
they are eternal as they remain in Brahman all the time they were not
manifested.

)



Adhikarana 4: The Section entitled “Concordance.” (Sutra 4)

In the First Aphorism, Siva, the Supreme Brahman, is proved to be
the object which oue desires to know. What is the special characterising
mark ( that enables one to have ) a knowledge ( of such a Siva )—in reply
to this enquiry, the Second Aphorism states such a special characterising
mark ( of Brahman ), viz. Creatorship and the rest of the world. Now
what is the proof with regard to Him—in reply to this enquiry, the Third
Aphorism establishes that the Scripture or Vedanta is the proof with
regard to Him and His source. A thing that is proved by something else
always without an exception, is said to have that something as its proof.
How can the Vedauta-texts be taken as establishing Brahman ? (*) In
reply to this enquiry, the Fourth Section is begun thus :—

SUTRA 1. 1. 4.

“But that ( viz. Erahman ) ( has Scripture for His sole proof ), on
account of the concordance (of all Scriptural texts with regard to
Brahman alone ).”

The word “That” mans Brahman, referred to above. The word “But”
refers to ail the Vedanta-texts collectively. ‘The word “Concordance”
means connection in respect of meaning. The Vedanta-texts, being all
connected with the marks of meaning(?), all give (us) a knowledge
regarding “That’, viz. ( the very sane ) Brahman,—this is the meaning of
the Aphorism. All the Vedanta-texts constitute the topic treated here.

(1) A is taken to be the proof of B if A always proves B alone and not
Cor D. Inthe same manner, the Vedanta can be taken to be the proof of
Brahman if it is shown to prove Brahman, and nothing else. So, here it
has to be shown that all the Vedanta-texts refer to Brahman alone.

(2) A question may be asked as to how is it possible for us to
determine the real meaning of a text. There are certain marks that
enable us to do so, like ‘Beginning’ etc. These marks are discussed in this
Siitra below. (P. 39 fn.3). Now, all the Vedanta-texts agree in
possessing these marks which enable us to know that they all mean or refer
to Brahman alone. There are numerous apparently divergent Vedanta-
texts. But they all agree with one another in dealing with Brahman
alone.
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Objection

A doubt may be raised here as to whether it is proper to
take the Vedanta-texts as giving ( us ) a knowledge of Brahmaun, or not.

(1) First in all cases, a word can indicate an object or have a
meaning, only when the relation between (that word and its meaning )
in known ( tous ). Inthe absence of such a knowledge regarding the
the relation between a word and its meaning, a man can have no idea
about the meaning of that word. T'his knowledge of the relation ( between
a word and its meaning ) depends on (i.e.can be attained through ) the
usage by or behaviour of elders. This usage or behaviour enables us to
know that ( words indicate ) actions only. Thus, on hearing an elder’s
words, viz. ‘Bring a cow’, “I'ie a cow’, and so on, ( a second ) elder, who is
being directed thus, is impelled to action immediately after. Seeing this,
a nearby man, who, desires to know what a word really stands forth,
argues thus, within himself : “I'his man must have, from every point of
view, acted immediately after getting an idea regarding an actioti. This
idea of an action, again, must have arisen ( in his mind ) from those words
alone, ( spoken by the first man ). Otherwise, why should there have been
such an impulse towards action (on his part) immediately after ( he)
heard those words ?°(*)  Again, on seeing the bringing and tying of a
cow, he (the third man ) comes to know different kinds of actions ( as
indicated by different kinds of words ). Thus, as words refer to actions,
they cannot prove Brahman, the ( ever- ) established one. (?)

(2) Moreover, secondly, the world being a particular kind of effect, a
a particular kind of cause, viz. Brahman, can be established by inference

(1) 'The first man says something to the second man, and the second
man immediately after begins to act. A third on-looker notes it and argues
thus within himself : An action is due to an idea about that action, and
the idea here must be due to the words spoken to him. Thus, words lead to
idea of action, and that, again to action. Hence, a word means an action
with regard to an object. In this way, the third mean comes to know what
a word means or refers to.

(2) 'The Vedanta-texts consist of words, and words, as shown above,
mean certain actions with regard to certain objects. Hence, the Vedanta-
texts meaning as they do certain actions with regard to certain objects,
can never refer to Brahman, the eternal,—for no action is possible with
regard to such unchangeable, eternal, ever-true Being. Actions are
possible only with regard to those objects that are subject to changes.
E. g. at first a cow is not tied, then it comes to be tied. Thus,
an action always produces a change in the object of action. But Brahman
always is, and never becomes, so no action is possible with regard to Him.
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also. So how can the Vedanta-texts, concerned with objects that cannot
be known (through any other source of knowledge ), be proofs ( with
regard to Brahman 7 ) (%)

(3) O, thirdly, the Vedanta-texts are concerned only with injunc-
tions, and not with Brahman. If they are concerned with both, then a
diversity or contradiction amongst texts will result. Hence, it is not
reasonable to lold that the Vedanta-texts inform us about Brahman
This is the Prima Facie view.

Reply
All Scriptures prove Brahman

The Correct Conclusion, however, is that it is, of course reasonable.
For, the Vedanta-texts, being all connected with the marks of meaning, (?)
are indeed capable of giving us a knowledge of Brahman.

(1) First, your argument, viz. that—‘As words refer to action, they
cannot prove Brahman, the ( ever- ) established One’—is wrong. For, as in
the sentence : ‘A son has been born to you’, words are, indeed, found to have
connection with established objects too. (})) A person who wishes to know
( the meanings of words ) knows ( from his own experience ) that his own
impulse to action is due to his knowledge regarding that action, which,
again, must be preceeded by a knowledge regarding the object of the
action. (4) Hence, even when he ( observes ) the behaviour of the elders,
he knows for certain that the directive words ( of the first person ) produce

(1) See under Su 1. l 3 P27 The Scrlptures are sa1d to be
“Ajnata-jhapakam” or they enable us to know something which cannot be
otherwise known. But if Brahman can be known through Inference,
what is the use of Scriptures with regard to Him ?

(2) All the different Vedanta-texts are in concordance or agreement
in point of their meanings. They all mean or refer to the same Brahman ;
and they all prove or arrive at the same Brahman. For the explanation of
‘marks of meaning’ see above. P. 39 fn. (3).

(3) 'Thus, here he gets an idea regarding an object, viz. son, pure
and simple, from those words, but no idea about any action whatsoever. So
words do refer to mere objects.

(4) From his own case, he knows that an impulse to action is
impossible without a prior idea of the object of that impulse. Thus, he
first knows an object ( viz. cow ), then he has an idea regarding an action
( viz. bringing ) with regard to that object, then he has an impulse to that
action and actually performs it.
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the knowledge of objects on the part of the ( second ) person who is being
directed. (*) Hence, it is proved that words can indicate even established
or already existent objects.

. Or, what is the mnecessity of thus (observing) the usage by or
behaviour of elders here ? For, one can get a knowledge ( of the mean-
ing of words ) through other means no less. Thus, mothers and the like
point out by their fingers different objects, like children, animals and
so ou, to ( their ) children, and apply those words to those objects respec-
tively. ‘T'hus trained in various ways, these children come to know the
meanings of all those words. T‘hose who know nothing about poetic and
dramatic treatises, approach a person who knows all thesc, separate the
words, and thereby learn that this word has that meaning—thus they
come to know the meanings of all the words.

Hence, as words can give us a knowledge regarding established
objects 1o less, they can be proofs with regard to such objects also. Hence,
the Vedanta-texts do prove Brahman.

(2) Secondly, your view, viz. “I'he world heing a particular kind
of effect, 2 particular kind of cause, viz. Brahman, can be established
by inference also’—is not plausible. For, as it is found that chariots,
palaces and the like having variegated forms are due to many causes,
so it is impossible to prove by inference that the world is due to a single
canse. From the universal relation between the major and the middle
terms, it follows that the cause ( viz. Brahman) is subject to Karmas
and the rest. All these have been- already said before. (*) Hence, Brah-
man cannot be known by inference. But, we do not object to the view
that inference too, conforming to Scripture, may be a proof with regard to
Brahman.

(1) From his own experiences, the prospective learner knows that
unless there be, first, -a knowledge regarding an object, there cannot be
any action with regard toit. From this he knows that in the case of
the second person, acting according to the words of the first one, the
action must involve a prior knowledge of the object of the action. Thus:
the first person says: ‘Bringa cow’and the second person at once does
so. ‘I'hat means that the second person first knows what a cow is, and
then, alone, can he bring it. Thus, words do indicate objects. Hence,
here the third on-looker does not conclude that the words of the first
produce an idea of an action in the -mind of the second. On the contrary,
he is convinced, on the analogy of his own case, that those words indi-
cate objects first, and not actions, to the second. Thus, the words :
‘Bring a cow’ first gives him the idea of a cow.
(2) See above. Su. 1. 1. 3. P. 28.
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Objection

Words can be authoritative proofs only with regard to those objects
to which they really refer, and not with regard to anything else, as is
possible in the case of perception and the rest. (*) What are the grounds
prove that the Vedanta-texts refer to Brahman ?(?)

Reply
Seven Marks of an Intelligible Text
We reply : “Beginning and the rest.” There is a maxim to this
effect, viz. “Beginning, end, repetition, novelty, result, explanation, and
fitness or non-co._tradiction (*) —these are the grounds that prove that
(a text ) refers to ( something in particular ). Here too, it is proved for
certain, on the ground of ‘Beginning’ and the rest, that the Vedanta-texts

(1) This objection is but an elucidatlon of the third objection
raised above. ( P.36). The Vedanta-texts are concerned with injunc-
tions, viz. those regarding the worship of Brahman. How can, again,
they be concerned with Brahman Himself ? The same texts cannot refer
to two things. Here, it may be pointed out that the same texts can
refer to and give us a knowledge regarding two things, just as the same
act of perception can give us a knowledge regarding two objects present
before us. But as against this view, the Prima Facie objector points out
above that the knowledge through words is not the same as that through
perception etc. The eves manifest all those near objects with which they
are properly connected. That is why, perception can reveal more than
one object at the same time. But words cannot reveal all those objects
which they have no power of indicating, but only those that they
actually mean or refer to. Thus, similies, metaphors etc. do not stand
for the objects which those words can indicate, but only for those objects
which they do indicate. E. g. the compound word ( Purusa-simha ) can
indicate an object consisting of both a man and alion. But it does
actually stand for only a very brave man. Hence, the same word can-
not stand for two different objects, as it cannot mean or refer to both
of them at the same time. Hence, the same Scriptural texts cannot
refer to two different topics, viz. Brahman and Karman or His worship.
—This is the Prima Facie view ( See below P. 65. ).

(2) According to the third objection raised above, the Vedanta-
texts are concerned with injunctions regarding the worship of Brahman,
( See above P.36.). So, how can they be, again, taken to be concerned
with Brahman ?—this is the Prima Facie view.

(8) Upakrama, Upasamhara, Abhyasa, Apiirvata, Phala, Arthavada,
Upapatti.
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do refer to Brahman. The determination of the meaning (of a text)
through such ‘Beginning’ and the rest is called the ‘Hearing’ or study
( Sravana ) of the Vedanta-texts. Hence it lLas been said: “Suffering is
due to ignorance, knowledge is its destroyer, ‘Hearing (or study ) of all
the Vedanta-texts is 1ts (1) cause. ‘Hearing’ ( Sravnn ) means determin-
ing, on the grounds of ‘Beginning’ and the rest, that the Vedic te‘<ts all
refer to Siva, the Lord, Higher than the highest.”

Beginning and End prove, in the same manner, the fact that the
Vedanta-texts all refer to Brahman or Siva. This referring or meaning
implies two things, viz. referring to His nature, as well as to His wor-
ship. (3) The following are some examples of Beginning and &nd
( proving that all the Vedanta-texts refer to Braliman ) :—“I'he Existent
alone, iy dear, was this in the beginning ( Chand. 6.2.1. )— this is the
Beginning. “That thou art” ( Chand.6.16.3.), — This is the End.
“Through the grace of the Lord, he beholds the greatness of the Lord”
( Mahanar.8.3. )—this is the Beainning “He who is the Highest is Mahes-
vara (or the Great Loord )’ ( Mahanar.10.8.). —This is the End. The
same thing is to be found in other places as well. The following supply
examples of Repetition. “That thou art” (Chand.6.8.1; 6.9.4; 6.10.3 ;
6.11.3; 6.12.3 ; 6.13.3 ; 6.14.3; 6.15.3; 6.16.3); “Everything, verily, is
Rudra” ( Mahanar.13.2. ). “To the Husband of Ambica, the Husband of
Uma” ( Mahanar.13.4. ) “He who is Rudra is the Lord” ( Atharvasiras 2 ),
“Bhur! Bhuvas! Suvar!” (Tait.1.5.1; Mahanar.7.1; 7.2; 7.3; 7.5;
8.1; 14.1.); Novelty means something that is not attainable through any
other source of knowledge except the Vedas. Result is the knowledge of
Brahman. Explanation consists of the origination, maintenance, destruc-
tion and the rest of the world. Fitaess means absence of contradiction,
or arriving at omniscience and the like. From all these signs or grounds,
it is deﬁmtely known that the Vedanta-texts all refer to Brahmin. (*)

(1) Knowledge is the destroyer of suﬁermg Study of the Vedanta
is the cause of this knowledge. (2) i.e. the Vedanta-texts have a double
purport ( Tatparyya ). They refer to Brahman Himself, as well to His
Upasana or meditation.

(3) Here the question may be asked as to how we can decide the
real purport of a text. The author points out that there are certain marks,
signs or grounds which enable us to know the purport of a text, or the
object it refers to. Firstly and secondly, we know this from the ‘Beginning’
and the ‘End’ of the text. Some irrelevant topics may be mentioned in
between these two. But the text naturally begins and concludes with its
real and main topic. Thirdly, we may find “Repetition” of the text or that
the text is repeatedly referring to the same object. Such repetitions also



40 Srikagtha-Bhasya 1. 1. 4

(3) But, thirdly the Vedantas are connected not only with Brahman,
but also with injunctions regarding knowledge of Brahman. Thisis
known from texts like: “O ! the Self should be seen” ( Brh.2.6.5. ) and so
on. Your view that—‘If they be concerned with both, then a diversity or
contradiction amongst texts will result’— is wrong. Just as through the
eye that enables us to know colour, the object, too, is known, so through
Vedantas, concerned with injunctions ( regarding the knowledge and medi-
tation of Brahman ), Brahman Himself is known. Hence, to say that ( the
Vedanta-texts ) are concerned with both ( Brahman Himself, and injunc-
tions with regard to knowledg and meditation ) involves no contradiction. (1)

enable us to know the main topic, as, naturally the main topic is often
repeated for the sake of clearness and emphasis. Fourthly, there is
‘Novelty’. That is, if we know that an object cannot be known through
any other source, but only through that text, that also convinces us that
that object must be the special topic of that text. Fifthly, the ‘Result’ has to
be considered, That is, if we know that a text will result in a knowledge of
a particular object, we at once know that that object must be the topic of
that text. Sixthly, the ‘Explanations’ contained in the text, too, enable us
to know the object it refers to, Seventhly, there is “Fitness or Non-contra-
diction”. Seventhly and finally, if the text involves no contradiction while
dealing with an object, we kuow, thereby that that object is its real topic.
Now, all these marks are present in the case of the Vedauta-texts in
reference to Brahman. Firstly and secondly, their beginnings and ends
all refer to Brahman. Thirdly, they repeatedly refer to Brahman. Fourthly,
we know that Brahman can neither he perceived nor inferred—so He can
be known only through the Scriptural texts. Hence, we come to know that
all the Scriptural texts must deal with Brahman. Fifthly, we also know
that the Vedanta-texts give us a knowledge of Brahman. Hence, they must
be concerned with Brahman. Sixthly, the explanations contained in the
texts, viz. the Being with which they deal is the Creator etc. of the world,
definitely prove that that Being is none but Brahman. Seventhly, no con-
tradictions are involved in the way these texts prove Brahman ; they,
further, designate a Being endowed with omniscience and the rest. All
these facts go to prove that they deal with Brahman alone, and with none
else.

(1) Srikantha’s view is that the Vedanta-texts are concerned with
two things—(i) Brahman Himself. (ii) Injunctions ( Vidhi ) with regard
to the knowledge and meditation of Brahman. The first is proved from
the ‘Beginnings,” ‘Ends’ ‘Repetitions’ etc of those texts. ( See above.
P. 39. fu. (8)

The second is proved by the above marks, as well as by the
practical cousideration, viz. if there be no injunctions regarding the
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Objection

Then, it has to be said that the knowledge of Brahman depends
(wholly) on Scriptures, that is, it is attained only through texts designating
Brahman. But, what then, is the necessity of injunctions with regard to
it ( viz. knowledge of Brahman ).(!)

Reply

In reply to this objection, we point out that, although (sucha
knowledge of Brahman can be ) attained (from the Scriptures, without
any explicit injunction with regard to it), yet these injunctions do not
involve any self-contradiction, as in the case of Mantras and the rest. For
example, though through knowing Mantras, revealing objets, deities and
the like, one comes to have a knowledge regarding those objects and the
rest, yet at the time of performing ( those sacrifices etc. ), it is found that
the Prayoga-vidhi : “I'his is to be remembered by means of Mantras’ (*)
enjoins ‘Knowledge’ once again. Just the same is the case here.

QObjection

There being no Utpatti-vidhi, Viniyoga-vidhi and Adhikara-vidhi
here, no Prayoga—wdlu is possxble ( with 1egard to the Vedanta texts)

knowledge and medltatlou of Brahman——-whlch are the means to attaining
Him—no one will resort to these and thereby attain salvation. (S.M.D.)

Now, it may be thought that the same texts cannot refer to two
objects without giving rise to self-coniradiction. But here the author
points out that that is not the case. K. g. the eye enables us to know
colour really. But as it is in direct contact with the object itself, the
Substratum of colour, it reveals the object, as well, to us. In the same
manner, the Vedanta-texts, concerned with injunctions, being in direct
contact with Brahman, reveal Him, as well, to us. So, no contradiction is
involved here. ( cf SMD.)

(1) Through the eyes we at once know an object presented before us.
and no injunction is necessary here viz. ‘Know that object.” If the
object be present before us and we simply look at it, we come to know it
immediately, and so there is no scope for any further injunction here. In
the very same manner, from the Scriptural texts, we at once come to know
Brahmap. So no injunction with regard to the knowledge of Brahman is
necessary here This is the Prima Facie view.

(2) A man has to study the entire Vedas first, then he can undertake
a study of the Karma-Mipamsa and Brahma-Mimamsa. ( See under S
1.1.1.P.5) Now, when he reads the Vedas, he reads also the Mantras
or sacred formulas contained therein ; and from these Mantras he naturally,

6
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Reply
Four Kinds of Injunction regarding Brahman.

No such doubt can be raised here. For, here, too, Utpatti-vidhi has
to be supplied (!) ‘Calmness’ and the rest, occurring in the same context,
have been enjoined as auxiliary, beneficial means, so that the text “One
should see the Self” ( Brh. 4. 4. 23.), can be 1ppr0pr1ately taken asa

get%a Lnowledge 1egqrdmg the objecte and the deltxes to which these
Mantras refer. Still, when later on, he studies the Pairva-Mhpamsa for
undertaking a particular kind of sacrifice etc, he meets with injunctions
regarding the knowledge of those objects and deities. These injunctions
are absolutely necessary, for he cannot perform that sacrifice properly
unless he possesses a kunowledge regarding the objects and deities etc.
essentially involved therein. Hence, although he already knows these
things from his prior study of the Vedas, yet he has to know them again
from the Karma-Mimamsa in accordance with Proyoga-vidhis regarding
them. These injunctions are called Proyaga-vidhis, because they are
injunctions regarding main sacrifices that are means to the attainment of
the desired for result.

An Utpatti-vidhi is an injunction regarding the means ( Karmas) to
the sacrifice in question. E.g. “In the case of the Jyotistoma sacrifice, one
should perform it, through the-Maha-Soma.” Here, the main sacrifice is
the jyotistoma, while the Maha-soma is the means to it.

An Adhikara-vidhi is an injunction referring to the result of that
sacrifice. E.g. “One desirous of Heaven’, should perform the jyotistoma
sacrifice.”

A Viniyoga-vidhi is an injunction regarding somie other auxiliary
means or sacrifices benefitting the main one. E.g. “One shoud benefit the
Jyotistoma by means of Diksaniya sacrifices and the like.”

A Proyoga-vidhi is an injunction regarding the main sacrifice.
leading to the desired for result. E. g. “One desirous of Heaven, should
perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice.” ( of. SMD.)

() Inthe case of the Vedanta-texts, too, there are Utpatti-vidhis,
indicating the means to the main acts enjoined. ( See fn. 2. P. 41.) E.g.
of the text : “O ! the Self should be seen” ( Brh. 2. 4. 5. ) where the main
act, viz. ‘Seeing’, has been enjoined. Now, here, of course, there is no
explicit mention of the means ( Karma ) to ‘Seeing’. But, we must not
think that no such special instruments for ‘Seeing’ need be mentioned
here, as ‘Seeing’ naturally means seeing by the eyes. For, this ‘Seeing’
cannot, evidentlv, be taken as ordinary seeing by the eyes—which is
impossible with regard to the Self. The term ‘Seeing’ here simply
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Viniyoga-vidhi. (*) As in the case of the Ratri-sattra or Night Sacri-
fice, so here, too, an Adhikarin ( a person entitled to the study of the
Vedanta ) can be conceived, viz. one who is desirous of salvation ; and
this is known from the following explanatory, enlogistic text: ‘“‘By
knowing the Lord, one becomes free from all bond”(Svet. 1. 8 ; 2. 15. ete.)(*)
Hence, finally, we get a Proyaga-vidhi (regarding the Vedanta-texts),
viz. “One who is desirous of salvation and is endowed with self-control

implies direct, undoubted knowledge. just as we have a direct, certain
knowledge regarding the fruit, placed on our palm, that we are perceiv-
ing, so we should strive to havea direct, absolutely certain knowledge
regarding the Self—this is the meaning of the word “Should be seen”
here. Now, as this Seeing is not due to the instrumentality of the eyes,
and as no means or instruments for it have been mentioned explicitly
in the text, so we shall have to supply such means or instruments—
otherwise the above text cannot be regarded as an Utpatti-vidhi. That is,
here we have to supply the missing or implicit means, viz, the ‘Vedantas.’
Now, the Utpatti-vidhi reads thus: “O, the Self should be seen by-
means of the Vedantas.” That is, the study ot the Vedantas is the
means to the ‘Seeing’ or a direct realisation of Brahman. Thus, we get
an Utpatti-vidhi in respect of the Vedanta-texts as well, by supplying the
implicit means or Karma.

(1) Viniyoga-vidhis, too, are possible in respect of the Vedanta-
texts. A Viniyoga-vidhi indicates the auxiliary means benefitting the
main act enjoined. ( See fn. 2. P.41). Now, in the text: “Therefore,
having this knowledge, having become calm, subdued, quite, enduring
and collected, one should see the Self in the Self itself” ( Brh. 4. 4. 23.),
Calmness etc. are mentioned in connection with the ‘Seeing’ of the Self.
From this we come to know that these constitute auxiliary meaus,
benefitting or helping the rise of ‘Seeing’. That is, all these qualities
of calmness etc. help one to realise Brahman. So, this isa Viniyoga-
vidhi with regard to Him.

(2) Adhikara-vidhis, too, are possible with regard to the Vedanta-
texts. From the text: ‘“Knowing the Lord, one becomes free from all
bonds” ( Svet. 1. 8. etc. J, we come to know that one who desires for salva-
tion is entitled to study the Vedanta-texts. Here inthe above text, of
course, there is no actual injunction—it is but an Arthvada or eulogy
of the knowledge of Brahman. But there are other injunctive texts
regarding the Adhikarin to the study of the Vedanta. of Ratri-satra-nyaya.
This reférs to Scriptural passagés conveying no direct promise for
reward. Hence, in these cases, an Arthavada-passage promises such
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and the like should try to attain the knowledge of self” “Being endowed
with calmness, self-control abstention, patience and councentration, one
should see the self in the self alone” (1) ( Brt. 4. 4. 23. ).

Objection

To hold that the knowledge regarding Brahman is something to be
enjoined, does not stand to reason. In the text: “O! the Self should be
seen” ( Brh. 2.4.5. ) and the rest, it is improper to hold that the eternal
Brahman, the changeless, the pure self should be used in the accusative
case-ending.(*) Hence no injunction is possible here. For, origination,
attainment, modification and reformation are all impossible here.(*) If it
be said :—In the case of barley-meal, the second or the accusative case-
ending is given up and the third or the instrumental case-ending adopted,
in order that ( the action may be taken as directly leadmg to ) a separate

rewards, In the same manner, the above Arthawixda passages indicate the
reward or result of the study of Brahman.

(1) Finally, we have the Prayoga-vidhi here, viz. an injunction
regarding the main act enjoined leading to the desired for result, viz.
“One who desires salvation from bondage and is endowed with the
qualities of calmness and the like, should strive to attain the Knowledge
of Brahman”., Here the ‘Knowledge of Brahman’ is the main act enjoined
here, as the means to the desired result, viz. salvation.

(2) i.e should be au object of action. E.g. wesay: “Sa Annam
Bhungte’. ‘He eats rice’. Here ‘annam’ (rice) is in the second or
accusative case endlng ( Karma-Karaka ). But Brahman cannot be so used
in the accusative case, as He can never become an object of action. (See
fn (2) just below). So, we cannot say her : ‘Atmanam Pasyet’, “One should
see the Self.” (3) Actions produce four kinds of results— origination
(Utpatti), modification ( Vikara ), attainment (Prapti)and reformation or
improvement ( Samskara ). E.g. from alump of clay, a potter makes a
clay jar—here the jar originates. Milk is transformed into curd—here the
curd is a modification of milk. A man attains to or arrives at a village—
here he attains something not attained before. A gem is cleaned and
regains its former brilliance—this is reformation or purification. Hence,
action or injunction is possible only with regard to an object that can be
produced, modified, attained or reformed. But Brahman cannot be pro-
duced being eternal, cannot be modified being unchangeable, cannot be
attained being universally ever-attalned, cannot be reformed being ever-
perfect, Hence, no action or Injunction is possible with regard to
Brahsman. As such, knowledge regarding Brahman cannot be enjoined,
of. S.B. L 14
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result. The same should be done here too ; and thus it is possible to have
an injunction here to the effect : ‘One should see by means of the Self’'—
we reply this cannot be maintained here.

For, ( the two cases) are different. Thus, as action, resulting in reduc-
tion to ashes, is possible with regard to barley-meal, so, although in form
it has been expressed by an instrumental case-ending, yet in meaning it
stands (!) for the accusative. But that is not possible in the case of the
Self. Hence, the Vedantas are not concerned with injunctions regarding
the knowledge of Brahman.

(1) In the injunction ‘One offers the barley-meal as oblation’ (Saktiim
Julioti), if the accusative ‘barley-meal’ (Saktim) be accepted as
such, then the barley-meal, being thrown into the fire, would become
reduced to ashes and thereby altogether useless. In that case, it cannot be
used later on for the main sacrifice which alone can lead to the desired for
result. Thus, if we accept the accusative form ‘Saktiim Juhoti’, then the
action is to be taken as a Gupa and Samskara Karma ( For explanation,
see under Sii. 1.1.1. P.8. fu.(1) ), making the barley-meal fit for the main
sacrifice, just as in ‘Vrihin Proksati’, the act of sprinkling makes the rice-
grains fit for being used in that sacrifice. But in the above case, this, as
shown above, is impossible, as the very act of throwing into fire will alto-
gether destroy the barley-meal. So, to avoid this difficulty, we have used
the instrumental case-ending here, instead of the accusative, thus: ‘One
offers oblation by means of the barley-meal’ ( Saktubhil Juhoti ) is to be
accepted. For, as soon as we use the third case-ending in place of the
second, the act can be taken as a Pradhama and Artha Karma ( See P.8,
fn.(1) ), directly leading to the result in question. In this case, there is no
harm if the barley-meal is reduced to ashes, for, now it need not again be
used for the main sacrifice, but can, by being reduced to ashes, directly
bring about the result. Thus, the difficulty felt here with regard to the
above injunction regarding barley-meal may be easily removed by the
simple device of changing the case-ending from the accusative to the ins-
trumental. In the very same manner, the difficulty felt with regard to the
Self can, also, equally easily be removed by the very same device of
changing the accusative to the instrumental. That is, instead of saying :
‘One should see the Self’ which makes the Self an object of action ( Atma-
nam Pasyet ), we should say : ‘One should see by means of the Self (Atma-
na Padyet ). So, in this way, an injunction is possible with regard to the
Self. ‘This is an objection raised against the above Prima Facie view.

To this, the Prima Facie objector replies thus: The case of the
barleymeal is quite distinct from that of the Self. In the first case, we may
change the case-ending for avoiding the above mentioned difficulty. But
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Reply
Injunctions regarding Salvation.

Although origination and the rest, due to action, are not possible
in the case of the Self, still an injunction is necessary here for ( the
bringing about of ) Salvation pertaining to the agent. If it be objected :
As (the knowledge of Brahman ) is already attained ( by one who has
studied the Vedas and the Parva-Mimamsa ), how can there be ( again )
any injunction ( with regard ) to it, such as, ‘One should attain the know-
ledge of Brahman through the Vedantas? —We reply: Attainment
may be cither temporary or eternal. But in both cases, Niyama-vidhi and
the rest are possible. (*)

Object on

But then, if the Vedantas be concerned with injunctions, then it
is unreasonable to hold that they are, again, concerned with Brahman.
Your view, viz. ‘Just as through the eye that enables us to know colour,
the object, too, is known, so through the Vedantas, too, concerned with
injunctions (regardmg the knowledge and meditation of Brallmau)

really barley-meal remains, as before an object of action ( viz. throwmg
into fire ), —the only difference here is that we have to take it as an Artha
instead of a Guna Karman. But the self can never become the object of
any action whatsoever. So it can never be the object of any injunction.

(1) 'The objection here is: If one studies the Vedanta, then He at
once attains a knowledge regarding Brahman. So, why should one be
again, enjoined to study the Vedanta to gain such a knowledge? The
reply isthat, one does not read the Vedantd always, and so his know-
ledge regarding Brahman is not eternally present in him. Hence, to
induce him to study the Vedanta and thereby gain knowledge of Brahman,
injunction is certainly mnecessary. This injunction isa Niyama-vidhi;
i. e. indicates one definite means through which Brahman may be known,
viz, ‘One should know the Self through the Vedanta’.

It may be said, again, that a serious student, for getting rid of his
ignorance regarding Brahman, may constantly read the Vedanta and
thereby have a constant knowledge of Brahman—so no injunction is
necessary at least in his case. The reply is that here too, a Parisamkhya-
Vidhi is possible. For, then the injunction ‘One should kmow the Self
through the Vedanta’ will not enjoin the study of the Vedanta ( which
is unnecessary here as the man is by himself constantly reading the
Vedanta), but will simply prohibit the knowledgc of the Self through other
mtieans: ‘One should not khow the Self through redsoliing ete’ Se
above, 1, 1. 1, P. 18;fui (1)
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Brahmau Himself is known' (*)—is wrong. The eyes, when conuected
with (objects ) reveal each without any distinction. Words, however,
cannot do so. But they can be authoritative proofs only with regard 'to
these objects which they mean(?). Hence, the Vedanta-texts being proofs
with regard to Brahman, cannot be again, concerned with injunctions
regarding the knowledge of Brahman.

Reply
Two-fold purport of Scriptures.

To the above objection, we reply. Not so. For, it is found that
statements like “He performns the Samit sacrifices,” enjoin five sacrifices as
well as the procedure for performing them—thus, they are concerned with
both these things. In the cate of the Vedanta-texts, too, it ls quite
reasonable to hold that they give (us)a knowledge regarding Bralunan
as well as enjoin the knowledge regarding Brahman that brings ahout
salvation,

Objection

If Brahman be known from those Vedafita-texts themselves, then the
injunction regarding the knowing of Brahman becomes useless—for its
purpose is served (i.e. salvation is attained ) through that previously
gained knowledge itself.

Reply
Two-fold purport of Scriptares. ( contd.)

We reply : No. For, as Brahman is known only indirectly through a
text, an injunction regarding knowledge is necessary in order that one
may have a direct realisation of Brahman. If it be asked: What is the
difference ( between prior knowledge due to the texts and later knowledge
due to injunction ) ?—( we reply : ) knowledge, due to texts, cannot lead to
direct realisation ; but only knowledge which is of the form of meditation(®)
can do so. Hence, it has been declared by Scripture: “By meditating,
a sage attains to the cause of all beings, the Seer of all, beyond darkness,”
“Through lighting ( the fire of ) knowledge alone does the Knower burn
off bondage” ( Kalvalya 11.). “Through knowing the Deity, one is free
from all bondage” ( Svet. 1. 8 ;215; 4.16; 5.1316. 13.) “By knowing
Him, the Lord, they become immortal” ( Svet. 3. 7. ) and so on.

(1) See above. P. 40. fn. (1)
(2) For explanation, see above, P. 39. fu. (3)
(8) 1i.e. Knowing ( yfiana ) culminating in meditation ( Dhyana ).
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Thus, in the Smyti passage : “As from the text ‘Should be heard’
(Brh.2.6.5.) (*), it is known that (the Self) should also be reflected on, after
knowing one should constantly meditate—these two are the causes of
direct realisation”, it is said that ‘Meditation’ (Nididhyasna), the necessary
culmination of the knowledge attained through ‘Hearing’ (Sravana) and
‘Reflecting’ (Manana), is the cause of a direct intuition of Brahman.
Heuce, ‘Knowledge’ in the form of or culminating in ‘Meditation,” that
leads to salvation as its result, is enjoined by such texts as: “Omne should
see the Self in the Self in itself’ ( Brh.4.4.23. ) “Sambhu is to be meditated
on in the Ether”. “Tranquil, let one worship It as that from which
( everything ) originates, as that into which (everything) will be dissolved,
as that in which ( everything ) lives” ( Chand.3.14.1.). “Thus, O Man of
the Ancient Yoga, worship” (Tait.1.6.2.). Thus the texts: “I'he Knower
of Brahman attains the Highest,” (Tait.2.1.1.), and so on, instructs (us)
about the meditation on the real essence of Brahman, as well as about the
results and and the rest thereof. Otherwise, liow can there be any attain-
ing, as the fruit, of all desires with Braliman endowed with Truth aud the
rest, as well as a direct intuition regarding such a Brahman ?(*) Thus, in
the texts : “Braliman is Truth, Knowledge, Infinite” (Tait.2.1.1.), “Brahman
is Bliss” (Tait.2.4.1.), “(He becomes) Brahman who has the ether for His
body, whose soul is truth, whose pleasure is the vital-breadth, whose mind
is bliss, who abounds in tranquillity, who is immortal” (Tait.1.6.)(*), “Obei-
sance to the Supreme Brahman who is the Law, the Truth—to the black
and twany person who is self-controlled, possesses three eyes and has the
entire universe as His form” (Mahanar.12.1.), Brahman—truth, knowledge
and infinite in essence, finding pleasure in His own Self, free from all
blemishes of miseries, all-auspicious in essence, black and twany being
variegated in form as the repository of supreme powers, three-eyed—is
designated, on account of ‘Beginning’ and the rest proving that ( all these
texts do) refer to Braluman.(*) Again, in the texts: “He who knows
Him as placed in a secret place” (Tait.2.1.1.), “Thus, O Man of the
Ancient Yoga, worship® (I'ait.1.6.2.) and so on, His worshipping, too, is

(1) ‘T'he whole text : “O ! the Self should be heard, reflected on,
meditated on” (Brh. 2.6.5.).

(2) In the above Tait.2.1.1. it is said : “I'he Knower of Brahman

attains the Highest. He who knows Brahman as Truth, Knowledge,

Infinite, Placed in a secret place and in the highest heaven, attains all
desires together with (All-) Wise Brahman”.

(8) For explanation, see under 1.1.2. P.23.
(4) See above, P. 39. fn. (3).
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enjoined. From the texts : “He attains all desires” (Tait. 2.1.1.) and so on,
it is known that the worshippers attain all desires together with Brahman.
Hence, one desirous of salvation,—who performs his own duties in an
unselfish spiri{ ; who avoids the forbidden selfish (Kamya) acts; who
has his mind purified through the performance of actions as enjoined
by Scriptures and Smrtis ; and who is filled with a supreme devotion for
Siva, a devotion that is due to calmness and the rest(*)—first knows the
Supreme Brahman, called Siva, from the cream of Scriptures (viz. the
Upanisads) ; then worships Him. Thus, injunctions regarding knowledge
or meditation are, indeed, appropriate. Here, the word ‘Siva’ has been
used for showing that the three-eyed Brahman, as the repository of
Supreme purity and auspiciousness, is the sole object to be worshipped by
one who desires for salvation. Hence it is declared by the Atharva-Sikha :
"fSiva alone is to be meditated on, giving up every one else” (Atharva-Sikha
2.). Hence, that Being alone who is designated by the word ‘Siva’ is to be
meditated on. Otherwise, how can one get rid of earthly, transmigratory
existence ? ‘Siva’ is one who is free from all the blemishes due to defects
and is the substratum of unsurpassable auspiciousness. The following
text declares that Salvation results as a fruit from Knowledge: “When
men will roll up the sky as if it were a piece of leather(?) then there will
be an end to a suffering (even) without knowing Siva” (Svet.6.20.) (*). Here
the text : “Siva alone is to be maditated on, rejecting every one else”,
it is prohibited that one desirous of Salvation should worship any
one else besides Siva. Hence, Siva alone is the Supreme Brahman—
He alone should be worshipped and known by one who desires for salva-
tion. Hence, as there are definite proofs () that the Vedantas all agree
in referring (to the same Brahman ), it is concluded that they are con-
cerned with Brahman, as well as with meditation with regard to Him.
So, here there is no contradiction.

Here ends the Section entitled “Concordance” (4).

(1) See above, P. 42, 43. fun. (1).

(2) 1i.e. when the impossible will become possible.

(3) Here, we have the word ‘Deva’ (God) instead of the word ‘Siva’.
(4) Viz. ‘Béginning’ and the rest. See above P. 39. fn. (3).
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Adhikarana 5: The Section entitled ‘He Sees’ ( Sutras 5—12)

The state'd marks of Brahman may be thought of as belonging to
Pradhana—apprehending this, ( the Author ) says :—

SUTRA 1. 1. 5.

“Because ( the Creator of the world ) sees, (Pradhana is) not ( such
a creator ), since it is non-Scriptural.”

In the Chandogya, there is a text that forms the topic ( of this Sec-
tion ), viz. “The Existent alone, my dear, was this in the beginning,
One only, without a second. He saw (i. e. thought ): ‘Let me be many,
let me procreate’ ( Chand. 6. 2. 3.), and so on. Here,a doubt may be
raised as to whether this Existent Being, described by the above Scrip-
tural passage as prior to everything and assuch the cause of the entire
Universe, is Brahman or Pradhana.

Prima Facie View

Pradhana alone can be appropriately taken as the cause of the
world, in accordance with another Scriptural text viz: “Omne unborn
female, red, white, and black, who produces many creatures like herself.”
( Svet. 4. 5.). From this we come to know of Prakrti of the Samkhyas
that produces many creatures and consists of Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas,
and indicated by the colours red and rest (as mentioned in the text ).
In accordance with this (text ), in other places, too, the cause of the
world, designated by the word ‘Existent’, is none bnt Pradhana. Being
connected with Rajas and Sattva, it can appropriately be taken to be
possessing the powers of action and knowledge, through which, it can
become the cause of the world. The unconscious Pradhana alone can be
appropriately transformed into the form of the world, and not the cons-
cious, unchangeable Lord,—as transformation implies change on the
part of the cause. Hence, on the ground of reasom, as well ason the
ground of Scriptural authority, the cause of the world, designated by the
term ‘Existent’ is none hut Pradhana.

Reply
Pradhana is not the cause of the Universe.
To this, we reply: Pradhana which is ‘Non-Scriptural’ and can be
known through inference (only), is not the cause of the world, desig-

nated by the word ‘Existent’. On the contrary, the conscious Brahman
alone (issuch a cause). For, Scripture states that (the cause of the



Pradhana is not the cause of the Universe 51

world ) sees, thus: “He perceived ( i. e. thought ) ‘May 1 be many, may I
procreate’ ( Chand. 6. 2. 8. )”. 'This perceiving ( or thinking ) that is an
attribute of a conscious being is impossible on the part of the uncons-
cious Pradhana.

Your view that—in accordance with the Scriptural text: ‘“Who
produces many creatures like herself” ( Svet. 4. 5.), Praksti of the Sam-
khyas is the cause of the world here—is wrong. In the Aphorism : “(The
word ‘unborn’ does not denote (the Samkhya Prakrti) on account of non-
specification, as in the case of the cup” ( Br. Sii. 1. 4. 8.), we shall prove
that Prakrti alone which has the Supreme Lord as its cause, can produce
many creatures.

Your view that—‘Consisting, as it does of Rajas and Sattva,
Pradhzana possesses the powers of action and knowledge’—is wrong. For,
Prakrti, consisting, as it does, of three Gunas, cannot consist (only)
of Rajas and Sattva as separated from Tamas. It cannot also be said
here that when Tamasis over-powered, and Rajas and Sattva arise,
( Prakrti ) can have the powers of action and knowledge. For, ( the Sam-
khyas themselves ) admit that Prakrti isthe state of equilibrium of Sattva,
Rajas and Tamas. ()

Your view—that ‘If the unchangeable Lord is transformed into the
form of the world, then that would cause change on His part’—is due to
sheer ignorance. We hold that the Supreme ILord, as possessing the
powers of subtle Cit and Acit not divisible into names and forms, is the
Cause ; while as possessing the powers of gross Cit and Acit divisible into

(1) It was said above that, as Pradhana consists of the Gunpas
Sattva and Rajas, it can have the powers of knowledge and action, due
to these respectively. But here the Author points out that Pradhana
consists also of T'amas which obstructs knowledge and action. Hence,
due to this third Guga, it cannot have the powers of knowledge and
action.

The Prima Facie objector may, again, point out that when Tamas
is completely over-powered by the other two knowledge and action
become possible on the part of Pakrti. In reply to this, the Author points
out that the above Scriptural text unequivocally declares that at the time
of creation, the Creator of the world thinks and acts. But at the time
of creation, in the very beginning, Praksti is the Samyavastha of all
the three Gupas; so, then,there cannot be any overpowering of Tamas
by the other two.
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names and forms, is the Effect(*)—so we are not troubled with the above
diffculty. '

Obje :tion

. But from texts like : “I'he Existent alone, my dear, was this in the
beginning, One only, without a second” ( Chand. 6. 2. 1.), it is definitely
ascertained that the Reality which is existence in essence is without any
distinctions ( Nirvisesa ). So, why do you say that during its causal state
it possesses thie Universe in a subtle form ? (¥)

Reply
Brahman is Savisesa or an Organic Whole.

T'he words “Existent alone”, do not deny distinctions, but only that
the nom-existent can ever be the cause. For, from texts like : “The non-
existent, verlly, was this in the begmmn(f ; from that, verlly, the E\nstent

(1) Pdrmdma vada does mnot 1mply any change on the part of
Brahman. For, wlhen the world is created by Bralunan by his own powers,
this so-called creation is not a new productlon, not a change of Brahman,
the cause, into an altogether new thing, the world, the effect. But creation
implies only the manifestation of the suktle powers of Brahman into gross
forms. Thus, before creation, the Cit and Acit powers of Brahman remain
merged in Him and cannot be distinguished from Him. DBut in the
process of creation, these powers are manifested into the form of the gross
universe of souls and matter. Then, they came to have different names
and forms, can be distinguished from Brahman, and are called His effect.
Thus, the same Brahman, as possessing unmanifest powers, is the Cause ;
and as possessing manifest powers is the Effect.

2. There are three kiuds of distinction—Sajatiya, Vijatiya and
Svagata. The distinction of one object from another object of the same
class is called Sajatiya-bheda e. g. the distinction of one tree from another.
The distinction of one object from another object belonging to a different
class is called Vijatiya-bheda. e. g. the distinction of a tree from a man
etc. 'T'he distinctions amongst the parts of the same whole are called
Svagata-bheda. E. g. the distinctions amongst the roots. branches, leaves,
flowers and fruits of the same tree. Now, according to the Advaita
School, Brahman is devoid of all these three kinds of distinction. But
according to Ramanuja, Nimbarka etc., although Brahman can have 1o
Sajativa and Vijatiya-bhedas, vet He has Svagata-bhedas or internal
distinctions. The Cit and the Acit as his powers are His internal
-distinctions, or before creation, the universe of souls and matter remain in
Brahman, in a subtle form, as His iternal distinctions.
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was born’ ( Tait. 2. 7. 1. ),(*)—a misconception may arise regarding the
causality of the Existent. Further, liow does the text: “The Existent
alone, my dear, was this in the beginning, One only, without a second’
( Chand. 6. 2. 1. ) prove that Brahman is devoid of all distinctions ? The
word ‘was’ implies a kind of activity. ‘In the beginning’ implies a
particular time. ‘One only’ is meant for denying any other substratum.
The words ‘without a second’ indicate that ( He ) is the material cause of
the world. That is why, He must be omniscient and possessed of infinite
powers and the rest. How can He become both ( the material and the
efficient cause ) of the world, without possessing ommniscience and infinite
powers ?

Brahman is Existence or Satta as well ss Existent or Sattavan.

Or, as the word ‘Sat’ implies both the root or the main word, it is not
proper to take it to be referring only to one thing ; for, in accordance with
the root or the main word, and as well as in accordance with the suffix
(added to it ), it must designate two things. (?) There is a maxim of the
wise to this effect : “The word ‘Sat’, proclaimed to be ( both ) a root and
a suffix, (stands both for) a power (of Siva)and Siva Himself. The
whole Universe consiste of these two, they being Brahman in essence.”
Thus, it is established that the Supreme Lord alone, endowed with powers
of Cit ( souls ) and Acit ( Matter ), gross and subtle, is both the Cause and
the Effect, and designated by the word ‘Sat.’

(The Author) anticipates further objections and refutes them
thus :—

SUTRA 1.1.6.

“If it be said that the word ‘Seeing’ in the above Chandogya
passage is secondary, then we reply: no, because of the term ‘Self’
being applied to the cause of the world”.

(1) Of. Chand. 6. 2. 1-2.

(2) The word ‘Sat’ may stand for an attribute. That is, it may
mean ‘Sattd’ or the attribute of existence. Here, we take the main word
( Prakrti) ‘Sat’. Secondly, it may stand also for an object having that
attribute of existence. That is, it may mean “Sattavan” or an object that
exists i. e. possesses the attribute of existence. Here, we take the main
word with a suffix added to it.( Pratyaya ). Hence, the wotd ‘Sat"stands
-for twe things—an attribute and its substratum. '
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Objection.

You proved that ‘Seeing’ being the attribute of a conscious being,
cannot belong to the unconscious Pradhina, so the Supreme Brahman
alone is designated by the word ‘Existent’ and is the cause of the world.
But this (view) is entirely wrong. Just as, in the texts: “Those
waters perceived” (Chand. 6. 2. 4.) “Light perceived”, (Chand. 6. 2. 3.), and
so on, perceiving is ‘Secondary’ ( or metaphorical ), so it is secondary in
the case of Pradhana too. .

Reply
Pradhana, not being Self, is not the cause of the Universe.

We reply : “No., because of the term ‘self’,” which designatesa
conscious being, as mentioned in the text, beginning : “T'he Existent
alone, my dear, was this in the beginning’ (Chand.6.2.1.), and ending : “He
is the Self, that thou art” (Chand.6.16.3.). It is not stated by Scripture
that perceiving is secondary on the part of light and the rest. For, ( here
perceiving really ) belongs to the sentient Supreme Lord who is their
inner essence.

Objection

( Another objector says : ) Even if ‘Perceiving’, as mentioned in the
(above) Scriptural text, be admitted to be secondary ( on the part of the
Pradhana ), still, it cannot be held that Pradhana, “the Existent” { Sat ) is
the cause of the world, as there is the term ‘Self’ definitely proving that
such ( a cause ) must be a conscious being—all this has been proved above.
So the word ‘Self’ cannot here mean the unconscious Pradhana. But the
conscious individual soul ( Jiva ) can very well be designated, in a literal
sense, by the word ‘Self’. Hence, the individual soul alone is the
conscious cause of the world, and designated by the word “Existent” (Sat).

Reply
Jiva is not the cause of the Universe

SUTRA 1.1.7.

“The individual soul cannot be meant by the term ‘Self here,
because salvation is taught of one who relies on that.”

The following text teaches (us) that one who relies on ( or is devoted
to ) the Reality designated by the term’ “Existent”, (Sat) (attains) “salva-
tion”,’— “For him there is delay, so long as I am not freed, then I shall
attain (Brahman)” (Chand. 6.14.2.).

Hence, neither Pradhana nor the individual soul is designated by the
word ‘Existent’ (Sat). The Samkhyas, also, who take Pradhana to be the
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tause, do not hold that one who relies on ( or is devoted to ) that ( viz.
Pradhana ) (attains) salvation, for ( according to them Pradhana) is to be
abandoned. Nor can one who relies on (or is devoted to ) the individual
soul (attain salvation), for ( Scripture definitely ) prohibits this. Cf. the
passage : “Siva alone who brings all auspiciousness is to be worshipped,
giving up everyone else besides him”’. (Atharva-Sihka 2).

He again, makes clear the reason for which Pradhana is to be
rejected here.

SUTRA 1.1.8.

“And ( Pradhana cannot be denoted by the terms ‘Existent’. ‘Self’
and the rest ), because there is no (Scriptural) statement of its having to
be abondoned’’.

If Pradhana, were really meant here, then (Scripture) would have
also indicated that it is to be rejected. In the passage: “That thouart”
(Chand.6.8.7. etc.), it (the Self) is recommended to be worshipped asa
means to salvation.(!) So the only proper view is that Pradhana is not
( the Existent and the Self ).

Moreover, to take (Pradhana as the cause) will give rise to contradic-
tions. So, (the Author says: ).

SUTRA 1. 1. 9.

“Pradhana cannot be the cause of the world, on account of the
contradiction of the initial proposition.”

For this reason also, Pradhana is not denoted by the word ‘Existent’,
(Sat) viz. because the initial proposition, viz. that through the knowledge
of One, there is the knowledge of all, will come to be contradicted. In the
introductory passage: “Through which the unheard becomes heard”
(Chand.6. 1.2.) and so on, it is said that through the knowledge of that
Reality designated by the word ‘Existent’ (Sat), there is the knowledge of
all things, sentient and non-sentient, these being its effects. If Pra-
dhana be taken as the cause, then this will come to be contradicted, as the
sentient cannot have Pradhana as their cause,

(1) If Pradhana were the “Existent” and the “Self”, then Scripture
should, surely, have taught us that the Existent and the Self, as same as
the physical Pradhana, should be given up. But there is not only no text
recommending such a rejection of the Self; on the contrary, there are
definite passages enjoining the worship of the Self as the only means to
salvation, This proves that the Self is not Pradhana.
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Objection

‘ When Pradhana, the cause,’is known, then ‘all this’, meaning all the
material objects, its effects, are known ; just as, if the clay is known, its
effects, viz. pots etc (are all known) (). So, what coutradiction is
involved here ?—apprehending this, (the Author says :)

Reply

Pradhana is not the c:use of the Universe

SUTRA 1. 1. 10.

¢“(Pradhana cannot be taken as the cause of the world), on account
of (the individual soul’s) entrauce into itself (during deep sleep)”.

For this reason also, Pradhana is not designated by the word ‘Exis-
tent’ (Sat), viz. because in the text ; “Understand from me, my dear, the
state of sleep. When this person sleeps here, as we say, my dear, then
he comes to be united with the Existent, he has entered into his own.
Hence they say of him : ‘He sleeps’, for he has entered into his own”,
(Chand. 6.8.1.), it is stated that the conscious soul, united with the
Existent, enters into its own self. “Entrance” means dissolution.
The dissolution of the conscious soul into the unconscious Pradhana does
not stand to reason. Hence, Pradhiana cannot be designated as the
‘Existent’ (Sat).

By the term ‘Existent’ the Supreme Lord alone is designated, and
not Pradhana—this (the Author) says thus :

(1) In Chand. 6.1., introducing the famous discourse on “latt-
vamasi’ there is a discourse on the knowledge of all through the knowledge
of one. Here, it is said that if the material cause is known, then all its
effects, which are but the material cause in essence, are also known. Now
Pradhana, according to the Samkhyas themselves, is the cause of only the
non-sentient and not of the sentient. Hence, through knowing Pradhana,
only all the material objects can be known, but never the souls. But it is
said in Chand, that if one knows the Self, one knows all. So, here Pra-
dhana cannot be meant by the term ‘Self’, as, through knowing Pradhana
one cannot possibly kuow all things.

Now, it may be pointed cut that here ‘all’ simply means all
material objects, and not the souls. In this sense, Pradhana may he
taken to be the cause, without giving rise to any contradiction. This
view is refuted in the next Sitra.
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SUTRA 1. 1. 11

“Brahman alone is the cause of the Universality of kaowing (Him
as the cause ).’

Just as in this Upanisad ( viz. the Chandogya ), the word ‘Existent’
(Sat) is universally known to be referring to the Supreme Lord, so in other
Scriptures no less. Cf. the passage: ‘“The person, verily, is Rudra, exis-
tent and great—obeisance to Him, obeisance.” (Mahanar. 13.2.). Hence,
the Supreme Lord alone is denoted by the word ‘Existent’ ( Sat ).

In this very Upanisad, it is cleatly stated that all things originate
from the Self. Thus, ( the Author ) says :—

SUTRA 1.1.12

“(Brahms n alone is the cause of the world), also because ( this is)
definitely stated in Scripture.”

Here, too, it is stated, beginning : “From the Self the vital breath,
from the Self the ether,” and “From the Self all this” ( Chand. 7.26.1.).
Hence it is proved that Brahman, being the cause of the world, is desig-
nated by the term ‘Existent’ (Sat), and not Pradhana.

Here ends the Section entitled ‘“‘He sees’ (8).

Adhikarana 6 : The Section entitled “That which consists of Bliss”
(Sutras 13—186).

Above, after proving that Brahman’s characterising mark. viz.
Creatorship and the rest of the world, can be known only through the
Scriptures ; then apprehending that Pradhana of the Tantrikas may be
taken ( as such a creator), ( the author ) showed that ( as the creator must
be ) a conscious being, so (Pradhana) cannot be taken to be ( the creator ).
Just as the unconscious, Pradhina, so the conscious individual soul Jiva
too, cannot be taken to be ( the creator )—to prove this, (the author) begins
another Section.

SUTRA 1. 1. 13.

“( Brahman is) that which consists of bliss, on account of
repetition”.
Beginning : “From Him, verily, from this Self, the ether has
originated” (Tait. 2. 1.), and continuing : “‘Verily, other than and within
8
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that which cousists of Understanding ( Vijndna ) is the Self that con-
sists of bliss” ( Ananda). (Tait. 2.5.), the Chapter on Bliss (in the
Tattiriva Upanisad ) speaks of a Self consisting of Bliss, which, asthe
cause of all things like the ether etc., is inside the sheaths of the selves
consisting of food and the rest, and (as such) concealed. Here, the
doubt is as to whether this Self consisting of Bliss is the individual soul
or the Supreme Lord.

Prima Facie View.

The Prima Facie view is that it is the individual soul, as its attri-
butes are mentioned here. T‘hus, the passage: “From the earth, herbs;
from herbs, food ; from food, semen ; from semen, the person” ( Tait 2. 1.)
designates the five partsof the body. (') Here, ‘the self consisting of
food’ means the body ; ‘that consisting of the vital-breath’ means the
vital-breath inside the body ; ‘that consisting of mind’ means the mind
inside the vital-breath; ‘that comsisting of understanding’ means the
Buddhi inside the mind; and ‘the self consisting of bliss’ means the
individual soul, the substratum of all these. The imaginning of the head
etc. of the selves consisting of food and so on serve the purpose of
meditation. It said that if food and the rest are worshipped as Brahman,
then that would lead to prosperity in respect of food and the rest. If it
be said—How caun the individual soul, merged as itis in the sea of
suffering, be called ‘Consisting of bliss’ ( Ananda-maya)? —We reply:
Not so; for the Supreme Brahman is here designated by the term
‘Bliss’ ( Ananda ) in the passage : “Brahman is bliss” (Tait. 3. 6. ), (So,
He cannot be, again, designated by the word ‘consisting of bliss’)—Ananda-
maya’. As the suffix ‘mayat’ implies modification, His effect, the
individual soul alome is ‘that which consists of bliss’ ( Anandamaya ). If
the ever-auspicious Bralunan be admitted to be ‘Ananda-maya’, then the
prayer for purity, as contained in the following passage, becomes mean-
ingless, viz. “May my (sheaths) consisting of food, consisting of vital-
breath, consisting of mind, consisting of understanding and consisting of
bliss, be purified” ( Mahanar. 20-21). Hence, the self consisting of bliss
is the individual soul alone, uot the Supreme Lord.

(1) viz. head, right wing, left wing, middle of the body and tail.
Cf. Tait. 2. Here, five kinds of souls are spoken of: Anna-maya,
Prana-maya, Mana-maya, Vijhana-maya, and Ananda-maya, or souls
consisting of food, vital-breath, mind, nnderstanding and bliss. Each
succeeding one is subtler than and inside each preceding one. Further,
each is represented as a bird, with the above five parts. E. g. in the
first case, it is said : The Prana is its head ; the Vyana, the right wing ;
the Apana, the left wing ; space, the body ; the earth, the tail.
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Reply
Brashmen is Anandamaya.

To this, we reply: This Self consisting of Bliss is none but the
Supreme Lord. Why ? Because this (word ) ‘Bliss’ has been repeated
many {imes, as being unsurpassable, (in reference to Brahman). How
do you know this ? Beginning: ‘“This is an investigation inte Bliss”
( 'I'ait. 2. 8.), then stating that from the bliss of a man upto that of
Prajapati, each succeeding one isa hundred time more than each preced-
ing one (1), Scripture, goes on to declare repeatedly that the bliss of
Brahman is unsurpassable and the highest, thus: “This is one bliss of
Brahman” ( Tait. 2. 9.), and so on. A transmigratory soul cannot possess
such an unsurpassable bliss.

To your allegation that if Brahman he Ananda-maya, then how can
He, the ever-pure, pray for purification ? -——we reply: Just as the
purification of the brilliantly manifested moon simply means a removal of
the clouds covering it, so the purification of that ever-pure Being is
nothing but the removal of the filth that covers Him (?). Hence, the Self
consisting of Bliss is none but the Supreme Lord.

Objection
Brahman is said to be ‘Bliss’ (Ananda), ‘that which cousists of
bliss’, (Ananda-maya) is a modification of ‘bliss’, as the suffix ‘Mayat’
implies modification. If the Ananda-maya be taken to be I$vara or the
Tord, then I$vara becomes some one other than Brahman (who can have
no modification whatsoever). In that case, the Lord being subject to
modifications, becomes non-eternal.

Reply
Apprehending the above objection, ( the author) replies, thus :

SUTRA 1. 1.14.

“1f it be objected that on account of the word (‘Ananda-mava’)
denoting modification (Brahman is) ‘not (denoted by this term", (we
reply : ) No, on account of abundance”.

(1) See above P. 23. fu. (1) under!St. 1. 1. 2.

(2) When the moon becomes covered by dark clouds, it itself
does not really lose its purity or light. Still, as we fail to see it, we pray :
‘Let this dark, cloud-covered mcon bepure’. In the same manner, due
to the filth present in our own selves, we fail to see or realise the Lord.
That is why we pray : ‘Let the Lord who consists of Bliss, be pure’. But
this dees not mean that He Himself has become impure. cf. § M. D.
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Objection
Just as the selves comsisting of food and so on are modifica-
tions of food and the rest, so the self consistiug of bliss (Ananda-maya)
is a modification of bliss, as an earthen (Mrnmaya) jar is a modification
of the earth. Hence, as modification is impossible on the part of the
Supreme Lord, (the Ananda-maya) is none but the individual self.

Reply
Jiva is not Ananda-maya

We reply : No, for the suffix ‘Mayat’ means “abundance”. In the
cases of the selves comsisting of food (Anna-Maya), vital-breath (Prapa-
maya) and mind (Mana-maya), the suffix ‘mayat’ means modification
(But) in the case of the self consisting of understanding (Vijtiana-maya)
it means abundance, i. e the individual soul having an abundance of
understanding. In the case of the self consisting of Bliss, too (Ananda-
maya), it means the Supreme ILord having an abundance of Bliss.

Apprehending the objection that as the suffix ‘Mayat’is used in
the sense of modification in that Section, it should properly be taken
in that sense, here too—(the Author) says :

SUTRA 1. 1. 15

“And on sccount of the'designation of the cause of that”

In the Scriptural text : “For, verily, this alone causes bliss” (Tait.
2.7.), the Self consisting of Bliss (Ananda-maya) is designated as the
cause of the bliss of the individual souls. He alone who himself possesses
abundant bliss cau cause bliss to others. Hence, the Supreme I.ord
alone is the Self consisting of Bliss (Ananda-maya).

Objection

Although (you) say that the Supreme Lord, having abundant
bliss, is the Self consisting of Bliss, yet (really)it is known that such
a self is other than Brahman, for Brahman is known to be the foundation
of this (Ananda-maya)(!). If Brahman be different from the Supreme
Lord, then as dependent (on the latter). He cannot be taken to be the
cause of the world (%). Hence, the view that (the Ananda-maya) is the
individual soul, alone stands to reason.

(l) cf. Tait. 25, Here the different parts of the Self consisting
of bliss (Ananda-miaya) are described thus : “Pleasure is its head ; delight,
the right wing; great delight, the left wing ; bliss, the body : Brahman
the tail, the foundation”. Here, Brahman being the tail and foundation
of Ananda-maya cannot be identical with it.

(2) As shown above, Brahman, being the tail of the Self consis-
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Reply
‘T'o this, (the Author) replies thus :—
Brahman is Ananda-maya

SUTRA 1. 1. 16.

“And the Mantra-described one (viz. Brahman) is celebrated (to be
consisting of bliss)”.

That very one who is stated in the Mantra-text, viz. “Brahman is
truth, knowledge and infinite” (Tait. 2. 1.) is ‘celebrated’ as the Self consis-
ting of Bliss, because of possessing an abundance of bliss, in the the
passage : “Other than and inside that is the Self consisting of bliss”
(Tait. 2. 5.). In the text : “Brahman is the tail, the foundation” (Tait. 2. 5.)
the word ‘Brahman’ means the Pranava. As this stands for the Supreme
Lord, it can be taken as the foundation.

A Second Alternative Interpretation of the Section.

Here some say :—Scripture declares that the Great KEther
( Paramakasa ), the material cause ( Prkrii ), is the self consisting of bliss,
and not the Supreme Brahman, greater than the Universe and its
instrumental cause, designated in the text “I'ruth, knowlede and infinite”
(Tait. 2. 1.)

The'Self consisting of Bliss, declared to be the material cause of the
ether and the rest of the universe in the passage: “From this, verily,
from this self, the ether has originated” ( Tait. 2. 1. ), is the Great Ether.
That ( the self consisting of bliss is) the Great Ether, is known from the
text : ‘“‘If there were not this bliss in the ether” (Tait. 2. 7. 1.). From the
text : “Brahman is the tail, the foundation” ( Tait. 2. 5. ), Brahman is
known to be the foundation of this bliss or the ether. Hence, in the text :
““That is one bliss of Brahman” ( Tait. 2. 8) ( the word ‘Brahman’ means
the ether), it baving Brahman as its substratum. Again, “He knows
that Brahman is bliss. From bliss, verily, all these beings are born ;
through bliss, they live, when born ; to bliss they return after death and
enter” ( Tait. 3. 6. ), (the ether ) is declared to be the material cause of all
beings. Here in the text : “Brahman is bliss” bliss is designated as Brahman,
because it is identical with Him as His attribute. (*) In the text: “This is
the knowledge of Bhrgu V'irum, established in the hlghest Heaven, ( Tait.

ting of bliss, cannot be identical with it. Now if this Self be the
Supreme Lord, then Brahman becomes different from Him, which is
absurd, as the two are the same. So the Self consisting of bliss is not
the Lord, but the Jiva. ‘This is the Prima Facie view.

(1) According to this Second view, the word ‘Anandamaya’
stands for the Great Ether, the primary material cause of the whole
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3.6.), it is said that the knowledge of Blirgu Varuna ended with that of
the Great Ether, consisting in sentience, a Supreme Power ( of Brahman ),
the primary material cause of the universe, supreme bliss in essence, and
an attribute of Brahman. Hence, the Great Power, the Great Ether, au
attribute of Brahman and the primary material cause is designated to be
the Self consisting of Bliss (Ananda-maya). The Supreme Brahman being
the substance ( possessing this great KEther or Ananda-maya as His
attribute ), is declared to be its Foundation. The self consisting of
understanding is the individual soul worshipping Him. As the Ananda-
maya, aun attribute, and a power (of Brahman) is non-diflerent from
Brahman, the Substauce, the Foundation, so the Self consisting of Bliss is
designated as Brahman—with this end in view the Author of the
Aphorism has said “The self consisting of bliss ( is Brahman ), on account
of repetition” ( Br. St. 1. 5. 13.)

A Third Alternative Interpretation of the Section.

Others again say : As in the Scriptural text : “On departing from
this world, he proceeds to that self which consists of food” ( Tait. 2. 8). (*)
the selves consisting of food and the rest are designated by the term ‘self’
standing for a conscious beiug ; and also as it is known that the freed soul
leaving the world goes to higher and higher ( places), so these selves
consisting of food and the rest must be, from all points of view, the five
sentient presiding deities of the five elements, inferred from food and the
rest, or the Persons who are the causes (of these five elements), viz.
Brahma, Visyu, Rudra, I¢vara or Sadasiva. Brahman denoted by the
word ‘Supreme Siva’, who is the cause of even Sadadiva or the self
consisting of bliss, and the substratum of the selves consisting of food and
the rest, is described as “I'he foundation” ( Tait. 2. 5. ). ( He ) being non-
different ( from Brahman ), Brahman is designated by the term ‘consisting
of bliss’. So, in every case, the Self consisting of Bliss is the Supreme
Loord—this is established.

Here ends the Section entitled “That which consists of Bliss”’ (6).

world. It is also designated by the word ‘Ananda’. Sometimes, of course,
it is found that the term ‘Ananda’ has been applied to Brahman. But in
all those passages, the word ‘Brahman’ means the Great Ether. Brahman
is the substratum, the great Ether grounded on Him ; Brahman is the
substance, the Great Ether His attribute. And, the ground and
grounded, the substance and its attribute being identical, a word designa-
ting the first may very well mean the second too.

(1) The whole text is : ‘He who knows this, on departing from this
world, goes to the self consisting of food, goes to the self consisting of
vital-breath, goes to the self consisting of mind, goes to the self consisting
of understanding, goes to the self consisting of bliss’. (Tait.2. &)



Adhikarana 7: The Section entitled ‘Inappropriateness of the
Other’ (dutras. 17-20)

It has been established above that (all the Scriptural texts ) are in
concordance with regard to Bralimau, the Supreme Siva (Br. Sa.l.1.4.).
It has, also, been proved that the special characterising marks (of Brah-
man), viz. Creatorhood and the rest of the world (as mentioned in
Br. Sit. 1.1.3.), cannot belong to Pradhana and Jiva. (Br. Sa. 1.1.5.
onward). Now, Why does Scripture mention Hiranyagarbha, the sum-
total of all the Jivas, as the cause and the rest of the world ?—to this (the
Author) replies :

SUTRA 1.1.17.

“The other (viz Hiranyagarhha ) (is) not (the cause of the world)
on account of inappr.priateness”.

The following text of the Mahopanisad forms the topic (treated in
this Section), viz. “Procreated from whom the procreatess (i. e. Prakrti)
procreated creatures on earth by means of water ; who entered into herbs,
into men, into beasts, into all beings, moving on non-moving' (Mah-
anar.1.4.). Here, a doubt arises as to whether the Pcrson, declared by the
Scriptural text to be the cause of the procreatress of the world, is the
Supreme Lord, or some one else.

Prima Facie View

The Prima Facie View is that He is Hiranyagarbha. Why ? Be-
cause there are marks (to indicate him). “Thus, from the following Purana
passage, it is known that Brahman lies down on the ocean, viz, “When
the three worlds are reduced to one ocean (1), Brahma or Narayanna, having
a bed of serpent and nourished by the swallowing of the three worlds, lies
down.” The same mark ( of lying down on the ocean ) is mentioned by a
text here ( i. e. in the Mahanarayana ) too thus:“Whom the wise weave
(i. e. meditate on) as (lying on) the ocean when (the world comes to) an
end’. (Mahant. 1.3.)(3).

From the introductory text, “Prajapati moves about inside at the end”
(Mahanar. 1. 1), He (viz. Hiragyagarbha) alone is kuown to be entering
into every thing. From the concluding text too, “I'he Creator created,
just as before, the sun and the moon, Heaven and earth’ (Mahanar. 5. 7.)

(1) 1i.e. during Pralaya.

(2) The real text here is: ‘Yadautah-samudre Kavayah Vadanti’,
instead of ‘Yamantah..............Vayanti’,
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it is kuown that he aloue is the cause. Hence, it is but proper to hold
that Hiranyagarbha, establlshed by the ‘Beginning’ as well as the End,(!)
also possesses the attributes mentioned in the middle (of the Section).(?)
Moreover, the concluding portion of aunother text proves this: “Hirany-
garbha has sprung forth from water” (Mahanar. 1. 12.). The phrase ‘sprung
forth from water’ refers to none but Prajapati, inaccordance with the text:
“Prajapati moves about inside at the end” (Mahanar, 1.1.). Cf. also the
texts : “Hiranyagarbha existed in the beginning”. ‘“Verily, Prajapati is
Hiranyagarbha”. Hence, Hiranyagarbha alone is established here as the
procreator of the world and so on.

Reply
Hiranyagarbha is not the Creator.

T'o this, we reply : Hiranyagarbha, “O her” than, i. e. different from,
the Supreme Lord is “mo” the topic here; for the attributes of the
Supreme Lord, such as, being the cause of the procreatress of the world
(viz Prakrti) and so on, do not fit in on his part. Beginning : “From
whom is procreated the procreatress of the world” (Mahanar 1. 4.), the text
continues : “There ic no one who is more minute than He,— He who is
higher than the highest, greater than the great ; He who is one, unmani-
fest, having infinite forms, the whole universe, ancient, beyond darkness”
(Mahanar. 1. 5.). From this, it is known that He who is the cause of the
procreatress of the world, is the best among all, and ‘higher’ than ‘darkness’
or Prakrti. All this is not possible on the part of Hiranyagarbha, who
himself is included in the nniverse. Moreover, in the text: “Those who
know this, immortal do they become’ (Mahanar. 1. 11.), it is declared that
immortality or salvation results from knowledge regarding Him. This,
too, is not possible in the case of Hiranyagarbha. It is a special mark of
the Supreme Lord that He is the cause of Salvation, in accordance
with the text: “When men will roll up the sky as if it were a
piece of leather,(*) then there will be an end to suffering (even) without
knowing Siva (Svet. 6. 20.).(4)

Your argument that (Hiranyagarbha) is established by the
‘Beginning’ as well by the ‘End’, is not to the point. Asthe words
‘Prajapati’ and ‘Creator’ (Dhata) do not fit in the case of Hiranyagarbha,
they are not applicable to him; but they apply only to the Lord
of all creatures (Praja), the cause of the world, the Supreme Lord. In

(1) See P. 39.
(2) viz the attributes of lying down on the ocean etc.
(8) i.e. When impossible will become possible.
(4) See P. 49 fn. (2) above. End of Si 1. 1. 4.
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both cases the Supreme Lord alone is referred to in the passage:
“Sprung forth from water” (Mahanar. 1. 12.). For, in accordance with
the texts : “Who is the Lord of the bipeds and the quadrupeds’ (Svet. 4. 13.),
“Having the colour of the sun, beyond darkness’ (Svet. 3. 8.), His charcter-
sing mark is that He is the Lord of the Universe and also beyond it.
Hence, as (Prajapati is ) the cause and the rest of the world, the Supreme
Lord alone is denoted by the word ‘Prajapati’, and not Hiranyagarbha.

Hiranyagarbha being non-different from the Supreme Lord, can
very well be the cause and the rest of the world—apprehending this,
(the Author) says :

SUTRA 1. 1. 18.

“And on accountof the desig-ation of difference, (Hiranyagarbha
s oot ideatical with the Lord)”.

In this Mahopanisad, the difference between the Supreme Lord
and Hiranyagarbha,—the former being the cause, latter His effect,—is
designated thus: ‘“He, higher than the Universe, Rudra, the Great Sage,
who formerly saw Hiranyagarbha, the first among the gods, being born”
(Mahanar. 10. 3.) (*).

Hence, it is established that the Lord is the Cause of the entire un-
verse, including Hiranyagarbha.

(The Author) deals with further objections, thus:

SUTRA 1. 1. 19.

“And, (even )on account of desire (i.e.in spite of the fact that
Hiranyagarbha is said to have desired to create the world ), ( his being
the creator ) is not dependent on reasoning (i. e. does not stand to reason)
(because it is the Lord Himself who created the world in the character
of Hiranyagarbha )”.

In all the Scriptural texts like : ‘‘Prajapati desired : ‘Let me create
creatures’ (‘Tait. Sam. 8. 1. 1.), Hiranyagarbha's desire for creating the
world is declared. But still, “there cannot bs any dependence on reaton”,
i. e. there cannot be any rational grounds, for taking him as the cause of
the world, as his desire refers to only the intermediate creations (*). (Or,
rather) it is the Supreme Lord alone, who as Hiranyagarbha, is respon-

(1) See under Br. Sii. 1. 1. 3., P, 32.

(2) Brahman is the Primary Creator, as He alone is the Cause of
of Prakrti, the root Cause of the material world. But later on, having
created Hiranyagarbha, He delegates the creation of different objects
to him.

9
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sible for these intermediate creations (no less). “T'his (the Author) will
thake clear in the Aphorism : “But the making of names and forms (is the
business) of Him who renders Himself tripartite, on account of teaching”
(Br.$a. 2, 4. 20.).

Objection
In the Scriptural text: “Let me enter into these three divinities
(viz. fire, water and food) with this living soul, and manifest name and
form” (Chand. 6. 3.2.), it is said that the Supreme Iord entered the
universe as Hiranyagarbha, and thereby created names and forms. Hence,
it must be admitted that these two (viz. Brahman and Hiranyagarbha)
are non-different.

Reply
To this, ( the Author) says :
Hirapnyagarbha is not the Cause of the Universe

SUTRA 1. 1. 20.

“In this (i. e.in the Mahanzrayana Upanisad) ( cripture) teaches
his (i. e. Hiranyagarbha’s) connection wi:h that (viz. the Supreme Lord)”*

“In this” Upanisad, the Mantra portion “teaches” “his” i. e. Hiranya-
garbha’s “connection with that”, i.e. connection with the Supreme Lord
as His part, thus: “The Lord of Brahma”, “the Lord of Brahman”
( Mahanar, 17. 5. ). Hence, it is established that the Supreme ILord alone
is the Cause of the world, Hiranyagarbha is His part.

Here ends the Section entitled “Inappropriateness of the Other” (7).

Adhikarana 8: The Section entitled “That which is Within”".
(Sutras 21—22).

Thus, by the arguments contained in the prior Sections, it has
been established that the Supreme Brahman is Siva, omniscient, eternally
satisfied, possessing eternal knowledge, self-dependent, having non-
hidden powers, having infinite powers (!), the two-fold ( material and
efficient ) cause of the whole universe, the sole topic of all the Upani-
sads that are in concordauce (with regard to Him alone ), self-manifest,
possessing the whole world (as His Svagata-Bhedas or internal differences ),

(1) For explanation, see under Su. 1. 1. 2., Pp. 22.
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without a second, existence, consciousness and bliss in essence, the cause
of the severance of the noose of transmigratory existence, and different
from the sentient and the non-sentient. Now (the Author ) begins this
Section for showing the form in which He isto be conceived by His
devotees—a form that is, (so to speak ), an antidote to (the disease of )
earthly existence.

SUTRA 1. 1. 21.

“That which s withia ( the sun ) (is no 12 but the Suprs ae Lord)
on account of the teaching cf His qualities.”

The following text mentioned in the Chandogya forms the topic
treated here, viz. “Now, this Golden Person, who is seen within the sun,
has a golden beard and golden hair, and is golden through and through,
right to the finger-nail tips. His two eyes are like a lotus, full-blown
by the sun”, (Chand.1.6. 6-7). A doubt may be raised here as to
whether this Golden Person inside the sun is the Supreme Lord, or ano-
ther Divinity.

Prima Facie View

It is not possible that the Supreme Lord, who is the substratum
of all and present in all, should be inside the sun and golden in nature.
Even if it be admitted that He assumes a form voluntarily ( for enabling
the devotees to meditate on Him ), still He must be three-eyed ; but that
is not found here, as the text: “His two eyes are like a lotus, full-
blown by the sun,” speaks of two eyes only. Or rather, as in the case
of the souls, subject to transmigratory existence, so in the case of the
Supreme Lord too, ( His) body, though assumed voluntarily, is sure
to cause miseries on His part. If one happens to come into contact
with fire voluntarily, still then it by nature buras (him) (*). Hence,
to hold that the Supreme Lord can come tc be connected witha body,
does not stand to reason. Hence, this ( Golden person ) must be another
Divinity, not the Supreme Lord.—this is the Prima Facie view.

(1) A may come to be connected with B, either voluntarily or
involuntarily. But that does not change the nature of B or its effect on
A. e. g. a man may come to touch fire either voluntarily or involuntarily.
But in both the cases, fire burns him in exactly the same manper. In
the same manner, whether the ILord assumes a body voluntarily or
involuntarily does not matter at all~the very fact that, He has come to
be connected with a body praves that He too is subject to all the physical
ailments, This is the Prima Facie View.
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Reply
The Golden Person is Brahman.

But the Correct Conclusion is that He is none but the Supreme
Lord. Why? “On-account of the teaching of His qualities.” Qualities
like, lordship over all worlds and desires, freedom from all sins and so on,
mentioned in the passages: “He alone lords it over all worlds, all desires”
(Chand. 1. 6. 8. ) (*), “His name is High, ( because ) He has risen above
all sins” ( Chand. 1. 6. 7. ), belong to the Supreme Lord, in accordance
with the texts : “For, verily, Rudra is One—they do not stand for a
second, who rule all the worlds with ( their ) ruling powers”, ( Svet. 3. 2.),
“T'he One among the many who grants desires” (Svet. 6. 13. )rand so on.

Your view—viz. ‘It is not possible that the Supreme Lord, who is
the substratum of all and present in all, should be inside the sun’—does
not prove any inconsistency (in our view ). The Supreme Lord who is
the substratum of all and present in all, assumes a golden form for favour-
ing the devotees, and lives inside the disc of the sun. Through His con-
nection with a body, the Supreme Lord does not become subject to trans-
migratory existence, like ourselves, The Holy Scripture itself proves that
He is connected with a body, (yet) free from all sins. We depend only on
the authority of Scriptures, but do not give any importance to reasoning.
Even fire, when connected with an object possessing the power ( of neu-
tralising its effect) fails to burn it (?). The mention of two eyes of the
Supreme Lord in the text : “His two eyes are like a lotus, full-blown by
the sun” ( Chand. 1.6.7.), is simply meant for indicating ( their) similarity
to the lotus. but not for denying the third eye. Thus, when it is said
about a Brahmin having three sons that ‘His two sons are like fire’, the
use of the dual number does not deny the existence of the third son, but
only implies the similarity of two sons to fire, The same is the case
here.

(The words “Lotus, full-blown by the sun” or “Kapyasam Pundarikam”
are to be explained as follows:) The word ‘Kapi’ means one who drinks

(1) Quotation wrong.

(2) Mere connection of A with B does not imply that B will produce
its appropriate effect on A. If A possesses a special power to neutralise
the effect of B, B will fail to produce any effect on A. e.g. a piece of paper
comes into contact with fire, and fire at once burnsit. But water comes
into contact with fire, but fire fails to burn it. In the same manner,
when a Jiva comes to have a body, it becomes subject to all physical ail-
ments, not so the Lord.
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(Pivati) the water ( Kam), i.e. the sun, a lotus full-blown by such a sun (*).
‘The two eyes of the Supreme Lord shine like such a lotus. But the third
eye being closed is not like a full-blown lotus, but like a closed lotus—this
is the implication.

Ot jection

As from the text :—“The cow-herds and the cow-herdesses saw Him,
the Tawny Person, having a blue neck roaming forth ( through the sky ).
He was thus scen by the whole world, and made us all happy” (Tait.
Sam. 4-5-1), it is known that the Supreme Lord, having a blue neck, can
be seen by every one ; and as from the text: “I'he sun, with its disc illu-
mined by its own rays, has three eyes”, it is known that it ( the sun ) pos-
sesses three eyes, the sun itself is the directly perceivable Supreme ILord,
inside the disc of the rays. Otherwise, why should it ( the sun ) be said
to be possessing a blue neck and three eyes? Further, the text: ‘“This
sun is Brahman” ( Tait. Ar. 2. 2.) designates (the sun) as Brahman. Hence,
the Golden Person, mentioned as within the sun (Chand. 1. 6.6.) is none
but the sun inside the disc.

Reply
To this, ( the Author ) replies :—

The Sun is not the Goldea Person.

SUTRA 1. 1. 22.

“And on account of the designation of difference, ( the Golden
Person is ) other than ( the sun-god )”

(1) The phrase ‘Kapyasam Pundarikam’ has become famous as
eliciting forth the first manifestation of the genius of Ramanuja. It is
said that when Ramanuja was studying the Chandogya Upanisad with the
commentary of Samkara, he was struck by the wrong ( as he thought ),
interpretation of the above, phrase as given by Samkara. Samkara explains
it thus : ‘Kapih (Vanarah) asyate (upavisyate) anena, iti asam ; Kapeh asam
(pucchadhobhagal ), Kapyasam. Kapi means a monkey, dsam means a
tail on which one sits. Hence Kapyasam means the tail of a monkey.
Thus, the whole phrase means ‘A lotus ( red like ) the tail of a monkey.’

But Ramanuja interprets the phrase thus: ‘Kam ( Jalam ) pivati iti
Kapih ( Siirya ) ; tena asyate ( Vikasitam kriyate ) iti kapyasam (Sirya-
kirana-prasphutitam. ‘Kapi means the sun that drinks (pivati) water
{Kam). Asam means full-blown. Hence, the whole phrase means: ‘A
Lotus full-blown by the sun.’ Srikaptha accepts this interpretation.
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The Supreme Lord, having the form of a Golden Person, is “other
than” this individual soul, viz. the sun ( god ), inside the disc, “on account
of the desi,nation of difference” in the text : “He who, dwelling in the
sun, is (yet ) other than the sun, whom the sun does not know, whose body
is the sun, who controls the sun from within—He is your soul, the inner
controller, the immortal” ( Brh. 3.7.79.). Here, by the word ‘immortal’
Siva has been referred to, in accordance with the text : “All these, verily,
are the names of the immortal” ( Jabala. 3.). From the Jabala Upanisad
that is concerned with eulogising Sata-Rudra, we know that ( in the above
text ), the difference of the Supreme Lord from the sun is designated by
means of the attributes of unknowability and so on. Hence, the Golden
Lord is “other than” the individual soul, viz the sun(god). In the
text : “Having a blue-neck, tawny” ( Tait-Sam. 4. 5. 1.), it is proved that
the blue-necked Oneis the Supreme Lord, inside the sun. As He is the
soul of this ( viz. the sun ). He has been denoted by the word ( viz. ‘sun’ ).

Objection
The Person inside the sun is not the Supreme Lord, having a blue
neck, but Narayana. Thus, all the well-known texts assert that “Narayaya,
inside the disc of the sun, seated on the lotus-seat, is to be meditated
on”. He alone can be properly taken to have eyes like lotuses, as He is
well-known to be ‘lotus-eyed’. ( Pundarikaksa ). What is the use of this
attempt to prove this to be otherwise ?

Reply
Narayana is not the Golden Person.

We reply: Not so, For, the marks, found to be belonging to the
Golden Person, which are really the special marks of the Supreme Lord,
cannot properly belong to such a Narayapa. Thus, the above text, forming
the topic here, being rather doubtful, it is but proper that its real meaning
should be ascertained by other texts about which there can be no doubt.
In the Mahopanisad, it is said: “Verily, this sun burns this disc”
( Mahanar. 12. 2. ).

Thus the above Scripture first refers to the light of the disc thus:
“He who, the light, shines forth in this disc” ( Mahanar. 12, 2.) ; then
goes on to mention the sun, the presiding deity of the disc, thus: “He who,
the Person, is inside this disc, the inside the rays” ( Mahanat. 12. 2.);
then designates the Golden Person as the inner controller of the sun thus:
“The Golden Person who is inside the sun” ( Mah2anat. 12. 2.), then
designates again, the glory of that ( Person ) having the form of the sun,
thus : “Verily, the sun is vigour, power, might, fame’’ ( Mahanar 12, 2.) ;
indicates Him as the Lord of being thus: ‘“This Person is the Loxd of
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beings’ ( Mahanar. 12. 2. ) ; then, to satisfy the enquiry as to His nature,
begins : “Everything, verily, is Rudra”, ( Mahanar. 12. 2. )and ends:
“Obeisance, to one having golden arms, to the Lord of gold, to the husband
of Ambika, to the husband of Uma’ ( Mahanar. 12. 2. ), Here, through the
mention of the arms, it is implied that He is golden in form. Hence, it is
established that the husband of Uma, having a form like gold, is inside
the disc of the sun. Here, ‘having a blue neck’, ‘being the husband of
Uma’ etc. are special marks, and they cannot be applied to any one other
than the Suprene Lord. But, ‘having lotus-like eyes’ is a common mark,
and is found even in those who are not’ Narayaya. e. g. we speak of ‘A
woman having lotus-like eyes’, ‘A man having lotus-like eyes.” Hence, a
general mark is set aside by a special mark. (1) “He ( Narayana ) is to be
worshipped”’—this popular maxim is only a figurative statement. Hence,
it is established that the Holy Supreme Lord,—having a form like gold,
having three eyes, having a blue neck, the husband of Uma’, the Lord of
all worlds and desires, absolutely free from all sins,—is iuside the sun, is
denoted by the Gayatri-mantra, and is to be worshipped by all those who
desire for Salvation.

Here ends the Section entitled “1hat which is Within" ( ).

Adhikaranas 9 and 10: The Sections entitled “The Ether'’ and
“The Vital-breath” (3utras 23—24).

Having indicated the supremely auspicious, adorable form of Siva,
the Supreme Brahman, endowed with the attributes of omniscience and
the rest ; having then apprehended the objection that His special marks
may equally belong to some other things, dueto conventional usage of
terms, (the Author) begins two new Sections, thus :

SUTRA 1. 1. 23.

“(8Brahman is denoted by the word) ether, on account of His
chsracteristic marks’.

(1) ‘Having lotus-like eyes’ may belong both to Sivaand Visgu.
But ‘having blue neck’ etc. can belong only to Siva. Hence, from this we
come to know that the first mark, too, here belongs to Siva, and not to
Visnu.
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SUTRA 1.1, 24.

“For this very reason, (Brshman is denoted by the word) vital-
breath.”

In the Chandogya, there are two texts that form the topic here, viz.
“All these beings, verily, arise from the ether alome, disappear into the
ether” (Chand. 1.9.1.) ; “All these beings, verily, enter into the vital-breath
alone, arise from the viial-breath”. (Chand. 1.11.5). Here a doubt
arises as to whether the terms ‘Vital-breath’ and ‘Ether’, designating the
cause of the origin and dissolution of all beings, refer to the Supreme
Lord, or to the elemental ether and the vital-breath.

Prima Facie View

As from the Scriptural texts : “All these beings, verily, are born from
the vital-breath ; when born, live through the vital-breath ; on deceasing,
they enter into breath” (Tait. 3. 3. 1.); “From the ether, the air” (Tait. 2. 1.),
it is known that the vital-breath and the ether are the causes of all beings,
—these two alone are referred to here.

Reply
Akasa and Frana are not causes of the universe.

To this, we reply : The Supreme Lord aloue is denoted by the words
“Vital-breath’ and ‘Ether’ “On account of His characteristic marks”, such
as, ‘being the cause of all and the rest’. It.is impossible for these two to
be the cause of all. There the text: “From the vital-breath, verily”
(Tait. 8, 8. 1.), really implies that Brahman, Bliss in essence, is the Cause,
and not that the vital-breath is the cause,—it is but an explanatory repe-
tition. As the ether itself is included under the elements, it, too, is indicated
by the word ‘all’ ;(*) further, in accordance with the Scriptural text : “The
ether originated from the Self” (Tait. 2. 1.), all beings arise from the
Supreme Lord alone. Hence it is concluded that neither the elemental
ether, nor the elemental vital-breath are causes of all beings.

If it be asked : Why has the qualifying epithet ‘elemental ether’ been
used by you above—we reply : That was necessary, as there is another kind
of ether, viz. the Supreme Kther, which is nothing but the Supreme
Prakrti, the Cause of all things. But, then, how could you conclude that
(the ether was) the Supreme Lord ? Because it is non-different (from the
Lord.) (%) So, this is established.

Here ends the Section entitled ¢ | he Ether”, and “The Vital Breath”
(9 and 10).

(1) It has been said in the text that all beings or elements arise from
the ether. But the elemental ether is itself ore of these elements,- So, the
ether in the text cannot be the elemental ether.

(2) See under Br. Sii. 1. 1. 2. Pp. 23—24, also under 1. 1. 16., P, 61.




Adhikarana 11 : The Section entitled : “The Light” (Sutras 25—-28).

It has been established above that the Supreme Brahman,—the
Husband of Uma, the lord of the whole universe, free from the blemishes of
all faults and desires, an ocean of unsurpassable auspiciousness,
—is inside the disc of the sun. Now, it is said that He is inside other

places too.

SUTRA 1. 1. 25.

“(Brahman is denoted by the word) lighty on account of the
mention of feet’.

In the Chandogya, there is a text that forms the topic treated
here, viz. “Now the light which shines higher than this Heaven, on
the backs of all, on the backs of everything, in the highest worlds,
than which there are no higher—that, verily, is the same light which is
within this person” (Chand, 3. 13. 7.). Here, a doubt arises, viz. whether
this Supreme Light, declared to be all-pervasive and Heaven, is the
Supreme Lord, or some thing else.

Prima Facie View
As the word ‘Heaven’ implies the sky, in the text: “Higher than
Heaven” etc., the ‘light’ is proved to be the sun. Or else, as in the text :
“T'hat, verily, is the same light which is within this person’, (the light
is said) to be inside a person, it is but the fire within the belly.

Reply
Brahman is Light

But the Correct Conlcusion is that in the text “Now, the light which
shines higher than this Heaven” (Chand. 3. 13. 7.) and so on, the Supreme
Light, higher than everything, is none but the Supreme Lord. For, in
the preceding text : ““One foot of Him is all beings” (Chand. 3. 12. 6., Rg. V.
10. 90. 3.), it has been said that all beings are but ome part of this
light. This is not possible on the parts of the fire within the belly, or
the sun, both of them being limited.

Objection
In the previous text: “The Gayatri, verily, is all this” ( Chand.
3. 12. 1.). Gayatri is referred to as the soul of all. Hence, being in
the same Section, the text : “One foot of Him is all beings” (Chand. 3.12.6.),
declares that the entire universe is a part of that (Gayatri).
10
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Reply
To this, (the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1. 1. 26.

“If it be objected that on account of the mention of the Metre,
(Brahman is) not (denoted), (then, we reply :) no, on account of the
declaration of the application of the mind (to Brahman) thus, for thus
it is seen (in other passages too)”.

If it be objected that “On account of the mention of the N etre
(Gayatr)” in the previous text: “Gayatri, verily, is all this” (Chand. 3.
12.1.), that alone is referred to here, not the Supreme Lord—we reply : It
is not possible that a mere Metre called Gayatri, should be the soul of all.
But here, only the similarity of the Supreme Lord with the Gayatri has
been propounded. Just as the Gayatri, has four feet, consisting as it
does of four feet, each consisting of six syllables(*), so Brahman, too, has
four feet. In the same manner, it is found that in another place too, a
word denoting a Metre is applied even to a different object because of
the similarity (between them). As for example, in the Samvarga-Vidya,
beginning : “I'hese five and the other five make ten, aud that is the Kyta”(?)
(Chand. 4. 3. 8.), the text goes on to say : “That is the Viraj, the eater of
food” (Chand. 4. 3. 8.)(%). Similarly, as ‘being the soul of all’ is a speical
characteristic mark of the Supreme Lord, the mere fact of occurring in the
same section has no force (¢).

(1) Vide the verse: Indrah Sacfpati/Balena Piditah/Duscyavano
Vrsa/Samitsu Sasahily/. of. Sri. B. 1. 1. 26.
(2) Krta is the name of a dice marked with four points.

(8) The Samvarga-Vidya or the Knowledge concerning the Snatcher-
unto-itself, taught by Raikva to Janasruti. Vide Chand. 4.3. Here, it
it said that the wind and the vital-breath are snatchers-unto-themselves
among the gods and the sense-organs respectively. The wind absorbs
fire, the sun, ‘the moon and water. The vital-breath absorbs the speech,
the eye, the ear and the mind. And the wind, together with its four
kinds of food, viz. fire, the sun, the moon and water—these five ; and the
vital-breath, together with its four kinds of food, viz. speech, the eye, the
ear and the mind—these five, make ten, or the Krta which is called the
Viraj., Here, the Krta has ten consituent parts, just as the Viraj Metre
has ten syllables.

(4) Liniga (or special mark) is of a greater force than Prakaraya (or
section, topic). Vide (P Mi. Séi. 8. 3. 14.). Here, apparently the topic
is Gayatri. But the special mark mentioned here, viz. ‘being the soul
of all’ definitely proves that the Lord has been referred to here.
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Hence, the Light is none but the Supreme Lord.

SUTRA 1. 1. 27.

“And because the designation of the beings and the rest as
the feet is appropriate (only if Brahman be denoted by the term
‘Gayatri’), this is so”.

The designation, viz. that (the Gayatri) has four feet ; such as,
beings, earths, body and heart, ( Bhiita, Prthivy, Sarira, Hrdaya ) does
not fitin on the part of a Metre called Gayatri, but only on that of the
Supreme Lord.

Apprehending another objection, ( the Author ) refutes it thus:—

SUTRA 1. 1. 28.

“ls it be objected that on account of the difference of teaching,
( Brahman is ) not ( recognized), ( we reply :) no, on account of, there
being no contradiction even i1 both cases.”

Objection

As in the text: “Omne foot of Him is all beings. The three feet of
Him are the immortal in the Heaven” ( Chand. 3.12.6.), we find a
reference to the Heaven, it is not proper to hold that in the text about
the light (Chand. 3.13.7.) there is any reference to the Supreme
Lord. “On account of the difference of teaching”, there arises a con-
tradiction, and because of this, the reference (to Brahman here ) is un-
reasonable. In the texts: ‘“The three feet of Him are the immortal in
the Heaven” ( Divi ) ( Chand. 3. 12. 6.), and ‘“Now, the light that shines
higher than the Heaven’ (Divah)” ( Chand. 3. 13. 7. ), there isa difference
of teaching, resulting from the difference of case-endings (*). Hence,
there is a contradiction here.

Reply
Brahman is the Light.

We reply: “No, on account of there being no contradiction even
in both cases’, just like the expressions: ‘A hawk in the top of the
tree’ ( Vrksagre ), ‘A hawk above the top of the tree’ (Vrksagrat Paratah).

(1) 'The object referred to in the first text is said to be in the
Heaven ; while in the second case, itis said to be above Heaven. So,
how can these texts refer to the same object ( viz. Supreme Lord ), as the
same object cannot be both in and above the Heaven. This is the Prima
Facie View.
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In both these cases, what is meant is that (the hawk) is over the tree.
In the same manner, it is meant here that ( the Supreme Lord ) is over
or higher than the Heaven. Through this mark, itis proved that the
Supreme Lord alone is the Person mentioned in the Purusa-Sikta (*).
For, here too, itis stated by thetext: “One foot of Him is all beings”
( Chand. 3. 12.6.). Hence, it is established that the Supreme Light
covering the entire universe by its one part, and shining in the Heaven, is
the Supreme Lord.

Here ends the Section entitled ‘“‘The Light” (11).

Adhikarana 12: The Section entitled “Indra and the Vital-breath’
( Sutras 29—32 ).

1t has been said above that the Supreme Lord, designated as an
object to be directly worshipped in the disc of the Sun-god, is referred
to that Section as the soul of all. Now, to prove that, as He is the Soul
of everything, so is nothing besides Him is to be worshipped, (the Author)
begins new a Section.

SUTRA 1. 1. 29.
“ Brahman is denoted by the word) vital'breath, on account of
belonging in that way”.

A text of the Kausitaki Upanisad forms the topic treated here.
The following words of Indra viz. “I am the vital-breath, the intelligent
self. Worship me as life, as immortality” ( Kausa.3.2.) indicate the
topic. Here, a doubt arises asto whether the Being indicated here as
the object to be worshipped and as identical with the vital-breath, is
Indra or the Supreme Lord.

Prima Facie View
From the text : “I am the vital-breath, the intelligent Self. Worship
me” (Kaus. 3. 2.), itis known that the word ‘vital-breath’ directly
refers to Indra. Thetext: ‘“Worship me”, enjoins worship of that.
Being. It is appropriate on his (Indra’s) part to be the vital-breath as he
is the preserver of all through rains, as well as to be an object to be
worshipped by all as he possesses supreme glory. Thereisa Scriptural

(1) The text: “One foot of Him is all beings” etc. occurs also in the
famous Puruga-Siikta of the Rg. V. 10. 90. 3.
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text to this effect: “Indra, the King, who is the Lord of the world”.
Hence, Indra alone has been designated here as the object to be
worshipped. This is the Prima Facie view.

Reply
Brahman is the Vital-breath )

The Correct Conclusion is that, He is the Supreme Lord. Why ?
Beacuse His special qualities, like ‘bliss’, ‘agelessness’, ‘immortality’,
‘being the intelligent Self’ and so on, belong to the Being demnoted by the
word ‘vital-breath’. Compare the text: “This vital-breath, verily, is the
intelligent self, bliss, ageless, immortal” (Kaus. 3. 8. That in the Scrip-
tural text : “Indra, the king”, the word ‘Indra’ denotes the Supreme Lord,
is known from the context.

Apprehending another objection, (the Author) refutes it, thus :—

SUTRA 1.1. 30

“If it be objected that (Brahman is) not (denoted), on account of the
self of the speaker being taught, (we reply:) because there is a
multitude of reference to the seif in it’".

Objection
The Supreme Lord is not the object to be worshipped here. For,
in the introductory text : “Know me alone. I killed the three-headed son
of Tvastr, I delivered the Arunmukhas, the ascetics, to the wolves”
(Kaus. 3. 1.), it is taught that Indra, the well-known individual soul (Jiva),
is to be worshipped. Hence, the concluding part (of the text, viz. Kaus.
3. 8.) should also refer to him.

Reply
Indra is not the object to be worshipped

We reply : This is not proper, For “in it”, i. e. in the chapter, right
from the beginning, there is “a multitude of references to the Self”, i. .
a multitude of references to the qualities of the Supreme Lord. Thus,
in the beginning, in text : “What you consider to be the most beneficial
for mankind” (Kaus. 3. 1.), the worship of what is the most beneficial is
mentioned. That is an attribute of the Supreme Lord, as His worship
alone, the means to Salvation, is the most beneficial of all. In the middle,
in the text : “He alone makes one, whom He wishes to lead up from these
worlds, perform good deed. He alone makes one, whom He wishes to
lead downwards from these worlds, perform evil deed” (Kaus. 3. 8.), He
is mentioned as the director of all actions. Similarly, in the text: “As
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of a chariot the rim of the wheel is fixed on the spokes, and the spokes
are fixed on the naves, even so, these elements of being are fixed on the
elements of intelligence, and the elements of intelligence are fixed on the
vital-breath’, (Kaus. 3. 8.), (the vital-breath) is said to be the substratum
of the entire universe consisting of the sentient and the non-sentient.
And, this is an attribute of the Supreme Lord. Hence, as thereisa
reference to a multitude of the attributes of the Supreme Lord, Indra is
not the object to be worshipped.

Apprehending the objection : If Indra being but an individual soul
(Jiva) is not an object to be worshipped, then why should he teach his own
worship ?—(the Author) says :

SUTRA 1. 1. 31

“But the instruction (given by Indra about himself) (is justifiable),
through Scriptural insight, as in the case of Vamadeva”.

As (Indra realised) “through :criptural insight”, i. e. from the
Scriptural text : “Let me enter these three divinities (viz. fire, water, food)
with this living soul, and manifest name and form” (Chand. 6. 3. 2.), that
the Supreme Lord may be denoted by all words, (and) as the Supreme
Lord was his own body, so Indra (really) taught that the Supreme Lord
alone, denoted by the word ‘Indra’, is the object to be worshipped. Hence
the teaching regarding Indra is ome about the Supreme Lord. () An
example is cited, “As in the case of Vamadeva”. Vamadeva, too, intuiting
that the Supreme Self was his soul, declared : “I was Manuand the sun”
(Brh. 1. 4. 10.). The teaching about Indra is of the same kind.

Or else, through directly realising the truth taught by the Vedanta
and (thereby) conceiving of himself as idemtical with the esseuce of
Brahman, Vamadeva came to attain the nature of Brahman, get rid of the
sense of narrow egoity due to connection with the body etc., acquire the
sense of Supreme Selfhood as identical with the universe, and ( thereby )
realise his presence in all,—(and that is why ) he declared himself to be
Manu, the sun and so on constituting the universe. There is no doubt
that the same was the case with Indra. In the text: “Iam the vital-
breath, the intelligent self” (Kaus. 3. 2.), the Supreme Brahman is referred
to by the word “vital-breath,” as He being bliss in form is the cause of the
life of all, in accordance with the Scriptural text:” “The vital-breath,

(1) The Lord is immanent in everything of the world—He is the
Essence, the Soul, the Cause of all. Hence, in that sense, everything may
be called the ‘Lord’, just as clay-jar, clay-plate etc. may be all called ‘clay’.
Hence, ‘the térm ‘Indra’ is applicable to the .Lord too. So here the
worship-of Indra:mestts Wworship of the Lord.
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verily, is the intelligent Self, bliss, ageless, immortal” ( Kaus. 3. 8.). In
the same manner, the assertions made in the texts: “I am Brahman”
( Brh. 1. 4. 10. ) “Worship me” ( Kaus. 3. 2.), are due to such a direct
realisatlon of Brahman. In the same manner, Krsna and the rest
instructed Arjuna and others.

Apprehending another objection, ( the author ) repliis :—

SUTRA 1. 1. 32.

“If it be objected that on account of the chsracteristic marks of the
individual soul and the chief vital-breath, ( Brahman is ) not ( meant)
here ), ( we reply : ) No, on account of the threefoldness of meditation,
on account of being referred to ( elsewhere ), on zccount of (its)
suitability here.”

Objection.

There is nothing wrong in holding that ( Indra ) who, through the
worship of Brahman, came to attain the nature of Brahman and get rid of
the state of a transmigratory soul, taught his own self as the object to be
worshipped, imbued as he was with this sense of universal selfhood
through such a direct insight. ( But)in the texts: ‘I slew the three-
headed son of Tvastt” ( Kaus. 3. 1. ), “So long as the vital-breath remains
in this body, so long does it live” ( Kaus. 3. 2.), the characteristic marks of
an individual soul and of the vital-breath ( respectively ) are mentioned.
Hence, no teaching (about the Lord ) fits in here.

Reply
Brahman is the Object to be worshipped.

We reply : This cannot be maintained. For, it is but proper that
the Supreme ILord should be denoted by the words indicating an indivi-
dual soul ( viz. Indra ) and vital-breath, “On account of the threefoldness
of meditation.” Here, it is meant to be indicated that the Supreme Lord
is to be worshipped in three ways, viz. in His own nature, in the form of
the sentient, and in the form of the non-sentient. This is but proper,
as He, as the soul of the sentient and the non-sentient, is their substratum.
The worship of the Supreme Lord in His own nature brings about salva-
tion without delay ; the other two, in time. Hence, it is established that
here the worship of Indra means that of the Supreme Lord, his soul or
essetce.

Here ends the Section entitled “Indra and the Vital-breath” (12)

Here ends the First Quarter of the First Chapter of the Commen-
tary on the Brahma-Mimamsa, composed by the Saiva Tescher
Srikantha,

( According to Srikantha, the First Quarter of the First Chapter
contains 32 Siitras and 12 Adhikarans).



FIRST CHAPTER ( Adhyaya)
“econd Quarter (Pada)

Adhikarana 1. The Section entitled “Celebrity Everywhere”
(Sutra 1).

As the Vedanta-texts denoting Brahman are infinite in number,
so it is impossibie to discuss each of these. Hence, only afew that are
rather doubtful can be investigated into, and other similar texts ascer-
tained by means of the same reasonings. That is why, only a few texts
denoting Brahman have been mentioned by the Aphorisms as being in
concordance in respect of their meanings. Of these, some that are clear
have been discussed in the First Quarter. Some that are not very clear
are being now discussed in the Second Quarter.

-SUTRA 1.2. 1.
“(That which consists of mind is ~rahman) because of the teaching
of what is celebrated everywhere’.

In the Chandogya, there is atext that mentions the topic treated
here, viz. “He who consists of mind, whose body is the vital-breath,
whose form is light, whose desire is truth (), whose soul is the ether,
who contains all works, who contains all desires” (Chand. 3. 14. 2.) and
so on. Herea doubt arises as to whether the Person mentioned here
as endowed with the attributes of ‘consisting of the mind’ and the rest,
is the Supreme Lord or the indivdual scul.

Prima Facie View

The Prima Facie view is that it isthe individual soul. Why ?
Because it has been mentioned jnst before. In the text: “Verily, a person
consists of purpose, According as the purpose a person has in this
world, so does he become on departing from here. (So)let him form
a purpose” (Chand. 3. 14. 1.), the individual soul that roams about here
and in other places according to its actions, has already been referred to
before. The text: “He who consists of mind” occurs after that. Hence,
that which is endowed with the attributes of ‘consisting of mind’ and
the rest, isthe individual soul. “Consisting of mind”, “having the vital-
breath as the body” and so on are the characteriatic marks of a transmi-
gratory soul, and not of the Supreme Lord. “Having true desires” here

(1) 1i. e. Whose desires all come true.
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implies one who has no desire for truth (*). That, too, is to be taken
as an attribute of a transmigratory soul. Hence, from all points of view,
that which is endowed with the attributes of ‘“‘consisting of mind and
the rest” must be the individual soul, and not the Supreme Lord.

Reply
Brahman is Manomaya and the re ,

To this, we reply: The Supreme Lord alone is one endowed
with the attributes of “conmsisting of mind and the rest”. Why ? For,
in the introductory text: ‘“‘All this, verily, is Brahman. Tranquil, let
one worship it as that from which (all things) emanate, into which
(they) disappear, in which (they) breathe forth” (Chand. 3. 14. 1.), the
Supreme Brahman, the Supreme Lord alone has been taught as the Cause
of all and as the Olject to be worshipped.

The meaning of the above Scriptural text is as follows: The ori-
gination, preservation and dissolution of all this are due to Brahman.
All this is but Brahman, having the form of the seutient and the non-
sentient—tranquil, let one worship such a Brahman. Just as the heaps of
foam and bubbles, having their origination from, preservation in and
dissolution into the sea, have the form of the sea, so all things having
their origination etc. from Brahman, the substratum of powers, have the
form of Brahman., Nothing besides Him can be perceived. This has
been definitely declared by the Lord Himself in the Atharvasiras: “I,
the One, existed in the begiuning, I exist (at present ), I will exist in
future. There is no one else besides Me” ( Atharvasiras. 1.). After that,
He Himself propounds in the text “I am Brahman” ( Atharvasiras. 1.}
that the entire Universe is His formm. The reason why He should have
the entire universe as His form is that He entered into it, as stated in
the text : “He entered into the innermost part” ( Atharvadiras. 1.).
Hence, as the origination, preservation and dissolution of this world are
invariably due to Brahman alone and to none else, so the world is noth-
ing besides Brahman. The Wise declare: “The entire universe is but
His power, the Great Lord ( Mahesvara) is the substratum of powers.
A power, truly, isof the form of the substratum of powers, and is not
something different from that. These two (viz. the Lord and the
Universe ) are eternally identical in essence, like fire and its power of
burning. That is why, a power and its substratum are always nom-
different. Hence, ( as the two) are related as aitribute and substance,
the power of the Supreme Self is also supreme indeed. The burning
power of fire is mnot found to be different (from fire)”. In the

(1) Satya-Samkalpah—Sati Vatharthe Asamkalpah. o
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Vayu-samhita, there is a passage: “All the powers ( manifested
in the form), finally, of the earth(!) arise from the Reality
Siva. That is pervaded by the same Being, as the pitchers
and the rest are all pervaded by clay ( *). Supreme and manifold are His
powers, of the form of knowledge and bliss. (He) shines in one as
well as in many forms, like the light of the sun”. 7The following
Scriptural texts declare that the Supreme Brahman possesses natural,
infinite powers for creating, ruling and preserving the world. Compare :
“Supreme is His power, declared to be manifold. Natural is the operation
of His knowledge and powers” (Svet. 6.8.), “Rudra is one only—they do
not admit a second—who lords it over these worlds through His ruling
powers”’ (Svet. 3. 2., and so on.

In short, on the authority of Scripture, Smrti, Itihasa, Purana and
Maxims of the Wise, the Supreme Power, (Parama-sakti)—of the form
of Supreme Glory as cousisting in the entire universe of souls and
matter ; consisting in Supreme Knowledge, Bliss and Existence ; devoid of
all limitations of space and time, and natural—is the very nature and as
well as an attribute of Siva, the Supreme Brahman. Without this, the
Supreme Brahman cannot be Omniscient, Omnipotent, the Cause of all,
the Controller of all, the Object to be worshipped by all, the Favourer of all,
the Cause of the supreme goal of all, (viz. salvation) and All-pervasive ;
further, it will not be possible for Him to be designated by Supreme
Names, like ‘Mahadeva’, ‘Siva’, ‘Rudra’ and the rest. Thus, Brahman,
having the entire universe of souls and matter as His body, can be
designated by the word ‘all’. As the word ‘blue’ not only denotes
itself (blueness), but also the lotus which it qualifies, so the word
universe’ also denotes (not only itself, butalso) Brahman. That is why,
Brahman is denoted by the word ‘all’, as declared by the text : “Verily, all
is Brahman” (Mahanar, 13. 2.), Hence, the text: “All this, verily, is
Brahman” (Chand. 3. 14, 1.) designates Brahman as having the entire
universe of souls aud matter as His body. Thus, as the world is Brahman
in essence, it is not an object of hatred ; that is why, one should worship
Brahman tranquilly.

The same thing is declared by Purana-texts also, thus : “This world
consxstmg of the mobile and the immobile is the image of the God of Gods.

(1) The powers ‘of Brahman are gradually manifested in the form
of the universe of souls and matter. cf. Samkhya Doctrine of Evolution.
First, there is the Mahat, and finally the earth.

(2) ‘The material cause ( viz. clay ) pervades or is present in all its’
effects ( viz. clay-pitchers etc.). In the same manner, Brahman, the
material cause, is present in the whole world., the effect.
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The beasts fail to know this truth on account of their profound bondage.
The sentient are called ‘knowledge’ (Vidya), the non-sentient, ‘non-know-
ledge’ (Avidya). There is no doubt that the entire universe consisting of
‘knowledge’ and ‘non-knowledge’, is the form of the all-pervasive Lord of
the universe—as the universe is under His control. The term ‘existent’
is taken by the wise to mean ‘the true’ and ‘the honest’. T'he term ‘non-
existent’ is just the opposite—this is held by the followers of the Veda.
The entire universe which is both existent and non-existent is the body of
the Supremely Auspicious Being. Just as the branches flourish when the
root of a tree is watered, so His body, the world, flourishes when
Siva is worshipped. The soul is the eighth form of Siva, the
Supreme Lord, and the Universe is His other all-pervading form.
Hence the universe too has Siva for its soul. If an embodied being
is oppressed, then (the Lord) also having eight forms, wlll come to be
injured—hence no doubt should be raised as regards this point. (The
Wise) say that worshipping Siva means doing good to all, similarly,
favouring all, and assuring protection to all,—and so on. Hence as
Brahman has everything as His form, the statement “All this, verily is
Brahman—tranquil, let one worship Him” (Chand. 3. 14. 1.) is quite
consistent. Hence, Brahman, alone, mentioned in the beginning as the
object to be worshipped, is one who is endowed with the attributes of
‘consisting of mind’ and the rest. These attributes of ‘consisting of mind’
and the rest are never the characteristics of the transmigratory soul. As
He (viz. Brahman) assumes forms to be worshipped (by His devetees), He
can have limits (in that sense).

Your view that, as the individual soul having a purpose has been
referred to before, ‘that which consists of mind’ is the individual soul,—is
wrong. For, it is impossible that in the worship of Brahman alone who
has been taught in the beginning, the individual soul, mentioned in the
middle, should have any place, just as in the Visvadeva sacrifice, where
only curd is used, whey can have no place. Hence, Brahman alone is to
be worshipped as one endowed with the attributes of ‘consisting of mind’
and the rest.

Objection

If Brahman alone, mentioned in the beginning, be said to be endow-
ed with the attributes of ‘consisting of mind’ and the rest, the bringing
in of the individual soul, mentioned in the middle, becomes altogether
meaningless,

Reply
The Jiva is not Manomaya.
To this., (the Author) replies:
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SUTRA 1. 2. 2.

“And because of the appropriateness of the attributes intended
to be stated.”

As the attributes of ‘having true desires’, ‘having all desires’ and so
on, “intended to be stated”, “are appropriate” on the part of Brahman
alone, He alone is the object to be worshipped. The individual soul,
mentioned in the middle, is the worshipper, as it cannot be intended ( as
an object of worship ). )

Here ends the Section entitled “Celebrity everywhere” (1).

Adhikarana 2:—The Section entitled “Inappropriateness”
(Sutras 3—8).

It has been established above, ina general manner, that the indivi-
dual soul is not an object to be worshipped, but is only a worshipper.
Then, to prove that even Niarayana, the material cause of Hiranyagarbha,
the sum-total of all individual souls, is the worshipper of Brahman, higher
than the universe, and not himself an object to be worshipped,—( the
Author ) begins a new Section.

SUTRA 1.2.3.

“But because (the atiributes of ‘being the Lord of the Universe'
and the rest) are not appropriate (on the part of Narayana), the embodied
self (viz. Narayana) (is) not (referred to in the text)”.

In the Mahopanisad, there is a text that forms the topic here, viz.
“The Master of the universe, the Lord of the soul, ‘eternal, auspicious,
unchangeable, Narayana, the great object to be known” (Mahanar. 11.8.),
and so on. Here, a doubt arises as to whether the embodied soul. denoted
by the word ‘Narayana’ and endowed with the characteristic marks of
‘being the Lord of the Universe’ and the rest, is the Supreme Self or some
one else.

Prima Facie View
Beginning thus: “The God with a thousand head” (Mahanar. 11. 1.)
the text goes on to refer repeatedly to Narayana, the embodied soul, as
one that has a thousand heads ; further, the special characteristic marks
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( of Narayana), viz. ‘lying down on the sea’ and so on are stated in the
text : “Inside the ocean, the entire universe”; further, words like
‘Acyuta’, ‘Hari’ and the like which are but synonyms of ‘Narayana’' have
been used—for all these reasons Narayana alone, the embodied soul, has
been referred to by the marks of ‘being the Lord of the World’. This is
the Prima Facie view.
Reply.
Narayana is not the Supreme Self.

But the Correct Conclusion is that He is the great I,ord Mahesvara,
the soul of Narayana. Why ? Because the attributes of ‘being the Lord of
the Universe’ and the rest that are the attributes of the Supreme Lord,
“are not appropriate”’ on the part of Narayana who is different from Him
( viz. Siva ). From the texts: ‘“I'othe Lord of beasts” “To the Lord of
trees”, “T'o the Lord of the world” (Tait. Sam. 4.5.) and so om, the
Supreme Lord alone is known to be the Lord of the entire universe. In
the text : “Rudra, verily, is one only—they do not admit a second—who
lords it over these worlds by His ruling powers” (Svet. 3. 2.), it is denied
that any one other than Rudra can be the Iord of the world. In the
text : “Rudra is higher than the universe”, (Svet. 3. 4.), it is declared that
He alone is higher than the universe. Hence it stands to reason that He
who has the characteristic marks of ‘being the Lord of the Universe’ and
the rest, and is the soul of Narayana, is none but the Supreme Lord.

Objection

To say that the Supreme Soulis the Soul of Narayana, his Inner-
Controller, is wrong. Having stated that “Narayana is Supre‘me Brahman”
(Mahanar. 11. 4.), having, then, referred to the heart-lotus of a person,
thus: “Like alotus” ( Mahanar. 11. 7. ), having designated the individual
soul thus : “Inside that, a flame of fire” (Mahanar. 11. 11.), the text next
goes on to indicate Him (viz. Nardyana) as the object to be worshipped
because He is the Supreme Soul and the Inner Controller of the indivi-
dual soul, thus: ‘“Inside that flame abides the Supreme Soul” (Mahanar.
11. 13), In the text “He is Brahma, He is Siva” (Mahanar. 11. 12.), it is
said that Brahma, Siva and the rest are but His ( Narayana’s) powers.
Hence, Narayana alone is the Lord of the Universe, the Supreme Brahman,
and as the Inner Controller of the individual soul is the object to be wor-
shipped. Hence, it is wrong to say that the Supreme Lord, being His
Narayana’s ) soul, is Higher than He, and an object to be worshipped
by Him.

Reply
To this, (the Author) replies :

Brahman is the Supreme Self
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SUTRA 1. 2. 4.

“(The Supreme Soul or Siva, the object to be meditated on, is
other than Narayana) also because of the designation of the object and
the agent (i. e. Siva is designated as the object to be worchipped ;
Narayana, the worzhipper)”.

There the Supreme Lord and Narayana are respectively designated
as an object and as an agent, i. e. as the object to be worshipped and as the
worshipper. Why ? In the text “Like a lotus” (Mahanar. 11. 7.), the
heart of Nardyana, referred to before, is spoken of. In the text “Inside
the flame is the Supreme Soul” (Mahanar. 11. 13.), the Supreme Lord
alone has been designated as the Supreme Soul, and He alone, being
inside Naravana, is spoken of as the object to he worshipped. That is
why, the Supreme Lord and Narayaya have been respectively designated
as the object, i. e. the object to be worshipped, and the agent, i. e. the
worshipper. Hence, the Supreme Lord, other than Narayanma, is the
object to be worshipped. In the text: “He is Brahma, He is Siva”
(Mahanar. 11, 12), it is taught that the Supreme Lord is endowed with
the powers, viz. Brahma, Vispu, Indra and the rest of the Universe. (*)
Although here there is no explicit mention of Visnu, yet he is mentioned
in the Kaivalya Upanisad. Thus, having referred to the heart-lotus,
thus : “T'he heart-lotus, free from filth”, (Kaivalya 5.), the text goes on:
“Having worshipped the Supreme Lord, the Master, the resort of Uma,—
He who has three eyes and a blue neck, and who is tranquil,—a sage
attains the Cause of all beings, the Seer of all ; beyond darkness. He is
Brahma, Supteme, Self-governing. He alone is Visnu, He is the Vital-
breath, He is Time, and Fire”, (Kaivalya 7). The same thing is true here
too. The following Atharva text too, should be consulted : He who is
Rudra, He is the Lord, Bhiir, Bhuvah and Suvaryalj, Brahma—repeated
obeisance to Him,—He who is Visnu, who is Mahesvara”. (Atharvadiras
2). Here, the non-mention of Visnu, with Brahma and Siva as a power
(of the Lord), is due to the fact that he has been referred to in the
introduction as the worshipper of the Supreme Lord. Hence, no contra-
diction is involved here.

Objection
The person referred to in the introductory text : ‘“T'he Person having
a thousand heads (Svet. 3. 14.), is designated as possessing the world as one
of his parts, in the text” ‘“One foot of Him is all beings” (Chand 3.12.6.).
Hence, in the text “IT'he God having a thousand heads” (Mahanar. 11. 1.)

(1) These divinities are included in the Universe. And the
universe is the Sakti of Brahman. Hence, these divinities are not
independent deities, but powers of Brahman,
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too, Narayana is indicated. The same Narayana is spoken of in the
passage : “Narayana is Supreme Brahman” (Mahanar. 11, 4.). Brahman
alone is to be worshipped by all. How can He betaken to be an worshipper
of another ? 'To this the Author replies :—

SUTRA 1. 2. 5.
“On account of a particular Scriptural Text”.
Reply
Brahman is higher than Narayana,

The above particular text (Mahanat. 11. 4) really mcans ‘Brahmaun
is higher than Narayana ('). Hence, the Supreme Brahman, other than
Narayana, isthe object to be worshipped. For, the Supreme Brahman,
being of the form of a Person having a thousand heads and so on, is the
material cause of the world. That this Supreme Brahman has the world
as His form, we shall designate under the Section, beginning with
the Aphorism : “And, the material cause” (Br. Si. 1. 4. 23.).

(The Author) cites another reason to prove that Narayaya isthe
worshipper (of Brahman).

SUTRA 1. 2. 6.
“And, on accouut of the Smrtis”.

The Swnrti passage: “Saying this, then, O King! Hari, the
possessor of Supreme Yoga, showed His supreme divine form to Partha”
( Gita. 11. 9.) shows that Narayana, the possessor of Supreme Yoga,
meditated on the Supreme I.ord. Here, there is a statement of the
Supreme Lord addressed to Asvatthama: “I am worshipped duly by
Krspa who is unwearied in action. Hence, there is uo one else, other
than Krsna, who is most beneficial to me.” Hence the Supreme Brahman
is an object to be worshipped by Narayana, different from him.

Apprehending another kind of inconsistency, ( the Author ) disposes
of it, thus:

SUTRA 1. 2. 7.

“Jf it be objected that on account of its occupying a small abode,
and on account of the designation of that, (Brahman is) not (the object
to be worshipped), (we reply :) No, because (Brahman) is to be conceived
thus, as in the case of the ether”.

(1) ‘Narayapa-param Brahma', may be interpreted in two ways:
(i) Narayana Param Brahma (Narayana is Supreme Brahman. (i1
Narayapat Param Brahma (Brahman is higher than Narayana). The
Prima Facie objector accepts the first interpretation ; the Author of the
Stitres, the second.



88 Srikantha-Bhasya 1. 2. 8.

Objection.

As in the text : “Like the husk of a rice, it is thin, yellow, shining,
atom-like, inside that flame abides the Supreme Lord” ( Mahanar.
11. 13.), He being inside this small flame of fire, and baving thus,
a small abode, is Himself designated to be small,~—so He cannot be
the All-pervasive Supreme Lord.

Reply.
Brahman alone is to be Worshipped.
T'o the above objecton, we reply : “Not so.” That designation is

due not to the smallness of His own nature, but only to the fact that He
is to be worshipped (in the heart-lotus). For, the greatuess of His
nature is just like that of the ether. just as the ether, present inside pots
and the rest, tecomes smnall due to those limiting adjuncts, but remains
great by nature, so is the case here. Hence, there is no contradiction

here.
Apprehending another objection, ( the Author ) refutes it thus:

SUTRA 1.2.8.

“If it be objected that (if Brahman were to dwell within the heart,
then) there follows experiencing ( of pleasures and paias ), (we reply :)
no, on account of difference”.

Objection.
You said above that the text : “Narayana is the Supreme Brahman”
( Mahanar. 11. 4. ) really means that Brahman is higher than Narayana, (1)
and that such a Brahman is an object to be worshipped. The very same
Brahman is spoken of in the passage: “The True, the Existent, the
Supreme Brahman, the black and twany Person, Self-controlled, having
diverse eyes” ( Mahanar. 12. 1. ). Here the adjectives, applied to Brahman,
mean as follows :—“Black and twany” ( Krsna-pingala ) means that He is
variegated in form, endowed as He is with the Supreme Power ( Parama-
Sakti ), viz. Uma. “Self-controlled” (Urdhva-retah) means that His semen
is the fire. “Having diverse eyes” ( Viriipaksa ) means that He has three
eyes. “Person” ( Puruga) means that He lies down in the heart-lotus,
mentioned above (2) “The True, the Existent” means that He is free from
all errors of mind and speech—such are the special characteristics of the
Supreme Brahman. Hence, such a Being possessing as He does three
eyes and the rest, must possess a body too, and through this, there follows
“experiencing” of physical pleasures and pains.

(1) See above P. 87 fn. (1
(2) Puri sete iti Purusa. See under Sii. 1. 3, 13.
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Reply
Brahman is not Subject to Pleasure and Pain.

We reply : “No, on account of difference.” There does exist a
difference between an individual soul’s body because of which it
experiences pleasures and pains, and Brahman’s form. For, this latter is
assumed at will, while the former is due to actions. Hence, the Supreme
Lord is declared to be free from all the attributes of a transmigratory,
earthly body in the passage: “Free from sius, without old age, without
death, without sorrow, without hunger, without thirst, having true desires,
having true resolves” ( Chand. 8.7.1.). This is not a transmigratory
individual soul. Hence the forms of the Supreme Lord—which are
non-material ; free from sins, old age, death sorrows and the like;
assumed voluntarily in sport, and auspicious—are known to
be eternal from the passage: “The Terrible One (Ugra) is multiform
through eternal parts”, Hence, the Supreme Lord being different from
the individual soul, is not subject to any defects, due to the body. Here,
further, on account of the marks, viz. “Beginning’ and the rest™(*), it is but
reasonable that Brahman, having three eyes, is the best object to be wor-
shipped. Beginning : “More minute than the minute, greater than the
great’”’ (Mahanar. 8. 3., Svet. 3. 20.), and ending “He sees the Lord and His
greatness’” (Mahanar. 8. 3., Svet. 3. 20.), the text refers to the Lord, posses-
sed of immense greatness, as residing inside the cave of the heart of all
creatures, and as the object seen by a person who has got rid of all sorrows
through His grace. Again, in the text: “Seven vital-breaths arise from
Him” (Mahanar. 8. 4.), He alone, endowed with supreme powers, is estab-
lished as the material cause of the vital-breaths and the rest of the world.
Then, again, in the text: “He, the Great sage Rudra, higher than the
universe, formerly raw Hiranyagarbha, the first among the Gods, being
born” (Mahanar. 10. 8.), He is referred to as higher than the universe, as
omniscient, as the cause of Hiranyagarbha, the first among all effects, and
as such, as the efficient cause. After that, in the text: “The
ether higher than that” (Mahanar. 10. 5.), continning : “Having attained,
the Supreme Immortality (viz. Brahman), are freed.” (Mahanar. 10.6.),
He, inside the cave of the Supreme ether, is described as the object to
be obtained by the self-controlled sages, who perform actions in an unsel-
fish spirit and know the real meaning of the Vedantas. Then; in reply to
the enquiry as to what is thie means to attaining Him, the text begins to
speak of the Dahara-Meditation, thus : “Dahara, free from sins (Mahanar.
10. 7.). Here, in the text : ““T'hat which is inside it is to be worshipped”
(Mahanar. 10. 7.), it is said in a general manner, that what is inside the
heart-lotus is to be worshipped. Now, what exactly is that ?—In reply to

(1) See under Sd. 1. 1. 4. P,. 39. A
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this enquiry, the text then, describes Him to be Mahesvara, thus : “He
who is the Supreme, is Mahesvara” (Mahanar. 10. 8.). To the enquiry:
Of what form is He? - the text concludes by designatlng Him
as having three-eyes and the rest, in the text: “The True, the
Existent” (Mahanar. 12. 1.) and so on. Hence; it stands to reason that
Narayapa, designated in the middle of the text, should be taken asa
mere worshipper, in accordance with the reasons set forth in the prior
Section. (') Although every one is entitled to the worship (of Brahman),
yet only Nariyana has been mentioned here (as the worshipper) on account
of the super-excellence ( of such a worship by such a great soul ). As here
the three-eyed Brahman, the object to be worshipped, is conceived to be
non-different from Narayana, His worshipper, so there is nothing wrong
in Holding that the description of Narayana as endowed with His qualities,
such as, “being the Lord of the Universe” and so on, really implies
the Supreme Lord, who is Narayana’s Material Cause and Soul.

Here ends the Section entitled ‘Inappropriateness’ (2).

Adhikarana 3 : The Section entitled “ The Eater” (Sutras 9-10)

SUTRA 1.2.9.

“The eater (is Brahman), on account of the taking (i. e. devouring)
of the movable and the immovable”.

There is a text in the Kathopanisad that forms the topic here,
viz. “He, to whom both the Brahmana and the Ksatriya are the food
and death the condiment, who thus knows, where He is ?” (Katha 2.25.).
Here, a doubt arises as to whether the eater of the food accompanied by
the condiment of death, i. e. of the entire universe, ccnsisting of the
movable and the immovable, implied by the terms ‘Brahmana’ and
‘Ksatriya’, is the Supreme Soul,'or some else.

Prima Facle View

1t is unreasonable to suppose that the All-merciful Lord, who favours
all, can be the eater of all. To take the life of another is a form of violence.
The root cause of violence is the impulse of anger. Again, delusion is the

(1) See Sii. 1. 2, 3—8. See P. 126.
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root cause of this inauspicious quality of anger. Again, Tamas is the
cause of this delusion which is the cause of all violence. Thus, Tamas
is the destroyer of everything. Tamas implies non-manifestation due
to the veiling of knowledge. If Brahman be said to be the destroyer of
all, then it would follow that He who is ever-pure, an abode of limitless
auspiciousness and free from all earthly blemishes, is subject to ignorance,
Tamas, delusion, anger and the rest. In that case, the attributes of
omniscience, eternal satisfaction and the like, ascertained as His own
special characteristics, become meaningless. Hence, some one else, other
than Brahman,—some one who is endowed with these attributes ( of
ignorance and the rest ), must be the destroyer.

Reply
Brahman is the Eater.

But the Correct Conclusion is that Brahman alone is mentioned by
Scripture as the destroyer of all. Why ? “On account of the taking of
the movable and the immovable”. The eating of the entire universe con-
sisting of the movable and the immovable which, according to you, is
inappropriate ( on the part of Brahman ), does, as a matter of fact, belong
to none else but Brahman. For, the individual soul, having but limited
powers, has no capacity to destroy all the movable and the immovable
things. Inthe Atharva-Siras passage : “Obeisance to the Destroyer, to
the Great Swallower” ( Atharvasiras 3. ), the Supreme Lord is denoted as
the destroyer of all, and not any individual soul. From the text: “He
who offers all these worlds as oblation’ ( Rg. V. 8.3.16.), it is known
that Brahman offers the entire world as oblation to His own self-mani-
festing fire. The individual soul being itself included under the
objects to be offered as oblation, cannot have the power of doing so.
When the Supreme Lord destroys the whole world, cousisting of the
movable and the immovable, besides the ether, in Himself, then there
being no light of the sun, the moon and the rest, and no divisions of
names and forms, everything is reduced to mere darkness, without any
distinctions of times, like day and night, and without any conventional
distinctions of gross and subtle, men and gods, and so on. Even then,
only the Supreme Lord, with unobstructed manifestation, the Seer of
all, remains. There is a Scriptural text to that effect, viz. ‘““When
there is darkness, there is no day, no night, no being, no non-being,
there is ‘only Siva” ( Svet. 4. 18.), The phrase: “There is no being, no
non-being” does not deny the very existence of creatures and their noose
( viz. matter ), but only their gross forms as having distinctions of names
and forms.
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If it be objected—Even when the eternally manifested Siva, the
Supreme Brahman, exists, how can the world be reduced to mere dark-
ness—we reply : No, what harm is done (on this view )to Siva, the
Seer ofall ? As (during that period), the individual souls are devoid
of names and forms and without any organs, bodies and powers, they
cannot perceive the perceivable objects of the universe; in the same
manner, with their organs of knowledge covered over by filth ( mala)
they have no perception, as before, of even Siva, the Self-manifested.
Hence, such a Supreme state of Supreme Sleep, when all knowledge
regarding particular effects ceases, iscalled ‘Darkness’. There isa
Smrti passage to this effect, viz. ‘““I'his existed as reduced to darkness,
not known, not defined.” ( Manu. 1. 5.). Then Siva is called ‘Alone’, as
He is possessed of the subtle powers of the sentient and the non-sentient,
not subject to divisions of names and forms. Then, at the time of
creation, He, through a mere wish independently of any material cause,
and through manifesting His powers, creates i. e. manifests, from Himself
all sentient and non-sentient objects, as endowed with their prior names.
There is a Maxim of the Wiseto thiseffect, viz. “God, who is consciousness
in essence, manifests outside the things contained inside ( Him ), through
a mere wish, independently of any material, like a Yogin.”

If it be objected that—In the texts : ‘“Know Maya to be the material
cause, and Mahedvara as the possessor of Maya” (Svet. 4. 10. ), “From Him
was born Virat,” Maya and Purusa are respectively stated to be the
material cause, so how can He be taken to be independent of a material
cause ?—we reply : True. But inthe case of the production of a pot,
it is found that the material cause, viz. the lump of clay, is separate from
the body of the potter. But in the case of the Supreme Lord, the
material causes, like Mava and the rest, are not separate from Him, for,
the world originates from the Supreme Lord, who has the form
of Maya and the rest. Therefore, no contradiction arises here. Hence,
it is said that the Supreme Lord Himself, consisting of the Subtle
Maya (Prakrti) and Purusa, non-separate from His own self, is Himself the
material cause. There is a text to this effect in the Atharva-Sikha, viz.

“The ILord, the object to be intensely meditated on, should be
worshipped. The whole Universe, deities like Brahma, Visnu, Riadra
and the rest,as well as all the elements and the sense-organs have been
created (from Him)".

Hence, in whom all beings are destroyed, from Him, again, do
they arise ; in whom all these eternal beings are destroyed, in Him,
again, i. e, in Siva possessed of infinite powers, are they preserved. Thus,
Siva, the destroyer of all, is denoted by the term ‘Brahman’,
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As regards your view that as destruction isa kind of violence,
this would imply that Brahman comes to be connected with evil
qualities like anger and the rest which are the root causes of violence—
to discuss it would be a mere waste of words! For, the attribute of
Tamas which is the root cause of anger and the rest, is an earthly
attribute. The following Holy Scriptural text is a proof that the Supreme
Lord is higher than Tamas. Compare the text, beginning : “The Supreme
Lord, the resort of Uma, the Master” (Kaivalya 7.), and, continuing :
“The Seer of all, beyond darkness (Tamas)” (Kaivalya 7.). Pauranic texts
also speak of the Supreme Lord as eternally possessing knowledge and
the rest that put an end to delusion etc. Compare the text : “Knowledge,
detachment, power, penance, truth, forgiveness, firmness, creatorhood,
knowledge of self, lordship—these ten imperishable (qualities) eternally
reside in Samkara”, “A youth in whom there is a full manifestation
of unerring and pure knowledge regarding an infinite number of
objects,—He who delights in tasting the nectar of His own powers”,
and so on. In accordance with the text: “He desired: ‘Let me be
many’ * (Tait. 2. 6.), it is the Supreme Lord Himself, in whom the mani-
fested universe exists, who, desiring to create (the world), and for
becoming many, has recourse to His own power, viz. desire, called ‘Maya’.
In accordance with the text: “He performed penance” (Tait. 2. 6.), He,
through His penance i. e. power of knowledge, considers the materials
for the (creation of the) respective bodies of the individual souls, in accor-
dance with their (past) actions. Having considered these, He, through
His power of action, grounded, on His power of desire, manifests the
entire universe, independently of any organs, in accordance with the
text : “He created all this” (Tait. 2.6.). In accordance with the text:
“Having created this, He entered into that very thing” (Tait. 2.6.),
having entered into the whole group of His effects, He assumes three
different forms due to the preponderance of the three Gunas as connected
with three powers. (*) and, thus, assumes the form of the universe. Who
can know the greatness of such a Siva, the Omnipotent, the Omniscient ?
Hence, the Destroyer of all is none but the Supreme Lord.

(1) The Lord has three main Powers :—Power of Desire, Power of
Knowledge, Power of Action, due to the preponderance, respectively of
Sattva, Rajas and Tamas Gunas, there is the preponderance, respectively
of the Powers of Desire, Knowledge and Action. In accordance with this,
grahman assumes three forms respectively viz. Brahma, Vispu, Rudra of

.M. D.
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SUTRA 1. 2. 10.
“And on account of the topic.”

The Supreme Lord alone is mentioned as the topic of discussion in
in the texts :  “Knowing the great, all-pervasive Self, the wise man does
not sorrow’’ (Katha. 2. 22.). “This Soul is not attainable by instruction”
(Katha. 2. 23.), etc. Hence, the Supreme Brahman, the Supreme Lord
is the Destroyer of all,—and none else.

Here ends the Section entitled “The Eater” (3).

Adhikarana 4 :—The Section entitled “The Cave’. (Sutras 11—12).

To show the intimate connection of the Supreme Lord,—established
in the prior Section as endowed with the characteristic of ‘being the
destroyer of all’,)—with the individual soul, His power, as celebrated in
the text: “Two birds' (Svet. 4. 6., Mupd. 3. 1. 1.), ( the Author ) begins
another Section.

SUTRA. 1. 2. 11.

“The souls entered into the cave ( are the individual soul and the
Supreme Soul), because that is seen.”

The following text forms the topic treated here: “There are two,
drinking of righteousness in the world of good deeds, entered into the
cave, in the highest upper region. Those who know Brahman speak of
them as ‘light’ and ‘shade’, as well as those who maintain the five sacred
fires, and those too who thrice kindle the Naciketas fire”. (Katha. 3. 1.).
Here, the text mentions two, who have entered into the world of good
deeds, in the highest upper region, i.e. into the cave of the hearts of
Brahmagas and the rest ; who are experiencing the results of Karmas ; and
who are as different as light and shade. Here a doubt arises as to whether
these two are Buddhi and the individual soul, or the individual soul and
the Supreme Lord.

Prima Facie View
These two are Buddhi and the individual soul-—Why ? Because from
the phrase: “Drinking of righteousness”, it is known that these two are
enjoyers. ‘The Supreme Lord cannot be an enjoyer, in accordance with
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the text: “The other looks on without eating.” (Svet. 4.6.). That
Buddhi and the individual soul are enjoyers is indeed a well-known fact.
Moreover, as both the individual soul and the Supreme Lord are con-
scious beings, they cannot be as different as shade and light. But as
Buddhi is a non-sentient object, there does exist a difference between it
and the individnal soul. Heuce, these iwo are Buddhi and the .indivi-
dual soul.

Reply
The two entered into the ‘cave’ are Brahman and Jiva.

To the above, we reply, these two entered into the cave, are the in-
dividual soul and the Supreme ILord. For, “thatis seen”. That is, in
the text : “Him, who is difficult to see, who has entered into the hidden,
who is hidden in the cave, who dwells in the abyss, the ancient one”
(Katha. 2. 12.), it is asserted that these two alone enter into the cave.
Your view that the Supreme Lord caunot be an enjoyer, too, is wrong.
For, in the text : ‘“Whose pleasure is the vital-breath, whose bliss is the
mind” (Tait. 1. 6.) (*), it is asserted that even Brahman, who finds pleasure
in His own self, enjoys the bliss of His own nature, and of His own mind
only. There is a Purana text to this effect, viz. “An youth who delights
in tasting the nectar of His own powers, a bee tasting the honey of infinite
and supreme bliss,” and so on.

It is a well-known fact that the individual soul experiences the
results of its own actions. Thus, although both these ( viz. the individual
soul and the Supreme ILord), are asserted by Scripture, in a
general manner, to be enjoyers, yet as the enjoyers are not the same,
so a difference between their enjoyments, too, should be admitted here,
just as in the statement : ‘“T'he king and his servant are eating food,” the
food, is, undoubtedly, different in two cases. () VYour view that there is
no difference between these two, is wrong. Although in accordance with
the Scriptural text : “The eternal among the eternal, the conscious
among the conscious” $vet 6. 13. ), there is asmnlarxty between the

(1) See under Br. Su. 1 1. 2., P. 23 for explanation.

(2) In the Scripture, it is said, in a general manner, that both Jiva
Idvara are ‘Bhoktas or enjoyers.” But although no difference is here made
explicity between the enjoyment of the former and that of the latter, yet
we know that as the two are different, their enjoyments must also be so.
The former enjoys the fruits of its actions; the latter, the bliss of His
own nature. E. g. when we say, in a general manner, thata King and his
servant are both eating food, we understand at once that although there
is no explicit mention of the fact, the food of the former is quite different
from that of the latter.
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individual soul and the Supreme Lord, both being eternal and conscious,
yet there is also a difference ( between them ), as the former is subject to
beginningless filth (Mala), not the latter. From the Scriptural text:
“These two, the Knowing aud the non-knowing, the Lord and non-lord”
(évet. 1.9.), it is known that there isa difference ( between these two )
in respect of their qualities, viz. knowledge and iguorance, independence
and dependence and so on.

If it be objected—Although both these are equally coftnected with
the body, yet why should one be subject to disasters like ignorance and
the rest, and not the other ?—we reply : No. The mere fact of residing
in the same place does not by itself lead to (an experiencing of ) pleasures
and paius, but the further fact as to whether one is independent or depen-
dent. There is a Scriptural text to this effect, viz. : “On the very tree, a
person, sunken, grieves for his weakness, deluded. When he sees the other,
the Lord, the contended, and His greatness, he becomes freed from sorrow”
(Mund. 1. 2). The text means as follows, from the point of view of our
own Commnity :—The individual soul is bound by the chain of beginning-
less actions, and enters into many physical bodies by way of undergoing the
fruits of its past actions. Thus, undergoifig a multitude of miseries, very
difficult to be got rid of, being under the control of another, and being,
further, unable to get rid of this, it becomes deluded and grieves, i. e.
remains merged in the ocean of sorrows, brought about by the great delu-
sion. Then, when, through the grace of the Lord, it sees, i. e. directly
knows, Him, as its Director,—Him, who is satisfied in His own self,
who favours all and who is accompanied by Uma,—and then knows
His greatness, it becomes free from all sorrows. Hence, Siva who is
independent and ever-free, does not become subject to the faults of the
individual soul, even when He comes to be connected with its body.
Hence, those two, entered into the cave, are the individual soul and’the
Supreme Lord.

SUTRA 1. 2. 12.
“And on account of specifieation”.

Moreover, the individual soul and the Supreme Lord alone are
specified in this Section. In the text: “T'he wise ome is not born, nor
dies” (Katha. 2. 18.), the individual soul is referred to ; while in the text :
“More minnte than the minute, greater (han the great” (Katha. 2.20.) the
Supreme Lord is designated. How can these specifications be possible
in the case of the individual soul and Buddhi? Hence, it is ascertained
that the individual soul and the Supreme Lord alone entered the cave
( viz. the heart of the individual soul ) and came to be related as the
‘directed’ and the ‘Director’, as the body and the Soul.

Here ends the Section entitled “The cave” (4).



Adhikarana 5 :—The Section entitled ‘“What is Within’’ ( Sutras
13—17)

(The Author ) indicates another place where the Supreme Lord,
resides—He who as abiding inside the cave of the heart, is the object to
be worshipped.

SUTRA 1. 2. 13.

“That which is within (the eye is Brahman), on account of fitting in”.

There is a text in the Chandogya that forms the topic here, viz.
“Tlhat Person who is seen within the eye, He is the soul, said he, this is
the immortal and the fearless, that is Brahman.” (Chand. 4. 15. 1.)
and so on. Here, a doubt arises as to whether this Person declared to
be inside the eye and possessing the characteristics of immortality and
the rest, is the Lord, or some one else.

Prima Facie View

We liold that He is some one other than the Supreme Lord. For,
in the texts: ‘“T'he Dahara, devoid of sins” (Mahanar, 10. 7.), “Like the
seed-vessel of a lotus” (Mahanar. 11. 7.) and so on, it is declared that the
Supreme Lord is inside the heart-lotus only. On the other hand, the
individual soul, being connected with the mind, enters into the sense-
organs like the eyes and the rest for knowing colours and the rest. So it
alone is the person inside the eyes. Or else, it is the person reflected
( on the eye ).(*)

Reply
Brahman is the Person inside the eye.

To the above, we reply: The Supreme Lord alone is the Person
inside the eye. For, limitless immortality, fearlessness and the like fit
in on His part alone.

To the above stated view viz. that Scripture does not not designate
the Supreme Lord as being inside the eye, ( the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1. 2. 14.
“And on accsunt of the designation of place’’
In the Scriptural text: “He who abiding within the eye is other
than the eye, whom the eye does mot knmow, whose body is the eye, who

(1) When a person stands before another person, his image is reflec-
ted on the eye of the second person. This is called ‘Chaya-purusa’.
13
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controls the eye from within,—He is your soul, the inner controller, the
immortal’ (Brh. 3. 7. 18.), it is designated that the Lord abides in the
eye and controls it. Hence, this ( Person within the eye ) is the Supreme
Itord.

(The Author ) shows the comtradictions involved in the view that
this is the person reflected ( on the eye ).

SUTRA 1. 2. 15.

“On account also of the mention only of what is charaterised by
pleasure.”

As in the prior passage: “Pleasure is Brahman, the ether is
Brahman” (Chand. 4. 10. 4.), Brahman has been designated as characterized
by pleasure, so this is the Supreme Lord. Pleasure is not possible on the
part of the person reflected ( on the eye ).

To the above stated view that the person iuside the eye is the indi-
vidual soul, ( the Author ) replies :

SUTRA 1. 2. 16.
“For that very reason, He is Brahman™.

Upakosala, who was afraid of transmigratory existence and desired to
know Brahman, was instructed thus, beginning : “Pleasure is Brahman,
the ether is Brahman’ (Chand. 4, 10. 5.) and continuning : “That which is
pleasure, that very thing is the ether ; that which is the ether, that very
thing is pleasure’ (Chand. 4. 10. 4.). “For that very reason,” the ether is
the Supreme Brahman. How can this fit in, in the case of the individual
soul ? Limitless pleasure is never possible on the part of the individual
soul. Hence the same Brahman, referred to before as possessing limitless
pleasure, is designated as the support of the eye. Hence, the Person
inside he eye is the Supreme Lord:

( The Author ) points out another inconsistency in the Prima Facie
view, thus :—

SUTRA 1. 2. 17.

“And on account of the mention of the path of one who has heard
the Upanisad.” .

In the Scriptural text, beginning: ‘('The dead) pass over to
light, from light to the day”, and ending ‘“Then there is a non-human
Person. He leads them to Brahman. This is the Path of the Gods, the
Path to Brahman, Those who go by it do not return to this human whirl-
pool—they return not” (Chand. 4. 15. 5-6.°, it is mentioned that the
Path beginning with Light to be traversed by those who have heard
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about, (i.e know) the nature of Brahman, belongs also to those who
have heard abont (i. e know ) the Person inside the eye. Hence, this
( Person inside the eye) is neither the individual soul, nor the person
reflected ( on the eye ), but none else but the Lord. (*)

Here ends the Section entltied “What is Within.” (5)

Adhikarana 6 : The Section entitled “Nen-abiding” ( Sutra 18 ).

SUTRA 1. 2. 18.

“( The Person of the size of a thumb is the Lord ), because of the
non-abiding (i. ¢ non-existence ), as well as because of the impossibility
( of the attributes of ‘having the entire world as the body’ etc. on the
part of any one else )’

There is a text in the Mahopanisad that forms the topic here, viz.
“T'he Person of the size of merely a thumb, residing in the thumb, the
Lord of the whole world, the Master, the devourer of the Universe, who
pleases ( His devotees )’ ( Mahanar, 16. 3.). Here, a doubt arises as to
whether the Person of the size of a thumb is the Supreme Lord, or some
one else.

Prima Facie View

As the topic here isthe Agnihotra to the vital-breath, and as the
Person is designated to be very small in the passage: “Of the size of
a thumb merely” ( Mahanar. 16.3.), it is known that this vital-breath
alone is the eater of the five offerings. No inconsistency is involved if
it is taken to bean eater. For, from the text: “I'he water and the
earth, further the fire and the air, the two eaters of food,” it is well-
known that air, too, is an eater. Hence, from every point of view, this
(Person ) is the vital-breath. Thisis the Prima Facie view.

(1) In Prasna 1. 10.,it is said that one who knows Brahman goes
through the Northern Path, or the Path beginning with Light. In
Chand. 4. 15. 5., it is said that one who knows the Person within the sun
goes through the very same Path beginning with light. Hence, there
can be no doubt that Brahman and the Person within the sun are one
and the same,
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Reply
Brahman is the Person of the size of a thumb.

But the Correct Conclusion is that He is none but the Supreme
Lord. For, attributes like ‘being the Lord of the entire world,” ‘being
the devourer of the universe’ and so on, cantiot belong to any one else ;
and they are also impossible on the part of any one elee. Hence, the
Lord alone is such a Persoun. He is designated to be worshipped as the
vital-breath as well, for in the text: ‘“/T'iou art the knot of the vital-
breath. May not Rudra destroy people” ( Mahanar. 16. 2. ), He is declared
to be the support of the vital-breath. ( He is said to be ) of the size of a
thumb as an object to be worshipped—so here there is no inconsistency.
‘Though the vital-breath is designated as an eater, yet it is impossible
for it to be the devourer of the universe. Hence, it is established that
the Supreme Lord alone, being the object to be worshipped in the obla-
tions to the vital-breath, ( Prapagnihiotra) is designated as the vital-
breath.

Here ends the Fection entitled “Non-abiding”. (6)

Adhikarana 7: The Section entitled ‘“IThe Inner Controller”
( Sutras 19—21 ).

It has been established above that though All-pervasive, the Omui-
scient, Omnipotent Siva, the Supreme Brahman, the Favourer of all,
resides inside the disc cf the sun, the heart-lotus and so on, in order that
He may be ( easily ) worshipped. To prove that He is inside everything,
( the Author ) begins a new Section.

SUTRA 1. 2. 19.

"“The inner controller in the presiding deities and the rest, and
in the worlds and the rest (is the Highest Self ); oa account of the
designation of His qualities.”

In the Section dealing with the Inner Controller, there is a text
that forms the topic treated here, viz. “He, who, dwelling within the
earth, is other than the earth, whom the earth does not know, of whom
the earth is the body, who controls the earth within—He is your soul, the
inner controller, immortal” ( Brh. 3.7.3.), and so on. Here, a doubt
arises as to whether the Being who is declared to be inside all things,
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beginning with the earth and ending with the Self, (*) s the Suprene
Lord, or the individual soul, or Virat Purusa, or Pradhana.

Prima Fecie View

It is reasonable to suppose that the individual soul enters into all
elements and sense-organs for undergoing the variegated results which it
deserves ( in accordance with its own actions). It isalso reasonable to
suppose that Virat Purusa being the material cause of all sentient beings,
enters into all the elements. Or, (alternately,) it stands to reason that
Pradhana which is transformd into the form of ‘Mahat’ and the rest
pervades all in accordance with the text: “Rudra is higher than the
universe.” ( Svet. 3. 4.); the Supreme Lord being higher than the
universe is above all the effects : hence such an entrance into the universe
consisting of these effects is not possible oun His part. Hence, one of the
above three ( viz. the individual soul, Vira Puruga and Pradhana ), other
than the Supreme Lord, must be the Inner Controller. This is the Prima
Facie view.

Reply

"I'o this we reply : He who is declared by Scripture to be the Inner
Controller of the earth and the rest, is none but the Supreme Lord, “On
account, of the designation of His qualities”, like, ‘being within all’ and
soon, In the Atharva-diras text: “He entered the innermost of the
innermost’ ( Atharvadiras. 1.), it is said that the Supreme Lord
alone enters into all as their soul. In thetext: ‘“He is your soul, the
inner controller, immortal’” { Brh. 8. 7. etc. ), it is said that Siva alone is
ever-free and immoral, in accordance with the text: ‘“‘I'hese, verily, are
the names of the immortal’” ( Svet. 3. 4. ). Just as in the text: “Rudra is
ligher than the universe” (Mahanar. 13. 3.), the Supreme Lord is declared
to be higher than the universe, so in the text “All, verily, is Rudra”
( Mahanar. 13. 2.), He is declared to be of the form of the universe.
Althcugh He enters into all these effects, yet He is absolutely untouched
by them. To show this, the word ‘mmortal’ has been used in every case
(in Brh. 8.7. 3—23.). In the Atharvasiras text : “Who is Rudra? He is
the Lord, Bhiir. Bhuval, Suvaryah, Brahma,—obeisance to Him" ( Athar-
vasiras 2. ) and so on, the Supreme Lord is repeatedly -said to be of the
form of Brahma, Visnu, Rudra, Uma, Laksmi, Sarasvati, Ganesa, Skanda,
Indra and other governors of worlds, the seven worlds like Bhiloka, the

(1) In Br.3.7.3—23., the Self is repeatedly said to be the Iuner
Controller of the earth, water, fire, sky, air, Heaven, sun, quarters, moou
stars, space, darkness, light, all elements, vital-breath, speech, eye, ear,
mind, skin, understanding and semen.
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five elements like the earth and the rest, the sun, the moon, the planents
and stars, time and so on. There, too, lest the Supreme Lord be taken to
be subject to human inclinations etc. because of entering into all the
sentient and the mnon-sentient, in every case, the word ‘the Lord’
( Bhagavan ), denoting the auspicious qualities like glory and the like, has
been used, Hence, it is reasonable that, that which is higher than all, yet
the soul of all, is Siva, the Supreme Brahman.

( The Author ) refutes the vicw that Pradhana etc. are the Inner
Controller.

SUTRA 1. 2. 20.
“And ( the inner controller ) is not that which is designated in the
Smrti, on account of the mention of qualities not belonging to it, and
the embodied one.”

The Pradhana, established by the ( Samkhya ) Smrti, is not the
Inner Controller, on account of the non-mention of its qualities, like
changeableness, non-sentience and so on. “Ihe embodied self,” i. e. Virat-
Puruga, is also not (such an Inner Controller ), for he cannot be the
governor of all.

The individual soul, too, ( is not the inner controller ). So says ( the
Author ) :—

SUTRA 1. 2. 21.

“For both also depict as different,”

“Both” the Kanvas and the Madhyadinas “depict’ the individual
soul “as different” from the Inner Controller, thus: “He who abiding
in intelligence” ( Brh. 3. 7, 22.), “He who abiding in the soul
( $at. Br. 14. 6. 7. 30.). Hence, it is established that the Supreme Lord
alone is the Inner Controller of all, and not Pradhana, Virat Purusa or the
individual soul. (Jiva).

Here ends the Section entitled “The Inner Controller”. (7)



Adhikarana. 8: The Section entitled ‘Invisibility’ (Sutras. 22-~24).

The Supreme Lord, though established (above)to be of the form of
the visible earth and the rest, yet is not perceptible like them—t6 prove
this, (the Author ) begins a new Section :—

SUTRA 1. 2. 22.

“That which possesses the qualities of invisibility and so on (is
Brahman ), on account of the mention of (his) qualities.”

The following text forms the topic treated here, viz.: “Now, the
Higher (Para)is that whereby the Imperishable is apprehended—that which
is invisible, incapable of being grasped, without family, without caste,
without eye, without ear, it is without hands and feet, eternal, all-pervasive,
omnipresent, excessively subtle, it is unchangeable,—which the wise per-
ceive as the source of beings” (Mund. 1. 1.5.6.). Here, a doubt arises
as to whether the Imperishable i§ Pradhana, or the individual soul. or the
Sumpreme Lord.

Frima Facie View

The Imperishable is Pradhaua. For, as it is transformed into ‘Mahat’
and the rest, it can ‘be taken to be the source of beings. Or, (alternately, )
it is the individual soul. In accordance with the text: “What is peri-
shable is Primary Matter, what is immortal and imperishable (is the sonl)”
(Svet. 1. 10.), it can be appropriately designated by the word ‘Imperish-
able’, Further, through its own actions, it becomes the source of the
great elements (1), Hence, the Imperishable must be one of these two.

Reply
Brahman is the Imperishable One.

The Supreme Iord alone is the Imperi;hable, “On account of the
mention of (His) qualities” in the text : ‘“Who is omniscient all-knowing,
whose penance consists of knowledge” (Mund. 1. 1. 9.) and so on. Omni-
science and the rest are not possible on the part of any one else, besides
the Supreme Lord. Your view that Pradhana and the individual soul

(1) At the time of creation, the Creator creates the world accord-
ing to the past Karmans of Jivas. In this sense, the Jivas are the causes
of those objects,
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may be taken to be the source of beings is wrong. For, the former being
non-sentient and the latter non-omniscieut cannot hiave such a power.

(The Author) points out the inconsistency involved in ( taking) the
individual soul and Pradhana ( as the Imperishable ).

SUTRA 1.2, 23.

“And on account of the designation of distinction, not the other
two.”

Here, the text begius with a discourse on the knowledge of all
through the knowledge of one thus : “What is that, revereud Sir ! Which
when known, all this becomes known ?” (Mund. 1. 1. 3.) Here, ‘this’
and ‘the other’ Liave been distinguished (). “On account of the des gna-
tion” of that. also, Pradhana is not the Imperishable. Further, as in the
text: “Higher than the high, Imperishable’ (3. (Mund. 2. 1. 2.), (the
Imperishable) is designated as different from the individual soul, the in-
dividual soul is not ( the Imperishable ).

SUTRA 1. 2. 24
““Also on account of the mention of (His) form.”

In the text : “Fire is his head ; the sum and the moou, his eyes ;
the regions, his ears ; the Vedas, his utterances ; wind, his breath ; the
universe, his heart ; from his feet, the earth (arises)—truly, he is the
inner soul of all beings” (Mund. 2. 1. 4.), it is designated that the three
worlds constitute the form of the Imperishable. For this reason, too,
the Supreme Soul alone, the soul of all, is designated by the word
‘Imperishable’.

Here ends the Section entitled ‘‘The Imperishable”. (8)

(1) Here, two kinds of Vidyas are spoken of—Para and Apara. The
former is that which enables us to know of the Imperishable, the latter
consists of the Vedas etc. So, Pradhana cannot be the Imperishable.

(2) i. e Hiranyaagarbha.



Adhikarana 9. The Section entitled “The Imperishable” ( Sutras
25—33)

That which has been designated above as an object to be wor-
shipped as the support of the vital-breath, is also to be worshipped as
the fire in the bellv—so the (Author) says.

SUTRA 1. 2. 25.

“Visvanara (is the Lord), on account of the distinctive attributes
of the common term”.

There is a text in the Chandogya that forms the topic treated
here, viz: ‘“But he who meditates on the Vaisvanara Self as of the
measure of a span only and as of an unlimited dimension, eats food in
all the worlds, in all beings, in all selves” (Chand. 5. 18. 1.). Here, a doubt
arises as to whether Vaisvanara, designated as the object to be wor-
shipped, is the Supreme Lord, or some one else.

Prima Facie View

The Prima Facie view is as follows :—The term ‘“Vaisvanara” stands
for the gastric fire, for it is ordinarily applied to the gastric fire, as in
the text: ‘This is the Vaisvanara fire which is within this person, by
means of which this food is digested. Its noise is that one hears on covering
the ears. When one is on the point of departing, one does not hear this
sound” (Brh. 5. 9. 1.). Or, (alternately), it is the elemental fire, the third
great element,—for the word ‘Vaisvanara’ is well-known to be indicat-
ing it, as in the text : ‘““T'his, verily, is Vaisvanara fire” (Tait. Sam. 3.3.8,,
Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11.). Or, else, (alternately), it is the Fire-god,—for it is
declared to be the giver of fruits of actions as the Deity to be worshipped,
Compare the text: ‘“When a son is born, Vaisvanara should be offered
obtations on twelve pot-sherds (Tait. Sam. 2. 2. 5.). But the Supreme-
Lord cannot be (Vaisvanara), for from the text : ‘“Measure of a span only”
(Chand. 5. 18. 1.), (Vaisvanara) is known to be of the measure of a span
only.

Reply
Brahman is Vaisvanara

To this, we reply : The Supreme Lord alone is Vai$vanara. Why ?
Although the word “Vaisvanara” is a common term, yet it is here quali-
fied by words like ‘Brahman’ and the like that apply only to the Snpreme

Self.. Compare the passages: “Who is our Self ?2 Who is Brahman ¥’
14
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( Chand. 5. 11.1.), “You now know this Vaisvanara Self, tell us about
that” ( Chand. 5. 11, 6.), and so on. Hence, such a qualification is not
possible in the case of the gastric fire and the rest. So, the Supreme
Lord alone is Vaisvanara.

(The Author) states another proof in support of the view that
(Vaisvanara) is the Supreme Lord.

SUTRA 1. 2. 26.

“That which is stated by Smrti must be an indication, thus”.

In the passage : “The fire is his liead ; the sun and the moon, his eyes”
(Mugd. 2. 1. 4.), the form of the Supreme Lord, covering Heaven and earth,
is designated. The same form is recognized here too, in the passage:
“Verily, of this Vaisvanara Self, the head, indeed, isthe brightly shin-
ing (Heaven); the eye, the multiform (sun); the breath, that which
moves in various paths (i. e. the wind) ; the body, extended space ; the
bladder, indeed, wealth (i. e. water) ; the feet, the earth” (Chand. 5. 18. 2.).
So, this a sign that (Vaisvanara) is the Supreme self.

SUTRA 1. 2. 27.

“If it be objected that (Vaisvanara is the gastric fire) on account
of word and the rest, on account of abiding within, not (the Supreme
Lord), (we reply %) no, on account of teaching the vision (of the Lord)
thus, on lccount of lmpoulblhty, and (because) they read him also
as a person”.

Objection

Because of the word ‘fire’, mentioned in the text: ‘““Thisis the
Vaisvanara Fire” (éat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11.) ; because of the designation of a
triad of fires, in the texts: “The heart is the Garhapatya fire ; the mind,
the Anvaharya ; the mouth, the Ahavaniya” (Chand. 5. 18.2.); “There-
fore, the first food which one may come across should be offered” (Chand.
5.19. 1.); because of the (the designation of Vaisvanara) as the support
of the oblation to the Vital-breath, in thetext: “Vaisvanara is the fire in-
side a person” ( Brh. 5. 9. 1.; Maitri 2. 6. ) and also because of the sign of
abiding within a person, as found in the text: ‘“For, he who knows this
Vaigvanara fire to be like a man, abiding within a man” (Sat. Br.
10. 6. 1. 11. )—( Vaisvanara ) is the gastric fire, not the Supreme Lord.

Reply
The Gutrxc Fire is not Vauvnnara

We reply : “No”, because (the Suprenie Lord )is taught here as an’
object- to be ‘worshipped as the gastric fire ; also because, the mere gas-
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tric fire cannot possibly have the three world asits body, and so on.
Moreover, the Vajasaneyins designate Vaisvanara as a person in the
text : “This Vaidvanara fire is the Person.’ ( Sat. Br. 10.6. 1. 11.). The
Supreme Lord alone is denoted by the word ‘Person’ without any quali-
fication, in accordance with the Scriptural text : “All this is filled up by
this Person” (Mahanar. 10. 4., Svet. 3. 9.). Hence to hold that (Vaisvanara)
is the Supreme Self does, indeed, stand to reason.

SUTRA 1.2.28. .
“For that very reason, neither the deity, nor the element.”

As this Vaisvanara has the three worlds for its body, and is denoted
by the word ‘Person’, so “for that very reason”, it is neither the Fire-god,
nor the third element ( fire ).

After having established that (the Supreme Lord) isto be wor-
shipped as the gastric fire, ( the Author ) shows the different constructions
given by different teachers as regards the word ‘fire’ denoting the
Supreme Lord.

SUTRA 1. 2. 29.

“( There is) no contradiction, even (if the word ‘Vaisvanara’
denotes the Lord ) directly, Jaimini ( thinks so )”.

It is not necessary to hold that ( the Supreme Lord ) stands for the
word ‘fire’ only so far as He is to be worshipped in the form of fire. It
is also possible to take the word ‘fire’ as directly referring to the Supreme
Lord as ‘one who leads in front’ (}). Heunce, there is “no contradiction
even” if (the word ‘Vaisvanara be taken to be ) referring to the Supreme
Lord “directly”, (*)—so says “Jaimini”.

SUTRA 1. 2. 30.
“On account of manifestation, Asmarathya ( thinks so ).”
In the text: “But who meditates on the Vaisvanara Self as of the
measure of a span merely” (Chand. 5. 18. 1. ), He who is unlimited, is
said to be limited as being connected with (limited) regions like
Heaven and earth—and this is done “on account of ( His ) manifestation”
to the worshippers—thisis the view of the sage “Asmarathya”.

(1) Agram nayati iti Agni.

(2) It has been said in the prior Siitra that the word ‘Vaisvanara’
stands for the Lord only so far as He is qualified by the gastric fire, i. e.
only so far as He is to be worshipped as that fire. But, now it is shown
that the word ‘Vaiévanara’ demotes the Lord directly, without any
qualification. ' ‘
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SUTRA 1. 2. 31.
“On account of remembrance, Badari ( thinks so ).”
The imagination of a body from head to foot as Heaven upto
the earth (1) is for the sake of meditation leading to the attainment of
Brahman—this is the view of “Badari”.

SUTRA 1. 2. 32,

“On account of identification, so Jaimini thinks, for thus.(Scripture)
shows.”

Here the breast of the worshipper has been imagined to be the
sacrificial alter and the rest in the text: ‘““T'he breast is the sacrificial
alter, the hairs, the sacrificial grass ; the heart, the Garhapatya fire ; the
mind, Anvaharya-pacana fire” ( Chand. 5. 18. 2.), in order that the offer-
ing to the vital-breath, ( Pranahuti ) which is a subsidiary element of the
Vaidvanara-vidya, may be imagined to be Agni-hotra—this is the view
of “Jaimini”. There isa Scriptural text to this cffect: “Now, he who
offers Agni-hotra knowing this thus” ( Chand. 5. 24. 2.)).

SUTRA 1. 2. 33.
“And they record this in that.”

In connection with the offering to the vital-breath, the Tattiriyas
“record” “this”, i. e. the Supreme Lord, as the eater “in that’ i. e. in the
body of the worshipper, thus: ‘“May not Siva destroy people”, “The
Master who pleases (all), the Eater of the universe” (Mahanar. 36.). Hence,
in accordance with views of all the teachers, as well as on the grounds of
reason, it is perfectly reasonable to hold that the Supreme Lord is to be
worshipped as the gastric fire, by means of the offering to the vital-breath.
( Prapagnihotra ).

Here ends the Section entitled “Vaisvanra’” (9).

Here ends the S:cond Quarter of the First Chapter of the
Commentary on the Brahma-Mimamsa, composed by the Saiva teacher
Srikantha.

( According to Srikaptha, the Second Quarter of the First Chapter
contain 33 Sdtras and 9 Adhikaranas ).

MV‘(-I)” Cf‘the téx}::« 7;‘Veri1y of this Vais’va;xara Self,wt-l;: head is :h;
brightly shining ( Heaven ); the eye, the multiform sun” etc. (Chand.
5.18.2.). See above P. 106. St 1. 2. 26.




FIRST CHAPTER ( Adhyaya)
Third Quarter ( Adhikarana )

Adhikarana 1: The Section entitled “Th2 Heaven, the earth and
so on” ( Sutras 1—6).

In this Section, those Vedanta-texts that are half clear yet half not
clear(!) are discussed ; and incidentally it is also determined as to who are
entitled ( to the knowledge of Brahman ).

SUTRA 1.3. 1.

“The support of the Heaven, the earth and ¢o on (is Brahman
alone ), on account of the term ‘own’.

In the Mundaka Upanisad, there is a text that forms the topic
treated here, viz.: ‘“In whom the Heaven, the earth and the sky are woven,
as well as the mind together with all the vital-breaths,—Him alone know
as the one soul ; give up other worlds. He is the bridge to immortality.”
{Mund. 2. 2. 5.). Here, a doubt arises as to whether that which is indi-
cated as the support of the Heaven and the rest is the Supreme Lord, or
some one else.

Prima Facie View

It is arrived at that the air alone, different from the Supreme Lord,
is the support of the Heaven and the rest. For, from the text: ‘“By means
of the thread of the air, O Gautama, this world, the next world, as well as
all beings are tied together” (Brh. 3. 7. 2.), it is well-known to be the
support of all.

Reply
Brahman is the support of the Heaven etc.

To this, we reply : The Supreme Lord alone is the Support of the
Heaven and the rest, on account of the term ‘self’ occurring in the
passage : ‘“Him alone know as the one self 7 (Mund. 2. 2. 5.).

To the objection : What harm is there if the air, which is the soul
nrassing through the Universe like a thread,3) be denoted by the term
‘self’—( the Author ) replies :

(1) Inthe First Pada “Spagta-litiga-Vakyas” were discussed ; in the
Second Pada “Anati-spasta-Vakyas ; in the Third Pada” “Spastaspasta-
Vakyas”.

(2) Sutratama.
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SUTRA 1.3. 2

“On account of the designation of the object to be approached by
the freed.”

In the texts : ““When the seer sees the golden Creator, the Lord,
the Person, the source of Brahma, then the knower, having dis-
carded merit and demerit, stainless, attains the highest Unity”. (Mund.
3. 1. 13.), “Just as the flowing rivers disappear into the ocean discarding
names and forms, so the knower, freed from name and form, goes to the
Person, who is higher than the high” (Mugd. 3. 2. 8.), ( the support of the
Heaven etc. ) is designated as the object to be attained by the freed souls,
freed from the names and forms due to merit and demerit. For this
reason also, it is none but the Supreme ILord. How can this be possible
on the part of the air? The air which is the soul passing through the
universe like a thread (Sfitratman) is really the Supreme Lord—this being
one of the eight forms of the Supreme ILord. Hence, it is established that
this is not the air.

SUTRA 1.3.3.

“Not the inference, on account of a word not denoting it, and the
bearer of the vital-breath.”

It is not to be said that the inferrible Pradhana being the material
cause of everything is the support of the Heaven and the rest, “on account
of a word not denoting it,” i.e. on account of the word ‘self’. The “bearer
of the vital-breath” (i. e. the individual soul) also is not ( such a support ),
on account of inconsistency.

SUTRA 1.3.4.

“On account of the designation of difference.”

Here, the Lord is designated as different from the individual soul,
thus: “On the very same tree, a person, sunken, grieves for his weakness,
deluded. When he sees the Other, the Lord, the Contended, and His
greatness, he becomes freed, from sorrow.” ( Mund. 1. 2.). (!) Hence,
naturally, the Supreme Lord alone is the support of the Heaven and the
rest.

SUTRA 1.3. 5.

“On account of the topic.”

In accordance with the text: “Now the high is that through which
the Imperishable is known” (Mund. 1.1.), the Supreme Being alone is the
topic treated here. For this reason, too, ( the support of the Heaven etc. )
is the Supreme Lord.

(1) See under Sa. 1. 2. 11. for explanation, P. 96.
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SUTRA 1.3.6.
“And on account of abiding and eating.”

The text: “T'wo birds, fast bound companions, clasp close to
the very same tree. Of these two, one tastes the sweet berry, the
other looks on without eating” (Mund. 3.1.1.), after having designated, “the
eating” of the fruits of actions by the individual soul, speaks of the other
as non-eating and shining forth. Hence, it is established that the Supreme
Lord other than the individual soul, is the support of the Heaven and the
rest.

Here ends the Section “The Support of the Heaven, the earth, and
soon” (1).

Adhikarana 2. The Section entitled “The Plenty”. (Sutras 7—8).

( The Author ) now shows that the attainment of the Supreme Lord,
established here as the object to be attained, is the cause of unsurpassable
bliss.

SUTRA 1. 3. 7.

“The Plenty ( is the Lord ), because of the teaching (of it) as above
serenity.”

After having stated that “The Plenty (Bhiiman) alone is pleasure”
(Chand. 7. 23.1.), the Chandogya goes on to indicate the nature of the
Plenty, thus: “Where one does not see another, does not hear another,
does not know amnother, that is the Plenty” (Chand. 7. 24. 1.). Here, a
doubt arises as to whether that which is denoted by the term ‘Plenty’
( Bhiuman ) is the Supreme Soul, or some one else.

Prima Facie View.

The Plenty is something other than the Supreme Lord, viz. the
vital-breath. As regards the prior entities beginning with ‘name,’ in reply
to the question of Narada: “Is there anything, Sir! which is higher
than name ?’ (Chand. 7.1.5.), Sanatkumara says: “Speech, verily, is
higher than name” (Chand. 7.2.1.), and so on. Then he introduces the
Plenty after speaking of the vital-breath, even without any further
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yuestion answer. (*) Here, the Supreme Lord is not at all referred to.
Hence, the Plenty is the vital-breath.

Reply

The Supreme Lord alone is indicated by the word ‘Plenty’, “because
of the teaching (of it) as above 3crenity”. “Screnity” means the individual
soul, in accordance with the Scriptural text : “This screnity, having arisen
from this body” (Chand. 8.3.4.) and so on. It is this that is denoted here
by the term ‘vital-breath’. The Plenty is taught as higher than that and
inside the self, thus: “But he, verily, speaks superiorly, who speaks
superiorly through T'ruth” (Chand. 7.16.1.) and so on. Here, having stated
that a knower of the vital-breath is a superior speaker in the passage :
“Verily, by seeing this, by thinking this, by knowing this, one becomes
a supetior speaker” (Chaund. 7.15.4.), the text goes on to demoustrate, by
the term ‘but’, the superiority of one who speaks superiorly through
Truth to one who speaks superiorly through the vital-breath (in Chand.
7.16.1.). Hence, it is ascertained that, that which is denoted by the word
“Iruth’ and is the cause of the former kind of superior speaking, is
superior to the vital-breath which is the cause of the latter kind of
superior speaking. The same Being, is later on proved to be endowed
with the attribute of plentifulness (Chand. 7.23.1.), He is further down
described as the soul also in the passage: “Now, an instruction with
regard to the soul” (Chand. 7.25.2). Hence, the Plenty, the Self that is
higher than the individual sonl indicated by the word ‘vital-breath’, is

none but the Supreme Lord.

SUTRA 1.3.8.
“And on account of the appropriateness of the attributes®.
In the texts : “Sir | On what is it established ?’ ‘On its own great-

ness’” (Chand. 7.24.1.), “T'he Self, verily, in all this” (Chand. 7.26.1.),
“From the Self the v1ta1 breath ; from the Self, hope” (Chand. 7.25.2.), and

(1) Cf Chﬁnd 7 1. —7. 15 Here flfteen obJects are successxvely
referred to, viz. name, speech, mind, resolution, thought, meditation,
understanding, strength, food, water, heat, space, memory, hope, and the
vital-breath. In every case, except the last, Narada asks: “Isthere any
thing highet, Sir ?”” And, Sanatkumara indicates the immediately succeed-
ing entity. But, after he comes to the vital-breath, Narada does not ask the
same question again. But Sanatkumara goes on to speak of the difference
between the knower of the vital-breath and that of the Truth ; and refers to
Truth, understanding, thinking, faith, devotion, action, and pleasure, each
preceding one depending on each succeeding one. (Chand.7.15—22.).
Then he speaks of the Plenty (Bhiiman).
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so on, attributes like ‘being established on ome’s own greatness’, ‘being
the soul of all’, ‘being the cause of all, and so on are taught. All these
are appropriate on the part of the Supreme Lord alone, and never on that
of the individual soul, denoted by the word ‘vital-breath’. Hence, it is
established that the Supreme Lord alone is the Plenty, and none else.

Objection

In the prior Section,(!j it has been said that in accordance with
the text: “Stainless, he attains the highest unity” (Mund. 3.1.13.), the
freed souls become similar to Brahman. Hence, it is established that
the freed souls who have attained similarity with Brahman remain
separate from Him. But in the text : “Where one does not see auother,
does not hear another, does not know another, that is the Plenty”
(Brahman) (Chand. 7.24.1), it is said that when Brahman is perceived,
there, is no perceiving of the universe, different from Him. How can
these two statements be reconciled ?

Reply

The assertion that when the Plenty is perceived, ‘one does not see
another’ and so on, means as follows :—The Being, who is unsurpassable
bliss in nature, and on directly perceiving whom a person merged (in
such a bliss) does not care to perceive any other object like colour and
so on for getting any other kind of pleasure—that Being is the Plenty
or Brahman. The pleasures due to other objects are but infinitesimal
parts of an infinitesimal part of the bliss due to Brahman, Thereisa
Secriptural text to this effect: “On a part of just this bliss do other
creatures live” (Brh. 4.3.32.). Hence, here duality is not denied in
Brahman.

“But, even if the universe exists then, why should the freed
souls, not give up perceiving it, as it does not serve the spiritual end of
men ?”—such a doubt cannot be raised here. For, the freed souls do not
perceive the material universe. But they come to perceive only Brahman,
who is unsurpassable bliss in nature, as the universe. There isa Scrip-
tural text to this effect: “After that he becomes this,—~Brahman, who
has the ether for His body, whose soul is truth, whose pleasure is the
vital-breath, whose mind is bliss” (Tait. 1.6.1.). (*) Here, in the passage :
“He obtains self-rule, he obtains lord of the mind” (Tait. 1.6.1.), the freed
soul is referred to. Iu the passage: “He becomes the lord of speech”
(Tait. 1.6.1.) and so on, it is said that (the freed soul) comes to be connected

(1) See Br. Su. 1.3.2. P.
(2) For explanation, see under 1.1.2. P, 23.
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with independent, non-material, pure speech-organ and the rest. After
it attains such a state, to it (the freed soul) the entire expanse of the
visible, material universe, becomes Brahman who has the ether for
His body”, i.e. whose body is the Fther consisting in the manifested
Consciousness. (Cidambara)—this is the real meaning of the above text.
Hence, the freed souls are similar to Brahman, yet they perceive the
universe similar in essence to Him—thus everything is consistent.

Here ends the Section entitled “The Plenty” (2).

Adhikarana 3: The Section entitled: “The Imperishable”.
(Sutras 9—11)

SUTRA 1.3.9.

“The Imperishable (is Brahman), because of supporting the end
of the ether”.

There is a text in the Brhadaranyaka that forms the topic here, viz. :
“That, verily, O Gargi, the Brahmanas call the Imperishable, non-gross,
non-atomic, non-short, non-long, non-red, non-lubricous, without shadow”
(Brh. 3.8.8.)and so on. Here,a three-fold doubt arises, viz. whether
that which is denoted by the word ‘Imperishable’ is Prapava, or the indivi-
dual soul, or the Supreme Lord.

Frima Facie " iew
The word ‘Imperishable’ denotes either Prapava or the individual
soul. Why ? The word ‘Imperishable’ (Aksara) being a synonym for the
word ‘letter’ (Varna or Aksara), it should be taken to be referring to
Prapava. In the text: ‘“The Person is said to be imperishable”, a
person, too is denoted by that term. Hence, these two are denoted by
the term ‘Imperishable’.

Reply
Brahman is the Imperishable.

To this we reply : Here, the Supreme Brahman alone is denoted
by the term ‘Imperishable’. Why ? “Becaure of supporting the end of
the other”. Inthetext: “That, O Gargi, which is above the Heaven,
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that which is beneath the earth, that which is between these Heaven
and earth, that which people call the past and the present and the future
—in the ether alone all that is inter-woven, warp and woof”” ( Brh. 3. 8. 4.),
the ether is referred to as the support of everything. Then to the question
of Gargi: ‘“In what is that ether inter-woven, warp and woof ?’ (Brh.
3. 8. 6.). Yajtavalkya replied, beginning : “That, O Gargi, Brahmanas
call the Imperishable”, ( Brh. 3. 8. 8.) and ending: “In that Imperish-
able, O Gargi, is the ether inter-woven, warp and woof’ ( Brh. 3. 8. 11.).
From this, it is known that the Imperishable, referred to by Yaj#iavalkya,
supports the entire universe up to the ether. How can this be ever pos-
sible on the part of any one else other than the Supreme Lord ? Hence,
the Supreme Lord alone is denoted by the term ‘Imperishable’ (Aksara).

SUTRA 1. 3. 10,

“And this (supporting) ( is possible on the part of the Lord only ),
on account of command.

From the text : “Verily, at the command of this Imperishable, O
Gargi, the sun and the moon stand held apart” (Brh.3.8.9.), it is
known that “this also”, i.e. this supporting, is due to an unrestricted
command. Such a ruling over the world is not possible on the part of
the individual soul, for the Scriptural text: ‘“Rudra is one only—they
do not admit a second” ( Svet. 3. 2. ) declares that there is no one else who
can rule over the world. Hence, the Supreme Lord alone is denoted by
the word ‘Imperishable’.

SUTRA 1. 3. 11.

“And on account of the exclusion of another nature”.

“Another nature” means ‘another object’. The concluding text:
“Verily, that Imperishable, Gargi, is the unseen seer, the unheard hearer,
the unthought thinker, the unknown Knower” ( Brh. 3. 8. 11.) excludes
a nature, other than the Supreme Lord, from being the Imperishable,—for,
it is impossible for Pranava and the individual soul to be the Unseen Seer
and the rest. Hence, it is established that the Supreme Lord alone is the
Imperishable.

Here ends the. Section entitled ‘“The Imperishable” (3).



Adhikarana 4 : The Section entitled “One Sees” (Sutra 12).

To prove that though the Supreme Lord is beyond perception and
the rest, yet through His supreme grace, He makes Himself perceivable
to His worshippers, ( the Author ) begins another Section.

SUTRA. 1.3.12

“On account of the designation (of His qualities). He is the object
which one sees.”

There is a text in the Prasna Upanisad that forms the topic treated
here, viz. “Again, he who meditated on the Highest Person with this
very syllable ‘Om’ of three elements, goes to the ray in the sun. As a snake
is freed from its skin, so, verily, is he freed from sins. He is led by the
Saman verse to the world of Brahman. He sees the Person lying in the
city, and higher than the highest mass of souls (Prasna5.5.). Here, a
doubt arises as to Whether the Person declared by the text to be the object
of the act of seeing is the Supreme Lord or some one else.

Prima Facie View

He is not the Supreme Lord, but Hiranyagarbha, because in the
passage : “He is led by the Saman verse tothe world of Brahman”, it is
said that he attains his (Hiranyagarbha’s) world ; and also because
the word ‘Highest’ is applicable only to him, ( Hiranyagarbha) as he
is higher than the individual soul. Or, else (alternately), He is Narayapa,
because he is denoted by the word ‘Person’ ; because he can appropriately
be taken to be higher than Hiranyagarbha, the highest mass of souls ;
because it is well-known that the word ‘Om’ denotes him alone ; because
the text:‘“The wise always see that supreme place of Visnu” (Nysimha-
piirvatapani. 5. 10.), his world alone is declared to be an object to be
directly intuited by the wise; and, finally, because, in the later text:
“Through the Rg. Verses ( he attains ) this (world); through the VYajus
Formulae, the sky ; through the Saman Chants, that which the sages
know” (Prasna 5. 7.), we find a reference to him.

Reply
Brahman is the Object of Seeing
To this, we reply: The Supreme ILord alone is the object of the
act of seeing, because, in a later text, viz. “Through the syllable
‘Om’, verily, as a support, the knower reaches that which is peaceful,
unaging, immortal, fearless and supreme” ( Prasnma 5.7.), His special
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qualities, like peacefulness and the rest, have been designated. These
attributes of peacefulness and the rest can never belong to Hiranyagarbha,
His product. From the phrase: “World of Brahman”, it is known that
the world of the Supreme Brahman, Siva, is the object to be attained.
The words “mass of souls” mean Hiranyagarbha who is of the form of the
totality of individual souls. He who is higher than he, the high, is
declared by the text to be the object of worship. Hence, the view that
(the Person to be seen) is Hiranyagarbha does not stand to reason.

Next, let us consider your view that (such a Person) is Narayana.
How can (the qualities of) ‘being ever free’, ‘being the cause of feariess-
ness’, ‘being the highest as superior to the world’, mentioned in the
text : ‘“‘Immortal, fearless and supreme” (Brh. 5. 2. 7.), fit in on his part ?
This (Person) has the whole universe as His form. How can that, too,
fit in on his (Narayana’s) part ? He who is higher than even Narayana,
who is higher than Hiranyagarbha, the mass of souls, lies in the
city (i.e. in the heart) as the inmer controller. Hence, it is said here
that the worshipper of Brahman directly sees Him, the Supreme
Person. It is asserted by Scripture that “Brahman is higher than
Narayapa” (Mahanar 11. 4), (!) “T'he True, the Existent, the Supreme
Brahman, the black and twany Person, self-controlled having diverse (i.e.
three) eyes”. (Mahanar. 12, 1.) and so on. Hence, it is reasonable to hold
that in the text : “He sees the Person lying in the city, and higher than
the highest mass of souls” (Prasua 5.5.), Brahman higher than all, is.
designated as the object of the act of seeing—Brahman who is called a
‘Person’ as He lies in the ‘city’, viz. the heart lotus(®); who is also
denoted by the word ‘Om’ in accordance with the Scriptural text: “He
who is higher than that which is merged in Prakrti is Mahedvara”
(Mahanar. 10. 8.); who is higher than Narayana, who is of the form of
the universe, in accordance with the Scriptural text : “Brahman is higher
than Narayanpa”, (Mahanar 11.4.) who is the ‘the True, i. e. the Existent’,
being free from all the mistakes due to speech and mind ; who is ‘diverse-
eyed’ as possessing three eyes; who is ‘black and twany’ as havinga
variegated form, which again is due to being denoted by the word 1'Uma’
which consists of the same letters as the word ‘Om’(®).

The text quoted by you, viz. “T'he supreme place of Visnu’ (Nrsim-
hapiirvatapani 5. 10.), means the supreme form of Visnu—a form other
than the form of the universe and unsurpassable bliss in nature; and

(1) See under 1. 2. 5. P. 87.
(2) Puri (Dahara-pupdarike) Sete iti Purusa,
(3) See under Adhikaraga 5 Introduction.
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fuch a form is noue but the Supreme Brahman, called ‘Siva’. So uo
contradiction is involved here. As Visnu and Siva are respectively the
material and efficient causes, there is only a difference of states, but no
difference of nature, between them.

Here ends the Section “One Sees” (4.

Adhikarana 5: The Section entitled “The Small” (Sutras 13— 22).

It has been established above that although the Supreme Brahman,
who is a Person as lying in the city (i.e. the heart-lotus) for favouring His
devotees, who is variegated in form as possessing the supreme power viz.
‘Uma’, arrived at by changing the letters of the Pranava (1), and who has
diverse eyes (1. e. three eyes)—is beyond the universe including Hari, Brahma
and the rest, vet there results a direct perception of Him on the part of
those who worship Him, i.e. are devoted to Prapava ‘Om’, denoting
Him,—a perception that leads to the cessation of transmigratory existence
and attainment of Him. To make clear this kind of worship of Him as
lying in the city (i. e. the heart-lotus), (the Author) begins a new Section.

SUTRA 1. 3. 13.

“The small (ether) is Brahman, on account of what follows.”

There is a text in the Chandogya that forms the topic treated here,
viz. “Now, what is within this city of Brahman is a small lotus, a
chamber ; small is'the ether within it. What is within that should be
searched for ; that, verily, should be enquired into”, (Chand. 8.1.1.). Here,
a doubt arises as to whether this ‘Small Ether’ (Daharakasa) is the
elemental ether, or the individual soul, or the Supreme Lozd.®

Prima Facie View

Asthe word ‘ether’ directly stands for the ether, this small ether is
the elemental ether. Or, alternately—it means the that individual soul (is

(1) The Pranava is the Supreme Syllable “Om” counsting of three
letters “A, U, Ma”. If these are changed as “U, Ma, A” then we get the
none “UMA”, (“Ma+ A =MA).

(2) See Br, Si. 3.3.1. ; 3.3.38,
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such a ‘small ether’), as the word ‘small’ indicates a small size and that is
possible in the case of the atomic soul only. But the all-pervasive
Supreme Lord cannot be ‘the small’.

Reply
Brahman is the “Small Ether”

To this, we reply : The Supreme Lord alone is the ‘Small Ether’.
Why ?  “On account of what follows”, i. e. on account of the qualities of
of ‘being free from sins’ and the rest, established by the concluding text :
“This soul is free from sius, without hunger, without thirst, having true
desires, having true resolves” (Chand. 8.7.1.). How can all these be
possible on the part of the transmigratory soul ? Hence, the Lord alone
is the ‘Small Ether’, and endowed with the attributes of ‘being free from
sinis’ etc.

SUTRA 1.3. 14.

“On account of going and of word, for thus it is seen, there is a
mark as well.”

In the concluding part of the text, viz. “Just as those who do not
know the place move again and again over a hidden treasure of gold, but
do not find it, so these beings are going day by day to that world of
Brahman, but do not find it, for they are carried away by untruth” (Chand.
8.3.2.), the daily “going” of creatures to this ‘small ether’ is declared ; the
“word” ‘world of Brahman (Brahmaloka)’, too, is found here—for these two
reasons as well, ‘the small eather’ is none but the Supreme Lord. In another
Scriptural text, such a ‘Going’ to the Supreme I.ord is stated thus:
“So exactly, my dear, all these beings, united with the Existent, do net
know : We have become united with the Existent” (Chand. 6.9.2.). The
word ‘world of Brahman,’ too, is found in another text, viz. * “This is the
world of Brahman, O King’—said he” (Brh. 4.3.32.). Further, these too,
viz. “going” and “word” (viz. “world of Brahman”) are not found in relation
to anything else. In this Section, the daily going of all beings as declared
by Scripture as well as the word ‘world of Brahman’ are sufficient proofs
that the Supreme ILord is “the Small Ether.”

SUTRA 1. 3. 15.

“And because supportiug, which is a greatness of Him ( viz. of the
Lord ) is observed in it, ( viz. in the small ether ).”

“The supporting” of the world, which is mentioned in the text :
“Now, He who is the soul is the bridge, a limitary support for keeping
these worlds apart” (Chand. 8.4.1.), and which is a “greatness” of the
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Supreme Lord, is observed “in it”, i. e. in the small ether’. And “support-
ing” is a “greatness” of the Supreme Lord, in accordance with the
Scriptural text : “He is the Lord of all, He is the Lord of the worlds. He
is the bridge, the limitary support for keeping these worlds apart” ( Brh.
4,4.22.). Hence, ‘the small ether’ is the Supreme Lord.

SUTRA 1.3.16.

“And because of being celebrated.”

In the Mahopanisad, as well as in the Kaivalya Upanisad, the
Supreme Lord, the Companion of Uma, is celebrated as an object to be
worshipped as inside the small (heart-) lotus. Compare the following texts :
“Inside the heart-lotus, there is the small ether, devoid of sins. Inside
that small ether, again, there is the ether devoid of sorrows—what is iu-
side this, is to be worshipped” (Mahopanisad) ; beginning “The heart-lotus
devoid of blemishes”, and continuing “meditating on the Lord, the Master,
with Uma as Companion, with three eyes, with a blue neck, calm”
(Kaivalya). For this reason, too the Supreme Lord is ‘the Small Ether.’

If it be objected :—“I'he Snpreme Lord is celebrated in another
Upanisad as an object to be worshipped as inside the small ether,
within the small (heart-) lotus. Compare the text: “I'hat which is this
ether inside the heart—in it He lies, the controller of all, the Lord of all”
(Brh. 4.4.22). But here He is taken tc be the small ether itself. (*)
So, here a contradiction arises,—

We reply : There, too, (viz. in Brh. 4.4.22.) the Supreme
Lord is not an object to be worshipped as inside the small ether, but
as His qualities, like ‘freedom from sins’ and the rest, belong to the
small ether, He is the small ether itself, consisting, as He does of the
Ether that is Consciousness in essence (%). So, here there is no con-
tradiction.

SUTRA 1. 8. 17.

“If it be objected that on account of a reference to the other (viz.
the individual soul), he (is the small ether ), { we reply : ) no, because
of impossibility.”

Objection

In the text: ‘“This serene being, having arisen from this body

havmg attamed the form of hxghest llght is completed in its own form.

(1) i. e. in Chand. 8.1.1. , it s said that the Lord is the small ether,
while in Brh. 4.4.22.,, it is saxd that He is inside the small ether. How
can these two statements be reconciled ?

(2) Cidambara. See above, P. 23, etc.
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This isthe soul, said he” ( Chand. 8. 3. 4. ), “the other”, i. e. the indivi-
dual soul, has been referred to. Hence “he” must be the ether which is
the topic here.

Reply
Jiva is not the ‘“‘Small Ether.”

We reply : “No”, “because of the impossiblity” of ( the qualities
like ) ‘freedom from sins’ and the rest on its part. Heunce, itis reason-
able to hold that the Supreme Lord alone, its support, (is the small
ether ).

SUTRA 1. 3. 18.

“If it be objected that from what is subsequent, ( the individual
soul may be meant here ), (we reply : ), but ( that subsequent passage
refers to the soul so far only as ) it has its real nature manifest.”

Objection.

In the subsequent statement made by Prajapati, Viz. in the passage :
“The Self that is free from sins, without old age, without death, without
sorrow, without hunger, without thirst, having true desires, having true
resolves—He should be searched for, He should be desired to be known”
( Chand. 8. 7. 1.), it is declared that the individual soul too is free from
sins and the rest. That the possession of the three states (!) is a special
mark of the individual soul, too, is mentioned in the following passages :
“This Person who is seen in the eye—He is the soul, said he” (Chand. 8.7.4.).
“He, the great one, who roams about in a dream—he is the soul, said he”
( Chand. 8. 10. 1.), “Now, when one is sound asleep, composed, screne,
and knows no dream—he is the self, said he” ( Chand. 8. 11. 1. ). Hence,
it ( viz. the individual soul ) alone can fittingly be ( the small ether ).

Reply

This is not correct. When the individual soul comes to have a
body, due to its own beginningless actions, its qualities like ‘freedom
from sins’ and the rest disappear. Later on, when it attains the form of
the Highest Light, ( viz. Brahman ), “it has its own nature manifest”, i. e.
then its qualities like ‘freedom from sins’ etc. are manifested, And, it is
this ( freed soul ) that is referred to (in the above-mentioned passage ),
and not the transmigratory soul. But the small ether possesses all auspi-
cious qualities that are natural and never disappear. Hence, ( the indi-
vidual soul ) that is in bondage at first, and only later on freed, is not the
small ether. (?).

(1 i.e Jagrat,"éﬂx;;;h;, Suéupti;
(2) 1i. e. the Lord always possesses the attributes of ‘freedom from
sins’ etc ; while the individual soul does not possess them always, but
16
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SUTRA 1. 3. 19.
““And the reference has a different purpose.

In the text: “Having arisen from this body, having attained the
form of the highest light, it is completed in its own form” ( Chand.
8.3.4.), it is said that when the individual soul attains the Supreme
Reality, denoted by the word ‘small ether’, it is manifested in its own
form. The reference to the individual soul there is for the purpose
of demonstrating His greatness. Hence, no contradiction in involved
here,

SUTRA 1. 3. 20.

“If it be objected th.t on account of the Scriptural declaration
of what is small, (the Lord is not the small ether), (we reply:)
that has been said.”

To the objection that as ( the sinall ether ) occupying, as it does,
a small place, is itself small in nature, it cannot be the Supreme Being, we
have already replied before, in the Aphorism : “And like the ether” (Br, Sa.
1.2.7.)

SUTRA 1. 3. 21.

“And because of similarity with that.”

From the concluding part of the text, it is known that this individual
soul is similar to the Highest Light, ( viz. Brahman ), denoted by the term
‘small ether’. Compare the passage : “Over that bridge cross neither day,
nor night, nor old age, nor death, nor sorrow, nor well-doing, nor evil-doing.
All sins turn back from that, (for) this world of Brahman, verily, is free
from sins. Hence, verily, upon crossing that bridge, if one is blind, be
remains no longer blind ; if he is injured, he remains no longer, injured ;
if he is sorrowful, he remains no longer sorrowful. Hence, verlly, upon
cfossing that bridge, night appears even as day, for that world of Brahman
is ever illumined.” (Chand. 8. 4. 1-2.). Here, it is said that, as one who has
attained the ‘Small Ether’ becomes free from sinful deeds, blindness and
the rest and becomes ever-illumined, so the ‘Small Ether’, the object to be
attained, is the cause (of the ‘freedom from sins’ etc. of the individual soul),
possessing, as it does those qualities of ‘freedom from sins’ and the rest.
From another Scriptural text, too, it is known that it (viz. the Small
Ether or the Lord) is the cause of that ( viz. ‘freedom of sins’ etc. or
salvation of the individual soul). Compare the text: “Free from

only when its real nature comes to be manifested. Hence, the Small
Ether which always possesses these qualities cannot be the individual
soul.
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blemishes, it attains a supreme similarity’ (Mund. 3. 1. 3.). Hence, it is
known that, ( one who has attained the Small Ether or the Lord ), becomes
similar to it through attaining the above mentioned results ( viz. ‘freedom
from sins’ etc. ). Now, such a similarity implies a difference from Him.(*)
Hence, the individual soul is not ( the ‘Small Ether’ )—this is the meaning.

(T'he Author ) brings forth another proof with regard to this: .

SUTRA 1. 3. 22.
“Moreover, this is declared by Smrti”’.

The following Smrti passage declares that Brahman is to be wor-
shipped as inside the small ( heart-) lotus :—“Or else, O Gargi, through
practice, ( the wise ) see Brahman—the Supreme Soul, having a form of
supreme bliss, to be known through the instruction of the teacher, the
Person, black and twany—inside the city of Brahman, (i.e.) in the
middle of ether inside the small ( heart-) lotus. You, also, do the same,”
and so on. Hence it is established that the Supreme Brahman,—who is
Supreme Light in nature, who is to be attained by the freed souls, and
who is accompained by the Supreme Power, viz. Uma,—is inside the ether
within the small ( heart-) lotus, is possessed of the natural qualities of
‘freedom from sins’ and the rest, and is an object to be worshipped.

Here ends the Section entitled “The Small”’ (5).

Adhikarana 6 : The Section entitled “What is measured’. (3utras
23—24).

Now, ( the Author ) speaks of an another form of the Supreme Lord
to be worshipped.

SUTRA 1.3.23. .

“On account of the Scriptural text itself, what is measured ( is the
Lord ).”

There is a text in the Katha-valli that forms the topic treated
here, viz. : “The Person, of the size of merely a thumb, dwells in the
midst of the soul”,—*“The Lord of the past and the future, one does not

(1) The individual soul is only similar to Brahman, not identical
with Him.
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hate Him"' (Katha. 4. 12). Here, a donbt arises as to whether the Person
declared by the text to be of the size of a thumb merely, is the Supreme
Lord, or the individual soul.

Prima Facie View

It is proper to hold that He is the individual soul. For, from the
text : “Having all forms, characterised by the three qualities ( viz. Sattva,
Rajas, Tamas ), following the three paths ( viz. of good acts, bad acts and
knowledge ), the lord of the vital-breath ( viz. the individual soul ) roams
about according to its deeds—he who is of the measure of a thumb merely,
of a sun-like appearance, endowed with resoultion and egoism” (Svet. 5. 13.
7—8.), it is known that it (i. e. the individual soul) is of the size of a thumb
merely. Also from the text : “Dwells in the midst of the soul” (Katha. 4.12.),
it is known that it (i. e. the Person of the size of a thumb merely)is
inside the body. But the All-pervasive Supreme Lord is not ( this Person
of the size of a thumb merely ).

Reply
Brahman is the Person of the size of a thumb

To this, we reply: It stands to reason that the Supreme Soul
alone is the Person of the size of a thumb merely, “On account of the
Scriptural test” indicating His special marks viz. ‘““T'he Lord of the
past and the future” (Katha 4.12)); also because He alone is declared to
be the Lord of all, by the Scriptural passage : ‘“Endowed with all lord-
ship, the Lord of all, Sambhu, inside the ether”.

To the objection—How can limitedness, repeatedly declared here,
be possible on the part of the Supreme Lord’ ?—(the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1. 3. 24.

“But (the Lord is eaid to be of the size of merely a thumb) in refer-
ence to the heart /of men) because men (alone) are entitled (to Scripture)”.

Although the Supreme Lord is unlimited, yet He becomes of the
size of 2 thumb merely ‘“‘in reference to the heart” of a worshipper, for,
in accordance with the injunctions regarding meditation, men (alone) are
entitled to ( such a meditation). For facilitating the meditation of men,
the All-merciful Supreme Lord assumes a limited form, of the size of
the hearts of men. Hence it is established that the ever-illumined Supreme
Lord, having the form of a Litiga, dwells in the hearts of His worshippers.

Here ends the Section entitled ‘“What is Measured” (6).



Adhikaraya 7: The Section entitled “The Deity’’ (Sutras 25—32).

By the phrase: ‘“‘decause men are entitled (to Scripture)’ (Br. St.
1. 3. 24.), it has been indicated in the previous Section that men alone
are entitled to the worship of the Supreme Lord. But, then, why in the
following Atharvasiras passage : “Hence, the gods do not sce Rudra, those
gods meditate on Rudra” (Atharvasiras 1.), is it said that gods too, are
entitled to worship. Him ?

SUTRA 1. 3. 25.

“Even those who are above them (i. e. men) (are entitled to the
worship of Brahman), (so) Badarayana (holds), b:cause of possibility”.

A text mentioned in the Atharvasiras forms the topic here, viz
“T'hose gods meditate on Rudra” (Atharvasiras 1. ). Here the doubt is as
to whether the gods can possibly be entitled to worship the Supreme Lord,
or not.

Prima Facie View
T'he Prima Facie View is that they cannot possibly be so. A seeker
is one who possesses the power of (being so), i.e. one who is learned or
well-versed in the Scriptures and entitled to the Vedic rites and rituals(*).
But they (i. e. the gods) do not possess such a power, as they do not
possess bodies. ‘T'hose who possess bodies alone are capable of (acts like)
eulogising, meditating and the like,

If it be objected: In accordance with the passage: “Indra
raised the thunderbolt for Vytra”, they, too, possess bodies—we
reply, not so, because those texts that 1efer to injunctions, cannot
stand for any other meaning. Even if they do possess bodies, they
cannot be seekers of the Supreme Lord, as their place is the same
as that of the Supreme Lord. From the Scriptural text: ‘Verily,
the gods went to the region of Heaven ; those gods asked Rudra: ‘Who
are you, my Lord ?'” ( Atharvadiras 1.), it is known that the region
of Heaven, is the place of Rudra, the Supreme Brahman, and that very
region is the place of the gods as well. From the Scriptural text : “He
obtaius self-rule” ( Tait. 1. 6. 2.), it is known that the same place is to be
obtained even by a freed soul. In the same manner, they ( i. e. the gods )
do not possess any learning. For, as the study of the Vedas, preceded
by the purificatory ceremony of initiation, is absent ( in their case), it
is impossible for them to investigate into Brahman ; and hence, it is not

(1) See under Su. 1. 1. 1. P. 6.
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reasonable to hold that they can have any knowledge of Brahman. Hence,
they are not well-versed in the Scriptures. Therefore, the gods are not
entitled to worship Brahman.

Reply
Gods are entitled to worship Brahman

But the Correct Conclusion is that the gods, too, are entitled
to worship Brahman. Why ? Because it is possible for them “too to
become seekers. Furtlier, the place of the gods is not the same as that
of the Supreme Lord, for, although the word ‘Heaven’ indicates pleasure
ina general manner, due to the topic treated of and so on, yet, it may
stand for something special. E. g. the word ‘Lord’, indicating only a master
or owner (ina general manmner ', means, due to the force of the topic
treated, the King of a particular place only, as in the passage : ‘One should
approach the Lord for the sake of keeping his property safe’; but when
the topic is Brahman, the same word means unsurpassable glory and
indicates Him alone. In the same manner, the word ‘Heaven’ indicating
only pleasure (in a general manner), means, due to the force of the topic
treated as well as to another source of proof, the place of the gods, that is
vitiated by faults like perishableness, limitedness and the like, and (as
such) consists of very little happiness. But the place of Siva, the Supreme
Brahman, on the other hand, is said to be characterized by unsurpassable
bliss and does not lead to any return (to transmigratory existence). Hence,
those who belong to the place that consists of pleasure vitiated by limited-
ness, can very well be aspirers after the place of Brahman, consisting in
limitless pleasure.

Further, as the gods possess immense powers (i. e. are omniscient
etc.), the meanings of the Vedas are by themselves revealed to
them ; also, they do not forget the Vedas read before. Hence,
knowledge is quite possible on their parts. As Scripture enjoins medita-
tion in a general manner, (}) it is impossible to deny this right (of
meditation to gods). Thus, the alleged want of learning (on their parts)
can never be proved. As they do possess bodies, as proved through
eulogistic statements {mentioned above), they possess also the requisite
powers (to worship). Although in figurative statements like: “The sun
is the sacrificial post”. “Fire is the antidote to cold”, no literal meaning
can be accepted, yet in eulogistic statements like ‘Indra raised the
thunderbolt for Vytra’, there being neither any contradiction nor any

(1) i.e it is enjoined in Scripture, in a general manner, that all
are entitled to the meditation of Brahman, and there is no exclusion of
the Gods by special injunctions, as there is in-the case of Stdras.
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proofs through other sources, literal meaning is possible. Hence, the
gods are entitled to the meditation of Brahman.

Apprehending another contradiction in the view that the gods
possess bodies, (the Author) refutes it thus :—

SUTRA. 1. 3. 26.

“If it be objected that (if the gods be possessed of bodies) a con-
tradictioa with regard to works ( with results ), ( we reply ) No, because
of the observation of ths assumption of many (bodies by gods and
others).

Objection
If the gods be possessed of bodies, then it hasto be admitted that
they are simultaueously present in all the sacrifices, where they are in-
voked, but which are performed iu different localities. But that does not
stand to reason. Hence, ‘“‘a contradiction with regard to works” (results).

Reply
This is not to be apprehended. Itis found that though possessed
of bodies, Saubhari and the like assumed many bodies simultaneously.
Hence, no contradiction whatsoever is involved here.
To the objection: There may be no contradiction with regard to
Vedic works, yet there does exist a contradiction with regard to words—
( the Author ) replies.

SUTRA. 1. 3. 27

“If it be objecte 1 that ( a contraciction will r sult) with regard to
word ( we reply ¢ ) No, on account of the origin (of everything) from it
on account of percaption (i.e scripture) and iaference (i.e. Smrty),’”

Objection

Although there may not be any contradiction with regard to works,
such a contradiction does result with regard to Vedic words. How ? If the
gods be possessed of bodies, then they easily become non-eternal. Then,
gods like even Indra and the rest inevitably come to have an origination.
If that be so, then prior to their origination and after their destruction,
Vedic words like ‘Indra’ and the rest will become meaningless, or non-
eternal (1). If ( the Vedas ) be non-eternal, then they will come to havea
humau origin, and, thus, the mJunctlve and prohibitive (Vedic) texts will

l) Gods themselves are non-eterual. Yet the words ‘Indm etc.
being Vedic words, mnst be eternal. This is self-contradictory.
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cease to be authoritative. Hence, the rites and rituals enjoined by them, too,
will not be performed. Thus, many disastrous consequences will follow.
So if we want to get rid of this kind of contradiction with regard to
Vedic words, the corporeality of gods cannot be admitted.

Reply

To this, we reply. “No”, because of the origin of Indra and the rest
“from this”, i.e. from the Vedic words themselves like ‘Indra’ etc. 1f
words like ‘Indra’ and the rest were indicative of particular 1ud1v1duals
then only could they become meaningless and non-eternal when Indra ete.,
were themselves destroyed. ( But) it is said that like the words ‘cow’ and
the like, the words ‘Indra’ etc. also denote particular forms or prototypes
only ( and not particular individuals, as such ). Thus, just as a potter has
first in his mind a general idea of a ‘pot’, and then makes pot etc. by
remembering that form by that word ‘pot’, so when the prior Indra and
the rest come to be destroyed, Brahma, by remembering the particlar forms
of the former Indra etc. by means of those Vedic words ‘Indra’ and the
rest, creates other Indra etc. as having the very same forms. Hence, even
when the particular individuals like Indra etc. are destroyed, their forms
are never destroyed. Therefore, the Vedic words are eternal, and as such,
no contradiction is involved here.

If it be asked : What is the proof with regard to this ?—( we
reply ) Scripture and Smrti. Compare the following Scriptural texts :
“Prajapati evolved name and form, the existent and the non-existent,
by means of the ‘Veda’ (Tait. Br. 2.6.2.3.), “He uttered ‘Bhir’,
He created the earth (7Tait. Br. 2. 2.4.2), and so on. Compare the
following Smrti passage also: “In the beginning, He created the names
and the actions of all as mutually separate, as well as the different establi-
shed orders, from the Vedic words alone.” (Manu. 1. 21 )( )

(l) The whole qrgument is as follows ——~The ana Fac:e view is
that, if gods be possessed of bodies, then these bodies being non-eternal,
the gods themselves must become so. But the words ‘Indra’ etc. occur in
the Vedas. Hence, here we shall have to accept one of the following
consequences, both of which are equally undesirable. (a) The Vedic words
‘Indra’ etc. become meaningless prior to the origination and after the
destruction of individual gods like Indra etc. For, during these two
periods, no gods actually exist, yet the words denoting them do. So, these
latter become mere empty words, referring to no actual objects, just like
the words ‘sky-flower’ etc. (b) To avoid this, we may say that when Indra
etc. are themselves non-existent before creation and after destruction, then,
the words indicating them also simultaneously become non-existent, but
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SUTRA 1. 3. 28.
“For this very reason, the eternity (of the Vedas follows)”.

“For th's very reason”, although Visvamitra and the rest are makers
of Mantra in accordance with the texts: “He chooses the maker of
Sacred Formulae”, “This is a hymn of Visvamitra” (Tait. Sam. 5.2.3.),
yet as words like ‘Vidvamitra’ etc. stand for prototypes (and mot for
particular individuals), the eternity of the Vedas consisting of Mantra
and Brahmagpa is not jeopardised i any way. Hence, Brahma, being
endowed with the power of directly intuiting the Sacred Formulae
(Mantras), without having read them, creates an object by remembering
(its prototype) from the Vedic word. 7Thus, having remembered the
particular forms of former Visvamitra etc. from those Vedic words,
Brahma creates other Vidvamitra etc. at the end of a Naimittika-Pralaya(*),
as endowed with those very forms and those very powers. They, oun
their part, recite all those sacred formulae even without having read
them (before). Hence, they are makers of Sacred Formulae, (yet) the
Vedas are eternal ().

Let this be so during the Naimittika-Pralaya, but during Prakrta
Pralaya, Brahma and the Word, i. e. the Veda, too, come to be destroyed
So, how can the Vedas be taken to be eternal ?—to this, (the Author)
replies :

they come into existence only when those gods themselves do so. But on
these view, the Vedic words or the Vedas themselves become non-eternal.
This is the Prima Facie View.

The reply is that the Vedic words do not stand for individuals
( Vyakti ) which are non-eternal, but for types ( Akrti) which are eternal.
It is in accordance with these eternal types, denoted by these eternal Vedic
words, that non-eternal individuals are created anew at the beginning of
each creation.

(1) There are four different kinds of Pralaya, Nitya, Prakyta
Naimittika, Atyantika. Naimittika-Pralaya means the end of a day of
Brahma or the end of four Yugas. This means the destruction not of
Brahma, but of the whole universe. Prakrta Pralaya implies the destruc-
tion of Brahma as well. Cf. Vedanta Paribhaga (7th Chapter).

(2) ‘The Vedic Mantras are said to be composed by different sages
in different ages. Hence, as these sages, are non-eternal, these Mantras,
too, are so. Thus, the Vedas themselves become non-eternal. But really,
the eternal Vedic Mantras are not composed by those sages, but only
reavealed by them. Thus, a sage Viévamitra reveals a Mantra in a parti-
cular age. Then, in course of time, Visvamitra perishes, but the Mantra

17
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SUTRA 1.3.29

“And on acconnt of having the same name and form, (there is)
no contradiction even with regerd to the recurrence (of the world), on
account of perception (i. e. Scripture) and on account of Smrti.”

As the objects to be created (in the beginning of each creation) have
the same names and forms, no contradiction is involved in the recurrence
(of the very same world-order) even after Prakrta Pralaya. Thus, the
Omniscient, Omnipotent Supreme Lord, higher than the universe and
the First Cause, having remembered the prior established orders, creates
the universe anew as having the very same forms. Having remembered
the Vedas too, as having the same order as before, He gives them to
Brahma who is like a son to Him. How is this known ? From Scripture
as well as Smrti. Compare the following Scriptural texts : “T'he Creator
fashioned, as he did before, the sun and the moon, the Heaven, the earth
and the ether and then the sky”. (Rg. V. 10.190.3). “He who first
creates Brahma and he who, foresooth, delivers the Vedas to him”,
(Svet. 6.18.). 'T‘here are Smrti passages, too, to this effect, viz.: “At the
beginuing He created waters, then He poured semen into these, that
became a golden egg, radiant like the sun. In it, was born Brahma
himself, the progenitor of the whole universe. First He created the
Brahma and to him, He delivered the Vedas”. (Manu 1.)

Hence, there being the recurrence (of the prior world-order) after
Prakrta Pralaya, the Vedas are eternal. (*)

Oppoaent’s View (Sutras 30—31)

SUTRA 1. 3. 30.

“On eccount of impossibility, (the sun and the rest have) no right
to the (meditation on) the honey ani the rest, (so) Jeimini (thinks)".

does not. Later on, a new Visvamitra is created in accordance with the
eternal proto-type denoted by the Vedic word ‘Visvamitra’, and thus
endowed with the very same forms, powers etc. This new Visvamitra
reveals the very same Mantra and so on. Thus, the Mantra itself remains
the same from all eternity, only its revealers change from age to age.
Thus, the Vedic Mantras are really eternal.

(1) Just as after Naimittika Pralaya, Indra etc. and other objects
of the Universe are created anew according to their eternal proto-types,
so after Prakrta Pralaya, too, Brahma himself and the Vedas are also domne
so in exactly the same manner. Here, creation of the Vedas simply means
their revelation—they being eternal.
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As in the ‘Meditation on the Honey’ ( Madhu-Vidya ), gods like Vasu
and the rest are themselves objects to be worshipped and attained, Vasu and
the rest cannot cousistently he agents (i. e. worshippers) and objects ( i. c.
objects to be worshipped) at the same time. So they cannot be the objects
to be worshipped. Again, as the existent Vasu etc, have already attained
Vasu-hood etc., these (Vasu-hood etc.) cannot, again, be the objects to be
attained. Hence, Vasu and the rest are not entitled to it (viz. Honey-
Meditation)—So thinks jaimini.

Opponent’s View ( concluded )

SUTRA 1. 3. 31.

“And (Gods are worshippers) with regard to light ; also because of
existence (of texts to that effect)’

Although from the text : “I'hat tlie gods worship (Him) as the Light
of lights, as life, as immortal’ (Brh. 4.4.16.) it is known that the Light, i.c.
the Supreme Brahman, is (the object to be worshipped) in general by gods,
yet as such texts indicate their right ( to the worship of Brahman only),
they have no right to other (kinds of worship) like the Honey-Meditation
—this is established by logical arguments.

Author’s View
SUTRA 1. 3. 32.

“But Badarayana (maintains) the existence (of right on the part of
the gods), for it is (possible for Brahman to be worshipped as Vasu etc.)”

Badarayana thinks that Vasu and the rest are entitled to the Honey-
Meditation and the like also. For, there is noing wrong in supposing that
Brahman having the form of Vasu and the rest should be the object to be
worshipped by those present Vasu, etc., and also that they should strive
for Vasu-hood in a future age. Brahman, both in His the causal and
effected states, is the object to be worshipped here. Thus, having begun,
“This sun, verily, is the honey of gods” (Chand. 3.1.1.), the text goes on to
teach the worship of Brahman in a particular effected state, endowed with
the names, forms and actions of Aditya, Vasu and the rest. Then, in the
passage: “Then, when (it) ascends up above this, it will not rise,
will not set, but will remain alone in the middle” (Chand. 3.11.1°), it is
taught that Brahman is to be worshipped in its causal state as devoid of
names, forms and actions, and abiding as the Inner Controller of the subtle
Aditya etc. ‘The result of the worship of Brahman in both these states is
the attainment of Vasu-hood and the rest in another age. at the end of
both these kinds of states (viz. Vasu-hood etc. now and in another age),
they come to attain Brahmau. In the passage: “He who knows thus the
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nectar becomes one of the Vasus themselves, and through Agni as mouth,
is satisfied merely with seeing that nectar” (Chand. 36.3., there is a
reference to the attainment of Vasu-hood as resusit. In the passage:
“Verily, it neither rises nor sets for him, for him it is always day, who
knows thus the mystic doctrine of Brahman” (Chand. 3. 11. 3.), there isa
reference to the attainmenti of Brahman as a result. Hence, the gods are
entitled also to the Honey-Meditation. 7Thus, in every way are the gods
entitled to the meditation of Brahman. (1) )

Here ends the Section entitled “The Deity’ (7).

(1) The Madhu-Vidya, or the representation of the sun as the honey
extracted from all the Vedas, as taught first to Prajapati by Brahma ; then
to Manu by Prajapati, and then to the descendants of Manu by Manu, and
to Uddalaka Aruni by his father (Cf. Chand. 3. 11. 4. ), is given in Chand.
3. 1. 3.—I11. It begins thus: “Verily, that sun is the honey of gods ; the
Heaven its is cross-beam ; the ether is the honey-comb ; the rays are the
sons (of bees), (Chand. 3. 1. 1.), and then goes on to represent the eastern
rays of the sun, its red form, as extracted form the Rg-Veda ;
the southern rays of the sun, its white from, from the Yajur-Veda ; the
Western rays of the sun, its dark form, from the Sama-Veda ; the northern
rays of the suu. its exceedingly dark from, from the Atharva-Veda ; and,
finally, the upward rays of the sun, ;ts centre, from the Upanisads (Chand.
3.1.—3.5.). Then, these different forms of the sun are asserted to be the
objects of enjoyment of respectively, Vasus, Rudras, Adityas. Maruts and
Sadhyas (Chand. 3.6.3.—10.). Finally, in the concluding text, thesun is
represented as neither rising, nor setting, but standing alone in the middle
for he who knows the secret doctrine of Brahman (Chand. 3.11.).

Here, the opponent points out that as Vasu etc. are enjoined as the
objects to be worshipped and attained (Chand. 3.6.3 - 10.), they themselves
cannot be the worshippers here. That is, gods like Vasu etc. are not
entitled to this Madhu-Vidya.

The reply is that the Madhu-Vidya has two Sections. In the first
Section ( Chand. 3. 6. 3.—10.) Brahman is represented in His effected
state, i.e. asappearing in the forms of Vasu etc. In the second Section
( Chand. 3. 11.), He is represented in His causal state, i.e. as abiding in
the sun as its inner self. The concluding designation of Madhu-Vidya as
Brahmopanisad or the Mystic Doctrine of Brahman, proves that in the
First Section, too, Brahman s the real object of worship, and the worship



Adhikarana 9 : — I he Section entitled “The Exclusion of the Sudras”
(Sutras 33—39).

In the Siitra: “Because men are entitled (to Scripture ) ( Br. St
1. 3. 24. ), the right of men ( to Scripture ) has been indicated in a general
manner. After that, ( the Author ) poiuts out a special case.

SUTRA. 1. 3. 33

“His grief (arose) an account of hearing its disrespect, on account
of hastening ot that time, for this is what is indicated (by the term
‘Sudra’ )”,

There is a text in the Chandogya that forms the topic treated here,
viz. : “He has brought these. O Siidra ! merely with this face, you wounld
cause mie to speak” ( Chand. 4. 2. 5.). Hence, the doubt is whether even
the Siidras are entitled to the knowledge of Brahman, or not.

Prima Facie View

They are entitled ( to it. ), as it is possible for them to be seeker (*)
and the like. There is no fixed rule that only those belonging to the upper
three classes are entitled to it, as it is found that even gods, who do uot
belong to these three classes are so entitled. In the case of gods, even in
the absence of iuitiation and study (on their part,) they quite appro-
priately come to have knowledge, as the meaning of the Vedas is celf-
revealing. So, no doubt can be raised with regard to these ( viz. Stidras ).
For, it but stands to reason that they, too, can have knowledge through

of Vasus etc. is really the worship of Brahman in their respective forms.
Thus, Vasus etc. can be the worshippers here. That is. they are entitled
to the Madhu-Vidya.

Further, in the first Section, it issaid that those who worship
Vasus ete. (i.e. Brahman in those forms ) become Vasus etc. ‘This means
that when Vasus etc. themselves worship Brahman in these forms, they
become Vasus etc. in the next age, too. But those who are not at present
Vasus, become Vasus in the present age. In the second Section too, it is
said that those who worship Brahman as such attain Brahman. So, no
contradiction is involved here too.

(1) It has been shown in the prior Section that as gods are seekers
(Arthin) or desire for salvation, they are entitled to the knowledge of
Brahman. In the same manner, as Stidras, too, can be seekers of salva-
tion, they, too, must be entitled to the same knowledge.
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hearing the Puranas. Further, they, too, can be entitled to understanding
the great texts on the maxim of ‘King who is a Nisada’ (*).

f eply
The “udras, are not entilled to Brahma-Vidyc

To this, we reply ; The Stidras are not entitled to the knowledge or
meditation of Brahman, for, as they have not studied the Scriptuges, no
knowledge regarding the object to be worshipped and its attributes etc.
—which alone is a means to this (viz. Worship)—is possible on their part.
Tradition (Itihasa) and Puranas only confirm the Vedas, and thus are useful
only as a means (to Vedic knowledge), and not independently. The knowledge
that the Stdras gain through hearing Tradition and Puranas has only
the effect of destroying their sins. Vidura(*), Dharmavyadha and the
rest came to be attached to Brahman, as the kunowledge which they
attained in a previous birth, contined in this one also.

If it be asked : Why should there be the mention of the word ‘Sidra’
in connection with an instruction regarding Brahman ?—We reply :) Here
the mention of a ‘Sidra’ does not imply a caste, but only means that his
grief arose through not attaining the knowledge of Brahman. His grief
arose ‘“on account of hearing its disrespect” i. e. through hearing the
disrespectful words applied to him by the swan because of his lack of the
knowledge of Brahman, and then he hastened towards the teacher. The
word ‘hi’ indicates the reason. As the mention of ‘Stidra’ has no reference
to caste here, so a Stidra is not entitled to the worship of Brahman, (?)

For this reason also, the mention of a ‘Sfidra’ has no reference to
caste. So says (the Author) :—

(1) Nisada-Sthapati-Nyaya. ‘Nisada’ means an non-Aryan or one
belonging to the lower caste, and ‘Sthapati’ means a King. Now, a
‘Nigada-Sthapati’ is entitled to the Rudra sacrifice. Hence, here the que-
stion is : What exactly is the meaning of ‘Nisada-Sthapati’ ? How are we
to break the compound ? There are two possible ways of doing so: (i)
Sagthi-tatpurusa as ‘Nigadanam Sthapatily’ or King of the Nisadas. (ii)
Karmadharaya, as ‘Nigada eva Sthapatil)’ or a King who is Nigada by
caste. Here, the second interpretation is the correct one, as it makesa
direct statement and does not involve any metonymy, which the former
does. Thus, even a Nisadaor a Stidra is entitled to Vedic sacrifices.

(2) In Chand. 6.1—2. there is a story about Janasruti Pautrayana and
Raikva. Janasruti was a great philanthropist and used to feed many people
daily. One night when he was lying on the roof of his palace, two swans
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SUTRA 1. 3. 34.

“(Janasruti was not a Sudra) also because we know of (his)
Ksatriyahsod”.

Further, as we know that Janmasruti who was desirous of learning
(about Brahman ) was a Ksatriya, the mention of a Stdra here has no
reference to (the fourth ) caste. In the beginning of the story,in the
text : “Now, there was Janasruti Pautrayana a respectful giver, a plentiful
giver, a preparer of much food. He had rest-houses built everywhere,
thinking : “Everywhere people will eat my food” (Chand. 4. 1. 1.), it is
said that Janasruti possessed imimeuse wealth aud used to distribute many
kinds of cooked food. In the middle, in the text: “He said to the door-
keeper (Chand. 4. 1. 5.), it is said that he sent the door-keeper ( in search of
Raikva ). Again, in the end, in the text : “Here is a wife, and here is the
village in which you dwell” (Chand. 4. 2. 4.), “So these are called Raikva-
parna ( villages ) among the Mahavrsas where he dwelt for him” (Chand. 4.
2. 5.), it is said that he gave away many villages. From all these indications,
it is known that Janasruti was a Kstriya.

SUTRA 1. 3. 35.

“From the indication (viz. the fact of his being mentioned) later
on with Caitraratha”.

From what follows also, it is found that in the Samvarga-Vidya.( ) there
is a reference to Brahmana and Ksatriya (and uot to a Sidra ). Compare
the text : “Now, when Saunaka Kapeya and Abhipratarin Kaksaseni were
being served food by a cook, a religious student begged of them” (Chand.
4.3.5.). From this it is known that Abhipratarin Caitraratha was a
Ksatriya, as he was connected with Kapeya, his priest. The connection of
Caitraratha with Kapeya, as his priest, is known from the following text :
“The Kapeyas made Caitraratha perform sacrifices, by this they tnade him
alone the Lord of food” (Tand. Br. 2. 12. 5.). From this, it is also estab-

began to fly over him. Then the second swan said with concern to the
first one : ‘O Bhallaksa ! the light of Janasruti has pervaded the sky, do
not touch it, see that it does not burn you!” The first swan replied scorn-
fully : ‘O, who is that man of whom you speak as if he were Raikva !’
On hearing this scornful words of the swan, Janasruti approached Raikva
with six hundred cows, a necklace and a chariot and begged him to teach
him. Raikva here twice called him a Stidra. Now. here the word ‘Sadra’
does not mean one belonging to the fourth caste. But it simply means
one in whom grief had arisen. Thus, Suc+ra=5fd +ra=5ddra, means
one who grieves (Socati).
(1) Taught by Raikva to Janasruti. See Chand. 4. 3. ff.




136 Srikagtha-Bhagya 1. 3. 36.

lished that Abhipratarin, though having a different name (in the text) was
really a descendant of Citraratha.(') Generally, the same priest serves the
same individuals. That, as belonging to the clan of Citraratha, he was a
Brahmin is known from the concluding part of the text : “From him was
born a king of Ksatriyas, named ‘Caitraratha”. “Thns, the Ksatriya-hood
of Abhipratarin being ascertained ‘“later on” on the ground of his associa-
tion with Kapeya, a Brahmana, the Ksatriya-hood of Janasruti, is known
(in the beginning ) on the very same ground of association with
Raikva, a Brahmana, Hence, a Ksatriya alone was denoted by the term
‘Siidra,

Your view that on the maxim of ‘the King who isa Nisada’, a
Sfidra is entitled only to the hearing of the great texts, (the Author)

replies :

SUTRA 1. 3. 36.

“On account of the reference t» the purificatory rite, and on
account of the declaration of its absence (in the case of a Sudra ), (a
Sudra is not entitled to the knowledge of Brahman)”.

“On account of the reference to the purificatory rite” of initiation
with the holy thread in the introductory Section concerning the know-
ledge of Brahman thus: “I shall invest you with the holy thread” (Chand.
4. 4. 5.). “He invested him, forsooth, with the holy thread” (Sat. Br. 11. 5.
3.13.); “and on ezccount of the declaration of its absence”, in the case of
a Sudra, by the following Smrti passages: “In a Stidra, there is no sin,
and he is not fit for a purificatory rite” (Manu. 10. 126.). “A Stidra belongs
to the fourth caste and is once born” ( G. D. S. 10. 50. ), he is not entitled
to the knowledge of Brahman. There being a definite injunctiou, viz.
“One should perform a sacrifice for the King who is Nisada”, there is no
contradiction. But there is no injunction anywhere that a Stidra should
hear the great texts even though not initiated.(*)

(1) Inthe given Chand. text 4. 3. 5., there is no mention of Caitra-
ratha But really here Abhipratarin means Caitraratha, for here Abhiprata-
rin is said to be associated with Kapeya, and we know from another Tand.
Br. passage that Caitraratha was no associated.

(2) As there is a special injunction with regard to the King whoisa
Nisada, he may repeat Mantras even though mnot initiated. But in the
case of ordinary Sadras, there is no such injunction. So, this is never
permissible in their case;
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SUTRA 1. 3. 37

“And because of (Gautama’s) proceeding (to initiate Jabala) on
the ascertainment of the absence of that (viz. his Sudra-hood), (a
Sudra is not entitled t > the knowledge of Brahman)''.

When only it had been ascertained that Jabala was not really a éﬁdra,
as he spoke the truth, thus: “A mnon-Brahmin cannot speak thus.
Fetch the fuel, my child, I shall invest you with the holy thread.
You have not deviated from truth” (Chand. 4. 4.5.), did
( Gautama ) proceed to initiate, instruct, and impart knowledge to
him (). For this reason, too, a Stidra is not entitled to the knowledge
of Brahman.

Objection

Is the prohibition with regard to the uttering of (the name of )
Brahman on the part of those who are not initiated, applicable to all, or
to someonly ? It caunot be universally applicable, for although a child
is not initiated with a holy thread, yet in accordance with the text:
“Except in the performance of $raddha, ( the name of ) Brahman is not
to be uttered”, the utterance of Brahman’s name during the performance
of Sraddha has been enjoined. Hence, the prohibition with regard to
uttering ( the name of ) Brahman by an uninitiated Siidra holds good
only in respect of simple, domestic sacrifices etc., but not in respect
of the knowledge and meditation of Brahman.

Reply
SUTRA 1. 3. 38.

“On account of the prohibition of hearing, studying, and
(learning) the meaning (of the Veda), (a Sudra is not entitled to the
knowledge of Brahman)”.

In the passage: “One should not study (the Veda ) in the vicinity
of a Siidra” ( V. Sm. 18. 9. ) the hearing etc. of the Vedic texts is forbidden
(on the part of a Stidra ). How can there by any study etc. (of the Veda)
on the part of one who caunot even hear it ?

(1) Cf. Chand. 4. 4. for the story of Gautama and Jabala. Jabala was
the son of a maid-servant, and his pedigree was not known. When he
approached Gautama, desiring to become his pupil, Gautama asked
about his parentage. Jabala frankly confessed that he did not know his
father’s name. Thereupon, Gautama was so much struck by his truth-
fulness, that he at once accepted him as his disciple.

18



138 Srikantha-Bhasya 1. 3. 40

SUTRA 1. 3. 39.
“Also on account of Smrti.”

The following Smrti passages mention the punishment to be
inflicted on a Stidra if he hears the Veda and soon: “Ifa Stidra hears
the Vedas, molten lead and lac are to be poured into his ears; if he
recites the Vedas, his tongue is to be cut off ; if he writes the Vedas
on the body, his body is to be pierced.”

Thus, as, on the grounds of Scripture and Smrti, even the study-
ing etc. (of the Veda) in the vicinity of a Stidra has been prohibited,
how can there be any investigation into the meaning of the Vedas and
so on on their part ? Hence, from every point of view, there caunot be
any study of the Veda by any one anywhere without the purificatory
ceremony of investiture with the holy thread at the age of eight in the
case of a Brahmana, and so on, as befitting. Hence, the Siidras are not
at all entitled to the knowledge of Brahman.

After having settled the incidental question of right ( to the know-
ledge of Brahman ), ( the Author ) resumes the original discussion :—

SUTRA 1. 3. 40.
“On account of trembling.”

In the Section regarding the Person, of the size of a thumb, there
isa text in the Katha-Valli, viz. “Whatever there is, the whole world,
emanated ( from the vital-breath ), trembles in the vital-breath alone,
the great fear, a thunderbolt about to be hurled. Those who know that,
become immortal” ( Katha. 6. 2.). Here the doubt is whether the
Supreme Lord is the cause of trembling, or some one else.

Prima Facie View

Here, it is said that the whole world trembles through fear, due
to that which is indicated by the word ‘Vital-breath’. It is not proper
that the Supreme Lord who gives safety to the whole world, who is
sweet-natured and all-merciful should be the cause of the trembling
of the world. Hence, as a thunderbolt has been mentioned in the
text, that must be the cause of the trembling of the world. Or, else
as the vital-breath has been mentioned in the text, that is the cause of
trembling. As the vital-breath is the cause of the movement of the body,
all this, 1. e. the body-like world trembles in the vital-breath, the efficient
cause. Hence, the assertion that ‘“Whatever there is, the whole
world, trembles in the vital-breath,” quite fits in with regard to it. The
thunderbolt, the child of lightning and containing rain, the cause of great
fear, a thunderbolt about to be hurled, too fits in with regard to it. In
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accordance with the text: ‘“T'he air alone is individuality, the air
alone is totality. He who knows thus conquers repeated deaths”
(Brh. 8. 8. 2), it is also quite reasonable to hold that immortality results

from the knowledge of air.

Reply
Brahman is the cause of trembling

To this, we reply: The Supreme Lord alone is the cause of
trembling. Being the Controller, He is the cause of the trembling of
the entire universe—through fear of whose control we all turn away from
what is prohibited and engage ourselves in what is enjoined, through
fear of whose control alone are air and the rest engaged in their respective
duties, as known from the text: “Through fear of this, the wind blows”
(Tait. 2. 8. 1.). Though of an auspicious form, He, asthe Controller,
becomes also terrible-looking. There is a Scriptural text to this effect,
viz. “Hence, He has the face of a King, is terrible and thoughtful”.
Hence, being the Master, the Supreme Lord alone is the cause of the
fear of the entire universe.

Here ends the Section entitled “Trembling” (9).

Adhikarana 10 : The Section entitled ““ The Light” (10).

To prove that the Supreme Lord who has been designated above
as the object to be worshipped in the small (heart-) lotus and the rest, is
the object to be attained, (the Author) begins a new Section :—

SUTRA 1. 3. 41.

“The Light (is Brahman), on account of seeing”.

There is a text in the Prajapati-Vidya in the Chandogya that
forms the topic treatad here, viz. “IT'his screne one, having arisen from
this body, having attained the form of the highest light, is completed
in his own form. He isthe Highest Person”, (Chand, 8. 12. 3.). Here a
doubt arises as to whether this highest light, declared by the text to be
an object to be obtaiued by the freed souls, is the Supreme Lord, or
Narayana, an embodied soul.
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Prima Facic View
As the highest light, an object to be attained by the freed
souls, is denoted by the word ‘Highest Person’ (Purusottama), so the phrase.
‘““The Highest Person” (Uttamh Purusah) refers to it. Further, the word
‘Highest Person’ directly refers to Narayana. Hence, he is the highest
light standing for the highest person.

Reply
Brahman is the Highest Person.

To this, we reply: Here the highest light, an object to be
obtained by the freed souls, is nomne else but the Supreme Brahman,
called Supreme Siva. For, itis seen that those only who attain Him
do not return (to transmigratory existence). How can this kind of
non-return ( to transmigratory existence be appropriate on the part
of those who attain some one other than the Supreme Brahman?
Although the words ‘Highest Person’ directly refer to Narayana, yet it
is applicable to Brahman as well, as He is superior to all persons or
individual souls. In the Brahma-medha-kalpa too, viz. in the text, “To
encircle the Highest Person”, the mname ‘Highest Person’ has been
employed as a synonym for the Supreme Brahman, the object to be
obtained. Hence, the Supreme Brnhman alone is the highest light.

Here ends the Section entitled “The Light” (10).

Adhikaraga 11: The Section entitled ‘“‘The Designation of some-
thing Different”’. (Sutras 42—44).

SUTRA 1. 3. 42

“The Ether (is Brahman ), on account of the designation of some
thing dlfferent, and so on.”

There is a text in the Chandogya that forms the topic treated
here, viz. “The ether, verily, is the producer of names and forms. That
within which they are, is Brahman,—that is immortal, that is the soul”
(Chand. 8. 14. 1.). Here the doubt is whether the ether, declared by the
text to be the producer of names and forms, is the Supreme Soul, or
the sky, or the individual soul. :
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Prima Facie View

As the sky affords space to everything, it can be the producer
of names and forms, so the sky is the ether here. Or, alternately, it is
the individual soul, as in accordance with the text: ‘“Having enteted
into these by this living soul, let me manifest name and form” ( Chand.
6. 3. 2.), it is found to be concerned with the manifestation of names and

forms.

Reply
Brahman is the Ether

To this, we reply : The Supreme Lord alone is indicated here
by the word ‘ether’ as the producer of names aud forms, “on account of
the designation” of His attributes like immiortality and so on. Such
immortality and the like are possible neither on the part of the sky nor on
that of the individual soul. Hence, the Supreme Lord alone is the ether.

Apprehending the objection that in accordance with the teaching
“Thou art that” (Chand. 6. 8. 7. etc.), the Supreme Lord is not something
different from the individual soul, (the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1. 3. 43.

“On account of the ldesignation (of Brahman) as different (from
the individual soul) in deep sleep and departure”.

As in the texts “Embraced by the Intelligent Soul, he does not
know anything external, nor anything internal” (Brh. 4. 3. 21.), “Mounted
by the Intelligent Soul, it goes ou, groaning” (Brh. 4. 3. 35.), it is desig-
nated that during deep sleep and departure the individual soul, devoid of
the knowledge of any external and internal objects, is quite different from
(the Supreme Soul) who remains an intelligent self even then,the Supreme
Lord is something different from the iudividual self. He alone is here
denoted by the term ‘ether’.

SUTRA 1.3. 44
“On account of words like ‘Lord’ and the rast”.

As words like ‘the Lord’ etc. have been applied by Scripture to this
embracing, intelligent Soul, so for that reason, as well, it is known that
it is something different from the individual soul. Later om, it isasserted
by the text that ‘“He is the Controller of all, the Lord of all, the Master
of all. He does not become superior by good action, nor inferior by bad
action. He is the Lord of all, the Supreme Lozd of all beings, the
Protector of beings” (Brh. 4. 4. 22,), and so on. From the text: “The
Lord of beasts, the Lord of trees”, too, it is well-known that the Supreme
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Lord isthe Lord of the world, and never the individual soul. Hence,
this Supreme Lord, different from the individual soul, is denoted by the
word ‘ether’ here.

Here ends the Section entitled ‘“The Designation of Something
1 ifferent” (11).

Here ends the Third Quarter of the First Chapter of the Commen-
tary onthe Crahma-Mimamea, com posed by the Saiva Teacher, Srikantha.

(According to Srikantha, the Third Quarter of the Final Chapter
consists of 44 siitras and 11 Adhikaranas).



FIRST CHAPTER (Adhyaya)

Fourth Quarter (Pada)

Adhikarana 1: The Section entitled “What is Derived from In-
ference”’ (Sutras 1—7).

In the previous Quarter, those texts that are half clear, half non-clear
have been discussed. In this Section, some texts that are non-clear are
being discussed (*).

SUTRA 1. 4. 1.

“If it be objected that what is derived from inference (viz. Pradhana)
too (is mentioned in the texts) of some branches, (we reply : no, because
of understanding what is put down in the simile of the body, and (the
text) shows (this)”.

There is a text in one of the Katha-Branches that forms the topic
treated here, viz. “Higher than the sense-organs are the objects
of the senses, higher than the objects of the senses is the mind,
higher than the mind is the intellect, higher than the intellect is
the great self, higher than the great (Mahat) is the unmanifest (Avyakta),
higher than the unmanifest is the Person (Purusa). Nothing is higher
than the Person,—that is the goal, that is the highest course” ( Katha
3.11.). Here, a doubt arises whether ‘the unmanifest’, designated as
higher than ‘the great’, is Pradhana of Kapila, or the body.

Prima Facie View.

The Prima Facie view is that it is quite reasonable to hold that it
is Pradhana. Why ? Asit is well-known that the Great ( Mahat ), the
Unmanifest’ (Avyakta ) and ‘the Person’ ( Purusa) are Samkhya cate-
gories, and as these are found here too, the body is not at all the topic
here. So, this must be the Samkhya Pradhana, not the body.

(1) In the First Quarter, texts that are clear (Spasta-Brahma-lifiga)
have been discussed ; in the Second Quarter, those that are not very clear
( Anati-Spasta-Brahma-lifiga) ; in the Third Quarter, those that are half,
clear, half non-clear (Spastaspagta-Brahma-lifiga) ; and in the Fourth Quar-
ter, those that are non-clear {Aspasta-Brahma-lifiga).
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Reply
The Avyakta is the Body.

But the reasonable conclusion is that it is the body. For, ina
previous passage: “Know the soul to be the Lord of the Chariot, the
body to be the Chariot; know intellect Lo bethe Charioteer, and the
mind to be the Reins. 7T'he sense-organs, they say, are the Horses; the
objects of the senses, their Roads” ( Katha. 3. 3. 4.)and so on, the soul,
the body and the rest, that are the imstruments of worshipping, have
been metaphorically put down as the lord of the chariot, chariot and
so on, in order that they may be controlled ; and among these, the body,
metaphorically put down ( as the chariot ) being left over, must be deno-
ted by the word ‘Unmanifest (). Beginning: “Higher than the sense-
organs are the objects of the semnses”, and ending: “That isthe goal,
the highest course,” the text mentions those that are successively
higher and higher, in order that they may be ( successively) controlled.
This is shown later on by the text : “A wise man should restrain speech
in the mind, that he should restrain in the intelligent soul, the intelli-
gent soul in the great, that he should restrain in the tranquil soul”
( Katha. 3. 12.). Hence, by the term ‘Unmanifest’, here the body is
denoted.

To the doubt: It is well-known that the Unmanifest ( Avyakta )
is Pradhana. How can this be said to be the body ?—( the Author)

replies :
SUTRA 1. 4. 2.

“But the subtle ( or the term ‘Avyakta can denote the body too )
on accouat of its fitness”.

The word ‘Avyakta’ means what is subtle. As (a word denoting the
cause ) can fittingly denote the effect, it is quite reasonable to hold that
‘Avyakta here denotes Avyakta when it assumes the form of the body (® )

(1) In I\atha 3. 3—-3-9., the soul the body, the mtellect the mmd
the sense-organs and the objects of the senses are respectively com-
pared to the lord of a chariot, chariot, charioteer, reins, horses and
roads. Again, in Katha. 3. 10—3. 11., the same objects, the soul, the inte-
llect, the mind etc. are mentioned once more, but not metaphorically,
but directly and plainly. Now, in these latter verses, the soul etc. are
actually mentioned by those very words, but there is no actual mention of
the body. Hence, when everything else fits in, the body that is left over
on this side ( 3. 3—3. 9. ) must be denoted by the word ‘Unmanifest’, left
over on that side ( 3. 10—3. 11 ).

(2) The cause and the effect being non-different, a word that denotes
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( T'he Author ) puts forward another argument :

SUTRA 1. 4. 3.

“( The soul, the body and the rest) have a meaning as dependent
on Him ( viz. the Lord ).”

The soul, the body and the rest “have a meaning’”’, i.e. are con-
ducive to the growth of worshipping, as dependent on the Supreme Lord.
The Supreme Lord, the Inner Controller, directing the soul and the rest
as instruments of meditation and as something to be subjugated, is
called ‘the Goal’, and being the object to be attained, He is called ‘the
Highest Course’. Hence, here, the Unmanifest ( Avyakta ) is the body, and
nothing else.

SUTRA 1. 4. 4.

“And, because of the absence of any statement of (its) being an
object to be known.

If the Samkhya Pradhana were the Unmanifest ( Avyakta ) here,
then it ( Pradhana ) ought to have been mentioned here as an object to be
known. But it is not done so. Hence, Pradhana of Kapila is not the
Unmanifest here.

Raising the doubt that it ( Pradhana ) is indeed said to be an object
to be known, ( the Auther ) disposes of it.”

SUTRA 1. 4. 5.

“If it be objected that (Scripture) speaks (of Pradha-a as an object
to be known), (we reply :) No, for the intelligent soul (is the object to be
known), on account of the topic.”

If it be objected that the following text : “What is without sound,
without touch, without form, unchangeable, likewise without taste,
constant, and without smell, without beginning, without end, higher than
the great (Mahat), eternal—by discerning that, one is delivered from the
jaws of as death” (Katha 3.15.) declares it (Pradhana) as an object to be
known,—we reply : “No,” for in the text: “A wise man should restrain
speech in the mind” (Katha. 3. 12.), the intelligent self has been referred to
before as the topic. So, the ‘Unmanifest’ is but the body.

Pradhana is not the topic here—so says (the Author).

the former may very well denote the latter, too. Here, Avyakta (Pradhana
or Prkrti ) is the cause, the body, the effect. So, the former can denote the
latter,

19
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SUTRA 1. 4. 6.
“And thus thers are statement as well as question about three
alone.”

In this ‘Section, questions have been set forth about three things
ouly as the objects to be known, viz. about the object of worship,
about worship and about the worshipper,—but not about Pradhana and
the rest. For example, there are statements like : “Him, who is difficult
to be seen, who is hidden, who has entered within, who is hidden in the
cave and who dwells in the abyss—by knowing Him as God through the
knowledge of the Yoga relating to the soul, a wise man discards joy and
sorrow” (Katha. 2. 12.). There are also questions like : “When a man is
dead ; there is this doubt, some saying that he is, others that he is not.
This may I know, taught by you—this is the third among the boons”
(Katha. 1. 20.), “What you discern to be different from the right, different,
from the nou-right ; different fromn the done as well as from the undone ;
different from the past as well from the future,—tell me about that” (Katha.
2. 14.). Hence, the body being the topic here, it alone is ‘the Unmanifest’
(Avyakta), and not Pradhana.

Moreover, there is another indication (with regard to it}—so says
(the Author):

SUTRA 1. 4. 7.

“And as in the case of the great,”

Just as in the text : “Higher than the intellect (Buddhi) is the great
soul (Mahan Atma)’ (Katha. 3. 10.), the word ‘great’ does not stand for
Mahat of the Tantrikas (i. e. Samkhyas)—there being the word ‘soul’
(connected with it)—so it is established that even the word ‘Unmanifest’
(Avyakta) does not mnean Pradhana.

Here ends the Section entitled “What is Derived from Inference” (1)

Adhikarana 2: The Section entitled “Like a Cup” (Sutras 8—10).

Apprehending the objection : very well let Pradhana be not the topic
here, as it has not been mentioned before. But in other places, Pradhana
itself is declared by Scripture to be the cause—(the Author) begins a new
Section.
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SUTRA 1. 4. 8.

“(The word ‘Unborn’ does not denote the Samkhya Pradhana) on
account of non-specification, as in the case of a cup.”

There is a text in the Svetagvatara that forms the topic treated
here: “By an unborn female (Aja). (') red, black and white, bringing
forth manifold offspring of a like nature, there lies an unborn.male
(Aja), (%) enjoying. Another unborn male (Aja) leaves her who has been
enjoyed”’ (Svet. 4. 5.). Here, the doubt is whether Praksti, declared by the
text to be ‘unborn’ because of having no origination as the cause of the
entire universe, is Prakrti as established by the Samkhyas, or the Supreme
(Para) Prakrti, (the Power of Brahman ) ?

Prima Facie view.

It should be taken to be Prakrti as established by the Samkhyas,
because the phrase ‘unborn female’ declares it to be devoid of origination ;
because she is said to be the cause af all offspring ; and because from
the text ‘Red, black and white’, the three gunas (viz. rajas, tamas and
sattva), metaphorically described by (those three) colours, are known.
All these do not fit in on the part of something other than this ( viz
Para-Prakrti ).

' Reply

As regards this, the Correct Conclusion is mnow stated. Prakrti

as established by the (Samkhya) Tantra, is not designated here as the
cause. She (Prakrti) cannot be taken to be denoted here, simply because
she is devoid of origination ; for, there is no special mark, as in the state-
ment : ‘“There is a cup with its mouth below and bottom above” ( Brh.
2. 2. 3.). ( Later on, however ), the cup is specifically characterised as
“T‘his is that head” ( Brh. 2. 2. 3.) When from the etymological meaning
of a word, one particular object is understood, there must be some special
marks ( to justify such an acceptance of one particular meaning to the
exclusion all the rest. ). (*). So, (the unborn female) is not Prakrti of
the (Samkhya) Tantra.

(1) Aja also means a she-goat.

(2) Aja also means a he-goat.

(3) A word may mean many things in general according to its
etymology. But when we take it to be standing for only one, particular
object, to the exclusion of all other possible ones, there must be some ad-
ditional grounds, some special marks for that. E. g. compare the Brh. text
about ‘the Camasa’. At first we only know from the etymology ‘Camyate
anena’ that a Camasa is that whereby one drinks, or that it is some kind
of cup. But in the complementary passage, we are told specifically, that
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But of what kind is this Prakrti, other than Praksti established by the
(Sampkhya) Tantra ?—to this ( the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1. 4.9.

“But (Prakrti, other than Samkhya Prakrti is ) that which has light
(i.e. Brahman) as its beginning (i e. cause), for thus some read.”

By the term ‘light’ the Supreme Lord is denoted. It is said here
that this ‘unborn female’ is Prakrti having the Supreme Lord as her
cause. “Thus” some Tattiriyas read a sacred text about the nature ( of
the Lord) which text establishes only that (Prakrti) which has the Supreme
Lord as her cause. Thus, having introduced Brahman in the pessage:
“Smaller than the small, greater than the great” (Mahanar. 6.3.)(!).
having then designated the origin of the entire universe from the Supreme
Lord in the passage : “Seven vital-breaths arise from Him” ( Mahanar,
8. 4.), the text goes on to “read”, when establishing that (Praksti) has that
(viz. Brahman) for her soul, : “An unborn female” (Mahanar. 9. 2. ). Hence,
as the very same (Prakrti) is recognised ( in this text too ), this ‘unborn
female’ (Aja) must have the Supreme Lord as her cause. Hence, the
view that it stands for (Prakrti) established by the (Samkhya) Tantra,
does not stand to reason.(?)

Apprehending the objection : (Praksti) having the Supfeme Lord as
her cause, is said to be an effect of the Supreme Lord. So, how can she be,
again, ‘unborn’ ?—(the Author) says :

SUTRA 1. 4. 10.

“And on account of the teaching of the fashioning ( of the uni-
verse ), there is no contradiction, as in the case of the Honey ( Medita-
tion ).”

The word ‘fashioning’ means origination. In spite of the teaching
of origin in the text : “Sacred hymns, sacrifices, rituals, vows, the past,
the future, and what the Vedas declare—from which the illusion-maker

it denotes the head, and through this alone do we come to know that the
word ‘Camasa’ means one particular object.

But in the above text about the ‘Aja’, there are no special marks that
justify us in holding that it is the Samkhya Prakrti. For, etymologically.
the word simply means an unborn one, and this is the mark of many
things and not only of the Sammkhya Prakrti.

(1) 'The verse occurs also in Katha 2. 20. and Svet. 3. 20.

(2) The Samkhya Praksti is an independent principle, as the
Samkhyas do not admit Brahman. But the Vedanta Prakrti is a power of
Brahman and, as such, wholly dependent on Him.
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( Mayin ) creates this universe, in it by illusion ( Maya ) the other is
confined. Now, one should know that Praksti is an illusion, and that the
great Lord ( Mahesvara) is the illusion-maker” ( Svet. 4.8—9. ), there
is no contradiction between ‘hese two conceptions of Prakrti) as
unborn, yet an effect of the Great Lord. Thus, during the time of
dissolution, Maya or the non-sentient ( power of Brahman—Acit-sakti)
discarding name and form, abides in a subtle form as the body of the
Great Lord—in this sense, it is unborn. Again, during the time of
creation, it comes to be endowed with name and form—in this sense,
it has that ( viz. Brahman ) for its cause. For example, from the Honey-
Meditation, —it is known that during the time of creation, the sun
becomes an effect and honey as the substratum of the juice enjoyable
by Vasu and the rest. But, again, during the time of dissolution, abiding,
as it does, in an extremely subtle form, itis not fit to be designated
as honey, and is so not an effect. Compare the Scriptural texts : “Verily,
the sun is the honey of Gods” (Chand.3.1.1.). “Then, having risen
up from thence, it will neither rise, nor set, it will remain alone in the
middle” (Chand. 3. 11. 1.). In the very same manner, there is no incon-
sistency in Prakrti$ being unborn, yet an effect of the Supreme Lord.
Hence, the ‘unborn female’ is not (Prakrti) established by the ( Samkhya)
Tantra,

Here ends the Section entitled “The Cup” (2).

Adhikaraga 3. The Section entitled “The Collection of Number"”
( Sutras 11—15).

Apprehending the objection that in other places of Scripture,
the twenty-five principles (of the Samkhyas) have been mentioned,—
( the Author ) begins a new Section for refuting it.

SUTRA 1. 4. 11.
“Not on account of the collection of number even, on account of

diversity, and on account of excess.”

The following text forms the topic treated here, viz. “On whom are
based the five five-people and the ether—Him alone I, the knower, the im-
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mortal, know as the soul, the immortal Brahman” (Brh. 4.4.17.). Here, a
doubt arises as to whether the objects referred to by the phrase “Five five-
people” are the principles established by the Samkhyas, or by Scripture.

Prima Facie View

As the twenty-five principles are established by the SAmkhya-treatise,
and as here, too, these are referred to, these ‘five five-people’ must be, from
all points of view, those very principles.

Reply

To this, we reply : Although here by the phrase: ‘Five five-people’
the number twenty-five is “collected”, or found, yet in spite of that, these
are not the principles of the Tantrikas (i.e. Samkhyas). From the word
“In whom” ( ‘“T'asmin” ), it is learnt that these are based on the Supreme
Lord, indicated by the word “whom”, so these are quite distinct from those
(viz. the Samkhya twenty-five principles.(*) Further, the ether being
separately designated, there is an “excess”, i. e. an excess of number, (viz. of
one, over the required number twenty-five ).(!) Hence, here there are no
twenty-five principles at all. Moreover, it is not reasonable to hold that here
there is any “Collection” of or reference to twenty-five principles. In accor-
danice with the ruling : ‘If there be the same number repeated twice, ( the
last one ) stands for a proper name’, this compound denotes a name. Thus,
there were some things called ‘Pafica-jana’, and there were five of such
things, like the statement ‘Seven Saptarsis’.(®) Hence, the Samkhya
principles have not been referred to here at all.

What then, are these Five-people ( Pafica-jana)?— to this (the
Author ) replies :

(1) Even if we admit that here twenty-five things have really been
referred to, still, they cannot be taken to be the twenty-five principles of
the Samkhyas. For, these latter are not dependent or grounded on any
suiperior principle, while the alleged twenty-five principles are definitely
declared to be established in Brahman.

(2) Really, not twenty-five, but twenty-six things are referred to

here.

(3) As a matter of fact, there are no twenty-five things referred to
here at all. Here, we have the text ‘Pafica Pafica-jana’. The second
‘Pafica’ does not stand for number at all, but it is a proper name. Thus, the
expression ‘Five-people’ (“Pafica-jana”) denotes the name of a certain class of
beings, and the expression ‘Five five-people’ (“Pafica Pafica-jana”) denotes
that there are five of these classes of beings. E.g. the expression
‘Seven-sages’ ( Saptarsi ) means acertain class of sages ( i. e. stars ), and the
designation ‘Seven seven-sages’ (Sapta Saptarsi) means that there are seven
of these sages and not that there are forty-nine sages. So is the case here.
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SUTRA 1.4.12

“(The ‘Five-people’ are) the vital-breath and the rest, on account
of complementary parsage”.

“On account of the complementary passage : “T'hose who know the
breath of breath, the eve of eye, the ear of ear, the mind of mind” ‘Sat.
Br. 14.7.2.21.), the objects, called ‘five-people’ (Pafica-jana), are the five
sense-organs like the vital-breath etc. For this reason, too, there is no
reference here to the principles of the Tantrikas (i. e. the Samkhyas).

SUTRA 1. 4. 13.

‘(. The number five is to be completed ) by hght food bemg non-
present ( i. e. not mentioned ) ( in the text ) of some.”

As the reading of the Kanvas do not contain the phrase : “Food of
food” (*) it is known from the word ‘light’, mentioned in the
beginning : ‘““I'he light of lights” (Brh. 4.4.16.) tha. those ‘five-people’ are
the sense-organs. It is first said that Brahman is ‘the light of lights’,
i.e. the revealer of even the revealers. After that, ‘five five-people’ are
referred to. So, from this, it is kunown that those revealers are the five
sense-organs.

SUTRA 1. 4. 14.

“And just as on account of the declaration ( i. e. understanding )
(of Brahman ) designated as the cause, (in all the Vedanta texts ),
with regard t» ( all the effect like ) the ether and the rest. ( Pradhana
of the Samkhya is not understcod, so the twenty-five Samkhya prin-
ciples, too, cannot be accepted here).”

From the Vedanta-texts : “I'he non-existent, verily, was this in the
beginning” (Tait. 2.7.). “Verily, at that time, it was unmanifest
(Avyakrta) (Brh. 1.4.7.), no sepecific cause of the group of effects, beginn-
ing with the ether, is known. But when such specific texts like:
“Verily’, the soul alone was this in the beginning, One only” (Ait. 1.1.)
definitely point to one particular object (viz. the soul), (Prkrti) of the
(Samkhya) Tantrikas cannot be understood by the word ‘unmanifest’.
In the very same manner, here, too, as the sense- organs have been de51g-

(1) In the M’idhyandma Branch ﬁve thmgs viz. v1tal—b1eath eye,
ear, mind and food are mentioned, and hence these may be taken as the
“five five-people’. But in the Kanva branch, there is no mention of food.
So, here, to complete the number five, light, mentioned in the beginning,
is to be counted with the four others.
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nated by specific texts, the principles of the (Samkhya) Tantrikas cannot
be accepted. (*)

But why cannot the principles of the (Samkhya) be accepted here ?
—to this (the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1.4, 15.

“On account of drawing in.”

The very same Omniscient Being referred to previously in the text :
“He desired : ‘May I be many’ ” (Tait. 2.6.) is ““drawn in” (i. e. referred to
again) in the text ‘“T'he non-existent, verily, was this in the beginning”
(‘Tait 2.7.). Also, the unmanifest, referred to before (in Brh. 1.4.7.) is
“drawn in” (i. e. referred to once more) in the text : ‘“He has entered here
right from the finger-nail tips”’ (Brh. 1.4.7.). So, “on account of this
drawing in”, He (Brahman) alone is understood here. In exactly the
same manner, here also there is mno inconsistency in understanding
‘the five-people’ as the sense-organs, ‘‘on account of drawing in". (%)

Here ends the Section entitled ‘“The Collection of Number” (3)

(1) That is, just as we interpret the vague and general text
“Verily at that time, it was unmanifest’ (Brh. 1.4.7.) in the light of the
specific text: “I'he soul alone was this in the beginning” (Brh. 1.4.1.),
and understand, thereby, the vague text as denoting Brahman, and not
Pradhana, by the general term ‘Unmanifest’, so exactly should we inter-
pret the vague and general text about ‘Five five-people’ (Brh. 4.4.18.),
and take the five five-people as the five sense-organs, and not as the
twenty-five Samkhya principles.

(2) Just as the very same Brahman referred to previously in the
passage “He desired” (Tait. 2.6.) is to be understood in the subsequent
passage “The non-existent alone was this in the beginning” (Tait. 2.7.),
as these two passages involve each other, so exactly, the “Five five-people
mentioned in the prior passage (Brh.4.4.17.) is to be understood as the
vital-breath etc. mentioned in a subsequent passage (Brh.4.4.18), as
these two passages closely involve each other.



Adhikarana 4: ‘lThe Section entitled ‘“Denoting the World"
( Sutras 16—17 ).

The doubt that the Samkhya principles ( have been referred to in
the Vedanta-texts ) has been removed. Now, (the Author) proves the
difference between the Supreme Lord and the individual soul.

SUTRA 1. 4. 16.

‘‘Because of denoting the world.”

There isatext in the Kausitaki-Brahmana Upanisad that forms
the topic treated here, viz. that text which beginning: “Let me tell
you about Brahman’ ( Kaus. 4. 1. ) goes on : “He who, verily, O Balaki,
is the maker of these persons, of whom, verily, this is the work, he,
verily, is to be known” ( Kaus. 4.19.). (') Here, the doubt is whether
the object to be known is the Supreme Lord or the individual soul.

Prima Facie View

As it is possible for an individual soul, too, to become the maker
of the persons within the sun and the rest, referred to by a multitude
of prior texts like : “Him who is the person within the sun—him indeed,
I worship” ( Kaus. 4. 3.). “Him who isthe person within the moon”
( Kaus. 4. 4.). “Him who is the person within lightning” ( Kaus. 4. 5.)
and so on ; as the word ‘work’ (in the above text ) denotes sacrifices or
rites and rituals; as sacrifices etc. have meaning only with regard to it
( viz. the individual soul);as these are not possible on the part of the
Supreme Lord who is devoid of all connection with works—so it (i.e.
the object to be known ), mentioned in the above text must be none else
but the individual soul.

Reply
Brahman is the object to be known.

As the word ‘work’ denotes the same object as the word ‘this’ and
as it etymologically means ‘What is done’, (*) so it denotes the world.

(1) Cf Kaus. 4. Here, the sage Gargya Balaki approaches
King Ajatasatru and wants to teach him about sixteen persons within the
sun, the moon, lightning, cloud and so on. In every case, the King dec-
lines to be taught about that person, as he is already acquainted with
him. Finally, the King himself taught the sage about Brahman.

(2) Inthe text: “Of whom this isthe work ( Karma ), the word
‘work’ does not mean sacrifices etc. to be performed by the individual

20
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Hence, here the Supreme Lord alone, having the world as His effect, is
designated. Creatorship of the whole world is never possible on the part
of the world.

Objection
Apprehending another objection, ( the Author ) disposes of it :—

SUTRA 1. 4. 17.

“If it be objected that on account of the characteristic mark of the
individual sou! and the chief vital-breath, (the Lord is not denoted here),
(we reply : ) that has been explained.”

It is not to be said here that as in the texts: “Just asa merchant
enjoys with his own people, as his own people enjoy with him, so
exactly this intelligent self enjoys with these selves, so exactly do these
selves enjoy it” . Kaug. 4. 20. ), “Wheu the sleeping person does not see
any dream whatever, in the vital-hreath alone does he become one”
( Kaus. 8. 3. ), the characteristic marks of the individual soul and the
chief vital-breath ( respectively ) are found, this (i. e. the object to be
known, mentioned in the text under consideration ) is not the Supreme
Loord—for, this has already been explained before in the Pratardana-
Vidya. Here too, when on a consideration of ‘the Beginning and other
parts’ (*), (the text)is established to be concerned with Brahman,
other marks are to be explained consistently with it. Previously, in the
beginning, in the text: “Let me tell you about Brahman” ( Kaus. 4. 1. ).
Brahman has been referred to; in the middle again, in the text: “Of
whom this is the work™ ( Kaus. 4. 19. ), the creator of the whole world has
been mentioned ; in the end, again, in the text: “He who knows thus,
having overcome all evils, attains supremacy, self-rule and lordship among
all beings” (Kaus. 4. 20.), it has been declared that the exclusive result of a
worship of Brahman is the over-coming of all evils and the consequent
self-rule.  Thus, this Section being ascertained to be comcerned with
Brahman, the characteristic marks of the individual soul and the chief
vital-breath too, are to be explained as referring to Him alone.

-squl, but it simply means an effect. So, the text means: “Of whom this
s the effect”. Here both ‘this’ and ‘effect’ refer to the same thing, viz.
the world.-

(1) Sa.1.1.4. P.39.
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The Author states the view of another (teacher).

SUTRA 1. 4. 18.

“But /aim.ni (thinks that the mention of the individual goul ) has a
different purpose, on account of question end explanation, and thus
some (read).”

In the text: “The two went to a sleeping person. Him, then,
Ajatasatru addressed : “O great, white-robed, King Soma !” But he
merely kept silent. Thereupon, he struck at him with a stick. Then,
he arose” (Kaus. 4. 19.), it is shown that the individual soul is something
over and above the vital-breath and the rest,—as when (the sleeping
person) was addressed to by the name of vital-breath, he did not hear, but
when he was struck with a stick, he arose. And, this (demonstration
of the individual soul finally) serves the purpose of (demonstrating) the
worship of Brahman, over and above (even) that (viz. the individual
soul). This is known from the question : “Where, O Balaki! did this
person lie ? What, verily, did he become ? Whence did he return ?”
(Kaus. 4. 19.), from the reply: “When the sleeping person sees no
dreams whatsoever, then in this vital-breath alone does he become one”
(Kaus. 4. 20.), as well as from another text having the same mieaning, viz.
““Then, my dear, he has attained the Existent” (Chand. 6. 8. 1.).

Some Vajasaneyikas designate the same thing clearly in the dialogue
between Balaki and Ajatasatru. There, too, we find the following question :
“When this man fell asleep thus, where, then, was the person who
consists of intelligence ? Whence did he, thus, come back ?” (Brh. 2.1.16.) ;
and the following answer : “When this man has fallen asleep thus,
the person who consists of intelligence, having by intelligence taken the
intelligence of those vital-breaths, lies in that ether within the heart”
(Brh. 2. 1, 17)(*). Hence, the Supreme Lord alone is the Creator of the
entire world.

Here ends the Section entitled “Denoting the World” (4).

(1) The Balaki-Ajatasatru-Samvada.in Brh. 2. 1. is exactly similac
to that in Kaug. 4 ; only the latter makes no mention of the ether.



Adhikarapa 5: The Section entitled “The Connection of texts”
(Sutra 18—22).

Everywhere, it being found that the individual soul and the
Lord are denoted by the same word, how can they be taken to be standing
in a relation of attribute and substratum ?—to determine this, (the
Author) begins this Section.

SUTRA. 1. 4.19.

‘‘And on account of the connection of texts”.

There is a text in the Brhadaranyaka that forms the topic treated
here, viz. the text that beginning : “O! not for the love of the husband,
verily, is a husband dear, but for the love of the Soul is the husband
dear” (Brh. 2.4.5.; 4.5.6.), goes on: “O! the Self, verily, should be seen,
should be heard, should be reflected on, should be meditated on”
(Brh. 2 4.5; 4.5.6.).

Prima Facie View

As from the phrase : “For the love of the Soul”, it is known that the
soul, as endowed with (earthly) enjoyment and love, is the transmigratory,
earthly soul, so the individual soul is referred to here.

Reply
Brahman is the Soul.

On the above Prima Facie doubt, we state the Correct Conclusion
that (the Soul)is the Supreme Lord. Why ? “On account of the connec-
tion of all the texts” with the Supreme Lord. Compare the following
texts in the beginning : “Of immortality, however, there is no hope
through wealth (Brh. 2. 4. 2;4.5.3,) “O! the Self being seen, heard,
reflected on, known, verily, all this comes to be known” (Brh. 4. 5. 6.).
“All this is this Self” (Brh. 2. 4. 6. ;4. 5. 7.); and the following text at
the end : “Whereby would one know Him by whom one knows all this ?”
(Brh. 2. 4. 14.4.5.6.). Hence this reference to the individul soul, endowed
with (earthly) enjoymeut, really implies the Supreme Lord,—so no
contradiction is involved here.

Why should Lord be eyerywhere denoted by the word indicative
of the individul soul ?—This (the Author) explains by means of the views
of other (teachers),
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SUTRA 1. 4. 20.

‘“(The reference to the individual soul is) a mark of the es-
tablishment of the initial preposition, Asmarathya (thinks so)".

For proving ( the initial proposition that) there is the knowledge
of all through the knowledge of one, as asserted in the text: “O!
the Self being seen” etc. (Brh. 4.5.6.), it is necessary to show that the
individual soul being His effect is non-different from Him. For this
reason, the Supreme Lord has been designated by a word indicative of the
individual soul—so thinks ‘“Asmarathya”.

SUTRA 1. 4. 21.

“On account of such a condition of one who is about to depart,

Audulomi (thinks so).”

As “One who is about to depart”, i. e. the freed soul, attains the
nature of the Supreme Lord, sothe Supreme Lord is designated by the
word ‘soul’.—"This is the view of “Audulomi”,

SUTRA 1.4. 22
“On account of abiding, so Kasakrtsna (thinks).”

As in accordance with the Scriptural text : “He who abiding in the
soul is other than the soul” (Sat. Br. 6. 7. 30.), the Supreme Lord abides in
the individual soul as its soul, so the Supreme Lord is denoted
by a word indicative of the individual soul—so thinks “Kasakrtsna”., This
alone is the view of the Author of the Aphorisms, too. This is known from
the fact that after having stated the first two views, he states this (third
view) as opposed to them, but does not state another view after this.

This can also be supported by strong Scriplural texts. Thus, in the
Atharvasiras, it is declared that on account of entering into all sentient
beings and non-sentient objects, the Supreme Lord can be denoted by all
words. In the first part, it is declared : “The gods, verily, went to the
region of Heaven. These gods asked Rudra: “Who are you, O reverend
Sir I” He said : “I, the One, was existent in the beginning, I exist at
present, I will exist in future. Nothing is different from me. He entered
the innermost patt of the innermost, He entered into the quarters, I am He,
I am the eternal and the non-eternal. I am Brahma, and non-Brahma, I am
the east and the west, I am the north and the south, I am the up and the
down, I am the quarters and the intermediate quarters, I am a man, I am
woman, I am the Gayatri, I am the Savitri, I am the Tristubh and the
Anugtubh, I am metre, I am the Garhapatya, Daksinagni, Ahavaniya, I
am the truth, I am the cow, I am Gauri, I am the eldest, I am the best, I
am the greatest, I am water, I am fire, 1 am Yajus, Sama, Atharva,
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Angiras, 1 am perishable, I am imperishable, 1 am secret, I am forest, I am
pond, I am pure, I am the beginning, the middle, the outside, the front,
I am light—thus I am everything. He who knows me, knows all the gods”
(Atharvasiras. 1). Again, in the second part beginning : “Who is Rudra, He,
verily, is the Lord, He is Brahina,—obeisance to Him” (Atharvadiras. 3.),
the text goes on to demonstrate that because of entering into everything,
(the Soul) can be denoted by words, indicative of all the things of the
universe, such as, ‘Brahma, ‘Visgu’, ‘Mahesvara’, ‘Uma’, ‘Vinayaka’ etc.
Thus, when the real import of all Scriptural texts are discussed, we come
to know that Siva, the Supreme IL.ord, who has entered into everything
as the Inner Controller of all sentient beings and non-sentient objects and
who has everything as His body. is denoted by all words. Hence, it is but
reasonable to hold that the view of Kasakrtsna alone is supported by
Scripture, Aphorisms and the highly learned.

Here ends the Section entitled : “The Connection with the Texts”.(5)

Adhikarana 6 : The Section entitled: ‘‘The Material Cause”
(Sutras 23—28). _

Previously, in the Second Section (of the First Quarter). 1i.e. in the
Aphorism : “From whom arcite the origin and the rest of this” (Br. St.
1. 1. 2.), it has been proved, in a general manner, that the Supreme Lord
is the Material Cause of the world, and this has been proved by means of
the text : “From whom, verily, all these beings arise (Tait. 3. 1.), where an
ablative (Yath) has been used. To confirm this specifically, (the Author)
begins this Section.

SUTRA 1. 4.23.

“(Brahman is) the material cause, and (the efficient cause, as well),
on account of the ‘absence of corflict with regard to the initial propo-
sition and the illustration,”

The following texts form the topic treated here, “From him, verily,
from this soul, the ether originated’ (Tait. 2. 1. 1), “The One God,
creating the Heaven and the earth” (Svet. 3. 8.,
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Here a doubt arises as to whether Braliman can be appropriately
taken as the two kinds of cause (material and efficient), as well-known
from these (texts).

Prima Facie View.

This doubt is due to the fact that the efficient, cause, e, g. a
potter, is never found to be the same as the material cause, e. g, a
lump of clay. In the same manner, the material cause, viz. the lump of
clay, is uever found to be ihe same as the efficient cause, viz. the
potter. So, how can here (the ILord) be taken as both the efficient and
the material cause of the world, the effect ? Hence, the Prima Facie view
is that (He) is only the efficient cause of the world, and not its material
cause. Why? Because that is impossible. A potter who is making a
pot himself never becomes the lump of clay and then makes the pot. The
same is the case with a weaver, weaving a piece of cloth. (Even)if he
wishes to be so, he caunot be so. Heunce, it is impossible for Brahman,
the efficient cause, to be the material cause again. In fact, it is
useless to imagine that the efficient cause itself is the material cause.
For, even if we do not imagine this, the effect results quite well. E. g.
though the potter is distinct from the lump of clay, we find that the pot
has come to be produced quite well. Hence, Brahman is only the efficient,
and not the material cause.

Reply
Brahman is both the Material and Efficient Cause.

To this, we reply : Brahman aloue is the Efficient as well as the
Material Cause of the world. The Secriptural text : “Svetaketu, my dear,
since now you are conceited, think vourself learned and are proud, did
vou ask for that instruction whereby the unheard becomes heard ; the
unthought, thought ; the unknown, known ?’ (Chand. 6. 1. 3.), states the
initial proposition, viz. that through the knowledge of the Instructor
there is the knowledge of all, i. e. through the knowledge of the Instructor,
the Efficient Cause ( viz. Brahman), the entire world, consisting in the
sentient and the non-sentient, becomes kmown. Further, the text: “Just
as my dear, through a lump of clay, all objects made of clay may be known”
(Chand. 6. 1. 4.), brings forth an illustration to prove the above contention,
and there is no contradiction involved here. Hence, if Brahman be taken
to be merely the Efficient Cause, then the knowledge of the entire universe
through the knowledge regarding Him will not be possible. E. g. through
the knowledge regarding the potter, the effects like pots etc. cannot be
known, but they can be known only through the knowledge regarding the
lump of clay, their material cause. Hence, that ( viz. the knowledge of
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all through the knowledge of all) is possible only if Brahman, the
Efficient Cause, is, at the same time, the Material Cause too. Hence,
Brahman alone is the Material Cause. ( In the above Chand. text), the
word ‘instruction’ stands for the Instructor, viz. Brahman.

To show that the Material Cause is none else (but Brahman), (the
Author) states another reason :

SUTRA 1. 4. 24.
“Also, on eccount of the teaching of refl:ction”.

In the text : “He perceived (i. e. thought) : “May I be many” (Chand.
6.2.3.), it is taught that Brahman, alone, Omniscient, the Efficient Cause,
the Perceiver, had a desire to become many in the form of the variegated
world. Hence, the Material Cause must be the same asthe Hfficient
Cause.

Objection

From the text: “Rudra, higher than the universe, the great sage,
saw Hiranyagarbha being bhorn” (Svet. 4.12 ; Mahanar, 10.3.), it is known
that the Supreme Lord, the Efficient Cause, transcendent over the world,
favourably glances at Hiranyagarbha, the first among all the gods, when
he is being born through His own desire, (but) out of a separate material
cause. So, how can He be taken to be the Material Cause and as such
of the form of the universe ? In the text: “One should know Maya to
be the root material cause” (Svet. 4.10.), Maya is declared to be the
material cause. Again, in the text : “From that Virat was born. Above
Vira{ is the Purusa”, the Purusa is declared to be the material cause.
Hence, these two being the material cause, they should appropriately be
of the form of the world.

Reply
To this, (the Author) replies :

SUTRA 1. 4. 25.

“And, on account of the direct mention of both in the sacred text’.

In the Vedanta-portion, it is declared that as the Material Cause,
the Supreme Lord is of the form of the world, and as the Efficient Cause,
He is the Lord of the universe. Thus, just as from the Scriptural text:
“Rudra is higher than the universe” (Svet. 4.12; Mahanar. 10.3.), it is
known that (He is) higher than the universe, so the text: ‘“Everything,
verily, is Rudra’ (Mahanar. 13. 2.) and so on, declares Him to be also
the Material Cause, and of the form of the universe. In the Satarudriya,
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beginning : “Obeisance to One having golden hands” (Mahanar. 13.4.),
and ending : “Obeisance to the Lord of those who pluck out their hairs®,
the text designates Him as the Lord of the universe; and after that,
“Obeisance to one wearing leaves and having leaves as distinguishing
marks”—upto this, the Supreme Lord is declared to be of the form of
the world. In another place, there are hoth the kinds of text, viz
“Brahman was the wood, Brahman the tree from which they carved out
the Heaven and the earth”, “O wise men, ask through the mind whereon
it stood supporting the worlds” (Tait. Br. 2.8.9.6—7.). Inthe Atharva-
$iras, the First and the Second Chapters declare (the Supreme Lord) to be
of the form of the world, the rest designate Him as the Lord of the world.
Hence, as both (viz. that Brahman is the world as well as the Lord of the
world) have been directly declared by Scripture, Siva is the Supreme
Lord, the Supreme Brahman and as being (both) the material and efficient
causes, is the world (as the Material Cause) and its Lord (as the Efficient
Cause).

Further, there is another proof. So says (the Author)—

SUTRA 1. 4. 26.

“On account of creating Himself.”

From the text : “That itself created itself” (Tait. 2. 7.), it is known
that the Supreme Lord transforms itself into the form of the world. Hence
He is the Material as well as the Efficient Cause. To the objection—How
can the Supreme Siva,—who is free from the slightest trace of all faults,
who is an unlimited ocean of auspicious attributes, whose power is un-
hindered and eternal and who is beyond the universe—be transformed as
the material cause of the world, into the form: of the world which, asa
respository of effects due to ignorance, is something to be rejected ?—( the
Author ) replies :

SUTRA 1. 4. 27.

“On account of transformation.”

Although the Supreme Siva, the Efficient Cause, is Ever-pure, Bliss,
and of a limitless auspicious nature, He can appropriately be taken to be
of the form of the universe as its Material Cause. If it be objected—Alas !
transformation implies change on the part of the cause ; transformation
means leaving the prior form and assuming another form. But how can
this be possible on the part of the Supreme Lord, as that would result in
undesirable attributes (on His part) >—We reply : ) Quite true. But there
is a kind of transformation in which although the Efficient Cause is also
the Material Cause, yet it is not touched by changes etc.

21
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If it be said: Of what kind is this wonderful transformation

We are eager to know about it ! This should be considered—we reply :
Listen, we have (already) considered it. In accordance with the
Scriptural text : “When there is darkness, there is neither day nor
night, neither being, nor non-being, only Siva alone. That is the
Imperishable, that is to be wished for by the sun; and from that
was primeval intelligent created” (Svet. 4. 18.), during that period
when there being no light of the sunand the moon etc. there are no
divisions ofday and night, when there being no differences of names
and forms, there ceases to be all individual differences of subtle and
gross, sentient and non-sentient, being and non-being, when, as such, all
things exist as darkness,—there remains over only Siva, without a second,
the Absolute, with His sentient and non-sentient powers non-distinct fromn
Him, and Self-revealing. That is the Imperishable, i.e. He alone is
devoid of all destruction, the Supreme Reality. “That is to be desired
for by the sun’ i.e. because He gave light to the sun etc. before, He is
desired for by them, He alone is the light within them. ‘From that’, i.e.
from that One, without a second, in whom the whole universe of the
sentient and the non-sentient has become merged, ‘was created’, i.e. issued
forth, the “primeval” or ever-established “intelligence” or supreme power
of knowledge that removes the darkness present then and is supremely
glittering in form. Then in accordance with the text: “He desired :
‘May I be many’ " (Tait. 2.6.), the Supreme ILord, in His causal state
having the subtle sentient and non-sentient, devoid of names and forms,
as His body, desired : ‘Let me have the separated sentient and non-senti-
ent, possessing names and forms, as my body.” Then, in accordance with
the Scriptural text : “He created all this—whatever is there” (Tait. 2. 6.)
He separated the subtle sentient and non-sentient, forming His body, from
Himself. Then, in accordance with the text : “Having created that, He
entered into that very thing” (Tait. 2.6.), He Himself entered into the
sentient and non-sentient objects, separated from Himself, as their souls.
Finally, in accordance with the Scriptural text : “He became the existent
and that” (Tait. 2. 6.), He became transformed into being and non-being.
Thus, just like the childhood and youth of a man, Brahmaun, having the
world as His body, is both the Cause and the Effect. (*)

From the text : “But one should know Maya to be the root material
cause, and the Great Lord (Mahesvara) to be the possesser of Maya, This
whole world is pervaded by His parts” (Svet. 4. 10.), it is known that Maya

(1) When a child becomes a man, he himself is both the cause and
the effect,—he himself becomes transformed into himself. So isthe case
with Brahman.
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is the material cause, and that the Great Lord (Mahesvara), called a ‘Per-
son’ because of being an enjoyer (Bhokta) through His power of the senti-
ent (Cit) which is one of the parts of His body, pervades the whole world.
Just as the origin of hairs, nails etc. are not possible from the body ouly,
or from the soul only, so there cannot be any origination of the world from
Maya only, or from the Great Lord only. But just as there is the origin
of hairs, nails etc. from the soul having the body, so there is the mani-
festation of all the sentient and non-sentient, Purusa and Prakrti, from
the Supreme Lord alone, having Maya. From such a Lord, there origi-
nates the unmanifest Four-faced Brahma and the rest. That is why, the
text : “Rudra, verily, is a Person” (Mahanar. 13. 2.), declares the Lord to
be a Person. Hence, it is quite appropriate that the Supreme Lord, endow-
ed with the sentient and the nomn-sentient, is (both) the Cause and the
Effect, as having those particular different states.

SUTRA 1. 4. 28,
“And because (Brahman) is celebrated to be the source.”

The Supreme Lord is directly declared to be the Source of beings.
The text : “Through meditating on the Supreme Lord having Uma as His
consort, the Master having three eyes and a blue neck, calm,—a wise man
attains to the Source of all beings, ‘the Witness of everything, Beyond
darkness” (Kaivalya 7. ), declares that the Supreme Lord alone—the Wit-
ness of everything, Omuiscient, Beyond darkness, Supreme, Transcending
over the world, Possessing supreme powers, Accompanied by Uma, Quali-
fied—is the Source of beings and their Material Cause. Hence, the
Supreme Brahman alone is the Material still the Efficient Cause.

Here ends the Section entitled ; “The Material Cause” (6).

Adhikarana 7: The Section entitled “The Explanation of All”
(Sutras 29)

SUTRA 1. 4. 29.
“Hereby, all is explained, explained”.

By means of (all these) Aphorisms, beginning ¢ “From whom (arise)
the origin and the rest of this” (Br.Si. 1. 1. 2.) and ending with the
above one, the Vedanta-texts have been explained ; and through this,
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the Vedantas that set forth the characteristic marks of Brahman, i. e.
the Pursa-siikta, Sata-rudriva and the like constituting the Mantra and
Brahmana portions (of the Vedas), included in the Karma-Kagda, as
well as, Smyti, I'radition, Purana, Maxims of the wise have been explaned.
The repetition (of the word “explained”) indicates the end of a Chapter.

Here, a doubt may be raised as to whether the Purusa-snkta, Sata-
rudraya, and the rest, and Smrti, Tradition, Purana etc. all indicate
Brahman, because of possessing the marks which enable us to determine
their real meaning (!)—or not.

Objection

A seed of doubt remains. viz. that due to the difference of Sections
etc. The Purusa-siikta, etc., as included in the Section concerned with
Karmas, should appropriately deal with the individual soul, the agent, and
not with Brahman, the Ever-free, there being no necessity to do so. Smrti,
Purana etc., too, do not deal with a single subject, as some of them declare
‘Brahma’ to be the Supreme Brahman, some ‘Vispu', some ‘Rudra’, some
‘Sakti’, some ‘Agni’ some, ‘Sfirya’, some Vayu’ and some, something else.
Thus, a confusion results here. Hence, they are not indicative of
Brahman.

Reply
Purusa-Sukta etc. indicate Brahman.

To this, we reply : The Purusa-siikta etc. do designate Brahman, as
His characteristic marks are found in them. Inthe texts: “From Him
was born Virat.” “Of the colour of the sun, beyond darkness ( cf. Svet.
3.8.). “By knowing him thus, one becomes immortal here” the characte-
ristic marks of the Supreme Lord are found, such as, ‘being the cause of
all’, ‘being beyond darkness’, ‘being the cause of immortality’ and so on.
Hence, the Lord alone is here designated by the term ‘Person’. In the
sata~rudriya, the Supreme Lord is directly said to be the Lord of the
world, the soul of the world, with a blue-neck and so on. Hence, itis
appropriate to hold that it deals with the Supreme Lord.

Objection
It appeare t6 be improper that the Supreme Lord who is an ocean of
auspicious attributes should be dealt with in the Sata-rudriya Here, from
the introductory text : ‘“Obeisance to you, O Rudra, O Anger !” the con-
nection of Rudra with a rejectlble quahty like anger is known.

(1) See under S@i. 1. 1. 4. fn. (8) P. 39 for these marks.
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Reply
Sata-rudriya indicates Srahman.

T'o this, we reply : This is not to be thought of here, as the ‘anger’,
here denotes a sacrifice. Or, even if it stands for wrath, there is nothing
wrong, because as the Supreme Lord may voluntarily assume this for
punishing the wicked, this worldly attribute has mno real connection with
Himi. It is also appropriate to hold that the Puranas, too, possessing as
they do, the marks that enable us to determine their real meanings, ()
indicate by those words ‘Brahma’, ‘Visnu’ etc,, none but Siva, the Supreme
Lord, the Soul of all, Omniscient, Omnipotent, Higher than all, possessing
powers not found in others, the real meaning of the word ‘Brahman’, the
sole topic of the all the Vedanta-texts that are in agreement in referring to
Him alone, and accompanied by Uma. On the very same ground, where-
ever the special marks of Siva, viz. creatorship of thie world etc. are declar-
ed by Scripture with reference to the sentient or the non-sentient,—i.e.
in all the anthoitative texts of Vedas and the rest,—Siva, the Soul of
these ( sentient and mnon-sentient) is the object referred to. Wherever
there are references to the attributes that do not lead to the end of men,
like changeableness, ignorance etc., in all those places, the sentient and the
non-sentient, constituting the body of Siva, the Supreme Brahman, are
denoted. So, there is no inconsistency anywhere.

Here ends the Section entitled “The Explanation of All” (2).

Here ends the Fourth Quarter of the First Chapter of the
Commentary on the Brahma-Mimamsa, composed by the Saiva Teacher
Srikantha.

(According to ér?kantha, the Fourth Quarter of the First Chapter
consists of 29 Siitras and 7 Adhikaranas).



SECOND CHAPTER ( Adhyaya)
First Quarter ( Pada )

Adhikaraga 1 : The Section entitled “Smrti” ( Sutras 1-2 ).

SUTRA 2. 1. 1.

“If it be objected that there will result the fault of not leaving a
room for Smrti, ( we reply : ) No, on acconut of there resulting the fault
of leaving no ro>m for ( other ) Smrtis”.

In the previous Chapter, it has been said that all the Vedanta-texts
as well as Smrtis and the like that conform to those ( texts)are all in
concordance, in respect of their meanings, with regard to Siva, the
Supreme Brahman, who is existence, consciousuess and bliss in essence ;
who has omniscience, omnipotence and the rest as His essential marks, and
creatorship and the rest of the world as His secondary marks ; who is
the soul of all ; who possesses an auspicious form, having three-eyes, black
and twany, having a blue neck and so on; who is directly designated by
the names ‘Bhava’, ‘Siva’, ‘éarva', ‘Mahadeva’, ‘Supreme Lord’ and so on ;
and who is supremely merciful.(}) Now, any inconsistency between this
concordaice, on the one hand, and Smrtis that are opposed to the Vedantas
as well as reasoning, on the other, is being removed by this Chapter.
First, the incongruity with regard to the Samkhya Smrti is being
removed. Here, in every place, the topic treated is the above-mentioned
concordance. A doubt may be raised here as to whether the above con-
cordance of the Vedas ( with regard to Brahman ) is narrowed down(®) by
Samkhya Smrti. Why ? The Veda declares Brahman to be the cause of
the world. (But) the Smyti of Kapila declares it to be Pradhana. Kapila,
undoubtedly, was a great sage. Hence, his view, too, is authoritative.

(1) See Su. 1. 1. 2. P. 25.

(2) It has been asserted in the First Chapter that all the Vedas as
well as all the Smrtis based on the Vedas agree in demonstrating Brah-
man and Brahman alone. But this supposed universal agreement or con-
cordance seemus now to be mnarrowed down, for we have to exclude the
Samkhya Sinrti which does not establish Brahman at all. So, we cannot
say now that all the Smrtis are based on the Vedas and equally prove
Brahman, but only that some of them do so.
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Again, the Holy Veda, too, is the Supreme Authority. There can never be
even the slightest suspicion of falsehood in it. So, of these two, which
is to be set at naught by the other ?>—thus arises a doubt.

Prima Facie View

As, otherwise, there will be no room or scope for the Samkhya Smrti,
its case is stronger ; on the other hand, asthe Veda will have a scope
with regard to Dharma, its claim is weaker. Hence, it stands to reason that
(the Athority of ) the Veda should be narrowed down by ( the Samkhya )
Sinrti.(!)—So asserts the Prima Facie objector.

Reply
The Samkhya-Smrti cannot set the Vedanta-vakyas at naught.

We reply : “No”. Why ? “On aeccount of there resulting the fault
of not leaving a room for other Smrtis”, like the Manu-Smrti and the
rest that are not opposed to the Vedas. The Samkhya-Smrti that asserts
something ( vig. independent Pradhana) in opposition to it ( viz. the
Veda ) and is based on mere assumed texts, is set at naught by Manu-
Smrti and the rest, asserting the causality of Brahman, Compare “He
created water in the beginning and left his power in it” ( Manu. 1. 8.),
established on the ground of direct, actual texts, like “Who saw Hiranya-
garbha being born” ( Svet. 4. 12; Mahanar. 10. 3.). So this is to be
accepted by authoritative persons.

SUTRA 2. 1. 2,
“And on acconnt of the noa-perception on the part of others.”
“On account of the non-perception on the part of others”, i. e. on
the part of omniscient Manu and the rest, of the causality of Pradhana,
perceived by Kapila, (?) Itis proper to hold that the Pradhana-Smrti

(I) The Vedas prove Brahman to be the ultimate Cause of every-
thing, while the Samkhya accepts Pradana alone as such a cause. Now, if
we accept the view of the Veda in this respect, the whole of the Samkhya
become meaningless. But if on the other hand, we accept the view of
the Samkhya, the Jatian-Kanda of the Veda, of course, becomes false, yet
its Karma-Kanda, remains just as authoritative as ever, and so the entire
Veda does not beconie meaningless. Hence, we prefer, says the Prima
Facie objector, the second alternative, as otherwise, an important Smrti
comes to be entirely false and useless.

(2) i.e as great saints and scholars like Manu etc. reject Pradhana,
it cannot be taken to be the cause of the world.
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is not based on Scripture. Hence, the (stated) concordance is not narrowed
down by Samkhya-Smrti. (*)

Here ends the Section entitled “Smrti’’ (1).

Adhikarana 2. The Section entitled “The Refutation of the Yoga”.
( Sutra 3 ).

SUTRA 2.1.3.
“Hereby the * oga is refuted.”

Prima Facie View

The Hiranyagarbha-Smrsti, too, establishing the subsidiary parts
of Yoga, speaks of the causality of Pradhana. Hence, just as the eon-
cordance of the Vedas ( with regard to Brahman ) is not narrowed down
through being opposed by the Samkhya-Smrti designating the causality
of Brahman, soisit oris it not narrawed down by this Smrti, too? If
this doubt be raised, we (the Prima Facie objectors) say : It is doue so.
Why ? The Yoga-Vidya is propounded in the Svetasvatara Upanisad as a
means to a direct realisation of Brahman. Hence, although the Samkhya
Smrti is based on mere assumed texts, the Hiranyagarbha-Smrti is based
on direct actual texts; Hence, it standsto reason that the concordance
of texts designating the causality Brahman is indeed narrowed down by
the Hiranyagarbha-Smrti designating the causality of Pradhana.

Reply

Yoga Smrti cannot set Vedanta-vikyas at naught.

To this, we reply : There is no narrowing down or restricting of
the concordance of Scriptural texts by the “Yoga-Smrti”. Beginning,
“Yoga is the suppression of mental modifications” (Yoga-Sutras 1.2.),
it refers only to the Yoga, having eight subsidiary parts (*), which is

(1) The Samkhya is not based on Scripture. So, even if it estab-
lishes Pradhana, that does not falsify the statement that all Smiytis based
on Scriptures do designate Brahman and Brahman alone.

(2) Viz. Yama, Niyama, Prapayama, Asana, Pratyahara, Dhyana,
Dharana, Samadhi.
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found in the Vedasas well,—and mnever to the doctrine of the causality
of Pradhana, not found in the Vedas. If however it too refers to that
( viz. Pradhana ), then it stands to reason that it should then be equally
rejected. Hence, it is but appropriate that the concordance of the Scrip-
tural texts designating Brahman is not restricted also by the Hiranya-
garbha-Smrti, designating the Causality of Brahman.

Here ends the Section entitled : ‘“The Refutation of the Yoga” (2).

Adhikarana 3. The Section entitled “Not different’” (Sutras 2—").

Once more, having apprehended the objection that the concordance
can be set at naught by the Samkhya and by reasonings, (the Author)
refutes it :—

Prima Facie View ( Sutras 4—6 )

SUTRA 2. 1. 4.

“( There is) no (having Brahman as the cause ) on its part, on
account of difference, and (its) being so (is known) from the text.”

As regards the doubt : Just as the concordance is not set at naught
by the Samkhya-Smrti, so is it or is it not done soby reasoning ?—the
Prima Facie view is as follows: This doctrine of the causality of
Brahman can be set aside by all means by reasoning. How ? (The
reasoning is as follows:). “On account of the difference” of Brahman
from this, i. e. from the world, it is impossible for this (i. e. the world) to
be an effect of that (Brahman). If it be asked : Whence do you know of
such a difference (between the two) ?—(We reply): “From the text” alone.
Texts like : “Knowledge and non-knowledge” (T'ait. 2. 6.) declare that the
Universe is not conducive to the highest end of 