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PREFACE

As in severa Universities the First Quarter ( Pada) of the
Second Chapter ( Adhyaya) of the Brahmasutras ( popularly
known as the Smriti-pada) with the Bhashya of Sankaracharya is
by itself prescribed for University examinations, it was decided to
issue that part done from my Second Edition (1931) of the two
Quarters of that Chapter for the convenience of students. As a
consequence, the Second Quarter also, containing Sankaracharyas
criticism of the other Schools of Philosophy, which is aone
sometimes prescribed for study at certain examinations, will be
available separately. These separate issues are in eech cae
accompanied by my English Translation and Notes, which have
already won recognition amongst the critical students of Vedanta
Philosophy.

The gpecial features of this edition are: a conveniently
arranged text divided into paragraphs with subsections within the
paragraph marked off by a double vertical line or danda and the
lines of the Bhashya numbered by threes separately for each Sutra
for the sske of facility of reference; an accurate English Transla-
tion which non-Sanskritists, itis hoped, can read and understand
by itself, and which is purposely placed at the beginning (and not
below the text) so asto promote intelligent and independent study
of the text; and the Notes which attempt to set forth the underly-
ing philosophical concepts, while not ignoring at the same time
the genuine verbal difficulties. The Glossary of Technical Terms
used in the first two Padas of Adhyaya Second, accompanied by
their English equivalents, and the General Index at the end are
other useful features of this edition. For a discussion of the date
of the Brahmasutras and of Sankaracharya and their relative
position and achievement in the History of Indian philosophy, a
reference may be made to my Bam Mallik Lectures on Vedanta
Philosophy (1929), pp. 135-176, and 207-240. The price of the work
has been purposely reduced so asto place it within the reach of the
student of average means, for whom no other convenient edition
of this portion with Notes and Translation exists on the market.

POONA : 1-8-38 S. K. BELVALKAR



CHAPTER SECOND

QUARTERFIRST

TOPIC | : HETERODOX SMRITIS
(Sutras 1-2) .

[Page 1] In Chapter First it was demonstrated, by establ:
ing the concensus of the Scriptural passages ( on the poini
that the Omniscient Overlord is the cause of the world's orig
like clay, gold, and so forth of pots, ornaments, and other articl
that of the world thus created, He is the cause of stability,
being its controller, like the magician of his magical-illusion
that of the extended world, He, finally, is the author of thei
absorption into His own self, like the earth of the four classes
beings ; and that the same Lord is identical with the Soul of
all. The doctrines putting forth Pradhana and the like as th
( First) Cause were also refuted as being not borne out by th
Scriptures. Now is commenced Chapter Second, which is t
deal with topics such as: the refutation of the objections base
on Smritisand on Logic against our own position [ Quarter 1]
the presence of fallacious dialectics in the Pradhana and othe
theories [ Quarter 2]; and the absence of inconsistency in tin
creation and other theories set forth in the several Vedanta-text
[ Quarters 3 and 4], To beginwith, the Author putsforth the
alleged contradiction ( of our theory ) with certain Smritis, and
then sets it aside :

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

Omnisci
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the fault of leaving no scope to certain Smritis. Thus there is
the Smriti known as the Tantra, composed by the Great Sage,
and regarded authoritative by those-entitled-to-respect, and other
( Smritis) also based upon the same, which would all have no
scope (at all) in your theory. For, in these Smritis the non-
intelligent Pradhana is set forth as an independent cause of the
world. As to the Smritis of Manu and others, they do have a
scope inasmuch as they fulfil their anticipated purpose by pre-
scribing various religious-duties like fire-worship ( A gnihotra),
which arelaid down as injunctions: namely, that a specific
caste isto have at a specific period its ceremony of Initiation
erformed according to specific ritual; that a specific course of
nduct isto be followed ( after the Initiation) ;that the Vedais
the studied in a particular mode ; that the return ( after com-
tion of study ) isto be accomplished in a given manner ; and

it aparticular isthe method of cohabitation with one'slaw-
tly-wedded wife. Likewise dothey prescribe different religi-
s-duties proper to the castes or the life-periods ( asramas) and
Iculated to secure goals attainable by mankind. But there
mains no such scope for the Smritis such as those of Kapila
id others in regard to the exercise of some kind of an activity,
or, these were composed [ Page 2] with the exclusive object of
caching theright knowledge that is the meansto Liberation,
and if these are to have no scope in that connection also, there
wuld result an entne purposelessness of them. Therefore, you
nust interpret the Vedanta-texts so as not to contradict the
teaching ) of these (Smritis). — But how can the teaching of
e Scriptures, viz., that Brahman, the Omniscient one, is the
cause of this world,—after it has been once established by argu-
ments like that [ in Brahmasutra, L i. 5] about the " Seeing "—
be again open to the attack on the ground of the fault of not
leaving scope for certain Smritis? This attack (we reply) would
be nugatory in the case of persons of independent intellect. But
the generality of the people, lacking such independent intellect
and so unable to ascertain the sense of the Scriptures indepen-
dently, would have to depend upon Smritis composed by celebra-
ted authors, and would accordingly endeavour to ascertain the
of the Scriptureswith their help; and they would have no

you the int
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Kapilaand others bad unobstructed intuitive knowledge is de-
clared in.Smritis. Thereisalsothe Vedio text [Svetaivatara, v. 2]
—"He who, in the beginning, supports by knowledge that sage
Kapila when born, and who would see him while being born."
Hence it is not possble to imagine that the opinion of such per-
sons is not conformable to truth. For they, moreover, establish
their view by fcaking the support of reasoning also. Therefore,
the objection is repeated that we must interpret the Scripturesin
consonance with these Sirritis.

Thisisour rgoinder. We deny (your contention), as it would
lead to the fault of leaving no scope to certain other Smritis.
[f, on the ground of the fault of leaving no scope to certain
Smritis, theview that the Lord is the cause is objected to, then in
that case the other Smritis proclaiming the Lord as the cause
would be void of any scope We will cite these: Having intro-
duced the Highest Brahman with the words [ Mahabbar ata, xii.
342. 30]—" That which is subtle and beyond knowledge, "—and
having affirmed [ibid, xii. 342. 31]—" Heisindeed the Inner
Soul of all beings and is styled ' Knower of the Field;' "—the
text declares [ibid., xii. 342. 32]—" From Him, O Bes of the
Twice-born, the Unevolved, consisting of the three gunas (aspects)
sprang forth.” Alsoin another place[ibid., xii. 347. 31]—"The
Unevolved, 0 Brahmin, is absorbed into the Person who is free
from Qualities. (And again), "Listen, accordingly, tothis
condensed statement : 'The ancient Narayana is all this; he
creates everything at the creation-time and again consumes it
(all) at the sublation-period."—Thisis declared in Pur&na [cp.
MahabhSrata, xii. 307. 115]. And in the Bhagavadglta [vii. 6]
itissaid : " | am the source as also the dissolution of the entire
world." Apastamba | Dharmasutra, i. 8. 23. 2] likewise declares
with reference to the very same Highest Soul: [ Page 3] " From
Him spring all bodies; Heisthe root, the eternal and the un-
changeable" Thus in many a place even the Smritis show forth
the Lord as being both the constituent and the efficient cause.

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

Astothe Scriptural-text exhibiting the perfection of knowledge
of Kapilawhich wascited, on the strength of that it is not possible
to rely upon Kapila'sview even though it be against the Scrip-
tures: for, the text contains merely the general wcrd "Kapila"
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contravention of the Scriptures, Pradhana as an independent
first cause as well as Mahat and others as effects, none of which
are warranted by experience andby the Scriptures. If that be so,
because there is the application of the same reasoning, thisis
already implied in the preceding. Wherefore, then, make a
special analogical transferenceV (Wereply:) Thereishere a
special cause for doubt, inasmuch asthe Yoga is laid down as
the meansto right knowledge in Vedic textslike [ Brih. Up.,ii.
4. 5]—" The self is to be heard, thought of, meditated upon";
while we observe in the Svetasvatera Upanishad [ii.8]Yogic
prescriptions with manifold detailsbeginning With the assuming
of postures etc. in pasnages like—" Having rendered the body
with its three erect parts (the trunk, the neck and the head)
even...". And there are to be found thousands of references to
theYogaintheVeda suchas[ Katha, I | .iii.11] —" The steady
curbing of the sensesis what they call Yoga'; or [ Katha, I | . iii.
18]—" Thisteaching aswell asall the prescriptions about Y oga"*;
and so forth. Inthe Yogasastra itself with (the Sutra)—' Now,
the Yoga, the means to the perception of Reality"—Yoga is
acknowledged to be a means for right knowledge. Hence inas-
much as a portion of it is acceptable, the Yoga Smriti would be

come altogether free from objection, like the Smriti teaching the
" Ashtaka" rites. Itisthis additional cause for doubt that is
being removed by the analogical transference ; since, although a
part of it is acceptable, there is seen to be, as pointed out already

a divergence as regards another part of its teaching.

[ Page 6 ] Although many are the Smiritis treating of the solil
and kindred matters, a special effort has been made to refute just
the Sarhkhya and the Yoga Smritis. For, Samkhya and Yoga
ate well-known in the world as the means of reaching the high-
est end of man, are so accepted by persons-entitled-to-respedt,
and are armed with specific references to theirt in the Scriptufes
viz. [Svet.. vi. 13]—" Having known that Cause, attainable by
Sarhkhya-Y oga—the God—one is freed from all fetters." The
way out is given by the consideration that it is not by Samkhya-
knowledge or Y oga-method independently of the Vedathat the
highest goal isachieved. For, Sruti itself [ Svet.,iii. 8] discoun-
tenances any other means of reaching the highest goal save the
Vedic teaching of the oneness of the Atman—" Knowing Him

2 [ Brahmed XtrabhSdya, Trans. |
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alone one goes beyond Death: there exists no other path for going
(beyond)  The Samkhya and the Yoga followers are dualists:
they do not recognise the oneness of the Atman. And as to the
Sruti-text cited [Svet., vi. 13]—"That cause, attainable by
Samkhya-Yoga . .. .. " etc,—even there one must concude that
the knowledge and the meditation implied by the words Samkhya
and Yoga are no other than what the Veda gives, asis clear from
the context. And we quite acknowledge that the Samkhya-Y oga
Smritis, in that portion where they do not contradict {the Veda),
do have a claim to authoritativeness. For instance, the Sam-
khyas assume the non-contamination of the Purusha by declar-
ing him to be above all qualities; and this isaso vouched for
by Sruti-textslike [ Brih., iv. 3.16]: " This person isfree from
attachment.” So also the followers of Yoga prescribe house-less
life and so forth, and in that conform to the teaching concerning
renunciatory attitude well-known to Scriptural-textslike | Jabala,
5]—** And then the wandering-ascetic with a discol oured raiment,
shaven, and rid of all possession &..".—The preceding reason
should be taken to have refuted all Smritis founded upon reason-
ing (as opposed to Vedic Revelation). If these be thought to aid
the perception of Reality by teaching how to reason and excogi-
tate, let them doso. Our point isthat the knowledge of the
Reality proceeds merely from Upanishadic texts, as is clear
from passages like [Tait. Br-, | 1 1 12. 9. 7]—" No one not know-
ing the Veda can have an idea of that Great One,” or | Brih., iii
9.26] — " | ask uato thee that Person taught (only) in the Upa~
nishads." 3. Here ends the Topic ;2) called Y oga-Smriti.

TOPIC3 ] DISPARITY IN NATURE

( Sulras 4-11)

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

[ Pge 71 To the view that the Brahman is the efficient as
well asthe constituent cause of thisworld, the objection based
upon Smritis has been refuted. Now is to be refuted the objec-
tion based upon reasoning. How (one might ask ) can there be
foom for an objection based upon reasoning urged against this
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Vedio view already demonstrated? For, must not the Veda be
deemed absolutely valid in its teaching concerning the Brahman,
as in that concerning religious-practice ?—This might have been
a bar to further procedure if Brahman had been an entity cogni-
sable only by the Scripture, and not open to the other means of
knowledge, like unto religious-practice, which implies a specific
course of action. But Brahman is declared to be (not the result
of a process of action, but) an already accomplished entity; and
in the case of such an accomplished and existing entity, for in-
stance the earth, there is scope for the activity of other means-of -
knowledge. Hence, just as, whenever Scriptural passages contra-
dict oneanother, all the other passages aresointerpreted asto con-
form to one" edfic passage, even 0, when there is a conflict be-
tween the Scriptural passage and another means-of-knowledge the
textin question ought to be always so inter preted asto conform to
the means-of-knowledge. The more 0, as reasoning comes near er
direct experience inasmuch as it establishes an unseen object on
the analogy of a seen object; whereas the Scriptural passage is
further removed (from experience) because it tellswhat it wants
totell asamere "o it was" And Brahma-knowledge becomes
admittedly a meansto absolution after removing away all ignor-
ance only when that knowledge results in a realisation in on€s
own experience: that being its actual,tangible fruit (distinguish-
able from the remote, intangible fruit of the Dharmaor religious
practice). Scriptureitself [ 8rih.,ii. 4. 5] says—"The Atman is
to be heard, to be reflected upon...... ", and in this, by prescribing
a ratiocination in addition to mere hearing, it shows that reason-
ing also is to be duly resorted to. Hence, once more, we repeat
our objection on the basis of reasoning: “ No: by reason of the
disparity of this(world) [ from Brahman ]."

The assertion that the sentient Brahman is the cause and
constituent of the world cannot be maintained. Why ? Because
this (world, the) effect is disparate-in-nature from its constituent-
cauFe. For, thisworld which isalleged to be an effect of the
Brahman is seen to differ in nature from Brahman, being non-
sentient and impure, whereas Brahman is different in nature
from the world, since the Scriptures declare it to be sentient and
pure. And we nowhere observe the relation of cause and effect
between things disparate in nature. For, effects like ornaments
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oan never be produced from the clay, nor potsand thelike produ-
ced from gold. Itisout of clay alone that products possessing-clay-
characteristics are produced, and out of gold alone, those possess
ing-gold-characteristics. So similarly, this world possessing the
characteristics of pleasure-pain-infatuation can properly become
the effect of a cause which is constituted of the characteristics
of pleasure-pain-infatuation, and not of Brahman, which isdis-
parate-in-nature from it. And asto fcbis disparity of the world
from the Brahman it can be inferred from the appearance of
impurity and non-sentiency. For, theworld certainly isimpure
being constituted of pleasure, pain, and infatuation, as giving
rise to happiness, affliction, and dejection, and producing condi-
tionshigh and low like the heaven and thehell. The world is
likewise non-sentient inasmuch as it makes up the bodies and
the organs, and so subserves the purposes of a sentient being.
For, wherethereis parity-in-nature there cannot obtain [Page 8]
therelation of theprincipal and theauxiliary. Two lamps, for
instance, cannot subserve each other's purpose—One might urge
against thisthat, on the analogy of the master and his servant,
even a sentient body and instrument can subserve the purpose of
the experiencing-soul. But no. In thiscane of the master and
the servant it is the non-sentient part of the latter that subserves
the purposss of the former who is sentient. It is, that isto say,
just the intelligence and other non-sentient paraphernalia of the
sentient servant that subservesthe purpose of the sentient master;
and it is not the case that the sentient soul (of the servant) does
himself become subservient or recalcitrant with referenceto the
master's sentient soul. The Sarhkhyas indeed maintain that the
sentient souls have a nature not liable to accretion or depletion,
and are devoid of any activity, Therefore the body and the
organs (andall thingsthat serve asinstruments) are non-sentient.
Nor isthere any ground for the belief that objects like logs-of-
wood or lumps-of-clay are sentient. In fact this distinction be-
tween sentient and non-sentient objects is patent to the world.
Henceit followsthat because of a disparity-in-nature from Brah-
man, this world cannot have Brahman asthe congtituent-cause.

Now, if some one wer e to say—" On the strength of the declara-
tion in the Scriptureto the effect that thisworld hasa sentient
being asits pause—| am prepared to ponplude that the whole
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world is itself sentient, inasmuch as the nature of the consti-
tuent-cause is known to continue in its effect; and that the non-
perception of the sentiency can be explained by postulating a
peculiar modification of it. Justas, that is to say, in the case of
the souls that are of admitted sentiency, we do fail to perceive
their sentient character intheir states of sleep, fainting, etc., even
so there might be afailure to perceive the sentiency in the case
of objects likethe log-of-wood and the lump-of-clay ; and that on
the ground of thisvery difference between them, viz., the per-
ceptibility and the non-perceptibility (of their sentiency) and the
absence and presence of colour and other qualities, we can ex-
plain without contradiction the relation of the principal and the
auxiliary between the body and the organs on the one hand and
the soul on the other, even though both equally participate in
sentiency, the present case being quite explicable on the analogy
of flesh, soup, rice, etc, which—although all equally earth-pro-
ducts—subserve each other's purpose by reason of the peculiar
properties inherent in each,—the same circumstance also serving
as an explanation of the well-known fact of the differentiation
(of the world into sentient and non-sentient classes)."—One urg-
ing these considerations may somehow or other succeed in ex-
plaining away the disparity-in-nature based upon sentiency and
non-sentiency ; but the disparity based upon purity and impurity
he can in-no-wise remove.

Nor can he explain away the first disparity, says (the Sutra):
" Its being so follows from Scripture." The sentient nature of all
things in the world, even though nowhere an object of any-
body's experience, isinferred merely on the strength of the Scrip
tural assertion about the world having a sentient first cause,
because one has an absolute faith in the Scripture. But the in-
ference is contradicted by Scripture itself, seeing that even from
Scripture one learns of its being so. By ' its being so ' be implies
disparity from the constituent-cause. The Vedictext [Tait. Up.,
ii 6] speaks of " the intelligent and the non-intelligent, " and so
asserts that a portion of the world is non-sentient, and from this
it followsthat the world is different-in-nature from Brahman. 4.

[ Page 9] But isit not afact that in some places in the Scrip-
tures we hear of the sentient character of the elements and sense-
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organs, regarded usually as non-sentient ? As for instance [ Sat
Br.,vi.i.3.24]—" TheEarth goke;" " the Watersspoke;" or
[Chh.,vi. 2. 3-4]—'That Light saw ;" "those Waterssaw ;" and
such other passages declaring the sentiency of elements.  Also
concerning the sense-organs we have statements like[Brih., vi.
1.7]—" Those Pranas ( faculties) indeed, contending for self-
supremacy, went to Brahman ;" or like [Brih.i. 3. 2—"They
then said unto Speech : do thou chant for us"—where the sense-
organs arereferred to (assentient). In reply he recites—

Bui that is a statement concerning the Superintendents, because
of specification and correlation. 5.

The word 'but' dispelsthe doubt raised. We must not at all
assume the sentient character of elements and sense-organs from
Scriptural passages like—" The Earth spoke, " and soforth, since
this is a statement concerning the Superintendents. Theie is
here a statement about sentient Divinities superintending ele-
ments like the earth, and organs like the speech, and performing
activities proper to sentient beings, such as speaking, conversing
and so forth, and not about mere elements and the sense-organs.
Wherefore? Because of specification and correlation. For, there
is a specified difference consisting of sentient-nature and non-
sentient-natur e between the experiencing-souls on the one hand
and the elements and sense-organs on the other, as already men-
tioned ; and that will not be explicable if everything were sen-
tient Further in the " Dispute amongst the Faculties' the text
of the Kaushftakins, with a view to remove the doubt as to mere
sense-organs being intended, and to comprehend the sentient
Superintendents, makes a specification by using the epithet Divi-
nities: Thus[Kaush. Up., ii. 14]—"" These Divinities, forsooth,
contending for self-supremacy...... "; and further on [ibid.,ii. 14]
-" All these Divinities, indeed having recognised the pre-eminence
of the Life-Breath....". There are also taught everywhere, in
correlation (with the elements, organs, and other abodes), such
sentient superintending Divinities in the Samhitas, Brahmanas,
Histories, Puranas, etc. A Scriptural text like[ Ait. Aran.,ii. 4.
24]—" The Fire, becoming the speech, entered the mouth" —
supports the existence of a Divinity guarding over the functions
of the sense-organs.  Further, in the concluding part of the
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passage concerning the" Dispute of the Faculties" [ Page 10]
statements like [ Chh., v. 1. 7 ]—" And then the Pranas went up
to their father Prajapati and said......" —where we are told of
their approaching Prajapati for ascertaining who was pre-emi-
nent, and thereafter, on his advice, of their going out of the body
one by one, and so arriving at the pre-eminence of the Life-
breath by the method of concomitance and non-concomitance,
and then [ cp. Brih., vi. 1. 13]—of the offer of tributesunto him,
—all these dealings, similar to our own, astaught (in the Scrip-
tures) further confirm the statement concerning the Superin-
tendents. We can also understand the 'correlation' asreferring
to the act of 'seeing’ of the highest superintending Divinity
(Brahman), as mentioned in the text [ Chh.,vi. 2. 3]—" That
Light saw "—after the Divinity had entered into( become corre-
lated with ) the effects produced by it. 5.

Therefore there doesexist a disparity-in-nature between the
Brahman and the world; and by reason of thisdispsrity the
world cannot be an effect of the Brahman. To this objection he
now furnishes areply—

But we do s=eit. 6.

Theword'but' turns back the (opponent’'s) objection. The
statement that this world cannot have Brahman for its cause by
reason of the disparity in-nature: thisisnot an absolutely valid
proposition. For, we do notice in the world the production, from
admittedly sentient beings likemen, of hair and nails etc., which
are disparate-in-nature from them, asalso from admittedly non-
sentient things like cow-dung, that of scorpions etc. But (you
might reply) it ismerely the non-sentient bodies of men etc.
that are the causes of the non-sentient hair, nails, and so forth,
and so likewise the non-sentient bodies of scorpions, etc. that are
the effects of non-sentient things like cow-dung. We answer
Even 0, that one of the non-sentient effects(body of the scor pion)
should have an aptitude to be the abode of a sentient being, while
another ( hair, nails etc.) should not: thisitself does constitute
the disparity. And great indeed isthe divergence in nature due
to the process of evolution between entities like (the bodies of)
men and (their products,) the hair, nails, etc, or between things
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like cow-dung and (the bodies of) the scorpions and the like, as
they so much differ in colour and the rest. For, were the cause
and the effect to be absolutely similar, there would be an end to
the very relation of cause and effect between them. |f, however.
it be urged that of entities like (the bodies of) men in regard to
(their products,) the hair, nails, etc., or of things like cow-dung
in regard to (the bodies of) the scorpions and the like, thereis at
least the characteristic of " earthness" which is persistent, we
reply that if that were all, then of the Brahman in regard to (its
products,) the ether and so forth, there is evidently the charac-
teristic of " existence " which is eo persistent. In fact, we want
you to say whether, when on the ground of a disparity-in-nature
you object to the world having Brahman as its constituent-cause,
you mean by the disparity-in-nature the non-inherence of the
entire mass of characteristics of the (cause) Brahman in the effect,
the world; or the non-inherence (in the effect) of even a single
characteristic (of the cause), whatever it be; or, finaly, the non-
inherence of (just one specific characteristic, viz.) the sentiency.
In the first alternative there would result the contingency of an
annihilation of the very relation of cause and effect throughout;
for, in the absence of some specific difference between them, you
cannot call one thing the cause and another its effect. The
second alternative remains unproven. For, there does persist in
ether and other (effects of Brahman) the characteristic of exis-
tence [ Page 11] which belongsto Brahman, as we have already
said. For the third alternative you cannot assign an illustrative
example. For, unto the follower of the Brahma-philosophy,
what possible example (acceptable to him) can you urge proving
that a certain object destitute of sentiency is known not to have
Brahman for its cause, seeing that he holds the view that all the
mas of effects has Brahman alone as its constituent-cause ? The
conflict of this your view with the Scriptures is quite on the sur-
face, as we have already proved that the Scriptures purport to

teach Brahman as the efficient as well as the constituent cause
of the world.

Next, asto the assertion that inasmuch as Brahman is an ac-
complished, existential entity, there is a possibility of its being
opento other means-of-knowledge, thatis entirely gratuitous. For,
in the absence of colour and other qualities, Brahman cannot be
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an object accessible to direct-perception. Also in the absence of
(known) inferential marks it isoutside the range of inference and
the other means-of-knowledge. It is, on the contrary, cognisable
only from the Scriptures, like, for instance, religiousduty. To
the same effect is the passage [Katha, I. ii. 2]—"It isnot aknow-
ledge to be obtained by reasoning: it can be best comprehended,
My dearest, only when declared by another;" as also another
passage (Rigveda, x. 129. 6-7]—"Who indeed has known, and
who can here declare .. . .. from whence this creation has emana-
ted 7' These two Vedic-stanzas indicate the inscrutable nature
of the Cause of the World even for those that might have attain-
ed to perfection of power and vision. A Srariti also declares
[ Mahabharata, vi. 5. 12 ]—"Those objects indeed that are beyond
the pale of thinking—to them one should not apply logic;" and
another [Bhagavadgita, ii. 25]—" He is declared to be non-mani-
fest, unthinkable, and unmodifiable," asalso otherslike[ibid.,
X. 2] — " Neither the host of gods nor the great sages know of my
origin: | am indeed the source of the gods and of the great sages
of every sort. * And as totheview that the Scripture itself,
prescribing ratiocination over and above the hearing, seems to
assign a place of honour also to reasoning, not by such preten-
sions can there be gained a possible scope for sheer reasoning.
For, it isonly reasoning conformable to the Scripture that is here
to be resorted to as being contributory to intuitive knowledge;
such reasoning, for instance, as—(i) because the true-nature of
sleep and the true-nature of waking-life are both exclusive of
each other, therefore the soul ( who experiences both the states )
isinreality unconnected with the attributes of any of them; (ii)
because in sound-sleep the soul rids himself of all worldly con-
cerns and becomes of the nature of the Self who is pure existence,
therefore the soul isin reality of the nature of that Self who is
freed of all worldly ties and whose essence is pure existence ; or
(i11) because the phenomenal-world springs from Brahman, there-
fore, according to the axiom that the cause and the effect are non-
different from one another, the world has no existence apart from
Brahman; andsoon. Andinthe Sutra[|1.i.11.] beginning
with " By reason of the non-stability of reasoning " he is going
to exhibit [Page 12] the deceptive nature of mere ratiocination.—
Then as to the person who argues on the strength of the Scriptural
3 [ Brahmasntrabhashya, Trans, ]
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assertion about a sentient cause to the world, that the whole
worldisitself sentient, even he can conceivably explain the Scrip-
tural statement concerning the distinction between the sentient
andthenon-sentient,viz.,[Tait.Up.,ii.6] —" Theintelligent as
also the non-intelligent "— by declaring (the common characte-
ristic of sentiency) to be manifest in some objects and non-mani-
fest in others. It is our opponent, on the other hand, who can-
not explain the Scriptural assertion about the distinction. How ?
Because in the passage in question, viz., [ Tait. Up.,ii.6] —"It
transformed itself intotheintelligent asalso thenon-intelligent”
the Highest Cause is declared to transform itself and assumethe
form of the entire world. And just as one that is sentient can-
not properly become non-sentient, because the two are disparate-
in-nature, even so, one that is non-sentient cannot assume the
form of the sentient. We, of course, have refuted the argument
based on disparity-in-nature and hence have to assume, just in
conformity with the Scripture, a sentient First Cause. 6.

If ( you urge that the effect, viz., the world ) would become non-
existent, we say, No: for, that is a mere negative statement ( with-
out an actual object to be negated ). 7.

If the sentient and pure Brahman, void of all qualities like
sound, is desired to bethe cause of an effect which iscontrary-in-
nature to it, as being non-sentient, impure, and possessed of
qualities like sound, then in that case you will have to admit
that the effect had no existence prior to its origination; and that
would be unacceptableto you, who hold the view of the existence
of the effect (i n the cause) prior to production. To this conten-
tion wereply that it is no valid objection. For, itisamere nega-
tive-statement : It is a mere denial ( of the antecedent existence
of the effect), and there is no real object to which the negation
isto be referred. Neither also can your negative-statement come
in the way of the recognition of the existence of the effect (i nthe
cause) prior to the production. How so ? Becausejust as, inthe
present time, thiseffect (the world ) has an existence only in and
through the Cause ( Brahman ), even so, we can understand it to
have an existence also prior to creation. For, surely, eveninthe
present time, this effect has no existence independent and irres-
pective of the existence of the Cause, as is clear from statements
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like[Brih.,ii.4.6]—" All would forsake him who recognises
anything as existing elsewhere than in the Self. " And the same
kind of existence, in and through the Cause, holds good in the
case of the effect even prior to the creation. But (we are asked)
do you not hold the Brahman, void of qualities like sound and
so forth, asthe cause of the world ?— (W e answer) most assu-
redly ; but the effect with its qualities of sound and the rest po-
SESES No existence — as apart from its existence in and through
the cause—now, any more than prior to creation; sothat it will
not be possible for you to urge that the effect remains altogether
non-existent prior to production. ¢ In fuller details we will ex-
pound this our position when we discuss the non-distinctness of
the effect from the cause in Sutral | . i. 14 below. 7.

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

Says the objector at this stage:—If the effeot that has the
characteristics of grossness, divisibility-into-parts, non-sentiency,
finiteness, impurity and so forth, is to be assumed to have Brah-
man as its cause, then at the time of the Dissolution, when the
effect would be restored to the causal state and re-absorbed (into
the cause) and so [Page !3] would become undistinguishable
from it, the effect would, by itsown characteristics, contaminate
the cause, so that during re-absorption there would arise the con-
tingency of the cause Brahman also possessing, like the effect
(world), impurity and other characteristics. Hence the Upani-
shadic view as to the omniscient Brahman being the cause of the
world does not stand to reason.—Again, once all the distinctions
have merged undistinguishably together (into Brahman), at the
time of the succeeding creation there cannot necessarily result
anew creation with a( similar) distinction between the experi-
encing souls and the objects of experience, as there is nothing to
restrain (the two classes) from being mixed with each other. For
thisreason also the view is unreasonable.—Once again, after the
experiencing-souls have become, during the Dissolution, non-dis-
tinguishable from Brahman, if we were to assume a newer crea-
tion, although the occasion for it, viz., the Karman (of the souls),
no longer exists—being merged into Brahman—then there is
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sure to result the contingency of the liberated souls also becom-
ing liable to be born in that creation : which also is another de-
fect of logic (inthe Brahman theory).—Should thisworld, final-
ly, be imagined, even during the state of Dissolution, to remain
just distinct from the Highest Brahman, then there can beno Dis-
solution strictly so-called, to say nothing fo the objection that
the effect can in-no-wise remain distinct from the cause. There-
fore also the theory isillogical. 8.
To thiswereply—

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

Thereisnot at all in our theory anything of illogicality. As
to the defect pointed out, viz., that the effect, being re-absorbed
into the cause at Dissolution, would by its own characteristics
contaminate the cause, that is no defect. Why ? Because there
do exist parallel instances. Instances can indeed be pointed out
in which an effect merging back into the cause does not by its
own characteristics contaminate the cause. For example, earthen
plates, etc., which are the productsof clay, the constituent cause,
although during the period of their separate existence ( as plates
etc.) they aredivisible into classes such as very good (high), very
bad (low), and middling, they do not yet contaminate with these
their characteristicstlieir constituent cause, the clay. Similarly
different ornaments fashioned out of gold, when they, after their
destruction, become re-absorbed into gold, do not by their own
characteristics contaminate the gold. Likewise also, the four
classes of beings which are produced out of the earth do not by
their own characteristics contaminate the Earth when absorbed
back intoit. It isfor your view of the case that no parallel in-
stance can be cited. For, Dissolution itself would be impossible
if the effect were to remain within the cause just by its own
nature. It isto be noted here, however, that although there is non-
distinctness in nature between the effect and the cause, it is the
effect that is of the nature of the cause, and not the cause of the
nature of the effect, as is clear from Scriptural statements about
(word-)initiation ( of creation): and this he will state later under
Sutral | .i.14.—Furthermore, your objection covers afar less field
than there is warrant for, when you urge that the effect, at the
time of re-absorption, would by its characteristics contaminate
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the cause. The contingency holds equally well during the time
that (the world actually) endures ( asthe world ), as we (through-
out) maintain non-separateness between the effect and the cause.
For, there are Scriptural texts like [ Brih,, ii, 4. 6 ]—"A11l this
that thereis, isthe Atman, " or [ Chh., vii. 25. 2]—" The Atman
itself isall this,” or [ Mundaka, I I .ii 11 ]—" Formerly all this
was the immortal Brahman itself, " or [Chh., iii. 14. 1.1—"All
thisverily is Brahman," [Page 14]—that declare the non-sepa-
rateness in all the three times of the effect from the cause. The
way out of the contingency that is available in these cases, viz.,
that the cause is not contaminated by the characteristics of the
effect, because the effect itself as well as its characteristics are
superimpositions of Nescience, that same also holds good in the
conditionof Dissolution,

There is also this other parallel instance: Just as a magician
is not in all the three times affected by the magical-illusion
which he himself spreads out, because (theillusion) is not a
reality, even so isthe Highest Self not affected by the world-
illusion; and again, just as the one (Soul) who is seeing a dream
is not affected by the illusions of the dream-vision, because that
illusion does not follow him over into either the waking or the
deep-deep conditions, even so the one enduring Soul who wit-
nesses all the three conditions without himself undergoing any
change, is in no way affected by all the three states that mutual -
ly exclude one another ( none of them running over into the
other ). That the Highest Self should appear to have these three
states is itself sheer illusion, comparable to the appearance of a
rope in the form of a snake and the like. On this point thereis
a pronouncement by the Teachers who are the knowers of the
traditional teaching of the Upanishads [ Gaudapada-Karikas, i.
16]—" When the Soul, thrown into sleep by the beginningloss
[llusion, wakes up fromit; itisonly then that herealises the
non-duality wherein there is neither birth, nor sleep, nor dream-
ing. " Sothen, the defect urged onthe ground of the contin-
gency that, during the state of re-absorption, the cause also, like
the effect, would be affected by grossness and other qualities is
no longer tenable. Next, the objection that, after the merging
together of all distinctions whatsoever, there cannot be pointed
out any principle to regulate the subsequent creation together
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with its distinctive classifications: that is also nugatory, and
just for the reason that parallel instances exist. For, just as, in
the conditions of desp-desp or Yogio-trance and the like, even
though one might attain therein to oneésinnate nature of freedom-
from-distinotions, still inasmuch as his Nescience stands un-sub-
lated, when he wakes out of it, there does exist for him the same
old distinctive classifications : even so it could be in the present
caee. To this effect isthe Scriptural statement [Chh., vi. 9. 2-3]
—" All these creatures are absorbed into the (Brahman which is)
Existence, and yet do not know that they are absorbed into It.
Bethey here atiger, or alion, or awolf, or a hog, or aworm, or
a butterfly, or agnat, or afly : whatsoever they are that they re-
become. " Just as, although the Highest Sef is beyond all dis-
tinctions, yet, during the subsistenoe of the world, we do observe
uninterrupted, all these dealings based upon distinctions, like
unto the (affairs of the) dream-world ( while it endures),—the
dealings being grounded upon a false knowledge—even o, dur-
ing the state of re-absorption also, we would infer the existence
of (a latent tendency for) making distinctions, grounded likewise
upon (unsublated) false knowledge. — By the same argument
can be st at rest the contingency as to the liberated souls being
born again, seeingthat, in their case all false knowledge has
been sublated by right knowledge.—L astly, asto the other alter-
native-contingency raised towards the end, viz., should this
world be imagined, even during the state of Dissolution, to re-
main just distinct from the Highest Brahman...... ' that isrefut-
ed by usinasmuch as we do not at all make the assumption.
Hence our Upanishadic doctrine is quite logical. 9.

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

(Page 15] And in the view of our opponent also the same
common deficiencies would become manifest. We explain how
Asto the contention that by reason of the disparity-in- naturethe
world cannot have Brahman for its constituent cause, that is
equally applicable if it were to have the ( Sarhkhya) Pradhana
for its constituent cause, since in this view also the world which
has qualities such as sound etc. is assumed to proceed from the
Pradhana which has not those sound and the other qualities. And
for that very reason, i. e., because of the assumption of the pro-
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duotiou of a disparate effect (from the Pradhana), there would
result the same contingency of the acceptance of the doctrine of
the non-existence of the effect prior to its origination. So also,
in fche state of Dissolution, if the effect were to be assumed to
remain non-distinct from the cause, the contingency of " this be-
coming likethat " holds equally true. So likewise when all the
efects, with all their specific individualities sublated, have be-
come, in the condition of Dissolution, non-distinguishable ( from
their cause, fche Pradhana), the distinctions such as—thisis the
material-constituent attached to this Self, this the one attached to
this other: all these which, prior to the Dissolution, were res
tricted to each person, they cannot possibly be, in a subsequent
creation, regularly and necessarily assgned (to the same per-
s0ns), asthere is no adequate ground for the restriction. And
if we assume that such arestriction could be made even in the
absence of adequate ground, then the liberated souls can belia-
ble to bondage once more, because even in their case there isthe
same absence of adequate ground (which by hypothesisisno bar).
And if you were to make the supposition that it is only some of
the distinctions that would become non-distinguishable, i.e., that
would be completely absorbed into the Pradhana, and not the
others, then those that do not become (so absorbed) will have to
be congdered as not the effects of the Pradhana. Thus all these
deficiencies are common to both the sdes and should not be urged
against only one of them ; and so (the sutra) emphatically decla-
res the deficiencies to be not deficiencies, inasmuch as they have
to be necessarily admitted. 10.

And also because of the non-stability of reasoning. And should
you claim to reason otherwise, even so there results the contin
gency of non-release.  11.

For this additional reason also one should not raise any objec-
tion on the bads of mere reasoning against a matter which can
be known only from the Scriptures; since, that isto say, all rea-
sonings are void of traditional authority and solackingin stabi-
lity, being just spun out of the sheerest guesses of men—there
being no goad to keep such guesses under cheok. For, we find
that reasonings put forth by certain learned persons with great
ado are perceived to be fallacious by others more learned than
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these, while those put forth by these again are proved to contain
afallacy by some others still, sothat it is not possible to assign
any stability to reasonings, because there is such a difference in
the faculties of men. And if one were to follow the lead of a
supposedly stable process-of-reasoning endorsed by a person of
well-established eminence like Kapilaor some other person, even
so there results the absence of stability, inasmuch as we observe
the existence of a mutual divergence of views amongst propoun-
ders-of-systems like Kapila, Kanada and the rest, although they
be admitted to possess a well-established pre-eminence. And if
you were to say—we would reason in some other manner so as
to avoid the fault of an absence of stability, For, surely,itis
not possible to hold that there does not at all exist any stable
( unshakeable ) reasoning. To go no further, this very non-stabi-
lity of reasonings is ( sought to be) established by reasoning it-
self, inasmuch as, having observed the non-stability of a certain
number of reasonings, you imagine the non-stability of other
reasonings of the same class. If all reasonings were to be un-
stable [Page 16] there would result the contingency of an annihi-
lation of all worldly dealings. For, we do see in ordinary life
people proceeding to acquire or avert ( respectively ) the pleasure
or the pain in the path-way that isyet to be traversed on the
analogy of the path-way that has been or is being traversed.
Moreover, whenever there ensues a divergence of views as to the
real intention of a Scriptural text, it isreasoning, consistingin
an exposition of the purport of a sentence, which enablesus tore-
fute thefalse (prima facie) interpretation and fix the correct one.
Manu also holds the same view when he lays down [ xii. 105]—
" Direct perception, and inference, and the Sastra consisting
of various Scriptural texts: these three one should master thor-
oughly well if heisdesirous of ascertaining (the nature of) purity
in religious-practice;" and again | xii. 106 |—" It ishe who tries
to harmonise the injunction about religious-practices laid down
by Sages with areasoning not going against the teaching of the
Vedas and the Sastras: he alone knows what is true religious-
practice and none other." In fact the so-called absence of stabi-
lity is exactly apoint of honour for reasoning ; for, that serves
as an incentive for throwing out defective reasoning and accept-
ing one that is free from all defects. For, surely, because our
forefathers were fools, that should constitute no ground at all
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why we ourselves should act like fools. Therefore the instabi-
lity of reasoning is no fault-in-argument. To thisthe reply is:
Even so there arises the contingency of an absence of release.
Although in a sporadic case or two reasoning appears to be well-
grounded, still in the present instance, in any count, there does
arise the non-release of reasoning from the fault of instability ;
for, a knowledge of the actual Reality asit is, which is perfect-
ly unfathomable and on which depends man's final emancipa-
tion, cannot be even distantly guessed except with the help of
the Scriptures. For, as we have already said, this isan object
not falling within the ken of direct-perception as there is an
absence of colour and other qualitiesin it, and not within that of
inference and other means-of-knowledge, owing to the absence
of inferential marks etc. belonging to it. Further, all the dis-
putants who believe in a final release do equally assume that the
release is achieved by right knowledge; and this right knowledge,
because referring to an existing reality, must be uniform. We
declare that to be the highest truth which always endures in one
and the same form; and the knowledge of this truth is known as
the true knowledge in the world : e. g., the knowledge that fire is
hot. This being so, it is absurd that persons should maintain a
diversity of viewsregarding the nature of the true knowledge.
Contrariwise, the divergence in views based upon reasoning—
their mutual opposition ( and inconsistency )—isadmitted on al
hands. For, what one logician puts forward, claiming that that
alone is the true knowledge, that is upset by another ; and what
this other one establishes, that is controverted by another still:
thisis already well-known all through the world. How can a
knowledge arrived at by reasoning, and having no fixed and uni-
form content, ever become true knowledge ? Nor isit afact that
the propounder of the Pradhana theory is acknowledged by all
the logicians as being the most pre-eminent amongst those that
know how to reason, so that it might have been possible to
accept his view as being the one most true. And it is of course
not possible to call together in one place and at one time all the
logicians that have been, that are, and that will ever be born, so
that the joint-view of them all, when referring to one and the
same object and delivering itself in an identical manner, might
be regarded as the true knowledge. The Veda, as contrasted with
these, iseternal and is the source of the right knowledge, and it
4 [ Brahmadiltrabhashya, Trans. |
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[ Page 17] can properly havea fixity of subject-matter and form-of-
contents, so that it would be impossible for any logicians of the
past, the present, and the future to gainsay the claim for correct-
ness which the knowledge based upon Veda can rightfully have.
Hence it follows that it isthis very Upanishadic knowledgethat
Is the true knowledge. And as the claim for being true cannot be
established for any knowledge other than this, there would result
(by following this other knowledge) a non-release from worldly-
fetters. It thus stands established that, in conformity with the
Scriptures and in conformity with reasonings consistent with
the Scriptures, it is the sentient Brahman that isthe efficient and
the constituent cause of thisworld. 11. Here endsthe Topic
(3) called Disparity-in-Nature.

TOPIC 4: REPROBATE THEORIES
(Sutra 12)

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

Because it offered the closest analogy unto the Upanishadic
theory, because it was supported by very weighty reasonings,
and because, in some of its sections, it was accepted by some
competent followers of the Vedic view,—for these reasons it was
that the objection against the Upanishadic teachings, put forth
upon the basis of reasoning and claiming to find support from
the theory that recognised the Piadhana as the cause ( of the
world ), has been thus far answered. Now, there continues to be
brought forward by some persons of feeble intellect and on the
strength even of such theories as that of the Atoms, an objection
based upon (mere) reasoning against the statements in the
Upanishads. To meet that he makes an analogical-transference
(of the present argumentation), following the (well-known)
maxim of overthrowing the main assailant only ( and ignoring
the minor ones). What are accepted (parigrihyante) are called
parigrahah. Those that are not parigrahah are styled a-pari-
grahah. The a-parigrahah ofthemen-of-competence-and-learning
( Sishtah) are designated (i n the text of the sutra) asthe 'Sish-
taparigrahah " or theories not accepted by the wise. By virtue
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of the present argumentation in refutation of the theory that re-
gards the Pradhana as the cause, we have to consider as refuted,
after a setting forth of their untenable nature, the theories such
as those which recognise the atoms and the like as the cause (of
the universe)—theories which in none of their portions have
been at all countenanced by persons of authority like Manu,
Vyasa, and others. The refuting argument being identical, there
remains now no further ground at all for raising any objection.
For, there holds good even in their case the fact of the impene-
trability by ( mere) logic of the highly mysterious ( cause of the
universe), of the instability of reasoning, of the resulting ab-
sence of release if one were to reason in any other mode, and the
contradiction with the Scriptures: these and the like are the
grounds of refutation. 12. Here ends the Topic (4) styled
Reprobate Theories.

TOPIC5 : OBJECTS TURNED SUBJECTS
( Sutra 13)

If it be urged that by reason of the objects (of experience)
becoming one with the experiencing subjects there would result an
absence of discrimination, we reply, it might happen asin ordinary
life. 13,

Once again, from another view-point, but on the strength of
reasoning itself, the theory that regards the Brahman asthe cause
is beingobjected to. Although we grant that Scriptures might be
the sole authority in their own proper province, yet where their
subject-matter falls within the range of another means-of-know-
ledge, it is but fair that it should conform to this other means.
This holds good in the case of severa ritualistic and laudatory
texts. Reasoning, likewise, should be unauthoritative in matters
not falling strictly within itsfield, e. g., in regard to what con-
stitutes and what does not constitute correct religious-practice.
Well, what are you driving at ? This being conceded, it is not
right that the Scripture should run counter [ Page 18] to some-
thing already well-established by other means-of-know! edge But
what makes you say that anything already well-established by
other mens-of-knowledge is contradicted by the Scriptures? The
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reply follows. This distinction between the objects of experience
and the experiencing subject is well-established in the world :
the subject being the sentient soul within the body and the
objects, the qualities like sound and therest. Thus Devadatta
is the experiencing subject, and cooked-rice the object of expe-
rience. Now this distinction would be rendered nugatory, if
the subject were to be transformed into the object, or the object
transformed intothe subject. And such a mutual transforma-
tion in their case would ensue by reason of their being believed
to be one with Brahman, the Highest Cause. And it is not right
that this well-established distinction be rendered nugatory by the
Scripture. For, we must postulate the existence of adistinction
between the experienoing-subject and the objects-of-experience in
the past and in the future, similar to what there actually exists
to-day in the present. Hence, because of the resulting contin-
gency of an annihilation of this well-established distinction bet-
ween the experiencing-subject and the objects-of-experience, the
final conclusion, making Brahman the cause (of the universe),
is not tenable. If some one wereto start such an objection one
should answer him thus: It might happen asin theordinary life.
Even in our view the distinction in question can obtain without
difficulty, since we observe analogies to it in the world. To ex-
plain: although foam and wave and ripple and bubble and the
rest, as being just the modifications of the ocean, are not distinct
from the ocean, whose essnce is water, there can yet obtain a
distinctness amongst themselves as also mutual relation between
them such as conjunction etc. with one another. In thisinstance
although the foam, ripple, and therest, as modifications of the
ocean, are not distinct-in-essence from the ocean which is consti-
tuted of water, yet there does not result any confusion of the one
with the other. And even while such a commingling of them
into one another does not take place, yet it is not that they
possess an essence distinct from that of the ocean. Just so in the
present case also, there need not ensue the mixing up of the one
with the other in the case of the experiencing-subjects and the
objeots-of-experience; nor likewise need they be regarded as
having an essence distinct from the Highest Brahman.— It isto
be noted here that although the experienoing-subject is not a
modification of the Brahman, inasmuch as the Scriptural text
jTait,Up.,ii.6]-"Havingcreatedit,H thereupon entered into
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the same "—spesks of the subsequent-entrance of the unmodified
Creator himself into his creation, and his becoming himself the
experienoing-subject, yet once He has entered into his creation
there does exist a distinction caused by specific-limitations, just
as there is one in the Ether caused by limitations such as the
Ether-within-a-jar and the like. Consequently, it has been stated
that there can exist, onthe analogy of the ocean and the ripples,
the distinction between the experiencing-subject and the objeots-
of-experience, although they are both of them identical-in-essence
with Brahman, the Highest Cause. 13. Here ends the Topic (5)
entitled Objects Turned Subjects.

TOPIC 6 : WORD-INITIATED WORLD
(Sutras 14-20)

There is non-distinctness ( of the world ) from that (i. e, Brah-
man), because of the statements regarding (Word-)Initiation, and
the like. 14

Assuming this ordinary distinction in the shape of the experi-
encing-subject and the objects-of-experience we have formulated
our refutation, saying that it might happen as in ordinary life.
But this distinction does not exist from the point of view of the
highest truth, inasmuch as we learn of the non-distinctness of
the two : the efect and the cause.  The effect isthe multiform ex-
panse of the world including the Ether and the rest; | Page 19 |
the cause is the Highest Brahman ; and, from the point of view
of the highest truth, we learn of the non-distinctness, i. e, non-
existence as apart from it, of this effect from that cause.  How?
Because of Scriptural statements such as (word-)initiation and
the like. To begin with the statement concerning (word-)initia-
tion, there, after promising the knowledge of all consequent upon
the knowledge of one, by way of the needed illustrative example
it issad [Chh.,vi. 1.4]—" Just as, My dear boy, by just onelump-
of-clay everything fabricated out of clay can become compre-
hended, the modified-form being only a word-initiation,—a mere
name—as the clay aloneit having any reality." The point intend-
ed isthis: When one lump of clay is comprehended in itsreal
nature as clay, all fabrications of clay such asjar, platei or water-



1.7 14—1  SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 90
Page 19

pot, being in reality no more than the clay-in-essence, can become
comprehended, inasmuch as the modified-forms are a fabrication
of mere word, areaname only and are originated by word alone,
as when it issaid that hereisajar, aplate, a water-pot, and so
on. The modified-form assuch hasnot at all any reality of
essence: it is a mere name only, an unreality; the reality belong-
ingtoit only asit isclay. The above is an illustration used for
the Brahman in the Scriptural text. The statement about word-
initiation occurring here leads us to consider, by an application
of the illustration to the matter-in-hand, the entire mass of
created-objects as having no existence apart from the Brahman.
And later, after declaringthat Light, Water, and Food are the
effects of Brahman, the same text proceedsto assert that the
effects ( of thistriad ) of Light, Water, and Food have noreal
existence as apart from Light, Water, and Food, with the words
beginning with [Chh., vi. 4. 1]—" Fireness has vanished from
thefire (as an independent reality), the modified-form being only
an initiation by words, a mere name, thetruereality being just
the three colours (red, white,and black—belonging respectively
to Light, Water, and Food)." —The sutra speaks of ' statements
regarding (Word-initiation and thelike and by 'thelike' are
to be adduced texts declaratory of the oneness of the Atman, like
[ Cbh., vi. 8. 7]—" All thishas 'that one as its essence 'that one'
isreality ; 'that one isthe Self: and" That thou art"; or [Brih.ii.,
4.6]—" All thisthat thereis, isthis very Self "; or [ Mundaka,
['1.1i.11]—" Brahman aloneisall this"; or | Chh., vii.25.2]—
" The Atman aloneisall this*; or [Brih.,iv.4.19]—" Thereis
nothing at all of the manifold in theworld."  For, we cannot
otherwise understand the possibility of the knowledge of one
thing giving the knowledge of everything. Hence, just as the
ether contained within ajar, within a water-pot, etc., isnot dis-
tinct from the great mass of ether in its entirety, and just asthe
water in the mirage and the like is not distinct from thesandy-
plane and so forth, seeing that the former have a form that anon
appears and disappears and so are not capable of being described
in their real essence—even 0, we haveto understand this entire
mass of worldly-phenemenon consisting of experiencing-subject6
and objects-of-experience, as having no real existence as apart
from the Brahman.

An objection: Why not regard-the Brahman as possessing
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more than one nature in reality ? Just as atree has more than
one branch, even so is the Brahman endowed with more than one
power and activity.  Accordingly, both the oneness and the
manifoldness are true in reality, just as thetree has [ Page 201
oneness when considered as tree, but manifoldness when cons-
dered as branches; or just asthe ocean has oneness qua ocean,
but manifoldness as foam, ripples, €c.; or just as, again, the clay
as clay is one, but asjar, plate, etc-, manifold. Out of thistwo-
fold nature, the knowledge of that portion which refers to one-
ness would bringto passthe Scriptural declarations asto emanci-
pation, etc., while by the portion referring to manifoldness would
be accomplished the secular and the Scriptural requirements be-
longing to the Sphere of Works. And in this way also illustra-
tions as to clay and the like would be harmonised.—To this we
say—No. For, in theillustration [Chb., vi. 4.1]—" As clay alone
there isreality,” the congituent-cause is alone emphatically
declared to be the exclusive reality, the statement about Word-
initiation assigning unreality to the entire mass of modified-
forms. The same should hold true also of the theme for which
the illustrations were adduced. For, there is a definite declara-
tion [ Chh.,vi. 8. 7]—" All this has 'this on€ as its essence; and
that is the Real" —to the effect that the Highest Cause is alone
real; while there is the teaching [ibid., vi. 8. 7]—" That isthe
Self: That thou art, O Svetaketu'—that the Self-within-the-body
isone with the Brahman. This oneness with Brahman of the
Self-within-the-body is self-subsistent: it is not something the
truth of which hasto be established by extraneous efforts. So,
when this onenessin-essenoe with Brahman, declared in the
Scriptures, comes to be realised, it servesto annihilate the ordi-
narily-understood distinct-individuality of the Self-within-the-
body, just as the knowledge of the rope asrope drives away the
(mistaken) knowledge of it as a snake and thelike. And once
the individuality of the Self-within-the-body is sublated, all the
ordinary dealings based upon that become nugatory—dealings
for establishing which one had to assume the existence of a
second distinct aspect of the Brahman as manifold. This is borne
out by passages such as|[ Brih., iv. 5. 15]—"When, on the con-
trary, all this has become in his case just one with the Sdf, then
what isthere for him to see and what means to se it ?"—which
declare the absence of all phenomenal-dealings based upon
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actions, means to actions, and fruits of actions, in the case
of one who has realised the Brahman as the essence (of every-
thing ). Nor can it stand to reason to assert that this( percep-
tion of the) absence of all the phenomenal-dealings is merely
contingent upon certain specific conditions; for, the state-
ment [ Chh., vi. 8. 7]—" That thou art "—does not declarethe
(Self's) onenessin-essenoe with Brahman as bound up with any
specific conditions. Further, the illustration of the thief [ Chh.,
vi. 16 J declares the bondage for one who states the untruth, and
the release in the case of one who states the truth; and so vou-
ches for the sole ultimate reality of oneness only—the manifold-
ness being an apparicion raised up by false knowledge. For, if
both were .to be true, how can a creature, immersed in pheno-
menal-world as he is, be spoken of as a prevaricator? And the
text[Brih., iv. 419 ] —" From Death he comes by death, who
ses manifoldness here "—declares as much by its deprecation of
a belief in manifoldness. Nor can this view [ Page 21] cogently
explain how emancipation can be the result of knowledge; for,
thereisno scope (in this view) for any kind of false know-
ledge which gives rise to worldly-bondage and which isto be
driven away by true knowledge. For, when both of them are
true, how can it be said that the knowledge of oneness drives
away the knowledge of manifoldness ?

But an objector might say, if we assume absolute oneness, there
being no manifoldness, the ordinary means-of-knowledge such
as direct-perception would berendered nugatory as having no
soope for them, like perceptions as to the form of a human being
when applied to objects like pillars (which are not human beings).
So also the Scriptural prescriptions as to what should and what
should not be done—depending as they do upon distinctions,
would also be null and void in the absence of that (manifold-
nes). Likewise, too, the Scriptural teaching as to emancipa-
tion would, in the absence of that, come to nought, since it is
contingent upon distinctions like that between the teacher and
the taught. Besdes, how can we reasonably believe in the
truth of the doctrine of the oneness of the Self propounded by the
Scriptural teaching about emancipation, when the Scripture itself
isto be false 2—To the above objection we reply that our theory
is not open to the fault urged. For, prior totherealisation of the
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Brahman asthe only true Reality, all ordinary viewsand-prac-
tices whatsoever can well be true, like the phenomena of the
dream-life prior to awakening. Aslong astherehas not taken
place the realisation of the oneness of Self asthe only Reality,
so long nobody has, born within him, the notion asto theun-
reality of all the modified-forms that fall into the (three) cate-
gories of the mean8-of-knowledge, objects-of-knowledge, and
fruit-of-knowledge. On the other hand, all creatures, under the
influence of Nescience, and throwing overboard the onenessin-
essence with the Brahman which istheirs by right, conceive a
notion with reference tothe (various) phenomenal-forms, regard-
ing them as of their own essence or as belonging to them, and
designating fchem (respectively ) asthe' I' or the*mine\ There-
fore, prior to the awakening of the consciousness of the Brahman
astheonly true Reality, all secular and Scriptural requirements
can find a satisfactory warrant. Just asfor the ordinary man,
gone adeep and visualising in dreams objects high and low,
there does exist, prior to the awakening, a knowledge which he
thinks to bedirect perception, and which he ( for the time) even
firmly believes in—there being, be it noted, no notion at thetime
of the fallaciousness of that' direct-perception'—even so in the
present case. — But, it might be asked, how can we possibly
explain the knowledge—which is true—of the Brahman as the
only Reality, when it is to result from an Upanishadic state-
ment which falls within the sphere of the untrue? For, surely,
one bitten by a rope-mistaken-as-snake never dies, nor is it
possble, with the help of the water-in-the-mirage, to achieve
purposss like drinking, bathing, and the like. But that is no
objection; for, we do meet with effects, such as death, resulting
from even suspicion of poison and the like; and in a man during
the state of dream we do see the effects (quivering etc.) of snake-
bite, bath, and thelike. Should it be urged that even this effect
isunreal, thisisour reply : Although in a man during the state
of dream the effects due to snake-bite, bath, and the like be false,
yet there isthe fruit of them in the form of the man's conscious
ness of what had happened, which is true, seeing that it does not
disappear even in the wakeful condition. For, assuredly, noman
whatsoever, when awakened from dreaming, although realising
as false the effects due to snake-bite, water-baths, and the like
Which he saw in the dream, ever regards his experience of them
5 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans.]



[1.1.14— ] SANKARAS BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [34
Page 21

as untrue.—Incidentally, from the fact of the perssenoe of this
consciousness of dream-experience in the man who has seen
dreams we have to understand a refutation of the theory whioh
regards the body itself as the Self.—We have a Scriptural passa-
geto thesame effect [Chh., v. 2. 9]—" When, while someactivity
intended for a definite end is proceeding, one sses a woman in his
dreams, in that dream-vision of his he should understand a pro-
sperity for him"—[Page 22] which avows for the acquisition of a
prosperity which is real from a dream-vision which isunreal. In
thesamemanner Ait. Aran. 1111 .ii.4.7]—after declaringthat,
when certain omens capable of being experienced during waking-
life have presented themsalves, " one should consider that he will
not live much longer," goeson tosay (ibid., I 1 | .ii.4.15)—" Now
the dreams: One sees (in the dream) a black person with black
teeth; and that person kills him" —that even these varied dream-
visions which are unreal presage death which isreal. And that
is indeed well-established, in ordinary life, with persons who are
skilled in (drawing inference from) invariable concomitance and
non-concomitance, viz., that such-and-such a dream-vision con-
ducesto weal and such-and-such an one to woe. So too we
observe the knowledge of the true A ' and other ( sounds) as
resulting from the knowledge of the untrue symbolic lines
(standing for them ). —Finally, her€'is this ultimate (decisive)
argument to prove the oneness of the Atman : viz., there is noth-
ing further beyond it of which an expectancy exists. While in
an ordinary statement such as ' one should make an offering,’
there arises the expectancy asto unto whom,"'" with what," and

in what mode,' no such expectanoy is known to arise in connec-
tion with the declaration [ Chh,, vi. 8. 7]—' That thou art, or
[Brih.,i. 4.10]—1 am Brahman,' inasmuch as it intendsto convey
the knowledge of the absolute oneness of the true essence of
everything. It is only when some other object exists asare-
mainder that there might arise the expectancy; but there does not
exist any other object remaining apart from and beyond the
Atman, which can give rise to the expectancy. Nor is it poss-
ble to urge that such a knowledge never does arise; for, thereare
Vedictextslike [Chh, vi. 16. 31—" And then indeed he did real-
ise' and there are also prescriptions for securing that knowledge
such as hearing (the Vedic texts, Brih., iv. 6) and repeating them
after the teacher [Brih., iv. 4. 22]. And it is not possbleto urge



35 ] TOPIC 6 : WORD-INITIATED WORLD [ —II. i.14
Page 23

that this knowledge s fruitless or erroneous; for, we sethefruit
of it, viz., the cessation of Nescience ; and there arisesthereafter
no other knowledge to negativethe (earlier) knowledge (as happens
in the case of an eroneous knowledge). Of course, until this
absolute oneness of the Atman isrealised, all secular and Sorip-
tural affairs which are dueto a compound of truth with false-
hood, remain, as we have already <tated, quite undisturbed.
Hence, when the absolute oneness of the Atman is brought home
by this ultimate (decisive) means-of-knowledge, all the earlier
activities based upon distinction are annihilated, and there then
remains no more any scope for imagining theBrahman to posess
manifoldness.

Another objection: we gather, from the assigning of illustrative
examples such as the lump-of-clay, that the Scriptural textsin-
tend to s forth the Brahman as one capable of being modified :
for, objects like the lump-of-clay are known in ordinary lifeto
be capable of assuming modifications. We answer, No. For, texts
like [Brih., iv, 4. 25]—" He, indeed, isthisgreat unborn Atman,
the ageless, deathless,immortal and fearless Brahman" ; [Page 23]
or (Brih.,iii, 9. 26]—"Heisthat Atman,the Not-this, Not-that";
or [Brih., iii. 8. 8]—" It is neither gross nor subtle" ,—and others
deny unto the Brahman every kind of modification and declare
it to be immutable. And it surely is not possble to understand
one and the same Brahman as both capableand also incapable of
assuming modifications. W hy may it not be possible, like stand-
ing and moving (inthecase of oneand thesameman)? No:
because we have declared the Brahman to be immutable. Unto
the immutable Brahman, of course, there cannot be assigned
manifoldness of nature like standing and moving. We have
already said that the Brahman isimmutable and eternal inas-
much as all kinds of modifications are denied of it. Nor can we
imagine that, just as the realisation of the oneness of the Atman
with the Brahman isthe means to salvation, even sothe reali-
sation of it as capable of assuming the modifications in the form
of the world might have been intended as another independent
means for some other assignable fruit; for there isno valid proof
for the supposition. The Scripture declares the fruit tofollow
just from therealisation of the Atman as being one with the
immutable Brahman; forinstance, thetext [Brih., iv. 2. 4] which
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begins with—" Heisthat Atman, the Not-this, Not-that, " and
concludes [Brih., iv. 2. 4—" Now indeed, O Janaka, thou hast
attained the FearlessOne." From thisit followsthat in a con-
text where the prevailing theme is the Brahman, when it has
been proved that the winning of the fruit isto result just from
therealisation of the Brahman as destitute of all specific attri-
butes whatsoever, any statements therein that are met with and
that have no special fruit declared in their connection—e.g., the
statement asto Brahman being modified in theform of thewor ld—
are to be understood merely as subordinate means contributory
to the Brahma-realisation, in accordance with the maxim—
" In a context where some fruit is declared in connection with the
main-theme, any statements made without specification of a e
cial fruit connected therewith have to be regarded as subordinate
(to the main-theme )"—and not as though they are cabable of
yielding an independent fruit of their own. For, it is absurd to
declare that from a realisation of the Brahman as susceptible of
modifications there might result the fruit, viz., the Atman's sus
ceptibility to modifications, since the nature of emancipation has
to be eternal and immutable ( which it cannot be if the Atman
who isto get the emancipation were to be by nature mutable).
— But, for one who holds by the theory of the oneness of the
Atman with the immutable Brahman, because for him there is
absolute oneness, there would result the non-existence of a con-
troller of the world and the objects-controlled, and so a contra-
diction with his own solemn-declaration as to the Lord being the
cause (of the Universe). To this we say, No: For the (Lord's)
omniscience turns upon the mere unfolding of the embryonic
Names and Forms which go to make up the Nescience. It was
on the bass of texts like [Tait. Up., i. 1]—" From that Atman
sprang forth the Ether" —that we had made the solemn-assertion
[Brah. Sutra, I.i.2]—" From which (arise) the origination etc.
of this (universe)"—intended to declare that it is from the
omniscient, omnipotent Lord, whose nature is eternal, pure, un-
fettered, consciousness, that there result the world's origination,
subsistence, and dissolution, and not from the non-sentient Pra-
dhana or from some other principle. That solemn-assertion of
course stands: nor do we assert here anything which runs coun-
ter toit. How can you say that, when you declare in the same
breath the absolute oneness of the Atman without anything as
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asoond to it ?  Listen how we deolare [nothing self-contradic-
tory : Inthe Scriptural texts,and in the Smritis (based upon
them), we are told that the omniscient Lord has—as if forming a
part of his nature but not really explicable either ashaving that
nature or as not having that nature-the Name and the Form

the fabrications of Nescience and the germinal-principles of the
phenomenal-world,—-which are designated | Page 24] as the
[llusion or as the Power or asthe Nature of the omniscient Lord.
The omniscient Lord is distinct from these two, asis clear from
the passage [Chh., viii. 14.1]—" It is indeed the Ether which
achieves the Name and the Form : that which is beyond these
two isthe Brabrtian, " asalso from texts like [ Chh.,vi. 3. 2]—
"Let meunfold the Name and the Form "; or [Tait. Aran.iii.12.
7]1—" The Wise One, having congregated all forms, assgns the
names and keeps on calling out the same;" or [Svet., vi. 16 ]-
" He who makesthe one ssed manifold. * Thus the Lord be-
comes the Lord only when conforming himself to the limitations
of Name and Form made out by Nescience, like unto the ether as
conforming to the limitations of the jar, the water-pot, and the
like. And He it is who, from the point of view of ordinary life,
rules over the sentient-selfs styled the individual-souls, who are
as if a portion of Himself—analogous to the ether as limited by
the jar—and who conform to the bodies ( karya) and the organs
which are all the creations of Name and Form,—all of them the
fabrications of Nescience. Thus, then, the Lord's character as
Lord—His omniscience and omnipotence—is merely contingent
upon His being characterised by these limitations that consst
of Nescience; while from the point of view of the ultimate
truth there cannot reasonably remain any scope herein for the
ordinary conceptions of controlling, being controlled, omnisci-
ence and the like, when the Atman has once attained through
knowledge hisreal naturein which all limitations are at an end.
This has been declared by texts like [ Chh., vii. 24. 1]—"Where-
in heneither ssssanything beyond it, nor hearsanything besdes
it, nor knows anything other than itself: that is the Plenum;"
and[Brih ., iv. 5. 15]—" When in his casee everything has be-
come his very Sdf, what can he perceive, and with what can he
perceive?" Thus in the state of highest Reality all the Upani-
shads vouch for the annihilation of all phenomenal-dealings.
Tothe like effect also the Bhagavadglta [ v.14-15]--" TheLord
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creates, of these people, neither their function-as-an-aotor, nor
their activities, nor the joining of their actions with (correspond-
ing) fruit: it is Nature that does it all ( automatically)s Nor
does the L ord receive either the sin or the merit of anyone : the
knowledge is obscured by Nescience, and as a consequence of it
the creatures all go deviously "—wherein is s forth, the utter
absence, in the state of highest Reality, of ordinary conceptions
such as that of the controller and the objects-controlled, and so
forth. From the point of view of ordinary perception, on the
other hand, there are statements even in the Scriptures re-
ferringtothe Lord, the Controller, etc. Thus [Brih., iv. 4,22]
—' He is the Lord of all, the Over-lord of all bengs, the
Guardian of the creatures, the embankment that steadies all
these worlds so as to prevent their falling into utter confusion':"
[Page 25] and likewise too the Bhagavadgita [xviii.61]—" The
Lord is stationed, O Arjuna, in the heart-region of all creatures,
causing by His Power-of-1llusion all the beings to turn round
and round, asthough mounted upon a wheel. " The author of
these Sutras on his part declares the non-distinctnessfrom I t'
from the point of view of highest Reality ; while from the ordi-
nary, phenomenal view-point he declaresthat' it might happen
asin the ordinary life,’ making the Brahman equivalent to the
great ocean ( of the illustration ), and so following the mode-of-
expianation by the modification-theory—without as much as
explicitly controverting the phenomenal creation—particularly
as it might be of some utility in meditations on the Qualified
(Brahman). 14.

And because thereis a perception (of the effect) only upon the
existence (of the cause). 15.

For this reason also there is non-distinctness of the effect from
the cause ; because, namely, it is only consequent upon the exis-
tence of the cause that the effect is perceived, and not upon its
non-existence. For example, it is only when the clay is there
that ajar isobserved or when the threads are there, that the cloth
is observed. Such an invariable perception of one thing is never
observed as being necessarily contingent upon the existenoe of
quite another thing. A horse for instance, being distinct from
a cow, is not invariably found only wherea cow exists; nor, to
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take another instance, isa jar invariably found only wherethe
pot-maker exists, sincethey are two distinct things although
between them exists therelation of an effect and its efficient (but
not the constituent) cause. But, one might object, we do observe
the invariable presence of onething consequent upon the exist-
ence of another (and a distinct) thing, as for instance, the percep-
tion of the amoke (only ) upon the existence of the fire. No, we
reply. For, even though the fire be extinguished, we do observe
smoke, as contained in a cow-boy's pipe, for example. Our objec-
tor might possibly characterise the smoke as being in a particular
condition (for instance, continuous and copious and uprising)
urging that this kind of smoke does not exist where the fire is
non-existent; but even so there is nothing defective in our argu-
ment. For, we are going to say that the ground of the non-dis-
tinotness between the effect and its cause is the fact that our idea
of the former is (invariably)coloured (and inter penetrated) by the
form of the latter. Such arelation does not exist between the
fire and the smoke.

As another alternative we might read the Sutra as—"' And be-
cause of the existence of the direct-perception ( of the non-dis-
tinctness of the cause and the effect).” It is not merely on the
basis of the Scriptures that there is non-distinctness between the
effect and the cause: thereissuch non-distinctness also on the
strength of a direct perception of it. For there does exist a direct
perception as regards the non-distinctness between the effect
and the cause. Thus, in an aggregate of the threads which
make up the cloth, as apart from and beyond the thread?, thereis
not at ail observed such (a new and distinct) thing as a piece-of
cloth, the effect: what we do actually observe are mere threads
extended lengthwise and breadthwise; and likewise (there are
mer ely) the fibresin the threads (constituted out of them) and the
smaller segments in the fibres. From such a direct perceptive
cognition we can take back the chain of inference to the three
colours. red, white, and black [ out of whioh, according to Chh
vi. 4, everything is made J, and then (astheir still more ultimate
bass) the mere wind and the mere ether; and, finally, the Brah-
man as the sole Absolute without a second—where, as we have
said, all means-of-knowledge reach their most ultimate stay-and-
support.  15.
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And because of the ( antecedent) exigence of the subssquent
( dfect in the form of the cause). 16.

For thisreason also, there isnon-distinctness of the effect from
the cause: because, prior to its origination, the Veda declares
the existence of the effect, which belongs to a subsequent time, in
the cause, and in the form of the cause. [ Page 26] Thus [Chh., vi.
2.1]— All this, My boy, was undoubtedly existing in the begin-
ning;" or [Ait.Ar.,I 1 .iv.1.1]—" TheAtman verily wasalone
all thisin the beginning " —wherein there is declared a co-ordi-
nation between the effect referred to by theword this' and the
Cause. If athing does not exist within another, and as being of
one essnce with the other, it does not arise out of that; eg., oil
from sand-grains. Consequently, since, prior to origination, it
was non-distinct, so the effect, even subsequent to production,
hasto beinferred to be non-distinct from the cause. M oreover,
inasmuch as Brahman, the Cause, does not at all deviate from
existence in all the three times, so likewise the effect the world,
does not also deviate from existence in all the three times; and
snce existence as such is one only, therefore also there is nou-
distinctness of the effect from the cause.  16.

If you say ' Nay' by reason of thedesignation (of the Cause) as
' non-existence ', the reply is—No: because as appears from the
remainder of the satement, it is (a designation) by opposite speci-
fication (merely). 17.

One might urge: But in places the Scriptural texts do also de-
signate the effect as non-existence prior tothe origination : Thus
| Chh.,iii.19.1]—" All this wasin the beginningjust non-exis-
tence” or [Tait, Up.,ii.7.1]—" Non-existence, indeed, was al
this at first." From this designation of the effect as non-exis-
tencethere cannot be said to be an existence of the effect prior to
origination. Tothiswe answer, No, For, thisdesignation of the
effect as non-existence is not intended to deolare the utter non-
existence of it prior to origination, but, as contrasted with the
specification of the effect as in an evolved state of its names and
forms, thereisanother specification of it as in an unevolved state
of its names and forms; and it is by this other specification that
there ishere a designation of the effect—existing as it certainly
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IS prior to its origination, and non-disiinat as it also is from the
form of its cause. How do you know this? From the remainder
of the statement. A statement which isof d ubtful import in
the earlier part is determined in meaning by its latter pari
Here, for instance, inthetext [Chh.,iii.19. 1] —" All this was
in the beginning just non-existence"—the very same (effect)
which at the outset is referred to by the word ' non-existence
that same is agin pointed to by the word 'that and is specified
as'existence'in [Chh.,iii.19. 1] — " That was existence." [If
that' had stood for mere non-existence, | as non existence can
have no relation with the prior or the posterior time, the word
was should not properly have been used of it. So alsoin
[Tait. Up,ii.7.1]—Non-existence indeed WHS al | this at firt,"
in the part of the statement to follow we have a specific mention
to the effect [ ibid., ii 7. 1] — * That of itself transformed itsown
self,” [ Page 21 ] wh ch means rhat it was not before absolutely
non-existent. We conclude therefore than this designation of
the effect prior to its origination is merely of the nature of an
opposite specification. In ordinary life anything with a fully-
evolved name and form is known as afit object for being called
existence ; hence, prior to its evolution with names and forms, it
can be taken in a secondary sense, and declared to be as though
'non-existence.'  17.

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

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

6 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. |
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gination, yet it isin milk alonethat there exists a certain subtle
(predisposing) form of the curds, and not in clay; and in clay
alone that there exists a certain subtle (predisposing) form of
the jar, and not in milk: then, inasmuch as the antecedent con-
dition is characterised by this subtle (predisposing) form, there
results a throwing overboard of the theory of the (antecedent)
non-existence of the effect (in the cause), and the establishing
of the theory of the ( antecedent) existence of the effect (in the
caue \ If, as another alternative, one were to post in the cause
a certain potency for invariably producing certain specific effect
only, this potency cannot serve as a determining principle of the
effect if it were to be either distinct (from effect) or altogether
of the nature of non-existence; for, its non-existence or distinct-
ness would not be specifically restricted to (particular effects
and not others). Hence, the potency has to be of one essence
with the cause, and the effect has to be of one essnce with the
potency. — Moreover, it is necessary that between the cause and
the effect, as between the substance and its qualities, we should
assume an identity of-essence, asthereis no distinctness between
them such as there is between a horse and a buffalo And even
with the hypothesis of the Intimate-Relation ( samavaya) if there
has to be assumed arelation (of seme sort) between the Intimate-
Relation itself on the one hand, and the intimately-related
objects on the other, between this ( new-relation) again and the
things which it keeps in relation, a yet newer relation of some
kind has to beassumed, and so on ad infinitum, which would |lead
to the contingency of nun-finality. If, on the other hand, there
iS no assumption of such a relation, there would be the contin-
gency of the breaking asunder ( of the relation). Should you
here urge that the Intimate Relation, being itself of the nature
of arelation, would be related to the objects without the neces
sity of any intervening relation then (the quality called) Contact,
being no less of the nature of a relation, ought to be related (with
the objects in contact) without requiring an (intervening) Inti-
mate Relation (as» you assume). The assumption of an Intimate
Relation is also purposdess because (pairs) such as the substance
and its qualities are actually perceived as being identical-in-
essence—How,mor eover ,would the effect which is an aggregate
of parts subsst—if it isto do so—upon its cause, viz., its consti-
tuent parts? Would it subsist upon (i) all the parts taken toge-
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Now, the point of SankarScharya's contention is that if jar is to
be produced, let ussay, to-morrow, to say that there is its non-
existence to-day, and that this non-existence is to end after 24
hours is an abuse of language, "To-day" ie not any the poorer or
the richer for the non-existence of the jar or for a host of other
non-existences. The non-existences being mere voids, how can
you distinguish the non-existence of to-morrow's would-be jar
from the non-existence of the day-after-to-morrow's would-be jar
or plate or piece-of-cloth ?

—Sutra 18, line 47. — The king Purnavarman is also alluded to
by Sahkaracharya in his Bhashya on the Chhandogya Upanishad,
i. 23 (Anandasrama ed., page 115 )—

A4 QUaAo:; {0 AFARAATASST, YSgATE {0 UST-
gAnSiy |

Are we justified in regarding Purnavarman and Bajavarman as
names of actual kings ; and even if they are the names of actual
kings, must we regard them as more or less contemporaries of
Sankaracharya ? There are also names of other kings mention-
ed by Sankaracharya. Thusunder I 1. iv. 1 he says—

a7 fGegqar F=Tdf)

and under 1V .iii.5—
759 @igl qeani aal wafey aq: FRgaaRy |

One of these, Balavarman, hasbeen with great probability iden-
tified with a Chalukya prince of that name who can be assigned
to theperiod, cir. 767 to 785 A.D. (seelndian Antiquary for 1912,
p. 200). Jayasimha and Krishnagupta are more dubious figures.
We know of no namesthat would exactly fit thetime. Thelate
Justice Teiang tried to identify Purnavarman with a Magadha
prince of that name belonging to cir. 600 A.D, But as a consi-
derable mass of recent evidence marks the end of the eighth
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ception; but such a perception never takes place as by necessity.
Morrover, if the whole were to reside upon any single part fully
and ¢ mpletely, then inasmuch as athing gets its status by per-
form jng its function,and inasmuch as the whule (which,is toper-
form the functior) is only one. even by the horn (which by hypo-
thesis is equal to the whole animal) it ought to perform,say, the
function of the udder, or by the chest, the function of the back,
But we never notice anything of the kind.

Further, if the effect were to be non-existent before its origi-
nation, then the ( process of) originarion would have neither a
( grammatical ) subject nor any substantiality For, origination
is certainly an action, and as such necessarily requires, like the
action of going and so forth, a ( grammatical) subject. That we
should have an action and that it should be without a ( gramma-
tical ) subject is a contradiction. When we spesk of ajar origi-
nating, if the origination is not to have the jar as its ( grammati-
cal ) subject, we will have in that case to imagine some other
(grammatical) subiect for it, (say, the potsherds). And similar-
wise when we speak of potsherds etc. originating, we will have
to imagine something-else as being the ( grammatical  subject
of thru action. If that were true, when one says the jar origi-
nate- he will have to be taken to say that it isthe pot-maker
and other cause that are originating. In ordinary life, however,
when there is a statement made about the origination of ajar one
never understands that even the pot-maker and so forth are being
originated: rather, these are understood to have been already
originated. — If, further, one were to argue that the origination
of, and the acquiring-of-a-concrete-individuality by, an effect is
simply the effect's coming into [samavaya] relation with its
cause, and with the ( genus,) existence ( respectively ). you have
to explain how one that has not yet obtained a substantiality
can have any relation at all. A relation is possible only between
two existing entities, and not between an existing and a non-
existing entity, or between two non-existing entities.—Moreover,
( when you spesk of the non-existence of an effect prior to its
origination,) since non-existence' isvoid of all characterisa-
tion-, itsdelimitation as' prior to origination' is inadmissible.
Inordinary lite it is existing entities like houses and fields that
are seen to poess such delimitations, and not a non-exietenoe.
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For, surely, an attempt at delimitation like—"Thebarrenwoman's
son was the king before the coronation of Purnavarman "—can-
not convey any specification asto when the barren-woman's son,
who is void of all reality, became or isor will become king. If
ever, forsooth, the barren-woman's son wereto come into existen-
ce subsequent to the operation of the causal agencies, then only
would it stand to reason that the non-existing effect might step
into existence subsequent to the operation of the causal agencies.
We, however, hold the view that since the barren-woman's son
and the non-existing effect are both of them equally non-exist-
ing entities, therefore, just as the barren-woman's son could not
step into existence subsequent to the operation of the causal
agencies, even so would the non-existing effect not come into
existence sub-equent to the operation of the causal agencies It
might be objected: if that were so, the operation of the causal
agencies would be reduced to purposelessness  For, just as no-
body ever busies himself (when producing ajar) to induce (the
clay, pot-maker and other) causes to (assume an existential form)
because these are already existing entities, even so, [ Page 29]
if the effect were to exist prior to origination, and were to be of
one essence with its cause, then nobody would exert himself to
endow the effect with the form-of-existence. But people do thus
exert themselves. Hence, with a view to make the operation of
causal agencies purposive, we would be inclined to regard the
effect as non-existing prior to its origination. — The objection is
not valid, we reply, since the operation of causal agencies will
have motive enough in that, thereby the cause is to be made to
assume the form of an effect. That this' form of the effect’
again is also of one essence with the cause, inasmuch as what
does not already exist in the cause as of one essence with it, can-
not as we have said,-be originated. Besides, owing to a mere
difference in the ( external) form being observed, there cannot be
assumed to be an otherness in the thing's real essence. For, sure-
|y, Devadatta (seated ) with his hands and legs drawn together
does not pass over into another entity in essence when one obser-
ves him in (‘another ) position with his hands and legs stretched
out; for, there isthe recognition of his being the very same in-
dividual. In a like manner our parents etc., even though we
observe them day after day in different varying postures, do not
become different in essence, inasmuch as there is the recognition
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that he is my father, brother, son, etc (as the case may be). And
if one were to object that this may be right in those cases where
the ultimate limit of a difference in birth has not been crossed
(and the individuals do not utterly disappear from us), but not
so in the other cases: wesay, Nay. For even in (the ordinary
caxe of a cause-effect relation, viz.) milk and so forth assuming
the form of curds, we see the transformation taking place before
our very eyes. And even where, as in the case of the seeds of a
Banian tree and the like ( where the transformation into sprouts
etc takes place while they are) concealed from our sight, when
the seeds spring up into our view after the accretion to them of
other parts similar to their own, and so assuming the form of a
sprout and the like, then we are to call it their birth; and when
these same parts waste away and we (ultimately) cease to see
them, then we are to call it their death,—if it is the intervention
of a birth and a death thus understood that is to make what was
non-existence to become existence and what was existence to be-
come non-existence, then we will have to recognist the child in
the foetus and that lying on its back (after birth) astwo distinct
ones. Similarly too we will have to assume a distinction ( of in-
dividuality) even in the conditionsof childhood, youth and oldage
which would entail the contingency of giving the go to the ordi-
nary dealingswith the parents and the like.—Her eby the (Buddhi-
stic) doctrine of Momentarine«s isalso to be understood as refured.
—He, on the other hand, who consders the effect as non-extent
prior toitsorigination: in histheory the operation of causal agen-
cies will have no material on which to operate: for, asthe non-
existent (effect) cannot be the material, it would be like the em-
ployment of various weapons such as sword etc., for the purpose
of hacking the ether to pieces. If you contend that the operation
of caudal agencies can have (the clay ) the inherent cause as the
material to work upon, we say, No: for, it would involve an un-
warranted license in logic if the causal agencies operating upon
one thing (the inherent cause) were to bring into existence
another (and quite a distinct) thing. And if it be held that the
effect is merely a subtle-form of the inner-essence of the inherent
cause, we demur, because that would bring you round to the
doctrine of the (antecedent) existence of the effect (in the cause).
Hence it follows that it is the very (causal) substances, milk and
so forth, that come to pe designated as effects when they stand
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forth under the form of (the effects like) curds and the like.
Consequently even after a hundred years one will not be able to
reach the conclusion that the effect is distinct from the cause.
Accordingly, it is(Brahman), the First Causethat, right down to
its most ultimate effects, assumes, like an actor, the forms of the
various effects, and so comes to be the bass of all the pheno-
menal dealings. Thusfrom reasoning we arrive at the doctrine
of the existence of the effect prior to its origination, and its non-
distinctness from the cause.

We arrive at the very same conclusion even from another
Scriptural-text. Since in the preceding Sutra there was cited a
Scriptual-text which designated the cause as non-existence it
is a text different from that which is meant by 'another' Scrip-
tural-text, and which designates it as 'existence,'—namely one
like [Chh., vi. 2. 1] : "Existence alone, My dear boy, wasall this
in the beginning, one and without-a-second.” [ Page 50] And the
passage [ in Chh., vi. 2. 1 ]—"" And now some declare that it was
nothing but 'non-existence' in the beginning" —introduces the
view as regards (the effect being) non-existence,' and, calling
this view into question by the words ( following )—" How could
existence be produced out of non-existence ?'—reaches the final
conclusion that—" Nothing but existence, My dear boy, was all
thisin the beginning." Here, inasmuch as, in the condition
prior to origination, the effect which is denoted by the word'this
ispi oed by the Scriptural-text in co-ordination with the cause
which is denoted by the word existence,' there follow the (two)
conclusions as to the (antecedent) existence (of the effect) audits
non-distinctness (from the cause). |If the effect were non-existent
prior to origination and were to come into the relation of 'sama-
v&ya' while it isbeing subsequently produced, then it would be
distinct from the cause Under this suppostion the solemn-
declaration [Chh. vi. 1. 3]—" By which what has not been heard
becomes something already heard...." —would be rendered nuga-
tory. The solemn-declaration on the other handisratified (only)
by believing in the (antecedent) existence (of the effect) and (its)
non-distinctness (from the cause). 18.

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

And like unto the life-breaths gc. 20.

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

—is fully ratified. 20. Hereendsthe Topic (6) styled Word-
Initiated World.
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TOPIC 7 : CREATOR HIGHER THAN THE SOUL
(Sutras 21-23)

In consequence of the designation of the other One as this, there
arises the contingency of his not-doing what is beneficial, and so
forth, 21.

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

7 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. ]
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remember: it was by me that thiswondrous globe of theuniverse
was fashioned. Every one, in fact, after doing athing, clearly
remembers that he has done it. Further, just as the magician
does, without any effort and whenever he willsit, wind up the
magical-illusion spread out by himself, even so ought the embo-
died-soul too (be ableto) withdraw this creation. But, of afact,
this embodied-soul is not able to withdraw even his own body
(and limbs) without making an effort. Thus then, aswe do not
notice the doing of any beneficial actions etc., it follows that
the creative process emanating from a sentient cause cannot
stand to reason.  21.

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

[Page 32] The word 'but’ turns back the objection. That
Brahman, omniscient and omnipotent, and eternal, pure, sen-
tient and free by nature, and which is over and above and dis-
tinct from the embodied-soul: it is That which we declare to be
the Creator of the world. To It the contingencies, such as not
doing the beneficial etc, do not apply. For, to It there does not
exist anything beneficial to be achieved or anything harmful to
be averted, as it is by nature eternal and free. There does not
exist in Its cae anywhere any hindrance to knowledge or to
power, because of I1ts omniscience and omnipotence. The embo-
died-soul on the other hand is not of this nature, and to it do
apply the defects such as not doing the beneficial etc. But this
soul we never declare to be the creator of the world. Whence do
you get this? On account of an intimation of distinction. De-
clarationslike[ Brita,ii.4.5]—" The Sdf, forsooth, My dear, is
to be seen, to be heard, to be reflected upon, to be meditated
upon;" or [ Chh., viii. 7.1]—"He is to be sought after, to be cog-
nised;" or | Chh,, vi.8.1]—"Itisthen, My dear boy, that one
becomes of-one-essence with Existence;" or [Brih.,iv. 3. 35j—
—and many more of alike nature, which assert a distinction of
the agent and the action and so forth, designate the Brahman as
being more-and-beyond the individual soul.

But it might be urged that there is also an assertion of non-
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distinction, suchas[Chh.,vi. 8.6] — " That thouart"—and the
like. How could contradictories like distinction and non-dis-
tinction be both true? But that is no objection. For, in more
than one place it has been established that there is a possibility
of both on the analogy of the (elemental) ether and ether-in-the-
jar. Further, when there has been awakened the consciousness
of the non-distinction by declarations such as [ Chh.,vi. 8. 6]—
1 That thou art "—and the like which point out that non-dis-
dinction, then there results a falling away of the individual
soul's relation to the phenomenal world, and also of the idea of
the Brahman as being its creator, inasmuch as that right know-
ledge wipes out all kinds of dealings-in-phenomena, which are
(just) a pageant set afoot by false knowledge. From that point
of view, where is the creation, and whence can there be defects
such as not doing the beneficial etc ? Thistransmigratory-world
which givesrise to these notions of not doing what is beneficial
etc. is an erroneous-perception based upon the failure to discri-
minate between (the Brahman and ) the limiting-adjuncts, con-
sisting of this whole assemblage of bodies and organs, which are
the fabrications of names and forms that are themselves figured
forth by Nescience: it has, as we have stated time and again, no
existence from the point of view of the Highest Truth—evenlike
thefeeling of the |' as being the subject of birth, death, cutting,
piercing, and the like ( whichreally belong to the body only).
Aslong, then, as the notions of distinction (and dealings based
upon these) remain un-sublated, so long the intimation of dis-
tinction contained in texts of the nature of [Chh., viii. 7. 1]—
"He is to be sought after, He is to be known "—testifies to the
Brahman being over-and-above (the individual soul), and so dis-
pels the contingency asto our theory being open to defects like
not doing what isbeneficial, etc. 22.

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

[ Page 33 Just as in the world, in the case of stones, which
all partake of the common characteristic of 'earth-ness,' there
are some stones, very precious, like diamonds, lapislazuli, etc.,
others of medium excellence like crystals, and others of low
value, only fit to be thrown at dogs and crows, so that we notice
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a manifold variety amongst them; and just as of seeds which
are grounded in the same soil we notice a very large variety in
their leaves, flowers, fruits, smell, sap, etc.,, asin a sandal or a
kimpaka; and just as one and the same foodjuice produces diversi-
fied effects like blood, etc. and like hair, down, and the rest: even
S0 it stands to reason that one and the same Brahman should give
rise to the differentiation between the individual selfs and the
Highest Self, and to the manifoldness of the creation. Hence,
there is no cogency in that, that is to say, there is no cogency in
the defect imagined by our opponent. The word and' (in the
sutra) suggests a cumulation of arguments like the authoritative-
ness of the Scripture, the nature of the modified forms as merely
due to word-initiation, and the other analogous instance of the
diversity of things visible in the dreams. 23. Here ends the
Topic (7) entitled Creator Higher than the Soul.

TOPIC 8: CREATOR'S CAUSAL PARAPHERNALIA

(Sutras 24-25)

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

The statement made that the sentient Brahman, one without a
second, is the cause of the world, cannot be maintained. Why?
Because the accumulation [of causal paraphernalia] is observed.
For, in ordinary life, we observe pot-makers, [weavers|, etc, the
authors of jars or pieces-of-cloth or the like, producing their res
pective handicrafts after having furnished themselves with mate-
rials and instruments like clay, staff, wheel, threads and such-
like accumulation of mainfold causal paraphernalia. The Brah-
man, however, you intend to s¢ forth as being devoid of any
assstance. If It is not going to gather together other means-of-
work, how can you maintain Its character as a Creator ? Conse
quently, Brahman is not the cause of the world. To this we reply
that it is no [valid] objection; for, as in the cae of the milk, this
can be explained as a consequence of its peculiar innate-nature.
Just as in the world we find milk or water of its own accord
getting modified into curds or ice without needing for it any ex-
traneous means, just so it might be in this case too.— But it
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might be urged, even the milk and thelike do require extraneous
means, like heat etc., while they are becoming transformed into
curds, etc.: how can you then say—*or, itislikethemilk? This
is no objection. That kind of modification and that degree of
modification which milk of its own accord undergoes, that same
kind and degree of modification towards the form of the curds is
merely accelerated by the use of heat etc. If indeed milk were
not to possess of its own accord an innate proclivity for becom-
ing curds, even the heat etc. would not by force succeed in trans-
forming it into curds. For, surely, the wind or the ether can-
not be perforce compelled to assume the form of curds by heat
and the like. The presence of causal auxiliaries merely contri-
butes to the perfection of the effect. But Brahman is already
possessed of a perfection of powers : not by anything extraneous
is its perfection to be brought about. Thereis a Scriptural text
to that effect [Svet., v. 2] —[ Page 341 "There exists neither the
body nor the organsto Him, and we do not see any one who is
His equal or His superior; we hear of His highest and diversified
power, as also, of knowledge and strength and activity, which
are His by nature,” Therefore we can understand, even of the
one solitary Brahman, in consegquence of its possessing a mira-
culous power, this diversified modification, as in the case of
the milk. 24.

And also like [the analogous cases of] the gods etc. of ordinary
experience. 25.

This may be so. In the case of non-sentient objects like the
milk etc, therecanwel |l result themodificationintheform of curds,
without the necessity of any extraneous means, because that isan
observed fact. But pot-makers etc., who are sentient beings, are
observed to proceed to produce their respective handicrafts not
without a full equipment of means and instruments. How then
canthe Brahman, sentient as it is, start the activity without any
assistance? — We reply, like the [ analogous cases of] gods, etc.
Just as in the world we notice gods, manes, sages and such other
personalities of great prowess,—sentient too as they all are,—yet,
irrespective of any extraneous means and by reason of being en-
dowed with peculiar potence, creating, alone and by the act of
mere meditation, many abody and apalace and a car and thelike



Il.i. =] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 54

Page 34
of diversfied make-and-pose—as can be asserted on the autho-
rity of the Samhitas, the Brahmanas, the Histories, and the
Puranas; and just asthe spider spinsout webs out of itself, or the
female crane conceives without semen, or the lotus-plant moves
from onelake to another (ad joining) lake without requiring any
extraneous means of travel: even so the sentient Brahman too
can create the world out of itself and without standing in need
of any extraneous means.—If against this one were to urge that
analogies of the gods etc., which are adduced for the Brahman,
are not quite on a par with the case sought to be explained by
analogy. For, the gods etc, do have their non-sentient body
which can serve asthe material for fashioning miraculous objects
like other bodies etc. and not their sentient souls, while in the
caze of the spider it is its saliva produced by eating smaller in-
sects which, when hardened, becomes the thread of the web: and
as to the female crane, she conceives upon hearing the noise of
a thundering-cloud ; and as concerning the lotus-plant, finally,
from one lake it approaches another lake by its own non-
sentient body, which is propelled by an (in-dwelling) sentience,
as does the creeper the tree; and it is not a case that, being itself
non-sentient, it is able to perform the movement towards another
lake. Therefore, all these analogous instances do not fit in with
the Brahman. To this our reply should be: that is no defect.
For, what was wanted to be conveyed was just the difference of
these cases with the ( other) parallel instances of the pot-makers
and thelike. While, then, the pot-makers etc. and the gods etc.
are both equally sentient, the former, before beginning an action,
stand in need of extraneous means, but not the latter; in an ana-
logous manner the sentient Brahman for its parts could also si-
milarly [ Page 35] dispense with all extraneous means—this was
all that was intended to' be conveyed by the adduced analogies
of the gods and the like. The point isthat it is not an invaria-
ble rule that exactly the same potence that has been observed in
the case of the one should precisely tally with that of all others.
25. Here endsthe Topic (8) entitled Creator's Causal Parapher-
nalia.
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TOPIC9:IMPARTITE'SPART-MODIFICATION
( Sutras 26-29)

The conclusion then stands established that the cause of the
world isthe sentient Brahman, one without a second, which, on the
analogy of the milk and the like, or the gods and other instances,
assumes a modification of itself, without standing in need of any
other extraneous means. By way of a further probing of the
ascertained conclusion of the Sastra,he isnow bringing up another
objection once more—

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

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

teaching the impartite nature of the Brahman, would become

disturbed. Furthermore, if we assume parts toit, therearises

the contingency of its non-etemality. In every way then this

theory cannot possibly be sustained : Thus the objection. 26.

But on account of the Scripture: the Scripture being the (only)
basisof it. 27.

By the word ' but' he dispels the objection. There certainly
exists no flaw in our theory. To begin with, there is not the con-
tingency of a whole-sale transformation. Why?  From Scrip-
ture.  Just asthe Scripture declares to us the creation of the
world from Brahman, [Page 36] even so there isa declaration as
to the existence of the Brahman independently of its modifica-
tions, inasmuch as there is an assertion of the Cause and its
modifications as being distinct from one another : namely [Chh.,
vi. 3. 2]—" Andthe Divinity reflected :" having by means of this
soul, this Self, subsequently entered these three divine entities,
let me unfold the names and the forms " or [Chh.,iii. 12. 6]—
" Thus much is his greatness. greater than that is the Purusha.
Al the beingsform aquarter of Him, Hisimmortal three-quarters
are in the heaven;" and the like. Also there are passages which
speak of the heart as His abode, and passages which speak of the
(individual soul's) merging back into Existence. If the entire
Brahman had been used up in the process of transformation into
its effect, then the specification referring to the condition of deep-
sleep, namely, [Chb., vi.8. 1] — " Then, My dear boy, he becomes
merged back into Existence"—would become inapplicable in-
asmuch as the individual soul remains always merged into the
essence of the modified Brahman (as being itself a modification
of the Brahman), while (beyond the Modified Brahman) there
exists no unmodified-Brahman (into which it can become merged
during deepsleep). Also there are texts placing the Brahman
beyond the pales of our perceptive-organs, whereas the modifica-
tions of the Brahman (which by hypothesis exhaust the Brahman)
are always within the range of the perceptive-organs. Hence
there does exist an unmodified-Brahman.—Nor does this involve
a disturbance of the Scriptural passages regarding impartiteness,
because we assume likewise its impartiteness on the strength of
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the Scriptural declarations themselves. For, Brahman has the
Scriptures as the only basis and the word-testimony as the only
means-of-proof, and it is not open to sense-perception. We have
therefore to believe in it just as the Scripture teaches it. Andthe
Scripture propounds both these in the case of the Brahman : its
part-transformation and its impartiteness. Why, in the case of
charm-beads, spells, herbs and the like, as we know them in the
world, we see their mainfold potences depending upon differences
in place, time and other circumstances, and giving rise to many
self-contradictory effects. Now, if even these cannot be deter-
mined by mere logic, in the absence of special instruction asto
what specific thing has what particular potences helped by an
assignable set of auxiliaries, what particular spheres of action,
leading to what particular consequences. how much the more reason
there is not to expound, except with the concurrence of the Scrip-
ture, the characteristics of Brahman, the real nature of which is
beyond the ken of even thought! Thus, likewise, declare those
well-versed in the Puranas [ Mbh., vi. 5. 12]—"Those objectsin-
deed that are beyond thought : them one should not bring under
the yoke of logic. That which is beyond the normal-pheno-
mena—such is the definition of the Unthinkable,” Hence it can
arise only from Scripture: this understanding of the true-nature-
as-it-is of things that are beyond the pale of sense-perception.

But, it might be urged, even the Scripture cannot make us ac-
quiese in a self-contradictory statement, such as, that the Brah-
man is impartite, that it assumes a modification, and that the
entire whole is not modified. If Brahman be at all impartite,
either it ought not to be ever modified, or the entire whole ought
to be modified. And to assume that in some of its aspects it
gets modified, while in the others it remains [ Page 37 Junmodi-
fied, virtually makes it possessed of parts owing to this assumed
difference in aspects. For, it is only in matters pertaining to an
action that even a Felf-contradictory teaching like [ under Jaim.
Sutra, x. 8. 6] — " He takes the Shodasin-cup in the Atiratrarite:
He does not take the chodasin inthe Aiiratra rite,"—can have
the perceived contradiction therein composed by resorting to an
option in practice; because an action, after all, rests upon an in-
dividual'swill. But in the present case even recourse to option
cannot possibly remove the contradiction, because the nature of

8 [ Brahmasutrabhahya, Trans. |
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reality does not depend upon any man's will. Hence the view
contains an ineradicable difficulty. Wereply that it is not so;
because we can assume the differences in the aspects (of the
Brahman) as merely the fabrications of Nescience. For, surely,
owing to a difference in aspects fabricated by Nescience, the
thing-as-it-is cannot be rendered liable to partition. Becauseto a
person suffering from eye-disease the moon appears as if double,
the moon inreality cannot of course be double. It isthrougha
difference in aspects consisting of names and forms which are
the fabrications of Nescience—aspects, one of them developed
and the other undeveloped, and both of them not susceptible of a
discrimination as to whether they are or are not other than That
(Brabman)—that the Brahman comes to be the basis of all phe-
nomenal dealingsinvolvingliability to modification; whereas
initsultimate real nature It transcends all the phenomenal deal-
ings and abides as ever unmodified (and unmodifiable), seeing that
the distinction of names and forms is a fiction of the Nescience
and is merely word-initiated, so that (in reality) it does not mili-
tate against the impartiteness of Brahman. Nor need we suppose
that the Scriptural statement about modificationprimarilyintends
to teach the modification itself, because no fruit is made known
as resulting from such a comprehension. It is, on the other hand,
intended to teach the real-essence of Brahman as devoid of all
phenomenality, because a fruit is declared asresulting from that
comprehension. Thus a Scriptural passage [Brib.,iv. 2. 4]—
introducing thetheme with—" Thisisthat Not-this,''Not-that'
Atman"—goes on to say : " New hast thou verily reached the
Fearless, O Janaka !" Accordingly, in our theory there exists no
possibility of any flaw. 22.

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

Further, one need not here contentiously ask, how one and the
same Brahman can have amultiform creation without violating
its real nature, since, even in a self whois one and who is seeing
adream, amultiform creation without violating hisreal nature
Is declared to arise in thetext commencing with [Brih., iv. 3.10]
—"There there are no (real) cars, nor yoke-animals, nor paths; and
yet he creates the cars, the yoke-animals, and the paths." Andin
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ordinary experience too we come across manifold creations of
elephants, horses, and the like amongst the gods and amongst the
magicians, etc., without thereby vitiating their real (unitary)
nature. Similarly, even in the unitary Brahman—and without
destroying its real nature—there can exist a multiform crea
tion. 28.

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

[ Page 38] In our opponent's own theory also the same flaw
exists. The view endorsed by the follower of the Pradhana-
theory is that the impartite, infinite Pradhana, void of sound
and other qualities, is the cause of the effect, which is divisible
into parts, of limited dimensions, and possessed of sound and
other qualities. Even inthat view there arises the contingency
of a wholesale modification of the Pradhana which is impartite,
or avitiation of the assumption of its impartiteness. But it
would be pointed out that they do not at all assumethe Pradhana
to be impartite. There are the three eternal qualities of Sattva,
Rgjas, and Tamas. The Pradhana is merely a state of equipoise
of these (three qualities), and so with these very parts it is capa
ble of division into parts. But the present defect cannot possibly
be remedied by this kind of liability topartition, since Sattva,
Rajas, and Tamas are each of them equally impartite. And if
one of thesein turn, with the other two as auxiliaries, is to be the
constituent cause of asimilar world of phenomena, then (by parity
of reasoning) there does arise the contingency of the same objec-
tion being urged against your own view. But inasmuch as rea-
soning isalwaysunstable [ Brahmasutra, I 1 . i. 11,] if you arein-
clined to (flout our reasoning and) believe inthe Pradhana's being
in fact capable of partition, then there presents itself the contin-
gency of its being impermanent, etc. Andif your idea were that
it is the potences as inferred from the diversity of effects that are
the (so-called) parts, those can be made equally available in de-
fence of the propounder of the Brahman-theory. — In alike man-
ner in the case of the follower of the theory of Atoms, when he
assums the conjunction of one atom with another, if, as being
without parts, the atom is to come into contact with another atom
inits entirety, then, asthere could be no further increase in the
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size, the result (of the conjunction) would be a mere atom (and
not abinary); And if the atom were to come into contact at
gome of its parts, then that would militate against the ascription
of impartiteness to the atom, so that in this theory also there
arises the same contingency (as in ours); and that ought not
to be therefore pressed against just one of the opposing theories
only. As for the propounder of the Brahman-theory, he has re-
futed the objection directed against his own view. 29. Here
ends the Topic (9) entitled Imparfcite's Part-Modification.

TOPIC 10: FULLY-EQUIPPED DIVINITY
{Sutras 30-31)

We have said that even from the unitary Brahman there can
properly arise this manifold assemblage of modification in conse-
quence of the Brahman being endowed with manifold potences.
But, it might be asked, how do we know that the Highest Brah-
man isjoined to such manifold potences? The reply follows—

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

We have to assume that the Highest Divinity isequippedwith
all powers. Why ? Because it is thus declared. For, the Scrip-
turedeclaresthejoiningof theHighest Divinity withall powers:
for instance [ Chh., iii. 14. 4—"Possessed of all actions, all desi-
res, all odours, all tastes; encompassing all this, the unspeaking,
the unconcerned;" or [Chh., viii. 7. 1]—"He of truthful desires
and truthful purposes;” or [Mundaka, I. i. 9]—"He who knows
all andrealiseseverything;" [Page 39] or [Brih., iii. 8.9]—"It
is at the behest of this, the Immutable One, O Gargi, that the sun
and the moon stand sustained;" and others of like import. 30.

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

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



61] TOPIC 11: FINAL END OF CREATION [—II. i. 32
Page 40

without mind;" andthelike. How can such a Divinity, albeit
endowed with al | powers, be able to proceed to activity ? For, even
the godsand others although sentient and endowed with all powers,
we learn, are ableto proceed to various activities only because
they are equipped with a spiritual body and spiritual organs.
Moreover, when there has been a denial of all characterisationto
the Divinity in the text [Brih., iii. 9. 26]—"Not-this, not-that,"
how can the Divinity be coupled with all potences?— What was
to be said in answer to the above has been already stated before.
This Brahman is altogether unfathomable, and penetrable only
to the Scripture, but impervious to reasoning. Besides, we can-
not lay down the rule that what potence was seen in the case
of one. in the same manner it should exist in the case of another
also. That the Brahman, in whose case all specifications have
been denied, can yet be joined to ommipotence has been already
explained by us by setting forth the distinction of aspects asima-
gined by Nescience. The Scriptural textlikewise[Svet.,iii.l9]—
*Without hands and feet, and yet swift and able to grasp: He
the eyeless sees, He the earless hears'—declares, in the case of
the Brahman—albeit destitute of all organs—the possession of all
kinds of potences. 31. Here ends the Topic (10) entitled Fully-
Equipped Divinity,

TOPIC 11: FINAL END OF CREATION
{Sutras  32-33)

The theory of a sentient First Cause is, from another point of
view, again called into question—

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

That the sentient Highest Soul should have created this globe
of the Universe does not stand to reason. Why ? Because of the
purposiveness of (all) activities. For, inthisworld, we never
observe any sentient person—where he proceeds to act after pre-
vious deliberation—commencing any activity, however slight be
the effort involved init, if it does not subserve some purpose of his
own: much less an activity involving such avery heavy exertion.
And there isthe Scriptural text [Brih.,ii 4.5] confirming this
concensus of commonsense—[Page 40) " Not indeed. My dear,
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does all this become dear unto one in the interest of all this, but
ra'her does ail this become dear in the interest of one's own Self."
And thereisinvolved avery heavy exertion in thisactivity, viz
that of creating this globe of the Universe with all itsarray of
detailshigh and low. If now all this ( mighty) activity of the
sentient Highest Soul isto be assumed to minister to his own
(specific) ends, then the absolutely self-sufficient nature of the
Highest Self, as endorsed by the Scriptures, would be vitiated.
If, on the other hand, there be no purposiveness (in the activity),
there would result an absence of theactivity itself. Andin case
you were to say that, just as we at times observe even a sentient
person, in afrenzied state, performing, by reason of his intellec-
tive apparatus being out of gear, activitiesthat aim at no benefit
to himself, even so might the Highest Self be taken to have gone
about the action, then, in that case, the omniscience of the
Highest Self, as attested by the Scriptures, would be overthrown.
Hence, that a sentient being should have been the author of the
oreation is atheory that does not hold together. 32.

But, asin ordinary life, it might be mere gort.  33.

The word "but' negatives the objection. Just asin theworld,
in the case of one who has all his desires fully satisfied—say of
aking or of aroyal minister—-we do observe, inthe way of play-
ings and recreations, various activit ies of the nature of mere sport
and not in anywise aimed at any other extraneous purpose ; and
just as ( movements like) up-brcathings and out-breathings etc.
take place by very nature and without aiming at any extraneous
purpose: even so in the case of the L ord also there can take place,
by His very nature, an activity of the nature of mere sport and
without aiming at any other purpose. For, of course, there can-
not be imagined to exist in the case of the Lord any other pur-
pose, whether we view at it logically or in the light of the Scrip-
tures. Nor can you gainsay what is only the (intrinsic) nature
of any one. And although the creation of this entire globe of
the Universe might appear to us as a very heavy exertion, yet to
the Highest Lord it is but sheer sport; for, He has immeasurable
powers. And although indeed, in ordinary life, even inthe sports
there can be attributed some slight purpose, still, in the present
oase, not even such a purpose can possibly be posited, because of
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the Scriptural declaration of His self-sufficiency. Nor canthere
result a cessation of the activity, or a frenzied activity, because
the Scriptures avow both the creation and the omniscience. Nor
finally, should this fact be forgotten that the Scriptural account
of creation—as it comes within the sphere of the phenomenal-
dealings in names and forms, which are but the figurations of
Nescience—is not to be underj-tood from the point of view of the
highest truth, but is to be taken as having been aimed at setting
forth the Brahman as the real essence of everything. 33. Here
ends the Topic (11) entitled Final End of Creation.

TOPIC 12: INEQUALITY AND CRUELTY
( Sutras 34-36)

Once again is brought up an objection against the Lord being
the cause of the origination etc. of the world, with the object of
strengthening the view solemnly averred, following herein the
maxim of infixing apeg [by shaking it and the soil at itsroot]-—

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

[Page 41] The Lord cannot reasonably be the cause of the world.
Why? Because there arises the contingency of His inequality
and cruelty. For, He makes some—e.g., the gods etc.,—experience
greatest happiness ; others—e. g, the beasts and the fike—He
makes suffer the greatest miseries ; while others still—e. g., men
etc —He allows to experience (both these) in moderation. That
the Lord should have created the world with such an unequal
dispensation arguesin His case the presence, asin that of an
ordinary mortal, of love and hatred ; and so there arises the
contingency of a flat contradiction of the Lord's nature of
passionlessness as determined by Hevealed-texts and compile-
tions-of-authority. Then again, there arises the contingency of
an ascription to Him—because He brings about visitations of
sorrows and encompasses the destruction (at Dissolution) of the
entire creation—of compassionlessness and of extreme cruelty, for
which even the most wicked conceive a loathing. Therefore,
owing to this contingency of inequality and cruelty, the Lord
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cannot be the cause. To this contingency we make the reply that
the Lord does not stand open to the charges of inequality and
cruelty. Why ? Because of ashowing of [due] consideration.
If indeed the Lord were to create this creation, with its (patent)
inequalities, entirely irrespective of any consideration,then there
could arise these two faults: to wit, inequality and cruelty. But
He does not function as the Creator irrespective of any conside-
rations. TheLord creates this world together with its inequali-
ties after showing all [due] consideration. Whatis it to which he
shows all [due] consideration ? We answer : it isto themerit and
the demerit. Consequently, that the creation shows inequalities
in consideration of the merit and demerit of the creatures about
to be created argues no fault inthe Lord. TheLord should rather
be viewed upon like the rain. For, just asthe rain constitutes
the common cause for the production of crops (like) rice, barleyi
etc, but as regards the differences inrice, barley, etc., it is the
peculiar potences inherent in the various seeds of these that
constitute the special causes : even so the Lord is the common
cause for the production of the gods, men, and the rest of the
creation, while as regards the inequalitiesbetween the gods, men,
etc. it is the actions appertaining to the various souls that serve
as the special causes for the same. Thus, in consequence of His
showing [due] consideration, the Lord is not to be arraigned for
thefaults of inequality and cruelty. — But how do you know that
it is out of such [due] consideration, that the Lord, creates this
world with its differentiation of the high, the low, and the mid-
dling?— For o, in fact, the Scripture declares [Kaush. Br.,iii.8]
—" It is indeed He alone who makes that man do a good action
whom he desires to lift up to these higher worlds; and it is He
likewise who makes another man do a bad action whom he
desresto drag downwards;" or again, [Brih.,iii. 2. 13]—"Good
does one become by good action, bad, by bad action.” Smriti too
shows that the Lord metes out rewards and punishments only in
consideration of the specific actions of beings, as in (the Bhaga-
vadgltaiv. 11)—" Whatsoever people in whatsoever manner be-
take themselves to me, them in that very manner | accord treat-
ment;"—and others of the same kind. 34.

If you say, thereis noKarman, because of non-differentlation
we reply” No, on account of beginninglessness.  35.
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[ Page 42] In consequence of the pronounced-declaration of
non-differentiation prior to creation, asin the text [Chh., vi. 2.1]
—" Existence alone, My dear boy, was all this in the beginning:
one and without a second," there does not exist any Karman out
of consideration for which there might ensue inequalities in the
creation. For, Karman comes into existence only at a time sub-
sequent to the creation, as being dependent upon differentiation
into the body and the like; and if the differentiation into the
body and the like were to be dependent upon the Karman, there
would arise the logical defect of a mutual interdependence (or of
reasoning-in-a-circle). Consequently, if the Lord were to pro-
ceed, subsequent to such a differentiation, to create (in [dueJ
consideration of the merit and demerit), He might do so. But
prior to the differentiation, there being the absence of any Kar-
man which could be the cause of the diversity (in the world), we
are compelled to posit the first creation as being free from all in-
equalities. To this objection we demur, because of the begin-
ninglessness of this transmigratory-creation. It might have
been a defect, if this transmigratory-creation ever had had a
starting-point. But the world, being without a beginning,
and, between the Karman and the inequality in the creation
there being established an unending chain of the relation of
cause and effect—as in the case of the seed and the sprout—
there is no contradiction present in the Lord's creative
activity. 35.

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

It sandsto reason, and is also attested. 36.

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

9 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. ]
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has been saidthat the L ord cannot be the cause of thisinequality.
Nor can Nescience alone and by itself be the cause of this in-
equality, because it is of a uniform nature only (and as such
incapable of causing any inequality ). For, Nescience can be the
cause of inequality only as circumscribed by the Karman indu-
ced by latent-impressions due to afflictionslike passion, etc. But
we cannot have a body unless there is Karman, and there can-
not be Karman unless there be abody : so that there arises the
fault of mutual interdependence. If, on the other hand, we
assume a beginninglessness, there can be offered an explanation
in conformity with the maxim of the seed and the sprout, and so
there would be no defect of any kind.—Further, we have it attest-
ed also—thisbeginninglessness of the transmigratory-world—in
the Scriptures and the Smritis. In the Scriptural-text, to begin
with, there isan indication of the world's beginninglessnessinas-
much as, at the very starting-point of the creation, the words
[Chh.,vi. 3. 2]—" By means of this Soul, this Self "—designate
the embodied-self by the term jiva or individual-soul, which im-
plies a sustenance of life ( by the individual-soul in some exis-
tence prior to the creation that isto be). If there had been any
definite beginning to the series-of-tiansmigrations, how could
there have been, at the very threshold of the creation, a designa-
tion by the word jiva,—which implies as its basis a sustenance
of life,—if the self had never (i nany earlier creation) sustained
lifeat all 7 Nor can you say that it is an (anticipatory) desig-
nation: because he is going to sustain life in the timeto come ;
for, more powerful than the relation that isto comeis the re-
lation that has already been, because that stands forth as an
accomplished fact. [ Page 43] The words of the Sarhhita also
[Rigveda, x. 190. 3] — " The Creator fashioned the Sun and the
Moon as before,"—testify to the existence of an antecedent
fashioning ( of the Sun, the Moon, and the whole creation). In
the Smritis too we come across the beginninglessness of trans-
migratory-world, as in[Bhagavadglta, xv.3] — " There is not
to be perceived here any form of it: neither the end, nor the
beginning, nor the support. * And in the Purana it has been
established that there is no measuring of the world-creations
that have been in times gone by or that are to follow in the time
tocome. 36. Here endsthe Topic (12) entitled Inequality and
Cruelty
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TOPIC 13: EVERYTHING IN ORDER

(Sutra 37)

In the Vedic theory as hitherto demonstrated,- viz., that the
sentient ferahman isthe constituent as well as the efficient cause
of the world—the defects alleged by our opponents, such as Dis-
parity-in-Nature, and the like, have been now set at rest by the
Great Teacher. Now, being about to commence a section princi-
pally devoted to arefutation of other people's theories, he hrings
to a conclusion the section principally devoted to (showing) the
acceptability of his own theory—

And because all the qualities properly fit in. 37.

Since, with the acceptance of this Brahman as the cauee of the
world, all the characteristics that are demanded of a cause are
seen, in the manner hitherto shown, to harmoniously subsist
therein—namely, the Brahman's being Omniscient, Omnipotent,
Master of the great Illusion, and soforth—therefore, no more can
this Upanishadic theory be called into question. 37. Hereends
the Topic (13 ) entitled Everything in Order.

Here ends—in the Work of the holy and blessed Feet of the Re-
vered Sahkanu the Pupil of the holy Feet of the Revered Goiinda,
the blessed Ascetic-preceptor with the Title of " Paramahansa'—
in this Comment expounding the Real Nature of the Embodied-
Self—the First Quarter of the Second Chapter.






CHAPTER SECOND

QUARTER SECOND

TOPIC |: REFUTATION OF THE SAMKHYAS
( Sutras 1-10)

[Page 45] Although the main-purpose of this Treatise is to ex-
pound the true intention of the Upanishadic texts and not, as of
some rationalistic system, to establish or refute a dogmaby mere
reasonings, still it behoves those that claim to explain the Upani-
shadic textsto rebut systems of thought like that of the Samkhyas
and others that are opposed in tenor to the true [ Vedantic] philo-
sophy : and it is for this purpose that the following Quarter is
undertaken. Inasmuch as the determination of the real purport
of the Upanishadic texts was conducive to [the attainment of]
the true view, it was the establishment of our own theory by
determining that purport that was effected at first; for, that
is of more consequence than a [mere] refutation of the opponent's
view. But [ we will betold], for the sake of persons desirous of
salvation [ and not of earthly triumph] it would be proper, as
being a means to that salvation, merely to establish what con-
stitutes your own view, which isto help the discernment of the
[so-called] true philosophy: of what use then the refutation of
the opponent's views, which would [only] engender ill-will for
others ? True what you say. Nevertheless the great treatises of
the Samkhyas and others are accepted by many master-minds :
and finding that these treatises [ also ] profess to teach the "true
philosophy," itislikely that some peisons of dull intellect may
form the notion that even these are to be folio wed for the acquisi-
tion of oorrect views. And they may come to believe in them be-
cause they claim to be based upon profound ratiocination, and
also because their authors are declared to be omniscient. Hence
it isthat an effort is being made to demonstrate their utter worth-
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lessness. —But [again it would be urged] already before in Sutras
like[1.i. 5]—"1nconsequence of' seing not the non-Scriptural

[ Pradhana],” or [ |.i.18]" By reason of 'desiring' thereis no scope
for the inference [-established Pradhana]” or, [ |. iv. 28] " And
with this, all [texts] are explained — are explained " — a re-
futation of the Samkhya and of other views was effected : why
then repeat what had been already done ? We reply—The Samkh-
yas and others, in the establishing of their own theory, go to the
length of even citing Upanishadic texts and interpreting them so
as to make them conformable to their own theory. What was
accomplished before was just to prove that what these persons
offer as an interpretation is asham interpretation, not the correct
interpretation. Now, however, the special point is to effect an
independent refutation of their reasonings without making any
appeal to the Scriptures.

By reason also of the impossibility of design and arrangement,
not the [ Samkhya] inference established Pradhana]. 1.

[Page 46] Now the Sarhkbyas argue thus.—Just as the pots,
plates, and other discrete existences containing in them the
common essence of clay, are observed in the world to be preceded
by atotality constituted out of clay-essence, sosimilarly all the
discrete existences whatsoever, internal as well as external,
are interpenetrated by a pleasure-pain-infatuation nature, and
must therefore be held to be preceded by a totality constituted
out of the pleasure-pain-infatuation essence. Now this totality
constituted out of the pleasure-pain-infatuation essence is no
other than the Pradhana with its three aspects ( gunas) which,
like the clay, is non-sentient and which, with a view to
achieve the purpose of the Purusha, evolves itself, and of its
own accord, into the diversified modifications. So also, on the
strength of inferential marks like finiteness [ Sarhkhyakarika,
15 ], they establish the same Pradhana. To that we reply—If
the view is to be established only on the ground of analogical-
instances [ and not on the authority of the Scriptures], then, we
say, that a non-sentient entity, unsupervised by onewho is senti-
ent, is never observed in the world to give rise, of itsown accord,
to modifications calculated to fully accomplish any specific ends
of the Purusha. For, we notice that in our world objects like
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houses, palaces, beds, seats, pleasure-grounds, etc.—capable as
these are of securing and warding off pleasure and pain [respec-
tively] as occcasions may arise—are constructed by talented
artisans.  In the same manner all this external world, the earth
and the rest, which is capable of affording fruitionunto all one's
varied Karmans, as aso the internal world, the body and the
rest, with its attendant distribution into various classes, and ex-
hibiting several specific dispositions of limbs, and forming the
basis for our experiencing the fruition of multiform Karmans,—
such as we actually seeit to be : how can all this, impossible as
it must be for even talented artisans—the most honoured amongst
them—to asmuchas mentally grasp : how can the non-sentient
Pradhana construct it ? For, we do not observe such a power [ of
construction] amonst logs and stones and the like. So aso in
clay and the like, we observe an orderly arrangement of a speci-
fic form [ only ] when they are supervised by the pot-maker and
others. On the same analogy there ensues the contingency of
the Pradhana also being regarded as supervised by some one else
whois sentient. Further, [when the clay and the pot-maker to-
gether originate the pot,] there seems to be no constraining rea
son why the nature of the basic cause should be determined only
by taking into consideration the nature of the material cause
like clay, tothe exclusion of all consideration of [the nature of]
external (efficient) cause likethe pot-maker. Thereis no contra-
diction involved if this be admitted : nay, we would thereby
conform to the Scriptures by acknowledging a sentient [ first ]
cause. Hence, on the strength of the argument that design-and-
arrangement remains unexplained, no non-sentient world-cause
could be established by inference.

On the basis of the word cha (also) [ in the Sutra] the author
understands " as well as by reason of the impossibility of the
[alleged] homogeneous-constitution ( anvaya) etc.," and thereby
he supplementally establishes the untenability of one other
[Samkhya] inference. For, itis not possibleto maintain that the
discrete-existences, internal and external, are constituted out of
pleasure-pain-infatuation, seeing that pleasure and the others are
felt to be subjective, whereas sound and the other [physical quali-
ties] are felt to be not of the nature of these, themselves, but are
felt to be rather the causes (occasions) of these.  Further, even
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though the sound and the other [physical qualities] remain the
same, still, under different emotional -attitudes, differing varieties
of pleasure etc. are experienced.— Then again, because the diffe-
rent discrete and finite existences like the root, the sprout, etc.
aie observed to be preceded by cohesion [of seed, soil, water,
light, air, etc.,] and hecause the different internal and external
existences are discrete-and-finite, therefore, if one is going to
argue that these latter must also be preceded by the cohesion [ of
the three aspects with each other in varying proportion], then
there will ensue the contingency of regarding even these aspects
of Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas as themselves preceded by a cohe-
sion [ of some other basic causes|, seeing that the aspects also
possess the same discreteness or finitness. — Lastly, asto the re-
lation of cause and effect [ as by itself a proof for Pradhana], we
e that relation in the case of beds, seats, and the like, which
are effects brought into existence after intelligent-supervision,
and therefore it is not possible to conceive that the different dis-
crote existences, internal and external, could have, on the
ground of that relation of cause and effect, any non-sentient
principle astheir [first] cause. 1.

As also because of the [ impossibility of | activity. 2.

[Page 47] Never mind the design-and-arrangement. For the
effecting of the same you cannot any better establish that acti-
vity—that deviation from the state of equipoise—that grouping-
together of the Sattva, Rajas and Tamas with one as dominant
and the other two as subsidiaries—that proclivity for originating
specific products—as belonging to Pradhana by itself, indepen-
dently, because we do not observe it in the case of clay and the
like, nor in the case of a chariot and the like. For, it is not the
case that clay and the like, or the chariot and other objects, being
by themselves non-sentient, and neither supervised by sentient
beings like the pot-maker and others, nor by a horse and the like,
are ever seen to put forth activity calculated to bring about a
specific effect (or result). And from what is observed we prove
what is not [and cannot be] observed. Hence, even on the
grcund of theimpossibility of explaining activity, the non-senti-
ent [ Pradhana] is not to be inferred as the world-cause. — But
[our opponent may say], nomore do we observe any activity in
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the solitary sentient. Thatisvery true. Nevertheless what we
do observe isthe activity of the non-sentient chariot etc. when
it is joined to some sentient being. Yes; but we do not find the
activity actually residing in the sentient being which isjoined to
something non-sentient.  What then is the correct hypothesis?
Isthe activity to belong to that whereinit is actually perceived,
or to that, being joined with whom itis observed to ensue ? Is it
not reasonable [our opponent may ask] to ascribe the activity to
that in which it is actually seen, because we actually observe
both [the activity and the chariot which isits substratum I;
whereas there is no direct-perception—as thereis of the chariot
and the like—of the sentient as being, by himself, the sub-
stratum of the activity in question ? Even the very exis-
tence of the sentient as conjoint with the body in which acti-
vity subsists isin fact to be proved by inference only, seeing
that aliving-body is found to be distinct-in-nature from a mere-
ly non-sentient chariot and thelike. And it is as a consequence
of this that the Materialists, finding that the sentiency can be
perceived only when the body is perceived, and that the same
cannot be perceived when the body is not perceived, have come
to the conclusion that the sentiency belongs [ as a property ] to
the body itself [there being no need to postulate an independent
Atman], Hence, [concludes our opponent,] the activity belongs
to the non-sentient itself. To this we reply—We do not wish to
assert that the activity does not belong to where we all observe
it, viz, the non-sentient [ chariot, or body]. Letit by all means
belong to it: only we wish to pointout that the activity proceeds
from the sentient; because where thisis, that is; and where this
IS not, that isnot. Just as, that [peculiar] modification in the
shape of [emitting] heat and light, which we see subsisting in the
[burning] log-of-wood and thelike, and which we do not perceive
as existing in the fire by itself [without any fuel], has neverthe-
less to be regarded as proceeding from none but the fire [ as its
source], since it is observed upon its ( fire's) contact, and not
observed upon its separation; even so here. As to the Materia-
lists, finding that it is the sentient body [ of the horse etc] that
originates activity in the non-sentient chariot and the like, it is
not-inconsistent [from their point of view ] that they should con-
cede the sentient to be the source of the activity,
10 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. |
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If it be urged—In your view the Atman, although joined to the
body etc., cannot, by reason of his having the nature of mere in-
telligence and nothing else itself move, and cannot [afortiori]
be apossible source of the activity [ in others]; wesay, No: for,
like a magnet, or like the [qualities of ] colour etc., he can, albeit
devoid of activity himself, cause activity [in others]. Just as
[ that it to say] the magnet-bead, although itself not moving, can
be the cause of the movement of the iron; or just asobjects like
colour etc., themselves not moving, can cause movements of the
[senses of] eye etc, even so the Lord, although himself without
movement, still, being omnipresent, and omniscient and omnipo-
tent, as also the inward-soul of everything, can fitly cause every-
thing else to move. A.nd if it be argued that He, being severely
alone [Page 48], cannot be properly the cause of motion, as there
is nothing besides him that he can move, we say, No; for, this
objection has baen more than once rebutted by us on the ground
of the infusion of the Cosmic Illusion which, through nescience,
sets afoot all the varied names and forms. Hence it follows that
activity becomes possible only on the theory of an omniscient Lord
as the cause, and not on the theory of anything non-sentient as
the cause. 2.

If it be said—on the analogy of the milk, and of the water [ Pra-
dtiana can have activity], there too, [we reply, is the presence of
the Sentient ]. 3.

Well then, just as milk, itself non-sentient, moves of its own
accord for the nourishment of the calf; or just as water, itself
non-sentient, flows downwards of its own acoord for the benefit
of mankind ; even so may the Pradhana, itself non-sentient, put
forth, of its own accord, activity for the purpose of accomplish-
ing the ends of the Purusha. This, we reply, is not soundly
argued ; because, even there, in the case of the milk and of the
water, we have to infer that the activity is only caused by their

Reading matravyatirekena in line 22. The readiug matravyatirekena,
although given by some editors does not seem to have sufficient M. autho-
rity. Itcau, however, bemadeto yield good sense. With that reading
translate; If it be urged—in your view the Atman athough joined to the
body etc. cannot possibly hive an activity over and above his nature as
pure intelligence, and so it cannot become a source of any activity ; etc
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being under the direction of a sentient cause; because in the
mere non-sentient chariot, asisin fact assented to by both the
parties to the dispute, there is not observed any activity. There
is alsothe Scripture [Brih.Up., iii.7.4]—"He who, abiding
amidst waters, controls the waters from within ...";or [ibid.,
iii.8.9]—"Itisatthe behest, O Gargi, of thisthe Immutable that
therivers flowing eastward and in other directions move on ;"
which proclaims the Lord as being the controlling cause of all
the movements in the world down to the tiniest tremor. Con-
sequently, theillustration of the milk and the water that is addu-
ced isnoillustration [allowable by us), because [to us] it is[not
an indubitably established fact—as all illustrations must be—
but] amatter falling under the category of what-is-yet-to-be-
proved (sadhya). In the case before us, the sentient cow can
properly be said to cause the movement of the milk [into the
udders] through her affectionate desire, the sucking done by the
calf merely occasioning the drawing outwards of the milk. Nor
is there any absolute independence [of movement] in the case of
the water ; for, flowing does require the presence of a lower level
of the ground. And it has been shown [by the Scriptures] that
in all such cases there is the need of the sentient. — In Sutra
[11.i.24]—" If one says No, because the accumulation [of causal
paraphernalia] is observed, we demur : for, it islike the milk "—
what was intended to be established by the illustration was that
even in consonance with the common-sense point of view, it is
possible for an effect to take place spontaneously and irrespec-
tive of any causal factors outside of itself. From the point of
view of the Sastric truth, however, the need of a[controlling]
Lord that has to be acknowledged is by no means intended to
be set aside. 3.

And because there is not [in the system] any entity outside [ the
Pradhana to act asthe controller, it] becomes unrestrained [ as
regards the activity]. 4.

In the Samkhya view the three aspects (gunas),when remaining
in the condition of equipoise, are the Pradhana; and beyond these
naught else that is external to it exists as the source of the acti-
vity or of the cessation-from-activity, of the Pradhana. Asto
the Purusha he is unconcerned, and can accordingly neither
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cause nor inhibit the activity, with the consequence that the
Pradhaha remains without restraint. And being so unrestrain-
ed, that the Pradhana at times puts forth its modifications in
the form of the Mahat and the rest, while at other times it does
not do so : this is unreasonable. As to the Lord, He being
omniscient and omnipotent and endowed with the great Cosmic-
[lTusion, His activity and cessation-from-activity do not involve
any contradiction. 4.

And because of its absence elsewhere, [ Pradhanas activity
is] not analogous to that of grass and the like. 5.

[ Page 49 ] Be that as it may, just as grass, herbs and the
like [ when eaten by the cow ] get transformed into milk etc.,
of their own nature and quite irrespective of any other inducing-
cause, even so the Pradhana may assume the modifications in
the form of the Mahat and therest. And if it be asked, how do
we know that grass etc. work irrespective of any other inducing-
cause, we reply, Because no other cause is observed to be opera
tive. Had there indeed been observed any other cause as opera-
ting, then, at our pleasure, it should have been possible to join
that causeto the grass and the like and so manufacture milk as
much as needed. But we are not able to manufacture it. Hence
the transformation of grass etc. takes place of its own accord.
So can it be with the Pradhana. — Tothis our reply : Pradhana
can have a spontaneous modification on the analogy of grass and
the like provided of coursethe grass and the like can be assumed
to get transformed of their own accord : but we do not make that
assumption, because another inducing-cause is actually known
to be operative. How is such a cause known to be operative ?
" Because of its absence elsewhere. " For, it is only that grass
etc. that is used by the cow that alone turns into milk, and not
that rejected by her or usedup by bulls etc If the transformation
were to be without [extraneous] cause, then grass and the like
should have been turned into milk even without coming into
contact with the cow'sbody. Further, just because men are not
able to accomplish anything at their pleasure, that does not
mean that the effect in question needs no cause at all. For, there
isone class of effects that can be accomplished by men, and
another class of effects, to be accomplished by supernatural
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agency. And men too are able, by employing proper means, to
secure grass and the like and manufacture it into milk. For,
persons desirous of securing plenty of milk make the cow eat
plenty of fodder, and thereby get plenty of milk. Hence, the
modification of the Pradbana does not, any more than that of
grass and the like, take place of its own accord. 5.

And even though assumed, there is no [ assignable] motive [ for
the Pradhana's activity]. 6.

We have thus established that there is no spontaneous activity
of the Pradbana. And even though we were, forsooth, to
humour your belief and assume a spontaneous activity for your
Pradhana, still there would persist a defect [ in your theory ].
Why ? " Because of an absence of motive." For, if itis to be
argued that Pradhana's activity is spontaneous and does not
stand in need of anything else in connection with it, then just
as there is no need of any co-operating cause, even 0 there will
be no need for any motive for that activity; and as a consequence
your doctrine that the Pradhana puts forth its activity for ac-
complishing the ends of Purushawill have to be thrown over-
board. And if our opponent were to urge that it is the co-operat-
ing cause that the Pradhana can dispense with, but not as well
the motive for itsactivity, we have to demand that he ought
to exactly point out the motive alleged for Pradhana's activity ;
whether it is the Purusha's pleasure-pain experience, or his
salvation, or both. If it be the pleasure-pain experience, what
kind of athing can it be in the case of the Purusha whose real
nature permits of nokind of accretion [ for either the removal of
an existing deficiency, or the acquiring of an adventitous pro-
perty ] ? Andif assumed, it would involve the contingency
of an obsence of liberation for the Purusha. If [ the motive bel
liberation, then [ Page50] liberation being already, even an-
terior to the Pradhana's activity, a fait accompli for the Purusha,
that activity would become unmotivated ; and as a consequence
sound and the other objects in the world will remainunperceived
by anybody. And even fi, finally, a double motive be assum-
ed, still, inas much asthereis an infinite number of forms which
the Pradhana can assume and which the Purusha hasto perceive
[one and all ], there is sure to ensue the same absence of libera.
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tion- Nor canthe activity be intended to dispel the longing
[that might otherwise be felt). For, the longing cannot belong
to the Pradhana which is non-sentient. Nor can the Purusha,
pure and partless as he is, conceive any longing. If, asa last
resort, the activity were to be believedin, as otherwise there
would ensue tho contingency of the [ Purusha's inherent | power
to perceive and the [ Pradhana's inherent ] power to transform
itself being rendered nugatory, then, just as [admittedly] the
power to perceive cannot be annihilated, so also the power to
transform cannot be annihilated, thereby, once more, giving
rise to the contingency of an absence of liberation, because the
Samsara will have to remain unannihilated. Consequently, it
does not stand to reason to say that the Pradhana's activity is
for the sake of the Purusha. 6.

And if onthe analogy of the [ lame and the blind ] man, and of
the magnet, even there [ the argument is defective]. 7.

Let that remain. Just as a certain person endowed with the
power of segjjng but destitute of the power of movement—i. e, a
lame man—night mount upon the back of another person—the
blind man—possessing the power to move but deprived of the
power to see, and might lead to the latter's movement; or just as
the magnet-piece, although itself not moving, occasions move-
ment in theiron; even so might the Purusha originate activity
in the Pradhana: and it ison the strength of this analogy that
our opponent might again enter the arena.  To that we make the
rejoinder that even so there is no getting rid of the deficiency.
There ensues, to begin with, the defect of abandoning the accep-
ted position ; for, there is the [Samkhya] assumption of the
Pradhana spontaneously putting forth its activity, and the
assumption, further, that the Purusha does not originate the
activity. Further, how could the unconcerned Purusha origi-
nate the activity in Pradhana? For, the lame man [ of the
illustration] guidesthe movement of the blind man by means
of speech etc There cannot exist any such guiding activity
in the Purusha, who is incapable of all activity whatso-
ever. Nor will he occasion movement by mere contiguity, as
doe9 the magnet; because, as the contiguity is an eternal fact,
there would ensue eternal activity [and no liberation]. Inthe
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case of the magnet whose contiguity can be adventitious, there
isthe possibility of causal-activity for securing the contiguity,
and the magnet also needs[once in awhile] to be polished.
Hence, the analogy of the [ lame and the blind] man and of the
magnet cannot be adduced. Thus then, the Pradhana being non-
sentient, and the Purusha being utterly unconcerned, and there
being the absence of a tertium quid to bring them into relation,
their relation cannot be established. And if arelation be assum-
ed [ merely | because there is the capacity for being related, then,
inasmuch as that capacity cannot be destroyed, there would
again ensue the same contingency of an absence of liberation.
And [ even if the analogies now adduced are held to explain the
activity still, ] as before, so here too can be urged the various
alternatives eventuating the absence of amotive[for theactivity].
Contrariwise, in the case of the Supreme Lord, He isunconcern-
ed from the point of view of hisreal ultimate nature, while He
can [ yet] be the source of activity when viewed in relationto
his power of Cosmic-Illusion, And thisisthe superiority of our
own position. 7.

And also because the relation of dominance [ and subservience |
cannot be made cogent. 8.

And for this other reason too activity on the part of the Pra-
dhana is not possible. For, when the [three] aspects, Sattva,
Rajas, and Tamas, abandon their [assumed] nature of natural
subservience and dominance [in turn], and abide in their own
[quiescent] nature of equipoise, that is the condition of the
Pradhana. [ Page 51 ] Now in that condition [the three aspects],
being self-determined as regards their own nature and unwilling
to forego that nature, cannot possibly enter, with reference to
one another, into the relation of subservience and dominance:
and there being no extraneous factor to bestir and compel them,
there cannot result the origination of Mahat and the rest, which
requires a disturbance in the equilibrium of the aspects. 8.

[. And in case another inference [to meet the defect pointed out]
be formulated, vet by reason of the privation of the power of intel-
ligence [ in Pradhana the defect would persist ]. 9.
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But still it might be urged—We will formulate the inference in
another manner so asto avoid the contingency of the defect just
pointed out: for we do not, forsooth, assume the aspects to be
absolutely self-determined and immutable, as there is no valid-
proof for it. The nature of the aspects has always to be assum-
ed conformably to the functions to be performed by them. Acc-
ordingly we can attribute to the aspects that type and variation
of nature which would adequately explain the functionsthat they
have to put forth. As a matter of fact it is our assumption that
the nature of the gunas is [ constantly ] mutable. Hence, even
in the condition of equipoise, the gunas can be taken to already
possess the potentiality for being thrown into a state of uneven-
poise—Even s, [ we reply ] inasmuch as the Pradhana is devoid
of the power of intelligence, the defects already urged above,
viz., impossibility of design-and-arrangement, and the others,
remain intact. And in case you were to infer, for your Pradhana
the power of intelligence [because you require it], then you
would cease to be our antagonist, because belief in one, sentient
material-cause producing the infinite variety of this world is
practically an assent to the Brahman-theory. Moreover, even
when you ascribe to the gunas, while yet abiding in the state
of equipoise, the potentiality for being thrown into an uneven-
poise, yet, in the absence of a specific inducing-cause, they may
not at all [translate that potentiality into actuality] and be
thrown into the uneven-poise, or in case they are so thrown,
there being again an absence of any specific inducing-cause in
the matter, they would always be thrown into that conditicm of
uneven-poise, so that even the defect noticed in the immediately
preceding [Sutra] does stand attributable. 9.

And it is incoherent because of contradictions. 10.

Further, this Samkhya theory is self-contradictory. Some-
times they enumerate seven indriyas, sometimes eleven. Simi-
larly, in some places they advocate the origination of the Tan-
matras from the Mahat, in other places, from the Ahamkara. So
too at times they speak of three internal-senses, at times of only
one. Asto the contradiction with the Sruti teaching the Lord
asthe First Cause, and with the Smriti that follows in its wake
that is quite patent. For this reason likewise the theory of the
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Samkhyasisincoherent. Tothisarejoinder: But isnot the theory
of those who claim to follow the Upanishads equally incoherent
inasmuch as they do not assume a olass-distinction between what
isoppressed (lit. heated ) and what oppressss (heats) ? To ex-
plain, those who maintain the hypothesis that the Brahman,
alone and the inner-self of all, isthe cause of all this phenome-
nal-existence, must assume that the oppressed and the oppressor
are specific-forms of one and the same At in an, and not entities
belonging to different classes And if the oppresssd and the
oppresors are to be specific-forms (or attributes) of one and the
same Atman, he can never divest himself of these forms, namely,
the oppressed and the oppressor, sothat the Sastra, prescribing
right knowledge for the subdual of all suffering, loses all sense.
For surely, abright-lamp, possessng the attributes of heat and
light, cannot—as long as it retains its essence—| Page 52 ] be
ever imagined as divested of those two attributes. And then, as
to the analogy of the water, waves, ripples, foam, and the like
that was adduced [ | | . i. 13 -], theretoo the mass of water con-
ceived as a unitary entity posesss the waves etc., in their alter-
nating manifest and non-manifest forms as its attributes alike
permanent, so that in that [illustration] too, water as an essence
remains for ever incapable of being divested of [the attributes of

the waves and therest. That the oppressed and the oppressor
must belong to different dasses is in fact quite well-known in
theworld. For, we always notice that the seeker and the object
sought for are distinct from each other, If the object sought for
were indeed to be not different from the seeker himself, then in-
asmuch as the objeefc-sought-for—with reference to which a
given person is to be the seeker—must be, for that seeker, ever
permanently-present, hewill not at all be a seeker with reference
toit. Just as, analogously, a bright-lamp, the essence of which
is light, possesss the object called light permanently present
within itself, and so the lamp in question will never haveto be
a seeker of that light, seeing that it iswith reference to an ob-
ject that is yet to be attained that a seeker would ever care to
sek. Sotoo, the object sought for will cease to be an object of

search. For if it were to be an object of search it can only search

itself. And that can never be; because the seeker and the ob-
ject sought for arerelativeterms, and a relation can subsst only

11 [ Brahmaautrabhashya, Trans. |
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between two related objects And never in one and the same Obj ect.
Consequently the object-sought-for and the seeker must be dis
tinct from one another. So also the object averted and theaver

taw. "What is agreeableto the seeker id to him an object to be
night for; what is disagreeable, an object to be averted. Theone
individual is coming alternatiogly into relation with thesetwo
New what isto be sought for being very little and what is to be
averted very great, both the one and the other oan indifferently
be styled objects to be averted; and [the totality of] these,[as
eonifeuting the Sameara], is designated the oppressor. And the
one oppresed is the one Furusha who is alternating)? com-
ingintorelations with those two. This being the casg, if the
oppressad and the oppressor were to constitute only oue essence,
there would be the impossibility of any liberation. When on the
contrary they constitute two distinct classes, then, by the avoid-
anoe of that which might cause their conjunction, liberation can
become day or the other, deemed attainable.

To all thiswe say, Nay. It isbecause of this very oneness
that thelelation of the oppressed and the oppressor cannot be
possible in the case  The defect pointed out might hold if, even
while constituting a unity of essence, the oppressed and the op-
pressor were to comeintorelation with each other asthe [oppres
sd | object and the [oppressing] subject. But this cannot be;
and for the very reason that they constitute unity. For, the fire,
surely, being a unity all by itself, cannot burn or illumine itself,
even while granting that it posssss the distinctive attributes
of beat and light and is also capable of assuming modifications.
Isit then at all conceivable that the one ate-oiutelyimmutable
Brahman can be susceptible to the relation of the oppressed and
the oppressor ? — Wherethen, as a matter of fact, doesthisjela-
tion of the oppressed and the oppressor subsst >—We reply, don't
you seethat it is theliving body, upon which the action [ of be-
ing scorched J takes plaoe, that istrie oppressed, while the sun is
the oppressor ?  But | objects our opponent] oppresson isakind
of pain, and thfct can belong to some sentient entity, and not to
the non-sentient body. For, if the oppresson wereto be endur-
able by the body alone, with the body's destruction [ot death]
there would be an effortless end to that, so that one might not
have to long for any [other] means for the distinction of the
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same . To thiswereply as follows.--We do not observe that, in
the absence of the body, the sentient, alone and by hiwself
undergoes the oppression, For, surely,you also do not ascriberm
in the absence of the body—any modification in the form
of suffering to the merely sentient [Punihha]. Nor do you as

mucbas admit any [vital ] connection between the body and tha
sentien lest ther might ensue, | the Purusha's] impurity and
other drawbacks. Nor, forsooth, doyou allow oppression ielf
to be oppresssed  How then is it possible even for you to explain
the relation of the oppressed and the oppressor? If you we to

reply that it isthe Sattva | aspect] which is the oppressed, and
it is the Rajas which isthe oppressor, we say, nho; because the
sentient cannot possibly be deemed as coming into any vital-
relation with these two agpects. |f the sentient be asserted to be
[ Page 53] asit were undergoing the oppression, because he [ for
the time] acceptsthelead of the Sattva, that impliesr-ninasmuch
asyou use the words as it were '—that as a matter of fact: the
sentient does not undergo the oppression. If hereally does not
do 0, the use of the words as it were ' involves no defter For,
in virtue of the mere assertion that*the amphisbaenais likethe
serpent’ the amphisbaena does not prove venomouss nor by
reason of the assertionthat " the serpent is like the amphisbana'
does the serpent lose its venom. Hence then it has to be assum-
ed that this relation of the oppressed and the oppressor is an
effect of nescience : it does not exist from the point of view of
highest truth. And if thisbe the case, no deficiency of any kind
can beurged against my own position. — But if you were to
assume that the oppression has, as a matter of absolute reality,
to be undergone by the sentient, then in that case it is under
your system that there would ensue an utter impossibility
of liberation. [ especially ] since you regard the oppressor
| PradhSna] as an eternal entity. To this it may be perhaps
replied that, although the oppressed [ Purusha] and the oppres
sing power [ Pradhanai | be asumfcd to be permanent entities,
yet inasmuch as the oppresson requires for its happening a con-
nection | between the two entities ], which can result only from
[ a specific-] cause, liberation far eternity can still be possble
when the connection in question comes to m absolutely termi-
nated this last coming to pass when uon-dfecriraination [bet-
ween the Pradhina and the Purusha ], which isthe cause of fehe
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connection referred to, has been done away with. But we demur:
because the specific cause assumed in the case namely non-
discrimination, is nothing but the guna called Tamas, and that
too is assumed by youto be eternal. Further, there being no
fixed rules asto when any given gunais to be dominant or sub-
servient, no definite anticipation can be made as to when the
cause of that connection would cesse to be operative, and hence
it would be equally uncertain as to when there would [ possibly]
result a disjunction [betweenthetwo]: sothat it will be upon
theSamkhya himself that an impossibility of liberationwill be
inevitably forced. Asto the follower of the Upanishadic doc-
trine, as he asumes that the Atman is all aone, that Atman
cannot be at all liable to the relation of the subject or the object
[ of oppresson]: and in the light of the Scriptural declarationto
the effect that all phenomend variety is merely word-initiated
there cannot ensue, even in dream, any doubt as to an absence
of liberation in his theory. From the point of view of pheno-
menal reality, however, the relation between the oppressed and
the oppressor must be assumed to exist just there where, and just
in the very manner in which, it is observed to exist. There can
be no objection taken to it, nor any refutation offered of it. 10.
Here ends the Topic (1) called the Refutation of the Samkhyas.

TOPIC : GROSS-LONG ANALOGY.

(Sutra 11)

The theory which recognised Pradhana as the cause has been
refuted. Now it isthe thoery recognising atoms as the cause
that hasto be refuted. To begin with, however, there is an ob-
jection raised by the Atornists against the Brahman-theory which
we will sa at rest. — Now, thisis what the Vaiseshikas assume.
Qualities inherent in the cause-substance originate in the effect-
substance other qualities of the same nature, as follows from the
fact that from white threads we observe a white pieceof-cloth to
originate, and we never observe its contrary occurence. There-
fore! in case the sentient Brahman is to be assumed as the cause
of the world, the[ quality of J sentiency ought to be, likewise,
inherent in the world, the effect. But inasmuch as we do not
find that to be the casg, it is not reasonable that the sentient
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Brahman should bethe cause of the world. Now this presump-

tion of theirs he is causingto run counter to their own basic

theoretical position.—

Or it mav be on the analogy of the gross and the long as
[effects originating] from the 'short' and the infinitesmally-
spherical' If.

Thisis their theory. — The atoms, we are told, having ceased
for a while[i. e, during world-dissolution] to originate effects,
remain possessed of the qualities of colour etc., appropriate [ to
each class of atoms], and of their infinitesimally-spherical
dimension. Subsequently, these atoms, being heralded by the
" Unseen-principle" and helped on by mutual conjunctions and
the like, give rise to all the varied assemblage of effects in
an orderly-sequenoe, commencing with the binary-compound,
[ Page 54 ] — the qualities of the cause originating [ invariably ]
other [ accordant ] qualitiesin the effect. When [ for instance]
two atoms originate the binary, then it isthe special qualities of
colour and the like residing in the atoms, say the white colour,
that originate in the binary another white colour [ and the other
remaining qualities]. The distinctive quality belonging to the
atoms, however, viz, infinitesimal-sphericity, does not originate
in the binary another infinitesimal-sphericity, since they assume
that the binary has another dimension of its own. For, they tell
us, minuteness and shortness are the [two] dimensions that be-
long to the binary. — When, furthermore, two binaries giverise
to the quaternary-compound, then too, similarly, the qualities
of whiteness and thelike inherent in the binaries reproducethem-
sves | in the quaternary], while the minuteness and the short-
ness, even though inherent in the binaries, do not reproduce them-
selves inasmuch as they assume that the quarternary is endowed
with grossness and length as its [special | dimensions, — So too,
when a number of atoms, or a number of binaries, or a binary
plus an atom, originate an effect, we have to understand a simi-
lar process of happenings.

Now then, just as from out of the atom possessng infinitesi-
mal-sphericity there arisesa binary which is minute and short,
or there arises a gross and long tertiary and other atom-corn-
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pounds, but there is no reproduction of the infinitesimal-spheri-
city; or again, just as from the binary, which is wimtte and
short, there arises a gros and long tertiary, but thereisno repro-
duction of what is minute or short : even 0, what do you lose if
we make the assumption that from the sentient Brahman there
can originate the on-sentienfc. world? -—And wpreiypu to urge;
that you assume that it is because the binary and the other effect-
substances are under the incubus of another dimension [qua-
lity], therefore it is that the infinitesimal-sphericity and the
other dimenions appertaining, to the [atoms and other] causes do
not reprodyce themselves, whereas a regards the world, it is not
under the incmbus of some  signable quality opposed in nature
to sentienoy, by reason whereof the eentiency belonging to
[Brabman] the caue could not give rise to a similar sentiency
in the [effect, the] world. For, surely, non-sentienoy is not some
[positive] quality of a nature opposed to sentienoy : it is merely
the negation of sentienoy. Consequently, inasmuch as there is
a distinction between thecaseof infinitesimal-sphericity and that
of dtftfdency, it is necessary that the sentienoy should reproduce
itself [in its effects]. Do not think so [wereply]. For, thetwo
cases are partially analogousin so far at least as concerns the
fact that infinitesimal-sphericity and the other qualities even,
though present in the cause, do not reproduce themselves; and
so likewise [may not ] the sentiency. Nor can it be really the
ocaxe [as maintained] that it isthe fact of [ the effeot-substance]
being under the incubus of another dimension that acts as the
causedeterring infinitesimal-sphericity and the other qualities
from producing their effect, because the inflnitesimal- sphericity
and the rest may legitimately find a scope for their productive-
operation during the time that the new dimensions are ye| to he;
for, it is your own assumption that the effect-substance, although
brought into exitenpe, remainn, tor the space of just a moment
an prior to the origination of ie |l new] qualities, without any

qualities at all.. Nor is it open to you to urge that the infinitesi
Mal-sphericity and the rest are engrossed in the production of
the other [new] dimensions, and that therefore they are unable
to originate a dimension similar to themselves [in the effect-sub-
stamesj, because your own theory assgns other cause for the
origination of the new dimensions. "From plurality of causes
front grosauaas of the causes and from the loose-texture [of the
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components]. grossness originate" " Minteness is the reverse
of that;" Hereby grossness and shortness are explained.—
[Page55] Sorunthe aphorisms of Kanda [VII 1.9,10,17].
Nor[finally ] can it "be contended that it is bedause the plurality
and Other [qualities, mentioned in sphoisifc v I | i 9 as inher-
inginthe] causes, happen to be placed, in aome Way of the other,
inaspecially favourable contiguity [with reference 10 the tfecit
substance], thereforeitist htthese alone and not the spheri-
city etc., ate able to produce their effects: because, Whenever a
new substance or a new quality isto ba generated, all the quali-
ties of the effect whatsoever are without distinction equally inhe-
rent in theit substrate, viz.,the [causes]subsfcance. Hence it
followsthat infinitesimal-sphericity and the rest do not Originflfte
because it is their nature not to do so. So must it be understood
even in the case of sentiency.

Furthermore, in assuming [qualities like] conjunction to
produce disparate effects like substances and the rest, there has
already happened | in your own system] a departure from the
rule of class-homogeneity [between causes and effects]. And
if tothis it be objected that a quality [ likeconjunction ] cannot
be a proper instance to be adduoed with reference to a substatiee
[like Brahman], the subject under discussion, we demur because
what the instance seeks to convey is no more than the [possibi-
lity of] a disparate origination. Nor isthere any sensein laying
down therule that substance should form the instance when sub-
stance isunder discussion, or a quality alone when a quality is
under discussion. Even the author of your own Sutras has ins-
tanced a quality with reference to a substance, as in the apho-
rism[ TV.ii. 2] —" Because the conjunction of the visible and
the non-visible isnon-visible, therefore [ the body | has not five-
fold constituency. " Just as the [ quality of ] conjunction, in-
hering on the one hand in the earth which isvisible, and on the
othfer, in the ether which is non-visible, is non-visible, so aso
would the [ substance] body [as a whole ], inhering in [its
supposed constituent parts,] thefive elements, some visible and
others non-visible, become non-visible ; whereas the body is
vteible. Hence it cannot be constituted out of five elements.
ThfcOtnt being that conjunction [ which is the instance cited ]
it aquality, whereas the body [with leferencetowhich the illus-
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tration is adduced ] is a substance—In the aphorism [ Il.i. 6 ]—
" But we do se it " there was given an exposition of [the pos
sibility of ] disparate-origination. If s, is not the present dis
cission redundant after that exposition ? No, we reply. That
was an answer to the Samkhyas, while thisisto the Vaiseshikas.
But have you not also made an extension of thesame argument
on the ground of analogy in the aphorism [ 11.i. 12]—" Hereby are
also explained away theories reprobated by men-of-position-and-
competence 7' That is true. But here, in the present case
by adducing examples adaptable to their own theory, we have
merely offered, inasmuch as we are about to commence a dis
cusson of the Vaiseshika system, a further exposition of the
same. 11. Here ends the Topic (2) entitled the Gross-Long
Analogy.

Topic3: REFUTATION OF THE ATOMIC THEORY.
[Sutras 12-17)

Both ways no activity (is possible),hence an absence of that. 12.

Now he is going to refute the theory which regards the atoms
as the world-cause. Thisis how their theory is st forth. We
observe in the world substances like pieces of cloth, which are
wholes made out of parts, originating from various substances
like thethreads, which operate by the help of [ the quality call-
ed ] conjunction, and which [ as avayavas or parts] invariably
inhere [in the piece of cloth, the avayayin or the whole]. Gene-
ralising from such individual instances we infer that whatever
is possessed of parts, that must always originate from certain
soecific substances which operate by the help of conjunction,
and which always inhere in the resulting avayavin itself. And
that wherein this process of dividing and sub-dividing a given
whole into small and smaller parts comes to an end, that is the
atom the utmost limit of subdivision. [ Page 56 ] Now, all this
world beginning with mountains, oceans, etc. constitutes a whole
made of parts; end being with parts, it also possesses a beginning
and an end. And inasmuch as no effect can exist without
[ assignable ] cause, thereforethe Atoms are the cause of the
whole world: that is the view of Kanada. Finding, accordingly,
that thesefour elements—known as the earth, the water, the
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light, and the wind -are entities possessing parts, they imagine
four kinds of Atoms to correspond. And as these [ elements]
reach [ therein ] the very limit of their sub-division, there being
no further possibility of their division into yet smaller parts,
when the earth and the other elements begin to be destroyed
[ by falling off into smaller and smaller parts] that division goes
down as far as the atoms[ and no farther ]; and [ when that
happens | that is what is known as the state of World-dissolu-
tion. Subsequently, at the time of Creation, there originates
in wind-atoms a motion depending upon the Unseen-principle.
That motion causes the atom in which it inheresto collide with
another atom, and then, in the sequence of the binaries and
the rest, [ the element ] Wind is generated. In the same
way is generated Fire, the same way, the Waters, and the
same way, the Earth. In a like mannner too the body along
with its sense-organs ; so that in this fashion the whole world
is born out of the Atoms. And from the colour etc. inhering in
the Atoms proceed the colour etc. inhering in the binaries and
the other products on the analogy of what happens in the case of
the threads and the piece of cloth. Thus think the followers
of Kanada.

With reference to this theory we have to urge the following.
The conjunction that isto take place between the atoms that are
[ at world dissolution] in a state of disjunction must be assumed
to be due to movement, because we observe that the'threads etc.,
only when being moved, give rise to the conjunctions [resulting
into the piece of cloth and the like]. Now this movement, being
an effect, there has to be assumed some cause for it. If none
such is assumed, there being an [utter] absence of cause, there
would not ever be produced in the atoms the initiatory motion
[that isto lead to world-creation]. Now if a cause is to be assu-
med, whether it be an effort or an impact, or some cause invisibly
operating to produce the movement, [in every case] it being im-
possible [of operation], there cannot at all arise that initiatory
motion in the atoms. For, there cannot possibly exist in that
state the effort, which is a quality belonging to the soul, because
the soul is yet to be endowed withabody. Anditiswell-known
that it is only when there is amind located within a body that
effort, which is a quality of the soul, can arise after the

12 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. ]
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soul is conjoined with the mind. For a like reason also the
impact and the other visible causes have to be ruled out.
For, all these can become operative only in a period subse
quent to conjunctions [giving rise to world-creation]: They can
not possibly be a cause for the initiatory movement. In the next
place, if the Unseen-principle were to be asserted as the cause of
theinitiatory movement, that principle could either be inherent
in the soul or in the atoms. In both ways it is not possible that
there can arise in the atoms a movement caused by the Unseen-
principle ; because the Unseen-principle by itself is non-sentient.
For surely, nothing that is non-sentient and not controlled by the
sentient can spontaneously move or cause movement in others—
as was declared in connection with the Samkhya theory. And
asto the soul, he, in that [pralaya] condition, is non-sentient in-
asmuch as sentiency isyet to arise in him. Besdes, being re-
garded as inhering in the soul, the Unseen-principle cannot be
the cause of a motion in atoms; for with the latter it isnotinre
lation. And if it be contended that there can well be arelation
between the [omnipresent] Purusha (Soul) in whom the Unseen-
principle inheres and the atoms, then in that case, that relation
being always present, there would arise the contingency of the
productive-movement in question being ever continuous, seeing
that there exists nothing dseto regulate it. So then, as there
does not exist any definite-and-regularising cause of the move-
ment, there cannot arise the initiatory movement in the atoms.
And the movement not being present, the conjunction which is
to depend upon it cannot happen either. And failing the con-
junction, the series of effects beginning with the binaries, which
depends upon that [conjunction] cannot originate.—And [assum-
ing that the conjunction between atoms does somehow take
place] the conjunction of one atom with another atom [ Page
52 ] can happen either by total-inter penetration or else by par-
tial-contact. If by total-interpenetration, there cannot ensue
any increase in volume, so that [ even after atoms join with
atoms] the resulting magnitude would be just an atom—an
eventuality that plainly contradicts what is observed. Because,
what is normally observed is a conjunction between a substance
having spatial-extension with another substancehaving [similar ]
spatial-extension. |f, secondly, it is by partial-contact, that
would makethe atom capable of division into parts. And if it
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were to be argued that the atoms might be assigned an imagi-
nary extension in space, then, things imagined being always
unreal, the conjunction in questionwould also be unreal, and
such [ unreal ] conjunction cannot possibly bethe non-inherent
[ or operative ] cause of the effect which, however, is a reality.
And when the operative-cause is absent there cannot originate
the binaries and the rest which make up the substance [ in the
creation ] . — Furthermore, just as at the very beginning of Crea
tion, there being no inducing-cause, there cannot originate that
movement of the atoms which isto bring about their conjunc-
tion, even 0, at the great Dissolution, there cannot possibly
originate in the aioms that movement which isto bring about
their disjunction. For, even in this case, there is not any de
finite and-regularibing cause that is perceptible. And as to the
Unseen-principle, that is [ to be appealed to] for establishing the
possibility of [ pleasure-pain] experience and not of Dissol ution.
Consequently, there being no [ possibility of ] conjunction or
disjunction, there would ensue the contingency of an absence of
Creation and Dissolution, which depend upon them. For this
reason, too, this theory which makes the atoms the cause does
not stand to reason.  12.

Also in consequence of the hypothesis [ of the relation] of
Inherence, because there results, owing to parity of reasoning, a
regressusin infinitum. 13

And aso inconsequence of the hypothesis of the relation of
Inherence— ' there isan absence of that" — this is what has to
be supplied, because arefutation of the atomic theory is the
point at issue. The binary-compound, originating from two
atoms, is absolutely distinct from the two atoms and is yet
related to them by the relation of Inherence : that is your as
sumption. With thisassumption it cannot at all be possible
for you to substantiate the theory of atomic causation. Why ?
" Because there results, owing to parity of reasoning, aregressus
ininfinitum" Just asthe binary-compound, being absolutely
distinct from the [ component | atoms, is yet [ assumed to be]
related to them by the relation of Inherence, even so the re-
lation of Inherence itself, being absolutely distinct from the
two objects between which it is to subsist, will require to be
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brought into relation with the objects wherein it inheres by
means of another distinct relation precisely of the nature of
Inherence; because, absolute distinction [which isthe determin-
ant motive] isequally present in both cases. And conceding
this, we will have to imagine a new and yet newer relation [of
Inherence] for each of the relations of Inherence successively
postulated, so that there does ensue the clear contingency of a
regressus in infinitum. — But, it will be urged, Inherence is a
relation that can be vividly cognised as present here and before
us, and it therefore is apprehended as being in permanent rela-
tion with objects wherein it inheres: it is never perceived as
something unrelated and standingin need of a distinct act of
relation ; and, as a consequence of this, there cannot at all arise
any further necessity of imagining a succession of possible rela-
tions with reference to each of them, thereby creating the con-
tingency of aregressus ininfinitum. We reply in the negative.
For, in that case, the relation of Conjunction also is no less'in
permanent relation with the conjoint objects, so that it too
should not have needed—any more than Inherence—another
distinct relation. For, if Conjunction is to stand in need of a
distinct relation (viz. Inherence) because it isa different entity
from the conjoint-objects, then in that case, Inherence also
ought to stand in need of a distinct relation, because it too is
none the less a distinct object. Nor will it do to contend that
Conjunction, being aquality, may reasonably require adistinct-
relation, but not the Inherence, becauseit is [a distinct cate-
gory ] and not a quality; because the circumstances necessitat-
inga distinct act of relating are equally present in both cases ;
and asto the technicality making one [the Conjunction] a
quality [ and another a distinct-category |, that is of no conse-
guence [or,isnot auniversal technicality]. Therefore, [Page 58]
if you are going to assume that the relation of Inherence is a
distinct category, the regressusin infinitum issure to face you
as acontingency. And the contingency of the regressus being
once driven home, with the untenability of any one member
of the series, everything will become unsettled, so that there
can never arise a binary-compound as an effect of two atoms
Hence too the theory which puts forth Atoms as the cause is
lacking in cogency. 13



93] TOPIC 3: REFUTATION OF ATOMIC THEORY [—II.ii. 15
Page 58
And because [there will ensuethe contingency ] of [its] unceas-
ing continuance. 14.

Besides, the atoms will haveto be assumed to possess by nature
either a tendency towards activity, or a tendency towards non-
activity, or both the tendencies, or neither of the two,—there re-
maining no other possible alternative. None of these four
alternatives can possibly be made to stand. If they were to
possess a natural tendency to activity, then they would ever
continue to be active, and there would ensue the contingency of
an impossibility of the Dissolution. Again, if they were to
possess a natural tendency to non-activity, they would ever
continue to remain non-active, and there would ensue the con-
tingency of an impossibility of Creation. As totheir possessing
both the natures, that is self-contradictory, and so impossible to
maintain. If they, finally, were to possess neither of these
tendencies by nature, then the activity or the non-activity will
have to be assumed as due to specific inducing-causes ; and as
regards these causes, if they are to be like the Unseen-principle,
they will always be close at hand, and sothere will ensue the
contingency of a continuous activity. And if the Unseen-
principle and the like were not to be essentially needed, ( or be
not acceptable to the System, there would ensue the contingency
of acontinuous non-activity. For this reason too the theory of
atomic causation is untenable. 14.

Also, because they possess colour and the like [ qualities], there
will take place a reversal of their [assumed] nature, because 0 it
iS observed. 15.

The Vaiseshikas put forward the hypothesis that, in the course
of the successive disintegration into smaller parts of substances
which are compounded out of parrs, the stage at which no further
division into parts can be effected are the atoms, which are eternal
substances and which fall into the four classes, each possessing
colour and the other qualities ; andthat they originatethe elements
and the elemental products each possessing colour and the other
[ conforming] qualities. Thishypothesisof theirs cannot be sub-
stantiated because, possessing as they do the colour and the other
qualities, there would result the contingency of areversal of the



['l.if. 15— ] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [9%4
Page 58
atoms nature as atoms and as permanent substances, in other
words, there will have to be ascribed to them grossness and non-
permanenoe as compared with the ultimate first cause—what-
ever that may be—qualities just the oppostes of what are [by
you] sought to be established. Why ? Because it iS so obs-
ved in theworld. For in thisworld, whenever a thing is poss
esed of colour and the other qualities, that thing is observed to
be, in comparison with its own cause, gross and non-per manent'
For example, the piece of cloth is gross and non-permanent as
compared with the threads [out of which it is manufactured],
and the threads are gross and not permanent as compared with
their [ constituent] fibres. On the very same analogy, inasmuch
as thee atoms are assumed by them to posess the qualities of
colour and the like, they must also have other substances as
cause, in comparison with which the atoms will have to be
asumed as gross and non-permanent.  And asto the proof they
adduce for the permanence, namely [Vaiseshika Aphorism, |V,
i. 1]—" Whatever, having existence, has no assignable cause, that
ispermanent " —the characterisation in question cannot, under
the circumstances, apply to the atoms, because in the manner
just detailed, even the atoms will have to be maintained as poss
essing a cause.  Next, as to the second ground establishing per-
manence that has been adduced, [ Page 59] namely [ Vais. Apho-
rism, I V. i. 4—" There might otherwise bean impossibility of
the specific negation in the form of "thisis not permanent "—
that does not necessarily establish the permanence of the atoms.
For, had there been no permanent entity whatsoever, then
of course there could not have happened the negative-compound
with the permanent (i. e., non-permanent); but the compound
does not demand that the atoms alone should be the permanent
entity in question. As a permanent entity [required for the exi-
gencies of the compound ] we can point to our Brahman which is
the ultimate First Cause. Nor finally, can the existence of an
object be established merely on the ground of the usage of words :
it is entities established by other independent proofs that come
to have words employed for them in ordinary parlance. Lastly,
with referenceto the third proof for permanence that is adduced,
namely [Vais. Aphorism, IV. i. 5.]—" And absence of know- .
ledge" —if theinterpretation of the Aphorism is, that " absence of
knowledge " means non-apprehension by direct-cognition of any
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causes in the cae of [ the atoms, which are] existent-entities,
and the effects of which are perceptible to sense, then the binary-
compounds [ which answer to the above description] will also
have to be pronounced as permanent. And if you modify the
statement by introducing the qualification—" provided there be
no other substance [ as their originating cause |"— then in that
case the ground of permanence assgned will be tantamount to
just, " not having a cause” Thisbeingalready adduced before
I in Vais. Aphorism, IV.i.1], thepresent Aphorism [IV.i.1]
" And absence of knowledge" will be a mererepetition. Second-
ly, if " absence of knowledge " isto signify the impossibility
of any third cause of destruction besides the two, viz.,
disintegration of the conshituent causes or destruction of con-
stituent-causes, and if it is explained that the " avidya"
so interpreted establishs the permanence of the atoms, we
reply that there does not at all exist any invariable rule
that a thing that is going to be destroyed must agree to be des
troyed only in the above two modes. That might be the case
only if it be assumed [as do the Vaiseshikas] that aplurality of
substances joined by conjunction can alone originate other sub-
stances. When however the assumption is[ as of the Samkhyas]
that a cause possessng a generic nature freed from particulari-
ties can originate effect when it assumes that other state in
which the particularities become manifest, then a destruction
can properly be assumed to take place even when there results,
as in the caxe of ghee, a destruction of its specific corporeality
by the dissolution of its solidity. Thus, therefore, because the
atoms are assumed to be endowed with colour and the other
gualitiesi there will be areversal of the nature intended to be
ascribed to them. For this reason also the theory of atomic
causation falls to the ground. 15.

And thereisdifficulty either way. 16.

Earth is gross and possesses the qualities of odour, taste,
colour, and touch ; waters are subtle and have th equalities of
colour, taste, and touch; light is more subtle and is endowed
with the qualities of colour and touch ; while wind is the most
subtle and has [only ] touch as its quality: in this fashion
these four elements are assgned increasing or decreasing
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number of qualities and are observed, in the ordinary world, to
constitute a graded-series according as they are gross, or subtle,
or subtler, or subtlest. So too, we ask, are we to conceive of the
atoms [of these respective elements] as possessing the increasing
or the decreasing number of qualities? In either alternative
there does ensue the liability to encounter an unavoidable dif-
ficulty. For, if, as one alternative, we imagine that the atoms
possess an increasing or a decreasing number of qualities, the
atoms to which increasing number of qualities are attributed
will exhibit a growth of bulk, and so there will follow the
contingency of their being no longer atomic. [ Page 60] And
you do not surely arguethat an increase in the number of quali-
ties takes place even in the absence of a growth in bulk, seeing
that in the case of the elements which are the products [ of the
atoms ] we observe that with an increase in the number of
qualities agrowth in bulk follows, If, asthe other alternative,
an increase in the number of qualities be not ascribed, then, in
order to establish the atomic character of all [the four elemental-
atoms] alike, if they are all supposed to possess each merely one
quality [ distinctive of each element ], then we would be unable
to find touch in light [ which will have only colour ]; or to find
colour and touch in water [ which will have only taste]; or to
find taste and colour and touch in earth [ which will have only
odour ]; inasmuch as the qualities of the effect [e.g., the ele-
ments | have the qualities of the causes [ eg., the elemental-
atoms] as their antecedents. |f, however, all are assumed to
posess [ all ] the four qualities, then we would find odour even
in waters; odour and taste even in light; odour, taste and colour
even in wind : afact which we never observe. For this reason
too the theory of atomic causation cannot be sustained. 16.

And being reprobated, [ the atomic theory | is to be absolutely
discredited. 17.

The [ Samkbya ] theory of the Pradhana has been put forward
even by afew [ sages] like Manu who profess Vedic knowledge,
inthe belief that it will substantiate certain dogmas like that of
the antecedent existence of effect [ which is acceptable to fol-
lowers of the Veda]- But the present atomic theory has not
been adhered to in any part of its dogmas by any men-of-com-
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petence-and-position, and so it deserves to be altogether discre-
dited by those who claim to follow the Veda. — Moreover, the
Vaiseshikas posit, as constituting the main topics of their
system, the existence of six categories—denominated as Sub-
stance, Quality, Action, Generality, Particularity, and Inher-
ence—absolutely distinct from each other and having—each
of them—its own absolutely distinctive characteristics, as do for
instance, aman or ahorse or ahare. And having made this
assumption, they further make the assumption—altogether con-
trary [ to the one already made ]— namely, that the Quality and
the other categories are dependent upon [ the first category of ]
Substance. This does not stand to reason. Why ? Just as, in
our ordinary experience of the world, objects like hare, kusa-
grass, palasa-tree etc.—being absolutely distinct from each other
—ae never found to be dependent upon each other, even so,
and for the very reason that Subtance and the other categories
are absolutely distinct from each other, Quality and the rest
cannot possibly be dependent upon Substance. But if Quality
and the rest are to be, in fact, dependent upon Substance, then,
because when the Substance exists then only these exist, and
when the Substance does not exist they also do not exist, there-
fore it is reasonable to believe that it is the one Substance itself
that becomes, owing to a difference in posture etc., liable to be
described by the different terms and ideas, quite on the analogy
of the one Devadatta, who, although no more than one, becomes,
through being placed in different conditions, liable to have
different terms and ideas predicated of him. If this be granted
then there would result the [ unwelcome] acceptance of the
Samkhya dogma and the running counter to one's own accepted
thesis.— But, it may be rej uned—do we not see that the smoke,
albeit distinct from the fire, is seen to be dependent upon the
latter ? Certainly it is s0. But in this case, because smoke is
known to be distinct from fire, therefore we conclude that the
two must be distinct. In the present case however, in the
judgments such as—' white blanket,” ruddy cow,' or blue lotus
—what we actually cognise is the one thing— Substance—that
appears under these varied attributes [ or aspects ], so that there
never exists in the case of the Substance and its Qualities a
knowledge of their distinctness, as it does in the case of the fire
and the smoke. Hence the Quality must be held to constitute
13 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. ]
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the very essence of the substance. And by the same mode of
reasoning can be established the fact of Action, Generality,
Particularity, and Inherence constituting likewise the very
essence of the Substance. —And if in this connection it were to
be urged that the fact of the depandence of the Quality and the
rest upon the Substance is due to Substance and Quality being
" entities proved incapable of separated-existence" then in that
cae we demand, does this “ non-separated existence " mean
[ Page 61 ] non-distinctness in space, or non-distinctness in time,
or non-distinctness in nature? None of these alternatives can
stand ground. |f, to begin with, it were to denote non-distinct-
ness in gace, then it would run counter to your own assump-
tion. How? For, you maintain that a piece of cloth origina-
ting from threads occupies the same gace as the threads them-
seves, and not a new space to be occupied by the piece of cloth;
and yet you believe that the qualities of the piece of cloth—
whiteness and the rest—occupy the same gace as the piece d-
cloth and not the same gace asthethreads. And in this connec-
tion it has been said [ Vaiseshika Aphorism, | i. 10]—" It isthe
Substances that orginate other Substances, while it is Qualities
that orginate other Qualities." Thepostion held isthat it isthe
threads—the cause-substances—that orginate the effect-substance,
namely the piece of cloth, while it is whiteness and the other
qualities belonging to the threads that originate, in the piece-
of-cloth—the effect-substance—other [new and similar] qualities,
like whiteness and the rest. This assumption of theirs would be
thrown overboard if the Substance and the Qualities were to be
assumed, as you want to do now, to exist in non-distinct (i. e
self-same) space. — If [as a second alternative] the " non-separat

ed existence " be asserted to mean non-distinctness in time, then
theright and the left horns of the bull will have to be conceded
to posess non-separated existence.  And if, finally, " non-separat-
ed existence" were to denote non-distinctness in nature, then
there is no possibility of the Substance and the Qualities posess
ing any distinctness of essence inasmuch as they are always
experienced as being of identical essence — And as to their
dogma to the efect that Conjunction is a relation between two
things known to be capable of separated-existence, whereas | n-
herence is a relation between two things of established non-
separated existence—this assumption isrendered quite nugatory
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inasmuch as that relation of non-separated existence cannot
cogently be predicated of the cause [the threads], which can
exist asa distinct entity [long] prior to the effect.  And if [ to
avoid this difficulty ] the assumption in question were to be un-
derstood as referring to only one of the termsto the relation
[ i.e, the effect ] so that Inherence is taken to denote the relation
with the cause of the effect [ the piece of cloth ], which is never
ascertained to have an existence separated [ from the threads],
even o the effet which was antecedently non-existing, cannot
surely be held to be related to the cause unless and until it
acquires the character of an existential entity; because relation
always requires two [ positive] terms between which it istosub-
ss. And if you were to say that the effect does first acquire the
character of an existential entity, and then comes into relation,
then inasmuch as you attribute to the effect an existential char-
acter prior to its coming into relation with the cause, the hypo-
thesis of the effect not possessng any separated existence by
itself fallsto the ground, and the statement [ Vais. Aphorism,
V11 ii.13] —"There exists no possibility of conjunction or dis
junction between effect and its cause’ becomes an erroneous
statement. Morecover, just as you assume that the relation bet-
ween, on the one hand, the effect substance at the very first
moment of its existence when it has no [quality or] activity,
and on the other, all-pervading substances like Ether [ which,
being all-pervading, are incapable of activity] tobe Conjunction
itself [ although, in strict theory, Conjunction requires activity
on the part of at least one of the objects conjoined], and not
Inherence: even so therelation of [that same effect-substance]
to the cause-substance should be understood to be just Conjunc-
tion itself, and not Inherence.

Nor doesthere exist any valid-proof for ascribing to the re-
lation of Conjunction or Inherence an existential character in-
dependently of the two objects which come to be joined by that
relation. If you maintain that they must be regarded as exis
tential entities, because we find the term Conjunction and Inhe-
rence and the ideas denoted by them ascurrent [ in the world ]
over and above the terms and the ideas belonging to the two
objects brought together by these relations, we say, No; for even
where the object is one, we observe the use of many terms and
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ideas with referenoe to the object according to its intrinsic and
extrinsic predications. For instance, we find in the world one
and the same Devadatta made the object of the use of many
terms and ideas with reference to him, according as his own
intrinsic nature and his extrinsic relations are taken into con-
sideration : thus wecall him a man, a Brahman, learned-in-Veda,
affable, a boy, a youth and an old-man ; as also a father, a son,
a grandson, a brother, a son-in-law, etc. Thun too we make one
and the same line with leferenee to the different places where
it may happento be inserted, the object of the u-e of many terms
and ideas like one, or ten, or hundred, [ Page 62] or athousand
etc Analogously it is the two object? that are brought together
by agiven relation that can themselves with property be the
objects of the use of the terms and ideas of Conjunction and
Inherence, besides being the objects of the use of the terms and
ideas which belong to them as objects brought together by the«e
relations ; and they are not [ the objects of the use of the terms
and ideas of Conjunction and Inherence ] because a distinct entity
corresponding to these [ relations] does actually exist [as a
Padartba ]. Accordingly, by theproof of the "Nonpeiception "
of an object which ought to have come [ if it at all existed ]
under the range of perception, we conclude the non-existence of
a distinct object [ corresponding to the terms Conjunction and
Inherence ]. Nor can it be urged that the terms and ideas be-
longing to these relations, if assumed to refer only to the objects
brought together by the relations, will haveto be always pidi-
cable [ of them because the objects always persist]: this has
been already replied to [ by explaining that objects can have
different terms and ideas used with reference to them ] accord-
ing as theintrinsic or the extrinsic form of the objects is under
reference. Then again, Conjunction is not possible in the case
of atoms, and the self, and the mind, because, they are not divi-
sible in space, seeing that Conjunction is everywhere seen to
exist between a substance divisible in jpace and another sub-
stance similarly divisiblein space. Andif it be asserted that
such divisibility in space can be imaginarily attributed to the
atoms, the self and the mind, we say No ; for, if one were free
thusto imagine things that do not exi-t, there would result the
contingency of all one's ideas being accomplished. That one
ought to imagine, onjy upto eugb and fcych a limit, pn object
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be it possible or impossible, that does not exist, and not beyond
that limit—for imposing such a restriction no grounds of any
kind exist. For, imagination depends solely upon one's will,
and one can command any quantity of it. So that norestrictive
ground can exist for not imagining, beyond the six categories
imagined by the Vaiseshikas, otht-r add»tion»l categories, be
they ahundred or athousand. The result would bethat any in-
dividual can establish anything whatever that might catch his
fancy- Here we would have a benevolent man who might
imagine that there should not exit any more this Sarh-ara which
brings such voluminous suffering on mortals. There we would
have another malevolent person who would even imagine that
the liberated soulstoo might be born again. Who can have the
right to come in the way of such men ?

Here isanother argument. A biniary, which is a whole consti-
tuted out of parts, cannot reasonably be supposed to have any
cohesion with the two impartite atoms [ which are its consti-
tuents] any more than it can have that cohesion with Ether
[whichisalso impartite]. For, it is admitted that [ impartit6
substances like] Ether cannot possess cohesion with Earth and
the likein the same fashion as there subsists such a cohesion
between the wood and the lac-juioe ( withinit). — If however,
it be argued that Inherence has got to be necessarily presupposed
because, in its absence, we cannot otherwise explain the rela-
tion of dependence and substratum that obtains between the
effect-substance and the cause-hubstance, we den.ur; b cause the
argument involve [the deficiency of | mutual interdependence.
For, it is only when the distinctness between the effect and the
cause is established, that the relation of dependence and sub-
stratum can be established ; and it isonly when the relation of
dependence and substratum between the two is conceded that
they can be assumed to be distinct. This would involve [ the
fault of ]| mutual interdependence as in [ the familiar instance
of ] the pot and the Badara-tree. | Nor is this interdependence
inevitable from the very nature of things, as in the case of the
seeds and the tree ; for , ] the followers of the Vedanta doctrine
have not to assume a distinctness between the effect and the
cause, or any relation of dependence and substratum between
them, because they have adopted the theory that the effect is
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nothing more than a specific state-of-existence of the cause
itself — Then again, inasmuch as the atoms are of alimit-
ed dimension, they must be assumed to possess delimiting
parts in the direction of each of the six or eight or ten
sides that one might imagine them to possess; and possessing
these [delimiting] parts they must be assumed to be non-perma-
nent, which involves the throwing overboard of the assump-
tion of the eternal and impartite nature of the atoms. If to
thisit bereplied: it isthese very delimiting parts that you postu-
late as marking out the extension of the atom in each direction
which are our [ eternal and impartite] atoms, we say, No. For,
[to consider the matter from a slightly different point of view]
it stands to reason that—following the order of disintegration of
therelatively grossinto the relatively subtle—all things what-
soever, upto and including the [assumed ] first cause | i. e, the
atoms], should meet their destruction. Just as earth, although
areal existing entity, and although more gross when compared
with the binaries etc, does nevertheless perish ; and then peri-
ghes the subtle and the more subtle mass-of-inatter possessing the
same generic characteristic as the earth; and thereafter the
binary: even so, finally, must the atoms meet their destruction
inasmuch as they also posees the same generic characteristic as
the earth. And if you urge that although they might meet their
destruction, [Page 63] that would be always by a process of dis-
integration into [smaller] parts, we reply that that is no argu-
ment against us. For, we have already said that destruction can
cogently be supposed to take place on the analogy of the solid-
form of the ghee. For just as in the case of the ghee, the gold,
and the like, there results, upon their coming into contact with
fire, adestruction of their solidity and a reduction’ of them to a
fluid state although there may not take place any disintegration
of them into parrs, even so there might result in the case of the
atoms a destruction of their corporeality and the like, by their
being refunded back into their First Cause. In alike fashion,
the origination of effects does not invariably take place by a
mere [mechanical] joining together of constituent parts: for, we
observe that from milk, water, and thelike there do originate
effects like curds, snow, and the rest, even in the absence of a
joining together of constituent-parts. — So then, inasmuch as it
13 propped up by yet more flimsy ratiocinations, and because
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it runs counter to the Scriptures that vouch for the existence of
the Lord as the First Caue, and also for the reason ihat-men-of-
position-and-competence like Manu, and others like him who are
[generally] disposed to follow the Scriptural teaching, have not
expressed their acceptance of if, therefore this theory of atomic
causation deserves to be altogether repudiated by persons who
aspire for [ spiritual ] welfare. 17. Here endsthe Topic (3)
entitled Refutation of Atomictheory.

TOPIC 4 : REFUTATION OF AGGREGATES.
( Sutras 18-27)

That the Vaiseshika theory deserves to be discarded inasmuch
asit isfull of fallacious reasonings, runs counterto the Veda, and
Is repudiated by men-of-position-and-competence, has been above
declared by us already. That theory is semi-nihilistic, and so
we are here going to argue that a completely nihilistic theory
[ of the Buddhi sts]—inasmuch as both agree in being nihilistic—
deserves afortiori to be reprobated. Now, this theory appears in
many forms, either because of the differences in the [ Teacher's ]
own understanding [at the various stages of his intellectual and
spiritual advancement], or because of the different pupils[ of
varying powers that he had to deal with]. Amongst them stand
out the following three disputants. Some of them maintain the
reality of everything; others maintain the reality only of the
ideas; while athird class maintains that everything isavoid.
Of these, those who maintainthe reality of everything postulate
two classes of entities: the external and the internal, viz., (i) the
elements and the elementals, as also (ii) the mind and the men-
tals. It isthese that we take up first for refutation. Now, the
" elements " stand for the earth and other element-substances,
while the" elementals " are the colour and other [ qualities] as
also the eye and other [senses]. The four-fold atoms of earth and
the rest are endowed with hard, adhesive, hot, and propulsive
natures; and they think that these are ( respectively ) conglome-
rated into the earth and other [elements]. Likewise there are the
five thought-phases (Skandhas) known as perceptions, Concep-
tions, feelings, I-consciousness, and latent-impressions. And
these also, in our psychic-txperience, agglomerate into all that
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variety of thought-entities which, they think, renders all our

ordinary dealings possble. Against this we have to say—

In both the [ physical and the psychic ] aggregates proceeding
along two (distinct lines-of-causationl there is an impossibility
of that. 18.

Now, those aggregates of two kinds proceeding along two [dis-
tinct ] lines-of-causation which our opponents wish to postulate;
viz. that springing from the atoms and consisting of the conglo-
merates of elements and elemental?, and that springing from
thought-phases and consisting of the five agglomerated thought-
enti ies—in postulating ooth these kinds of aggregates proceed-
ing along two [distinct] lines-of-causation, there would result an
impossibility of that: i. e to say, there would ensue the inexpli-
cbility of the happening of the aggregation. Why ? Because
the factors that are going to form the aggregates are themselves
non-sentient; and as to the flaring out of the [ isolated thought-
phases into the agglomerate known as the] mind, that is contin-
gent upon the ( prior) achievement of the aggregation And also
because you do not assume the existence of any other permanent
sentient being—be he the experiencesor the controller—that
could bring about the conglomeration. And were you to assume
a tendenoy-to-aggregate without any indue ng-cause, [ Page 64 ]
there would ensue the contingency of the non-cessation of
that activity [ even at the Nirvana]. And asregards the reflec-
tive-cousciouness belonging to the sdf ( asaya )—[ wbich is
admitted to be a continuum ]—it is impossible to make it
out as either distinct or non-distinct [ from the aggregate];
and inasmuch as it is assumed to be a momentary pheno-
menon, it will be incapable of starting any operation, with the
result that activity remains unexplained. And because of this,
the aggregation remains unexplained, and with the aggregation
remaining unexplained, all the mundane-existence depending
upon that will come to an end altogether. 18.

And if it be said that [ aggregation can take place] because of
the[Twelve Root-causes or " Nidanas" | being related by mutual
causation, we ssy No; because thereby mere origination will [ at
the most | be effectuated [ and not the aggregation ]. 19.
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Even though there be not assumed any permanent sentient
being—whether as the experiencer or as the controller—that
could bringabcutthe conglomeration, still, the mundane existence
can well be explained through [ the concatenated chain of J nes-
cience and the rest serving as the causes of one another. And
when once an explanation is offered of the mundane existence,
nothing further need be demanded. The nescience and the rest
include—(l) nescience, (2) latent-disposition, (3) rebirth-con-
sciousness, (4) name-and-form, (5J the sense-sexttt, ( 6) contact,
(7) feelings, ( 8) craving, ( 9) effort, (10 ) hereditary-momentum,
( 11) birth, and (12) decay-death-sorrow-lament-suffering-despair,
and the like.  These are causes of each other, and they aie en-
umerated in the Buddhistic Canon sometimes in a condensed and
sometimes in an expmded manner. This chain of nescience etc.
cannot of course be demurred to by any theorists. So then, with
this chain of nescience etc, with its members related as the
cause and the effect unto each other [ in the cyclic order], con-
tinuing its incessant revolutions on the analogy of a water-wheel
the conglomeration in question follows as a matter of course. —
We deny [the force of the above argument]. Why ? Because,

thereby mere origination can be effectuated." The conglomera-
tion, in other words, might have become accountable if there had
been postulated some indacing-cause of the conglomeration
But this is what we do not perceive. For even though nescience
and the rest be assumed to be related mutually as causes and
effects, still and earlier member of the cyclic-chain could be-
come—if it is to become anything at all—a cause of just the
origination oi alater member of the series: but thereby we do
not discover any cause for the formation of the conglomeration
But, | resumes our opponent,] have we not said that nescience
and the rest necessarily imply the conglomeration ? To this we
reply as follows: If [our opponent's] intention is that nescience
and the rest, because they are incapable in the absence of the
conglomeration to have any existential character at all, there-
fore they inevitably postulate the conglomeration,—we have in
that case to demand an inducing-cause for this conglomeration
And such a cause, in our examination of the Vaiseshika theory
( Translation, page 89 ), we have already declared to be quite im-
possible even when there be admitted [ as did those theorists]
eternally-existing atoms as also experiencing-eouls [also per

14 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. ]



Il . ii 19— ] SANKARAS BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 106
Page 64

tnanent] who could serve as the substratum of the Karman-fluid
(reading—asravasrayabhufceshu); how much the less possible must
it then be, My dear Sir, when the atoms are assumed to be just
momentary-phenomena, possessing no experiencing-souls [with
whom to come into contact J, and assuming no kind of arelation
as between substratum and superstrata, as was postulated
| between the self and the atoms ] If, as a second alter-
native, the intention be that nescience and the rest are them

selves the cause of the conglomeration, we rniiht ask : How [the
terms like] nescience etc,—when it is as dependent upon thai

same [conglomeration) that they have obtained their very exist-
ential character—how can fchey possibly be the inducing-cause
of that same conglomeration ? If, as alast report, you weieto
imagine that it is the actual series of | ready-made] conglomera-
tions that exists in this beginningless Sarhsara stretching along
in a continuous line of succession, and that nescience and the
re are dependent upon that series, there too we demand : Is any
new conglomeration that isto spring out of an earlier ¢ nglo-
meracion required to beinvariably similar [ to its predecessor |,
or can it originate as similar or dissimilar without any definite
rule in the matter? If the rule of an invariably similar sequence
be assumed, then there would arise the contingency of the
human-body never being liable to attain lebirlhs as Gods or
lower-animals, or denizens of Hell; if, on the other hand, an
[utter] absence of any fixed rule be assumed | Page 65] then in
that case there would ensue the contingency of the human-body
becoming in one moment an elephant, and in the [very] next
moment a god or a man once more. Both these contingencies
contradict the original hypothesis of our opponents.— Moreover,
the experiencing-soul, for whose experience the conglomeration
Is assumed to take place, is not admitted into your system as a
permanent experiencing-agent. Consequently the experience will

have to be regarded as existing for the sake of the experience
itself, and it cannot therefore be liable to be sought after by
another. So toothe liberation will haveto be for the benefit of
liberation itself; and there cannot be any one else desirous of
that liberation. For, if another wereto strive for both [ the ex-
perience and theliberation], that one will haveto endurethrough
the whole period covered by the experience and the liberation; and
if heis to endure in this fashion, then there would be a going
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against the hypothesis of momentariness. Therefore, the chain
of nescience and the rest may—if you please—occasion (if itis
to occasion anything at all) just the origination of one [member
of the series] from another [ in cyclic order], but conglomeration
cannot ba thereby effectuated by reason of the absence of an
experiencing-agent: such is the intention [of the Aphorism]. 19.

And aso by reason of the sublation of the antecedent at the
origination of the consequent. 20.

We have just said that inasmuch as nescience and the rest can
bacotne [at the mo-t] the causes of the origination of each other,
there can be no effectuation of the conglomeration. But even
this " becoming the cnuse of the origination" [of each other] is
not possible; this iswhat is being expounded in what fellows.
The adherent of the doctrine of momentariness makesthe assump-
tion that when a subsequent moment is being originated the an-
tecedent moment is being simultaneously sublated. With such
an assumption it is not possible to establish a relation of cause
and effect between the antecedent and the consequent moments,
because the antecedent moment that is being sublated—whether
the process.of its sublation has just commenced or has just been
finished—being alike under the umbra of non-existence, cannot
with reason be held to become the cause of the subsequent mo-
ment. But in case the intention [ of the opponent] be to assert
that it is that antecedent moment which has assumed the charac-
ter of existence and which has fully evolved its own individual-
Istic essence that is to be the cause of the subsequent moment,
even so the position lacks cogency ; for, if you wereto awcribe,
unto one that has already assumed a full-formed existence, an
additional creationistic-activiry, then there would arise the con-
tingency of that one coming into relation with another [extra]
moment. And if it be intended that this creationistic-activity
IS no other than its very coming into existence then too the
position becomes untenable, because no eftcfc that has net been
imbued with the character of its cause can ever come into exist-
ence. And if you admit such an imbuing [ of the effect with the
character of the cause ], then as the characteristic of the cause is
[under the admission] made to persist during the moment of the
existence of the effect, you will bereduced to throw overboard
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your doctrine of the momentariness of things. But in case one
were to asssme the possibility of acause-effect relation even with-
out the effect being imbued with the characteristic of the cause,
then, as such [absence of imbuing] is possible everywhere, [any-
thing can be the cause of anything else, and ] there would result
the possibility of an ultra-extension of the argument. — 'ihen
again, the so-called origination and sublation of objects must
either constitute the very essence of the object, or may be differ-
ent stages of the same object, or may be something altogether
distinct from that object. Neither of these alternatives can be
sustained. |f, to begin with, origination and sublation were to
constitute the very essence of the object, then thcre wculd arise
the contingency of the term'object and the terms'origination’
and 'sublation’ being understood always as synonyms. And if
our opponent were to suppose that there is some sort of a distinc-
tion between the terms, and that the terms origination and sub-
lation merely denote the two, i. e, the intitial and the final,
stages of the object the existence of whichformsthe mid-point [of
these stages ], even so, inasmuch as the object is new made to
come into relation with the three—the initial, the intermediate
and the final—moments, there is here involved the renouncing
of the doctrine of momentariness. If, finally, origination and
sublation were to be two entities altogether distinct irom the
object, as the horse is distinct from the buffalo, then the object
as such becomes in no way connected with origination and sub-
lation, and so it will have to be admitted to be permanent. [Page
66] Andif one were to hold that origination and sublation
signified only the perceiving or the non-perceiving of agiven
object, even so the perceiving and the non-perceiving are the
attributes of the percipient, and not the attributes of the object,
so that there still would ensue the contingency of the object
being eternal. For this reason too the Buddhistic theory lacks
consistency. 20.

If [ origination is assumed ] without the cause [ enduring be-
yond its own moment ], that would be a contradicting of the
accepted dogma : or else, there would result the simultaneousness
[of cause and effect ]. 21.

We have just said that, under the theory of momentariness, an
antecedent moment, being swallowed up by sublation, cannot
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possibly be the cause of the subsequent moment. If now our
opponent were to assert that even without the cause [i.e. the
antecedent moment | persisting [ on into the period of the effect],
origination of the effect mi ht follow, then that would involve
the contradicting of an accepted dogma. The accepted-dogma,
in other words,that the mind and the mental [phenomena Jorigi-
nate after the conjoint-operation of four kinds of causeswill have
to be given up. And if the origination be assumed to result even
where there is an utter absence of all causes, then, there being
no restraining agency, everything would originate everywhere.
If, finally, he were to urge that the antecedent moment endures
until the origination of the subsequent moment is accomplished,
even so there would result the simultaneousness of the cause and
the effect, and thereby also there would be the same running
counter to an accepted position. It isthe accepted dogma that
all the composite-things are momentary that will now come to
be contradicted. 21.

Conative-sublation and Nonconative-subiation cannot be sub-
stantiated, because of an impossibility of intenuption [ in the
stream of moments]. 22.

Then there is the hypothesis of the Nihilists—'""All besides
the triad is cognisable by the mind, is a composite-entity, and
Istransitory "— the triad in question being explained as (1)
conative-sublation, (2 ) non-conative ( or voluntary ) sublation,
and( 3) space. All these three they regard as of the nature of
mere negation, and as non-substantial and indescribable. The
explanation is vouchsafed that a sublation of things preceded
by a deliberate act of the mind is to be styled conative-sublation,
thereverse of thisis styled the non-conative (or voluntary)sub-
lation ; while space ( akasa ) signifies nothing more than a mere
absence of limitation [ in every direction]. Of the three, space
will be refuted on a subsequent occasion, while here it isthe two
varieties of sublation that heis going to refute. "Conative-sub-
lation and nonconative-subiation cannot be, "substantiated,” are,
in other words, untenable. Why? "Because of an impossibility of
interruption.” For, these conative and non-conative sublations
must be held to belong to the stream [ of momentary existences
asawhole], or to the individual entities. Now they cannot
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possibly belong to the stream ; because, in all streams whatso-
ever, theindividual constituents of the stieam form an uninter-
rupted succession of causes and effects, so that it is impossible
that the stream could at any point be brought to a stand-still
Nor can thetworefer to the individual entities (or constituents);
for, it is not possible that existential entities can at any time
be overtaken by an utter annihilation,leaving nobondor veige
of it behind; since, in all its states, an existential-entity, by
the very force of recognition, is observed to maintain its
[ generic J features without interruption. And even in the few
possible eventualities where the recognition is not manifestly
present, we will have to infer, from the observed fact of the
maintenance of the [earlier ] bonds [ in some well-ascertained
cases |, that asimilar absence of interruption exists even there.
Consequently both the varieties of sublation imagined by our
opponent cannot be made to stand the test of reason. 22.

And there arc defects both ways. 23.

[ Page 67 ] As to the sublation of nescience and the rest as
postulated by our opponent, and which is held to fall under
the category of the conative-sublation, that might proceed either
from Right Knowledge with all its accompaniments, or might
be spontaneous. If the first alternative is accepted, that would
entail the contingency of a running counter to the dogma of
effortless sublation, which ismaintained [by our opponent].
In the latter alternative, there would follow the oontigency of
the instructions as regards the Right Path etc. proving futile.
So, under both the alternatives, there would ensue the contin-
gency of some defect or the other [ in the position ]; and hence
the [ Buddhistic J theory is proved to be discordant. 23.

The case being also alike with regard to Space 24.

Next as to the view maintained by the same disputant that
the two varieties of sublation and the space are non-substantial,
[and eternal ]: amongst these the non-substantiality [ and non-
eternality ] of the two varities of sublation has been already
refuted before : now he is going to do thesame in the case of
space (Skasa). The hypothesis that space is non-substantial is
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inadmissible, because, as in the case of the conative and non-
conative sublation, so in the present case, there isabsolutely the
same perception of an entity. On the evidence of the Scriptu-
ral textslike[ TaitUp.,ii.1] —" From the atman the akasa
wasborn,” and others there is, to begin with, a clear declaration
of the reality of the akasa. And for those averseto admitting
their validity, one can assert thepossibility of its inference
on the ground of [ the inferential-mark of] sound, seeing that
other qualities like odour etc. are seen to subsist upon real en-
tities like the earth. Furthermore, when our opponents imagine
gpace to b8 a mere absence of covering (or delimitation in
every direction ) they must be reduced to own that, when a
bird is already flying in space, there being a delimitation [ of
gpace, and so no longer a mere vacuum ] in that direction,
another bird desirous of flying will not have any [ free] space
tofly into, And to say that the other bird might fly there
where the delimitation [ caused by the earlier flying bird
does not exist would be to assign to space in which you are now
able to distinguish one absence of delimitation from another
absence of delimitation, the character of a real positive entity;
and it cannot therefore be a mere [ negative | absence of delimi-
tation [ asisalleged ]. Moreover, the Buddhistic disputant who
maintains that space is mere absence of delimitation will have
thereby to run counter to another of his cherished dogmas. For,
in the Buddhistic canon, in the series of questions and answers
beginning with (Abhidharmakosavyakhya, page 16 ) —"Upon
what, Revered Sir, does the Earth rest ?7'—a the end of the series
starting with earth and the rest there comes finally the question
" Upon what does the Wind rest ?"—to which thereply given
is—"The Wind is grounded upon Space." And such a reply
would not be plausible if space had been a mere unreality
Then again, there is a contradiction in the very assumption
made that the two varieties of sublation and space—this triad—
[ Page 68 ] isindescribable, and withal unreal and eternal. For,
there cannot possibly belong any such thing as eternality or
non-eternality to what is admittedly an unreal entity; because
all dealings based upon the relation of the substance and
the attributes depend upon what is a real and positive entity.
And oncethe relation of the attributes to the substance is con-
ceded, then [ space ] will have to be reckoned as a real, exibten-
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tial entity, just like ajar and the like, and not as [a mere] non-

descript unsubstantiality. 24.

And also owing to (the fact of) remembrance. 25.

Again, since our Nihilist opponent assumes the momentari-
ness of all things, he ought to assume also the momentariness of
even the percipient. But this is not possible because of the
fact of remembrance. Remembrance isnothing but the memory
arising subsequently to experience, i. e, perceptkn. Now
such remembrance is possible only if it belongs to the same
subject who had the perception; for we never notice that
what has been the object of one man's perception that another
person ever remembers. In the absence of some idential
percepient who has the earlier and the later knowledge,
how can acognition of the form —I have [ already ] seen this
and | amseeingit[ again now | —at all rise ? Besides, it is a
fact patent to all that it is only whore one and the same person
is the agent of perception and memory that there arises the re-
cognition-consciousness in the form : | have [already] seen this,
and | am seeing it again [now]. Had there been a distinct
agent of knowledge in the two cases then the form of (he consci-
ousness should have been—I [ only] remember, but it is someone
else who has perceived it. — But nobody ever evinces such acon-
sciousness.  The whole world understands that where such con-
sciousness exists, there the agent of perception and that of me-
mory are two distinct individuals, as when it is said, | remember
that this other person has seen it. But in the present case, in
the consciousness of the form—I1 have [ already | seen this [ and
am now seeing it again]—even our Nihilist friend would under-
stand that the seeing and the remembering belong to one and
the same agent; and he would not say,” Not | " and so gainsay
the fact of the perception that the agent had already had, just as
if one were to say thefireis not hot or does not give light. This
being so, if one and the same agent isto be in touch with the
moment characterised by perception and the moment characteris-
ed by remembrance, it becomes inevitable that the Nihilist
should surrender his dogma of momentariness. So too, in one
successive moment after another, being aware of the recognitive
cansciousness of the sameness of the self as being the agent of
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the different successve cognitionsright up to the very last breath,
and likewise identifying as belonging to the authorship of the
same self the earlier cognitions beginning right from the very
birth, should not the Nihilist be ashamed to maintain yet the
doctrine of momentariness ? Were he to reply that this takes
place on account of similarity, we would make the following re-
joinder. A similarity in the form, ' This is similar to that '
depends upon two factors; and inasmuch as the maintainor of
the theory of momentariness cannot point to any one agent who
could perceive the two factors as similar, the assertion that the
consciousness of identity is based upon mere similarity is noth-
ing but deceitful nonsense.  And were he to allow that there is
vme agent who apprehends the similarity between the ear-
lier and the later moments, then in that case as the agent in
question will have to endure during [ at least ] two moments, the
dogma of momentariness will have to be surrendered. And if it
be urged that the perception in the form, That is similar to
this is a new cognition altogether, and is not based upon the
apprehenson of two moments, the earlier and the later, we say
No. For, Thisin comparison with that ' implies two distinct
factors as forming the material [ of the subsequent judgment of
similarity]. If a distinct cognition were to be the material for
the judgment of similarity, the use of the expresson Thisis
similar in comparison with that ' would become meaningless
[ Page 69] and the only form of the judgment would be' This
issimilarity.” When in this manner a fact patent to everybody
in the world is not recognised by any theorists, then nether the
establishment of onésown doctrines nor the demolishing of the
views of the opponent by means of arguments can possbly effect
entrance into the flux of onés own mind any more than into that
of the theorists themselves. Hence it is necessary that one
should assrt that only with reference to which there is a definite
agreement that the thing is thus or thus only. Anything other
than that, when it is being put forward would only proclaim the
excess of oneésown garrulousness. Thejudgment in question,
accordingly, cannot properly he held to be due to mere similarity;
because we are aware of the later thing being one with that
[ earlier thing ], and are not aware of their being simply similar
to each other. It isat the most barely possble, with reference to
objects outside ourselves, that there may at times arise doubt as
15 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans |
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to whether a thing is the same as the other thing or is similar
to the other thing, since a deception as to the fact is concei-
vable ; but as regards the percipient himself no such doubt can
ever arise as to whether | am the very same [ as the earlier per
oipient] or only similar to him, seeing that there is the indubi-
table consciousness of the identity of the self in the form—" The
same | that have seen [ so and so] the other day, that same | am
to-day remembering it." For this further reason also the dodfc-
rine of the Nihilistsis objectionable. 25.

[ Entity can] never [ originate] from non-entitv, asit is nowhere
observed [to do so]. 26.

For this additional reason also the doctrine of the Nihilistsis
to be pronounced objectionable, since, without assuming a per-
manent and enduring cause [to the world], they are forced to
maintain that there springs entity from non-entity. They in
face declare the orgination of entity from non-entity [in the
text : compare Nyayasutra, V. i. 14] —" Asthere is no coming
intobeing without a[ preceding] breaking asunder.” For,they ar-
gue, it isfrom the seed that has been split asunder that sprout arises,
so also from milk decomposed the curds, and from the lump of clay
destroyed [asa lump] the jar, arises. If the effect were to spring
up from an immutable cause, then, as there is no special deter-
mining circumstance, everything would originate from every-
thing. Accordingly, inasmuch as it is from the seeds reduced to
the condition of non-existence that sprouts and the like originate,
they consider that existence originates from non-existence. To
this we would make the reply—" Never from non-entity, as it
is nowhere observed.” From non-entity entity cannot arise. 11
entity were to be produced from non-entity, then as the non-exist-
ence [of the effect that is to be] can indifferently exist [every-
where], the assumption of a specific cause [ to produce a specific
effect] becomes uncalled for. For, that non-existence which
results upon the destruction of the seeds etc. and the non-exisfe
ence of the hare-horns and similar [ impossible] things are both
of them equally of the nature of non-entity; and so asregardstheir
character as non-existences there is no distinction, which might
lend significance to the assumption of specific causes to produce
specific effects, as when it is held that it is from the
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seed alone that the sprout is to be produced, and it is from the
milk alonethat the curds can be produced. When, however, the
absolutely character-less non-existence is assumed to be the
cause, then sprouts and the like might be produced even from
tare-horns and the like—a thing that is nowhere met with. If,
on the other hand, you were to postulate a specific characterisa-
tion evea of non-existence, like bluene-sin the case of the loiuses
eto., then on the ground of this very specific characterisation
there would arise the contingency of even the nonexistence be-
ing regarded as existence on the analogy of the lotus and the
like. Nor can a mere non-existence by i'self ever be the cause
originating any effect, just because it has the char cter of mere
non-existence, as for instance the harehorn etc Further, if
existence were to originate from non-exi-tnce, then all its effects
whatsoever would be imbued with a non-existential character
which however is never observed, seeing that everything [ Pa&e
70J whatsoever, in its own individual nature, isfound toexi in
its proper existential form. For, nobody, of course, ever regards
plates and other effects exhibiting the characteristics of clay, as
the effects belonging, say, to threads and the like. The woild
has agreed to regard effects possessing clay-charactertics as
the products of clay and of nothing else. Next, asto the argu-
ment that, in the absence of an antecedent dissolution of the
nature of the cause-substance, a something absolutely immu-
table cannot reasonably be assumed to function as the cause
and that therefore it isright that entity should originate from
non-entity, that, we say isbadly argued. Because, of afact, it
is gold and the like with their nature [as gold] altogether un-
changed, which are recognised as being present in the ornaments
and the other effects to which they are related as their causes.
And in those causes such as the seeds wherein a destruction of
their nature is actually observed, even there it is not the ante-
rior [seed] state that is being thus destroyed which is to be
assumed as the cause of the subsequent [sprout-state], but rather
it isjust those constituents of the seeds etc . which are not des-
troyed, and which continue over [ into the effects], which have
to be assumed as the cause of the sprouts and the like.  Accord-
ingly, inasmuch as mere non-en'ities like haTe-horn etc are not
observed to give rise to any existential effects, and inasmuch as
existing-entitieglike the gold etc. are observed to originate exjs-
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tential-effects, the [ Buddhistic ] assumption of an origination of
existence out of non-existenoe cannot stand toreason. M oreover
having made the assumption that the' mind ' and the' mentals'
orginate from a fourfold causation, and the assumption likewise
that from the atoms the aggregates in the form of the' elements
and the 'elementals' take place, the Nihilists in the samebreath
postulate the origination of entity out of non-entity, and thereby
merely stultify their own [ earlier ] assumptions and so make the
world's confuson worse confounded. 26.

Besdes thereby even the unseeking [ people] might have an
accomplishment [ of their ends]. 27.

If indeed one were to postulate the origination of entity from
non-entity, under that postulate even the unseeking and effort-
less persons might attain to an accomplishment of their ends.
As non-existence is so easy to secure, the agriculturist, even
though not spending any effort towards the cultivation of the
field, might secure his harvest; the pot-maker, even though not
active in fashioning the clay, might have his earthenwar e ready-
made ; and the weaver too, even though not stretching the threads
[ on the loom ], might have his yarns-of-cloth as though he had
stretched the threads. And then nobody would in any way be
induced to asmuchas wish for heaven or for liberation. This, of
course, is not proper, and nobody does ever make such an assump-
tion. For this reason too the origination of entity out of non-
entity is utterly untenable. 27. Here endsthe Topic (4) en-
titled the Refutation of the Aggregates.

TOPIC 5 ; REFUTATION OF IDEALISM.
( sutras 28-32)

As we have thus brought forward, with reference to the theory
which maintainsthe reality of the external world, the various
objections such as the impossibility of aggregation, etc., the
Buddhist who maintains the doctrine of idealism is now stepping
intothearena. We aretold that the theory of the reality of
the external world was put forward [ by the Buddha] to suit the
under standing of those of his disciples in whom he saw a firm
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clinging to things of the outer world. That, however, was not
the true intention of the Blessed One. Histrue intention was
to assign reality only to the phases (skandha) of " vijnanas "
or ideas. According to this theory of Idealism all our wordly
experience, consisting of [ the senses which are the] means of
cognition, together with the objects which are the result of cogni-
tion, can be fully explained as existing within the percipient
and existing only in the form in which his cognitive-faculty
(buddhi) becomes aware of it; (Page 71) [particularly so|
because an external object, even though assumed to [ indepen-
dently ] exist, cannot come withinthe scheme of our daily ex-
perience of the means-of-cognition and the rest unless and in  so
far only as it comes within the scope of the cognition-faculty.—
But [ wemight ask ] how do you know that all this experience
isinternal only, and that there does not exist any external object
outside one's vijnana or ideas ? To that our opponent replies :
Because it cannot be proved to exist. For, [ he argues, ] this
external object [ thereality of ] which is to be assumed can
either be atoms or an enmased-collection of the atoms as in
pillars and the like. Now, to begin with, atoms cannot reason-
ably be held to be the things to be signified by the ideas of
pillars etc., because a cognition consisting of the form of the
| separate and small ] atoms cannot properly be held to belong
[ to a pillar-cognition]. Nor can their enmassed-collections,
the pillars, be held to be aggregates of atoms, because it is im-
possible to clearly explain whether these aggregates are dis-
tinct or non-distinct from the atoms. In an analogous manner
one should refute Generality and the other Padarthas.—Further-
more, in the case of our cognitions as they arise within us, and
which agree in possessing auniform nature in so far as they
are [ partsof ] our inner-experience, that bias which each of
them takes in connection with each object, viz., that this is a
pillar-cognition, awall-cognition, ajar-cognition, and a cloth-
cognition, that bias cannot properly be explained in the absence
of some distinctive-aspect belonging to the cognition itself ; and
S0, inevitably, we have to assume that our cognitions take on
themselves the form of the [alleged ] object. And once this is
conceded, inasmuch as the cognition in question has already
made as its own the form of the [ alleged ] object, the assumption
of areally existing external object becomes altogether uncalled-
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for. —Besdes, from the fact of their invariably arising [ within
usJ simultaneously, we should inevitably conclude that the ides
and itsobject are not distinct from each other. For, when OM
of thetwo is not perceived, thereis no perception of the other?
and this ought not to have been the case if the two had been by
nature distinct entities, sincethere is no restrictive ground [ for
the invariable relation jast mentioned ]. For this reason also
external objects do not exist. — The world, then, isto be viewed
upon like a dream and such other things. Just as, for instance,
the[ varied ] perceptionsin our dreamsin illusions, in mirageg,
in the twilight-phantoms ( gandharva-nagara), and the like
assume, some of them, the forms of the objects and others, of the
agents of perception, although thereare noreal external objects
corresponding : even so must we legitimately infer in fact the
perceptions of the waking-life, the pillarsand so forth, to be:
for they too no less are perceptions. —AnNd if it beasked : How
can there arise, in the absence of any really existing external
object, that variety in our perceptions ?—thereply is, through
the variety of our subliminal-impressions. For, in this begin-
ningless mundane existence, there exists a mutual relation of
cause and effect between our perceptions and the subliminal-
impressions on the analogy of the seed and the sprout, and hence
there is no contradiction of any kind involved. Moreover,
through positive and negative judgments of concomitance, we
infer that the variety of our perception is due to nothing save
the variety of our subliminal impressions: for, in dreams and
the like, even in the absence of any real external objects, we
both of us agree in postulating a variety in the perceptions
based upon avariety of the subliminal impressons; whereas, in
the absence of subliminal-impressions [ to correspond ], | am not
prepared to admit any variety in the perceptions caused by the
[ so-called ] external objects  For thisreason, likewise, we have
to deny the existence of any external object. To this argumenta-
tion we make thefollowing reply —

Non-existence [ of external object ] cannot be [ maintained ]
because [of the fact ] of their being [ actually ] perceived. 28.

It is not possible that we can conclude that the external object
does not at all exiss Why ? Because it is perceived. For, we
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do perceive, corresponding to each [ internal | idea, anexternal
objectsuch as apillar, awall, ajar, or a piece-of-cloth. For, we
cannot assuredly deny the very thing that isbeing [actually] per-
ceived. Just as some one, takinghis meals and [Page 72] actually
experiencing the satisfaction that the meal is calculated to give,
were to say : " | am not taking my meals, nor am | experiencing
the satisfaction"—even so a percipient actually perceiving—after
the perceptive-contact of his sense with the object—an external
object, were he to say : " | do not perceive the object, or that the
object does not exist "—how could such a person gain any cre-
dence for his words ?— But, [ our opponent may say, ] | do not
say that | do not perceive the object: | only say that | do not
perceive it as outside my perception.— We reply, Well may you
say this because your tongue is unfettered; but you do not say
that hich is conformable to reason. For, even the conclusion
that the object exists outside the perception has to be per force
accepted on the ground of thevery fact of perception. For, no-
body ever comes to have the perceptive-knowledge that the pillar
or the wall is no other than his own perception. All menin the
world invariably have the perceptive-knowledge that the pillar,
wall, and the like are objects of perception. That all themen in
the world have just such a perceptive knowledge has to be in-
ferred from the other circumstance also that even those who
deny the existence of the external object practically assert
the existence of the same external object in that they say—
" That within us which assumesthe form of an internal object
of perception, that same appears as if it were outside." For
even the authors of this assertion do experience the perceptive
knowledge which presents objects as existing outside, and which
indeed is patent to everbody's experience ; but in their desire to
repudiate that external object they use the word asif as when
they say " asif it were outside." [This very fact testifies to
their belief in the external object;] for, otherwise why should
they have used the expression " as if it were outside ? "  For.
assuredly, nobody will care to say that Vishnumitra appears as
if he is a barren-woman's son. Hence those who claim to conceive
of the reality in strict accord with experience should properly
speaking assert that the perception refers to the object which is
actually outside, and they ought not to say that it appears 'as
if it were outside
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But, [ continues our opponent J it is just because the external
object cannot possibly exist that we have to conclude that it ap-
pears " as if it were external." This, however, is not a correct
conclusion: because the possibility and the impossibility [ of the
existence of an object ] are contingent upon the operation and the
non-operation [respectively | of valid-proofsregarding them ; and
it is not the case that the operation and the non-operation of the
valid-proofs are to be made contingent upon whether [ a priori ]
there isapossibility and impossibility [ respectively of the things
at all existing]. Accordingly, that which can be cognised by
any one of the valid-proofs such as direct-preception and the rest,
that is what is possible ; that, on the other hand, which is not to
be cognised by any one of the valid-proofs, that is what is impo-
ssible.  Now in the present case, when all valid-proofs whatso-
ever—each in its own fashion—are vouchsafing for the existence
of the internal object, how can the same, in spite of the fact of
its being perceived, be declared to be not possible on the strength
of theuntenability of all possible alternativessuch as[thepillar's]
being non-distinct or not non-distinct [from the atoms]? And
because the perceptive-cognition has the same form as the object
that is no reason why the object be altogether annihilated ; bel
cause, if the object were not to exist at all, we could not reasona-
bly explain the fact of the cognition having the same form as
the object; and also because the object is actually perceived as
being outside. For thisvery reason also, the fact of the idea
and its object invariably arising [ within us] simultaneously has
to be understood as being due to the two being related to each
other as the means (the object) and the end (the idea), and not
to their being identical. — Moreover, in the jar-cognition or the
cloth-cognition, it isthe attributes-of-the-perception, viz., jar-ness
and cloth-ness, which differ, and not the perceptive-cognition it
self, which is the subject-to-which-the-attributes-refer; just as,
in the expression ' a whitebull or a black bull," it isthe two
attributes of whiteness and the blackness that differ, and not the
generic-nature of the bull as such; so that the two (jar-ness and
cloth-ness) establish the distinctness [from themselves] of the
one (viz. perceptive-cognition), and the one (perceptive-cogni-
tion) the distinctness of itself from the two (jar-ness and cloth-
ness]. Accordingly, the object and the idea have to be regarded
as distinct. So likewise we have to understand in the case of
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the perceptive and the memory cognitions referring to ajar. For,
even in thiscase it is the perceptive and the memory cognitions,
which are the obiects~qualified-by-attribute, that differ, and not
the jar, which isthe attribute in question; [Page 73] just as in
the expressons the " milk-odour" and the " milk-taste it isthe
odour and thetaste—which ar ethe objects-qualified-by-attribute—
that differ, and not the milk, which isthe qualifying-attribute

even o in the present case.  Furthermore thetwo ideas belong-
ing, the one to the earlier and the other to the later moment, and
each of them having achieved all its life-pur pose by being brought
into consciousness of itself, cannot any longer be supposed to
stand to each other in the relation of the perceived and the per-
ceiver. And as a consequence, all the classifications of the
ideas, and even their characterisation as being momentary; the
analysis [of the contents of an idea] into a factor which gives it
its own specific-individuality, plus a generic knowledge-factor;
the distinction between what gives rise to a subliminal-impres-
sion [viz., the specific-individuality of an idea] and the subli-
minal-impression itself [which colours the idea of the next mo
ment]; the theory of the nescience-caused confusion of men's
ideas; the prescriptions as to what constitutes or what does not
constitute right conduct; the declarations asto bondage and libe-
ration ; and all other similar dogmas enunciated by the oppo-
nent's own Sacred-canon—they will have to be, one and all
contradicted.

Here is another argument. We would demand why it isthat,
while assuming ideas and nothing but ideas, our opponent hes-
tatesto assume also the external objects like the pillar, the wall,
and others of their kind If he makes the answer, Because idea
iswhat is actually experienced, we would say it would beproper
for him to assume that even the external object is as such actu-
ally experienced. And if it is argued that the idea—because, like
alamp, it is of the nature of luminosity—is experienced of its
own nature, but not sothe external object, [we reply] youarethen
prepared to admit what runs counter to all experience, viz., the
agent's activity upon himsdf— as though the fire were to burn
itself—and are yet unwilling to allow what is not contrary to
experience and what is patent to the whole world, namely, that
the external object is perceived by an idea which is distinct from

16 [ Brahmiasutrabhashya, Trans. |
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[the object] itself. Surely in thisyou have displayed yourpro-
found philosophical-insight 1 And besides, the idea, although
conceded as being non-distinct from the object, cannot be ex-
perienced by itself, for there too the same objection of making
the agent operate upon himself holds. To this one may answer:
If the idea were to be assumed as being the object of perception
by an agent different from himself, then that agent will have to
be perceived by a third, and so on, thereby starting a regressus
in infinitum. Further, [he will argue] if, in spite of the fact
that the perceptive-cognition, like the lamp, is self-luminous, it
were to be imagined to need another preceptive-cognition for its
being perceived, then both [the perceptive cognitions] being
exactly alike, there cannot obtain betweeen them the relation of
theillumined and the illuminator, so that the whole assumption
becomes futile. Both these [wereply] are fallacious arguments,
For, in the bare act of the apprehension of a given idea there does
not arise any expectancy as to the apprehension of the agent who
apperceives the idea in question, so that the very contingency of a
regressusin infinitum simply does not arise at all. And it isquite
possible for the idea and the agent apperceivingtheidea[i. e. the
witnessing Self | —being as they are divergent in nature—to pro.
perly stand to each other in the relation of the percipient and the
perceived-object. And as the apperceiver is[ directly and] in-
dubitably established [in on€s own consciousness|, he cannot
possibly be gainsaid.

Here is one more argument. When our opponent asserts that
theidea, like a lamp, revealsitself spontaneously without stand,
ing in need of anything ése to illumineit, it is tantamount to
asserting that the idea, which no means-of-proof can ever reveal,
needs also no percipient for its perception, as though a thousand
lamps, blazing in the interior of some rock, were to make them-
selves manifest therein. Quite so, [our opponent may retort J only,
that idea is of the nature of sdf-consciousness, and [ with this
proviso] you are then practically conceding our own position.
To that we say, No. For, it isunto another distinct percipienti

Reading " arthavyatiriktam" which gives better ssmse athough it is
not found in any edition. With thereading ." arthavyatiriktam " trandate—
And besdes the idea, although digtinct from the object, etc.
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endowedwithraeans-of-knowledgeliketheeyes, that thelamp etc.
are found to become manifest. On thesame analogy, inasmuch as
the idea is nonetheless an object that needs to be illumined, it is
only when another distinct percipient existsthat we can agree
to assent to itsbeing manifestlike alamp. But, [ our opponent
may urge, ] when [ the Vedantin] puts forward his thesis of the
self-luminousness of the percipient, i. e. to say, of the witnessing
consciousness, is he not, under the cover of a difference in ex-
pression, assenting to my own theory that the idea spontane-
ously manifests itself ? To this we reply in the negative.
For, you postulate for your "idea" origination, destruction,
manifoldness, and [Page 74] many like attributes [which makes
aworld of difference between the "idea" and the witnessing-
Self]. Consequently we have established the conclusion that
the idea also, like unto thelamp, has to be an object of percep-

tion for some one else. 28.

And on account of divergence in nature, it is not like the dream
and the like. 29.

Now, as to the statement made, whilerepudiating the external
object, that the perceptions of waking-life such as the pillars
etc. can exist, on the analogy of the perceptions of the dream and
the like, even in the absence of any actual external object, be-
cause those also [ no less than these | possess indifferently the
nature of perception—to that we have to make the following re-
joinder. Tobeginwith, we have to point out that the percep-
tions of waking-life cannot possibly be on a par with the percep-
tions of dreams etc. Why ?  Because of a divergence in nature.
For there is a divergence between the perceptions of the dream
and of the waking life. What isthat divergence ? Itisthe pre-
sence and the absence of sublation, we reply. For, an object
perceived in adream is sublated as the sleeper becomes awake,
[ when hefindsout—] " Itis not truethat | had fallen in with a
crowd of people; for, | never had fallen inwith the crowd : only
my mind had become enervated by drowsiness, and so this
erroneous notion sprang upon me." Just in an anaogous
fashion there arises a sublation, each in its own way, of magical
visions and thelike. An objection perceived during waking-
life, on the other hand, say, thepillar etc., is not inthis fashion
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sublated in any other [subsequent] state.— M oreover, the dream-
perception is no morethan arecollection, while the waking-per -
ception isa direct perception : and the distinction between re-
collection and direct-perception is plainly experienced by every
one as being basad upon contiguity and non-contiguity of the
object in question, as when one says—"' | remember my dear son
but do not s him any longer, much as | wish to s him’
The fact standing thus, it is not possble to formulate the syllo-
gism—W aking-per ception is false ; because it is a perception ;
as for instance, the dream-perception—especially when the dis
tinction between the two is a matter of on€s own personal expe-
rience. It, above all, behoves those who pride themselvesupon
their "illumination” not to so flagrantly contradict onesown
experience. —T hen again, fearing lest it would entail a direct
contravention of experience, our opponent recognises the impos-
sibility of declaring outright that waking-perceptions have no
real bass for themselves ; but yet he wishes to declare the same
on theground of the similarity [of-waking-percerption] with
dream-perception. If now a given characteristic cannot belong
to an object on its own merits, that same cannot belong to it
because of the object's similarity with some other object. For,
surely, whilethefireis being actually felt as hot, it cannot
become cool because of its being compared with water. And we
have shown that the dreaming and the waking perceptions
do differ. 29.

There can be no existence [ of subliminal-impressons] because
[ external objectsare held tobe] not perceived. 30.

Thenasto the contention that, even in the absence of any [ ex-
ternal ] object, the variety in our cognitions can very well be
made out to be the result of a variety of the subliminal-impres-
sions, against that we have to make a rejoinder. Our reply on the
question is—" No existence " of the subliminal impressions can
be tenable under your view, "because of the non-perception” of
external objects. For, it is on the bass of the perceptions of
objects that there arise, in connection with each of the objects
| perceived ], different kinds of subliminal-impressions. When,
however, the objects are [held to be] not peroeived at all, on the
bass of what can there arise those diversified subliminal im
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pressions? And in case a beginningless succession [ of sublimi-
nal-impressions be postulated ], it would be in accordance with
the maxim of the row of the blind led by the blind, with the
result that no stability can be attained and there would ensue a
regreesus in infinitum leading to the subversion of the entire phe-
nomenal-experience [Page 75] without the point sought for be-
ing at all gained. Then, as to the positive and negative judg-
ments that were put forth by our opponent while repudiating
the external object, namely, that this mass of perceptions is bas-
ed only upon the [ assemblage of | subliminal-impressions, and
not upon [any variety of] objects, even those, by virtue of the
present argument, should be understood as having been contro-
verted, seeing that in the absence of a perception of objects sub-
liminal-impressions cannot properly be explained. On the con-
trary, inasmuch as, even in the absence of [previous] subliminal-
impressions, a perception of objects [ at times] actually occurs,
and inasmuch as| do not admit, per contra, the possibility of
subliminal-impressions arising in the absence of [ previous] per-
ception of objects: even the " positive and negative judgments "
do, if anything, establish justthe very existence of [external]
objects. Finally, the subliminal-impressions are no other than
latent-dispositionsi and latent-dispositions cannot possibly be
imagined to exist in the absence of a substratum [ or subject, to
whom they must belong]; for, such is the world's experience.
Now, you have not [ assumed] any substratum for your sublimi-
nal-impressions, because [ as you allege] none such is attained
by [any of the valid] means of knowledge. 30.

And also on account of momentariness. 31.

Next, as to the so-called " Receptacle-consciousness " which is
brought forward for doing duty as the substratum for the subli-
minal-impressions, that too lacks in fixty of nature, because that
too is assumed to be of momentary duration. It cannot therefore
any more than can the [ transient | operative-phase-of-conscious-
ness, serve as a proper abiding place for the subliminal-impres-
sions. In fact, unless one assumes one abiding entity pervad-
ing the three [ divisions of ] time, or someone who isimmutable
and omniscient, it is not possible that there can be effected the
ordinary activitiessuch astheimplanting of subliminal-impres-
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sions conformable to specific place, time, and circumstances, or
the [evoking and] joining together of memories [already im-
planted]. Incase, however, the " Receptacle-consciousness " be
assigned a permanence of nature, that would go against the tenet
of your school.—Finally, inasmuch asthere is the same assump-
tion of momentariness even in this idealistic theory, all those
objections on the score of momentariness which were raised
against the Realistic schools of Buddhism, namely, [Brahma-
sutra, I 1. 1i.20] —" And because at the origination of the sub-
sequent there is [ already ] a sulfation of theprecedent,” and the
rest,—all those objections have to be applied against the present
school also. — Thus then we have refuted both these Nihilistic
schools, viz., the Buddhistic Realism and the Buddhistic I dealism.
There is another school that maintains the doctrine of the Void ;
but that is so flagrantly in contravention of all valid-proofs,
that we do not wish to spend any special effort in refuting the
same. For, assuredly, all this mundane existence that is war-
ranted by every one of our valid-proofs—it is not ever possible
to gainsay it all, until one is assured of a basic reality [of adis-
tinctive order]. The currently-accepted dogmas, accordingly,
must obtain free scope as long as an exceptionally convincing
doctrine going against them [e. g., the Brahman theory] is not
forthcoming. 31.

And because it lacks cogency in every way. 32.

Why say more? From whatever point of view wetry to test
this Nihilistic philosophy to see if there be any substance under-
lying it,wefindthat in every manner of way it merely tumbles
down like [the sides of] awell, dug amidst sands. We do not
observe any rime or reason about it. And for this reason too
any [further] dealingwith thisNihilistic philosophy is absolu-
tely futile. Furthermore, whenthe" Benevolent One" actually
has taught three such doctrines opposed to one another, viz.,
Realism, Idealism, and the Doctrine of the Void, he has thereby
plainly established his own propensity for incoherent prattle, or
may-be, his malice for the world, evincing adesire that all the
world might be confounded by believing in such contradictory
theories. In every way therefore does this philosophy of the
" Benevolent One " deserve to be condemned outright by persons
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desirous of salvation—this is the meaning of the Author. 32.

Here ends the Topic (5) entitled the Refutation of Idealism.

TOPIC 6: REFUTATION OF JAIN PHILOSOPHY.
( Sutras 33-36 )

[ Page 76] The theory of the " Benevolent One" has been dis-
possd of. We now proceed to repudiate the theory of the" un-
dressed " philosophers. These believe in seven categories named
by them—the soul, the non-soul, the inflowing-fluid, theinlet-
closing, the drying-up, the bondage, and the liberation. In brief
however, they recognise only two categories, the soul and the
non-soul, inasmuch as the others can be subsumed, conformably
to the nature of each, under these two. The same categories
again they expand into five " extended-entities," viz., the ex-
tended-entity called the soul, the extended-entity called the body
(pudgala), the extended-entity called dynamic-space ( dharma),
the extended-entity called static-space (adharma), and lastly the
extended-entity called the Ether. Of each of these, again, they
detail many subsidiary varieties of different kinds as adopted in
their own school. And with regard to all of them they bringin-
to operation their Dialectics known asthe " Logic of the Seven
Modes" —namely, " May-beit somehow-is," " May-be it some-
how-is-not,” " May -be it somehow-is-as-well-as-is-not,” " M ay-
be it somehow-is-indescribable," " May-be it somehow-is-and-yet-
indescribable," " May-be it somehow-is-not-and-yet-indescriable,"
and "May-be it somehow-is-as-well-as-is-not-and-yet-indescriba-
ble" It isin thisvery same fashion that they apply thisLogic
of the Seven Modes in regard to the problems of the One, the
Eternal, and so forth. Against that we have to say—

No: on account of the impossible of [the contrary modes ]
applying to one and the same entity. 33.

Thetheory in question does not stand toreason. Why ? " On
account of the impossiblity in one and the same"  For, it cer-
tainly is not possible thatone and the same attribute-possessing-
entity can have, ssmultaneously abiding within it, such contrary
attributes as existence and non-existence, any more than it can
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be both cold and hot together. For, those seven categories that
they have fixed upon, so many and with such natures [ and sub-
divisions] as might appertain to each : they must either be as
they assert them to be, or they must not be 0. For otherwise,
if somehow they are to be as they describe them to be, and also
somehow they arenot tobe as they describethem tobe: such a
non-determinate knowledge about them would by no meansbe
valid, any morethan a doubting judgment. But, [it may be
urged,] when itis a knowledge of a determinate form—uviz. that
the essence of things is variable—that is being arrived at, that
does not deserve to be invalidated like an ordinary doubting
judgment. We say, No. For one who is proclaiming an abso-
lutely unconditional variablenegs-of-essence in the case of all
things whatsoever—for him even this so-called " determinate
knowledge " —in so far asthat isathing (vastu)—will have to be
submitted to the Disjunctive Dialectics of " M ay-be it somehow-is,"
" May-be it somehow-is-not, " so that that knowledge will have
also to be jug as much non-determinate. So too, he who isto
havethe[ alleged ] " determinate” knowledge, and the fruit of this
"determinate" knowledge will have to be classed both under exis-
tence if we follow one of the alter native judgments andunder non-
existence if we follow the other. This being the case, how can the
propounder of a philosophical syssem, who must [ as such] claim
[full] authoritativeness, ever possibly propound anything at all
when the means-of-knowledge, the objects-of-knowledge, the
agent-of-knowledge, and the resulting-knowledge itself have all
alike a non-determinate form ?—And how too can those who may
claim to follow his teaching find an impulse to act up to the
teaching laid down by him, when just what he has taught is
itself of a non-determinate form ? For, it is only when the
fruit [ claimed for a doctrine] is definitely ascertained to be its
unfailing consequence that all the world can, without confusion
or hesitation, proceed to practice what may have been laid down
as the means to that end; and not otherwise.  Hence it follows
that one laying down a doctrine-and-code non-determinate in
sense would, like a maniac or like one intoxicated, have his state-
ments deemed unworthy of acceptance.— So also in the case of
the five " extended-entities," [ Page 77 ] by applying the Disjunc-
tive Dialectics with reference to the number ( five-ness) of
these extended-entities, in one alternative we reach the con-
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elusion that may-be they are[five,] and in the other, may-
be they are not five, so that the entities in question will have
to be conceded as either less than five or more than five, — Nor
again can the various categories be said to be indescribable. If
they are in sooth indescribable, they would not even be mention-
ed. That they are being mentioned and that they should at the
same time be indescribable is a self-contradiction, no less than
when, being described, they are ascertained to be just as they
are described and at the same time not ascertained to be so. So
too, when one is irresponsibly-declaring—may-be there does ex-
ist or may-be there does not existthat ' Right Konwledge " which
isto proceed from a" determinate " knowledge [of the categori-
es] as above referred to; or again — may-be there does exist or
may-be there does not exist any " Wrong Knowledge " which is
contrary to the former—he must clearly belongto the genus of
the maniacs or the intoxicated, and never to that of persons de-
serving credence. Likewise when the heaven and the liberation
are to be classed in one alternative under existence and in the
other under non-existence, or when under one alternative they
are classed as permanent and under another as non-permanent—
with such an absence of determinateness prevailing, it is not
possible that any one can be urged to activity las laid down in
the doctrine]. And there does also arise the contingency of the
soul and the other categories—whose natures have been fixed al
along this beginningless time, and are ascertained accordingly
from one's own sacred canon— turning out to be not of the nature
thus ascertained. Similarly also, as regards the soul and the
other categories, since in one and the same attribute-possessing-
entity two contradictory attributes of existence and non-existence
cannot possibly co-exist,—in the one attribute of existence it be-
ing impossible to find the other attribute of non-existence, and in
that of non-existence likewise it being impossible to find that of
existence—the doctrine of the Arhat turns outtobe quite incohe-
rent. Hereby have to be understood as refuted the various non-
deterministpostulates as regards [ one and the same entity possess-
ing both ] unity and plurality, permanence and transience, dis-
tinctness [from other entities] and non-distinctness, and thelike.
As regards the doctrine according to which they imagine that
from atoms which they designate as " Pudgalas " there spring up
[ grosser] conglomerates,that is practically refuted by our earlier
17 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Trans. |
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refutation of the Atomic Theory, and we do not therefore expend

separate effort in this place upon its refutation. 33.

So too [there arises the contingency of] the Atman's non-
integration. 34.

Just as there arises the contingency in the " May-be" Dia-
lectics of the fault of the impossibility of ascribing to one and
the same attribute-possessing entity [two or more] contradictory
attributes, so too there arises the further liability of the doctrine
to the fault of the self or the soul losing his integral-nature. How
so? Because, the followers of the doctrine of the Arhat consider
that the soul has the same dimension as the body. And when
the soul isto have the dimension of the body, he will haveto lose
hisintegral-nature, and be of limited pervasion and definite di-
mension ; and as a consequence of this, the self will have to be
regarded as, like the jar and so forth, non-eternal. Further, in-
asmuch as bodies are of [ many and ] non-determinate dimensions,
the soul of a man, having become of the same dimension as the
human body, may thereafter—in case he has, as an effect of the
ripening of some one or the other of his karman, to assume the
body of an elephant—not occupy the full space within the
elephant's body ; and in case he hasto assume the body of anant,
equally may he not be fully contained within that ant's body.
And thisfault will alike hold, even during the tenure of one and
the same life, in the conditions of boyhood, youth, oldage, and
the rest. —That may be, [ our opponent might reply,] but the soul
has an infinity of parts. And the very same parts of the soul
would be compressed within a small body or would expand to
fill alarge body. [ Tothis we reply ] by demanding whether
these infinite particles of the soul are or are not capable of resist-
ing being pressed together so as to occupy the same space. |If
there be a resistance then the infinite particles [ Page 78 ] cannot
be fully contained within alimited space. If they are not cap-
able of resistance then all these particles could just as reason-
ably be made to occupy the space of one particle, so that there
would result no grossness in size and you will be reduced to con-
sider the soul as atomic only- Nor is it further even possible to
imagine that particles of the soul, being compressed, asthey are
to be, within the limits of merely one body, could ever be
infinite. ~ 34.
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If it be urged that turn by turn, as they attain a large body,
certain particles of the soul become added to, and as they attain
a small body, certain particles fall away,even so our reply is—

And not even by alternation [ of accretion and depletion] can
there be absence of contradiction; because of [the faults of]
mutability and the like. 35.

Nor can it be possible, even by assuming an alternating accre-
tion and depletion of particles, to maintain the soul's possessing
—without involving any contradifcion—the same dimension as
the body. Why ? Because of the contingency of the faults of
mutability and the like. In case the soul be assumed to be
accretive or depletive by the unceasing accession or attenuation
of parts, it is inevitable that he should be liable to mutation ;
and being liable to mutation, the contingency of his being im-
permanent like the skin [ of the body ] cannot be escaped. And
then the postulate of bondage and liberation will be endangered,
seeing that you assume that the soul enveloped within the eight-
fold karmans is being drowned, like a gourd, into the ocean of
mundane-existence, and it is through a snapping asunder of the
bondage that he secures an up-rising motion, — Besides, these
in-coming and out-going particles, inasmuch as they possess a
liability to accretion and depletion, cannot — any more than the
body and the like—be of the same essence as the soul. As a
consequence, it will have to be supposed that some enduring
particle isthe soul. Anditis not possible to clearly specify
which one particle that soul is. Then too, you must specify to
us from whence these in-coming soul-particles spring up and
whither the out-going ones disappear. For, assuredly,they can-
not spring up from or merge back into the elements, because the
soul is non-elemental. Nor can there be put forth any other
common or non-common store-house for all the soul-particles,
because there is no valid-proof for it. Moreover, under the as
sumption, the soul will be non-determinate in form, because
the in-coming and the out-going particles cannot be supposed to
have the self-same dimensions. For these and other inevitable
drawbacks it is not possible even to resort to the theory of the
alternating accretion and depletion of soul-particles,
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There is also another explanation of the aphorism possble.
The preceding sutra having already brought home the [ fault of
the] soul's non-permanence by urging the contingency—under
the hypothesis of the soul being of the same dimension as the
body and taking on [in succession] bodies of augmented or atte-
nuated sze—of the soul's non-integration, the present aphorism
anticipates the contention that, in spite of the non-fixity of the
[ soul's ] dimension, the soul can yet be—in its successve
phases (paryaya), and following the analogy of the per-
manence of the flowing-stream—Iikewise permanent, this
present position of the " undressed " philosophers having its
parallel in that of their " red-robed" [ friends] who assign per-
manence to the scream-[of-ideas ] in spite of the transitoriness
of the ideas themselves : and thereupon the Sutra offers the
reply—Ifthis'stream" that isposited be an unreal entity, there
would be the contingency of your assenting to the doctrine of
soul-lessness; while if the soul-[ stream ] be a reality, the pos-
tion would be still untenable by reason of the contingency of
the mutability and the other drawbacks. 35.

And owing to [ the assumed | durability of the ultimate [dimen-
sion of the soul ], the other two [ initial and middle dimesions] will
have to be permanent, so that no difference [ in the soul's dimen-
sion is possble]. 36.

[ Page 79] Furthermore, the Jainas desre to assert the per-
manence of the ultimate dimension of the soul which he assumes
at thetime of hisliberation. There arises consequently a contin-
gency of the two earlier dimensions, the initial aswell asthe
middle, being allowed permanence, so that there will haveto be
admitted a non-difference [ as regards all the dimensions of the
soul ]. This means that they will all be of the size of just one
[ the very last ] body and cannot be liable to fit in with the size
of any other body of increased or decreased dimension.

Or, [we might interpret the aphorism slightly differently: ]
inasmuch asthe last dimension of the soul is something fixed, in
thetwo earlier states also the soul will have to be allowed to
possess an unchanging dimension. And as a consequence the soul
will ever have to be assumed to be — not of the size of the frody
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—but rather atomic or all-pervadinginvariably. For thisreason

too the Jain doctrine, like that of the Buddhists, has to be dis

carded as being not consequential. 36. Here ends the Topic

( 6) entitled Refutation of Jain Philosophy.

TOPIC 7: REFUTATION OF THEISM.
( Sutras 37-41)

[ Impossibility ] of the Lord [ being only the efficient cause] on
account of [ resulting] incoherence. 37.

Now there is going to be refuted the theory which regards the
Lord as merely the efficient cause. How do you deduce this ?
Because in [the Vedfinta Aphorism, I. iv. 23]-— " As well the
material-cause, because of [ the necessity of | conforming with
the formal-enunciation and the illustration"—and in [ I. iv. 24 ]
" Also because of [ self-]reflection” — in these sutras the Teacher
has himself established the existence of the Lord possessing the
nature of both the material as well as efficient cause. If there
had been offered here a mere refutation of the Lord as the cause
without any specification, then, because of the contradiction in-
volved in that and the earlier postions, there would have re-
sulted the liability to the charge that the Author of the Sutras
was speaking what was self-contradictory. Hence we conclude
that the view that the Lord is not the material-cause, but only
the controlling-agent, or merely the efficient-cause is the view
which, as being opposd to the doctrine propounded in the
Upanishads of the absolute unity of the Brahman, is here being
carefully sought to be refuted. This doctrine of the Lord that
runs counter to the Vedic doctrine appears under many forms.
Some, to begin with, who take their stand upon Samkhya-Y oga
teaching, think that the Lord is the Controller of the Matter
( Pradhana) and of the Souls ( Purushas), and ismerely the
efficient-cause ; the Pradhana, the Purushas, and the Lord being
divergent in nature from one another. The Mahesvaras on the
other hand hold that there are five categories, namely, the Effect,
the Cause, the Application, the Devout-practice, and Cessation-
of-pain, which were taught by the Lord, the "Herds-master,” for
[attaining liberation from the fetters that bind the Herd,—the
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Lord, the "Herds-master' being the efficient cause. So too,
certain other philosophers like the Vaiseshikas, under one form
or the other, declare, in conformity with their own philosophical
position, the Lord as the efficient-cause. Hence the reply is
given —" Of theLord, on account of incoherence." Of the Lord,
the Master of the Pradhana and the Purusha, [ Page 80] the
functioning as the cause of the world by being merely the Con-
troller, cannot be maintained. Why ? On account of incohe-
rence. What now is this incoherence ? In the case of the Lord
distributing beings into different classes as possessing base,
middle, and highest natures, there arises the contingency of
ascribing to him anger, hatred, and the like faults, as in the case
of mortals like us, and so there has to be ascribed tohim an un-
lordly character. And if it be contended that this is no de
ficiency because of [ his showing due] consideration for the
karman of beings, we say, No. Because if the karman and the
Lord areto bethe motivating and the motivated-principle in turn
there results the contingency of the fault of mutual inter-depen-
dence. And if it be retorted—No, because of beginninglessness,
we demur ; because, as in the present period so in the past
periods also, there being the same fault of mutual interdepen-
dence, we would be reduced to the plight of a row of succes-
sive blind men. Moreover, expertsinthe Nyaya unanimously
holdthat [Nyaya Aphorism, I.i. 11]—" Defects are the inducing-
causes of all activities." For, nobody who is not impelled by
any defect is ever observed to bestir himself either in his own
interest or in that of others. Everyone, in fact, even while
bestirring himself for the sake of another, really does it, being
impelled by hisown interest. For this reason aso the doctrine
is incoherent; for, if the Lord be held to be actuated by self-
interest, there would be the contingency of his being Lord no
longer. Further, asthe Lord is assumed to be a specific Purusha
and as the Purusha is assumed to be characterised by utter-
indifference [ to all activity ], the theory proclaims its own
incoherence. 37.

And also on account of the impossibility of the connection. 38.

Once more there is the same incoherence. For, a Lord who is
distinct from the Pradhana and the Purushas cannot be the Con
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troller of the Pradhana and the Purushas unless there exists some
kind of a connection between them. Now, conjunction cannot
possibly be the [ required ] connection, because the Pradhana, the
Purushas, as well asthe Lord are alike omnipresent, and so im-
partite. Nor can the connection be of the nature of Inherence,
because the relation of the substratum and the superstrata has
not been defined in the case. Nor is it possible to imagine any-
other kind of connection, inferrable from the effect produced,
because, that there is the cause and the effect relation in question
has itself to be yet established. How about,the theory that re-
gards the Brahman as the cause 7—it may be asked. We deny
the charge, for in this case the fact can well be explained by the
relation of identity that is posited. Besides, thefollower of the
Brahman doctrine expounds the nature of the cause etc. on the
strength of the Scriptures. Conseguently no compulsion exists
in his case that he must postulate everything in strict conformity
with actual experience. In the case of our opponent on the other
hand, as he expounds the nature of the cause etc. on the strength
of | mere ] analogy, he has to postulate everything instrict accord
with actual experience—and this givesusthe palm. Andif it be
retorted, that the opponent also can lay claim to the authority of
the Scriptures because he too has his Scriptures composed by the
Omniscient Lord,—we say, No ; because it would involve the
contingency of a mutual interdependence. For, the Omniscient
Lord isto be established on the authority of the Scriptures, and
the Scriptures are to be established on the authority of the Omni-
scient Lord. For this reason then the doctrine of the L ord as put
forward by the followers of Samkhya-Yoga and others is un-
tenable. In alike manner, in the case also of the other theories
about the Lord falling outside the Vedic doctrine, we can bring
home, in accordance with the facts of each case, the charge of
incoherence. 38.

And also because of the impossibility of [ assigning] any
operating-basis [ for the Lord]. 39.

[ Page 81 ] And for this other reasonalso the Lord as imagin-
ed [ by the Theists] on the strength of mere logic cannot be
properly substantiated. For, as established by them, he will have
to be imagined as starting [ the world-creation] upon the basis
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of the[ given material intheform of ] the Pradhana and the
rest, asthe pot-maker does on the bags of the clay and the like.
But that cannot be maintained. For surely the Pradhana which
isincapable of direct-perception, as being devoid of colour and
the other qualities, cannot form the operating-basis for the Lord,
snceit is, in this, different from the clay etc. 39.

If it bereplied that it can be, on the analogy of the senses, we
say, No; because of the [faults of a liability to] pleasure-pain-
experience, and the Hke. 40.

That may be. But just asthe group of senses the eye and the
rest, being themselves devoid of colour and the other qualities,
and so incapable of being directly seen, can form an adequate
oper ating-basis for the individual soul, sotoo will the L ord make
the Pradhana his operating-basis. Even o, the position does
not stand square to reason. For, weinfer that the sense-group and
the like must have been made the [ soul] operating-basis, because
we find the pleasure-pain-experience and the rest actually ex-
perienced. In the present case, however, no such thingslike the
pleasur e-pain-experience are experienced. And in case a complete
analogy with the sense-group is to be postulated, then, on the
analogy of the transmigrating Purushas, there will arise the
contingency of the Lord too being ascribed the pleasurepain-
experience and therest. 40.

Thetwo Aphorisms can be inter preted in another manner—
Because also of theimpossibility of embodied-ness. [ 39].

And for this other reason also the Lord as imagined [ by the
Theists] on the strength of mere logic cannot be properly sub-
stantiated. For, in our world we always observe that it is an
embodied person—onehaving a [ human ] body—who governs, as
does for instance a king his kingdom; but not one who is un-
embodied. Consequently, in conformity with that analogy, if
one wereto imagine someL ord not-warranted-by-Scriptures| as
the cause of the world ], there would have to be mentioned some-
thing possessng sense-apertures—a specific body—as belonging
tothe Lord It is not possble to mention any such, beocauae



137 ] TOPIC 7: REFUTATION OF THEISM [—ii.ii. 41
Page 82

bodies are things that are to be produced after the creative-

process has been started, and they cannot possibly be postulated

prior to the creation- Andif the Lord is to be without any

body; he cannot properly be the Creator, because that is what

the world requires. [39].

If a sens-furnished [ body be assigned to the Lord] then by
reason of the contingency of the pleasure-pain-experience and the

like [40].

If now, in strict conformity with the experience of the world,
evento the Lord one were to assign, as one chooses, a body
endowed with sense-organs, even so the hypothesis cannot be
tenable. For, were the Lord to be embodied, there will ensue
the contingency of histoo being, like the transmigrating soul
liable to pleasure-pain-experience and the like, and so being no
longer the Lord at all. [40].

There would either ensue finiteness, or €se non-omniscience. 41

And for this other reason also the Lord as imagined by [the
Theists] on the strength of mere logic cannot be properly sub-
stantiated. For, he is assumed by them to be omniscient as well
asinfinite. And they aso assume that the Pradhana too is in-
finite and the Purushas likewise are infinite and all differing
from one another. [ Page 82] Now, we ask, does the Omniscient
Lord ever demarcate the very limits of the Pradhana, of the Puru
shas, and of himself, or does he not so demarcate them ?  Under
either supposition there does cling to the view a deficiency.
How ? If, inthefirst place, the earlier alternative is adopted,
inasmuch as there is a demarcation of the limits of the Pradhana,
the Purushas, and the Lord, they will have to be necessarily lia-
ble to come to their end ; because that is what is observed in the
world. For inthisour world, whatever object, for instance the
piece-of-cloth and the like, has alimitation [ in size, number etc.]
that is found to be liable to come to the end. So likewise the
three entities of the Pradhana, the Purushas, and the Lord, be-
cause they are all capable of limitation; and hence they will all
alike be liable to reach their end. The dimension of quantity,
for instance, reaches its limitation in connection with the triad
of entities consisting of the Pradhana, the Purushas, and the

18 [ Brahmiasutrabhashya, Trans. |



Il. ii 44—] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [138
Page 82

Lord. Sotoothe qualitative dimension as appertaining to the
triad, [ because it is quite necessary that it be thoroughly encom-
passed | by the Lord. So would be the case also of the numerical
dimension appertaining to the Purushas. This being the fact, if
some ones from out of the transmigrating-souls who arelimited as
regards their number, were to be freed from mundane existence,
then, in their case, the mundane existence will terminate, and
so likewise will their liability for mundane-existence terminate.
So too as regards the others when they are being one after an-
other liberated; so that the mundane-existence itself as well
as the Purusha's liability to undergo the mundane-existence will
alike meet their end. Again, the Pradhana along with its own
mutations is believed to be in the interest of the Purushas, the
operating-basis for the Lord ; and that is what is meant by their
being liable to transmigratory-process. When that [ Pradhana ]
itself comes to naught, what is there that can serve the Lord as
the operating-basis—and referring to what possible objects can
we attribute to the Lord the powers of omniscience and control ?
Thus then the Pradhana, the Purushas, and the Lord being all
liable to reach their end, there will arise the contingency of their
being liable also to posess origination. | f, however, they areto
be attributed both origination and termination, then that would
be an acceptance of the doctrine of the Void. —If, on the.other
hand, with a view to avoid the deficiency pointed out, the second
of the above alternatives is adhered to, then, inasmuch as the
Lord cannot, under the suppostion, be able to demarcate the
limits of the Pradhana, the Purusha, and himself, there will en-
sue the contingency of this extra deficiency in that the postulate
of the Lord's omniscience will have to be thrown overboard. For
this reason too the theory of the Lord as the cause, as accepted
by the Logicians, is full of incoherence. 41. Here ends the
Topic ( 7 ) styled Refutation of Theism.

TOPIC 8 : REFUTATION OF PANCHARATRA.
(Sutras 42-45)
Those who regard the Lord as the non-material cause—eas the

[ merey ] controlling-cause, or asthe efficient cause alone—thar
view has bem repudiated. Those, however, who regard the Lord
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asthe cause of both kinds—the material and the controlling
cause—it is the view of these that is now about to be refuted.
But, it may be asked, even on an appeal to the Scriptures, it was
just thisvery nature of the Lord, viz.his being both the material-
caue and the controlling-cause, that was previously ascer-
tained. And it is an accepted principle that a Smriti text that
agrees with the Scripturesis valid. For what reason then it is
that such a view is now intended to be refuted ? Our reply is —
Although in this and other parts of the doctrine there is agree-
ment, and therefore there is no soope for any divergence, yet
there is another part of the doctrine where room for divergence
does exist; and hence we exert ourselves for its refutation.— Now
the Bhagavatas maintain that the one Adorable Lord, Vasudeva,
whose nature is etainlees knowledge isthe Highest Reality. He
starts out by distributing himself into four parts: that in the
form of the Mode Vasudeva, in the form of Mode Samkarshana,
in theform or the Mode Pradyumna, and in the form of the Mode
Aniruddha. What is called Vasudeva is the Supreme Soul.
Samkarshana isthe individual Soul. Pradyumna is the mind ;
[ Page 83] while Aniruddha isthe 'T'-consciousness. Of these
Vasudeva is the Highest Cause, while Samkar shana and others are
effects. The Lord, then, as thus constituted, has to be wor-
shipped for a hundred years by pilgrimage [to temples], by
collecting materials of worship, by worship, by recitation of
names-and-prayers, and by devout-meditation, so that ther eafter,
having reduced all his affliction, one attains the same Adorable
Lord. — Now, that view in this theory wherein is maintained
the well-known Supreme Soul, Narayana, who is beyond the
Unmanifest (Prakriti) and who, the InwardSoul of all, abidesin
Himself after distributing Himself amongst the innumerable
Modes—that it is not intended to gainsay, seeing that from
Scriptural textslike [Chbandogya, vii. 26. 2]—" He assumes one
Mode, He assumes three Modes'. ... .. the Supreme Soul is as
certained to be manifesting Himsflf into many Modes. Nor is
it intended to contradict that worship of the same Adorable One
in the form the pilgrimage etc., continuously and with concent-
rated mind, seeing that such devotion tothe Lord is well-esta-
blished in the Scriptures and in the Smritis. But asto the assr-
tion, however, that Samkarshana is produced from Vasudeva,
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(radyumna from Sarhkarshana, and Aniruddbafrom Pradyumnal

as to that we have to say—

On account of the impossibility of origination. 42.

It is not possible that from the Supreme Soul known as VS.su-
deva there should originate the Individual Soul known as Sarh-
karshana, because of the contingency of the faults of imperma-
nence eta For, if the Individual Soul isto be aproduced entity
there could arise the contingency of the faults like the Indivi-
dual Soul's being impermanent, etc. And as a consequence he
cannot possibly attain the salvation consisting in an attainment
of the Adorable Lord, because when an effect attains to its cause
there arises the necessity of its being therein re-absorbed. Further
the Teacher is going to repudiate the origination of the Indivi-
dual Soul inthe Aphorism[11.1ii.17]—" Notthe Soul [ to ori-
ginate ], because Scriptures do not enumerate him [ amongst the
produced entities ], asit would lead to his impermanence etc., as
follows from the same [texts]." So this view is not tenable. 42.

And there cannot be [ origination ] of the instiumfnt from the
agent. 43.

For this other reason too the view is untenable. For, we never
observe that from an agent like Devadatta etc. aninstrument like
the axe etc is produced ; whereas the Bhagavatas maintain that
from the soul styled by them as Sarhkarshana the instrument—
the mind—denominated as Pradyumna is produced ; and that
from the mind thus produced from the Agent there originates the
"T'-consciousness known as Aniruddha, We are unable to accept
such a conclusion in the absence of any analogous illustration.
Nor have we come across any Scriptural text to that effect. 43.

And in case knowledge and other [Divine] qualities [be ascribed]
thereis[ still ] a non-controverting of that [ other objection]. 44.

But it may be urged—these Sarhkarshana and the others—are
not intended by usto be merely the Individual Souls, etc., but
rather, they are assumed to be themselves the Lords, all of them
endowed with Lordly qualities like knowledge, Lordship, capa-
city, power, prowess, and glory : [ Page 84] they are in fact each
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of them Vasudeva himself:, stainless, self-sufficient and perfect.
Hence the deficiency as above st forth, namely, impossibility of
origination, does not become attributable. To that we make the
reply—Even so there is a non-controverting of the impossibility
of origination: the defect pointed above, namely, impossibility of
origination, does still become attributable inanother form, that
is what he means. How ? If your point is that the four [Modes]
beginning with Vasudeva are quite distinct from one another,
they being Lords endowed with similar natures, then, inasmuch
as they cannot all form only one entity, there resultsthe gratuit-
ous hypothesis of more than one Lord, because all purposes can
well be accomplished by positing just one Lord. There would
also be entailed a repudiation of one's own accepted dogma, be-
cause the assumption is made that the Adorable Lord Vasudeva
is the one and the only Highest Entity. If however the point be
that these four Modes of similar natures belong to one and the
same Adorable Lord, even sothe impossibility of origination

remains [as a deficiency] equally patent as before. For, it is not
possible that there should ensue the origination of Samkarshana
from Vasudeva, of Pradyumna from Samkarshana, and of Ani-
ruddha from Pradyumna; because there does not exist any spe
cific difference between the one or the other of them. For, itis
necessary that there should exist some specific difference between
the cause and its effects, asfor instance, between the clay and
the pots.  For, in the absence of any such difference, it is not
possible to discriminate between the effect and its cause [ as effect
and as cause]. And the followers of the " Panoharatra” theory
do not assume in the case of Vasudeva and the others any differ-
entiation based upon a more or a less of the knowledge, Lordship,
and the other qualities as existing in any one of them or in all of
them. For, they maintain that all the Modes are equally Vasu-
deva without any distinctions whatsoever. Then again, these
Modes of the Adorable Lord need not be limited only to the num-
ber four: for, itis understood that the whole world, from Brahma-
deva down to the blade-of-grass, constitutes so many Modes of the
Adorable One. 44.

And also on account of contradictions. 45.

And there does exist many a contradiction in this system,
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jph as the imagining of the qualities as being at the same time
the substrates-of-qualities. For, we find that they regard know-
ledge, Lordship, capacity, power, prowess, and glory as the qua-
lities, and again call them as the Adorable Vasudevas, a8 so many
Sdves, sotosay. There exists also a contradiction of the Scrip-
tures, inasmuch as we find them reprobating the Vedas as when
it issaid that Sandilya acquired this [ Paiicharatra] Philosophy
after he found that none of the four Vedas could afford him the
Highest Bliss. For this reason too it is evident that this theory
isuntenable. 45. Here endsthe Topic ( 8) entitled Refutation
of Paiicharatra.

Here ends— in the Work of the holy and blessed Feet of the.
Revered SSankara, the Pupil of the holy Feet of the Revered
Govinda, the blessed Ascetic-preceptor tvith the Title of " Parama-
hansa" — in this Comment expounding the Real Nature of the
Embodied Self— the Second Quarter of the Second Chapter, en-
titled the Tarka-pada.
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GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS
( EXCLUDING PROPER NAMES )
WITH THEIR ENGLISH EQUIVALENTS*
TAGTMSIA MRAFOTAL
qiftaTfissegral sidef:

] IL ii. 34—non-integration.
srganerR 11 1. 36°—liability for what ie not done.
 wwIEay IL ii, 2%—relation of the principal and the sub-

sidiary ; of subservience and dominance,

s IL il 332 —no-soul.

was 1L ii. 13'5—not an accepted technieality ; what is of no
consequence ; not essentially needed.

wieidm I ii. 11%—analogiocal transference; analogieal
extension of an argument.

stiasEw IL 1. 18" —unwarranted license in reasoning.

wffrr 1L i 6'8%—(i) specific difference ; I i. 18"—(ii) subtle
pre-disposing form; II. ii. 6%—(iii) acoretion; also
under saANARR, ATGTE.

sidifey ILL i. L57—beyond the range or purview of the senses,

#ew 11, ii. 11'*—unseen-principla.

wqd] II. ii. 33°—static-space ; also under wiiwal.

e 11 i, 183%—status.

wftrgrg IL ii. 37" —oontroller.

wiiwe IT, ii. 39—( 1) operating-basie; ( ii ) embodied-ness.

sifysy 1. ii. 393—operating-ground.

W‘Eﬂf = | under <.

FRTRITRIR] under =Y.
spyrd IL 1, 3%—dealing with soul,

AT under AfFATIROG.
SRt AR awar, [ =y ] wnder =,

sty IL i, 4'—~absolutely or independently valid,
st 11 i. 1—possessing no seope.

* Normally only one occurrence of a term is noted, except where
it has more than one sense.
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atqaegr 11, i, 18"—i) non-finatity ; II. ii. 30°—(ii) regressus
in infintlum,

sagy I i. 122 —nugatory attack or objection.

wgdige 1. i 34**~Ffunction of meting out rewards,

sragngw 1L i, 5**—one guarding over.

s IL ii. 39'—inexplicability ; impossibility tc esta-
blish or substantiate.

WA under EEIING,

ey IL 11 26'—eonduring, continuing over into.

WAV under NEAEI.

AT under A,

sy I i 1™ —involving exercise of activity.

srapaee 11 i, 45—implying specific course of action,

sgemia IL ii. 25%—memory ; recognitive conszoiousness,

sATe® 11 1. 14%'—(i) possessing more than ons nature ;
IL ii. 33'*—{ii) having variable essence,

gy I1 i 17'—text(darsana) possessing something else
as its main-topic{ artha ).

sr9q I1. i, 4"—(i} continuance or persistence; II. ii. 1?%—
(ii) homogeneous-constitution; aleo under a3y,

seageafeR® II. i 5%0—invariable concomitance and non-
concomitance ; positive and negative judgments of
eoncomitance.

sy I ii. 22"*—non-interruption in the continuity
of generic-features, or persistent-factors.

sq#y 1L ii. 125—~1imit of sub-division.

a9+ I, 1. 18%"—wasting-away or depletion.

s IL ii. 1°—pretext ; profession.

Waig 11, i. 3*°—rid of all ties and possessions,

sRiSeR 1L 1. -92—infinite; of unlimited dimension.

waqay I, ii. 6°~—salvation ; lberation.

arqqry II. ii. 31'*—exception; what repudiates,

SATRTATE SIS under 1.

w@ifa 1Y, i. 8—[world-]dissclution.

wuigtg 11, i, 34'2—absences of resistance.

AAAYA under FHARAGA.

oﬂﬁ#@rﬁﬂkz I1. ii. 22—non-consative sublation,

Hﬂﬁﬂc‘e{ IT. ii. 17%%—-non-divisibility in space.

M under FATTTICLTITAS.
spranfeaa I, ii, 26'7—imbued with non-existential cheracter, -
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#fiwma 1L i1, 42'*—pilgrimage [to temples and holy places).

wfiERST under AN,

stfer IT. il 37*—[self-Jreflection.

@i L1 i, 25°—meditation,

HiSTE under Tamaaa.

e IL 14 11%—learned.

wiamteequaa 1L i. 5—statement concerning Superintendents.

st IL ii. 35'% —non-elemental ; not element-produced.

sreqmmrRns 11 if. 24"’ —running ocounter to cherished or
accepted dogma.

sppaq IL 4. 23°—cumulation of arguments.

e 11 i 3°—means, mode, method.

ag3ae[ IL ii. 7"—abandoning an accepted position.

wga@rg IL ii. 17"—entities proved incapable of separate
existence,

sraqrareg 1L, i, 27¥—true-nature-as-it-is of things.

sdarg IL 1. 5%-~amplificatory statement.

epidemars I1. ii, 18*—semi-nihilist.

sEregETaEg 1L ii. 287--relation of the illumined and

the illuminator.
sEgaraaE e I i, 125—prooess of dividing s whole into

ite component-parts.

ergiey I1. 1. 18*%-—whole; aggregate-of-parts; also under
AR A,

e 1L i, 4%—~bar-fo-further-procedure; also under Ifiqeey.

waftgrg I1. ii. 36—durability.

wiEr IL i 68"—unmodifiable,

sz IL i 21°—in the unmodified form,

A=2E under LA,

sifemafaes IT. 1. 14"5—fabricated by nescience.

siRrrfee 11 1. 92'—superimposed by nescience.

Az II. i, 14'%—cessation of nescience.

st eRia 1. di. 2”%—set afoot by nescience.

siEiqey I1. ii 28**—confounding through nescience,

apges 11, i, 13*—unevolved ; unmanifest.

gl under SAQURISAIRAIRIaFA.

sy 11, i. 177—unevolved.

sw& IL i. 3'*—kind of Sraddha: see Notes.

woerrga 11, L 105—doctrine of origination of non-existent;
of non-existence of effect prior to origination,
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siemwe 1L i 8*—not-standing-to-reason ; incoherent.

swaaeanaEm 11 ii. 123%—non-inherent or operative oause.

s IL i 17 —not possessing probatory power,

siftgemy I1. ii, 33*~oaxtended-entity,

e I i 5%%—self-supremsoy.

s 1L id. 42" 1 “.consciousness.

srgrean 11, i 1418 —expectancy.

are 1T ii. 335—(i) ether ; IT. ii. 22%—{ii) space.

SFRIGIIRRRT under |,

wag IT, i. 4'—objection; also under &Y.

sy 11 ii. 38Y—Seriptures.

sprerems I1. i 6% —(i) gaining scope for; 1. i, 1842—(ii) acquir-
ing concrete-individuality.

smeniamy 11 i, 18™—subtle-form of the inner-essence.

st 11 1. 10**—absolute,

ananfas IT i, 31%—(i) spiritual ; IL ii, 1°%~(ii) internal.

wimas I, i 1?*~—purposelessness.

srgeifers 1L i 2%—the inferred-entity( Pradhina ),

HAGT under FOMYAA.

o 11 i, 6—aptitude to be the abode of,

IINFY under JIETGRIW.

senFe 11 il 11¥—productive-operation.

strrge 11, i1, 42'-—propitiation ; worship.

st IL i. 11**—composed by Sages.

wyar 1L i, 1%—Sage's intuitive-knowledge.

snegaE 11 ii. 31'~—receptacle-consciousness,

syaeomAig 11 ii. 24*-—absence of covering or delimitation.

s IL ii- 11¥—manifestation.

ammy 1L ii. 18"*—reflectiva-consciousness,

AP under TERCRPATE, FECAPH, ORI

Argramg I ii. 38*—-relation between the substratum
and the superatrata.

s 11, 1. 3%—Yogic posture.

anreg 11 11‘11 Qg’—{i) inflowing-fluid; II. ii. 19'*—{ii) karman-

uid,

gaan I1. ii. 42"*—worship.

gavaeieead 1L ii. 19Y—mutual relation of cause and effect.

gRaeTEN 11 . 13%—mutusl transformation in nature,

geRaodise I ii. 17*—dependence upon each other,

AEea 1L i, 35%—mutua) interdependence,
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geaaatemy I1. ii. 28%—perceptive-contact of the aenses.

gyaiian I ii. 41*—limited in dimension, size, quactity.

SREfiReanaa 11, i. 14'37—nbsence of world-controller and

objects controlled.

aorrangie 11 ii. 42*—devotion to the Lord,

SymtgEREa 11, i, 4% —relation of suxiliary to principal.

Juma 11, i. 17°—commenocement or earlier part [ of a text ).

IR GRATAFRY asemRiEY under S,

I under ATEFIAENAL.

Sg= 1L ii. 12%—increase in volume; also under TFTaH.

SufXq 1L i. 18**—having accretion [ of parts ).

IiEe IL ii. 17'—substantiating.

Saresren I1. i. 1'—eause of origin.

Feardieg I1. ii. 26'%—cause of origination.

gt IL ii. 31'*—general rule; current dogma.

Igafing I ii. 105°—rising-up and going-down; dominance

and subservience.

gy 11 ii. 132—setting forth,

Iy 1L i. 3*—explication ; excogitation,

I under STEIIA,

I under HTTHS , FENTAR.

ITH under TRIARAMI.

Z79gr I i, 34*—( i) destruction; also under ITITECI;
1L i, 24—(ii) accumulation [of causal paraphernalia];
also under HECHIHEC

IudgrERw 1. i. 1% —cause of dissolution or absorption,

Fqafay I1. ii. 28°*—peroeptive-knowledge,

gz LI i. 15°%—(i) material or constituent caunse; I, ii, 19*—

(ii) effort; II ii. 42""—({ii) collesting materials
[ for worship }.

g II I, 15**—specific-limitation ; limiting-adjunet.

ITRaga 11 il 28%—relation of the means to the end.

grge 1L i 14"°—meditation.

s 11, 1. 6°——invariable rule; absolutely valid proposition.

vaneys 1L ii. 33%%-—unfailing; certain,

Ui 11 i 4'"—tradition; a mere “so-it-was,”’

@zad IL ii. 1'—true or ultimate intention.

iy IL 1. 25°%—potence; prowess.

Sl I1. i1 6'%—dispelling the longing.

g7 [ FgrREIETR: |
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wow 11 ii, 40'—group of senses,

wamem 11 i, 40"°—[body | endowed with sense-apertures,
watewz 11, i, 14%-—sphere of works.

#fqs IL ii. 34°*—ripening of the karman.

waves I1. i1 35"—eightfold karmans,

w0 IL i. 36*'—world-oreation ; son.

% 1L i. 1**—body ; embodied-exisience.

HRE under BATERRSII,

arereqae 1L i, 18%—operation of causal agenoies,

Fraaag 11 i 24>—collecting-together of materials-and-
instruments,

FAN under ATHANIF, JGRHEN, ITCTTHN, FABRONAIH,
fRrrEIC, s,

F1 under FTEHMAE, THUARL,

#%0E 1L i. 4"—making-up bodies and organs.

wrderaTrd 1L 1, 14'*—aggregate of body and organs.

Frye-ga 1L i 7'*—non.distinctness of offect from cause,

srRREg 11 1 237—diversity or manifoldness of creation,

FARCAY under Y,

g=eq 11, i. 14*—immutable: sec Notes.

hamraTeegu 11 i 14%®—based upon actions, means-to-
actions, and fruits-of-actions,

g 1L ii. 19 —momentariness.

&= 11 i. 1"—knower of the “field.”

am 1L ii. 4'—aspect; quality.

aorgforedogn IL il 45'—assuming qualities to be identical
with substrates-possessing-qualities.

gugymag I i 4¥—relation of auxiliary and principal ;
nature of subservience and dominance,

amaa I1. ii. 9*—nature or behaviour of the aspects.

wiage 1L ii. 8*—disturbance in the equilibrium of aspects.

e 11, if, 28%*—nature of perceived and perceiver, or
object and agent (of perception).

=g00® 1L ii. 11'"—quaternary-compound {of atoms].

fyepRmaem 1L ii. 18'"—flaring-out of [isclated thought-phases
into] mindl-agglomerate].

v IL ii. 26*-—mental ; “mind"-produced.

e IL i. 1'*—injunotion.

s} I1. ii. 27'*—generality: class-concept.

Aty I 1i, 30—variety in cognitions,
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aegger I1. 1. 1%*—absence of definiteness about reality.

YT under S,
a5 1L i, 1%"—theory; dootrine; also under GEa=, FITH,

&Ry II, ii, 10%—oppression ; heating..

FHammng I ii, 104—relation of the oppressed (heated) and
the oppressor (heater).

A 11, ii, 1'—rationalistic system.

swafamd T i, 11—non-stability of reasoning.

gwaey I1. i 2%—support from reasoning.

arad IT. i, 15%-—purport.

arrey 11 1. 18 —identity-of-essence,

arff% I1. i, 11 —logician.

A under =AY,

g I1. ii. 10¥—non-manifestation.

drd= 1L i. 117—propounder of a system.

o 1L 1. 1122—tertiary-compound [ of atoms ],

@ IL 1 39%—(1) Vedio-passage ; (ii) realisation-by-know-
ledge; II. ii, 1%—( iii) school, system-of-thought.

meiiars IL i, 25'%—case, theme or matter-in-hand for which
illustration is adduced.

Trafn II. ii. 7'—power-to-peroceive.

Tt~ under =14,

o 1T, i, 9—parallel or analogical instance.

gty 11, ii. 165—)iability to defect or deficiency.

gror 1L i, 11''—binary-compound [ of atoms ],

Zarg7 1L ii. 17*~—3dependent upon two [ positive] entities,

B 1L 1. 38" —qualist,

w IL ii. 33%—(i) dynamic-space; IL i. 34'*—(ii) merit;
II. i. 37-—(iii) attribute or quality; IL i, 1"—(iv)
religious-practice.

wafieragr 11 ii. 24"--dealings based upon relation of
attributes to substance,

wargar 1L i, 34"—merit and demerit.

vatasM 11, 1, 1¥—religious-practice.

greay 11, i, 3"'—steady-concentration,

amrg IL §. 14—name, designation.

Maey I i, 14*8—name and form.

11, i. 34%—function of meting out punishments,
ffm 11, i. 1¥*—{valid] ground; IL. il §*—{ii} inducing-cause,
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faftegreo 11, i 4'=—efficient-cause.

R R I1. i. 15°-relation of [efficient] cause to ite effect:.
RAgga IL i. 1>-—function of controller.

fAangrw 1L i, 8% -~restraining cause or regulating principle.
g 1L i, 175"—ground for restriction.

form 11, ii. 12'—regularising-oause.

fAcaeena 11, ii, 42%—stainless knowledge.

g I i. 4®—not liable to aceretion or depletion of
atiributes.

fA&ag IL il 22'"—leaving no trace behind.

3 11, i, 1" —not contingent upon anything ; irrespective
of consideration for ; also under RO,

fagag I1. 1. 26%—partless; impartite.

A I1 1, 3 —refutation ; way out of a diffieulty.

i 11 1. 18%—without substantiality.

e 11, i, 29'5—devoid of real basis.

famqrey 11 i, 18%--(i) indescribable ; void of characterisae
tion ; IL ii. 2212—{ii) leaving no vestige behind.

fagrg I 11, 20, 32—sublation; also wunder smRRiEmiRN,
FREEaTRr,

fete IL. i 33%—drying-up.
7 I, §. 19'—free-from-qualities.
fadrrgror 11 1. 1% —determining ground.
fgion 11 i1, 33'*—determinate-knowledge ; ascertainment.
e IL ii. 26'"-~v.id of attributes.
faysifag I1. i. 3*'—oultivating renunciatory attituds,
famrgg 1L i 3*"—(i} highest-goal; 1L i, 52*-~{ii) pre-eminence,
fege 11 ii. 6%3—-partless.
famr TT. i, 158-ultimate-sfay-and-support ; gual, culmination.
Joerr 1L i 352*—doctrine of soulless-ness.
= IT. i 1%—{i) logie; (ii} maxim or rule: namely—
spqee(=ng ] IL i 71
seaae=ng LI 16, 305 ;
aﬁmm'a"mﬁ’mwm[m] IL i 36Y;
A Joarare] s ) 11 i, 319
srerreEETE 1L 4, 221 ;
ITRN R a*%m‘?m[ﬂm] IL § 17%;
s 11 1 4%
swgag =y | 11 i 1798
gy I 14, 1278
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Terareiety = ] IL ik 2°;

TRy 1L 6. 125 ;

weARifeT ores aagem [ =g ] I 4 144

ey 11, 1. 358 ;

afamRagzny IL i, 197;

qarcEniery 11, i, 13%

v ] 11. i1, 327 ;

syfrEsa= 11 4. 347 ;

A darfrgarad I, ii. 35%;

w11 i, 47
g IL ii. 37 —expert in Nyiya.
e I i, 1%—fallacious dialectics.
s~y 11, ii. 18"*—pentad of agglomerated thought-phases.
gt 11, i1 115'—possessing s five-fold constituency.
qftsrg 1L 1. 13 —(i) acceptance; II. i. 4*'—(ii) paraphernalia.
quSe I, i. 8'—finite or limited ; also under sgwmaig~a4.
qfeseig 11,4, 14" —1imitation, characterisation.
gicsrg 11, ii. 28'"Y—what is signified, denoted or demarcated,
gitom 1L i, 4*—modifioation.

givomefEr 11 i 14'—mode-of-explanation according to
modification-theory.

gty I1. i. 6%°—(i) accomplished existential-entity ; II.
ii, 20%—(ii) having fully-evolved individuality.

qfamsr 11, ii. 13'*--technicality.

qiemes 11 if. 11®'--infinitesimsally-spherical.

uftidag I, ii, 1**—discreteness or finiteness.

ARy under qETTRERE.

gfiEr IL i 99'—refutation; way out of a contingency.

yfeeqieeg 11 ii. 38— smallest] movement.

R I1. if, 107—(i) alternately; IL ii. 35—ii @) turn-by-
turn; (ii ) through continuity.

qra s 11, ii. 11%%—constituted out of five elements,

gtz 11 i, 11'%—infinitesimal-sphericity.

o7& 1L ii, 19—body.

qudey 1L i 27*-—depending upon individual’s will.

qoaed 11, 1. 1'"—(securing) goals of mankind.

gefd IL 1. 4'—{i) constituent cause; also under FFRUIHOI;
IT. i, 14'*—{{i) cosmioc root-cause.

sFidEsEeE 1L i, 4"—relation of cause and affect,
g IL il 11'—system; mode-of-explanation.
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waq 11 ii. 11%**--loose-texture,

]t wnder évatm'ﬁwﬁ

sferena 11, il 34'—resistanoe ; also under sAATE.

yigam IL. ii, 21—solemn. assertion ; accepted-dogma.

ufdaryy I i 5%°—( i ) acknowledging; IL. i. 14¥—(ii) attain-
ment ; IT, ii. 63"—( iii ) understanding ; 1L ii, 25—
(iv) recognitive-consciousness,

giats 11, 1. 215—~awakening of consciousness.

uraig 1L i. 7—negative-statement; slso under ErEREEIE.

yRdeaay 11 ii. 22—constive-sublation.

gieenna 1L ik 25— i) oonsciousness of identity; IL. ii.
31%—{(ii} evoking and joining togsther.

wdiiat IL. i. 18%°—perception.

sl ILL ii. 218 —after having been aonjointly operated upon.

eqq IT. i, 28%°—( i) perception; also under Seaf=y; 1L ii
19"—( ii ) cause ; also under FTEIATH,

sy IL ii, 282 —variety in perceptions.

s I i 3'—refutation, repudiation,

gevidaerae I i, 333 —dogma deserving oredence,

weqreng 1L i, 3%5—context.

greay IL i, 34'3—grossness.

g 1L i, 4—( i) principal or dominant; also under q7-
e ; 11 i 3*—( ii } [Sathkhya] First Principle.

TR R under =

sang IL 1 9%*—waking-condition.

sag I1. §. 1%—goure,

s IL i 1%—authoritative ; valid-proof.

SRRy 11 ii. 33*'—in regard to means-of-know.
ledge, objects-of-knowledge, agent-of-knowledge,

angd resulting-knowledge.
smvrAwssa 11 i, 147 —falling into categories of means,

objects, and fruit of knowledge-

g Ewegae 1L ii. 275—worldly-experience consisting of
menns, objects, and result of cognition.

gamsgeraagas I1. if. 28%°— contingent upon operation and
non-operation of valid-proofs.

waraq 1L if. 65%——motive,

et 11 i 32-—~purposiveness.

g 1L 1. 1*6~—dissolution.

gaa 11 ii. 2Y%—cauging activity.
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AR I i, 7%—guiding-activity.

gaaar 1L i 87%—aotivity, conation,

s saarage 1L ii. 37*°—functioning as the motivated and
the motivating prinoeiple.

93 IL i. 14%'—activity ; also under SEPTHEINEIAIET.

vatenas™ I1. ii. 31%—operative-phasge of consciousness.

gaferi?® IL ii. 7'—power of movement,

n3fraae 11 i, 123—eaver-continuzousness of movement.

qyvard 11 il 2''—substratum of activity.

sa5q1 1L i 3*'—rencunecing household.

gagw 11 i, 1Y—contingenoy ; also under Siquysdl.

s 1L i. 237—(i) Highest-Self; IT. ii. 29"-—(ii} wise persoi.

g 11 i, 20'—breath-control.

sredea 11 i 7"'—lacking probatory-force.

agr 11, 1i, 1**—intelligent supervision.

% 11 1. 14%—fruit, reward, result; also under SF!T‘JISI%?I-

FHRIV, SAMIHIFETEGR, TFI.

FHREAT %S TR [ A ) under 1.

angsgE IL i 14'"—knowledge negativing [ an earlier one s

HINTFHIF under 9.

ggmq 1L i 6**—true-nature of waking-life.

gfgansg II. ii. 22'—cognisable by mind.

gfgdaw IL il 25°—flux of the mind.

stemreramfaty I1 i, 14—awakening of the conseiousness
of Brahman as one with gelf,

g I1. i 19*—hereditary-momentum.

g I1. ii. 22°—individual-entity.

W L1 i 1**—emotional-attitude.

ety 1L i 11%*—actual reality as it is.

Wrareaen 1T, ii. 26'%—in proper existential form.

yaehfardefa 11, ii. 18'%—conglomeration of elements and
elomental[-products].

Az IL ii. 1*°—discrete-existence, individual-object.
gegagr 1L i. 22'°—dualistic dealings in phenomens,
A I i, 65——pleasure-pain experience.

N 1L ii. 15°—elementals ; also under Jadiatsia.
g3 1. i. 5*—Vedic text, hymn, inoantation.

gt 1L, i, 6"~—form.

awqr 1L i, 144%—o0smic-illusion.

aEg I ii, 2—infusion of cosmic-illusion.
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w11, 4. 37°—exposition ; exegefios.

gedwsy IL ii. 1,"—growth in bulk.

qiex I1. ii. 1"%—liberation.

MR under RATNEY, NG,

II. i. 18--reasoning.

gaf@g I ii. 17**—proved capable of separated oxistence,

gt 11. ii. 42'*~—devout-meditation.

& 11 i 1-—design-and-arrangement.

ug-g 1L ii, 18'-—theory.

forgr 11, i. 6%°—(i) inferential-mark ; IL i, 3**—(ii) [specific]
reference [in scriptures).

SwarEn IL il 182°—mundane-existence.

SrqagiT IL i 11" —worldly-desalings.

geaa 1L i. 11*'—peferring to existing-reslity.

aegad 1L i. 14"*—nature of reslity.

e 11, ii. 1"%—without appeal to soriptures.

FiFre 1L i 17°--latter-part or conclusion of a text.

el 1L i 14""——word-initiation,

aras I1. ii, 28%°--[subliminal-impression] colouring the idea
of next moment,

grgen L1, ii- 287"—1atent or subliminal-impression.

argana™ 1L ii. 31*~—implanting of subliminal-impressions,

grgmdE=g 11 ii, 30'—variety of subliminal-impressions.

graaeag 11 ii. 30" ——substratum for subliminal-impressions.

qieg IL il 28%-—fidea of following moment] coloured by the
subliminal-impression of the preceding moment.

f&=or 1L i, 31'—deviod of organs

&@#r I1 i. 4""—effect, modification ; also under SFATHFGRNR.

farEan 11, 1. 14"*%—modification,

1qme IL. ii, 28%"—idea; also under snaafama, waiwiga.

gt IL ii. 28°—one maintaining doctrine of Idealism.

fArranesq I1. ii. 28"*—apperceiving agent {of the ideas].

{Agiaewmartaa_ 11, §i. 18°—one maintaining the reslity of
only the ideas.

fagigrargarg 11, ii. 28*—doctrine of [the reality of] only the
phases-of-ideas,

fgy™ 11 i. 1'5—ritual.

Rt 1L i 14%—science of injunctions and prohibi-
tions; scriptural prescriptions as to what should
and what should not be done,
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iawdg IL if, 15—reversal [of nature].
fass 11 %ﬁ ;_:ﬁ—-further-estran gement from ; also under &a-

faataas L i 13 —sonflict ; difference-of-views; divergence-
of-teaching.

o 11, ii. 29""—non-contiguity,

fasenTRa 1L i, 6**—decoptive nature.

gy IL, 1. 25%-—miraculous-object.

fasgieg 11, i, 4—disparity-in-nature.

32y II. ii. 1¥—evolves diversely.

fqqga IL il 33'—the undressed ; gymnosophist.

faqg IL ii. 10— i) attributes; IL, ii, 17*-—(ii) particularity.

e 11 il 285 —differentiating-attribute.

fagry 1L ii. 28*7—subject to which attributes refer.

s 11, ii. 10%?—relation of object and subject.

fAnagiey 1L il 27P—assuming sama furm as the object.

fagar 11 ii, 42°—divergence.

fagm® 1L i, 6% —creation.

g II. i 11" —denotation; significance.

Nz IL i, 18%—njhilist ; also under sz

Aaierea-sETaa 1L Qi 32°—denlings in nihilistic philosophy.

Feeg 11, 1, 115 —difference,

¥eavy IL il 2'8—difference ; distinctness-in-nature.

vy II, 1% —extreme-divergence-in-form.

v IL i, 34—inequality[-of-dispensation];also under AR,

Aueirgraan 11 ii. 95—1liable to assume state-of-uneven-poise.

iR 11 ii. 4—distinctness; also under sragsafeits.

i IL. i. 18%'—species; the individual,

syfRweaiaRatedaed IL. ii, 285 —alternatives such as distinet-
ness or non-distinctnes,

syqagr I i, 31—designation ; also under samivegdga.

aqqray 11 i 1°'—depending-upon; subsisting-in; resorting-to.

sygar 1T ii. 14 —phenomenal-dealings; also under saTINRM-

SRR,
s 1L 1. 14" —unfolding.
aqgd 11 i 17-—evolved.
sqreng 11 i. 14%7—impedimeni ; coming-to-nought.
s [T, 1. 18*%—function or operation; also under HHEIVR,
T

1y [weTsTE:)
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sqrg® 11. i. 14'— ordinary; phenomenal.
sggrg I1. i 1%¥-—refutation or repudiation,
1L ii, 42*—~mode or form.

s 11 i 26'°—vitiation of seriptural-statements.

grfte(s) IL. i. 14" —embodied-self; individual soul.

ggfa® I i. 1**—possessing-eternality.

snanaafE® IL i, 262—probing of sscertained-conclusion of
the seriptures.

Zm 11, i, 1"'—one of position-and-competence, or one en-
titled-to-respect.

garde IL i 19*-—sense-sextet.

#ax IL ii. 33*—inlet-closing.

FRfeaaTRa~g under =Y.

gy IL. i 13%—(i} contact ; IL. ii. 17%'~-{ii) cohesion,

gair 11, ii, 1**-—cohesion.

fem 1L if. 21°5—(i) composite-thing; IL. ii. 30" —({i) Iatenl-
disposition or publiminal-impression,

weqw L1 ii. 17V'——(i) posture; II, ii, 177°—(ii) specific siate-
of-existence.

gz 1L il 103 —connection,

gz IL, 1. 1*—spublation or dissolution.

dzfq under AINFEER.

dara 11 di. 333*—conglomerate or conglomeration,

getdaiga I 1. 7*—one mainiaining [prior-to-production|
existence of offect [in the ecause].

naare I1. i 27" —merging-back-into the Existent,

#ard I1. ii. 22“r—strearn [ of momentary-existences}; alan
under TixHHT.

dawaq L1, ii. 22°—individual-constituent of the stream.

&fasy 11, i, 18" —perceptive-contact ; also under Ii=zHiaaT.

dfapg 11. ii. 7"—contiguity.

graanag 1L i 33"—Logic of Seven Modes.

ga=q I1, i. 1°—concensus,

auy IL ii, 19°—convention, tradition, canon.

grarg I1. i. 18 —intimate-relation ; inherence.

gaaide 11. i 18 —intimately-related object.

wa 1L i 132—(i) rejoinder ; IL. i, 93—(ii) Yogic-trance.

g 11 1. 3*—applieation of the same reasoning ; parity
of reasoning ; analogy or identity in prineiple.

amaaq 1L i 1¥—return [ home after completion of study b
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ayg 11, ii. 18-—aggregate.

EAEIEAT under 1.

st 11, i, 3'"—acceptable,

dgfdws IL. i, 3'*—nacceptability.

awiawr 1L i, 36%"—stay, support.

dyarr I i, 9% —traditional-teaching.

Ay I1. i, 29" —contiguity.

dyarg 11, i. 9°>—deep-sleep condition ; sound-sleep.

Femagaey 11, i1 12°'—ever-coniinuousness of relation.

arggd 11, i 1'"—right knowledge.

7w IL i. 1¥"—creation.

qanfen IL ii. 6" —power to create or evolve.

gagT=geamad, 11, ii. 18°—one maintaining that all is void.

garaear IT, i. 19 —oneness of the self within all,

qaieaeEaifRa 1L, ii. 18-*one maintaining reality of everything.

wgg I11. ii. 6'—co-operating-cause.

mR@saEaTy 1L 11, 28'""—invariable [rule] as to simultane-
ous rising.up.

mifeq under famsENER.

AFY under TG, aawERy.

gz I i, 25'"—similarity.

grgagadt IL i, 24 *—aggregation of causal auxiliaries,

yraioEr 11 1 34'°—common-cause,

avagetaigy 11 ii. 3"—falling under the category of what-is-

' yet-to-be.proved.

ame 1L i, 1°*—(i) contingent upon; I, i. 34—(ii) showing

[due} consideration for.

matfaseyg 11 1. 18%'—co-ordination or samencss of case-
relation.

amrg 1L i 23'—(i) common characteristio or cswence; II.
ii. 17*—(ii) generality or generic-nature.

a1, ii. 28°%—generic-knowledge-factor.

arnrea® 11 il 15%'—possessing generic-nature.

gvgme 11, i3, 2'—state-of-equipoise.

gre=g IL i. 6''—similarity or samcness-of-nature; also under

AwraTE.

et 11 i, 1 —possessing-a-scope.

fawamy (=] under =,

fag IL. i. 6%°~-(i) one who has atiained perfect visicn; IL i,
20°—(ii) established ; also under 3FdiUg, JaldE.
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fafx IL i. 1%*—perfection.
w1 I1. ii. 18" —thought-phases; also under RERFEEFENT.

fegtaemer I1 i, 13—cause of stability.

O under =17,

e IL i. 6**—true-nature of sleep.

eyviasEy 1L i, 6'"—diversity in nature,

mreqiagns IL i 28'—without violating the real nature of.

s 11 ii. 26*°*—[antecedent | dissolution of nature.

e 11, ii, 28%—[factor] giving specific individuality.

wgaed 11 ii. 28" —bringing [themsel ves] into consciousness.

gy 1. i 42V —recitation [of names-and-prayers],

iy 1L i 98%-—(1) natural, spontaneous or innate; II. i
14*—(ii) what is one's by right.

ENPFIY under .

o 11 i 17 —Helf-empire.

s A= under <.

T under ITHADA.

2g under IQRRY

ggFeTa 1L ii- 20°—relation of cause and effect.

ZFTAECH 11 ii. 20*—not-imbued with causal oharacter.

gaRaaza IL i. 35*~—relation of cause and effoct.



Errata to Translation

(ignoring broken and faint types)

N.B'—TheReferencesareto Pageand Line.

Page Line
4— 21
6 —headine
7— 14
8— 1
2— 20
20— 6
33— 14f.
37 - 23
40— 17
46— 10
50— 24
51— 12
55— 12
5 — 18
5 — 23
67 — 23
72— 13
74— 36
BH— 9

Correct
objects involving the
exercse
°BHASHYA
xil 360.1
intervention
organs
of
Brahman as one with

the Sdf [ and asthe
only true Reality \

conform tothe aggre-
gate of the bodies
effect,

are conoedled from
our sight),

toit may

all dualigtio

agoregation

part-less

intothe Exigtent.

Incorrect
the exercise

9BHASAYA
xii. 360. |
intervension
instrument
fo

Brahman astheonly
true Reality

conform to the bodies

effect
are) concealed from
our sight,
toit do
all kindsof
presence
impartite
into Existence.

Second Chapter, entitledSecond Chapter.

thesmriti-pada.

finiteness finitness

Atman Atman

world (down to the tiniest world down to the
tremor). tiniest tremor.
the Sadric the Sadric



XiV]
Page
77 —

7 —
79 —
88 —
88 —
R —
93 —
o5 —
9 —
103 —
105 —
108 —
109 —
110 —
115 —

115 —
117 —

118
120 —
125 —
129 —
136 —
138 —
139 —
140 —
140 —

Erratato Trandation

Line Correct
33 moreover, under the
supposition,
35 if,
33 [in the equilibrium]
7 identity of principle
33 and being
12 unrelated or
22 System),
A the qualities
21 Moreover,
36 " 1'-consoiousness
26 each earlier
17 initial
24,29 involuntary
34 varieties
23 (an antecedent)
24 (of the cause-substance),
6 objects, and (the know-
ledge which is the
result of cognition),
—:headline> I1.ii.28—]
16 the external
21 than specific
11 "Right Knowledge"
16 [ soul's]
15 liable
35 propitiation
1 Pradyumna
33 all of them,

Incorrect

and, asa conse-
guence
i,
in the equilibrium
analogy
end being
unrelated and
System,
th equalities
mor ecover
| -consciousness
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ADHYAYA SECOND

PADA FIRST

—A Sutra is defined as—

SErREy aRIRaaga, |

JEAagd T gy g fags |)
" A statement of few words, free from doubt, conveying an im-
portant sense, having a universal application, free from padding
words (such as we find in certain Vedic litanies) and free from
any blemish (grammatical or logical)." The sutras were concise
mnemonic rules originally intended as helps to memory and
possibly designed to cover deficiency of writing material. There
are Srauta, Grihya and Dharma sutras, sutras of Vyakarana,
Chhandas, Natya and Alamkara, and sutras for the various
DarSanas or Systems of Philosophy. In time the sutras tended
to become more and more condensed and even enigmatic, so that

the taunt- o amrerda gired s Yaysom: |

was taken as a deserved compliment. Some of the later pseudo-
sutras, however, were written in a diffuse style, thereby de-
feating their original purpose. The sutra form of literature as
devoted to the codification of religious and secular law and the
condensing of various SEstric subjects must have been fairly
established even before the rise of Buddhism and Jainism, seeing
that the canonical texts of these religions are designated as
"suttas" though their outward form ha- none of the characterise
tics of a sutra proper. The sutras must have been from the verj

beginning accompanied by an oral traditional explanation.
— A Bhashva nr ecomment ic defined ac—

gt avdd 7w arsd: gargan(sn)Res: |
@RI T FvA A i R |
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The Bhashya thus shares the dignity and precision of the sutra.
It makes brief statements which it itself proceeds to explain and
expand according to the needs of the discussion. An imaginary
disputant is the person to whom the Bhashya is directly
addressed.

— One or more continuous sutras form an Adhikarana or topic.
The largest number of sutras subsumed under one topic in the
Vedanta sutras is, according to Sankaracharya's Bbasbya, 17.
An Adhikarana is thus defined—

fdy e gaeadrae () |
frtgafy erd aresis wgag 1|

The five members of an Adhikarana are : i, Vishaya or general
subject-matter; ii, Visaya or Sarhsaya, the specific occasion for
doubt; iii, the primafacie view taken by the opponent, who h
thus called the Purvapakhin or Chodaka, the starter of the query 5
iv, the Uttaram, rejoinder, or the Uttarah (pakshah), otherwise
called the Siddhanta, representing theview maintained by the
Siddhantin in opposition to the view of the Purvapaksha; and v,
Nirnaya or ultimate decision after a weighing of the two views
by arguments for and against. This is given by the judge or the
chairman or the Madhyastba (non-partisan) arbitrator and it is on
the side of the Siddhantin. In theory every Adhikarana ought to
be capable of being presented in thisfive-fold division, although
the best illustrative examples of them occur in thefirst AdhySya
and in portions of the third and the fourth ) where the question
is that of mimanea or exact interpretation of a given Vedic text
open to divergent interpretations.

—While it wasregarded as the duty of the Bhashyakarato fully
explain the intention of the Sutrakara, he had also full latitude
to start new "utsutra" discussions, i. e., those not actually ex-
pressed in the sutras but capable of being deduced from them, or
at any rate not inconsistent with the implications of them. But
he could not modify the sutras. This latter was the function of
the so-called Varttikas, which are defined as—

IFFEEEAT 15700 7 5999 |
§ wed aid mgaifes i |
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Tim Vartiikas, in other words, were sutras intended to correct,
modify, end supplement the original sutras. We have no
Varttikas for the Vedantasuferas as such, although the sutrapatha
asgiven by Sankara, Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha, and other
Bhashyakar as shows considerable variation and addition.

—The 556 (555) sutras given by Sankaraoharya areheld to have
been the work of Badarayana (also called Vyasa). Whether he
is the actual author of these aphorisms, or whether the sutrapatha,
like a family-book of the Rigveda, is made of chronologically
disparate units, is a question that we need not take up here for
the present. Consult on the point my Basu Mallik Lectureson
Vedanta Philosophy, Lecturel V.

— Sutra 1, line 1. — Sankar acharyahimself reviews( apud I. iv.
1 and I. ii. 1) the contents of the first four padas of the first
chapter in the following words—

g% qr% Fefiargi afagg gl SEUTEET-—SFATE
@ ( 2.8.R) 9 | TouT yuAeEl SRENEEY 98-
A e —dadmaeey ( 2.20.% ) R || ermieR-
e [ Feifasesal sefimad awfueam wiaf-
Ty wesmtewfa aftmamia sawaa fdlafy | @-
(I AAEERRisEi aiE, fF |/ s aftagar-
Siftai=at FEfaRfy | aflms Rt 1| |gd
FIgfa=ararg  sEamAi REFEASMHIGR  DoIAHARE
iR, 1}

Thetitle" Samanvaya " or " oneness of purport " given to the
first Adhyaya isthusfully justified.

—Sutra 1, line 2. — The mrit or clay forms the material cause
(upadana) of the jar, while the potter is the agent ( niraitta).
In the case of the universe the Brahman is both the upadana
and thenimitta ( efficient) causein one* Compare Br. Su. I. iv.
23 and 11 . i. 4 lines|f. below.

— Sutra 1, line 4. — The four classes of beings are: jaraja or
ja*ayuja( viviparousor born of womb), andaja (oviparous or
born of egg ), svedaja ( born of sweat), and udbhijja (.bam after



M. 1—] SAHARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 6

tearing up the soil). The bodies of these, after being separated
from the immortal soul that temporarilyinhabits them, " return
todust. " SeeManusmriti, i. 43 ff.—

A AN SrerEdiEa: |

Wiy = fam=rar Araers SQEAn
HUSIAL: T Fal AT AEAT: GFSIAL
iy Auerifn ceaFdRHER T |}
WIS ORI JHEHEETAGI |
FTHRAAEA, =g ke |
sfgereaa: ad fusresdfyom |
AT FEIFT TETAFSIN: ]

— Sutra |, line 6. — SmritinyayavirodbaparihSra is the topic
of the first pada : the smritivirodha occupying sutras 1-3 and
perhaps sutra 12 also, the nyayavirodha being answered in the
Test of the sutras. Pada 2 attacks the various Darsanas or
Systems of Philosophy on their own grounds. The remaining
two padas of the chapter try to establish a unity of purport in
the apparently divergent and inconsistent cosmological and
psychological speculations of the several Vedantio texts. The
title" Avirodha" or " absence of contradiction "given to this
chapter is thus quite adequate, at any rate for padas 1, 3 and 4.
Astopada?2, sethe introduction of Sankaracharya tol1.ii. 1,
and our note thereon. — The word nyaya here denotes argumen-
tations based on grounds of reason alone and not claiming any
scriptural or traditional authority. It is almost synonymous
withtarka( Il .i.11),yukti(11.i.18),orupapatti(II.i.36-37).
Compare the similar use of tarka-smarana in IT.i. 3% Nyaya
does not here denote Nyayadarsana.

—Sutra 1, line 11.— |Is Sankaracharya here by the words
"Smritis cha Tantrakhya"referring to an actual Samkhya work?
The context makes it clear that by "Paramarshi” he intends
Kapila, the founder of the Samkhya system, whose sage-like
vision is extolled by the Veda. The earliest extant Samkhya
work —the Sarhkhyakarikas of Isvarakrishna— speaks of a
"Tantra" inthefollowing words (Karika 70)—
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o, TR g g RsaEEar Nea) |

rgialy wsafram, ¥ ageted a=ng |l
“ Panoheiikha expanded (or gave increased vogue) to the Tan-
tra\" — Thiswould imply either that the work that reached Pan -
chaskha through Kapila and Asuri was already known as a
Tantra, or that it was originally known by some other name,
Panchasikha's expanded form being for the first time called
Tantra. Now, awork known as" Shashtitantra" or the" Tantra
of the Sixty " is mentioned by namein Karika 72—

gt foe Asuleisal: geme aRaa |
m@EyFfRan: wEriEtSamfy

Isvarakrishna here tellsus that his seventy karikas are an exact
epitome of the larger work named the Shashtitantra. A verse
expressly as from the Shashtitantra, and also as from Bhagavan

Varshaganya, is preserved, viz—
oEl WE § A TRragssiy |
7q, 3 TR S TR g3eenw i

But a Chinese tradition speaks of Panchasikha as being the
author of the Shashtitantra. A number of citations (about 20)
from Panchasikha have been preserved ; but they are all in
proe. Sincethe existence of the Shashtitantra as an actual
Samkhya work is undeniable, we have therefore to fall back
upon the supposition either that the ascription of this work to
the authorship of Varshaganya (or to that of Panchasikha ) is
false,or else, with Dr. F. OttoSchrader (ZDMG, LXVIII, pp. 101ff.)
believe in the existence of two Shashtitantras, one in prose and
the other in verse, one theistic and the other atheistic. This
reduplication is however a counsel of despair. It merely proves
confusion in tradition.  Witness in proof the following verses

quoted as from Padmapurana—
+I@) argRare: ged oW AN § |
mEIRean 3T spieawmia € |
adTER wAFg TR |
sl 9 wiiEis<l wig £ |
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That Sankarachary therefore had access to definite Samkhya
works no longer avaibleto ushas in any case to be admitted,
although all his citationsinvariably come from the Saihkhya-
karikas of Isvarakrishna. Inl1.i. 1, line 95 below, he gopears
to have used the word tantra in the sense of system,

—Sutra It line 14—Jaimini (MImansasutra I. i. 2) defines
Dharma a&s—

Hrearegeisay o |

ChodanS or scriptural injunction is thus explained by Sahara in
his Bhashya on the above sutra—

‘e’ TR frmm wEas g=awg: | G ® s
Wa whe gl aRd Rogeitddadamad awies-
i | A% Sifes T9T——gar TaRdl Feif afa—
TR aq avuly wafy, fragaf aef | a—aadend 2 ¥w—
gt g9a afpewaad, JEly ar &, T ar 9adi o
fresy R e i povpageAg, WA, A9 AR
e = qaoala | aergaresTsh: et ||

— Sutra 1, line 17.—The "Purusharthas' are four : Dharma,
Artha, Kamaand Moksha, The first three require that specific
acts be performed in a specific manner by the properly qualified
persons : and the detailed instructions concerning these can be
had from texts like the Manusmriti, which can accordingly
have ome use at least, and sobe savakasa The fourth "Puru-
shartha’ depends upon our getting correct knowledge, i.e.,
knowledge corresponding to the Eeality, and thisis not a matter
for action or prescription.  The nyaya applied in the present
case by the Purvapakshin is—

sFRAETETEEsT 9 |

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

adr aTw  ondReRniidan | adwa ag af s
¥ | a7 Ierse | - PRIT §.%.1-%;
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MY AT TERS LAW SrF | M1.9q = i | e 59
AFE g g1 2 | g A Awrgaa | —LF .82,

The passages imply that the Creator was sentient and capable of
reflection, and not inert like the Samkhya Pradhana.

—Sutra 1, line 27. — The full stanza from the Svetasvatarais—

o A DfafafeRE feaftn saler Afs aat: |

=t qgd Fhe aeanht AR sEwE T @ |
The context makes it clear that the topic in the passage is Isvara
or Lord, the Creator. Kapila( like the yonis or receptacles) is
mentioned only incidentally. As Sankaraoharya later explains
(11.1i. 1™ the"darsana" or revealed text is "anyartha" or has
another than Kapila as its principal topic. The stanza has

therefore no " prapti " or relevancy in connection with the
greatness of Kapila. Furthermore, texts like—

3t iat wwaaRas Rpafrd & agfd:
vt s 9d @ & g gaar 9549 ||
—AAEWR g.Y;
QY Ratat saadraas fpafdr &2t wefl: |
Rrrmd e SRAEE 8 Q) IRAT I AT |
~——RATEAT ¥,
A srel Pty oF A1 3 Yaia SRR et |
d ¢ RACAIATFEE qUY TOHE qO |
~—RAAAT &3 ¢;
make it quite clear that the "Kapila" or the tawny-coloured
being isto be identified with Hiranyagarbha, the Demiurge or

the Brahmadeva who, himself the off-spring of the Eternal All -
creator, creates the subsequent creation.

Sutra 1, line 37.— For "Kshetrajfia" compare the Bhagavadglta

(Xiii.lff)-
2 iR frag i |
wme Ay d wg: &vw gfy afkem )
s @iy A {AfE a8y wra |
12 [BrahmastitrabhSshya, Notes]
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—Sutra 1, line 45. — Sahkaracharya must have derived the pas
sage from some Purana. It also occurs in the Mahabharata.
There are many passages which are common to the Epic and to
more than one Purana. Hari Dlkshita in his Brahmasutra-
vritti ( Anand. ed., No. 82) saysthat it comes from the Vishnu-

purana.

—Sutra 1, line 54f. — The third pada of the first adbyaya of
Jaimini's MImanpasiltras discusses what we can take as authori-
tative besdes Scrip ural injunctions. The first two sutras —

aie] YeHBSaRTmeHAIEd e Il 2.3.2 1)
afy a1 FJemFar oEgER el 3.3,

answer the Purvapaksha view that every statement not coming
directly from the Veda is to be discarded ( or rather, secondarily
interpreted ), by arguing that even non-scriptural statements can
be authoritative inasmuch as they emanate from sages having
similar infallible knowledge ; and we can always infer that,
correspounding to the smriti in question, there was once asruti
text which happens not to have been preserved. The sutra quo-
ted in the Bh&shyalimits the application of this conclusion. Itis
not every smriti text that we can pronounce authoritative. When
a given smriti textruns counter to an existing sruti text, the
smriti text has to be subordinated. It isonly where the smriti
does not go against a definite sruti text that we can accept it as
authoritative and infer the existence of alost original as the
ground of its ultimate validity. — Jaimini goes on to further
limit the scope of this procedure. A smriti might not go against
the sruti and yet might prescribea course of worldly prudence or
something the motive for whichis too obvious. From atext re-
garded as an authority in the matter of Dharma we expect direc-
tions regarding something which ordinary uninspired reason can-
not lay down. — And yet again not every smriti can be accepted
as authority which, without clashing with existing sruits, teaches
something apurva or extraordinary. Certain heretics might
promise wonderful things to be enjoyed after death by those who
follow their specific practices. But these heretic smritis cannot
be authoritative, because the followers of Vedic religion and peo-
ple of approved respectability—the sshtas— spurn those practi-
ces. Practices universally followed by sishtas we can always
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take as our guide, even where not only the sruti but even the
smriti text; prescribing them is absent. From sishtachara we can
infer smriti, and from smriti the corresponding sruti —At the
same time, however, we can learn something even from heretics
and Mlechchhas, especially where the ordinary sources of know-
ledge fail us. As Sahara says—

MxaaRddy  AEmETe w@fitda | aq swosnfied aea-

T A AR AgE |
This shows how logical and broad-minded these ancient Bhashya-
karas were—so different from some of their mediaeval successors.

—Sutra 1, line 59 ff.— We go to scriptures only in matterswhere
ordinary avenues of knowledge fail us; and this istrue as much
of the prescriptions intended to secure the first three Purushar-
thas as of the knowledge of the Reality which is to win the
moksha, the fourth purushartha. The Reality, the knowledge of
which gives moksha, transcends the ordinary gateways of know-
ledge, is transphenomenal. In the absence of special merit or
divine grace none can attain that knowledge. The special merit
that secures unimpeded vision one can accumulate by following
specified courses of conduct such as are prescribed in the scrip-
tures. Thus—

Scriptures lay down prescriptions;
Prescriptions lead to merit;
Merit secures transphenomenal knowledge.

Now this transphenomenal knowledge, as being the product of
the already existing and authoritative injunctions of the scrip-
tures, cannot go against their teaching. Nor can it claim to be
the sole guide in the interpertation of the scriptural prescriptions.
Thisis the gist of the argument. Aswill be seen, it involes a
fallacy. The atIndriyavijnana or transphenomenal knowledge
would not of course be justified in asserting that the particular
prescription, which secured that knowledge was false. But other
prescriptions can well come under the purview of the adept's un-
impeded vision. In fact he would be better placed than the mere
layman in interpreting the other scriptures aright, To thisitis
of course possible to make the rejoinder by urgingthatthere can-
not be any "ardhajaratlyatva" or half-hearted attitude as regards
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"Srutipramanya". To concede the pramanya of one text is to
concede the pramanya of all texts. But thisis not avery satis-
factory attitude to take. Hence perhaps Sankaracharya, conced-
ing the justice of our seeking the guidance of the perfect sages
in interpreting the scriptures, bringsin the ultimate argument as
to difference amongst the Doctors themselves.

—Sutra 1, line 70. — Compare Mahabharata ( Kumbh. Ed.) iii.
107. 2 ff—

o FAY FERI e hrEan: |
TGN 7 yrg: s ghgaa ll
¥ Fgfigd F1 QY IR )
TAME AT ARGET @ a1

—Sutra 1, line 72. — The scriptural passage extolling Manu has
this advantage over the Kapila passage that it is unambiguous
and purports primarily to praise Manu. Hence its cogency
(prapti) in the argument before us. On theother band theprimary
topic in the Kapila passage isthe Lord, referred to by the re-
lative pronoun "yah." That the passage, besides its assertion
about the main topic, should also be made to convey infor-
mation about an additional subordinate topic ( e. g., wisdom of
Kapila) involves what is called Vakya-bheda, or the splitting
up of one sentence into two, whichis afault in interpretation.

—Sutra i, line 97. — That the authoritativeness of the Veda is
self-evident, not deducible from extraneous confirmatory proofs,
is the well-known "svatah-pramanya” theory, which constitutes
the corner-stone of the Purvamimahsa system. Opposed to that
is the "parateh-pramanya" Theory, whichiswillingto concede
the correctness of even an ordinary sense-perception of water
only after it is tested by a subsequent confirmatory perception,
as when the man actually goes to the water and is able to quench
his thirst. But this amounts to summoning one sense-perception
as witness for the truth of another sense-perception. Why may
not both be wrong? And if the second is to be believed in, why
not as well believe the first ? In fact, argues the Mimansist,
one's faithis not athing to be argued about. If that were so, it
would have been easy to argue all into, or out of, any faith. All
attempts therefore to lend additional support to Scriptures by
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ratiocination have everywhere ended by undermining men's
faith in the Scripturesthemselves. Hence the dictum—

FrdrereayEEE Ared galssty |

—Sutra 2, line 2. — The words of the sutraare variously inter-
preted. Sahkara, Bhaskara, and Vallabha agree in taking
" itaresham " to mean " itaresham Mahadadlnam tattvanam. "
Madhva does the same : only, the smriti he particularly alludes
to is the Saiva or Pasupata smriti, and consequently the tattvas
are not Mahat and others but incidental statements regarding
fruits etc., taught in the Saiva texts and not warranted by
( Vaishnava) experience. Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and Srlkaptha
understand " itareeham” to refer to other Smritikaras (like
Manu ), whose prophetic vision (upaiabdhi) never once vouch-
safes for the correctness of the Samkhya view of creation. But
thisissaying what was already said in sutra 1, viz, that the
Smritis of Kapila and of Manu differ in their teachings. Look-
ing tothe wording of siitras 1 and 2 it is clear that" itaresham”
can refer only tothe " Smritis" or the "doshas." The firstis
impossible grammatically, since weread " itaresham " and not
"itarasam." The second can possibly mean: "Other defects
urged by the Saihkhyas (against the Vedantic position) are
untenable "—an extremely forced interpretation. If the word
" Smriti " in sutral isto mean" Pradhana smriti ", Sankara's
interpretation would seem most natural. For Ramanuja’s inter-
pretation " smriti " will have to be taken to signify " Kapila-
smriti " If aword not present in thefirst sutrais to be refer-
red to by the " itaresham " of the next sutra, the fact can pos
sibly become more natural if, following Vallabha, sutra 2 is
taken to constitute a distinct adhikarana, although that does
not very much improve matters.

—Sutra 2, line5— Al systems of Indian Philosophy agree in
giving the number of sense-organs as five. If a new system
were to assert a sixth sense contrary to all authority and un-
warranted by actual experience, there could be no possibility
whatsoever of that system gaining a hearing.

—Sutra 2, line 6.—The word mahat actually occurs in the
following Upanishadic passages—
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gfzivy: qu wt sty of A |
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Sankaracharya has attempted to prove that by the word mahat
we have to understand either the oosmic intellect aliasthe
Demiurge (Hiranyagarbha) or the individual soul, butin no case
the Mahat of the Samkhya system, i. e, as the first product of
the Prakriti.

—Sutra 2 line 7— Sankaracharya's point is that if the smriti
teaching creation has gone wrong about the later stages of the
creation, it can be presumed to be no more correct as to the initial
stage or the starting point of the creation. If the effect, Mahat;
is disproved, the cause, PradhSna, has also to be discarded.

—Sutra 3, line 1. — The specific mention of the Yoga in this
sutra implies that the first adhikarana dealt with the allied
system of the Sarhkhyas, and not that of the PSsupatas, as
Madhva understands. Yoga is called "Sesvara-Samkhya."

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

arag qofiamEn: ST THaE: |
wa FrEA: AR g 355y )

—Sutra 3, line 5. — Ignoring their nebulous beginning ( accord-
ing to Hauer : Die Anfdnge der Yoga-praxis 1922 ) in the Vedas,
the Yoga ideas first make their appearance, amongst the
Upanishads, in the Katha and the Svetasvatara, and also here and

"This line might have been an interpolation, the" yat" of the third line
referring to " avyakta. " Translators often translate as though they read
yam for yaj. The description of the Purusha as " vySpaka" and "alinga "
isreminiscent of Samkhya technicalities: Cp. S. Karika55.
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there in the Mundaka. As a recognised method of securing
concentration of the mind with aview to God-vision, it is much
earlier than the Y ogasutras of Pataiijali (150 B. C.): it is even
pre-supposed by Buddhism ( 500 B.C. ). The " Yogasastra" from
which Sankaracharya is apparently quoting (line 16) the first
sutra is otherwise unknown to us.

—Sutra 3, line 18. — In his German translation of the Brahma-
sutras published in 1887, Deussen took " Ashtakadi-smriti " to
mean Panini's Ashtadhyayl [ Aohtwerke des Panini ]—an error
which we ought to ignore in the case of this pioneer and pre-
eminent Vedantio scholar of Europe. The Ashtakas are kinds
of sraddhas so called because they were to be performed on three
successive krishna-ashtamls following the Agrahayanl or
Margaslrshl Paurnamasl. Compare Manusmriti, 1V. 150. There
is no extant Vedic prescription about them, but on the strength
of the smritis the corresponding srufci passages have to be infer-
red. The Ashtaka-smriti is here adduced as an illustration of
its " anapavadanlyatva,” and not of its " sampratipannarthaika-
desatva."— The reading abhyadhika for apyadhika, given in
some Mss., is perhapsto be preferred in view of line 4 above.

—Sutra 3, I'=-~ "7 Cabimeg dofimonlibnn £101 330 qA) e
79 AT , )

afirarg amd afsga,

Elsewhere ﬁf ic dAafinad ac

aravd gbaral fegfafindag |

A srautalinga means actual ' usage' of a word in the Veda in
the sense of the thing in question. This use of the word linga
here is to be distinguished from its more usual use in the sense
of an " inferential mark " asinll.1. 6® 11.1. I1*° etc.; and
from its Sarhkhya use in the sense of the transmigratory body
(cp. S. Karikas 40-41).

—Sutia 3, line 35. — The " pratyasatfci, " proximity, or passage
inimmediate context to Svetasvatara vi. 13, is—

Rt w1y fafemam qgams Ais o 20 H0f |
qareaed Ysgueafia WBuent 9@ wisd Asdr Il
—Rigrdat 8.2,
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The word " Samkhya" means etymologically—
gt gfs:, afde aieay |
—Sutra 3, line 39. — Compare—

e faatarg g afrase geued |
Fa5d WSl ZEATHGATAN || —BTETHIH § 8.

—Sutra 2 lina A1 __ \/airamvsaic Aafined in Vnmacutra i. 15—

eemfiERmafigwer sefEndm 3uan, |

and thUS vanArmmraAnAAA A Y AnAnibra

FROTHATTEHG: aﬁwaﬁ‘ﬁﬂaﬁ AT o Rk |

Compare also Yogasutra, ii. 30.
—Sutra 4, line 5. — According to the mimaiisa view the Veda is

k tha" Anlv
riyar SEE Pt deaaag A, ... .. |I—e £.R.%.

It teaches what ought, and what ought not to be, done for obtain-
ing certain rewards and averting certain punishments after
death ; and as to the exact nature of the act in question, Veda s,
and can be, the only and the final authority. According to the
Vedantins a part of the Veda at any rate describes the nature of
the Brahman, the highest Reality. Now, if Brahman be an eter-
nally existing Reality, and not a process or action which isto
be brought into operation, it must be within the reach of pra-
manas like Pratyaksha, or of Anumana which is based on Pra-
tyaksha, which both concern themselves with the knowledge of
thereality. If so, the Veda ought never to describe the reality
in a manner opposed to ordinary Pratyaksha and Anumana. And
if certain passages seem to go prima facie against the testimony

E;rtar gEgTRaATEeesy R Fodsgmimraandad o
qEMEY, 7 SRR ANE, sEeEAEn, amrae | R
ylawaal didsfrasm i g3 mamagifa 1ol st
st 3R qrgalal ekl s, omemegar-
IR, T J RRAEE HATAREE a7 ||
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—Sutra 4, line 9. — The Purvapakshin further maintains that
in obtaining the knowledge of an existential reality Sruti and
Pratyaksha—and therefore Anumana as being based on Pratyak-
sha, and so having a more intimate linkage with reality than is
possible for mere Sruti—are not " tulyabala™ or of equal value
and importance, but the latter is distinctly on a higher plane by
its very intimate connection with reality. If the aim of Sruti
isto give the direct knowledge of reality, we cannot then ignore
these two pramanas which have such avital contact with reality.

—Sutra 4, line 22f.— The Prakriti or Pradhana of the Sarhkhyas
is constituted of three gunas,—Sattva, Rajas and Tamas,—which
are thus described ( Samkbyakarika, 3 )—

v ¥y SHINFEHTHIETTS 99 | W |
% AT q:, gdgaErdar o |

" Sattva is regarded as buoyant and effulgent, Raas as stimula-
ing and mobile, Tamas as heavy and overwhelming ; like (the
wick and oil of) alamp, their function is for one (common) pur-
pose, viz, giving light, ( although they are opposed in nature)."
Compare also the Bhagavadglta ( xiv. 6-8 )—

ax o Pie@m SHTEAARA |
gEERT qeAfy ;AP Ay ||

@ s fafg geresEgwea|
atTenfy Fag wRas SRAY ||

FnEsT=S Aty Agd gy )
margseafaniieataenty ara )

Because everything in the world is capable of itself having—or
at any rate capable of exciting in the individual—under differ-
ing conditions, the physical qualities of buoyancy and so forth
the ethical qualitiesof purity and so forth, theintellectual quali-
ties of clearness and so forth, or the hedonistic qualities of
happftiess and so forth, the Sarhkhyas argue that everything must
be ultimately composed of Sattva, Raas and Tamas. As Vachas-

patimisra says in his commentary on the SamkhyakSrika above
quoted—

3 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes |
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agur o9 8 SREAFeeTTAr e gaEdhy |
% A | @ifvd ufy aen: geEssegAA ) &9 off aue-
TAHUN | qq w67 3 | an: afe aear SEwEaRIe | o
YERIR @ARRIRT 89 Atgafy | o v dan | @ Sy aen
ATIEYRAE | =131 7 foiar @4 JE1 sqreran: |

—Sutra 4, line 27 ff.— For " karyakarana" ( not karana) in the
sense of " body and the senses” compare (Svetasvataravi. 8)—

# 3 F14 F ¥ R @ aemarataea ol |
RIET ARETTANT 7 @nnfaa) smIsiar 9 |l

—Sntra 4, line 31. — 1 t isto be noted that "Buddhi" is regarded
by the Samkhyas as"achetana™ or non-sentient. Whatever,
like the mind and the intellect, serves as a means to an end, viz,
as a means to knowledge, and whatever is capable of motion (as
the mind) and growth (asthe intellect;), cannot be self-subsisting
entity like the Purusha. Activity involves change, and hence
and Samkhyas have denied all activity to the Purusha. Even
knowledge through the ordinary gateways of the senses involves
an activity which the manas and the buddhi can undertake, but
never the Purusha. He can have an intuitive perception—a sort
of an illumination by mere presence—of the whole process; and
therein alone lies his chetana or sentient character. Inthisview
of the achetana character of the Budddi the Vedantin agreeswith

the Samkhya.

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

—Sutra 5, line 16. — The word " visesha" in the sutra Sankata-
ch&ryatakes intwo ways: (i) difference [between bhoktri and
bhogya and (ii) specific mention, as in the Kaushltaki version of
the story concerning the " Dispute of the Faculties.”

—Sutra 5, line 24.— Mantras, defined as—

gANEATAEAREE L |
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arethose groups of vocables—not necessarily possessng any
meaning, or any meaning connected with theritual toaccompany
which they are recited—which invariably remind us, through
constant association, of the various entities, objects, or utensils
that are employed in theritual. Themajority of the Mantras
come from the Vedic Samhitas. An Arthavadais defined as—

QeI SreEmdAarR; |

Its function is (i) to praise a given prescription, e. g—
arqed AanreRy gREE: | ... agd Gy REar !

where the praise of the Wind as most swift serves as a recom-
mendation for the offering of a white (animal) to that God; (ii) to
censure a prohibited conduct, e g—

affy wa 7 [ )...... st i Torew |

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

AU uErg: |, AFAESEARA |
g RESARY AT w6 ||

The Corresponding illnictr atinne ara__

9 -— TN,

because the statement contradicts Pratvaksha:

Y491,

because Veda IW" ~firme st i athovadon o

T THGETSTA— =,
because it neither confirms nor contradicts. — The Arthavada,
be it noted, is not an independent authority. It is always sub-
s vient to another injunctive or prohibitive statement. As

Jaimini < pyfoer S el fdat @ 1
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The " Arthavada" in the present passage would include the
majority of the Brahmanas. Itihasa (iti + ha+ asa=thus it was)
includes al | collections of stories and legends such asthose in
the Mahabharata: while the normal contents of a Purana em-
brace all topics from Creation to Dissolution:

&y wivgtar SO waeaahn T |

F(En)TaRE 3 g TEeH ||
—Sutra 5, line 31. — This is not an actual quotation from Brih.,
but the topic is dealt with in the passage referred to.

—Sutra 6, line 3 ff.— A somewhat longer list of thistypeisgiven
by Kesava Kasmirin in his com. on the text—

Ty ¥ Pyeuwanly sEsrMwE: ) I g, 3T
FaTikeRa ey, mmare s, siiwies: @R,
FEEION: , PITOWT, JAMATTHEA HOSTRAEIA, e
LA TRGSTATHEE FArversarg, |

—Sutra6, line 15f.— Worl d, the product, is alleged to be different
in nature from Brahman the cause: Is it intended to assert that
not even one attribute of Brahman is to be found in the world
(second paksha); or, even though some one attribute like satta
may be common to the two, chetanatva, the most important attri-
bute, is present in the cause and absent in the effect(third paksha);
or that each and every attribute of Brahman without exception is
not found in its effect the world (first paksha)? The first paksha
assumes that cause and effect must agree in every single respect,
whichisimpossible. The second paksha goes against facts. The
third paksha can be exhibited thus—

SRAE—ST, AATTHRF, |

2y (foga )—ar¥maEm (SRATAREET ) |

TR —— AR aesmEiig, 391 (1)
No drishtanta, which is defined as—

Sfsaqdam aRkewy sfearsd @ o |

and which has to be acceptable to both the parties, can be givens
and so the argument falls down.
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—Sutra 6 line 43ff.— The valid reasonings conformable to the
Scriptures are : (1) that the conditions and presentations belong-
ing to the dream consciousness and of the waking conscious-
ness, although associated with one and the same soul, do not
either of them constitute his real nature, as the soul can do away
with each inturn.— This israther defective. You can say of a
wall that is repainted that the old blue colour does not constitute
the essence of the wall any more than the new green colour : but
some sort of a colour the wall must have. Similarly, some kind
of arelation there must be between consciousness and the soul,
even though it be that of tadatmya or identity, as the Advaita
Vedanta avers. Hence we have to supplement argument (i) by
argument (i i) which tells us that the real essence of the soul's
nature is to abide unruffled by the phenomenal world. This
raises the inevitable question as to how the phenomenal appear-
ance does appear at all. Argument (in)* which denies any dis-
tinction between the world and the Brahman, the phenomenon
and the noumenon, seeks to answer the question, although the
answer may not be equally convincing to all.

—Sutra 6 line 45f. — Sankaracharya has made the Sutrakara
argue that Brahman has produced aworld which seems to ex-
hibit certain attributes absent in the Brahman, and also that
Brahman = world. This seemsto contain a prima facie incon-
sistency which we will haveto comment upon later. For .the
present be it noted that he does not speak of—" jagad-brahmanor
aikyam" nor of "brahmanah jagad-avyatirekah" but of "jagatah
brahmfivyatirekah". Asheultimately wantsto raise the world
to the level of the Brahman, he thinks it necessary to put in a
word for the "eka-deslya," who, after all, is "sva-yuthya" or be-
longing to the Acharya's own persuasion. Whether Sahkara has
in view here any particular school of thought, or is merely put-
ting forth apossible position that can bemaintained, is more
than what we know.

—Sutra 6 line 53. — According to the Sarhkhyas, the world, the
product, is " jada," but so aso is Pradhana. What they cannot
explain is the bifurcation of the product-world by the Sruti itself
into classes like sat and asat, vijnana, and avijnana, satya and
anrita. Vijiiana in the bifurcation cannot mean the soul or
Purusha who according to the Samkyas is not an entity that can
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be produced : but as contrasted with avijnana, vijnana must
signify a sentient product, and therefore must have a sentient
cause from which alone it can spring, and not a non-sentient
cause like Pradbana.

—Sutra 7, line 3.— The objection raised against the Vedantins
inthissutraisdistinct from that of the last three sutras, al-
though acorollary fromit. SomeBhashyakaras (e. g., Vallabhi-
charya) commence a new adhikarana with sutra 7 ; others (e. g.,
Srlkantha) with sutra 8 ; Madhvacharya, however, is most pecu-
liar in making sutras 4 to 12 into four distinct adhikaranas, add-
ing an extra sutra, " Drsyate tu " between our sutra 4 and sutra
5, and reading our sutra6 with a" cha" instead of the " tu".
His interpretation of the various sutrasisalso peculiar to him.
The other commentators agree as to the general drift of the
adhikarana. It issutra 7 which has given rise to differences of
interpretation. Vallabha makes the sutra refer to Chhandogya
Upanishad vi. 2. 1-2—

429 el ey qriRwElaidizy | ad% R S
e, FenreEs: @49 || ¢ || Fag @3 4l enfify
D919, FIRGT: FENRAN | T @ GRRET SRR

fadfe 1 R Ul

and says that the sutra rebuts the argument that the " asat "
(=Pradhana) is the cause of the world, because the Sruti passage
assertsthe " asat " just to deny it forthwith. This interpretation
of Vallabha is open to the objection that even the Purvapakshin
would not be so blind to the words of the Sruti asto rear up on
their basis the Purvapaksha at all; and further the proper expla-
nation of the passage ought to have been given in the first or the
Samanvaya chapter and not here. — Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and
Srlkantha make the " pratishedha " refer to that implied in sutra
6, where therule” like cause like effect " was denied; but the
denial leaves room for the cause and the effect being of one
substance—

TEY TR GATTRANIRAAY; SreguaiaHs RS,
7 AFFHANAREHA |
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Sahkaracharya takes the " pratishedha " to be that implied in the
Purvapaksha of this very sutra, " asad iti." To the objection:
" But then the karya will become ' asat ' prior to creation,” the
reply is—" Your contingency asto the ' non-existence ' of karya
is like the contingency of the 'non-existence' of the hare-horn or
the barren-woman's son, as when somebody takes the trouble to
formally deny this in a sentence like—The hare-horn (or the
barren-woman's son) does not exist. This cannot be taken to
imply that the hare-horn (or the barren-woman's son ) once did
exist, but now no longer does so. If karya never truly exists
apart from the karana, both before and after the creation, the
objection that karya will become "asat" is no objection at all.
Itis the mere verbal denial of the 'existence’ of a thing that
never really exists by itself. Sahkaracharya's interpretation,
subtle asit is, points to the illusory character of the world, while
Ramanuja and others imply the reality of the world and its
unity in substance with the Brahman, as well as difference in
minor attributes. The following extract from the Bhamatl
brings out the exact point intended by Sahkaracharya—

&3 @ geEnal A Paeday, i g sroslo
790 a9 PAYH | W $ERT FAE &9, 7 a9,
g #% T SO A @l SR wReE

—Sutra 8, line 5. — The word "tadvat" in the sutra is interpret-
ed in five different ways, viz.—

(1) geore wrdgeres: | (1) Wpdvdngae aEse )
(ifi) gegearRmaE aEeEs: | (V) oidt Rafigsmg:
(v) Srde FITHEE: |

—Sfltra 9, line 9. — Ohaturvidho bhutagramah : see our Note on
I'l.11,line4, above.

—Siitra 9, line 11 f.— Thefamiliar lines from Sahkaracharya's
Shatpadl-stotra might be recalled—

geafy ATANY J19 JAE T ATAFFIEIY )
agA f§ o &9 9gR A A
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The point is that karya and karana are not co-terminus.
Karanaincludes the karya and transcends it. See below, 11.1. 27,
lines 3ff.

—Sutra 9, line23ff. — The majority of the older Upanishads do
not containthe"vivarta"illustrations that Sankaracharya adds
hereto theusual "parinama” illustrations that are the current
coin of the Upanishadic texts, Hence perhaps the Bhashyakara
finds it necessary to invoke the aid of Gaudapada, who is tradi-
tionally known as his "parama" guru or the teacher's teacher
(or possibly the founder of the school). Some scholars are
inclined to doubt the existence of an actual teacher called
"Gaudapada" in view of the fact that there is found at timesa
mention of " Gaudacbaryah" or "Gaudah" or "Gaudlyakarikah,"
which might signifiy aGauda or Bengal school of Vedantins,
whose tenets are contained in the so-called " Gaudapada”
karikas. These karikas show a strong influence of Buddhism
and are frequently quoted in Buddhistic commentators of the
Mahayana school (e. g. Bhavaviveka, cir. 600 A.D.) and that too
at dates which raise a suspicion as to the traditional ascription
of the karikasto a writer of the early decades of the eighth
century, as Sankaracharya's teacher's teacher must be supposed
tobe. We will not discuss here this intricate problem in all
its bearings, and we will ignorethe question as to whether the
first prakarana of the Gaudapadlya karikas (which is comment-
ed upon even by non-Advaita commentators like Kuranarayana)
belongs to an author different from that of the later prakaranas.
The problem has been dealt with by me in my fifth Basu Mallik
Lecture, Poona, 1929. Sankaracharya is often nicknamed crypto-
Buddhist or "prachchhanna-Bauddha" for his Mayavada, which
has certain affinity to the Sunyavada of the Madhyamika school
of Nagarjuna ; and now it would seem that this title belongs to
Sarikaracharya's spiritual pracbarya, Gaudapada—unless we
argue (what is very probable) that Buddhism and Vedanta (and
even Sarhkhya for the matter of that) arose out of a philosophical
Anschauung or view-point which oontained in it germs of both
the nihilistic and illusionistic philosophies; or, failingthis, are
content to hold (what is also just possible) that Gaudapada pur-
posely used Buddhistic arguments against Buddhism itself, and
established a new philosophy, more or less allied to Buddhism,
which Sankaracharya later adopted after him.
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—Sutra 9, line 35. — The word "svabhavika" or " svabhaviki"
Sankaracharya uses sometimes in the snse of what is truly
real, but sometimes also in the sene of what is natural and
normal and therefore nottruly real. Hereof course the first
snxeisintended. Seealsol | .i. 14, line46 and line 73.

—Sutra 9 line 45. — I f, as Sankaracharya argued above (line 20),
karya is non-different from karana in all the three times alike,
wherein does the Pralaya state differ from the Sthiti ? We can-
not say that there is avidya in the latter but not in the former ;
for we have just argued (line 36, 44) that the seeds of avidya are
dormant in the un-liberated soul, and hence there is no con-
fusion between the liberated and the un-liberated souls. We
can perhaps say that in the Aplti or Pralaya state the avidya is
in aseed-form and there it no consciousness of it, whereasin the
Samsara or Sthiti state the avidya is in its developed condition,
putting forth all the false appearances that we know. As San-
kara expresdy says in his Bhashya to I. iii. 30—

TR WS STIFATNAT ST | TAgERT §
ayafy | @umsiEsaEgegr ||

—Sutra 10, line 12. —Theruleis (6lokavarttika, p. 341)—
A @Ry Aw: qReAf ar an: )
A qdqArTeasETERERy |

—Sutra 11, line 3.— Compare the Vakyapadlya of Bhartrihari
(i.34)-

a@Arfadtsad: g |
sfgRaER- a1l

—Sutra 11, line 8. — Kanabhuk, or more usually Kanada, the
founder of the Vaiseshika Philosophy, may have obtained his
name from the fact that his philosophy deals with atoms or
* kanas ," but more probably from the circumstance of his having
belonged to a sect of ascetics who lived on " kanas" or grains
left in the field after the harvest was gathered and taken home.
This mode of life is known asthe" unchhavritti." It issupposed
that the founder practised this mode of life in order to propitiat
4 [BrahmasHtrabhSshya, Notes]
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God Mahesvara, who, in the form of an owl or " uluka,” revealed
this philosophy to him, hence called the Aulukya darsana. But
thistradition must have been of a secondary origin, as theprimi-
tive Vaiseshika did not recognise God. Another tradition ex-
plains the name " Owl Philosophy" from the circumstance that
the founder, in the day-time, meditated in a dense forest, seclud-
ing himself from wordly affairs, and at night, when people went
to rest, he wandered about for food. Young women were frigh-
tened at his appearance, and this gave the night-wanderer the
opportunity to enter into the granaries and mills and eat the corn
found there. None of these traditions have any historical value.

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

s1ar arear £y 'l IR

~~Sutfa 11, line 15. — Vritti isthe denotative power (or Sakti)
of aword or a sentence. It is Abhidha or primary, Lakshana or
secondary ( figurative ), and Vyanjana or suggestive. Just which
of these is to be understood in a given word, or sentence ( which
is a specific group of words) can only be settled by argumenta-
tion or ratiocination. The whole of Purvamlmausa is just such
arational science of exegess.

—Sutra 11, line 28. — Bhava-yatbatmya, The corresponding
Buddhistic expresson is" Dharmatathata,”

—Sutra 11, line 30. — Theword " avimoksha " in thesutraisin
terpreted in two ways : (i) non-release from the deficiency in.
herent in reasoning; and (ii) non-liberation from the bondage
of Samsara.

—Sntra 11, line 41 ft —To the expected retort that there is
Wrangling enough amongst the expositors of the Vedio Philoso-
phy, who thus are not in a better boat than the avowedly Ration-
alistio Philosophers, the reply given is that the Veda is eternal
and not the product of any specific time author or conditions—e
like the Sarhkhya Philosophy, Its teaching may reasonably be
expected to be true of all times, assuming, of course, that the
Veda can convey a meaning (that the Veda is not rrirarthaka, as
Kautsa maintained), and that the meaningisdeterminable by us.
As Anandagiri says—



27 ] NOTES ON ADHIKARANA 5 [ =i, 13
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—Sutra 12, line 8. — It is clear that by Vyasa Sankaracharya
means the author of the MahabhSrata, since under I. iii. 29 and
I'l. iii. 47 he quotes as of Vyasa or Veda-Vyasa sanzas which
come from the Epic. The Krishna-Dvaipayana referred to in
11 .iii. 32 ssemsto bethesame asthe Author of the Epic. Here
however he is spoken of asan incarration of the " Vedacharya "
named ApSntaratamas. Sankara associates Manu and Vyasa
together under 1 11 . 1. 14also, and in hiscomment on Sutral. iii
33, where Badarayana is actually named, he tells us—

a9 s T S SeEEdny Sy |

Sankaracharya seems to keep Vyasa distinct from Badarayana
whom he regards, in the opening of his Bhashya on the last
Vedanta sutra. 1 V. iv. 22, as the Author of the Vedanta Sutras.
It is Vachaspatimisra who—as also Sarvajnatman in his Sam-
kshepa-sSriraka i. 6— identifies Badarayana with Vyasa.

—Sutra 13, line 1 ff. — The sutra has called forth considerable
differences of opinion amongst the Bhashyakaras. Sankara,
Vallabha, and Bhaskara give one interpretation, Ramanuja,
Nimbarka, and Srlkantha, another, and Madhva quite a third.
Taking the lagt first, according to Madhva—

Qe = dagdlaa awnk,
according tothe sruti (Mundaka Il ii.7)—

HATNT FrAAaast ol sy §4 wdnmta |

Madhva concludes that the sruti passage isto be taken in the
same sense asthe statement —

9 MY Wa LA,

and does not dis-establish the difference between the Lord and
the souls. Of course it is easy to se that the goshtha or cowpen
bears to the cows a relation different from that of the Lord to the
souls.  Ramanuja and others, who regard the world (‘achit) and
the souls (chit) as forming the " body " of the Lord, under
dand—
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Wi = agm (viRaE ) Nganta:,

which means that Brahman would be liable to pain and plea-
sure according to the Sruti (Chhandogya, viii. 12. 1)—

7 3 exker g  BroRedRrvRnia ) wEd e
T frnfid g |

Ramanuja meets the Purvapaksha by declaring that it is the
body brought into existence by merit and demerit that alone can
yield pleasure and pain, the instance given being that of the
king who, because he has a body, does not necessarily suffer
heat etc., these being warded off by his umbrella-bearers. The
instance chosen is certainly not very happy. Servants or no
servants, the king must fee hungry, and deep in his own body,
and must in any case feel the pleasures to which his retinue
contributes. Finally, the interpretation of Sankaracharya and
others, viz.—

Wremfi= drr (FRE FRAE[Ea) S,
Ag: (PRI FAIEER) Wt

is open to the charge that it raises a point already disoussed
under Sutras 8-9. Nor do the illustrations chosen, the froth and
the wave and the bubble and the ripple, stand to each other in
the relation of the Bhoktri and the Bhogya, — Another possible
inter pretation can also be suggested.—

ﬁwﬁtﬁqmmwhgvri AWOT FY TFEGA: TR
NFTRRAE: @ | 3 T FAAMAFARRAEA g2 |

The"ordinary" illustration to rebut the objection can be that
of a king and his various officers, who are individually portions
of the king, as deriving their authority from him; and yet wecan
keep one officer distinct from the other for practical purposes.

—Sutra 13, line 2.—Anyapara, which we have translated as
‘conforming toanother means-of-knowledge' can also be rendered
as 'possessing a secondary significance, i. a, a significance other
than the primary. Ratnapral harenders the word by " gaurar-
thaka,” Anandagiri by " Upacharitartha,” and Vachaspati by—
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gEraTy gy SesrgRat il |
Compare on the point the passage from Sankara's Gltabhashya
quoted at the end of our Note on Sutral | . i. 4, line 5, above.

—Sutra 13, line 3.—For the nature of Mantra and Arthavada
seour Noteon | I . 1.5, line 24 When the words of a Mantrado
not fit the ritual in which they are prescribed, the words have to
be secondarily interpreted. Compare the Mantra prescribed for
dadhi-snana.

—Sutra 13, line 21 ff. —The Advaita system of Sankara is pecu-
liar in this that while it is prepared toregard the world asa
creation by the Lord it is at pains to exclude the individual soul
from the Lord's creation—"Jivo Brahmaiva naparah." The point
isfully discussed in Brahraasutra || .1iii,17. Comparealsol I .
I.21, lines3ff.—Other Vedantins, following the Brihadaranyaka
(I'1.1.20) and Mundaka (I1.1i.1) Upanishads, conceive of Jivas
as real emanations from the Lord, like sparks from the fire. As
Sankaracharya himself says at the beginning of the next sutra,
this answer to the Purvapakshin is from the vyavahara point of
view. As the Ratnaprabha says—

7§ M} TROTACERAATET: (A —aarsrealiiy |

In addition to the strictly " Parinama" illustration of the ocean
and its waves Sankara however thinks it fit to add the "vivaria"
illustration of space-in-the-jar. Cp. balow, I 1, i. 14, line 27-30.

—Sutra 14, line 11. — An apter example would be that of a piece
of timber which you call a'pillar’ when erect and a 'beam’ when
transverse, the piece being just the same, the name alone consti-
tuting the difference. In the process of acquiring knowledge, it
is an important event for the child to know the name of a new
object, say, an animal. Before you named it a'hare’ it might
have been a cat, and so not distinguishable from the specimens
of that class. The name introduces the difference and the child
thereafter begins to note differences rather than resemblances.
It isthe name that transforms Oneinto the Many. " What isin
a name ?' — The whole universe is in the name !

—Sutra 14, line 26ff. — 1t will be noted that the Acharya starts
With " parinama"” illustrations of the clay and the jar, and con"
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dudeswith " vivarta" illustrations beginning with ghatakasa,
which isa" vivarta" illustration inasmuch as space is not real
ly divided.

—Sutra 14, line 31ff.—The " Bhedabheda" Purvapaksha view
which Sankara here raises ssemsto have been an ancient doctrine
not unknown to the Sutrakatra, who ushersin Asmarathya(l . iv,
20) as an ancient champion of the same. Bhartriprapanoha, who
seems to have preceded Sankara by a couple of centuries, seems
to have accepted the same view, several of Sankara's arguments
here and esewhere being specifically directed against this re-
nowned Vedantin. Seefor Bhartriprancha Professor Hiriyanna's
papersin the Ind. Ant.,vol LI11, 1924, pp. 77-86, and Report of
theMadrasOriental Conference, pp. 439-450.

—Sutra 14, line 44.— By declaring theidentity between the soul
and Brahman as" svayam-prasddha " SShkaracharya alludesto
the view, discussed by him at length under |. i. 4, that the
Moksha state of oneness with the Absolute is neither " utpadya "
or capable of production, like ajar from olay ; nor " vikarya" or
capable of being brought about through modification, like curds
from milk; nor " apya" or capable of being reached, likehis own
house by atraveller; nor, finally, " samskarya " or capable of
being attained by internal purification, like cleanliness by a dust-
soiled mirror. AstheBrihadaranyaka (iv. 4. 6) says—

7 a1 urn Jewaf | AR & AR |

—Sutra 14, lines 46, 48. — For the different usss of the word
" svabhavika" s Note to sutra 9 line 35 above ; compare also
theuse of the ssmeword in | 1. i. 14" below. InGita,v. 15
where the word occurs SahkarHcharya explains it as—

& e |aE:, Sfaeg gEhE, 8@\

—Sutra 14, line 66ff. — As Sankaracharya remarks under 1. i 4,
the true function of the Sastra is negative only—

fmaify aff —strear a1 R 2wen: MNeea: gy Al
soTa 39 | s g ettty ga: | @
ft afde: 5add gen—<d ¥ ErlE W afkR, T -
afas gewd ond, analasgEendaited arniseiso,
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Of alike purport is the parable in the Aitareyopanishadbhashya,
on Il.i,—

FRETREETEay | #0649 e At g | g
FRabrr afy-—~fig am | At ag=: 1 8 geEa-
WA A TANARG FRGIAE——ANg W RgEEEify |
g A8q Al IRAE——FA9T APy | ensnmeRiaRy
A @EAT, (YT |

And if the foolish fellow yet wants to know who he is, one has
to oonfess on€'s inability to teach; for, the man hasto find it out
for himself. In the same way Brahman cannot be made known
by the Sastra: and it need not be; for it is self-revealing.
Bhamatl is mogt explicit on the point—

HAAMYYT  ARHEIGRRRIIT Feraaqeiisiy aafi=dls-
9 | 98 ARSIESEERISE 7 Fd: | qeArcEvana
HUHeeNg Sateng I | a0, Wg 6 9 9gOAq, IWEIAR,
9 A ||

Comparealso Sankara'sBhashyaon Br. Su, | | | .ii. 21—

zesifRyssr it mirenferafearaminrdtsonme,
7 gt qaRa 1 SRR edcamET A5
aretadg Ay atraman FEg=R, a grgeaEng $E[
............ | O § SO AUnERET T ) F afa-
gl SR aFEd, A= afRRvmdafy g gy | AR
I gevaeH, segaeAas i aq W

—Sutra 14, line 77ff. — Professor Hiriyanna refers me on the
point toBhartrihari'sVakyapadiya (1 | . 240)—

IUAT: RFHIOT TISTHIRTHTIH: |
@R §ify fuen da: a9 SR
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—Sutra 14, line 85. — Thisis a refutation in passing of the
Materialists (cp. I1.i 18" 11i. 292, I'1.ii. 2"ff , ?°ff. etc.); the
words "Tatha cha Srutih" continue the main thread of the argu-
ment, ignoring the parenthetical interruption.— The Materialist
for whom the soul is just the body will find it impossible toexplain
how, when the external organs of sense are inactive, in dream-
oondition, a knowledge of the dream at all takes place, unless he
posits an internal organ of knowledge, the mind. But even so,
as the mind in turn is inactive in deep-deep, the fact of the
persistence of the dream-impression, and of the memory of it
carried over across the gulf of the deep-deep necessarily demands
the existence of some entity enduring through all thethree states
which, in deep-deep, swoon, and similar states acts as the un-
conscious retainer of the subliminal memory-impressions, reviv-
able at call. Asthe Ratnaprabha on the passage puts it—

WHTRR: @RIV AT W e sERsaE
sEANAEIRaRETH 9 &g | o[ LEARSHIAIATT-
g sgaaRE: |l

Cp. above, I | . 1. 6, lines 43fif, and our Note thereon.

—Sutra 14, line 98.—The true “&" is the sound “a&”; the letter
“&” isa mere symbol which variesin different scripts and which
in the same script might by convention have been otherwise—to
say nothing of its palaaograhic modification.

—Sutra 14, line 98fif. — "Natah param " etc. does not mean that
this is the very last argument and nothing further should there-
after be demanded by way of an argument. What is meant is
that the knowledge conveyed by a statement like " That thou
art,” the moment itstrutn is realised, becomes self-convincing
and leaves no unfulfilled akankshas or expectations, as in an
ordinary injunction. Thefollowing extract from the Artha-
sarhgraha will explain the technique of a Scriptural injunction—

A WhGH:—gAETRAT g ges afy fdiad |
qafE | ANT-gerrsdsad, | aeg:, aEEan | IeaEE-
ey, | SIHEE (BEd 9| SwrEmeEna wEaasE |
WEAT A ARGHIAEES! WAAFANRAR: | 8 T s
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Asthe Bhamatl putsit—

Feand| AR SCATAI ST TG, AT -
AT | AqEn WA, FEeage shge Tl Tids i
% afafrdq | anasaRgsiHamER: 9 Hrwe-
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—Sutra 14, line 112.— Compare Sankaracharya's statement at
the very opening of the Brahmasutrabhashya—

PRGERAAN A AT AT @ N H T e @ A RRa-
WoAATgEeEt Rigra, . s TE s e -
aree. . fhammfatie: aay fadiza seid adeihfy
Reffad Siwsgag |

—Sutra 14, line 120. — The word " Kutastha" is unknown to the
major Upanishads. The Glta use? the word thrice, the most im-
portant passage being xii. 3—

SEAMFE 9 TIOIRES gan |

" Kuta" signifies both ariddle or deception, and the bone of the
forehead, and a mountain-peak , inthe latter sense the word is
spelt as " kuta" also. Vedanta may have borrowed the word
from Buddhism. " Kutattho" occursfrequently in the Buddhist
Canon and is explained by— " pabbatakutam viyathito." Kuta
in the sense of maya as in kutaprasna or kutasakshin, and kuta
in the sense of top or summit as in Uridhrakuta, Chitrakuta etc.
may have been two distinct words later fused together in sense,
5 [ Brahmastltrabhashya, Notes ]
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—Sptra 14, line 134. — The fourth pada of the fourth adhyaya
of Jaimini's Mimamsasutras gives several illustrations of the

application of thic m~ovim  Thue cdra 1V iv 7 ggyg-
FET, . CEAET ST FTIFU

Whilennrf nFm.h-nl\.I v DA e~ . . . .

g9 gIieTedT 39 FOTWH, aMANEETs aay o |
The actual wording of the maxim quoted by Sankaracharya
occurs in Sabarasvamin's Bhashyaunder 1V. iv. 19. A srauta
illustration of themaxim isfurnished by the foll owing Brahmana
passage—

qAGAT  Q@SEFAR ANG ..., 000 dAerfy, wwe
famfy, Dadmarenaaly, sfifsad |

The question is, Do the various requirements such as gambling
away ayoung cow, vanquishing princes in a tournament, recital
of the story of Sunahsepa, ablution, and so forth, constitute a
subordinate ritual to the Rajasuya, or have they an independent
status? The conclusion is that, as no special reward is declared
in connection with them, and as, in close proximity to them,
occurs the royal sacrifice for which " svargjya" is assigned as a
reward, that which has no reward becomes subordinate to that
which has it.

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

Auedify ar qEHTgNY. .9 q CaHqI sy wafy )

The principles which the Purvapakshin here introduces as re-
gards parinamitva knowledge resulting in the Atman's being
made liable to parinamais accordingly arecognised Upanishadic
principle which has been here turned to an absurd use. — In the
VedSntic system," Saguna-upasanas” or meditations on certain
qualified aspects of Brahman are prescribed as means or steps
leading to the upasana of the Nirguna or quality-less Brahman.
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—Sutra 14,line 143. — A definition, according totheAdvaita
philosophy, is of two kinds : " svarupa-lakshana" and " tataethft-
lakehana. " The first describes the real essence of athing, e. g.,
when Brahman is defined as " sat, chit, and Luanda; " the second
Is defined as—

TASATISATIGTS S ATTAFH, |

Thus, it is only when the Brahman is " Mayasabala" or viewed
as obscured by cosmic illusion that it produces, controls, and re,
absorbs the universe : the " suddha " Brahman is absolutely un-
related in any way to the universe. Thus the definition in
Brahmasutral. i. 2 is not true of the " suddha" Brahman; but
as no other cause to the world is possible, the definition serves to
distinguish Brahman from other alleged first principles like the
Pradhana.

—Sutra 15, line 5ff. — Although smoke is the karya or effect of
fire, as we ordinarily understand the relation—so that it isonly
when fire is there that smoke can arise — fire is not tbe material
or upadana out of which smoke is evolved, just as clay is the
material out of which the jar is formed. Fire, at the most, be-
comes one of the essential conditionsfor the production of smoke
and does not therefore differ from other conditions like air or
akasa, in the absence of which also smoke cannot arise.

—Sutra 15, line 8. — The special qualifications, viz , aviohchhina-
mula-dirgharekbavastha, or bahalordhvagratva, are suggested by
the circumstance that the smoke in the cow-boy's pipe is cold,
not copious, and not steadily rising upwards in athick column.

—Sutra 15, line 9. — To have a" karyakarana" relation leading
to identity between two things, it is not enough that one of them
should exist only when the other exists; it should be so much
infused or interpenetrated with the characteristic attributes of
the other astoraise a vivid mental picture of it, so that one
could equatethe two as when it is said: thejar isclay. We
cannot however say : the smoke is fire. Smoke. can possibly
suggest humid fuel, but never the heat and brightness of fire.

—Sutra 15, line 11. — The alternative reading of the text of the
sutra might have been suggested by the Samkhyakarika 9—

SICEFGIITAREUIA, FIEAIATAI |
TR TRIFIE, FIOAETE I F124, ||
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" Because non-existence can never be brought into existence;
because people use ( definite ) materials (for definite ends); be-
cause everything does not spring from everything; because a
capable cause must produce what it is capable to produce ; and
because (the effect ) is of the nature of the cause ; therefore the
effect pre-exists (in the cause )." Sankaracharya's interpretation
of the word is, however, different- — Vallubhacharya, who inter-
prets the sutra as preaching the reality of the world (the world,
the effect, is perceived by us because it exists, bhave), roundly
accuses Saiikaracharya of wilful perversion—

1 qF faamEar 9 qady | 99 09 s |

—Sutra 16, line 6 — For the idea compare Mathara's explanation
under the Saihkhyakfirika quoted in the preceding note—

17 O1% Fafend faad qenkd agaed | Au s
T gAY | % a1 WEq 9 e 99 99 859 §93

—Sutra 16, line 8 ff. — The argument is rather subtle. We
might recall the instance of a reasoning conformable to scrip-
ture which Sankaracharya gave under | 1. i. 6%, which implies
that the essence of a thing is what never leaves it under all cir-
cumstances. What in ajar isthis essence that endures? Not
its colour or shape; for these might wear away. Not even its
jar-ness ; for it was not there before production, and will vanish
away after its destruction. Only earth or clay remains. Work-
ing backwards to the cause of clay and to the First Cause of the
world, the only thing that endures in the world and therefore
forms the essence of the totality of effects is mereexistence, and
not particularised existence. And we know that the karana or
Brahman is existence, intelligence and bliss. Now a mere exis-
tence cannot be further discriminated. It is, and can be, only
"akhandaikarupa." Hence the essence of a karya is karana,
and of the totality of the karyas, the Karana, viz, Brahman.

—Sutra 17 line 10.— This maxim of interpretation is given in
MImamsasutral. iv. 29—

afriy arFmRmE |

Sahara's oomment on it runs thus--
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The same rule is to be applied to statements like—
ar8: qRYN | AR A9LT qrat a |
—Sutra 17, line 15— See below, I | . i. 18, lines 44 ff.

—Sutra 18, line 2. -The" yukti " used in the next few lines is
the same that we have in Samkhyakarika 9, above quoted, riz.,
" Upadanagrahanat."— The assumption of an " atisaya" or a
subtle-form of the effect in the cause practically amounts to

satkaryavada." The assumption of some " sakti " or potency
avoids, it is true, a direct reference to the effect, as it is a some-
thing inherent in the cause. But that something must have at
least existence. If it be a non-existent something, you cannot say
that it is peculiar to clay or milk or any specific cause. The
sakti therefore must be an existing something; and we now in-
quire if it isdistinct from (i) cause, and from (ii) effect. If it
be altogether distinct from cause, how can you say that it is pe-
culiar to cause and always inheres in it? Also if it is altogether
distinct from the effect, why should such atertiurn quid entirely
unrelated to the jar be taken to be the determinant of the jar any
more than that of cloth or of curds, seeing that the quality of
"anyatva"or distinctness ispossessedby the sakti with reference
to all these effects ? Hence the conclusion.

—Sutra 18, line 13. — The doctrine of Samavaya is peculiar to

the Vaiseshika Philosophy, which regards it as an independent

category. Samavayais a" padartha " which is defined as—
fradaaq: awam: |

and which is said to exist between the followingfive" ayuta-
siddlm " pairs--
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AT CEwRATIETURERETiEd R aur—
SRR, i), Frabraah, sifead, fRmkg-

732 9 ||

Itisthefirst pair in particular that comes into discussion in the
ordinary causal relation. Thethreads are the parts or "avayavas"
out of which cloth, the" avayavin" is produced. The Vaiseshikas
hold that threads are distinct from the cloth and that the cloth is
a new something which is generated in conseguence of the
" karakavyapara" or causal operation. The threadshave merged
their independent existence asthreads into the cloth which is
generated: but in course of time, when the cloth is destroyed,the
threads are what remain behind. Hence we cannot say that the
threads are really non-ex intent in the cloth. They are there, but
in an inseparable condition. The moment you try to separate
them the cloth vanishes. That two distinct thingslike threads
and cloth should remain so inseparably united together calls,
according to the Vaiseshikas, for a special explanation ; andthis
they attempted to furnish by imagining a special link orrelation
between the two in the form of what they call Samavaya, which
islike glue holding two pieces of paper tightly together. The
glue is by nature adhesive and nothing more is needed to keep
the paper on either side and the glue together. Sankaracharyais
about to discuss the inadequacy of the explanation: but, such
asit was, it has served to give a common-sense, realistic turn to
the Vaiseshika Philosophy, both inits explanation of the causal
relation and of the relation between substance and its qualities.
A much fuller refutation of tho Samavaya is givenunder I1.ii. 13.

—Sutra 18, line 17.—Samyoga or conjunction isone of the
twenty-four qualities or gunas enumerated in the Vaiseshika
Philosophy—

SR MR Ay A R g R TN TR
QIR gay: AT s aiadon: |

Every guna exists upon the dravyaor guninby a samavaya rela-

tion. |If samavaya as well as earhyoga is a sambandhaor a

relation of connection, Sahkaracharyarightly protestsagainst the
unlike treatment givento each. Comparel | .ii.13, lines11-15.
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—Sutra 18, line 19ff.— We can at any time see only parts of a
jar: the side of the jar turned away from us, itsinside, bottom,
etc.—as the case may be—remain invisible in any single act of
seeing. If, therefore, jar, the avayavin, resides in all the ava-
yavas taken together, we can never visualise the jar because we
can never takein all the avayavas together in one effort of vision
[casei. a]. If theavayavin jar ( which means atotality of ava-
yavas) isto reside in such a manner that each of its own ava-
yavas comesseriatiminto contact with the corresponding avayava
of its cause the clay (as does the thread with the flowers woven
intoagarland), so that in one glance we cantake in the whole
avayavin, although only a few of its avayavas are in contact
with the eye (as we can lift up the whole garland by grasping
only a few of its floweis), we in that case get rid of the earlier
difficulty but fall into another, inasmuch as we are arguing as
if the avayavas which go to make up the totality of the jar are
different from the avayavas in which that totality isto reside as
awhole. And the same hypothesis and the same difficulty will
have to be repeated about this new totality and its constituent
avayavas [casei. b). If, finally, the wholejar is to reside in
each single constituent avayava, turn by turn, the difficulty just
alluded to, viz., positing a double series of avayavas, remains
just the same, and there arises another new difficulty that, while
the bottom of the jar is having the jar-ness on it so that water
does not leak downwards, its sides will have no jar-ness on them
and will] therefore—as mere particles of clay—fall asunder
| Ca ii ].

—Sutra 18, line 28. — fSankatacharya mentions the two cities of
Srughna and Pataliputra once more under 1V . ii. 5—

A grRg TEr wgaan qEegE Awfa el geg,
dr2>gs ardtfy avad aga

The late Justice Telang argued that this offhand allusionto these
cities must be taken to imply that both these cities were in exis-
tence in Sankaracharya's days. Now we know that Pataliputra,
once the capital of India, and mentioned by Patanjali (B. C. 150)
and several Greek and Chinese writers, was washed away about
the year A. D. 750 by excessive floods. The city formerly stood
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on the tongue of land formed by the confluence of the Sona and
the Ganges, on the southern bank of the latter, the modern city
of Patna dating only from the time of Sher Shah (A. D. 1514).
Srughna also isavery ancient city situated near Thaneshwar
on the Jumna and identified with modern Sugh, which barely
contains afew hundred houses. This latter city wasin ruins at
the time of the visit of Hiuen Tsang. " It possesed five monas-
teries containing one thousand monks who discussed clearly and
ably the most profound and abstract questions; it also poseessd
one hundred temples of Brahmins, whose followers were extre-
mely numerous.” Both these cities must have been in a flouri-
shing condition in the days of Sankara, whose date can there-
fore be not later than about 750 A. D.—argued Telang. But why
must the citiesbe in a flourishing condition ? And might not
these examples have been used by others before Sankara? As
amatter of fact Patafjali, commenting upon Varttika 12 to
Panini |.i. 1and Varttika48tol.ii.64 uss analliedillustra-
tion, viz—

4 B! [N gauq g waly, wgwat )

The Samkhyasutra |. 28 names the same two cities as our text—

q AT AFNSR Jasaqar Faearie-
greafa |

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

frausaasETd mray |

It is believed to have areal existence independent of the species,
herein resembling the Ideas of Platonic Philosphy. A Jati is
one, and is found existing at one and the same time on all the
goecies.  Hence the point of theillustration.

—Sutra 18, line 34. — A thing is what it is because it functions
in aparticular manner. The hand cut off from the body is no
longer the hand, as Artistotle said long ago. The avayavin
therefore must act as a full-fiedged avayavin before we are pre-
pared to assume that every one of its constituent particles con-
tainsthe whole avayavin. This of course isimpossible.
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—Sutra 18, line 35. — A verb or an akhyata implies a process of
happening, with a beginning, a middle, and an end, and a defi-
nite sequence : As Yaskasays( Niruktai. 1)—

TGS HEMERARE—ARN, IR —ITRunI-
qEITge |

Now, the verbal action implied in the statement, " the jar is pro-
duced,” involves a " karaka-vpayara," that isto say, a series of
complicated movements to which the product-in-the making is
being subjected by a definite agent working with the help of
specific instruments and accessories. And Sahkaracharya perti-
nently asks, who for what is being subjected to this " karaka-
vyapara, " which begins much prior to the exact moment of the
" production " of the jar as popularly understood ? The produc-
tion of the jar is an assemblage of activities such as refining,
kneading, moulding, whirling onthe wheel, drying, baking and
what not. If the clay is to undergo these processes, asthe sum-
total of the processes is equal to production, we will have to say
that clay is being produced and not the jar. If the jar is declar-
ed asbeing produced, it must exist throughout the whole process,
in which case there cannot be any antecedent non-existence of
the effect. If neither clay nor jar nor anything else is to be the
subject of the action, the action becomes "soul-less."

—Sutra 18, line 43. — The Purvapakshin tries to get over the
difficulty by declaring that the multiform karaka-vyaparais no-
thing but aprocess of establishing the relation (of samavaya)
between the cause clay, and the effect jar; o—as an alternative
supposition—between the jar and its own existence. The latter
supposition, although apparently maintained by certain older
Vaiseshikas, is hardly convincing. Sankaracharya, however,
objeots to it by pointingout that since the causal operation is a
process occupying several moments, and commencing much
prior to the moment of the so-called production of the jar, this
would amount to an attempt to connect existence with non-

existence.
—Sutra 18, line 45.—Abhavaor non-existence as apadartha is

divided by the Vaiseshikas into four varieties :
6 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes)
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SR @ A, 3R g S | afiaw: a9,
Saer w136 | dnfenden aRoRn R ISR,
aqr g 92 AR { amerETraRsarRdtam s
Wi, 397 92 42 9 9adfiy )

Now, the point of Sahkaracharya's contention is that if jar is to
be produced, let ussay, to-morrow, to say that there is its non-
existence to-day, and that this non-existence is to end after 24
hours is an abuse of language. "To-day" is not any the poorer or
the richer for the non-existence of the jar or for a host of other
non-existences. The non-existences being mere voids, how can
you distinguish the non-existence of to-morrow's would-be jar
from the non-existence of the day-after-to-morrow's would-be jar
or plate or piece-of-cloth ?

—Sutra 18, line 47. — The king Purnavarman is also alluded to
by Sahkaracharya in his Bhashya on the Chhandogya Upanishad,
I. 23 (Anandasrama ed., page 115 )—

Fur Qe ¥qr ARIRGARIEFST, TFHIRG I -
FEIERR |

Are we justified in regarding Purnavarman and Rajavarman as
names of actual kings ; and even if they are the names of actual
kings, must we regard them as more or less contemporaries of
Sahkaracharya ? There are also names of other kings mention-
ed by Sahkaracharya. Thusunder | | . iv. 1 he says—

a7 fgzaal qzaAf@ |

and under 1V .iii. 5—
755 i TeanlG adt wafeE aa Satafy |

One of these, Balavar man, has been with great probability iden-
tified with a Chalukya prince of that name who can be assigned
to theperiod, cir. 767 to 785 A.D. (seelndian Antiquary for 1912,
p. 200). Jayasimha and Krisbnagupta are more dubious figures.
We know of no namesthat would exactly fit thetime. The late
Justice Telang tried to identify Purnavarman with a Magadha
prince of that name belonging to cir. 600 A.D. But as a cons-
derable mass of recent evidence marks the end of the eighth
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century as the floruit of the Acharya, we have to leave the
attempt to more precisely locate Jayasmha, Krishnagupta
Purnavarman, Rgjavarman, and the rest as impracticable in the
present state of our knowledge. The identification of Balavar-
man with the Chalukya prince we might accept, because it har-
monises with other facts independently ascertained.

—Sutra 18, lines 53 to 58. —The Brahmavidyabharanakara thus
clearly explains the point at issue—
aifbeu ff INTAT FTSEIIRTANTAT TIIET F7 A,
T 9 FHHAIRAE  SenT 99 g ... G
Hareafears  gzaRant AfY ofamed qda e geEnd
FEAT | T AmeEd | R T FAEE 911 Wlg e
Fegere 94 fiveraedr, agAeal SMSTHL:, ALBEAR 927~
FR | A AHFEAINEES FR&AMT Iq94R 1| T4
FeRTAAT, SN RRwEITY SrFaTEr 7 agAA FRESANR Zf
ey, | SrERBRE ese: | a9 am iy -
IR | FRTHAFORT FFEEAT GHEIRIIR: || ARG
g FEAERAAERES dvafy, stea RfE-
adn , aff adsgafed auedf swmaEns aw frew-
Pgagsar AR I o3 qaeg ) w1 A aRRi )
ot gfievarel sraesaer wmikatharaiafy figg |

The ultimate view that is endorsed by Sankaracharya is not
" satkaryavada " but " satkarariavada’—if we may coin the term
to denote the antecedent existence of the karya not as karya but

as ke qur gIFEE | W, o R a, s 3,
lucid & ¥@g®: Faw 7 SRR, SRUERewR R O,
bt g ww efafefe amasa o 1
Production, in other words, isno physical happening of any kind;
itisamental or intellectual fact comparable to the imaginings of
the dream-world. Cause = Effect, minus Time; Effect = Cause,
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plus Time ; and for an absolute intellect Time does not exist.
Hence, Cause=Effect. Thistakes us as near the Kantian view-
point as one can ever wish.

—Sutra 18, line 71.— For detailed refutation of the Buddhistic
doctrine of the momentariness of thingssee | | . ii.18-27. Since
there endures a permanent substance or Vastu amidst modifica-
tions in form, size, and so forth, we cannot say that all things
are momentary only.

—Sutra 18, line 72.—There is not much appreciable difference
between the earlier argument that production will be "akartrika"
and the present argument that the causal-operation will be " nir-
vishaya," seeing that " ghata" is both the ( grammatical) kartri
of the verb " utpadyate" and the vishaya of the " utpatti.” They
are merely two ways of looking at the same fact.

—Sutra 19, line 7.— Al Bbashyakaras understand the similein
this and in the next sutra in the same manner as Sankaracharya.
Ramanuja, however, takes sutra 19 to mean—

791 FF UT SRCEERNAR: 42 R AReFEtalRE
e agd |

Madhviacharya's mode of interpretation is peculiar to himself—

9Z9=Y = qegivafgaanly sqEmanaEaETaf |
91 ARt =391 woRAEETRE 4 saeg, o SFan-
grAFTENY |

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

—Sutra 20, line 1.—As regards the five breaths—Prana, Apana,
Vyana, Udana, and Saraana—they are regarded as different names
given, according to location and function, to one and the same
Vital-principle. Thelocations are given in the familiar stanza—

giX it g2se: R Afvafia: |
IA: FUSLRA FW: qTAA: |

Pranayama, as a process of controlling breath, has three stages--
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9 = PgmaEiiReg afalom = gam: |
O = WA, = 474 |
FIAY = MTENATEAT: TFOIAN &R |

In the last process the wind, Vachaspati telle us—

T IRFAEIEATTEERR: T wa geingatsafaea |

—The" Arambhana" adhikaranaas awhole has evoked consider-
able differences of opinion amongst the Bhashyakaras, and quite
naturally. First asto the extent of the adhikarana, while Bhas-
karaand Vallabha agree with Sahkara in making it consist of
seven sutras (14-20), Ramanuja, Nimbarka, and Srikantharead
our sutras 17 and 18 as one continuous sutra, Srlkantha further
including in thetopic of this adhikarana sutras 21, 22 and 23.
The Upanishadic passage intended by sutra 14 is given identi-
cally by all Bhashyakaras except Madhva, who makes the" aram-
bhana" passage refer to Rigveda x. 81. 2—

% fdzdizimmmEl sanikeq s 'q)
adt ol sae fradal iy asiieafear g 1

And in accordance with that passage makes the sutra raise the
question as to whether the material out of which God fashioned
the world—distinct from him as it was—was independent of him
or subservient to him.—Nimbarka in the same sutra makes the
word " an-anyatva" to mean "an-atyanta-bhinnatva, "i. e, not
absolute distinction between cause and effect, but only partial
distinction from certain points of view only. Nimbarka, it will
be noted, champions what is called the " Bhedabheda" view,
which Sankaracharyafindsit fit to introduce as a purvapaksha in
I'l.i.14%% Theinterpretation, as we saw, had been current even
before the days of Sankaracharya; but it seems to be rather forced.
Against Sankaracharya's interpretation we would say this much
that while professedly essaying to answer al | the logical objections
againstthe Advaitaposition, heis compelled to throw logic over-
board and take his stand indubiously upon pureScriptural autho-
rity. Sankaracharyacould point tothewording of sutra 27 in
defence. He, however, is forced to keep continually shifting from
the " vyavaharika" tothe " paramarthika" view in his interpre-
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tation of the sutras. Thiswas inevitable from his own philo-
sophical position, although one isinclined to raise at times the
guestion as to whether the Sutcrakara himself really intended all
that. Ramanuja and Vallabha, having Sankara's interpretation
before them, make it a point to deliver a studied attack against
him, Ramanujaintroducing the discusson with the words—

aRaIR A ATl ATAH AT EAAAS A -
caTfrgfivan |
Vallabha is even more unrestrained—
3 gaffiens amegen: sRoreald Bea: grygRaEmaa
fremmar IREem | ST IETaN AR |

On the whole one is inclined to agree with Bhaskara's cogent
remarks against the Mayavadin—

FEFRUARITAIREIT RgArRTE ATy Jsar | @
AR 34:, Ty fagfy & fad dmigsmifa

TG | vvenrness | FUWE AAAT SR RO
or, frd Pt sErhfy agigd omanme: | aaf-
qrawRe #Y aregag: @ il safiga )., |
F1 AR FETEARIRAATAET |

6 FAWE F& ALUT Feaa |
frds: a1 7 oA F99 FETASY |}

Noteworthy also are the words of Kesava Kasmlrin—

e fawmafas® Grlmerenedstfdsaea o
798y wagEd A s I B3 le........ | 3 ge"wor-
T st eng aR ofveatemar 3T SoE & |

If sutra 13, giving a popular drishtanta, be conceived from the
"vyavahara" point of view, sutral4 at least must give the" para-
raarthika " view. But inasmuch as, in Sankaracharya'sinterpre-
tation, the creation as such is a fiction, the sutra need not have
taken the trouble to declare the efect to be non-different from
the cause.
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—Sutra 21 line 3. — Thefirst word in the sutra has been various-
ly interpreted:

TORE ARET AT } P
FATET QT AUHEATRAT '
TGS, MFee,
[y stae Eﬁm } s, ﬁlﬁ'ﬁ%,
HIEE ;

e shasda@ [gat] e, — @,

The " sruti " passage on which Madhva bases his peculiar inter-
pretation, viz.—

targafa ol A} fagamasn |

da seagsaha 9 d=m $RO 90 1

| have been unable to trace to its " sruti "source.

—Sutra 22, line 22.—In spite of Sankaracharya's attempt to dub
the whole Samsara and the distinction between the souls and the
Brahman as afiction or illusion, there can be no gainsaying the
fact that the wording of the present sutra clearly contemplates
the distinction by pronouncing the Lord-and-Creator as superior.
There are several other sutras that equally assert this distinction.
For instance—

R ¥, C—ATFIRATG IEIANET IR |
2. 2. LRSI |

2. 3. RC-TAQUAG G T AN, Ean |
R A RA-ANREFIRA I, CoRrmR |
R, 2. % e-NdsqUea |

R 1. ¥-aUY a?;%n {

2. R, -8 TREERAE! R agR |

¥, ¥, QO-SEENRES qRengafiiaa |

Are all these sutras, and many others of an allied nature, merely
meant to be true from the " vyavaharika" point of view, and no
more ? When cornered, the Acharyawould say that heis prepared
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to recognise the distinction between the soul and the Creator
(= aparabrahman), but not that between the soul and the Para

or the Kutastha Brahman.

—Sutra 23, ling, 8.—Sankara, Nimbarka and Bhaskaratakethe
word " tat" in thissutrato refer to " para-parikalpita-dosha™ or
" parokta,” which presumably means" hitakaranadi-dosha" al-
leged in sutra 21. In an expanded form the sutra would read—

SIS} T9 A RaFmRaER: |
srmrdfa Sfrai RasmRwmEe: |

But the way in which the above Bhashyakaras understand the
simile does not bring out clearly how " hitakarana" isat all
applicable to the stones or to the earth. The same remark applies
to the explanation of Vallabha. The point is not to prove that
different effects can arise out of the same cause (this was the
topic of sutral | .i.6), buttobringinthe " hitakarana"” in the
explanation of the simile. The Ratnaprabha, accordingly, misses
the mark when it introduces sutra 23 thus—

FR@ITET AQO F9 NIARTNETIRE Rt aR-
i gas: |
W ith this explanation, thefirst illustration of Sarikaracharya ex-
plains svarupa-vaichitrya,; the second, dharma-vaichitrya; the
third, arthakriya-vaichitrya. Brahmanandasar asvati hasprobably
perceived the difficulty and so offers an explanation of his own,
which is, however, a little forced.

FUIRATREIAGITR FERARAWE  ayamiaeEsaliaa
g qa:, IafamtesiRaiaiwitss o1, 7 g swl-
FACTET IEAFH I |
The other commentators seem to understand the simile somewhat
differently—

2. % wEafey (Afafieny) AvFsTRargasia: aur (Rafksiy)
WY T TSI — N FOSTAFA;
R omaf@ g (WARTEEAAG)  WEHGAI:

—'“qu
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In explanation (2) " tat " =" itaravyapadesa;" but " itara"
curiously enough is taken to denote not jlva but "jlvakartritva."
As to Ramanuja's explanation, it has the weak-point of (indi-
reotiy, it may be ) denying the very fact of "itaravyapadesa’
which was the starting point of the Purvapaksha. Can the
point of thesimile be this ? — We hammer and chisd sones in
order to shape them into images of gods, The process of ham-
mering is extremely painful; but it elevates the stone to a
superior position. Similarly the so-called miseries and restric-
tions of life are meant for the elevation of the soul, and he nexd
not chafe at them. Sorrow is the necessary condition, the com-
plement, the other sde, of happiness ; and we cannot have the
one without the other, any more than we can have light without
darkness. Hence the " hitakaranadosha " does not hold good be-
cause thereis no "ahita" in theworld at all, our world being the
best of all possible worlds. We can accordingly, on the analogy
of the hammering of the stone and the transforming of it into an
image, explain each pain or misery as the inevitable harbinger
of good or happiness, and so absolve God from the fault alleged.

—Sutra 24,line 6. — It will be noted that Sankaracharya here
declares world-creation as forming the very nature of Brahman;
and yet the world he has declared as beingunreal!— According
to Madhvacharya's dvaitavada, Brahman can have " upasamhara"
and so the objection cannot be raised at all. As a consequence
he makes sutra 24 and 25 continue the preceding discussion as
to the possibility of the soul having created the world. Sutra 24
according to him would mean : If a man can gather material to
create home, why cannot he do the same and create the universe ?
The reply isthat what man thinks he does unaided, he does only
with the help and the approval of the Lord. It is not the cow
who unaided produces milk ; it is the L ord who created her diges-
tive organism, who is ultimately the author of the milk. And
thisLord, the next sutraaccording to Madhvacharya avers, can
work unseen, as gods and ghosts are known to do,in daily experi-
ence. The boldness of the Purvapaksbin who maintainsthe soul
to be the creator of the Universe is certainly very remarkable,
and would easily put to shame the vauntings of modern science!
—Sutra 24, line 8.—" As milk by nature, and without other
accessories, becomes curds, so Brahman by nature produces the
7 [ Brabmaautrabhashya, Notes ]
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world without any external material or means." Thisillustration
—Sankaracharyais going totell us later (I1.ii.3")—is to be
taken not as declaring any inherent power in the milk, unaided
by a sentient controller, toproduce curds. The sentient controller
is there; only he does not add anything to milk (we can dispense,
with buttermilk that it isusual to add to the milk to make it
curdle), whereas in normal causal operations a number of extra-
neous materials and instruments are required. This introjeotion
of a sentient-creator almost takes away the very point of the illus-
tration. It isclearly an after-thought which goes to prove that
Sankaracharya at times uses against his opponents arguments
that tell against hisown position. It isto be noted in this con-
nection that it is Sahkaracharya himself who notices the defici-
ency and seeks to explain it away: he would not give the opponent
the first chance.

—Sutra 25, line 4. — Sankaracharya takes the word "loke" in
the sutrain three different senses—

1 —3R = 5qIER ;
}—EF = T AR T ( D yEAskisAAf );
}—BIF = FAIHE A,

—Sutra 25, line 15ff.—The folk-lore concerning the female crane
conceiving at the mere hearing of the sound of thunder does not
seem to beabiological fact. And asto the explanation for the
fact of alake full of lotuses making an adjoining lake (that had
no lotuses before) in time full of similar lotuses, we have to re-
member the part played by wind and by birds in transplanting
seads.

—Sutra 26, line 14.—If Brahman is wholly used up in the
totality of the products, whenever we see products we see the
Brahman. Of course we may not sse all the products at a time
and consequently not obtain a full-orbed vision of Brahman,;
but provided it is a vision, the extent covered by it isimmate-
rial : thus apparently the gist of the argument.

—Sutra 27, line 10f.—The " Sat-sampatti " passsgeis quoted in
the next line. The " Hridayayatana" passage is Chhandogya
viii.3.3—
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@-q1 qF T g% | adady Prewa—gft-watafy | Tem-
F2an, |

Asa "hridaya" isa "vikara" of Brahman, asbeing created by
it, and as Brahman is to abide in one of its creations, the Creator
and the creation must be conceived as distinct; otherwise they
would not have the " adharadheya"” relation.

—Sutra 27, line 24.—Having once conceded that the Vedais
authoritative, especially in transcendent matters, the maxim
" credo quia impossible” seemsto be a logical deduction from
the premises. Surely we cannot presumeto expect that the
mystery of the Universe was planned by the Creator in such a
manner that it might be readily intelligible tothe finite and
vacillating intellect of man, who isverily thetiniest atom in
the whole universe. Man is ceasdlesdy trying to know and his
knowledge is steadily increasing. He discards old hypotheses
and invents new ones, merely to have them supplanted by still
newer ones. Although in this way man's knowledge, one might
imagine, has its own limitations, he at least hasa right to expect
that the added knowledge will merely exhibit a difference in
degree, not in kind ; that it will not compel him to unlearn the
" eternal” truths, for instance, the law of contradiction. But
Sankaracharya isnot willing to concede even that. Human
reason hasits own inherent contradictions, what Kant styled
the" antinomies” In the words of Hegel, " Reason returns
upon itself,” and even sruti cannot help man with any better
solution than Sahkaracharya's " aghatitaghatanapatlyasl” or
" sattvasattvabhyam anirvachanlya" maya. Sankaracharya, how-
ever, does not sop with this negative, despondent, almost scepti-
cal attitude. There are regions which areinaccessibletohuman
reason, but which faith can penetrate and realise. Although
man's reason isadmittedly weak, his faith is immense, is infinite.
With that faith he can aspire to transcend the bonds of the flesh
and be the Divinity itself. There is valid testimony to the
reality of thisexperience, which isnot beyond anybody's reach,—
given sustained patience and an earnestness, of endeavour.

—Sutra 27, line 33.— The point is discussed by Jaimini in his
MImaipsasutra X viii. 6. When we have two contradictory
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statements with reference to the sameritual, what are we to do ?
To quote Sahara—

7g et Rl Afuftd 7 S | 39N | gwHEET-
oqry. SRt % arfesr wirsafy, BRRl ofles ... |
ey ey 7 afla:, aq wRAD gz T ARRR ... l
% w9 a7 el gk | aweemer 594
fregdifa il

—Sutra 27, line 45. — See noteto sutra | | . i- 14, line 134, above.

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

A ARG AT TS R B T gang-
qifal aIgAae aavaaead agin Rt |

Madhvaincludes our sutra26 under the " Jivakartritva" adhi-
karana and discusses " I svarakartritva" only with sutra 27.

—Sutra 29, line 1.—Under | | .ii.ll, 13 Sankaracharya has urged
the objection in question against the Samkhya and the Vaise-
shika systems—While in the case of the Vedantins srutis declar-
ed both "niravayavatva" and " parinamitva,” the Samkhyas
assume " savayavatva' of the Pradhana and hope thereby to
excape the fault of " kritsnaprasakti.” And our argument against
the assumed " savayavatya" they brush asde as not valid, being
based on merereason (line 9f). But thislands them into further
troubles.

—Sutra 29, line 13. — The Vaiseshikas explain that when two
atoms are united to produce a dvyanuka or binary-atom, there
arises in the binary a magnitude or dimension distinct from that
of the atom. But this is not due to the addition of the dimension
of one atom to that of the other. The new dimension is due to
the fact that there are two atoms: to the 'samkhya’ of the atoms.
These are mere words, and Sankaracharya has not lost the oppor-
tunity to expose their vacuity.
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—Sutra 29, line 16.—-With sutra 29 Sankara fittingly brings
the adhikarana to a close, thereby disposing of the dilemma or
the ubhayatahpasa rajjuh. (the double-noosed rope) involved
in sutra 26. Ramanuja, Srlkantha, Bhaskara, Nimbarka and
Madhvaregard the next two sutras also asa part of thisadhi-
karana. — Apart from this, the Visishtadvaita school must find
it somewhat hard to declare for the " niravayavatva" of the
Lord when his body consists of chit and achit as its constituents.
Ramanuja’s theory is—

FEATTRRRE AL a HRH, SERTRfarEndl aw FE |

Creation in other words is thevisible and tangible manifestation
of what previously existed in asubtle and imperceptible form.
If creation is savayava, the savayavatva must also be supposed
to be immanent in the Creator. Hence ultimately all Bhashya-
karas have to appeal to sruti. It isnot correct to say that the
theory of Ramanuja appeals to reason while that of Sankara ne-
gates it altogether. On this point all are in the same boat.

—Sutra 30, line 4. — It is somewhat strange that the sutra
should use the feminine word " sarvopeta. " The " Para Devata"
referred to in Chhandogya (vi. 8. 6) and elsewhere is naturally
suggested as the viseshya. Madhva, however, has discovered a

sruti, viz.—
g afwidaar ar)

which it is perhaps vain to try to tracein any extant Sarhhita
The Svetasvatara passage (vi. 8 )—

wer afeRRdT 513 |

isthe one pointedly referred to by most Bhashyakaras. Advan-
tage has also been taken of the use of the feminine epithet in the
sutra, which is declared to teach the doctrine which assigns a
real sakti (and not merely the power of illusion) to the Lord.

—Sutra 31, line5.— The objection beginning with " katham
cha" (line5) is a characteristic insertion designed to introduce
the Mayavada ( sse line 11 below ). While sutra 24 answers the
objection on the score of the absence of any external means and
instruments, the present sutra considers the objection based upon
the absence of all limbs and sense-organs belonging to God's own
body.
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—Sutra 32, line 6. — This seems to be the popular explanation
of the Sruti passage. It has also a deeper mataphysical signifi-
cance: Thelove that you show to others is a reflex of your
lovefor your own Self. Inloving othersyou feel that you are
more fully and moretruly realising your own Self.

—Sutra 32, line 1.—While the argument from design is popu-
larly put forward to suggest an intelligent Author to the world,
the same argument, it must not be forgotton, reduces the Creator
to the level of the ordinary man who is immersed in a ceasdess
chase after ends and after means to those ends,

—Sutra 33, line 11. — Apravrittih: this may imply atotal dis-
inclination to create, or passivity ; or even the occasionalness or
kadachitkatva of the Pravritti, seeing that there is no Prayojana
or motive either for the God's creating or for his not-creating.

—Sutra 33 line 12. — Like sutra 24 this sutra asserts creative
activity as being the " svabhava" of the Lord. Thisimplies not
unconscious or involuntary action, but action which involves no
effort and no hesitation whatsoever, Our breathing becomes
naturally heavy and short as we climb ahill; so the "svabhava"
can show natural adaptation to circumstances. What God does in
the normal course of things appears to us as his most carefully
balanced activity undertaken after the fullest deliberation. As
in the case of the truly wise man, so in the case of the Lord—

qreanl @IwUrEr o walta awenfn )

Sahkaracharya, however, characteristically brings in his Maya-
vada and declares the whole creation as not a physical fact but
anintellectual perception: see above, | | . i. 18,lines53-58,Notes.

—Sutra 34, line 1. — In sutra 21 the point under discussion was
the Lord's treatment unto himself ; in the present sutra, it is his
treatment of the other souls.

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

—Sutra 34, line 21. —The Kaushitaki passage, which seems at
first sight to go against Sankaracharya, isto be so interpreted as
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to conform with the Brihadaranyaka passage next quoted, inas-
much as the Veda can never teach contradictory things. Under-
stand karayati to mean, therefore—

qFwatgida Hraf |

Nor is the Lord's independence in any way endangered by his
paying attention to the karman of men. As the Bhamatlkara
says—

a9 suNwaRaedsag: | af Aledhagie: se-
WeuT: SRAYHAR |

—Sutra 35, line 7.—Even in Sankara's Mayavada the follow-
ing six objects are regarded as without a beginning—

sha 4 e Paa qar shmafifier
stf¥en af¥dEin: sessaAEE: |

The last of these, the relation of Chit and Avidya, is responsble
for the Samsara, which as a consequence is without a beginning.

—Sutra 36, line 1. — Ramanuja and Nimbarka read sutras 35
and 36 as one sutra, while they ssem to have been both ignored
by Srikantha.

—Sutra 36, line5.— Kevala-avidya islikethe SamkhyaPradhana
in a state of equipoise of its constitutent gunas : is incapable of
occasoning any karman or bhoga, the offspring of inequality
leading to a disturbance of the balanced pos=.  In the condition
of sushupti ( deep-deep) or of Pralaya (cosmic" involution ") the
Avidya is" kevala" and occasons no continuance of activity
for the time.

—Sutra 36, line 8. — Any inquiry started asto the ultimateori-
gins of the Samsara, it must not be forgotten, is bound to be start-
ed by one who himself isalready in the Samsara, floating with
the stream. He cannot possibly review the streem from a de
tached position any more than can the denizen of the earth step
outside the earth so asto weigh it or to move it with a fulcrum
The MImamsa position—Na kadachid anldrisam jagat—can in
some sense be regar ded as a confession to the same point of view.
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—Sutra 36, line 14.—An anticipatory reference to a future fact
one should resort to only when thereis no other way out. Thus,
to take a srauta example, we are told in one context—

GUASTHRAIST R, ITAGHT |

That the husks are to be rubbed off or removed by means of the

Purodasa 'plate.” Thisis a direction to be observed soon after
the grains are pounded in order to separate the husks. The puro-
dasa cakes are to be prepared out of this very grain. How can
we therefore speak of a ' purodasa’ plate before the purodasa is
cooked? But asthereis no way out, we have to suppose that the
plateis called 'purodasa’ in anticipation of its being used to
cook the grain after the husk is removed and thegrainturned into
flour. Similar isthe case with the injunction—

TEes: Gl wAgmE |

In those cases however, where, arelation with what has gone be-
foreand what is to come is equally possible, the former has nece-
ssarily to be preferred.

—Sutra 37, line 5.—That Brahman has certain " dharmas" or
" saktis" is unhesitatingly declared in this sutra again, as in
sutra 30 before. And yet the commentary Brahmamritavarshim
remarks—

TR AR AFAANGIRATRRIGERR |



ADHYAYA SECOND

PADA SECOND

—Sutra 1, line 1. — As there seems to be a prima facie inconsis-
tency, diversity and even contradiction inthe various statements
about facts and practices that are scattered all over the " Veda,"
(i. e, Mantras and Brahmanas,) the necessity of harmonising
them in the interest of orthodoxy was very early felt. The
" Srauta-sutras " of the the various Vedic schools undertook, each
for its own specific charana or for the sakha, the task of evolv-
ing order and unity from out of the manifold obiter dicta of the
Brahmanic texts concerning sacrifices and sacrificial matters.
The " Grihya-sutras" did the same for the Domestic ritual, while
Jaimini's ( Purva-)mimamsa-sutras, assuming the standpoint of
detachment from specific schools, and without going in too much
for the minutiae of the ritual, endeavoured to build up a"science
of exegesis," which could be and has been applied even to texts
other than the Veda. The Purvamlmamsa-sutras had confined
their attention mainly to the Brahmanic texts. The Aranyakas,
and particularly the Upanishads—though technically forming a
part of the Brahmanas—were, if not actually ignored by Jaimini,
at any rate relegated to the position of an " Arthavada" (see
note to Il i. 5°°). The Uctaramlmamsa ( =Vedanta) sastra,
differing from Jaimini asto the value and the purpose of the
Upanishadic texts, essayed to harmonise the apparently diver*
gent teachings of these texts on points such as the author and
the nature of the creation, the nature of the Atman or individual
soul and his ultimate destiny, etc., by applying the very same
canons of interpretation that Jaimini had evolved—only premis-
ing that the knowledge of the Reality vouched for by these texts
secured emancipation in a way that the ritualistic practices of
the Karmakanda (which was another name for the Purvamimaipsa)
were unable to effect. The main purpose of the Vedantasastra
was thus primarily exegetic. The establishment of any specific
metaphysical conclusion by independent ratiocination, or the
overthrowing of any given theory by means of mere logical
8 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes |



I'l.1ii. I—] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 58

argumentations, was admittedly foreign to its original purpose
Should this be taken to mean that the presnt so-called " Tarka-"
pada was felt to be an interloper intothe treatise ?  Seelines 6ff.
beow, and se also my paper on the " Multiple Authorship of the
Vedantasutras, " in The Indian Philosophical Review, | | . 2, pages
141454,

-Siltral,line8ff. - Seeanteii. 1.1 23-31.

—Sitra 1, line 12ff. — For Brahmasutral.i. 5 se our Note on
I'1.i.12% before  Brahmasutra |. i. 18 takes its gand on pasages
likeTait. Up.,| | .6—

ASHEAAT | I 1 AT | € aNSTAA | F quEre |
{3« §3aga | AR f§ |

where the conceiving of the desre to be manifold or to procreate
preupposs a sentient Creator. Brahmasutra | iv. 28, coming at
the very end of the" Samanvaya" chapter, intends to assert that
Vedantio passages other than those actually dealt with in the
chapter—in caee they be interpreted in a way antagonigtic to
the Advaita theory—might be analogically explained in confor-
mity with the Brahman theory.

—Sutra 1, line 18. — This probably explains the name " Tarka-
pada" The more usual title generally given in the colgphonsis—
" Samkhyadi-matanam dushtatvapradaisanam.” The more con-
venient name adopted in this edition is familiar enough to Pandits
and Commentators  Seg, for indance, Rangaramanuja’'s Praka-
gka on the Kathopanisbad, I. ii. 19.

—SQuitra 1, line 20ff. — The starting point of the Classcal Sam-
khya Philosophy here controverted is an absolute oppostion bet-
ween the subjet and the object. Man is the victim of thisoppo-
gtion from the very first breath he draws in this world, and his
earlies cry is aforlorn 'endeavour to get out of the range of this
oppostion. The oppostion grows in volume as the man advances
in years, and with that grows also his peragent endeavour
to overcome it, bringing in itstrain far more grief and suffering
than what it sucosds in allaying. If only the subject could
remain entirely dissodated from the object, there would bean
end for once and for all to all hankering, all movement,
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all suffering in fact In histrue nature Purusha, the subject, is
the unconcerned "witness," who is capable of seeing but incapable
of action; unchangeable in nature, but, through absence of real
discrimination, imagining himself as being susceptible to change
and consequent suffering; eternally and intrinsically free, al-
-hough on account of foolishly identifying himself with the ex-
hibitions of sense and outward things, heisweltering in the bond-
age of Samsara, from which discriminating knowledge or Viveka
alone can bring him salvation. Asthe " object” isreal so like-
wise is this bondage and the consequent suffering of the Purusha;
and as acorollary from this, it becomes necessary to believe in
the existence of an infinite number of Purushas to account for
the grades and varieties of human experience.

—What then is the nature of the Object, the root-cause of all this
ado ? The Object isthedirect contrast to the Subject. The Sub-
ject, like the lame man of the favourite metaphor, sses but cannot
move: the Object, |ike the blind man, moves but cannot see The
oneisdiscerning, self-subsistent, and immobile: the other non-
sentient, dependent, and variable: aslsvarakrishnahas put it
(Karika 11)—

PrumrRat e amrgeRd geaad |

= auT S, aftwiasd 9 gar il
The object, however, like the dancing-girl, spreadsitself out to
the gaze of the Purushaand shows him all this phantasmagoria
only as long asheis immersed in an ignorance about his real

nature. Once the Purusha redises his distinctness, the world
vanishes from hissight utterly. Compare Karika59, 66—

TEE T PrEdY Tae a9 39 |
JETE AU TEr fafEay sl 1)
O RIS U} TereRngRune |
afy vl adn: s it e ||

And asthereisan infinite number of Purushas, the object or the
Prakriti can stand in different relations to them at one and the
sametime, Tothis efect runs the well-known " Aja-mantra"
( Svetasvatara Upanishad, iv. 5)—
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sodwt QNTUFEON g g GIAA gE |
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—But in this very conception of the possibility of a coming-into-
relation that is believed to obtain between two absolute contra-
dictories like the Purusha and the Pradhana lies both the strength
and the weakness of the system. The relation is a real relation,
not a figment of imagination, a maya. — And since, according to
hypothes's, the Purusha is incapable of doing anything with a
view to come into relation, it is the Pradhana or Prakriti that has
to bethought of as havingatwo-fold existence : that which it puts
forth when under relation, and that which belongs to it intrin-
sically: or, to speak in the terms of the system, an Avyakta or
non-manifest and a Vyakta of a manifest form. Isvarakrishna
thus differentiates the two (Karika 10)—

Rgrairamely afsqaasmig fega |
ALY G s, (qedanse ||

—The Vyakta, Avyakta, and Jfa (= Purusha) thus form the
three ground-principles of the sysem. The Vyakta is the universe
aswe e it; the Avyakta is the primitive " protoplasmic” condi-
tion of the same; and the evolution of this into the other is assu-
med to be a process taking place—under the" seeing," it is true
of the Purusha—but neverthdess as a something inevitable, salf-
impelled, and inwardly-regulated. The Samkhyas thus ssem to
have superadded a personalistic factor to the generally understood
conception of " evolution "— and this is by no meansinconsistent
with their dualistic starting point.

—The starting-point of the present-day Theory of Evolution is
neither Matter alone, nor Energy alone, but rather a deft
welding of the two into one; and the progress of the evolution
Is declared to congst in a separation of the two,and a subsequent
continuous change " from indefinite, incoherent homogeneityi
to definite, coherent heterogeneity of structure and func-
tion, through successve differentiations and integrations.”
In a somewhat analogous fashion the Samkhyas also assume,
besdes theinitial dualism of Prakriti and Purusha, a bifurcation
of the Prakriti into aspectswhich are directly oppossd to each
other. Onethey style the Sattva which is dexribed as light,
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luminous, fine, subtle, buoyant, joyous andso forth ; the other is
Tamas which is heavy, dark, gross, coarse, stupid and joyless.
Andjustasthe"Vyakta" wasthevia media betweenthe" Avyakta"
and the Purusba, so the Sarhkhyas have found it necessary to
assume a third aspect, the Raas, which represents the process of
transition from Sattvato Tamas or Tamas to Sattva. Raas ac-
cordingly isthe principle of effort, inspiration, activity, passion,
and emotion. These three Qualities of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas
—they are more appropriately called Constituents, or Aspects-
are in a state of "equipoise” in the Avyakta. The 'seeing' by
the Purusha under the influence of non-discrimination disturbs
the balance and then the whole process of evolution or Parinama
explodes itself away altogether automatically.

—Two opposites at each of the two extremities, with a tertium
quid by way of a bridge in between, has been the formula that
the Samkhyas have worked out in all departments of philosophy.
They recognisethree meansof knowledge orpramanas :P6rception
and Authority standing at the two extremities, while Inference
comes between the two as possessing an element of each. The
smoke, for instance, has to be seen, the smoke-fire relation to be
taken for granted. — Again, there are the three kinds of senses
mind, the middle one, partaking of the nature of the five organs
of sense on the one hand, and the five organs of action on the
other. — Between the percipient Self and the gross elemental
world outside, once more, it is the psychological organism of
man (technically called the lingam ) that forms the connecting
link ; and in order that it should be the proper via media, the
Samkhyas have made it consist of not only the eleven Indriyas
above enumerated, but also of the five Tanmatras (Aviseshas) or
subtle-forms of the elemental world (Viseshas) outside.

—A peculiarity of the Samkbya psychology that deserves to be
noted is the position that istherein assigned to Buddhi (intellect)
and Ahamkara (" | "-notion). Mahat or Buddhi isthe very first
product of the Prakriti following directly upon thefirst 'seeing’
of the Purusha, when the equipoise of the three gunasis just dis-
turbed. Itis, soto say, the Prakriti illuminated or intellectua-
lised ; awakened from its dull torpor and presenting to the senti-
ent Purusha cosmic forms in a way that he can apprehend. As
we have seen (I11. |. 4% Note), Buddhi is, according to the
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Samkhyas, non-sentient; but it is not exactly dull, inert, matter.
It comes midway. It consists of the finer, subtler forms of
matter so transmuted as to become objects of immediate percep-
tion to the Purasha. — When the Purusba thereafter comes to
establish, through the Buddhi, a relation with the outward,
world, there grows in him a sense of ownership or of self-con-
sciousness (a product of aviveka) which is represented by the
next sep in the Samkhya cosmology, namely, Ahamkara. We
must not make the mistake, however, of regarding these Sages
as happening in time. They ae rather ideal. This circum-
stance as well asthe fact that the Samkhyas have introduced
idealistictermsin themidst of their cosmological theory sug-
gest apossibility of the system having been originally idealis-
tic in the ssnse of having recognised only one Purusha (gee the
Note to Sutra 10, line 2, below ). The admission of a multipli-
city of knowing Subjects is, in fact, inconsistent with the true
notion of the Subject. But we cannot go out of our way to dis-
cuss that large question here in all its bearings.— Other details
of the system will come up for discusson in the course of the
text itself.

—Sutra !, line 21.— The Bahyabhedas include the whole uni-
verse of physical exisences : the conditions or environments
withinwhich the individual is placed and which produce the
pleasure-pain-infatuation experience of Samsara The Adhyat-
mika-bhedas include the physical body within which the indi-
vidual functions, including the psychical-apparatus of the mind,
intellect, etc. The "body" also is the abode of all kinds of
pleasure-pain-infatuation experiences.

—Sutra l, line 22.—See Noteto | | . 1. 4, line 22f.

—Sutra 1, line 25. — The use of the verb vivartate for parinamate
by the Bhashyakara is somewhat strange, and has to be under
good asvividhamvartate. The Samkhyakarika (15f.) referred
to by Sankaracharya runs thus—

i RAmmE, ST, TR TR, |
FRASARRTIT, wirrmdasre ||

mqmmtlaqptoltOOOQQUOIU ‘
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The five arguments establishing the exigence of the Pradhana or
the Avyakta are : (i) The discrete and finite exigences in the
world have the Avyakta or Pradhana as their cause inasmuch
as they necessarily presuppose a formless and infinite some
thing asther source and back-ground, (ii) In spite of the ap-
parent diversty, the various objects in the world ssam to exhibit
a badc homogendty (samanvaya) which points to their common
origin, (iii) All wordly happenings proceed from, and areregu-
lated by a pover or energy which presupposss a common ex-
haugless source of this power, (iv) The universality of the
Law of Causation, which enables us—working backwards
from the dfeds—o reach a First uncaussd Cause. And (V)
the merging of all the coamic phenomena, subsequent to their
dedtruction, into their respective cause, which leads inevitably to
the podtulate of an ultimate something into which the whole uni-
veree is funded back after Dissolution. Sahkaracharya is shortly
going to criticise mod of thee arguments. No. 1 in line 43-45
No. 2in lines39-43 ; No. 3in Sutra 2; and No. 4 (and by impli-
cation No. 5) in lines 45-47.

-Sutra 1, line 35 ff.—Sankaracharyameansto say that even if
we grant the rule of " Like cause like efedt,” still, seeing that
when the cause is two-fold — congtituent and efficent—why not
make the efect, in a few caes at any rate, ressmble the
efficient cause? Rather than arguing from the non-sentient con-
Situent cause of dfects back to the firg non-sentient condituent
caue namely the Pradhana, what is there to prevent us arguing
from the efficdent and sentient causes of produds (a g. the potter
of the earthen-pot) back to the firg efficent cause, which mug be
a sentient Person or God ? The argument becomes yet  sronger
if the sentient first cause is both the condituent and the efficent
causss in one

—Sutra 1, line 39. --* Anumatavyam bhavati " isthe paraphrase
for theword " anumanam " in the sutra. The inference esablish-
ing Pradhana asthe first cause—namdy, that in Karika |5, above
quoted—is not valid, saysthe sutra. Theword " Anumana” is
usd in thesne of " inference™ by the Sutrakara in two other
places I.ii. 25 and | iii. 28, in both of which the anumana
is nat the Samkhya anumana. Inl.i. 18 and I. iii. 3, however,
theword " Anumana' isused, in the inter petation of the majority
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of the Bhashyakaras, almost as equivalent to Pradhana. Else-
where the Sutrakara has used the word " Anumanika,” i e,
what is edtablished by inference, as a synonym for Pradhana ;
se for instance, sutra l. iv. 1.—

gt 9w, SiResREEIidaR 9|

The Samkhya Pradhana seems to have been thus nick-named by

way of aridicule; and the word " Asabdam " in sutra | i. 5
might have been usad as aby-word for Pradhana for the same
reason. Compare also the use of theword " Smarta” inl.ii.9in
the ssnse of Pradhana. In accordance with the maxim—

gfy wady Aol wwlt WAl |

the present nick-name must have attained vogue after the
demongrated failure of the Samkhya attempt to find Vedio back-
ing to their theory. — Theword " cha" in the sutraistaken to be
equal to" tu" by some; but it is perhaps better to bring it in
relation with the "cha" of the next sutra.

—Sutra 1, line 40. —" Anvaya" gands for the " Samanvaya '
of the Karika above quoted. See Noteon I. ii. 4, line 22f.

—Sutra 1, line 42. —The following extract from the Bhamatl
brings out the exact point of the argument—
it gAY (T ) oF gEgaiEaar WgEs: -
|RwAsh 927 g@: @Ry ) AR S sATEET | aur
el g 3 Wi Fud sacgEERE o)
CH SRF: WAeRd ga@ oy Agadamiy st ge
o | Aud wifkg 58y weF T | aeegeiEaE |y
ARAFLF NN FIRFEHeTgEn  gagwiiad), T g
a9 geEfreaarE iy Wi, ||

The Samkhyas could have met this argument in Sahkaracharya's
ownwords; s (I1.1. 24, lines 11-12)—

TRk = e RvEddea 1 @, Wena® seeh-
ARAYAT |

although thetwo oases are not exactly on a par.
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—Sutra 1, line 43.—Samsarga has been defined in the Kalpataru
as_

AT GdsRaad arda: Sl |
and by Anandagiri as—
ARTEAFALTS qEg GYNTeT ST |

The argument is the same as that implied in the Spencerian
formula of Evolution above quoted (Notes p. 60 ). The inter-
action of the manifold and the heterogeneous ( which leads to
individualisation) presuposes some homogeneous entity as
their starting point. All things in the world are " parimita,”
that is to say, manifold and heterogeneous ; and therefore the
Prakriti must be one and uniform. This is how Vachaspati in
his Tattvakaumudl seems to understand the argument. Sankara-
charya understands it somewhat differently. Samsarga accord-
ing to him doesnot mean " continuity of apervading characteris-
tic," but rather "the coming together into causal contact or
cohesion " of entities which are going to produce effects that are
limited ( parimita) in space, time or nature. The three qualities
have parimilatva at least in the last sense. Hence they must
be regarded as effects presupposing a causal samsarga of other
entities, and so on.

—Sutra 1, line 45-—"Parimitatva" can signify either (a) definite-
ness in dimensions, or (b) limitation of duration, or(c) differ-
entiation in characteristics. The first is a case of desato parimi-
tatva and is not applicable to the Akasa which, being a product,
ought to be parimita and samsargapurvaka. The second is a
case of kalato parimitatva; but, as before observed, the Samkhyas
do not recognise time as a distinct entity (op. Samkbyatattva-
kaumudl on Karika 33; " kritam atra antargaduna Kalena" ),
causation being for them more or less an ideal process. As to
the third case of vastutah parimitatva, that holdstruein the
case of the three aspects of Sattva, Rgas, and Tamas, each of
which possesses a nature distinct from that of the others;
and yet the Samkhyas regard these three aspects as infinite and
eternal, and as making up the composition of the Prakriti. Com-
pare the following description of these gunas—

9 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes]
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The same remark can apply also to the Chit-sakti of the Purusha.

—Sutra 1, line 47. — The argument from design and from the
natural adaptation that is perceptible in Nature, which Sankara.
charya here uses to rebut a non-sentient first cause, is familiar
enough to students of Philosophy. The question to determine is
whether this design or adaptation is actually present in the
world, or whether man has projected it therefrom hisown know-
ledge of the working of his own mind. We all have heard of
the pious missionary who, when he saw the cork-tree for the first
time, reverentially gaculated : " How benign is Providence that
He should have so plentifully supplied stoppers to our bottles !"
The poor divine forgot that the same Providence has also, and
more plentifully, supplied stones for breaking our bottles !
Then asto natural adaptation, of which modern Biology seems to
offer such convincing examples, does not there exist also con-
Sderable waste in Nature? " Of fifty seads She often brings
but one to bear " — as Tennyson observes The stern logic of
facts like these might turn a man to sheer pessmism. Only, as
Tennyson says—

Oh yet we trust that somehow good
Will bethefinal goal of ill;
To pangs of nature, sins of will,
Defects of doubt, and taints of blood ;

That nothing walks with aimless feet;
That not one life shall be destroy'd,
Or cagst as rubbish to the void,

When God hath made the pile complete ;

That not a worm is cloven in vain;
That not a moth with vain desre
Isshriveird in a fruitless fire,

Or but subserves another's gain.

Behold, we know not anything;
| can but trust that good shall fall
At last—far off—at last, to all,
And every winter change to spring.
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We cannot, in other words, reach finality by the path of mere
reason. The argument from design or Rachan can convince
only those that do not need to be convinced. To others it is a
petitio principii.

—Sutra 2, line 1. — The Samkhyas, as we have seen, had argued
that asthere isa good deal of expenditure of energy—a ceasdess
action and reaction between all manner of forces—it must all
originate from a First Cause which is capable of activity, viz.,
the Prakriti, and not from a sentient Creator who is admittedly
nirguna and nishkriya. Sankaracharya is now going to show
the flaws in their line of r?asoning. — The three Gunas which,
prior to creation, had balanced each other have their equipoise
disturbed by one of the three being more dominant ( angin ), the
other two being for the time its ahgas or subsidiaries.

—Sutra 2, line 6.— We supply the word " anupapatteh " from
the first sutra. The sutras 1 and 2 are given as one continuous
sutra by both Ramanuja and Srlkantha. Ramanuja, moreover, does
not take " Pravritteh " asa genitive, but as an ablative. He
paraphrases this part of the sutra by—

ASINARIEY FRTGIITILAT |

But whether we say that the Pravritti of the Pradhanaisinexpli,
cable, or that only the sentient can properly have the Pravritti,
there is no difference in the essential argument. Vallabha re-
stricts the application of the present sutra. In the first sutra it
was urged that the Samkhya Pradhana could not have produced
houses, temples and other inanimate parts of the creation. Here
it isintended to assert that the same Pradhana could not have
produced bodies of animals that ensue from a mixture of parental
semen and blood. But what isthe ground for this restriction ?

—Sutra 2, line 9ff. — The words " na tvachetana-samyuktasya
chetanasya pravrittir drishta” can be assgned to the Siddhantin
who argues that the one from whose contact movement results is
the one to whom Pravritti must be attributed. Such an one isthe
Chetana whose contact produces the Pravritti in inert matter, and
not the Prakriti whose contact can be alleged to have produced
Pravritti in the Chetana. As an alternative, the* wordscan be
assgned even to the Purvapakshin, who lays dsress upon
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the fact of the Pravritti being observed in the Prakriti, and never
in the Chetana who, in fact, is not an object of perception at all.
The matter is eventually referred to the Madhyastha for arbitra-
tion.—We e the chariot moving: we know that it can
move only when joined to the sentient horse. The motion
therefore belongs to the chariot, but its source isthe horse. The
fact of the matter seemstobe that the motion is neither from the
chariot, not from the horse, but from their combination. And if this
combination is, like the dream-world, a merely false fabrication,
the Chetanaremainsin reality unaffected by the Pravritti. If
that be 0, the question arises why, in the phenomenal world at
any rate, Sankaracharya should have objected to the Pravritti be-
ing assigned to thePrakriti. But here Sahkaracharya's reply is
clear. Because Pravritti is phenomenal, that is no reason why
even in the phenomenal point of view, it should have been assgn-
ed to the wrong source, to where even the commonsense point of
view isloath to assign it. The Charvakas, who can be selected
as the typical champions of the common-sense point of view, as
sign Pravritti to the driving body of the charioteer, the body be-
ing actuated by chaitanya which, according to them, is not a new
substance like the Atman, that effects a lodgment into the body
from without, but rather aresult of the combination of the four
elemental constituents of the body. Chemical combinations are
always known to produce in bodies properties that did not exist
there previously. The Purvapaksbin evokesthe help of the L oka-
yatikas, who, he says, not only assgn Pravritti tothe body but
even endow it with Chaitanya, the Atman asa separate entity not
being admitted by them at all. The Siddhantin on the other hand
points out that before assigning Pravritti to the body the L oka-
yatikashad to endow it with Chaitanya, thus proving that Pra-
vritti is the consequence of the Chaitanya.

—Sutra 2, line 11. —" Ubhayoh," explained by the commenta-
torsas" Pravritti-tadasrayayoh " and accordingly translated by
us, can also mean " unto both the parties to the disputation." The
sentence beginning with " Na tu pravrittyasrayatvena" is a
paraphrase of the sentence " Na tvachetana-samyuktasya" etc.,
in line 8 above.

—Sutra 2, line 21 ff.— Although according to Sankaracharya's
ultimate point of view there is no such thingin reality as Pra.
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vritti, he has to explain how, even from the phenomenal point of
view, the Atman who is of the nature of mere intelligence can
possibly be said to be the source of any activity. Sankaracharya
does it by adducing two analogies which, as being frequently re-
quisitioned by the Samkhyas themselves, he readily persuades
his opponents to accept (see below sutra 7, line 3ff.).

—Sutra 2, line 25. — As the Bharaatl explains—

giwamt f eRaen sued ghad fagdd, 3 afkPaaad
MATNHERT qRorad |

Modern science conceives of the external objects—i. e, light-rays
or sound-waves from them,—as coming up to our senses. Indian
psychology generally conceived of the senses as going out to meet
the objects. Th8 doctrine is known as "indriyanam prapya-karita,"
and the discussion centres particularly about the eye and theear,
the remaining senses being admittedly " Prapyakarin "

—Sutra 2, line 27. — Sankaracharya endows God with some sakti
or power (see sutral | . i. 33) with aview to explain his"pravarta-
katva." But if the pravartakatva be itself phenomenal, the sakti
becomes equally so, and cannot, accordingly, vitiate the God's
unique purity and absoluteness. Commentators like Bhaskara
frankly accept this sakti as thereal characteristic of the Brahman.

—Sutra 3, line 3. — The Samkhyas have themselves used both
these similes. In karika 16 the Pradhana is said to assume modi-
fications like water ; while karika 57 brings in the milk-simile
as follows—

gafygRiatae diww 3 mREe |
geafyWgfafad aar gaRe qeEey )

The simile of the water has been explained in the Samkhyatattva-
kauraud! in the following words—

ik AR FIRFHHEAN ATRFRAE AE= TRFS-

R frafriAafrmresnRamess arewan W-
TR, ARG TINRARENTISIAAT FAFqs, AN IOagRang
YT SROWIEA qF9at |

[t will be seen that Sankaracharya understands the second simile
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somewhat differently. Ramanuja agrees with Samkhyatattva-
kaumudl in his interpretation of the second simile, but under-
stands the first as referring to the change of milk automatically
into curds. Vallabha agrees with Sarikarain the interpretation
of the second simile but refers the first to theformation of cream
etc, on the milk. Madhva interprets the two similes in the same
way as Vallabha, only adding a Sruti (?) passage—

AT § 1 991 wee Wafy |

in support of his interpretation of the first simile. Bhaskara
agrees with Sankara as regards both the similes. The most thought-
ful and thorough-going interpretation, however, is that of Nim-
barka who makes each of the Upamanas explain both the
"Rachana" and the " Pravritfi "—

g7 FMATANT TARAT Q@@ RUAY FAATEY T AW

32 9, FurErg TN fifrsftaestn fagggaiee 9 -

oy F9ifATed @4 9999 ©ee T auT XA arany |
Vijnanabhikshu's interpretation is exactly analogous, the word

" Rachana " being explicitly used by him in place of the
" Parinama " in the above extract.

—Sutra 3, line 10.— Having asserted that there is a chetana who
IS responsible for the gushing out of the milk from the cow's
udder, Sankaracharya goes on to say that this chetana source of
pravritti is the cow whose affection sets the flow, and perhaps
also the calf whose sucking helps the same (see line 8-9,
" vatsachoshanena " etc.). Or the choshana may be understood
as additional proof for the existence of affection on the part of the
cow who permits the calf's sucking. Should some hypercritical
objector urge againt this that the cow whose calf is dead still
continues to yield milk and that it can therefore be neither the
affection for the calf, nor the calf's sucking, thereply is given
by Srinivasa as follows—

a3 7 AR 49 948! WA TER, TEOA I AT
gEify 39, o9 TAEER: | Aq9T SEnfiegrE, IWEIR:

—Sutra 3, line 15.—See noteto | | . i. 24, line 8, before. Sankarfc-
oharya is here hardly convincing. We may perhaps grant that
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milk of itself becoming curdsisa " lokadrishti " asthe example
itself is taken from daily life. But the necessity of God as the
inward controller of everything ishardly a " sastradrishti” in
the real snse of the term. For, has not the Acharya himself
declared (11 .i. 14*°""1%% that there is no such thing as the con-
trolling Lord and the controlled creation from the point of view
of ultimate truth? Or have we to distinguish the " sastradrshti"
fromthe" paramarthadrishti” ?

—Sutra 4, line 1 ff. — The words of the sutra have been variously
interpreted —

r— [mar=] =afedhor [Feaf wEaeed ] safaa:
ﬁnér%’ [=wfyanrer ], [aea samer 9 safafage: ]
s, [=Feegaang ] [sraads:] 1

—_— [reraes gafifrge:] sFgamd, [ 983 ]
- [rafuJeafaldor smaRad: [=eds sefaaieds
w3 wafad:], (asaraEnas:] |

[ Fromaea | stadean [sad 4 angaigandy ] |

{[im]aﬁ'&w [Prararrer | smafad: [=eordaam ],
[ arme | srate o

—— {[ﬂﬁﬁ]ﬁﬁﬁﬁ[ﬂ“ﬁ'ﬂ] Fqafad: [=wrgEmia ],

If we ignore the last two interpreters, it is clear that there is
not much vital difference of opinion amongst therest. It has to
be admitted, however, that Sankaracharya is not quite fair to the
Samkhyas when he says that Samkhyas admit no principle be-
yond the trigunatmaka-Pradhana to regulate the course of crea-
tion. Even if we agree to ignore thePurusha (the possibility of
his being the cause of Pravritti is discussed in sutra 7 below)
yet there are the karmavaseanas that might very well serve asthe
motive for Pradhana's Pravritti. Bhamatl, alive to this defici.
ency in the Sahkarabhashya, endeavours to meet it as follows—

TG AT AfrEsTaEaETyT Ted anqEenar-
afy, qufy 7 wdsrem: STAT L........ SRECEETEE-
ary [R] watadared.........) [ 29f Yol St
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Qi e @4 P ar Resraiiged T amesdfy, g
qeor arat A, AR afvg, satEE U corafa
Q& | EAANT AqAAAET G 5 | [ow ] emaArdg-
offqemaaig (a9 ad7 ardq o, A ar, T =4
FIAes: TRMANE IR Ul

It follows therefore that; karmavasanas or dharmadharmau (vide
sutral | .i. 348 ff) are mere external conditions for the manifes-
tation of Pravritti; the impulse to Pravritti—likethe tendency to
flow down to a lower level in the case of the fied-water-—must
be from within. And if it isto be aPravritti that isto appear
at specific times, there must be an intelligent principle like
God to determine when Pravritti should or should not appear.
Mere non-sentient Pradhana cannot possess such discriminating
power .

—Sutra 5, line 1. —Vallabha remarks that while the earlier
autras pointed out the impossibility of the Pradhana being the
active agent (kartritvam ), the present and the following sutras
challenge the parinama of the Pradhana. Madhva commences a
new adhikarana with this sutra directed against the Sesvara
Samkhya view which admits a God, but regards him only as the
efficient or nimitta-karana of the world. The other Bhashya-
karas generally agree as to the interpretation of this sutra.

# = WEIA—TH, a0, qaIEs, arw, A,
faring;

W = PG —AB ;

W% = PaveEy (adre far )—ae

FATEI = HUSRIRATATHIR—ARTTAR: 5

AR = ANGERAAAR[~~AA,
—Sutra 6, linelff.— The sutra isread by Ramanuja and by Sri-
kantha after our sutra 9, but their interpretation is the same
practically as that of Sankara. Madhva is most peculiar in
making a new Adhikarana of this sutra, which he directs
against the Charvaka or Lokayatika system. As that system
does not believe in dharma, adharma, god, heaven, soul, rebirth,
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etc., and as, in fact, it admits the Pratyaksha asthe only valid
means of knowledge, its own Sastra, believed in by the followers,
cannot be a valid means of knowledge, since it is not of the
nature of Pratyaksha. So the system goes against itself ( artha-
bhava=svavyaghata), and we need no more discuss it here.

—Sutra 6, line 6.—The " pratijna" is expressed in the follow-
ing Samkhyakarikas (57, 58 and 60)—

FeafygfaAd diteg a9 oReees |
gedEfiid agr g saae
AkgFAgEa qu Frarg 99dd aiw: |
qETE] {(FATqrd w388 aggeaw ||
At teaRasReagawiion a: |
qMIAqNE gatasdads =W |

—Sutra 6, line 8ff. — The Samkhyas may urge that in the Vedan
tic position also no better motive for wolrd-creation can be
shown. The Atman, being pure and stainless by nature, need
not have at all fallen intothe vortex of Samsara, but might have
for ever remained in his absolute oneness with Brahman: and
Brahman itself need not have evinced a desre for creation. The
solution of the problem given in 1'1. i. 32, 33, 35 might have
been adopted even by the Samkhyas. The Advaitin's ultima ratio
would be of course the "ajativada." The world does not really
exist, and so all the problems in the world—solved or unsolved—
are no problems at all. Asthe Samkhyaisa realist, and his
Pradhana, an entity different from the Vedantic Maya, such a
cutting away of the Gordian knot—whatever its value—is un-
available to the Samkhya.

—Sutra 6, line9. — For the first anirmokmaprasahga (line9)
compare the Bhamatl—

¥R gdiwdT qar wafid a_dA qs&szm,l N ¥ ¥
fafafy ada gata Ny, dqmafioman |

For the Saﬂnnrl anirmnl-cha (lina 11\ rAamnara

Wit ¥ Fposuguehaardy gamam aqd gas

10 [ Brahmasatrabhashya, Nates |
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A9 q9dd, TEAwAA Ay @ | ety
-l gamEgerRdEiaTeR: |

And for the third (line 15}

e R ... T T ahwin | 3ol
qurTe STORRE g ot afaraly gewat it gea,
ATBTA, T TRATEW & o qATTR, DA, A9
ARAAATAR AT |

—Sutra 7, line 1ff. — Except Madhva and Vijnanabhiksbu, all
Bhashyakaras are unanimous in referring this sutra to the
theory contained in Samkhyakarika 21—

qeves gRArd Yaend aun wuAe |
qEEraI gl §dmEeE: i i)

Madhva refers the sutrato a section of the SesvaraStemkbyas
who, although admitting a god, assgn to him a very secondary
pastion in the creation. Madhva, like Vijnanabbikshu, makes it
only one drishtanta, viz., the gone-carrier carrying gones on his
head, or on the back of the camd. Madhva refutes the objec-
tion by merdy quoting a Sruti—a very questionable procedure
in what is desgnated as' Tarkapada. " Bhikshu says that the
came does nat carry the load of his own free will and for the
ske of his magter: nay, he has to be cudgdled to do it.

—Sutra 7, line 15f,—The objections which Sahkaracharya here
urges againg the Samkhya arejud the aobjections which Keith
(The Samkhya System, p. 76) alsoreiterates againg the system.
Theapology which Sankaracharya dffers in favour of some of
his own smiles(e. g, under | | . i. 25, lines 19ff.), the Samkhyas
could posshly have offered even for their own similes; but as
the Samkhyas take ther sand on ratiocination alone, they have
o find out other smiles that would exactly meet the case None
uch are available. The Advaifca sysem on the other hand takes
itsultimate gand on the Sruti, and can afford to ignore even
the mog universal Laws of Reason, to say nothing of its final
appedl to the” Maya" doctrine.
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—Sutra 8, line 1ff. —Madhva and Vallabha regard the" ahga-
angin" relation intended asthat between the Purusha and the
Prakriti, Vallabha adding further-

gERENNe ApareaaT aagfa | gpauRs afidta: |
w3 qReARwEd PAswami g wed |

But on the Samkhya premises of Dvaita, the question of area-
tion of the principal and the subordinate between the Prakritr
and the Purusha cannot arise at all.

—Sutra 8, line 4—Samkhyasutra i. 61 reeds—

GEIAEEHT] ArTFEAT gFHi: |

and the quedion at isue is to find out an adeguate cause that
might disturb the original equipoise of the gunas It mug be
something outsde the Prakriti and something that can be perio-
dic or kadachitka. The" seaing" by the Purusha is continuous
and unending, and will na serve the purpose

—Sutra 9, line 1ff. —According to Madhva, sutras7 and 8 refute
the " Purushopasarjana-Prakritikartritva" theory of a section of
the Sesvara-Samkhyas, while sutras 9 and 10 refute another
stion of the same, maintaining the " Prakrityupasarjana-
Purushakartritva” theory. It iscdear that assutra 10 ssmsto
be the final flourish of the attack we cannot digribute sutras
| 1 .1i.1-10into morethan one Adhikarana,

—Sutra 9, lined—" Vagtu trigunam chalam cha gunavrittam "
isaline frequently quoted, particularly thelatter part of it, as
for example in the Yogasutrabhashya toii. 15, iii. 13, iv. 15, €c,
and it is axribed to Panchaskha.

—Sutra 9, line 6.—The™ anyathanumana” takesits sand upon
the inherent nature of the gunasto be congtantly changing. Just
as a number of continually moving and clashing balls might,
by a fortuitous equalisation of gppodng forces, be thrown into a
momentary and even a periodic equilibrium, so might it happen
in the case of the three congituents of the Prakriti. Or, we might
even asume that the nature of the gunas is such that they auto-
matically and at dated periods lend themseves to Bang thrown
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into an equilibrium. The objection against such a view is that
we will have to assume that the course of the Universe, like the
bands of a clock, will keep on continually repeating its circuit
aeon after aeon in an exactly identical manner, Thiswill do away
with every variety and every freedom of the will. But if we want
variety and if we want to assume freedom for the Purushas there
must be a sentient power to regulate the course of creation.

—Sutra 10, line 1ff. —M adhva, Vijnanabhikshu, Nimbarka, and
othersinterpret the" vipratishedha" to be that between the Saih-
khya and the Vedantic texts, rather than the internal contradic-
tions of the syssem. This is hardly correct.

—Sutra 10, line 1. — Seven indriyas aremade up by thereduction
of all sense perceptions obtained from the five sense-organs to the
mog primitive of them all: viz.the sense of touch. The doctrine
is interesting. Modern evolutionary psychology would readily
subscribeto it. But it is not known from what Samkhya text
Sankaracharya has derived this information. The extant texts
give no indication of it, and it is quite likely that Sankaracharya
is here referring to texts now no longer available. Compare in
this connection the following extract from Srldharas Nyaya-
kandall, page 45—

Tt adfeaivsrata armfy | o9 &l srkagraaen-
wguThfy @NTed 314 Ag COMERREER Ffag | a9%-
EY | AMEIENEF | aXEFAET IREIRIERE 95T
TRBxTRTEgTaE: ||

The Samkhya doctrine is immediately connected with the
doctrine of " Prapya-karita,” for which sseour Notetol | . ii. 2,
line 25, above.

—Sutra 10, line 2.— The Samkhya account of cosmogeness is
given in thefollowing Karikas—

weasfarsRiggan ssfafrgan: w9 |
dremeeg frwwd, 7 ssfea fsfe gae 1)
TN A SERRERAIRIS SIe0%: |
aERY SR, SR 9" @A L3R4
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It can be thus exhibited in atabular form :—

ugfa:
I
CHC R (4
HTFR
I
N |
CTHITFH A T2 AT = SR
«gdfgmer |
« sdfgafn | | | | I
-ch qFW I o s

(mRI0) (¢ewmime) (AwEo) (W@do) (Wwado)

It is to be noted in this connection that Mahat, Ahamkara and
the eleven indriyas can each of them be Sattvika, Rajasa, or
Tamasa according to the gunathat happens to be predorninent.
Just what specific guna is to be predorninent in any particular
case will depend upon the Karmavasanas or subliminal impres-
sions of the individual Purusha for whom Prakriti is display-
ing her modifications. This means that these modifications are
different for different Purushas. They would accordingly hardly
fit inasso many steps in theprocess of world-creation, unless that
world-creation be for one Purusha only. The text-books of the
system regard Mahat, Ahamkara and the rest as cosmic entities,
that is, as functions of the Virat-Purusha or Hiranyagarbha.
Herein we see arealistic superstructure built upon an original
idealisticfoundation.

— Sutra 10, line 3.—What Samkhyatexts Sahkaracharya actual-
ly has in hismind we have no means of ascertaining. None
of the extant texts drop the intermediate step of Ahamkara bet-
ween Mahat and the Tanmatras. We can however se thereason-
ableness of the omission. Ahamkara, is psychologically speaking,
afunction of the mind, and is therefore best regarded as an
aspect of it. On this point compare the Vedantaparibhasha—

wifrqgfadta CERsraE aq T, IR, e gl
faafuft sreamd | agw—
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AR ST |

g fd A aa faagr Rt |
The three antahkaranas are the Buddhi, the Ahamkara, and the
Manas proper.

— Sutra 10, line 4, — Ramanuja has brought out another contra-
diction in the Samkhyatheory, The Samkhyas in one breath
sy that the Pradhana is active witha view to secure the release
of the Purusha (Karika 53—

sgwatrrad aa Prarg wEad O |
garfamgiaie qur g R )

and in another breath—and the more to establish the utter indif-
ference and actionlessness of the Purusha—declare (Karika 63)—

qeAA 9999 A7 ga3d @iy dadfa s |
QAT T TIA T AADET SR 1)
Further, Ramanuja says that one who is absolutely beyond the
possibility of any modification cannot be able even to betheun-
concerned seer and the passive experiencer, asthetheorists claim
himto be For,to" s " and to" enjoy " are themsdves activi-
ties of a sort, and to seem to see or to seemto experience through
non-discrimination isaso a gpecies of modification. Compare—
TR FAFEFET |eennnnnnn. | sreqiey % A
JFAEFARRAAIAIEAE, | § 9 Naaga] R |

Ramanuja goes on to add that this same defect is applicable
even to the Mayavada —

afy greafaerfnfidweansmfyan s sRaEfrEaTR-
affmggrigafity gaka, Inagsda i
FHARAIARENT | gaieg fAdw: | sl smomaheer
fegemfemd gevagaishal d g agfr seedify gaaw
WEIETY |

—Sutra 10, line 6 ff.— The present discussion asto the nature of
the tapti and its two correlates the tapya and the tapaka is



79 ] NOTES ON ADHIKARANA 1 [—11.ii.10

merely an ethical aspect of the discussion, in the field of cosmo-
logy, as to the nature of pravritti and its two correlates the
pravartya and the pravartaka, which we had in 11.ii.2"%

The line of attack and the line of defence are analogous in both
the passsges. When cornered, Sankaracharya in both places
makes his ultimate apped to the Mayavada and dso shows that
his opponent isin no better boat than himself.

—Sutra 10, line 26.—The Bhamat! explains the Sarhkhyaview
on the point as follows—

riRgwAY: e SRR | 9 RgRARaaa-
sk | &1 @ PMAwemar fram ARARRRREER |
afirget =t sevrierdt fradd | agh cafrariT— e
RaPrasta SZEAEATTH AR [

— Sutra 10, line 44. — Bhamatl thus suras up the position—
siEd f AT TRANE FA T gETES AR
atfy, aEmRonTHaar aRBFARRREEIISEEY: | 3qsaaa
g® agmgd A T @: | fafngaEn g gRkedR a
agRranTaRar geilscrdassd €9, Ag asE, emftonfienfi-
R, | IRRramiaRE | aniRers R TEET-

"R | fsqrentiresme: SRl g e Enaf )

—Sutra 10, line 44. —Bhamatl thus brings out the untenability
of the Samkhya position—

3 arey geved aRegEn | e gfrews amwEh
afrar | e ¥ REEE arelalTET: JENRTaTHE:
qeTEa e | 4g g Rategionfy ool | s =
qRaae afteea ARsenar amdmpiseaffiad |
49 iy aly g2 FenRAaga g | aur fabewalk Rewigds
(ARSI IRAiny RaweaRmdra gairen  wiva-
fraleRfy WRqumdisar aaissl e e |

—Sutra 10, line 52 ff,—Compare the following illuminating
remarks of Vachaspatimisrain the Bhamati—
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uify gEaamal sfeaEsiafysRaasifnTid uis
Aangdfy | 79 aEEgd afeaw, aw frag oRRE IR
i, ora afir afafaR afeacaleermeafeaar o =9y |
qgrarEl AfEd 39 TOE R | IREIrATATAIGA-
A3 FegaEEg Gffed, asaEgEEf gEnsnssf e
are: warsafy, A9 afed ¥ g@fhfE | galrdnsasimas-
s} ol quAraRARIAT D FeaiT eikhn: guwiq o=,
ag a@dq: WWwAISRa ar: | Qg aEeEhEITREITHaa-
GEARARIRAFIFA AN GrARFRIToTY, a1 o
YEIETREAFARAISTIT Prdfafaeagaaimare: 9
|l wafy, A I g geRagafE, aaReETed aYs-
&M FATE | 9i%TE g gaRueSIRRaRT=ogEId ||

—Sutra 10, line 56.— To take a general review of Sankarachar-
ya's refutation of the Samkhya theory, it is evident that the
main burden of Sankaracharya's ( and the Sutrakara's) attack
fallsuponthe impossibility of anon-sentient first principle exhi-
biting the highly intelligent and complicated and self-motivated
and purposive activity that is essentially presupposed in the
creation, maintenance and dissolution of the world. The Pra-
dhana is incapable of puttting forth such an activity because,
being non-sentient, it has not the power, and the Purusha is in-
capable of doing it because, being merely the unconcerned seer,
he has not the will. And no amount of analogies can help in
making possible what is inherently impossible. Sahkaracharya's
refutation on this point is quite adequate and convincing. —In
the second place, Sankaracharya rightly objects to the Sam-
khya attempt to sunder the world as with a hatchet into two
contradictory halves—the Prakriti and the Purusha—and then
setting out thinking of ways and means to bring these incompa-
tible halves together. This cannot be achieved as long as
the halves persist in maintaining intact their own absolute,
touch-me-not quality—unless you can have a recourse to the
Vedantic explanation of the utter unreality of the contact. The
Samkhyas have come very near doing this, especially when
we consider the self-inconsistency to which they are otherwise
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driven according to Ramanuja's showing. And once thisis
conceded the very necessty of the dual principle of Prakriti and
Purusha disappears. — Other deficiencies pointed out by Sankara-
charya are relatively of little consequencee And we have
already commented upon the Samkhya doctrine of many Puru-
shas, which goes against the inherent idealistic trend of the
system. — In other parts of the Bhashya Sahkaracharya hastried
to demongrate, and successfully demonsrate, the failure of the
Samkhya attemptsto quote the Scriptures in support of their
theory. That to the Vedantasutrakara the Samkhya was the
main opponent in the field is evident everywhere. Compare in
this connection the following extract from the Sankarabhashya
onT.iv.28—

TYAFEROEE: 3 FIREEy P, Rt -
fgesin wffafegmmafs Jgedamma  weads, afx
HAR | @ 1 FERROMATTEITAR, TIGRA IRAGTFIE,
ot It a1 AT aainR
FEIsA Fa |

Compare also |1 i.321°2%

—But while Sankaracharya's refutation of the Samkhya theory
has been generally successful, we must not ignore the fact that
the line of arguments adopted by Sankaracharya against his
opponent can be directed with equal force against his own theory
inasmuch as the points in the sysem that have been called into
question are ultimate problems in regard to which every system
of philosophy has to offer, if at all, only a make-shift defence.
Sankaracharya's Mayavada, which had to be appealed to more
than once in the course of his refutation of the Samkhyas, is not
very much beyond this, as also his appeal, once in a while, to
the beginninglessness of the Samsara and, in the same breath, to
what is known as the" Ajativada.” But it isonly fair to point
out that Sankaracharya uses his ultimate weapon only when
there remains to him no other escape possble. For the mog part
he is creditably anxious to confine the warfare within the realm
of reason. And for all practical purposes he accepts mogt of the
Samkhya positions, as will be apparent from his refutation of
11 [ Brahmasutrabhashya Notes ]
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the Vaiseshika theory to which we will shortly direct our
attention.

—A short note on the history of the Samkhya System and its
bibliography might fittingly conclude our discusson of the
theory. The oldest extant text-book of the schodl is the Samkhya
Karikas by Isvarkrishna, which purportsto be a brief summary
of the" Shashtitantra" (seeour Note tol | .i. 1, linel1l). The
date of lavarkrishnaisa subject of dispute, but he probably
bdongs to about A. D. 150. The oldest commentary on the
Karikasis the Vritti of Mathara* which was trandated into
Chinese by A. D. 450. There are also the so-called " Sariikbya-
autras " in six Adhyayas, which are however a modern compila-
tion, possibly incorporating some scraps of an ancient text. The
" Sarhkhya-sutras" are unknown either to Sankaracharya or to
Sayana-Madhava, the author of the " Sarvadarsanasamgraha "
(14th century A. D.). What is more, the Sutras are based upon
the Karikasto a large extent, and actually run into the Arya
metre now and then. Whether the Sarhkhya school had at all
any ancient Sutras like the other schools is a moot point. In a
little text called " Tattvasamasa" about 25 short aphorisms are
given ; and thee" Samasa-sutras, " it issometimes claimed, are
the original sutras; but the claim has not been generally allowed.
From thevery start the Samkhya was opposed to Vedic tradition
and it is doubtful whether the school at all cared to imitate the
practice of the orthodox Charanas by compiling " Sutras." The
oldest definite text of the system that is often mentioned and
quoted from, but not now extant save for a short summary of its
contents in the Ahirbudhnya Sambhita, chapter xii, stanzas 18-30,
isthe Shashtitantra, and that is believed to be a voluminous
work in 60,000 dokas—The Sarhkhya-tattvakaumud| of Vachas
pati-misra as also the Samkhya-pravachanabhashya of Vijnana-
bhikshu (thefirst of them being a commentary on the Karikas,

* | amnot convinced, by the arguments of Keith and others, of the
necessity of summoning up an unknown original, supposed to have been uti -
lised by both Matharaand Gaudapada. That the present text of the Mathara
containslarge and unblushing interpolations, | have myself shownin the
Annalsof theBORI, vol.V, No. 2, pp. 133-168. But the large residuum of
agreement between Matharaand the Chinese translation of A. D. 450 con-
tinuesto stareusin theface; and postulating an unknown Ur-commentary
is not less questionable a procedure than believing in text-tampering, for
which I ndia hasbeen known to bethe dassical country.
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and the second that on the Sutras are the only other important
texts belonging to the school. The school consequently
presentsvery little of historical development after A, D. 150. It
is the origins of the system that offer an interesting field for
speculation. The Glta and the Upanishads ( especially, Katha
Mundaka, and Svetasvatara) already use " Samkhya" terms,
while Buddhistic tradition makes Arada Kalama, the Buddha's
earliest teacher, a Samkhya philosopher. Asvaghosha (first
century A.D.) gives in hisBuddha-charita details of this teacher's
views, which closdy resemble the Samkhya, but with the
theory of thethree "gunas' omitted. It is believed that the guna
theory is an illogical after-growth on the system, and attempts
are made ( op. Jacobi, " Ursprung des Buddhismus aus dem
Sarhkhya-Yoga", NGGW, 1896, pp. 43 ff.; also ZDMG, Vol,
LII, pp. 1-15) to show the logical relation between the
Samkhya theory of world-creation and the Buddhistic theory of
" Pratltya-samutpada.” The Arthasastra of Kautilya ( 300 B.0.)
enumerates the Samkhya and the Yoga as amongst the regular
philosophical sysems existing in its days. The Mahabharata
in several passages of the Santiparvan and elseawhere gives de-
tails of the Samkhya system which differ in some respects from
those of the orthodox Samkhya—the most important point of
difference being the admission of an Isvaraor Lord. A formula
that would take account of all these facts and explain the genesis
and the early evolution of the system by a series of definite
stages is a desderatum not very easily to be fulfilled. The
relation of the Samkhya to the Yoga ( sometimes designated
Sesvara-Samkhya) forms another interesting problem, which we
have to pass over by amere reference. For a discusson of both
these problems s History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 2, The
Creative Period, pp 412-427. — That the Samkhya is one of the
most important philosophical systems produced in India, and one
the influence of which isfelt even in the camps that tried their
utmost to attack and annihilate it, is a fact universally conced-
ed. Our Puranas are permeated throughout by Samkhya ideas
Compare in this connection the passage from the Padmapurana
quoted by usin our Noteto !l | .i. I, linell. Morelight on the
early history of the school may be expected when moreBuddhis-
tic texts, preserved so far only in Chinese and Tibetan transla-
tions, are available.
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—Sutra 11, line 2. — 1t is obvious that the proper place for con-
sidering objections against the Vedantic position urged by the
opposing syssems would have been the Smriti-pada (I1. i). Why
was not the present objection urged there by the Sutrakara and
replied to on the ground of "svapakshadosha'? It comes here as
an after-thought. The objection itself isno other than the "vila-
kshanatva" or disparity in nature between the cause and the
effect which, aswe saw, the Samkhyas had already urged inl | .
i. 4-11, where "svapakshadosha " was one of the armours of de-
fence employed by the Sutrakara. We are consequently driven
to assume either that Sankaracharyais not correct in his inter-
pretation of the present Sutra as a Vedantic defence against the
Vaiseshika attack, rather than forming part of the Vedantic
attack againgt the Vaiseshika theory, which is the topic of the
following Adhikarana ; or ese that the present Sutra is a later
addition. | f, as pointed out by us in the opening Note of this Pada,
independent grounds exist for regarding the whole of the present
Pada (11.ii) asa later addition, it is conceivable that the author
of that addition, besdes finding out the several weak points in
the different Darsanas that came up for discusson one after
another in the present Pada, was also interested to find, in one of
the systems attacked, a definite subversion of the " salakshanya"
rule, which as aVedantin, he found it convenient to note down,
although that might disturb the context a bit. Of coursg, if the
sutra had come after Il i. 6, nobody need have raised any
objection. But apparently the author of the Tarkapada, on
other grounds, preferred to prefix the present sutrato his own
section of the refutation of the Vaiseshika syssem. — Ramanuja,
Madhva, Nimbarka and Srlkantha make sutral1l an integral part
of the Vaiseshika refutation, Ramanuja objecting to Sankara's
method of interpretation in the following words—

39, § TATHROEERGRERTUNNE g5 AEE  IgE
qAeh 9 | AWERER Qe Que, @Re a) afg
qagsRAS mftneg 912 Bra | SaasEl sagafadaas—
7 Revorary (70 g0 %1 21 ¥ ) @A wfEw: | oW
gautneewra; adEtgafia= T asgerd ednaas-
gfia g ||
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Ramanuja forgets that there are certain weak points in his own
interpretation. He gives to the word "va" the meaning of "cha,”
and what is more, he has to bring over the word "asamanjasam"
from the preceding sutra, falling under a distinct Adhikarana,
on to the present sutrain order to give to it the character of a
negation. Moreover, Bhaskara, who follows Sankara in the in-
terpretation of the sutra thus, as-it-were answers Ramanuja—

7 Fegraf afiear FEahE TRddd s
gIFRE iy |

In other words, if "Na Mantranam jamitasti,"—V edic texts do not
mind repetition,—be avalid canon of interpretation, and if Rama-
nuja himself does not mind such repetitions in other places, why
should he make too much of atriflein this case ? The Sutrakarais
after all a'srotriya." — Vallabharealisesthe questionable character
of Ramanuja's procedure when he supplies in thissutraaword be-
longing to a sutrafalling in anindependent Adhikarana. He gets
over the difficulty by supposing that although there be no refuta-
tory word in the sutra, the sutra intends to ridicule the
Vaiseshika theorists by repeating one of their glaringly absurd
positions—" Upahasartham tasya matasyanuvadah." More in-
genious still is Vijnanabhikshu who tacks on the present sutra
to the preceding Adhikarana, thereby establishing a legitimate
claim to the word " asamanjasam.” The Samkhya is incoherent
because of contradiction, the preceding sutra had said. The
present sutra gives two illustrations and says that, in the matter
of incoherence, the Samkhyas can console themselves with the
reflection that they can share it with the Buddhists who hold
that " mahat,"” that is, the atomic " triad," results from a com-
bination of the smaller ( hrasva) binaries ; as also that from the
smallest atom ( parimandala) all the larger ( dirgha) combina-
tions take place. Bhikshu goes on to say—

A7 AN EHRGET EEAARSH  Nei  Ivoad:
¥aE T, |
And he introduces the next sutra by the words—

ToRRgdRaid aEmmEIEE, anaReaty oiX-
i |
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According to Vijnana, then, the whole Adhikarana is directed
against a section of Buddhists who maintain a variety of the
atomic theory. That there was such a class of Buddhists is true,
but it is questionable whether they are here intended. — Among
the Advaitic commentaries, the Vedantakalpataru alone goes
into the question raised by this Note, and the solution offered is
that, introducing in this manner " svapakshavyavasthapana " in
the midst of " parapakshanirakarana” merely shows that the
latter is not to be regarded as an end in itself for atext designed
to convey instruction and secure salvation. — | t seems to us that
Sankaracharya's interpretation, being the earliest now extant, is
likely to have hit the real purpose of the sutra, but that its pre-
sence in the present Pada has to be explained on other indepen-
dent grounds.

—Sutra 11, line 4. —The Vaiseshikas always think of causation
in terms of ghata and pata, and hence the causal operation comes
to be regarded as no more than a mere mechanical combination
and arrangement of parts. This is a crude conception of causation
which requires that no new qualitiescan be produced in the effect.
But chemical combinations—or to take an illustration which could
not have been unknown even to the founder of the theory of Ato-
misra—the different ingredients of the " Tambula "—producein
their combination the new quality of redness absent in the in-
gredients severally. And if the Vaiseshika were to argue that
the redness* was before dormant in some of the ingredients, that
would be a defence more properly available to the Vedantins.

—Sutra 11, line 9. — During the period of Pralaya the Universe
conssts of the following all-pervading and eternal substances—
Akasa, Time, Space, infinite number of Individual Souls, the ato-
mic minds of these Souls, and God who is the Supreme Soul—to-
gether with certain qualities inherent in each of them (which
also must be eternal). Alsothereare the infinite number of atoms
belonging to the substances Earth, Water, Light, and Air, possess-
ing certain peculiar (and eternal) qualities, besdes certain dis-
tinctive marks (technically known as the Viseshas) which dis-

* Thisredness can possbly be explained as pakaja or dueto heet, asin
a baked jar. But this explanation will nat auffice to explain the origin of the
madasakti or intoxicating pover from " kinva" or fermenting articles.
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tinguish one atom of the same element from another. We must
also assume, during this state of Dissolution, the existence of
the category of Samanya or Generality, as well as Samavaya or
Inherence which connects qualities with substances, Viseshas
with atoms, and the species with the genus or generality that
comprises them. And if Negation or Abhava is to be regarded as
a separate category, there will have to be found in the state of
Pralaya room for certain abhavas such the Pragabhava of the
world that isto becreated, the Pradhvamsabhava of the world
that has come to an end, the Anyonyabhava which enables the
formulation of a proposition like * this atom is not that atom ' as
also the Atyantabhava of certain absolutely impossble things
like the hare-horn.—This Pralaya condition enduresfor a period
which is sufficient for the ripening of the karman belonging
to the Individual Soulsthat aretobe recreated ; and during
this state the atomsof the four substances remain intact and
immobile, each apart from the other and possessng certain quali-
ties common to all atoms as such, viz., a minutedimension (techni-
cally called theParimandaly aor I nfinitesimal Sphericity), certain
specific qualities which they share with others of their own class,
e. g. ome of the earth-atoms will have anudbhuta-gandha or unde-
veloped odour, the light-atoms, anudbhuta-rupa, and so on, besides
their own distinctive Viseshas which enable God to assign cer-
tain atomsto certain Souls (for the composition of their body) and
certain others to certain other Souls, according to the merit or
demerit of each. When at the proper time God desresto re-
create the Universe, he creates motion in the atoms, which then
clash against each other, thereby causing specific combinations.
In this last respect this theory differs from the Atomic theory of
Leucippus and Democritus, which starts with an infinite number
of atoms of divergent shapes falling down perpendicularly
through infinite space, God, Creator, or some such unexplained
cause effecting only adlight initial variation in the rectilinear
direction of the fall, which results in all sorts and degrees of
impacts and combinations in striot accordance with the laws of
Dynamics. The classical description of the creation and dis
solution of the world according to the Vaiseshika theory isto be
found in the Prasastapadabhashya (Vizianagram e. pp. 48-49)—

Rt agol ageeE GRETBRTRR | Ak @A
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It may be added in this connection that the Vaiseshika sutras
proper do not contain any direct passage bearing on the creation
and destruction of the world.
—Sutra 11, line 11. —The table of ratios is—

2 aoms = 1 Dvyanukaor binary :

2* Dvyanukas = 1. Chaturanuka or quaternary atom ;

3 Dvyanukas= 1 Tryanuka, Trasarenu, Truti, or tertiary

atom.

The Trasarenu is the smallest particle of matter that is visible,
e. g; the smallest mote that we can sse dancing in the sunbeam.
After the Trasarenu, the compounds exhibit no fixity of ratio,
being more or less arbitrary. The atoms have " anudbhuta-§
visesha-gunas’ plus parimandalya dimension. The binaries

* The newer view makes the quaternary to conss of four binaries.
§ This view is challenged by some writers.
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also agree in having " anudbhuta*-viaesha-gunas' but they have
not the parimandalya dimension, any longer but a different dimen-
son, namely, viz. anutva (minuteness) in one direction and hras-
vatva (smallness) in another. We cannot assert that the dimen-
son of one binary, must equal the dimensons of two
atoms because as the dimenson of an atom is always
absolutely incommensurable, 2x0=0. Two binaries produce
the quaternary which, presumably, yet retains the anudbhuta-
viseaha-gunas, but has mahattva (greatness) and dirghatva
(length) in place of the anutvaand hrasvatva of the binary.
The addition of one more binary to the quaternary, it would
seem, changesanudbhuta-visesha-gunasto udbhuta-viaeeha-gunas
so that the trasarenu becomes visible to the senses. In other
words, the atom has one parimana and is incommensurable. The
binary (where the two atoms form a line) is a compound of two
parimanas one of them being incommensurable (anu), the other
being very small ( hrasva). |If two binaries are placed in such a
way that the atoms form the four corners of a sguare plane (::)
we have a compound of two parimanas only, but both the pari-
manas are commensurable (call one of them mahat and the other
dirgha). The addition of one more binary can make it a trasarenu
(so probably we should understand Sankaracharya), which is the
minimum sensibile. 1t will thus be seen that each of the three
combinations leading to the production of the tryanuka was
marked by the effect dropping off some one characteristic of the
cause and taking on a new one entirely unknown to the cause.
Compounds subsequent to the tertiary exhibit a difference only
in degree, but not in kind.

—Sutra 11, line 16. —Commentators of Saiikarachaya are un-
animous in declaring that the text of the Bhashya should have
been " dve dve" instead of " dve" Accordingto the more mo-
dern view a chaturanuka is made upof four (twice two, dve dve)
dvyanukas. And since it isimpossble to suppose that Sanka-
racharya could have made a mistake, attempts are made to make
'two' equal to ‘four'. Thus Anandagiri proposss to regard the
word dvyanuke in the phrase to mean two ' anukas.'" an 'anuka '
being what is generally called a binary. Thus dve dvyanuke
means 'two jpwrs-of-anukas or binaries, i. e, four binaries.

* This view is chalenged by some writers.
12 [ Brahmadutrabhadhya, Notes J
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Vachaspatimisra has a more round-about method. A paramanu
has ' ekatva' for its samkhya; a dvyanuka has' dvittva ', and
there are two such dvittvas belonging to the constituent atoms,
each of which is' number two' with referenceto the other. The
phrase'dve dvyanuke' is to be understood asequal to 'dvyanuke'
(locative) [vartamane] dve( =dvittve)' i. e, the' two-neses ' inhe-
reing in the binary-atoms. This way of interpretation gets over
the main difficulty in the same way in which in the sentence—

aRnAl g FE gee: |
the use of the dual is justified, notwithstanding the fact that the
total number of eyes is eight. Both these methods are attempts

to follow the maxi M sevazq afafuadm }

Some editors have gone so far as to actually emend thetext. But
as the oldest commentators know the so-called faulty reading,
that is a questionable procedure. The Ratnaprabha is nearer the
mark when it says that Sankaracharya is here following the
older Vaiseshika view as propounded in the Ravanabhashya on

theV — gFIIYHRIY IEAI TAYFATRS F1 AgE T4 T4
2g: w9d) A aiifreEgedd i vanady Wy ewa
TR e dRwee amafharg: |

—Sutra 11, line 20. — As Sankaracharya admits the possibility
of even threeatoms producinga combination (this is not per mitted
in the modern theory) it is clear that he is following an exposition
of the Vaiseshika view (the commentators designate it as the
" avyavasthita" or irregular Vaiseshikatheory) that has not come
down to us. Comparealso | I . ii 15, lines 23 and following. The
following chart would exhibit the possble variations in dimensions
due to different combination-
One atom—Sphericity in all directions.

Twoatom—' Hrasvatva' in thedirection of combination and
" Anutva' in the other direction.

Three atoms—(i) If in one line," Mahattva' in the direction
of combination and' Anutva' intheother direct-
turn; (ii) if in two directions (e g., ), there
would result' Hrasvatva' in both directions.
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Four atoms—In a combination of the square form (::) the
result would be," Mahattva' and 'DlIrghatva’;
(if) in a combination of the form(....) the
result would be Anutva and Mahattva.

Modern atomic theory explains increase in dimension by postulat-
ing vacant inter-spaces between atoms and atoms and the Buddhist
school of the Sautrantikas and Vaibhasbikas ssem to have done
thesame.

—Sutra 11, line23.—Itis somewhat awkward that Sankara-
oharya should have started(line 17) with a" Chaturanuka " which
ismahat and dirgha and concluded (line 23) with a" Tryanuka"
which is mahat and dirgha. Thetext isnot however wrong, and
o we need not entertain the suspicion of a conscious or uncon-
scious tampering with it.

—Sutra 11, line 25 ff.— According to the Vaiseshika theory of
causation known asthe" Asatkaryavada,” the Pragabhava of the
effect terminates the very same moment that the effect comes into
being. In less technical language this means that the cloth is a
new something brought into existence by causal apparatus work-
ing upon the threads, which latter remain thereafter in the inti-
mate relation of inherence with the cloth. And the same is true
also of the qualities such as whiteness inhering in the threads,
which produce new but analogous qualities inhering in the effect,
the cloth. Now at any given place and in any given moment of
time only that thing can originate of which the"'karanasamagrl|”
is complete in every respect. And inasmuch asthe cloth and its
qualities are two distinct padarthas, when through the completion
of the karanasamagr| there is going to be the origination of the
cloth, there cannot be in that same moment the origination of the
qualities, which depend upon a distinctive st of karanas. Hence
the Vaiseshika assumption referred to in line 34, below, to
the effect—

Sad 759 guwyuag faef |

Hence also the Purvapaksha suppostion (line 25) that the
effect, in the very moment of its existence and prior therefore
to the development of its qualities, may come to be placed in a
condition tending to inhibit the origination of the expected new
qualities (Parimandalya) and encourage instead the origination
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of certain other new qualities (anutva-hrasvatve) not warranted
by the normal karanasamagrl. Against such a supposition it is
rightly urged that the Pariraandalya was in full possesson of
the field not only prior to the origination of the dvyanuka but
also at the moment of itsorigination. It was moreover at no
greater distance than the karanasamagrl of the rival qualities
like anutva or hrasvatva that were to supplant it. It ought not
therefore to have allowed an intruder to oust the owner ; and it
is absurd to credit the Parimandalya with an anxiety, at the
cogt of utter sdf-effacement, to facilitate the origination of such
utterly dissimilar qualities as those that the dvyanuka is suppos
ed to posess Thingscan produce, or assist in the production of,
other things which are like to them. The Purvapaksha suppos-
tion furthermore contradicts the statement of its own Sastra.

—Sutra 11, line 28f. — Sahkaracharya passes over in slence
the Purvapaksha-statement that Achetana is a mere negation of
Chetana, and none of the commentators feels himself called
upon to challenge the same. Chetana and Achetana is the same
as Vidya and Avidya, and the second member of these pairs
of oppostes is not, in the orthodox Vedanta view, a mere
negation of the first. The Vedantasara, for instance, says—

oY J SREwAMEEEAE PmwE TRAAN ared
afesfafeis agi |
Tothe same effect also isthe Vydsabhashya on Y ogasutraii.5—

FEETRAEITIEEEEEaS %99 | ggr afE e,
a Rrram, g afws: ave:, 391 9rites 7 dwzeme), |
Tereard, g W @ anaragET, , wEalye A A,
7 gammna:, f&g Feafaeds seneamfadty |

The siddhantin merely observes, in the words of the Ratnapra-
bha,—

RO IO T G qonRRERE oAt 7 a2
Fge™ ST 7= o |l
—Sutra 11, line 38. — The Vaiseshikasutra vii. 1. 9 ( which in

the Sutrapatha merely reads " Karanabahutvachcha") explains
how mahat dimension is produced. It can be produced in three
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different ways. The mahattva or the bigness of a jar is due to
the mahattva of its condituent clay (karanamahattvat). The
raahattva of an expanded cotton ball (as compared with the same
ball when compressd) is dueto the loosness of the cotton-
fibres (prachayah=pindayoh prasithilah samyogah). But the
mahattva of thetryanuka is due not to the dimenson of its
causs the dvyanukas (which posss anutva and hrasvatva
only), or to that of its ultimate causes the paramanus (which
have sphericity only), but to athird cause ; namely, the quality
of numbe (in the presnt case the bahutva or ' many-nees)
bedonging to the three dvyanukas that have originated it. The
guestion naturally arises, how could one guna ( viz, samkhya)
produce another guna (dimenson)? And whence did the dvyanu-
kas come to have their bahutva-samkhya or many-ness, seang
that the causes of the dvyanukas themsdves posesssd not
bahutva but ekatva only [each atom being a sdf sufficient unit]?
The latter quedtion is easly answvered.  All numbers from two
onwardsare, according to the Vaiseshikas, apekshabuddhijanya
or the result of an expectancy produced in the mind of someone
(in the presnt ingance the Creator) who is going to count
them. Thusthe dvyanuka can have bahutva even though it is
absent in its causes the paramanus  And as to how one quality
can produce ancther and a digtinct quality, the Vaiseshikas have
no answer to give. Therule of like producing like (which is a
Samkhya postulate) is not as such recognised by the Vaiseshikas
and, as we notice, it isviolated here even in the production of
bahutva from the apekshabuddhi, which is a distinct guna.

—Sutra 11, line 39. — Anandagiri explains the sutra thus—

79 FROFEIMGAY wg=d AYFRY 9 adt RS gaos-
magEHtaatgaiEsgumtsiEEns s |

—Sutra 11, line 45f. —Whil e the threads are the inherent or
samavayi-karana of the cloth, the joining together (samyoga)
of the threads is its asamavayi-karana. Now the asamavayi-
karana is the mog important cause as leading directly to the
production of the effect. But herethe law of like producinglike
( which is nomally appealed to where one subgance produces
ancther subgance) isvitiated, inasmuch as samyoga, a guna, is
held to produce pata, a dravya,
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—Sutra 11, line 49ff, — How many dements go to the making of
the human body isa point that has evoked consderable difference
of opinion. The usual phrase " panchatvam gatah " suggess the
ideathat the body is made up of five elements; to this efect is
theview attributed to Paiiohasikha (M ahabhar ata,xii. 222. 7f.)—

a0 AN § @ qreAieReg o |
¥ waRa fasfa frgea @uma: ||
WIS TG T gy ey qufde: |
RY TFERER: AERY Fwar

Thisisalso the ordinary Vedantaview. Compare Vedantasara,
stion 16---

g qEfigde e, .. Sgfivegendael gy
grATTRIEEA Srafaasfy |

The ultimate Vedantic source for the view is perhapsthe oft-
quoted Brihadaranyaka passge (ii. 2.13)—
9 g gaand qErdfy, @@ oo, [SguRd,
Aas, Ra: oid, 7t ol , swmar, Ak,
Sedld, ¥u:, (°g eid ¥ \A frdia’, ®@ ar gE
qafa )
But the view has not remained unchallenged. The subtle and
transmigratory body is of course admitted to be made up of the
five subtile bhutasor " Tanmatras" With referenceto the gross
body some ( Mimamsgts of the Prabhakara school) object to the
inclusion of the Akasa amongs the condituents of the body,
because ether is eternal and all-pervading, and no portion of it
can go to make up a dedtructible object likethe body. Others
object to both Akasa and Vayu because they areinvisible, and a
6arhyoga of the other visible bhutaswith theinvisibleisbound to
beinvisible. On the grengh of the" Trivritkarana" passgein
Chhandogya vi. 2ff. the body is by some regarded as made up of
jud three dements. earth, water, light; while some others omit
" light" from thelist. The ultimate Nyaya-Vaiseshika view is
to regard the body as composad of only one dement, viz. earth in
thisworld, water in Varuna-loka light in Aditya-loka, and air
in Vayu-loka, the reason being that a given body exhibits only
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one digtinguishing quality, e g., odour in the cae of terrestrial
bodies The other dements may come into external contact and
may help to sustain erect theparthivabody, but such an external
contact is different from the samyoga implied in the congtitution
of a well-knit or organic aggregate. Compare the Sarhkhya-
pravachana-bhashya on iii. 19—

iR | affads ofiwmly T JaauesT-
arEeoffy wE: 1 ... SRS YENERIATRIOSTRITIAA
argilREeraER: ||
Compare also Vatsyayana's NyayabhSshya on iii. 1. 28—
a7 wrEd ol oiffaw | SR | JUTeeeR: | araad)
gfyeft Tragse glRT | ANHATGEE, THFATE  ©H,
... ‘TffaradagAT g Mese: — —‘Frarigiaresagdin-
F '— ¢ TARHHRAFAIND: UFARFY ~— T TR
ARt RaT TRIRHAT, ARG |
—Sutra 12, line 5—The Vaissshikas argue that the process of
divison and subdivison mus fop somewhere  Otherwise the
mountain Meru and the mugtard sesd would be of equal dimen-

son, bath containing (not a given number of indivisible atoms
but) an infinite number of infinitely-divisible atoms. The vali-

dity of the argument is discussad under sutra l | . ii. 15 below.
—Sutra 12, line 8ff. — Compare the extract from the Prasaga-
p£dabhashya given by usunder our Notetol | .ii.1 1 .line9,

—Sutra 12, line 17— Sankaracharya suggess a number of
ways of interpreting the words of the Sutra—

vl = (1) RearmaemmoE; Sdtardes s fifr-
FERSTIATR T |
= (il ) asdfafiae srAfmETREseasIRsTe-
T v
= (il ) qagrasT sARBWE arEEaais-
gy o |
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= (iv) qeaTdi: GEATARRY WA SRArReRR
Qg ar |

= (¥) qEATE? g8 ddnined wel Raniewd o

= (vi) fatsorn  PraRsBE@d W1 | —— this is

Madhva's interpretation.
A $N = RAYWE F4 F Gaafy |
RAQGI: = o QEMENE: | Ut SRgsIRewd

Fmiwm: ||
—Sutra 12, line 20. — The line isdifferently read—
(1) srehsPamafiat qamed. .... . sgemda | This dates

only one alternative, the ssoond being given only
in line 25 below.

(ii) The reading adopted by us where three alterna-
tives are digtinctly given, the efort or blow beng
the ' drishta' cause

By the word' adi' nodana or propelling isto be included. The
distinction between abhighata and nodar ui isthusformulated—

faw AmgERaRdsia:, 8 03 o Ay
s
—Sutra 12, line 23.—1 n accordance with to the Nyaya-Vaiseshika

theory the Atman (which term comprisesboth the individual
and the Supreme soul) has the following qualities—

RN GEaTRmast AT A |
SRNAl O A AR NI |
ez | e sl 6

Inthe caxe of theindividual soulsat any rateall thee qualities
(with the exception of the five beginning with 'number') are
adventitious, the Atman in his real nature being without not

& 3%, g9, $d, T, &Y, 947,
+ G, qinom, e, S0, e
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only pleasure and pain, desre and aversion, effort and impres
sion, but also without intellection, merit and demerit; and it is
such a quality-less state which it is the function of the Moksha
to achieve. Rightly enough, such a non-sentient stone-like
condition of the liberated soul is made a butt of ridicule by all
the opponents of the theory.

—Sutra 12, line 27,— Adrishta or 'merit and demerit' has the
property of developingits fruit at a specific period only. If the
beginning of the process of creation is to be dependent upon
adrishta, it is unlikely that the adrishtas of all the Atmans
would ripen simultaneously at the commencement of the crea-
tion. AsRamanuja points out—

A Rawd werrey | sisfgeedy agEfide fg-
A, FfafysaamR, SiAfkE s3Fa | S AveReEs
FRIAFATE R AT | SATA D SRR -
IARsisfERETIRERa s CRSTNTIHEEE-

fram | wd Ud g0ed S RN sesRmaEawE
T 7 s34 ||

—Sutra 12, line 31. — It is evident that although the Creator or
God is an Atman whose knowledge, power, and will is eternal,
he is not presupposed in the argument at issue.  Otherwise San-
karacharya would not have said that there wasno other possible
Controller or Regulator of the creation, In fact it iswell-known
that the Nyaya* and particularly the Vaiseshika sutras contain
no mention of a God. It isthe Bhashyas of Vatsyayana and of
Prasastapada that introduce the idea for the first time, Srldhara
and Udayana later developing and systematising the same.
The negative attitude of these sysems with reference to God is
explicable probably by the cose affinity of Nyaya with the Pur-
vamimamsa and to a somewhat less degreethat of the Vaiseshika
with the Samkhya. The oft-quoted anecdote about Kanada who
refused even on his death-bed to call upon the name of God, but
only proclaimed 'Pllavah-pllavah-pllavah” falls in a line with
the same view.  But the atomism of the Vaiseshika school was

In I\gayastrtra ['V.i. 19 Isvaraor the Lord is mentioned, but as a
Purvapaksha assumption only.

13 [ Brahmaautrabhadhya, Notes |
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not capable of sanding on its own legs.  Somebody was wanted
to start the first motion in the atoms, and early critics of the
sygem mug have brought thisdefect glaringly to the fore. The
Vaiseshika-sutras make frequent references to the infallible
charater of the Veda, which might have been regarded by them
a0 as Hf-subsgent. In any caxe both the Nyaya and the
Vaiseshika sutras are so very much lacking in sysematic arran-
gement of the contents, that soope is left as much to put down
particular sutras as interpolations as to beieve that edfic
topics and spedfic sutras, although once preent in the sutra-
patha, have been dropped or missng.

—Sutra 12, line 34ff. — If what isinfinitely small can be called
zero, oneinfinitely small subgsance added to ancther infinitely
small subgance cannot lead to any increase in the dimension
inasmuch as zeo+ zero=zero. The Brahmavidyabharana on
I'1.1. 29 lines 12-15, where this same argument is introduced
obsrves—

7ar: swedy: gAR & sareqafarsragieat L. . ) Ag-
giaar ff dfner aw @, AR W TR wET: k-
qETEa W qaeAly §Th A | awrw  sfywr dasfy
gl afufl nYRMUEA AT TATAUTRATd, |
saErEgRiat: §9:, o el qduifredRdsaEan-
AW A heeRaeERAFFANN  sanEe afm
daafy W werwgfed ddiver adaEY Iwed: | ke
FRmagwEREAvTRENT Juiky mEREeREEar =
AQFIINT ATVTH: Gral, ATFREIIST ||

Modern Physcs has maintained the impenetrability of matter
because according to it two atoms never occupy the same gace
and so cannot coalesce together by interpenetration; there exids
always a gace between atom and atom. Such is not the Vaise
shikaview. Compare, however, our Noteto I | ,ii. 11. line 11’
and seas sutral | . ii. 17, lines 70 ff.

—Sutra 12, line 39. — Of a piece of cloth—
GHITRAFROM, = Threads;
WATRNAHRIPY = Their conjunction;
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Pritrwronfy = g { shustle ), ¥ (loom ), eto.
grarmTeonty = dRaRETIEE, AEE, §w@, &g,
FAWE, SRgegEE, eto—

The Samanyakaranas are the conditions indespensable for the
production of each and every effect; whilean Asamavayi-karana
Is thus defined—

FHia FrO a1 gdwRwwd ERdTR ofY 39 R -
FHIMABRORY |

Thus tantusamyoga ( being a quality) has a samavaya relation
with the tantus or threads and resdes, in the same samavaya
relation, just where the pata (the karya) resides, and it is a
necessary factor producing the cloth. Hence tantusamyoga is
the asamavayi-karana of the pata. So a0, tanturupa (being a
quality ) has samavaya relation with the tantus and resides just
where the tantus (the karana) reside, and it is a necessary deter-
minant of the colour of the cloth. Hence tanturupa is the
asamavayikarana of patarupa. Asamavayi-karana comes near-
est to what might be styled the operative cause.

—Sutra 13, line 8. — The problem was already discussed from
aslightly different point of view in XL i. 18, lines 13 to 34.
Sz our Notestothat passage. Seedsol|.ii. 17, lines 18 to 53,
below.

—Sutra 13, line 8 ff.— The Nyaya-Vaiseshika maxim asto the
perception of the categories of Samanya, Abhava, and Samavaya
isthusexpressed —

Fafzdor ar sl ARP=A alE aREoTES 783 |

The Naiyayikas extend the scope of this maxim to the Samavaya
also ; but the Vaiseshikasregard it as inferable only. At the
same time it must be remembered that thisis the more modern
doctrine, which makes itsfirst appearance in Prasastapada, who
declares it to be 'atIndriya'and' Iha-buddhy-anumeya.' The last
characterisation hasreference to the Vaiseshika-sutravii . 2. 26—

Rl 1 srdwrod): g gramg: |

which isthus explained—
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iy $°2 eftfineaa: geed oftr oeeade avgy o=, ¥ ARy
(W:a'kindofgmss)qm,“;ﬁ mrﬁﬂﬂ,um-
THINY 99, (§ WA TEE, Y 0 QORI ¥ SN
siey, [ fragdsen fdwn, o seaadareedet da
i ol

This should imply that where the two correlates of the Samavaya
are themselves perceptible, the Samavaya itself should be per-
ceptible. That at any rate might have been the original formu-
lation of the theory, in accordance with which Sankaracbarya
declares the Samavaya to be ' iha-pratyaya-grahyah." When it
was perceived that the correlates (i e, the ' ayutasiddha ' padar-
thas ) might themselves be imperceptible to sense, the Samavaya
came to be regarded as partly perceptible and partly impercep-
tible; or, for the sake of uniformity, everywhere imperceptible
and so inferable.

—Sutra 14, line 2. — The argument is analogous to the one
urged against the Samkhya, who could not explain the Pravritti
of non-sentient matter in the absence of a sentient regulator.
—The student will note here an attempt to introduce what may
be called the " proof by exhaustion." All possible alternative
suppositions are summoned up and disproved seriatim. Four
kotisor possibilities are put up. The mode of argumentation is
often described as the "Prasanga " dialectics, and the Bauddhas
(if not some of the pre-Buddhistic " heretics " referred to in
Buddhist texts like the Brahmajala or the Samafifiaphala suttas
seem to have developed it with crushing effect in facing their
opponents  theories.

—Sutra 15, line 3— Atoms, according to the Vaiseshikas, do not
only possessthe mathematical qualitiesof size, position, movement
etc—herein the theory agrees with that of Demooritus—but also
colour and other visesha-gunas. Since these last are physical
qualities, whether an atom containsonly one of them, or two and
more, should make adifference in its character as an atom, just as,
in modern Chemistry, thefact that an atom of Hydrogen and an-
other of Mercury should weigh differently can be held to prove
that the atoms are not real atoms. If the atom, in other words,
is to be regarded as the smallest possible division of any
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substance, it ought to be absolutely equal in weight with the
smallest possble division of any other substance, and the two
atoms should have, if not the same properties, at least an exact-
ly equal number of them. This ssems to be Sahkaracharya's
line of argument, and it is clearly based upon a confusion bet-
ween what is smallest and what issimplest. See inthis connec-
tion theBhashyaon I | . ii. 16, lines6 to 14.

—Sutra 15, line 7. —T hat the rupa and other qualitiesin some
of the paramanus are latent or anudbhuta, and not manifest or
udbhuta, as in the piece of cloth, is a qualification that need not
vitiatethe force of the above argument. Moreover, the Vaisesbikas
admit the possibility of some of the atoms ( e. g., those of earth )
changing their qualities through application of heat. A raw and
black earthern ware, when thrown into thekiln, getsred by being
baked. The redness is communicated not only to the outer
surface but has gone deep right upto the atoms. There is in
other words the 'pilupaka’ or baking of atoms, and not the
pithara-paka' or baking of mere potsherds ( as held by the
Naiyayikas). That an atom should thus be capable of giving up
one quality and taking up another implies in its case an ex-
tended dimension and not a mere infinitesimality.

—Sutra 15, line 15.—The Sutra is read differently in the re
gular Sutrapatha, viz—

sifre gfy Al sfRleamE: |

And its interpretation is also not very satisfactorily given. The
interpretationsin the field are —

(1) wrfqm zfr faeen (= Alwa: ) afda: =l
or (ii) orfye gfy s segRmamedy smaw |

Sankaracharya reads the sutra aswe have it, and offers the inter-
pretation—

[ Prammarid ] sfvamfy Ay sfids: A7 fAda )
In other words—

PramflvasfdfeamEn fvagreREgag /-
frmaifE: |
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The third Vaisieshika sutra which is quoted by Sankaracharya
has been the despair of commentators. One commentator com-
bines Sutras 4 and 5 into one, and declares that the negative-
statement in the form that everything whatsoever is imperma-
nent is a mistake (=avidya). Another assertsthat all argu-
ments adduced to prove the non-eternality of atoms arean avidva,
are fallacious. Sankaracharya contemplates two possible inter-
pretations — whether actually offered by Vaiseshika writers
known to him we have no means of judging. In the Vaiseshika
sutrapatha the sutra is given as " Avidya" without the following
"cha;" whilethere is another Vaiseshikasutra (vii. i 21) —

iy = Rarfswy |

which however does not seem to have any clear bearing upon
thepoint at issue.

—Sutra 15, line 23ff. —Sankaracharya's first interpretation of
the sutra can itself be understood in two ways, according as the
words " satam karananam" are rendered as " of existent causes”
(taking satam as adjective), or as"of the causes of what are exis-
tent-entities" (namely, of the atoms. taking satam as a noun).
In the former rendering the specific cause for permanence of
atoms put forth can only be their non-perceptibility; while with
the latter rendering (which is accepted in the Translation), the
cause of the permanence of atoms is the circumstance that of
the atoms themselves no cause exists, or is cognisable by the
senses.  The way in whichthe statement is worded, especially
the epithet " paridrisyamanakaryanam”, makes it however open
to objection, seeing that even the Dvyanukas or binary-atoms
fall within the soope of the statement. For, the dvyanukas are
existing entities (and not non-existences like the Pragabhava,
which is sought to be excluded by the qualification " satam ")
and we s tryanukas and other effects of these dvyanukas, but
not the causss of the dvyanukas, namely, the paramanus which
areimperceptible to the sense.  So, for parity of reasons, the
dvyanukas will have to be proclaimed eternal. There is also
this further objection that the atoms are not always " paridris-
yamanakarya" inasmuch asthe binaries, the immediate effects
of atoms, are not visibleto sense.  This last objection is quite
fatal. Andasto the alivyapti on the binaries, if to exclude them
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we introduce the qualification— provided there be no dravya as
its cause ' (adravyatve being understood as adravyakaraxiatve),
"it will meet the case, seeing that binaries do have dravyas
(atoms) as cause, but it is practically saying what was already
said insutralV. i. 1, above.

—Sutra 15, line 21.—A dvyanuka is destroyed by the severance
of the conjunction of the atoms : tryanuka and subsequent pro-
ducts are destroyed by the outright destruction of the constitu-
ents, such as dvyanukas. These are the only two ways in
which, according to the older school of Vaiseshikas, substances
perish. The newer school uniformly recognises the first, i. e,
the asamavayikarana-nasa, as the only cause of destruction.
Qualities like pleasure may disappear by being supplanted by
their contradictories like pain; but their case does not come in
here for consideration.— ft will be noted en passant that the older
school of the Vaiseshikas contemplates the possibility of the
destruction proceeding—-like creation—from cause to effect.
When the Paramanus are separated, the binaries are destroyed,
and consequent upon the destruction of the binaries the tertia-
ries and subsequent products meet their end in succession, the
final products being accordingly destroyed the very last. The
Vedantic view is just the opposite of this. As Sankaracharya
says in his Bhashyato Il . iii. 14—

freddn § geamdisa Safasaraiagagl | qnk 9%
T899, 3 FAN SFAATead Hedda sAqEdER ...
aft w9 Bl FroEER g, PO FEER-
araees: |

The view that seems in this fashion to go against common sense
was probably held by the Vaiseshikas because thereby the Creator
and the Destroyer of the world was required to deal only with
the atoms, and not with their ultimate products. The doctrineis
passingly referred toalso under I I . ii. 17, lines 75-80.

—Sutra 15, line 31. — This is the view of the Parinama theory
of causation, and its illustrations are the clay and the pots, orthe
gold and the ornaments, detailed in the Chhandogya V. i. 4-6.

—Sutra 16, line5. — It is possible to argue that because there is
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an increase in the number of qualities, that should be no reason

why the size of the thing should grow. Asthe Bhamatl puts it—

q TPaiEv: AR g el $9E9 ) A -
HawaAsh ZRm= AREAER, SR |

Thereply to the argument is the syllogism—
ST e, ¥, ARSI, TeI—

which however is not quite convincing. A betterillustrationin
any case would be the growth in the soul's power of will and
intellection foll owing upon the growth in the size of the human

body.
—Sutra 17, line 4ff. — Bhamatl introduces the rest of this discus-

sion by—

dnggs WTBtANEaT gRaR |
Sutras 10,17, 32, 45 form, so to say, a fina flourish of the attack
against the serveral systems.

—Sutra 17, line 4. — The Vaiseshik-sutral. i. 4 (which is gene-
rally suspected as being an interpolation ) enumerates only six
padarthas, Abhava or Negation being excluded; and Udayana in
fact sys—

U 9 qah AYEEEiEn | sniaeg el aRe:
ufAffrsmfiafemrEn, 47 o |

The followers of the school, however, taking advantage of the
occurrence of the word abhava in other sutras, declare that
Kanada always intended to reckon it as a distinct category, and
even recognise its four-fold division. Compare in this connec-
tionthefollowing sutras—

PrargurseanEe e [ 1x 11 ]
azeq [ 1X.i.2])

sea: PrmpemmmTEedsa [ 1x, 5.3 |
aearen [ 1x,1 41
FearEREeERed [ 1X, 1.5 ] 1
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Later on, with some theorists (compare Yogabhashya on ii. 5)
Abhava, acquired a positive character, as being aregular know-
able category. Sankaracharya has already attacked such a posi-
tion in hisBhashyatol | . i. 18, lines 45ff. See our Notetol I . ii.
11, line 28f.

—Sutra 17, line 13.—Compare theidentical illustration brought
up under li. i. 15, lines 5ff

—Sutra 17, line 19. — The Tarkasamgraha has the following
section (79) about the Ayutasiddha pairs—

TR CFARMTIRIBRAEREY amgarie) | g,
FFIIFIRAY, JAGRAY, Braframaed, sifvewl, AlsRe-
7= A

The word ' Ayuta-siddha ' can mean things proved not to hare
been ever joined together (yu=to join), or things proved not
to have been ever torn apart (yu=to separate).

—Sutra 17 line 22ff. —When threads producethe cloth, the cloth
is the avayavin that must have the same location as the avaya-
vas, the threads, and be intimately associated with them. But
when the colour of the threads produces the colour of the cloth,
the latter is not an avayavin made of the sum of the former.
When, for instance, threads of different colours are joined to-
gether to produce a variegated piece of cloth, the colour of the
cloth is not amere sum of the colours of the former. It is a new
colour called 'chitra’ or variegated, the total impression of which
asa unit is so different from the isolated impressons of the
coloured patches. Moreover, if the colour of a pata with alter-
nate patches of, say, red-yellow-black be regarded merely as =
r +y+Db, and not a new distinctive colour called chitra, r would
be=1/3rd of the colour of the patai and so alsoy and b ; but there
would be no one colour pervading the whole pata. This means
that the pata as a whole, having no colour belonging to it, would
be invisible; for, it isonly coloured substances that our eyes can
e This explains why the Nyaya-Vaiseshika theorists reckon
"chitra" as a separate colour. Hence, the colour of the cloth
must have a distinct location from the colour of the threads. It is
assumed, accordingly, that the Patarupa resdes upon the Pata,
14 [ Brahmaiutrabhashya, Notes |
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and not upon the Tantua But the Pata itself has the same loca-
tion as theTantus. Thisis introducing a distinction without a
difference, particularly after the present further assumption of the
dravya and the gunas, or the avayavin and the avayavas, being
"aprithag-desa." So the assumption becomes gratuitous.

—Sutra | | , line 32ff. — A conjunction is defined as—
AqaaReg ar mi: @ g IdHRa:

It isa" dvishtha" property, or oneresiding on two members, one
or both of which have to move before they can be brought into
conjunction. Ik istherefore™ anyatarakarmaja" or "ubhayakar-
maja." Sankaracharya is going to prove that on the admission
of the Vaiseshikas themselves these three characteristics of Sam-
yoga aretrue in the case of Samavaya, and hence the hypothesis
of Samavaya is a needless multiplication of entities. The Vaise-
shikas define the Karya as—

FROTFAURTEITE FAE, |

and the Karana as—

FHAFTAITEIRTE SR, |

On their own admission then theKaranacan exist independently
of the Karyathat isyet to be And if the Vaiseshikas argue that
thiscase isin a sense covered by their very definition of "ayuta-
siddhi,” viz—ekam avinasyat etc., seeing that the karya is still
in the womb of the future and so non-existing at the present
moment, the objection can still be urged that thereby they are
postulating a relation between non-existence (Karya) and exis
tence (Karana), which, aswe already pointed out (I1.i. 18, lines
45ff.), is an untenable position, inasmuch as every relation de-
mands two positive terms as its correlates. And if to obviate this
it isreplied that the Karya first comesinto being and then effects
the (samavaya) relation with the Karana—so that therelation
becomes between two existing entities, we can still urge that in
that very first moment of its existence the Karya in any case
remains without a connection with Karana, which, if admitted,
would give the go to the painfully formulated distinction between
"yutasiddhayoh samyogah” and " ayutasiddhayoh samavayah."

—Sutra 17 line 39, — If samyoga necessarily requires move-
ment on the part of at least one of thetwo objects brought into
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conjunction, how is such a movement possible in the samyoga
between ether (which, being all-pervading, cannot move) and
thekarya in the first moment of its origination, when, asis as
sumed, no qualities and no movements of any kind are developed
init, it then possessng amerejati ? Comparel | .ii 11, line 34.

—Sutra 17, line48.—Sankar acharya obviously impliesthat aline
gands for the numeral one. Now, a horizontal line represents
the numeral one in older pre-Gupta inscriptions. The Guptain-
scriptions give a slight curvature to the line, and the post-Gupta
inscriptions make it slanting. Some North-Indian scripts make
it also a perpendicular line. Since all these numeral notations
can equally serve the purpose of the illustration in the text, we
cannot determine to what particular syssem of notation Sankar a-
charyaisherereferring. An identical illustration occurs also
in the Yogabhashya under iii. 13. The Decimal system of nota-
tion presupposad in these illustrations was in vogue long before
the days of Sankaracharya. The oldest epigraphic instance of
itsuse so far discovered is the Gurjara inscription of A. D. 595
The systemisknown to Varahamihira (6th century A. D.).

—Sutra 17, line51. —Sankaracharya wantsto prove that neither
samyoga hor samavaya exists as an entity beyond the two objects
that are in relation. It isthe proving of an abhava or negation ;
and for this, according to Vedanta, a different proof, viz.,” Anup-
alabdhi " isto be employed. To quote the Vedankaparibhasha—

aqi WREEI JE@ Ak 92 @q a@  gRgen:
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Similarly, here the apadana or prasanjana, i. e, argument by
reductio ad absurdum, takes the form; If samavaya had been a
real independent object, there is no reason why it should not have
been perceived as such : it accordingly is" upalabdhilakshana-

prapta” or meets all the conditions for its perception, if it
bad existed; but wedo not perceiveit; ergo, it doesnot exist.

—Sutra 17, line 51.—-Against the Siddhanta view that words
designating relations (such as samyoga, samavaya, etc.) do not
denote an entity distinct from the two objects that are in rela-
tion, but that they point simply to a specific way of looking at
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the objects in quegtion, the Purvapakshin argues that if samyoga,
samavaya, €fc. are mere desgnations of the objectsin-reation,
they ought to be like any other synonyms of the objects, always
predicable of them—which means that the things mug be always
conjoined and never digoined. But the reply is smple enough.
Even the so-called ordinary synonyms are not invariably inker-
changeable From certain points of view one synonym is pre-
ferred to another. Socan it also be here. When one says that
the monkey ison thetree, he doss not pogt the exigence of a
new entity like samyoga being in relation with the two objects
viz.,, the tree and the monkey. He intends to imply nothing
more than a way of looking at the tree and the monkey. When
the monkey has left the tree, the point of view changes that is
all. It is wrong to imagine that there takes place in that case
an actual destruction of the hypodatised new entity of samyoga.
—Sutra 17, line 53. — Reverting to the gatement that samyoga
can beat times" anyatarakarmaja,” it would be difficult to ex-
plain, even s, the samyoga between atoms and the Atman (i. e,
the supreme Atman) who isto deal with them at the time of the
creation and dissolution of the world; or, for the matter of that,
between the individual soul and his mind, which is atomic in
gze Theatom can move but never move out of the range of
the Atman who is all-pervading. It mud therefore be always
in contact. And dnce an all-pervading object is incapable of
any divison by parts, it is impossble at any timeto say that the
atom isin contact with, say, the upper part, the centre, or any of
the 9des of the Atman. This means, that we will have to imagine
parts where none exis or can exist. In the caee of the mind
and the individual soul the Vaiseshikas carry their imagination
a dep farther. They not only imagine the Atman's possibility
of coming into contact with the mind but they even imagine that
when the mind enters ( during sleep) a particular nadl( tube)
called Purltat, it shoots beyond the reach of the all-pervading
Atman, s0 that, there being no conjunction between the mind
and the soul, sound dreamless degp becomes possble. To such
sraitsmay an initially invalid hypothess lead us 1

—Sutra 17, line 63. — The Nyayakandall thus expoundsthe con-
ception of a samavaya—

g gfida: SO asredEm HEadamir-
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" Samdesha " or" Upadesha " is defined as—
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Samavaya requires that things, at first clearly and admittedly
distinct, should be brought into such close union that it should
be impossible thereafter to tear away any one of the two. There
should be an absolute interpenetration between the two, such as
there isbetween the trunk of aresinous tree and the exudation
of lac that isto issue from it. Such penetrative union cannot
exist between objects one of which is partless (either because it
is, like the atom, infinitely small, or, is like the ether, infinitely
large), for the smple reason that you cannot prove by pulling
one of the conjoint objects (ether and earth, or ether and atom,
or binary and atoms) that the other is pulled likewise, Ether
being all-pervading is incapable of being dragged to a place
where it does not already exist; and the very notion of pulling
off the atom suggests the adhesion of the atom by one of itssdes,
which would ascribe avayavas to it, which ex hypothes it cannot
have— If therefore there can exist no * samdesha ' between the
binary and its constituent atoms, when the gusts of winds at
the timeof creation carry away the binary from place to place
we cannot guarantee that the constituent atoms of the binary
will always suffer themselves to be pulled and wafted away
along with the binary, with the result that the process of crea-
tion as described above, will not come to pass.

—Sutra 17, line 68.—Kunda-badara-nyaya or the maxim of the
earthern-pot and the badara-tree isthe maxim where a person,
having forgotten his kunda near the badara,and being question-
ed asto the whereabouts of the kunda replies: | placed the
kunda just near the badara. " But where isthe badara ?* — Oh'!
Just near the kunda !" Deussen explains the maxim differently,
but on what authority it does not appear. "Knnda " he trans-
lates by " Radwaelbung,” the periphery of a wheel, and " badara"
by " Speichen,” or spokes. The periphery supports the spokes and
the spokes support the wheel. Another current explanation of
the maxim understands kunda asthe pot or basn wherein the
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badaratree has grown. Kunda is the substrate of the badara
and therefore is necessarily different from it. According to the
last explanation the maxim is used merely to establish the bheda
or distinctness of things, while according to the first explanation
it serves as an illustration of mutual interdependence.

—Sutra 17,line 79.—Thereferenceistol | .ii. 15, line 29.

—Sutra 17, line 86.—To take a general review of Sahkara-
charya's refutation of the "Vaiseshika theory, it is evident that
the Acharya does not touch any part of that theory, beyond the
atomic Cosmology. He does not touch their Epistemology or
theory of knowledge, including their Logic and Psychology.
These, probably, the Vaiseshikas might have borrowed from the
sister school of Nyaya, and, in any case as regards the doctrine
of inference and the exposition of logical fallacies, there was
nothing very controversial there from Sahkaracharya's point of
view. The theology of the school and its doctrine of release was
plainly a later excrescence, and could be met by the argu-
ments used against the theistic schoolsin sutra I | . ii. 37-41.

—The attack, such as it is, is delivered in the following passages
from the Brahmasutrabhasbya—

[l.1i, 12, I'l,ii. 17 — "Sishtaparigraha; "

['I.ii.37—" Isvaraasnimittakarana;"

I'l.iii. 7-Against some presuppositions of atomic cosmology;

['I.1ii. 18" Chitanya asa quality of the Soul ; "

['l.iii. 50— "Doctrine of many Souls; "

['I.ii. 11-17—The two Vaiseshika adhikaranas proper, as
alsothe” yukti™ inl 1 .i.18.

—Confining oursdves to the present adhikaranas, the points
discussed therein are the following—

1. Inconsistency of the school in admitting exception to
the doctrine of like producing like, while blaming
the Brahmavadin for doing the same (11 . ii 11%%);

2. Impossibility of first motion in atoms at creation or dis-
solution (1 1 .ii. 12" 3 11 .ii- 12*%%). Impossibility
of a change from motion to non-motion in the atoms
(I'rii. 14);

3. Impossibility of one atom coming into conjunction with
another (110,223 11.0i.17°%%2 1| . ii. 17°-7);
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Impossibility of any " samdesha " beween abinary

and its condtituent atoms (1 1. ii. 17°%%);
Untenability of the doctrine of Samavaya—

@ " Anavagha" (I1.ii. 13-% 11 .. 18°%)

(b) Why digtinguish the Samyoga from Samavaya ?
(1.ii. 135211 ii.1742-'¥‘,l | .i.18°);

(© How doss the Avayavin resde on the Avayavas
with whichit issamaveta? (11.i. 18"-3%;

Divergence of qualities in atoms incondsent with their
character asatoms (11 .ii. 15~ Itii. 16);

The so-called proofs for the exigence of atoms are no
proafs (11 ii. 15"-%);

Samyoga nat the only method of creation, and Vibhaga

not the only method of destruction (11. ii. 157,11 . ii.
1778 || iii. 7, passim) i

Impossibility of the doctrine of sx independent and yet
related categories (I1. ii. 17*%);

Untenability of the doctrine of " Ayutasddhi " on any
of itsthree possbleinterpretations (1 1 .ii. 17*%-*;

. Untenability of the doctrine of " asat-karyavada " —

(@) <ripturesdedare" ananyatva" (Il i. 14,16),

(b) Why definite efedts from definite causss only ?
(1ti. 18713,

(© Norelation possble between " existing " cause and
" non-exiging" efect (11.i. 18%-*%), and nothing
exigs on which causal apparatus can operate( | |
i, 18™-9),

Mo of thearguments of Saiikaracharyaarevalid and convincing.
The weaked is argument No. 5. The Vaiseshika Realism, ther
digtinctions between Subgance, Qualities and the like, have a
glamour of common-snse about them, but acuter philosophical
analysis such as has been attempted by the Acharya is bound to
point out the contradictions and inconsgendes of the system.
Not that there are no inconggencies in the Vedanta itself; but
apart from the backing of the Scriptures which the Vedanta can
boagt of, the sysgem is undoubtedly pitched to a much higher
philosophical level than isthe Vaiseshika,
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—The origins of the Vaiseshika are lost in obscurity. Although
the word " anu ' occurs several times in the Upanishads, nobody
has claimed that anything like the doctrine of Atomism isthere
foreshadowed. There are obscure allusions to it in the Maha-
bharata; in the Milindapanha, in the Avasyakasutra, and in the
Charakasamhita: aud it would seem that the Jainas and the
school of Hinayana Buddhists did subscribe to a belief in atoms,
somewhat more crudely conceived than the full-fledged Vaiseshika
system, As fore-runnersof the Vaiseshika theory may be mention-
ed the doctrine of Pakudha Kachchayana, a teacher mentioned by
Buddha, who held that the four elements—earth, water, fire, air—
pleasure and pain, and the soul arethe seven uncreated substances,
or the" Pudgala" theory of the Jains, the Pudgala or matter be-
ing in the two dates of gross (sthula), or subtle (sukshma), and
consisting of atoms or paramanus occupying specific units of
space (pradesa). That a school of Buddhists did formulate a sort
of an atomic theory follows from what Sankaracharya has said
in hisintroduction to Sutral | . ii. 18. Interesting from this point
of view are the following extracts furnished by Wassilijew, Bud-
dhismus, p. 279 — "The Sravakas furthermore assume Monads
that have no parts, and according to the opinion of the teacher
Samghar akshita these M onads do not remain adhering the oneto
the other, but they leave interspaces between them. They rotate
round one another now this side and now that, so as to build up
an aggregate.... Moreover all the Buddhistic sysems uniformly
assume that there is nothing smaller than these Monads, which
can neither be split open nor partitioned. They differ from one
another only in the belief as to whether some of the Monads
posess 9des. But even when it is said in the first instance that
Monads are built out of eight factors, i. e., have eight sdes, still
none ever maintains that they make up a mere concatination (and
not an organic unit)." And once more, | bid. p. 308—" Asregards
[the Atom] the Yogacharas assert that when aperson conceives
(as do the Sautrantikas) the Monad as a compound of six sides,
that invariably meansthat it iscomposad of parts; when however
a person holds (as do the Vaibhashikas) that these six sdes consti-
tute an (organic) unit, then it would be necessary that he should
concede even a ball to be a Monad."—There are however some
essential differences between Buddhistic atomism and the atomism
of theVaiseshikas. Dharmottara, a Buddhist writer belonging to
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perhaps the first century B.C., speaks of atoms not only of earth,
water, fire, and wind, but also of colour, smell, taste, touch and
thelike. There are also non-material atoms like those of the
senseorgans and the mind. The Vaiseshikas have improved
upon this theory by the formulation of the distinction between
Subgtances and Qualities. It is also possble that the Sautran-
tika doctrine of Time as divisible into infinitesimal portions
called ' kshanas ' or instants has a great logical affinity, and
probably also some historical relation, with the Yaiseshika
doctrine of the physical world similarly divided into infinitesi-
mal physical parts. As the Vaiseshikas are not mentioned by
Kautilya (B.C. 300), but are named as such and the doctrines
peculiar to them criticised by writers like Asvaghosha and Vasu-
mitra (1st century A.D.), Nagarjuna(cir. 200 A.D.), Aryadeva(cir.
225 A.D.), and others, the origins of the System may safely be
assgned towards the beginning of the Christian era. And the
Sutrapatha—-barring possible additionsto it here and there—may
likewise be assigned to the same period.

—After the Sutras the earliest extant Vaiseshika text isthe
Bhashya of Prasastapada; but some other earlier texts (e. g. the
Ravanabhashya) seem to have been known to, and diligently
studied by, Sahkaracharya. The Bhashya of Prasastapada is not
exactly a verbatim commentary. It omits altogether quite a
large number of the sutras and has altered the order of thesutras
quite deliberately. Vaiseshika writers of consequence subsequent
to Prasastapada are—(1) Uddyotakara (7th century A.D.), author
of Nyayavarttika; (2) Vachaspati-misraauthor of Nyayavarttika-
tatparyatika (circa 850); (3) Udayana author of Nyayakusu.
manjali and Kiranavali and Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi
(circa 984); (4) Srldhara author of the Nyayakandall (circa 991);
Sankara-misra, author of the Yaiseshikasutropaskara, and others.
This age of commentariesand sub-oommentaries had a full sway
right upto the middle of the second millenium, especially as the
writers had to face learned Buddhist opponents like Dinnaga,
Dharmaklrti and others. Before long however the nead of easy
manuals was felt, and as a result we have texts like the Nyaya-
sara, Tarkabhasha, Tarkakaumudi, Tarkasamgraha, and thelike,
which themselves have given riseto a very large mass of further
commentaries and sub-commentaries There are also indepen-

15 [ Brahmaautrabhashya, Nates |



Il'ii 17— ] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 114

dont compilatory works like the Bhashaparichchheda with the
Muktavall and its further commentaries. In Bengal there arose,
towards the middle of the 13th century, a modern school of
L ogicians whose " hair-splitting niceties and shallow profundi-
ties' have been the terror of young learners and the glory of the
experts. Since the days of the great commentators ending with
Vachaspati-misra and his immediate followers, however, there
has been no significant doctrinal development in the school. —
One characteristic of the school may here be briefly indicated.
Although starting its career asa doctrineof Atomism, theVaise-
shika very soon found the necessity of effecting an alliance with
the sster school of the Nyaya, from which it borrowed its psycho-
logy, its epistemology, and thelogic. The manual-writersand the
followers of the" Navya-Nyaya" or Newer Logic are largely
syncretic in their character. And this fact combined with the
common-sense realism inherent in the system has given to most
of the writings of the school a large vogue as being propaedeutic
to the more advanced philosphical treatises of the other schools.
Theproblem of therelation between Greek and I ndian Atomism,
as between Greek and Indian Logic, ispart of alarger problem,
which it is unnecessary to discuss here in any detail.
—Sutra 18, line 1,— " Raddhanta" isusad in the same sense as
Siddhanta." An attempt is sometimes made to distinguish
thetwo, a raddhanta being regarded as the siddhanta of the
opposad school; but thedistinction is not everywher e maintained.
—Sutra 18, line 2—The Vaiseshikasare called " Semi-nihilists"
because, as the Bhamat!l observes—

A wErEAETEREmEATEt 7, aMFERveREET |,
guet F Fwifdiwaamgia demi Ferafmagyata |)

Alsoin their " Asatkarya" theory of causation they admit the
reduction of existence to non-existence and non-existence to exis-
tence, permitting the duration of existences like the body etc.
only for " threemoments” (that of utpatti, sthiti, and pralaya).
The Buddhists go one step further in reducing everything to
existence and momentariness. Hence the comparison and the
contrest. Compare Anandagiri on the passage—

e AeRfrguerfrEandan | a7 AR, sy
¢ qenawRrrde faaean |
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—Sutra 18, line 3. — As Sankaracharya has himsdf opened the
topic, it would be convenient to find room here for a historical
and bibliographical Note on Buddhism and its main sthods The
date of Gautama (Pali, Gotama), the Buddha (or Enlightened One),
is determined by a reference in Buddhaghosha's introduction to
his commentary called the Samantapasadika on the Vinaya-
pitaka, as aso in the Ceylonese Chronicles called the Maha-
varhsa and the Dipavamsa, to the dfect that the Emperor Asoka
was anointed to sovereignty 288 years after the death of the
Buddha. The general concensus of opinion places the death
of the Buddha in B. C. 477 or circa 480, and hisbirth eighty
years previoudy. The gory of his miraculous birth; his early
training for a princes career; his meeting the" four signs' of
age, dissae, death and recluse, which wean him from the passng
pleasures of the world; his great Renunciation or " abhinish-
kramana" at the age of 28; his search for Truth for seven years,
the Temptation ; the Englightenment under the" Bodhi " tree at
the age of 35; the Preaching of the Law for nearly 45 years
the esablishment of the Samgha or Mendicant Order; and his
end or " Parmirvana ;" istold in many popular books, and we
ned not repeat it here Tears after the death of the Buddha,
and in a ecia Council of Elders convenced for the purposg
the Canon embodying, if not the Buddha's ipsissma verba, at
least the principal tenets and the wdl-remembered sayings and
anecdotes of the Magter, was collected together in what is styled
the" Tipitaka" or the Three Baskets written in what is known
as the Pali language, which mud have differed, and in fact does
differ, in some repects from the language in which the doctrine
was originally preached. The contents of the " Tipitaka" are
as follows—

|—VINAYA-PITAKA OR DOCTRINES OF THE CHURCH—
(i) Suttavibhahga (register of 9ns);
(@) Parajika (causing excommunication )
(b) Pachittiya (liable to expiation)
(i) Khandhakas (special treatises);
(a) Mahavagga (main rulesfor the order)
(6) Chullavagga (minor regulations)
(iii) Parivara-patha (supplement and index)
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[l—SUTTA-PITAKA OR COLLECTION OF DISCOURSES—
(i) Dlghanikaya (52 longer discour ses);
(i1) Majjhimanikaya (152 discour ses of middle length);
(iii) Sarhyuttanikaya (50 discourses in groups);
(iv) Anguttaranikaya (over 2300 enumerations of principles
in ascending numerical groups);
(v) Khuddakanikaya (miscellaneous collections);

(&) Khuddakapatha (short anthology)
(6) Dhammapada (423 pithy stanzas)
(c) Udana (inspired utterances)
(d) Iti-vuttaka (terse sayings)
(e) Suttanipata (additional discourses and questions)
(f) Vimanavatthu (tales of heavenly palaces)
* (g) Petavatthu (tales of goblins)
* (h) Theragatha (107 songs of monks)
* (i) Therigatha (73 songs of nuns)
* (J) Jataka-verses (concluding Gathas of the 547 legends
of the Buddha in his earlier births)
(k) Niddesa (commentary on (€) above)
() Patisambhidamagga (pathway of the Arhat)
* (m) Apadana (exploits and miracles)
* (n) Buddhavamsa (twenty-four Buddhas)
* (o) Chariyapitaka (twenty-five Jataka tales)
¥ (p) Milindapafiha (questions of M enander)
T (g) Nettippakarana (observations on the right-path)
¥ (r) Petakopadesa (introduction to Pitakas)
1 (s) Suttasamgaha (another anthology),

[I11—ABHIDHAMMA-PITAKA OR SYSTEMATIC PHILOSOPHY —

(i) Dhamraasamgani (psychological categories);

(ii) Vibhanga (exposition and continuation of the above);

(iii) Kathavatthu (refutation of her etical views);

(iv) Puggalapafifiatti (types of persons and characters);

(v) Dhatukatha (physical categories);

(vi) Yamaka (questions in pairs with alternating positive
and negative answers);

(vii) Patthanappakar ana (abstruse metaphysical discour ses).

* Not found in Samese Tipifrka.
F Recognised only in Baraese Tipifaka,
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The contents of these vary in age, authenticity and importance ;
but in their ensemble they formed the Sacred Canon of what is
called the Southern, the Pali, the Orthodox, the " Mahasamghika"
or the " Sthavira" school of Buddhism, which came to formulate
within it 18 smaller sub-schools or sects. These schools belong
to a very early period of the history of Buddhism, and there do
not ss.em to have been in existence amongst them any radical
differences of opinion on the essential points. They in fact agreed
more than they differed; acknowledged, with a variation in em-
phasis, practically the same Sacred Canon ;and, compared with
the later schools whose Canon was written in Sanskrit, these are
generally known as schools of the Hinayana or the Lower
Vehicle. The schools designated by Sankaracharya as" Sarvas
titvavadins” and further sub-divided intothe " Sautrantikas"
and the " Vaibhashikas belong to this so-called " Hinayana."
The Hinayana was, speaking broadly, content to regard the
Buddha as a simple mortal, exceptionally endowed, who lived
arighteous life on earth and taught men the true path of salva-
tion, which need not be beyond the reach of ordinary men if they
are willing tolead alife of self-discipline and mystic, supra-
mundane contemplation. The Hinayana thus retains several
features of the primitive or historical Buddhism, and it has not
developed any special aptitude for metaphysical theories and
logical subtleties. As contrasted with the Hinayana, the Maha-
yana or the " Greater Vehicle" transformed the Buddha, or rather
the Bodhisattvas (future Buddhas, being in fact the Buddhistic
analogues of many Hindu divinities), into great mythological
figures with hogs of attendant divinities, who had to be wor ship-
ped by elaborate symbols, ceremonials, and devotion. The Maha-
yana developed special philosophical doctrines, such as the
" Sunyavada" or Negativism and the " Vijianavada" or ldea-
lism, and they brought into existence, by way of comments and
independent treatises based on some Buddhist " Suttas," a large
mass of canonical literature written in Sanskrit of a somewhat
debasd type. Sir CharlesEliot (Hinduism and Buddhism, | | , p. 4)
gives the following very fair characterisation of thetrue spirit of
the Hinayana and the Mahayana schisms: " But in general the
M ahayana was more popular, not in the sense of being simpler,
for parts of its teachings were exceedingly abstruse, but in the
sense of striving to invent or include doctrines agreeable to the
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mass It was less monagtic than the older Buddhism, and more
emotional; warmer in charity, more personal in devotion, more
ornatein art, literature, and ritual, more digposd to evolution
and devdopment, whereas the Hlnayana was conservative and
rigid, seduded in its cloisters, and gpen to the plausibleif unjust
acusation of, Hfisiness” The Hlnayana phase of Buddhism
may be said to begin from about B. C. 300, and it continued—so
far as Indiawas concerned—upto about A. D. 500. In Ceylon,
Burma and Sam it is still a living shod. The Mahayana
phase datesfrom about A.D. 100, and in Northern India it conti-
nued to be active aimog upto A. D. 800. In China and Japan
and Tibet it is even now the national religion, having devedoped
therein further innumerable schign?, and sds and sub-sis
Some of the recent discoveries in Central Asia, and a more pene
trating gudy of the texts and trandations from Tibetan and
Chinez sources have made it probable that there has been a
gradual transformation of the Hlnayana into the Mahayana, S0
that we have to recognise not only alater and an earlier Hina-
yana, but likewise a later and an earlier Mahay ana, the earlier
dating from a period prior to the commencement of the Christian
era, and the later aswodated in particular with the names of
Nagarjuna, Aryadeva, Asanga and Vasubandhu. Accordingly,
Y amakami speaksin bis Systemsof Buddhist Thought (p. 173) of
the Sunyavada of the HInayana as devdloped by Harivarman,
and of the Sunyavada of the M ahayana, designating Harivarman's
doctrine as a gage of transition coming between Hlnayanism
and Mahayanism.

—Sutra 18, line 4—The arguments of the Buddha—and of the
majority of successul teachers for the matter of that—have been
ad hominem, and no wonder if they had to use different starting
points for arguing with differently endowed disciples. Bhamatl
quotes Nagarjuna's Bodhichittavivarana to the same effect—

WA BIFATIWT FHITITEEG: |
firad agar S Sudghn g 1)
ARfRAAST MR |

Prefy JuerfimT qraEEwE |;
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—Sutra 18, line 5.—It is usual to divide the Sarvastivadins into
Mula-Sarvastivadins and the Sarvastivadins proper. The latter
seem to have possessed a part of their canon in Sanskrit, and
fragmentsof their Samyutta and Anguttara, and of the Dhamma-
pada and of Suttanipata and Patimokkha have been in recent
years discovered in Eastern Turkestan in original Sanskrit, and
even in translations into some of the old languages current in
that region, such as, Tocharian, Uiguric, Soghdian, etc. The
Sarvastivadins are further divided into Sautrantikas, who sopped
short of the Suttapitaka, and refused to recognise the canonicity
of the Abhidhammapitaka, alleging that the Buddha had taught
independent " Sutras' on the subject; and the Vaibhashikas, who
not only insisted upon the recognition of all the three Pitakas
but even compiled a" Vibhasha " or commentary on the Abhi-
dharama, for which in particular they wanted to claim absolute
authoritativeness. What according to the tradition is known as
the Fourth Council of the Buddhist Samgha (but what in sober
history was probably the Second) under the leadership of King
Kanishka (circa100 A.D.) fixed the canon of the Sarvastivada
school, which is even believed to have been, by the king's order,
engraved on copper-plates and buried under some stupa. The first
authoritative text of the Sarvastivadinsis the Abhidhar majfiana-
prasthapanasastra ascribed to the venerable Katyayanlputra.
Thereare also a few other texts ascribed to Sariputra, Maudga-
layana, Devasarman and Vasumitra. These texts can now be re-
covered only from Chinese and Tibetan translations, which are
likely to contain not a few distortions and perversions of the
translators, who worked at a much later stage of religious and
philosophical development.

—Sutra 18, line 6—The main internal difference between the
Sautrantikas and the Vaibhashikas is that the Vaibhashikas be-
lieved that the external world was both perceptible aswell as in-
ferable, whereas the Sautrantikas regarded it as only inferable
from the diversity with which our ideas are imbued. " The di-
versity of cognitions in an observer, himself remaining the
same, is explicable only by the operation on him of external
things." The Vaibhashikas argue that the Sautrantika inference
to prove the reality of the object is invalid, because all know
ledge being reduced to inferability no drishtanta and no invari-
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able concomitance can be established. Hence they ought to con-
oede the per ceivability of the world. Another important though
somewhat abdgruse point of difference between the Vaibhashikas
and the Sautrantikasrelatesto their conception of Time. The
former hold that Time pad, present and futureisareal exigence
being perceptible asregards presat and future, but only infer-
able as regards the pas—the difference between these three
dates of pad, present, and future itself depending, upon a differ-
ence of efficiency. The Sautrantikas object to thistheory on the
ground that it impliesasa corollary the exigence of a perma-
nent subgance perssting throughout time. The Sautrantikas
aso objett to distinguishing between the pad, the present, and
the future on the ground of efficiency. " The entity isitsef the
efficdency, and is synonymous with its duration period, or the
time of its appearance” A third essential point of difference
between the two schods was that the Vaibhashikas regarded
the Buddha as essentially human, while the Sautrantikas ssam
to have already recognised a large number of Buddhas as well
asthe doctrine of the " Dharmakaya" belonging to each of them.
We nead not here detail the other minor differences obtaining
between the two sthodls

—Sutra 18, line 1.— The Sarvadivadins have divided the
whole Reality into ssventy-five " Dharmas" or kinds of exis-
tences. The complee classfication can be exhibited in the
following tabular form :—

Reality
l -
! |
72 $¥pa or compound wis 3 wgEpaads, viz, MET
liable to production and and the two fatius(see
dissolution Sttra IL ii. 22, 23 )

i | [
11 s 1 ﬁrﬂwr}, dealing 46 ¥ or fywd- 14 Myl

(w7 =matter) with generalities xFFydedealing gwR9ds
with particularities

i l
5 tfxmagas 5 favgrqads 1 widef or latent impression,
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The above isthe"Bahya" or objective classification of Reality
The " Antara " or subjective classification is made up of the
five " Skandhas" ( see line 10 of the text), twelve " Ayatanas,"
namely, Mana-ayatana added to the five Indriyayatanas, and
Dharméayatana added to the five Vishayayatanas, and eighteen
" dhatus" made up of the six Indriya-dhatus (including the
manas ), six corresponding Indriyavijfiana-dhatus, and six In-
driyavishaya-dhatus (that of the manas being a " dharma-
dhatu"). These 75 dharmas are believed to be permanent in
their noumenal form, but impermanent or transitory as
phenomena. This elaborate classification is givenin Vasu-
bandhu's Abhidharmakosa-sastrain the form in which it exists
in Hiuen Tsang's Chinese translation of cir. A. D. 650, and it is
quite probable that the classification has undergone consider-
able elaboration. The classification given by Sankaracharya
is much more likely to represent the views as they were origin-
ally formulated by Sarvastivada writers, as it seems evident on
the very face of it that Sankaracharya's knowledge of the
tenets of the school was derived from accurate first-hand in-
formation. Moreover, there was the Sutrakara before the
Bhasbyakara, and as all the Bhashyakaras agree in their inter-
pretation of the sutras comprised under the present adhikarana,
we need entertain no doubts as to the veracity of the account
of the Sarvastivada philosophy as here presented. Y amakami
Sogen in his Systems of Buddhist Thought is therefore not at
all convincing when he accuses Sankaracharya of misunder-
standing, and even of deliberately misrepresenting, the views
of the system ho is attacking. Sankaracharya never does this.
Even A. B, Keith has conceded the practical accuracy of the
Acharya's representation of the views of his opponent.

—Sutra 18, line 8. — The Sarvastivadins hold akind of atomic
doctrine. According to them the Paramanu isthe minutest
formof "rupa” whichissaid tobe"indivisible, unanalysable,
invisible, inaudible, untastable, and intangible. " A group of
six such Paramanus around a central Paramanu goes to form
an Anu, which isthe minimum sensibile, all the larger material
things in the universe being aggregated of Paramanus. Now
what makes the Paramanus conglomerate into an Anu is a
quality of adhesiveness (sneha), what makes them capable of
16 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes]
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motion is a quality of propulsion (Irana), what makes them
produce warmth of life and even fire by friction or clashing is
aquality of heat (ushna), and what makes them non-inter-
penetrable is a quality of resistance or hardness (khara), which
all the Paramanus are believed to possess alike. The presence
of these four qualities in the Paramanus leads to the constitu-
tion of Anus and larger aggregates, and eventually the four
Elements of water, air, fire and earth. But since these Ele-
ments as we actually know them possess only one of the four
qualities of their constituent Paramanus in a pre-eminent
degree, the Sarvastivadins take recourse to the supposition that
only one of the four qualities is active in an element, the other
three being for the time latent or dormant.

—Sutra 18, line 8f. — In view of the exposition given in the
preceding Note it is clear that "kharasneh6shnéranasvabhava'
belongs to all the Paramanus of all the Bhutas and not" khara-
svabhava' to earth Paramanus, " snehasvabhava " to water
Paramanus, etc., as the Bhamatlkara and the other commentators
of Sankaracharya interpret the passage. The words of the
Bhashya are capable of both the interpretations, and since, on
the admission of the Sarvastivadins themselves, the several
elements contain only one of the four qualities in a pre-emin-
ently active condition, there is an explanation for the mistake
(i f mistake it be) into which the commentators have fallen.

—Sutra 18, line 10. — Just as in the outer world there are the
Paramanus eventually constituting the four elements, the five
indriyas or sense-organs ( which are probably specific refined
Paramanus), and the five qualities of colour, sound, smell, taste,
and touch which these indriyas perceive,—all presupposing a
grouping or aggregation of the external Reality on the basis of
the division into the four elements, each of which accentuates
only one of the four inherent dispositions ( svabhavas) of the
Paramanus,—so also in the inner world there are (1) the mental
images produced by the working of the indriyas upon the
objects ; (2) the latent impressions produced by these mental
images, which mix up in the texture of the subsequent mental-
images, as well as certain innate ethical predispositions; (3) the
specific concepts or ideas formulated by the working of the
mind upon the data of sense; (4) the pleasure-pain sensations
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consequent upon these functionings of the mind; and (5) the
consciousness of the knowing subject as the presupposition of
all these activities. And these types of internal cognitions
also lend themselves to a classification by five thought-phases
( Skandhas ) of (in the above order of their presentation ) rupa,
samskara, samjna, vedana, and vijiiana. Compare on this point
the remarks of the Ratnaprabha—

And just as the external aggregates originate from the Para-
manus that have a fourfold primitive nature, so also it might
be conceivable that the internal thought-phases proceed from
combinations of certain "units of mind-stuff" of specific but
uniform disposition. Itis not certain whether the Sarvasti-
vadins posited such units of mind-stuff, but it is in any case
clear that they wanted these units as also the Paramanus—all
originally uniform in nature—to give rise to compounds where-
in only one of the original common dispositions would become
accentuated, whilethe others remain latent and allow them-
selves to be subordinated,—these compounds in fact consti-
tuting, and accounting for, the variety of all the physical and
mental phenomena in the world.

—Sutra 18, line 12f. — Mr. Y amakami S6gen makes too much
of a trifle when he objects to Sankaracharya's expression
" anuhetuka" inline 12. It istrue that the Bhutas are pro.
duced out of Parmanus and the formation of Anus out of
Paramanus is possible only because the Paramanus have the
elemental qualities of sneha, Irana, etc. inherent in them,
which cause the Paramanus to hold together. In a sense
therefore the Bhutas ( more accurately their qualities) are the
cause of Anus, and not the Anus the cause of Bhutas. But
surely since Sankaracharya had said above (line8f.) "pri-
thivyadiparamanavah .. . samhanyante " his present expression
"anuhetuka . . . samhati....." must betaken in the light of
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the earlier assertion. The distinction between Paramanus and
Anus need not have so much obsessed the mind of Sankara-
ch&rya, as it was not much involved in the main point of the
argument. And when futhermore the same Japanese scholar
objects to theterm " panchaskandhlrupa " because it is not a
Buddhist technical term, it is doubtful if he has realised that
the word " rupa" in that compound is not—any more than the
word " rupa" in the expression "Bhutabhautikasamhatirupa'—
the same as the technical "rupa’ of the Sarvéastivada philo.
sophy; or that " pafichaskandhl " is a Dvigu compound.

—Sutra 18, line 15. — We are told that the Sarvéstivadins
thought of the Paramanus as ' living," They can accordingly
enter into combinations with one another under the influence
of given causes ( hetu ) and conditions (pratyaya); but being
admittedly devoid of intelligence, how isit that there should
result an unfailing uniformity in their movements and func-
tions, and whence comes it that the causes and conditions,
under the influence of which they function, tend uniformly to
produce the same or similar results? Not only this, but the
results are known to adapt themselves to changing require-
ments as though directed by an intelligent controller. The
atoms of earth, for instance, agree uniformly to subordinate
their other three dispositions to the prevailing disposition of
hardness (kharatva), the atoms of water to that of adhesive-
ness (sneha), and so on; and the elemental (bhautika) products
likewise continue to preserve the characteristics and disposi-
tions of the elements. Asthe Bhamati putsit—

Jaat R saety: 99 ggveraudec SHgIaeR® TIREEE:|
TR gErersmRe Gt o wuMNaar gEveEd
Y g TIAFYA | A q6Q BIE3 agamga: I8 §9 |
A FRIAFEETNOEROGHTNTNNTEPTT © @l 1 gai-
WEEN T FROGAIAE Famgrfiament JgAvant T qR-
JREA g9 sEiafRTNgdRTsa  As Aegeed
YaAFERNT: SO sgEdmAT JaRBaa waflsd

—Sutra 18, line 15f.— The case of the Chitta and the Chaitta

samudaya is not much different from that of the Bhuta and the
Bhautika samudaya. Mental ideas and impressions as well as
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feelings of pleasure and pain follow aregularity in sequence
which is in them even more marked than in the happenings of
the physical world outside. Who regulates the process? It
cannot be the Chitta or the mind, because the mind is the
resultant of the five Skandhas, whereas we are in search of a
regulating principle which is outside and prior to the aggregate
of thefive Skandhas (that is to say, independent of the sentient
individual with his body and his mind) and which yet regulates
them. Moreover the Chitta can function only upon the data of
the senses, and these senses and the whole body, although the
sine qua non for the functioning of the mind, have yet to exist.
To quote from the Bhamatl, once more,—

Y=, g AaAdiag srafeas:, AW g R Saan |
Ay sfFEmEETaws aaisaed e Iugy srata gatd
FITAAT FETHFEATAE FROFAAGY FAnRTaaa, alg—
7 @3 rEngeEaaER iAo Aafiesd, qatg afdssa
FEAHAEPEAMARRR | a9 awwdtar RamydEsaasay
9248, 9TATAY qemEUHiTEa aAdiEEE |

—Sutra 18, line 17.—The cessation of activity leads to the
annihilation of all klesas or passions, and thus paves the
way to the sumrnum bonum of Nirvana. Now this Nirvana
was, to some Buddhist thinkers at any rate, an absolute cessa
tion of all pravritti or activity; but even if one were to argue
that the extirpation of passions really meant to the Buddhists
their transmutation under the influence of knowledge, hate
being turned into love, etc., still that involves at least a volun-
tary reversal in the direction of the pravritti, which is impossi-
ble in the absence of a deliberate and intelligent exercise of
the will.

—Sutra 18, line 18. — The term " Asaya." is explained as—
SISFRSEA FATGUTAGAT TR |

and Anandagiri gives "Samtana" as its synonym, while Bha-
matl and Ratnaprabha render it by " Aiayavijiiana." The
latter term is thus defined —

A ENTSURT THIGEAEH |
ad &1 SIREF T ITEFTRE o
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It is the realisation of the self as the conscious subject under-
lying all individual cognitions, and is therefore a continuous
stream of consciousness. It is not exactly what is called the
"Ahamkara,"” which means the identification of the self of this
moment with the self of a past moment, but it comes closer to
the "anuvyavasaya" of Nyaya philosophy (which is a state of
consciousness in which one feels oneself perceiving, willing,
etc.)—only it is an ever-present consciousness that is running
and changing, but never entirely inhibited except, may be, in
swoon and sound sleep. This conception was elaborated by
the Vijhanavada school of Buddhism, but traces of it may be
seen even in the Mahasanghika doctrine of a root-consciousness
and in one or two other Hinayana positions. Sahkaracharyain
any case is careful to use a distinct term ( asaya) in place of
the Alayavijiana; and as he could not have invented the term,
he must have derived it from some Hinayana text no longer
available tous. The conception is an attempt to explain the
self or the personality as a continuum or samtana. This
samtana, the Sautrantikas declared, could not only be self-
conscious but was even endowed with something like the free-
dom of the will, although in the same breath they asserted that
"Karman" directed the course of the samtana. The theory
(which even some of the Hinayana schools themselves rejected)
was an attempt to find a substitute for the Atman which would
not involve the admission of its eternality. The Atman of
ordinary knowledge is a mere convention. Every time that one
looks within oneself one finds some psychic phenomenon
happening, but one never sees the mere self or Atman in his
nudity, for the simple reason that such a thing, say the Bud-
dhists, does not exist at all. And the false notion of an abid-
ing individuality beneath the transient flux of consciousness is
a mere fiction explicable on the analogy of the false notion of
an abiding flame of a specific size which we imagine the lamp
to possess, whereas in reality there is merely a succession of
latent, predisposing forces (e. g., the air-pressure conditions)
which give us the false appearance of the abiding individuality
of the flame. Sankaracharya's point of criticism isthat if this
asaya or samtana is to give a stamp of individuality to the
whole series, it cannot be any given member of the series, but
must be distinct from the series. And if distinct and if also
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eternal, it is tantamount to the Atman of the Vedantins, who
would not then quarrel about mere name.

—Sutra 18, line, 19. — If the Asayabe merely momentary, dur-
ing the one moment which is all the lifethat is given to it,
it cannot be able to achieve anything but its mere existence.
As the Bhamat! says—

A= qfa: wRgtaAt sqae | 39 QEET AT g |
SYIRT & sqqEgmEaEoES IF AhE: | a9 sArORed
A, 9 SRRy 9 wfEasn, oFaUT FROEEIAATE |
T GARAGANRE STAFOIT: | AN (TREISARTRaTE: |
a9i9 HvEaEnE: |

Ratnaprabha also argues in the same way—

HforE FRRESATN T | FeTd e wAETEREA
wafeRgaoe gitTEE=AamiEad: o

—Sutra 19, line 2.—The Buddhistic doctrine of causation is
quite peculiar and needs to be very carefully studied. The
Sarvéastivadins classify the causal phenomena into "bahya"
or external and"antara"” or "adhyatmika" or internal. The
Vijfianavadins naturally make all causation an ideal pheno-
menon. The causesare divided into direct causes or causes proper
(hetu), and general contributory causes or conditions (pratyaya):
" Pratyayo hetunam samavayah ; hetum hetum praty ayante
hetvantaranlti tesham ayamananam bhavah pratyayah ; sama-
vayaiti yavat." The doctrine is known as "Pratltyasamut-
pada (Pali, Patichchasamuppada)" or " Origination by an inter-
dependent causal chain." Vachaspati-misra in his Bhamatl
givesa very lucid explanation of the theory, which he must
have derived from some Buddhist source like the " Salistamba-
sutra," and which we freely quote—

A ArEa SRR dyuaeen — AR alwege 9g-

48, s, aAq B0E, FIRTAG, A, TEFE:  (awn, Ma-
rathi 8, $&% ), FFA 9, T Foda | swfE S
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F waR..... 960 W % AR R g desgd vk
......... aﬁgwmwﬁ:a&aﬁmﬁamﬂﬁw
Fdfandid, sgaa 3 wal gmd S99 Adide oF.. .
IR 34 AR Jand FE Madandie, senit 34wl g
TSOTRANGARE | AWEEaT g SgATeat qFa-
frmfimalt FEsROAAER 2540 | 3T squiaerd: || aeia-
Rard:  TRESTAIETE] — T GGt SRarTE e
A 1 a9 RIS fremd FAE FAISET A A |
IS @edfd | ATt ReEad | argages e
7AEd dienfteall | R TAEREE B
HPUT dise qftond F0@ | agdemiEgeEt agAt gaad s
ATETET SR, AT | a9 AT anad diveg duewal
FARR. e FalNg waeag diowg okand AR | g
e 5 wFaERE: wEAREEA §A 0

The two varieties of the " adhyatmika-pratltyasamutpada " will
be explained presently. The point of this theory may be thus
brought out. It is enough, the Buddhists would say, that we
are able to assign, for a given effect, a specific number of causes
and conditions, and for each of these specific number of causos
and conditions a specific number of other causes and conditions
which brought each of them into operation at the time when and
in the manner in which each of them operated to produce their
joint result. Further, if in a given instance aresult other than
the normal ensues, we can explain what other causes beyond
the ordinary were functioning, or what ordinary causes had
ceased to function, and we can give reasons for this excess or
deficiency. What more need we ask for ? The reply is obvi-
ous and convincing. We know that under given circumstances
firewill alwaysburn and water will always drown. Whence
this uniformity in Nature, which enables us to deduce what we
call Laws of Nature? Unless the process of causation is
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assumed to be under the direction of some wise Intelligence
who is detached from and independent of the world, life which
is based upon intelligent anticipations of events would be im-
possble even for a single moment. Sz the Bhashya, lines
21-25 beow.

—Sutra 19, line 3ff. — Vachaspatimisra explains the " Avidya "
sries of causation as follows—

srenftng: aefterageardt geai sromat v, Raftaa:
geqRiafiaeaasd | gA §gaiaedl — afRRiaama: ST

...... AfAwed GO | AW yAaRaRy SR
AARTA. .. ... ... SATRAAETHT  AARONEY ITIEA |
gAiEarar W9 wawE SERENEAAIRE, dewonag [
w3y FAAATRATEE /... T G FE EEd
suaoERETaafiE, stmondAmt 34 1w’ ad seiR-
fidRar 9@ | s FEEARaRY @IRSadY  SEARaAesE-
deng deprrftaraafs:, @ gdi MAZTQIA  SeddrATRA
FeeqEEAfaEEgTes: | SiEmandee  Taaira
RAAFE | 3N TG — DGR AS AT A E Tt
gRIIarEafd ®1a aa saw fudiag: #Rd [ddani
T GEaR 9 | Y FIEEIREEEHA  aRagai |
aIga: FA AEE SAR | PG wIERGTOE
U 1 geg AwsTEREEddaE, ERmWAEEEgE Tad 3
RARF, GG @AFAE: (9T reAnaEn HgsRaras
AsERsIEY aint RTAIRER FEEER: | ax gfiean-
qrgat A4 waly = waw w0y faddam IR, srqen A%
ATy qARER: waddutdfla R | T giYsarRuagratsda-
PrRmrrARda: FEwkac: o @4 sfiaagagt see

SrFqul@asa: |
17 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes ]
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The principle underlying the working of this seriesis just the
same, only the terms of the series are different. The terms are
twelve in number and are frequently styled "the twelve

nidAnas (root-causes)," viz.—
{ . 8ifean, ignorance ( blind camel);

. ¥eER, latent dispositions (pot-maker);

[ 3. @, rebirth-consciousness (ape);

. MH&Y, name and form (ferryman );

g=19aH, Six organs of knowledge (mask
with holes);

. &1, contact (arrow entering the eye) ;
L 7. 7=, feeling  (mithuna);

of life
s w N R

Receptive side
o

Present {
8. #mm, craving ( drinking man );

9. 3qrers, rooted ideas (gathering flowers);
10. ¥, action or character ( pregnant
| woman);

{ 11. s, birth (child-birth);

Karma-bhava Upapatti-bhava or

or Potential
sideof life

12. SOROEIrRIRE AT EgEr,  decay-

death-sorrow-lament-suffering-despair.

Future—

Any one term of this chain is inevitably caused by the term
preceding it, and becomes itself the cause of the term that
followsit, No. 12 giving riseto No. 1 and so causing the
" Wheel of Law " to go round and round in endless succession.
The " Wheel of Law " isan ancient and orthodox idea which
has even been preserved in a pictorial form on the Asokan
pillars, and at Ajanta and elsewhere (see, Rhys Davids: American
Lectures pp. 153 ff; the picture-forms are given in brackets
above). The chain falls into a three-fold temporal division :
Nos. 1, 2 belong to the Past, Nos. 11,12 to the Future, the
intermediate eight to the Present Life, five of these eight
representing the passive or receptive side of our life, and the
other three the active side of life, or rather that side which is
pregnant with the potentiality to produce future results. The
chain accordingly is intended to explain the genesis of any
one life from out of a series of lives through which one has to
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transmigrate. The ignorance of man produces in him certain
evil tendencies and dispositions which occasion the false con-
sciousness in the individual that he, a given permanent entity,
has now assumed a birth. Other consciousnesses follow, as
also other forms of knowledge through the gateways of sense,
producing feelings of pleasure or of pain. These leave behind
certain tendencies, cravings and dispositions as also certain
rooted ideas and bents of character which shape the kind of
birth that has to be taken in the succeeding life; and that birth
brings inits train all the attendant sorrows and sufferings,
escape from which is possible only by following the teaching
of the Lord Buddha, which snaps asunder the root-cause of it all,
viz. avidya.— In the Bodhicharyavatarapanjika, Parichchedaix,
the following explanation of the terms of the Avidya-chain is
offfered—

aasdafaiemmagRganfdm () | cEafdagt gt
BT G AR -—oarqaT, SIgURGIT, SAsRIE* |
gW 307 AT g (R ) $8 1 qulenET gesrot
qugiaia BEE waE, AguAiemAl GEreAggianE [
V[, AASSHITAT SEBRIORIASSAIAY [@aT #3fd | F30=ad
eﬁmmﬁwa( E )Fra |a?aﬁ$1r=rmu Arawgy (¥ )
Aasafagen mgﬂaaaz-;ﬁ FAFA TG | ANEEITE
gEmaa( % )9 | A AIEGHE: §Z WPEE: qa6a |
g sgrgaasead: @y (& ) $gsw | gendia: wal s
amdiar 3341 7A04 | g4 oA 3gA( v )gea | gt
Fqaf, fARNoragaE, sFeega, saawid, eiuksE &
AgAmeEar awi( ¢ geEa | SRAEA, ANEGAl,  SEqIEHE—
sreRfrsar(anaedfEann ar [7) safl | sReait ydngs
g | g8 gemaEamaEE( % )@Ead | siefane
g B4 §EITaf, 14 A AR | 8 INEANEE 0
(¢e ) %343 | aHASIAAT qREeFMRAIRGT ar yarar
AR 11 )Regead | weifdeE S RaEi-

* apasan OF a1 OF andssg, derived fromroot @ to cleanse or firg
to censure, denotes apt in the technical sense of faatar
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A5t A, ai3g fwead sTowon( R fEERERL L., |
& (A0 AT 2T | B4 eI &g | R g
¥ JUENTEA 3g: | FgW Aumdst deaafa a3 o9
fAgelisrea Fmed &0fa | o RAwadsi Sgal | af@ar
Famfloma®dd 1 .........AFwds FAEeREG amSE-
RreaFganiAaEsin @0QR, AneTgEaiEdER | 5 am-
SO A WIFAl, 7 WEA, Awagal, dafEflh, A seR-
miRa), 7 IpHROA, AAGEFAR:

Vachaspatimisra has a somewhat different explanation to give

of theseterms. He says—

AAASY 92g Iy @ FEa, [Quedw, Aedw, gesd,
gaea, Ugoadl, ATsAdE, ARcRgdw, sEsREAEREdl,
qamEar ( { ) dUAGEIRT gEENoY | aEmEant et
ferr (R) vogedim fA9dy wEdd | 3egfagar @
g ( 3 ) BoEEl sflu IugFTEREaF, owFg-
TRIA SEAAddd, AeemiEigE amed (¥ ) Feed
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The Brahmamritavarshini, as aso the Brahmavidyabharana,
have a still somewhat divergent explanation of the Pratltya-

samutpada chain, which brings the chain within the compass
of just one life—

afdmfamgnd: | gy RreafRac@u@rGa | &
q ANY ynreesiteidg: | § 9 SR wiar alege
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It may be added that it is not impossible to exhibit considera-
ble points of contact between this twelve-fold series and the
sixteen Padarthas enumerated in the first Nyayasutra, which
gives a group of dialectical categories mixed up with another
group of cosmological categories, and the knowledge of which
Is believed to conduce to the acquisition of the summum bonnm.
The theory has certain inevitable drawbacks. Itsinterpretation
does not seem to have been definitely fixed by tradition; and
the fact that for expressing one and the same concept two
separate words like samskara and bhava should have been used
suggests that the whole theory has been the result of a second-
ary working over of an original nucleus. Nor are the terms
of the chain always and invariably related as cause and effect
to one another. Several terms might be shown to be simultane-
ous in origination (e. g., vedana and trishna) and the series
might at times work backwards (e. g., trishna and upadana
might lead to sparsa and that to increased trishna, and so on ).
Nevertheless, once formulated, the theory has been expounded
and defended with atenacity truly remarkable.

—Sutra 19, line 7. — Jacobi (NGGW, 1896, pp. 43 ff; ZDMG,
Vol. LI, pp. 1-15; and elsewhere) has tried to prove that
this chain of twelve nidanas as enunciated by the Buddha
is, on ultimate analysis, based upon the Samkhya enumera-
tion of 25 categories. According to the Samkhya, the Purusha
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is by nature "kevala" or in a state of absolute detachment or
isolation from all the workings of the samsara, and in the
Yogic condition of the " asamprajnata’ or object-less samadhi
he tries to regain his real nature. If the samadhi does not
always succeed, it is due to the vasanas of the Yogin, to
the latent impressions of his past karman, which disturb the
stillness of his samadhi and give scope to the Prakriti to re-
sume its fluctuations in which the Purusha is readily ensnared,
And on the same analogy it might be said that the origination
of the manifold processes of the world is also due to the vasanas
or samskaras of the Purusha. This gives the following
parallelism between the Buddhist nidanas and; the Samkhya
categories—

Nidana 1, Avidya—Corresponds to Samkhya Prakriti;

2, Samskarm—Corresponds to Samkhya Mahat, which
is the starting point of the series
of phenomenal fluctuations;

3, Vijnana—Corresponds to Samkhya Buddhi, the
starting point of the series of
mental fluctuations;

— 4, Nama-rupa—Corresponds to Samkhya Ahamkara,
the principle of subjectivation or
individualisation ;

5, Shadayatana—Corresponds to Samkhya elevenfold

(i.e, six indriya indriyas + pentad of Tanmatras ;

yatanas working the karmendriyas are not counted

upon six vishayd in the Buddhistic system; the

yatanas ) Tanmatras correspond to the vish-
ayas, especially when it is remem-
bered that the older* enumeration
substituted viseshas for the Tan-
matras ;

6, Sparsa—Corresponds probably to the Karmen-
driyas;

7 to 12—Contain nothing that need be objected to
by any system of philosophy.

* That is, according to Jacobi, belonging to a time when the
Samkhya had yet to develop (or assimilate) the "Guna " theory. Guna
correspond to the " dharmas" of the Buddhist theory.
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Jacobi does not of course wish to suggest that the Buddhist
" pratltyasamutpada” is a slavish copy of the Samkhya theory
of cosmic evolution. But there appears to be sufficient con-
ceptual parallelism between the two. There isthus some point
in the remark that the terms of the Pratltyasamutpada series
contain no factor not already recognised by most systems. It
Is the mode of relation between the terms that differs from
system to system.

—Sutral9, line 9. — Thewords" utpattimatranimittatvat" of
the sutrapatha are changed to " samghatabhavanimittatvat " by
Ramanuja, Nimbarka, Bhaskara and Srikantha. The changed
reading makes explicit what wasimplicit. Itisthusasimpler
reading and islikely to have been a deliberate change from the
original lectio difficilior as Sankaracharyagivesiit.

—Sutra 19, line 12. — See Sutra 20, line 1-2. Sankaracharya's
point here is that even though one of the terms of this series be
credited with the power of producing the next term, how did
the series as a whole and in a given fixed sequence come to be
fashioned ? Moreover the causal phenomenon as conceived by
the Buddhists requires a number of " pratyayas" to simulta-
neously co-operate to produce a given result. Who calls these
pratyayas to be present punctually at the time of origination;
and if their simultaneous presence at a given place and in a
given moment be a mere undesigned accident why should they,
being acoidently thrown together, necessarily help in the pro-
duction of the joint result ? Cannot one of the causal factors be
permitted to say, after all | came here by chance: | see others
working: | need not necessarily co-operate? And if it be said
that, being present, they cannot but co-operate, that being their
inborn nature, what are we in all soberness to think of a series
of agents not one of whom really cares for his predecessor or
his successor, and yet they all, as a series and almost in spite
of themselves, seem to be uniting, as if ordained by Providence
or pre-established harmony, to produce ajoint and complicated
artifact ? Bhamati laysthe finger accurately on the weakest
spot in the argument when it says—

94 §g FqTAAg F14 aFaAsl gAaAdqrRargeraat
AW | GAEE ARG AAEEE A ggmEgear:, wiag
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—Sutra 19, line 13. —The point of the Buddhist opponent is
this: We see the series actually in operation, one member of
it originating another in succession ; and we do not know of a
someone or a something independent of the series that works
the wheel of the series. Because we cannot understand how
the series can go on working without the presence of an inde-
pendent operator, that does not mean that the series does not
work at all; for, "Na hi drishte 'nupapanam nama, " We
must necessarily assume that the series does function although

there be no assignable deus ex machina. To this argument on
the ground of "akshepa" Vachaspati-misra makes the follow-

ingreply—
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—Sutra 19. line 16. —The referenceisto |l | . ii. 12,lines 25-34.
There is involved here a rather difficult question of fixing the
text of the bhashya and its probable interpretation. Inthe text

as printed in all the editions, the epithet" asrayasrayibhutceshu "
can agree with "bhoktrishu,” while its converse in the nest
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line "asrayasrayisunyeshu” must go with "anushu." This
seems a primafacie inconsistency, and to avoid it the Brahma-
vidyabharana, Advaitananda's commentary on the Sahkara-
bhashya, says—

ResmarAR AR IUraART, AFY T afaaEa; |

The construction is not natural: the position of the conjunction
"cha" practically rules it out. Assuming then that the first
epithet qualifies " bhoktrishu," as the Ratnaprabha and Ananda-
giri in fact definitely assert, what meaning can we give to it ?
The commentators render the term by " adrishtasrayeshu," pro-
bably taking "asraya"™ =" adrishta,” the bhoktri being regard-
ed asthe "asrayin" with reference to it. This way of inter-
pretation is questionable. The bhoktri or soul isthe asraya or
adhara of the adrishta, which is the asrayin. |If, ignoring the
" duranvaya,” we construe the passage with the Brahmavidya-
bharana, the anus could properly be called the asrayins of the
soul who is the asraya; but asraya of what? Not of the atoms,
but of the adrishta which, in that mode of construing the
passage, has to be supplied. The term " asrayasrayibhuteshu "
is also rendered by " upakarydpakarakabhuteshu." As the
Brahmavidyabharana explains—

T WAET ddea@dEEIaE ¥ A, agesnen, 39
Fral: aeATa: |

The upakarakas would in this case be the bhoktris in so far as
they are under the influence of adrishta. But even this inter-
pretation is not quite satisfactory, because " upakaryoépakaraka-
bhava" has to be predicated, in the first half of the sentence, of
the souls, and is to be denied, in the latter half, of the atoms.
As all the editions gave the samereading, it was necessary to
consult Mss.  Only three out of the nearly 15 Mss. consulted
gave a variant for " asrayasrayibhuteshu.” The Ms. No. 197
of the Visramabag collection read, for the word " asrayasrayi-
bhuteshu" the suggestive reading of " asayasrayabhuteshu."
Thisreading was confirmed by another Anandasrama Ms., while
athird Ms. from the same library reads " asrayasrayabhuteshu”
which, although in itself meaningless, points to an even better
reading. Now asaya is, as explained in our note to | | . ii. 18,
line 18, a Buddhist technical term for " stream of conscious
18 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes]
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ness" and thereis a point in Sankaracharya's using a techni-
cal term of the Buddhistic philosophy while expounding the
Vaisieshika system toa Buddhist opponent. See below (p. 145),
Noteto | | .ii. 25°"". "Asaya" is synonymous with "antah-
karana" or the mind; but what we expect in the present con-
text is a Buddhistic synonym for " adrishta." Such a synonym
is asrava: compare line 15 of the extract from the Bhamatl
guoted by us on page 129 before: sasravam cha manovijfianam.
Vasubandhu divides" dharmas' into "sasrava' and "anasrava,”
the first group being explained in the Abhidharmakosavyakhya
(p. 13) as—

AqESO § ARG |rEAT |

Especially in view of the sensdess reading "asrayasraya-
bhuteshu" we are justified in concluding that the original
reading was " asravasrayabhuteshu" which gives an excellent
snse, while changing "sra" to "sra" and substituting " ya"
for " v&" under the influence of the following " asrayasrayi”

(line 17-18) are by no means unusual scribal errors.

—Sutra 19, line 17.— Ratnaprabha and Anandagiri say that
"asrayasrayisunyeshu" isavariant reading—

FHHATFR N8 ITFATIBRFAA T |

From this one would expect that editors of these commentaries
would give in the bhashya the reading which the commentators
accept as original and explain. The editors fail us here, all
alike adopting the reading " asrayasrayisunyeshu." Ratna-
prabha explains the original reading by—

SAAPAG: GATaP AvgearRy: |

Probably the true reading here too should be—
AFARG: GaTaEnl angramaea: |

and careful Mss. of Ratnaprabha, would, probably, confirm it.
At the same time, however, the reading mentioned as a pathan-
tara by the commentators is likely to be the original reading
in line 17-18. Bhamatl knows only thereading " asrayasrayi-
sunyeshu," explaining it by " upakaryodpakarakabhavasunyeshu,"
and as an attributetothe atomsit gives a good sense. The con-
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fusion between " asravasrayabhuteshu " and " asrayasrayi-

sunyeshu" in two contiguous clauses of opposed tenor is very
easily explicable.

—Sutra 19, line 23. —Theterm "pudgaia" isthus explained—
g WA T w3 |

It means any mass of matter which is capable of an accretion

and a depletion of parts.

—Sutra 19, line 35. — The Buddhists accepted wholesale the
doctrine of karman and of the transmigration of theindividual.
They speak of the anterior births of the Buddha (compare the
"Jataka" sories), and have developed the doctrine of the
Bodhisattvas, who are to be Buddhas in a subsequent life.
These assumptions of theirs would be meaningless if there be no
identical personality enduring through the successive lives and
passing through avariety of experiences consistently with its
karman. And of course mind or Asaya or Alayavijfiana can-
not take the place of that enduring personality, because, accor-
ding to the hypothesis, mind itself is changing every moment.
And to argue that though a new mind arises every moment,
each succeeding mind preserves the main features of its prede-
cesor intact, is practically to concede the existence of some-
thing that does endure; and then it would be only " namamatre
vivadali " or a fight for mere words.

—Sutra 19, line 28ff— The following dialogue between a
Buddhist Bhikshu and a Jain Kshapanaka as given in the
Prabodhachandrodaya (Act 1 1 1) will be found to have precisely
hit the point of Sankaracharya's contention—

3Tqor: | o7 19 FEoIfEIEGT gu S (33 ad aiEen |
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—Sutra 20, line 1ff. — Ratnaprabha brings out the relation
between the present and the preceding sutra as follows—
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—Sutra 20, line 5. —If the" Nirodha," the Buddhist technical
term for " vinasa" or destruction, were a process occupying an
appreciable time, then " Nirudhyamanata " would imply the
beginning of the process while " Niruddhata" would denote its
conclusion. Since, however, the process is a mere momentary
event, we cannot distinguish between its beginning and end,
both being alike evanescent. This exact distinction between
"Nirudhyamana" and" Niruddha," isthusbrought out by the
Brahmavidyabharana—

IMANCARETG 03 TEYEAARATILOG A5 § Feanas |
LECERE LA

—Sutra 20, line 9. — A thing comes into existence as a karya
of its predecessor in the series, and it passes out of existence
as the karana of its successor. Now, the " karya" nature of a
thing must be distinguished from its" karana" nature: the one
must be transformed into the other, such transformation being
regarded as the life-purpose of the thing. Thus there result
the three instants inthe life of athing: its origination as
karya, its transformation into the karana, and its passing away
after causing the origination of the next member of the series.
This implies duration for three momentsor " trikshanastha-
yitva" at the very least, which it isthe Vaiseshikas and not the
Buddhists who admit. We, however, know from other sources
that the Sarvéastivadins actually believed in this doctrine of
limited permanence. " The substratum of everything " they
assrted, " is eternal and permanent. What changes every
moment is merely the phase of the thing." But it seems
evident nevertheless that the Brahmasutras did not know of
this doctrine, which makes the position a close approach to the
Jain view of the matter. It must therefore have been a sub-
sequent development.  Besides, we have to remember that the
Sarvéstivadins were divided into a number of schools with
varying shades of opinions, and it is not unlikely that the
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school from which the author of the Brahmasutras derived his
information was different from the one the tenets of which are
generally accepted as the orthodox Sarvastivada philosophy.
It is quite unbelievable that,Badarayana or Sankara should have
deliberately perverted the doctrine on such vital issues. It
may also be noted in passing that in accepting the doctrine of
" parinaminityatva" or the noumenal permanence, the Sarvasti-
vadins have departed from the original teaching of the Buddha,
which, in this respect, would seem to have been more faithfully
preserved by the Vijfiana- and the Sunya-vadins.

—Sutra 21, line 3.—The four pratyayas are thus enunciated by
Nagarjuna (Madhyamaka-Karikas,i.2)—

FAN: Nl RGHSFFARTTE |
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and are explained by the commentators as follows :—
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This theory lays down that, for any intellectual or emotional
event, the simultaneous co-operation of a number of factors is
required. The object has to endure throughout the process
of cognition and even prior to it if not also subsequent to it ;
and the same holds true of the sense-organ and of the light, if
not also of the past impressions, which enter so largely into
the constitution of any present cognition. |If, therefore, it were
to be urged that the hetu ( niruddha-kshana) need not exist at
the same time as the effect (asati hetau, karyakale iti seshah—
Brahmavidyabharana) that would not be consistent with the
doctrine of the four-fold pratyayas as giving riseto all the
varied phenomena of our mental and emotional life. Chittam=
jAianam; Chaittah=sukhadayah.
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—Sutra 21, line 6. — The word " samskara” ( Pali, samkhara
=composite things) is the Buddhist synonym for Padartha or
Bhava or Dharma. " Sarvarh kshanikam " is one of the three
cardinal tenets of Buddhism, and the last words of Gotama
Buddha—" Vayadhamma samkhara : appamadena sampadetha ti
(A1l composite or ' confected' things are liableto mutation.
Achieve it then with heedful ness )" revert to the same dogma.
Compare—

JT-AFR AT FE: , HERG GRS gia gl |

An attempt to escape from the evident intention of these words
isto lay particular stress upon ' samkhara." It is samskrita
things, which arise out of the compounding or mingling
together of constituents, that alone are transitory. The " asams-
krita" things are permanent. And then the question arises as
to whether there are any positive asamskrita things that can
be named. This leaves the door open for later theorists who, as
we shall presently see, made even the " Sunya" of the
Madhyamika philosophers a real positive existence. But
whether the Buddhaintended to teach the doctrine of noumenal
permanence may seriously be doubted. He was at any rate
most cautious in his expression, and certain direct questions
about transphenomenal problems he straightway refused to
answer (avyakrita).

—Sutra 22, line 1ff. — The words " buddhibodhyam " etc. look
like a quotation, but it cannot be traced. The Abhidharmakosa
gives a Karika which agrees in sense, viz.—

AfEa ARTeid EEd Sradian )

The implication is that the three are not buddhi-bodhya,
samskrita, and kshanika, i. e, they are permanent self-subsis-
tent entities the nature of which passes our comprehension.
The Pratisamkhya-nirodha is thus explained—

dem afy:, afRge dew wRdew, T3 agdE g
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The deliberate sublation not only of one or more objects but,
through Right Knowledge, of the entire samsara, with all its
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attendant klesas, is, as Sankaracharya says, a case of this
Nirodha, The Apratisamkhya-nirodhaisthusexplained—

wgue! @At Ry SR g A
AEEgt EA: smRaEarEi: |

Examples of this are the day-to-day friction with the wind etc.
which causes new and rough surfaces of stone or wood to become
smooth, and all such gradual though imperceptible operations
of natural forces. A case of such an Apratisamkhya-nirodha
would be the disappearance into the limbo of the Past of all
those moments or momentary phenomena which we might
have observed but did not observe through reasons such as
absent-mindedness.  "Such an unrealised possibility of the
perception of the dharmas, passing from the future stage of
"will be perceived' into the past stage of ' were not perceived'
without touching the present stage of ' being perceived' by one
whose attention was otherwise engrossed, is an example of
Apratisamkhya-nirodha." What are inreality only two special
cases of Pratisarhkhya and Apratisarhkhya Nirodhas have often
been regarded as the only possible cases of them, as when
Vasubandhu tells us that "the true characteristic of Pratisam-
khya-nirodha is deliverance from bondage. It is the dharma
par excellence amongst all the dharmas the supreme goal
amongst goals, the highest of all things, the noblest of all
reasons, the greatest of all achievements." It is, in other
words, synonymous with Nirvana, being the extirpation of the
klesas by means of knowledge, or more precisely speaking,
their transmutation into Bodhi. Compare the well-known,
but ungrammatically expressed, dictum—

a: ga: g, aq GeR Akt |

Sankaracharya seems, on this point, to be truer—or at any rate
nearer—the original form of the doctrine of the Nirodhas than
some of the later writers of the Sarvastivada school.

—Sutra 22, line 3. — That the three are " avastu " or immaterial
(not however unreal) follows from the fact that according to
the Buddhist philosophy, "samkharas" alone are material,
while these three are classed as " asamskrita-dharmas.” See
the table on page 120, before. That they are " abhavamatra”
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probably implies that they are incapable of giving birth to
other evanescent dharmas, as is the case with all other momen-
tary existences. By the epithet "nirupakhya" Sankaracharya
probably refers to their indescribability. Ratnaprabha renders
the word by 'nissvarupa.' Yamakami Sogen suggests that
Sankara's 'nirupakhya’ is a mistake for 'nirupakhya,' rupa
being the Sarvastivada synonym for matter. But then, what
is the distinction between avastu and nirupakhya? In view
of the fact that one of the Nirodhas can be identified with
Nirvana, the undefined and undefinable summum bonum of the
Buddhists, we think that Sankaracharya is correct in his use
and interpretation of the epithet in question.

—Sutra 22, line 8ff.—Sankaracharya's point isthis. If, accord-
ing to the doctrine of the momentariness of things, everything
is coming into existence and at once passing out of existence,
ushering in, as it disappears, another thing which is to repeat
the same process, what is the need and purpose of a special
"nirodha" with its two sub-divisions? This nirodha must
achieve a destruction other than what overtakes the things .
every moment. If the whole pillar, for instance, is being
destroyed and re-created moment after moment, what is the
point in telling us that the edges of the pillar are slowly be
coming smooth and glossy? The new series of pillars with
smoothened edges, ex hypothesi, have nothing to do with the old
series, and so it is immaterial whether one of these pillars
happens to be more smooth than the other, assuming for the
moment that we can make such a comparison. Let us then
imagine that the function of the nirodha consists in inhibiting
the production of a new momentary existence from the preced-
ing momentary existence. If now the preceding momentary
existence is in this way unable to originate the following
momentary existence, it is as good as non-existence, because
existence to the Buddhists means functioning. Compare the
stanza ascribed in the Bodhicharyavatarapanjika (ix. 6 ) to the
Buddha himself—

qivrer: gdbeEr sftauor Fa: & (
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And if the preceding momentary existence is non-existing, that
argues for the non-existence of all the preceding series of
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momentary existences, so that with the snapping away of the
last link in the chain of "samtana" the whole chain falls to
pieces, which however must be regarded as an untoward con-
tingency. Compare the Ratnaprabha—

gaEl am qEral [WEIET ware | afe dary sagon
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Consequently the " nirodha" can neither be applicable to the
series viewed as a whole, nor as producing its sublative effect
upon a given solitary member in the series— And even ignor-
ing the doctrine of the series of momentary existences, the
guestion remains whether anything (whether momentary or
ortherwise) can at all disappear leaving absolutely no trace of
it behind, as the doctrine of " Nirodha" requires usto assume.
Asthe Gita says (ii. 16 )—

A B v R @ad a8 )

Finally, the special case of Apratisamkhya-nirodha.asVasuban-
dhu explains it, can also be refuted by the same argument as
above. For, even if we do not raise the ultimate issues such as
" who or what it is that can ignore the things beforeit, and
remain engrossed by something else it is still pertinent to
ask—If things are to pass away whether anyone looks at them
or not, why make a special case of things that translate them-
sdves from the Future into the Past without touching the
border of the conscious Present ? The special case of the
Pratisamkhya-nirodha, viz. nirvana, is taken up in the next
sutra.

13aq | aREaTTamEes qaiR: AR soR-alg Tea-
Frme dareg A fAERd A @R[ ¥q, T a9 9w —
FA 7 R 2 Rl T firgy )
N AR adr Frgaf ameaRiegd o
[ adregst Haamrd 7 fga gend:

19 [ Brahmasntrabhashva Notes ]
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—Sutra 22, line 13.—The word " avichchhedat" from the sutra
is interpreted in two different ways in the Bhashya: (i) because
of the non-interruption of theSeries; (ii) because of the absence
of absolute distinctness ( vichchheda ) between what goes away
( gbata ) and what takes its place (mrittika).

—Sutra 23, line 1.— Bhaskaracharyaapparently did not read
our sutra 23.  An identically worded sutra occurs ( no. 16) in
the Vaiseshika refutation. The Bhashyakaras who do read it,
interpret it very differently—

¥, 990, ) _ FFIIEARE, @@ a1, SERe giadear-
i } iR Deaag: |
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Most of the commentators are either too brief or very unsatis-
factory in their explanation of the " ubhayatha-dosha." In
connection with this it is to be noted that certain editions
(particularly the one on which Deussen's German translation
is based) read in line one—

LRGP CR@IE NP R
in place o—
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which is probably a dittography under the influence of the
wording of sutra 22. The reading is clearly wrong.

—Sutra 23, line 2f. — Sankaraoharya's words leave no doubt
that he attributes to his opponents the view that things perish
automatically and without a cause. It is difficult to under-
stand what exactly Sankaracharya has in his mind. The doc-
trine of Momentariness implies that things originate and perish
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in one moment, or at any rate originate in one moment and
perish in the next moment. Compare Nyayamanjarl, p, 447—

g QI FEE FAREHERE MR |

But this destruction of things moment after moment cannot be
the " nirhetuka-vinasa-abhyupagma " that Sankaracharya here
alludes to. For, according to the doctrine, just asthe preceding
moment in the series is regarded as the cause of the origin of
the succeeding moment, even so, the succeeding moment can
well be regarded as the cause of the destruction of the preceding
moment, so that there is no Nirhetuka vinasa. To quote the
Nyayamarijarl again—

awd g 94 FF a7 94 aq sl | T HomfREar
uran: a%d 9 RaPRuaE |

As another explanation, we might begin by distinguishing
between the normal destruction of momentary existences within
the chain of causation and the destruction of the chain as a
whole, which last takes place only at the time of Nirvana.
Now, the " Pratisamkhya" or the True Knowledge which isto
effect the cessation of the Avidya chain must be supposed to be
outside the chain ; otherwise it cannot destroy the chain. But
according to the Buddhist hypothesis al | existing things are com-
prised within the chain. The " Pratisamkhya" must therefore
be out of the sphere of existence or, in other words, non-existent.
Destruction by a mere non-existence is not possible; for, as
Vallabha observes—

AfE Tt WA A5G !

But this does not explain how the Buddhists would be com-
pelled to give up their assumption, as Sankaracharya asserts.
It may be noted that Vallabhacharya does not refer to any
Buddhist assumption of the kind at all. — The Brahmavidya-
bharana has another way of explaining the difficulty. It seems
to say that although there may not be an actual abhyupagama
of the kind on the part of the Sarvastivadins, they ought to have,
consistently with their theory, made that abhyupagama. And
assuming that they do make the abhyupagama to which they
are logically driven, Sankaracharya, we are assured, shows that
they will be compelled to abandon that abhyupagama. One
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should have thought that an abhyupagama to which they were
driven they would most gladly surrender, if need be. The
words of the Brahmavidyabharana are—

grepsfdenfity @ FlgE Road,  afdenRed
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The explanation given is not accordingly quite satisfactory.—
The other commentators are all tantalisingly silent on the point.
Sogen therefore asserts, "Sahkara is here guilty of a grave mis-
representation,” inasmuch as the doctrine of "nirhetukavinasa"
or causeless destruction is absolutely unknown in Buddhism,
which has always maintained that nothing can ever happen
without adequate causes and conditions. We rather think that
Sankaracharya has here in mind some Buddhist doctrine which
holds that the Nirvana or cessation of klesas is something which
everyone is going to achieve one day or the other. We have
fallen into the stream and are sure one day to reach the ocean.
Every man is potentially the Buddha. The primitive Buddhist
view regarded the Nirvana as a thing to be attained by deli-
berate and sustained effort in a particular direction. The later
view, which cannot have been unknown to Asvaghosha, and
which is implied in the following quotation from the Milirtda-
pafiha (p. 268-69) makes the Nirvanathe inevitable birth-right
of all; it is not born of karman, and can therefore be called

nirhetuka—

(@A AFUA ATHASA F2TF AT ... R
a4 (HA394 FERiE, AT AR 058 AmTER ... ... |
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Thisisinconsistent; and Sankaracharya is bringing home to
the Buddhist, in the very words of King Milinda or Menander,
thisinherent incompatibility of the doctrine of Nirvana by
following the Noble Eight-fold Path with the doctrine that the
Nirvanais nirhetuka. This doctrine, it may be noted in passing,
is analogous to the Vedantic doctrine that the moksha is
neither utpadya, nor vikarya, nor prapya, nor samskarya ( see
Sankarabhashya on I. i. 4). There is thus no "grave misrepre-
sentation” on the part of Sankara, but grave ignorance on the
part of those who accuse him of it in this particular case.

—Sutra 23, line 4. —The " marga " is the " Noble Eight-fold
Path," or "Ariyo Atthangiko Maggo." It consists of (1)
Samyag-drishti, (2) Samyak-samkalpa, (3) Samyag-vach; (4)
Samyak-karmanta, (5) Samyag-gjiva, (6) Samyag-vyayama, (7)
Samyak-smriti, and (8) Samyak-samadhi. Of these eight,
Samyag-drishti consists in mastering the four Noble Truths or
" ariyasachchani, " viz, dukkham, dukkhasamudayo, dukkhani-
rodho, and dukkhanirodhagamini patipada. For details of the
other terms see Dighanikaya, xxii. 18-21,

—Sutra 24, line 2. — In the two preceding sutras Sankara has
indeed not proved that the two nirodhas are not "nirupakhya,"
that is, that they are "sopakhya ;" all that he has proved isthat
the nirodhas are as such impossible: they are not avastu,
abhavarupa, etc., as postulated ; but what they are he has not
exactly said, although perhaps we can say that they are, if
anything, just the opposites of these in nature. He now wants
to prove that the " akasa " is also a bhavarupa-vastu.

—Sutra 24, line 7. —The syllogism to prove the existence of
the akasa as a distinct dravya is thus stated—

(i) wedl @Fenon, aylomavgaRRSumasitaasg,
Eagiag |
This proves that sabda is a guna.
(i) w=) geaanda: , YU, Jawaq )
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This proves that sabda must reside upon some dravya.
(iii) o3 RamegeanARwEEadia: sezsAiaa afa
THTAFEE | AT awad, Jul §UA 1|

This proof by the method of exhaustion establishes the exist-
ence of the akasa as a distinct dravya.

—Sutra 24, line 8. —The Abhidharrnakosa-sastra of Vasuban-
dhu hasthe following description of akasa—

" Freedom from obstruction is the sole characteristic of
akasa and it is owing to this characteristic that the
activity of material things is rendered possible,"

The bird in the cage has its flight obstructed and so it cannot
soar into the open akasa. The nature of akasais, not to obstruct
the flight in any direction whatsoever. This gives the akasathe
character of aninfinite all-pervading entity. And it is ayastu
because it is immaterial. It obstructs nothing and cannot itself
be obstructed by anything.

—Sutra 24, line 11. — Sankara's argument is subtle, but quite
cogent. The absence of a ghata in the room comesto an end by
somebody bringing in the ghata. The absence of a white crow
intheworld can similarly be destroyed by the chance disco-
very of such a species, say, in the polar region. Howsoever
widespread the absence might be, it is liable to be destroyed by
one contrary instance. Now akasa is "avaranabhavamatram,”
and if one avarana exists anywhere, e. g., the cage of the bird,
or even the presence of one flying bird overhead, avaranabhava
must come to an end. In the case of the ghatain the room
destroying the ghatabhava in that room (but not in any other
room), we distinguish betwen the abhavas according to their
" anuyogins,” but that is so because space is a reality capable
of division into parts. The abhava qua abhava is not affected.
by the size of its anuyogin. Hence Sankaracharya's argument
that when one bird is flying into the akasa, the akasa which
alone makes the flight possible being destroyed, another bird
cannot fly, unless we imagine that the akasaitself (or some
other entity like space) is Vastusvarupa and so capable of
divisioninto parts.
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—Sutra 24, line 12. — The passage which Sankaracharya means
isgiveninYasomitra's Abhidharmakosa-vyakhya as follows—

3% @B unam | gl o mow g3 Al ) oEd sew
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For asimilar situation, of which this may have been possibly
an echo, compare the Brihadaranyakopanishad, IIl. vi and viii.
—Bhaskaracharya quotes a stanza, purporting to be the words
of the Buddha, where the existence of the akasa as an existing
entity is clearly admitted—

ARy RufAdiamas sva: &6 1
e fRdsanga@ Raa: o

The stanza is quoted in the Bodhicharyavatarapafijika under
i 33

--Sutra 24, line 22. — The argument is analogous to that given
inll.i.18*%®

—Sutra 25, linelff.— The orthodox Sarvastivadins seem not
to have ascribed momentariness to the things themselves but
only to their phases. "The cause never perishes but only
changes its name when it becomes an effect, having changed
its state. For example, clay becomes jar having changed its
state; and in this case the name clay is lost and the name jar
arises." Mr. Sogen even suggests that Sankara's doctrine of
causality is here anticipated and may 6ven have been borrowed
from the Sarvastivadins. He conveniently ignores that San-
kara is merely expounding the Brahmasutras, and that the
Chhandogya Upanishad had certainly preceded all the dispu-
tants in the field. It must therefore be assumed that the doc-
trine that "the phase of a thing or person changes every
moment while its substratum is eternal and permanent,” is a
later development within the Buddhist school, and not the
original doctrine of Buddhism as known, to the author of the
Brahmasutras.
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—Sutra 25, linel7ff.— The usual illustrations given to prove
the illusion of identity and permanence while in reality there
is a momentary succession of similarities are: (i) the flowing
river-stream, (ii) the burning flame of the lamp, and (iii) the
jaladharapatalam or apatch of clouds (perching on the hill-top).

—Sutra 25, line 23ff. — There seems to be a confusion here bet-
ween what is transient and what is simple. Because a thing
or a sensation or an idea is to last only for amoment, that is no
reason why its content must be simple. A very complex idea
and even a succession of such complex ideas might in one
moment flit across the mind. Compare the usual illustration
of "satapatra-patrasata-vedha'. by just one prick of the needle.
In fact none of our ideas—however short their duration—are so
simple asto comprise just one datum of sense and no more
although neither the Buddhists, nor their opponents for the
matter of that, seem to have recognised this fact. The whole
argument hence is vitiated by this misconception. Bergson, the
modern, champion of the Doctrine of Momentariness, has, it may
be added, secured considerable plausibility for his view by
recognising the manifold and highly complex nature of the
contents of the transient and successive mind-phases.

—Sutra 25, line 27ff, — In arguing with his opponent Sankara-
charya uses the technical terms of the other school with an easy
familiarity. Hence the use of the expression "buddhi-samtana.”
Compare |1. ii. 19

—Sutra 26, line1ff. — Ramanuja and Srikantha assert that the
abjection in this sutra has a special application only to the
Sautrantika. Madhva is peculiar in referring sutras 26 and 27
to the Sunyavadins. Other Bhashyakaras generally agree with
Sankara's interpretation. With Sankara's interpretation the
question arises, what new objection and new argumentation does
the present sutra urgethat has not already been urged in passages
likellii. 20°%2? Having opened the discussion of the inter-
nal or subjective phenomenawith sutra25 (linelf.) it is awk-
ward that there should be a return to the discussion of external
things in sutra 26, especially when there is no new point to be
brought forward. It is also necessary that, having disposed of the
Vaibhashika view concerning the reality of the external world,
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Sankaracharya (and the Sutrakara) should have something to
say against the Sautrantika view of the inferability of the
external world. Hence Ramanuja's application of the present
sutra for that purpose seems fairly justified.—Ramanuja begins
by observing—

T AEgTREREraEAEEiREaEA: arRmE gar-
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Ramanuja states the Sautrantike view as follows—
A EHE GAd @AFdi st Fanda Herrproniad |

And his refutation takes the line that the bimba of the past
moment cannot give rise to a pratibimha in the present moment.
At the same time it so happens that the line of argumentation
followed against the Sautrantikas can be made to have a wider
application, such asis givento it in Sankara's interpretation.
"The Brahmavidyabharana has perceived the drift clearly, when,
after explaining the interpretation of Sarikaracharya, it says—
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—Sutra 26, line 3. —The words "Nanupamridya pradurbhavat"”

are also quoted in Nyayasutra iv. i. 14 as a purvapaksha view.
| have not been able to trace its ultimate source.

—Sutra 26, line 28f. — For the abhyupagamainline 28 sel |.
ii.21,line 3, and our Note on the same. For the abhyupagama

inline29,seell.ii. 18, lines6-11 and Notes thereon.
—Sutra 27, line 1,—The interpreters (e. g., Ramanuja) who
limittheapplicationof sutral | .ii.26 totheSautrantikasonly,

want to extend the application of the present sutrato both the

Sautrantikas and the Vaibhashikas. The wording of the sutra

suggests, however, a direct reference to the preceding sutra; and
20 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes]
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it was this circumstance that probably led Sankaracharya to
interpret sutra 26 in the way he does The wording of sutras
I'l.ii.26, 27 contains nothing that would justify Madhva's
interpretation of them as a refutation of the Sunyavada.

—Sutra 27, line 7. — The following is a brief summary of the
arguments which Sankaracharya has used, in what is known
asthe " Samudaya" adhikarana ( sutras Il. ii. 18-27 ), against
the two Buddhist schools of Sarvastivada philosophy—

1. Multiplicity of schools and divergence of views, I1. ii.
183811, Qi 2522 11, i 32

2. Physical and psychical aggregatesin the absenoe of
some sentient cause of aggr egation not possible, |1 .ii.

3. The cycle of twelve Nidanas can possibly explain soli-
tary individual events, but their ordered symmetry

and succession remains unexplained, | | . ii. 19%?°, and
can have no assignable purpose even if we somehow
succeed in explaining it, I 1. ii. 192°2°;

4. Even the individual events cannot however be explain-
ed by reason of the acceptance of the doctrine of the
momentariness of things, | |. ii. 20°% which, on no
possible hypothesis, can ever be successfully defended,
. ii. 21,

The untenability of thetwo Nirodhas, II. ii. 22 ;

The unsound and inconsistent view about " nirhetuka
vinasa" and " pratisaihkhya-nirodha" as exemplified in
the attainment of the Nirvana; also about " Akasa,"
[ ii. 24;

7. The doctrine of momentariuess, when applied to facts
of inward experience (e. g., memory), becomes absolute-
ly untenable, I1.ii. 25, as leading to all sorts of in-
convenient consequences,

8. The doctrine assumes the production of what is called
" sat " from what is admitted to be " asat,” which is
impossible, I1. ii. 26"%, 1. ii. 27. Change implies
permanence as its basis; otherwise it would not be felt
aschange, | | .ii. 2622,
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—Sutra?28, line 1ff. — For the distinction between the Hl nayana
which developed what Sankaracharya here calls the Bahyartha-
vada" and the Mahayana which gave rise to the two systems
of thought known as the" Vijfianavada" and the " Sunyavada"
compare our Note on page 118 before. Historically the Sunya-
vada is earlier than the Vijfianavada, because Nagarjuna the
reputed founder of the first is placed circa 170-200 after Christ,
while Asanga the reputed founder of the last is assigned to
about A. D. 350. The so-called " founders " of these philosophies,
it is now generally recognised, are, however, no more than
their most successful expounders or systematisers, since germs
of these doctrines have been traced in works produced towards
the beginning of the Christian era. There is, therefore, some
justification here for abandoning the purely historical, in
preference to the more or less logical, method of presentation
which seems to have been followed by the Bhashyakara. Whether
the Sutrakara intended to direct this Adhikarana against the
VijAanavada, or against the Sunyavada ( as is contended by
Jacobi), is apoint to which we will revert towards the end of
this Adhikarana.

—Sutra 28, line 4,—The Vijfianavadins recognise only one
(the Vijnana) out of the five Skandhas or agglomerates which
are recognised by the Sarvastivadins : see Notetoll.ii. 18, line
10. They refute the other four aggregates ( which presuppose
the external world ) by arguments involving the " Prasanga"
(=parasya anishtapadanam) or the Reductio ad absurdum method
of attack. A good example of this method is to be found in
lines 8-12 below. As a destructive weapon it could be rendered
almost irresistible, and in fact the Brahmasutrakara (to say
nothing of Sankaracharya) has himself adopted it in several
places(see I'l.i11.32; the word prasanga is used five times in
the sutras, and praaakti twice). The mode of argumentation
labours under the serious drawback of not requiring any
positive thesis or a definite point of view to maintain, and it
could accordingly come under the class of Vitanda, which is
defined as "Pratipakshasthapanahino jalpah." The Vijfianavadin
has. as we will presently notice, employed certain independent
positive arguments also in support of his position.
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—Sutra 28, lines 6ff. —On behalf of the Purvapakshin the
Acharya puts forward six arguments which he refutes seriatim,
besides using four additional arguments to silence the opponent.
These are shown below—

Arguments Answers
@Qrr.ii.28,lines67 — [1.i1,28,1ines3047;
2 11.ii.28/linesg&12 - I1.1i.28,lines48-53;
(3)Mii.28, lines12-16 - ['l1.ii.28,lines54-55,57-63;
AI11.ii.28,1lines17-19 — I'l.ii.28,1ines55-56;
B)11.ii.28,lines19-22 —  |1.ii.29;
@®11.ii.28,1ines23-29 —  11.ii.30.

Extra arguments
(1)11.ii.28,lines63-66;
(2) 11.ii.28,lines67-81;
(3 11.1ii. 28, lines 82-91;
@ 11.1i. 31, 32.

—Sutra 28, line 6. —The argument in question is the starting
point and the stock-in-trade of all idealistic theories. The world
without can reach us only through the gate-ways of sense.
Our primary and direct contact is with our own pictures
(sensations, ideas, or by whatever other names we might call
them) of the external world, and we have no right to assume
that there is any world at all to correspond to our ideas about
it. Asinthe well-known palace of the Pandavas built by the
AsuraMaya, so in what we call the world, a malicious Provi-
dence may be amusing himself by creating in us ideas of earth
and water where the opposites of these, or in fact where nothing
at all, mightbereally existing. Sankaracharya's answer amounts
to saying that ,a mere possibility is no argument. In the
absence of valid and adequate grounds we have no right to
reject the prima facie view, especially when it is the view of
everybody around us. Moreover, when the idealist argues,
"l am sure of my own ideas, but | do not know if there be
aworld without corresponding to my ideas,” is he not surrepti-
tously imposing the language of space on the "ideas" which, he
seems to say, exist somewhere inside the four corners of his
body ?
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—Sutra 28, line 10. — The variant reading " paramanva
bhasajnananutpatteh” (because [with reference to the pillar]
there docs not arisein usa perception of their atomic appearance)
gives a more straightforward meaning perhaps than the reading
"paramanvabhasaj ndnanupapatteh" given by us, following most
of the editions.

—Sutra 28, lines 11ff. — Anandagiri thus explains the point—

WEEEAT AR W3 TAreagaeaIeaeay , W -
RITAEAY FsImEaiEtg: |

And if it is argued that the pillar is different from its parts and
yet permanently connected with them by "Samavaya,” that is
ruled out by the refutation of the Samavaya theory already
made.

—Sutra 28, line 12. — The Advaitabrahmasiddhi ( pages 96f. )
givesthefollowing refutation of Jati—

FTAAT FFAIHT SraaiEeE @asaregs | ReraIRiees
g agiaega: | Maifieesen | @sgaq |
The Brahmavidyabharanaputsit slightly differently—
WA: & Fiewd saiy a0d JaH49A | AT, TIRL A
FIAGR | A BT, ArafEgan |

Thereis, it will be seen, much cheap and irresponsible logic in
these so-called "prasanga" arguments.

—Sutra 28, line 12ff. — Our ideas of ghata, and the like pos-
ss the one common characteristic of being our ideas. And just
as, if our idea of one and the same object were to be now faint
and now clear, we attribute this variation in impression not to
anything that has happened to the outward object, but rather to
some modification in our own perceptive organism, even so the
ghatatva, patatva, and the other viseshanas of our idea, which is
the viseshya, must be held to proceed from something that
belongs to the idea itself. A concrete physical object outside
the idea cannot certainly be joined to the idea as its viseshana
asif it wereitstail or pendant. Because the ghata, for instance,
isfiveinches in diameter our idea has not that physical dimens-
ion or size or shape or colour or the like. The "ghatatva" must
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therefore be of the very same nature, form and character as the
"idea" itself. And once this isconceded, why should we seek an
outside something to do duty as the "bimba" in relation to the
"pratibimba” of the "jar-ness" in our idea? The obvious reply
of course is, why should we not ?

—Sutra 28, Line 17ff. — Bhamatl explains the argument as
follows—

799 68 FUAEGNERE aq ad A WEd, TUEETEFERE!
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—Sutra 28, line 22ff.— Bhamatl says that the objector who
raises this question against the Vijfianavada position is the
Sautrantika who regarded the external objects as inferable from
the diversity of our cognition. The point of the argument on
the basis of the vasanas or subliminal impressions is this. In
any act of adult cognition at least 90 p.c. of the factorsthat go to
make up the contents of the cognition in the form 'thisis a jar’
are supplied by the mind. The contribution of the external
physical stimulusis so slight as to be almost negligible. Some-
times indeed, asin hallucinations, it need not at all exist,
while, at other times, we are so much obsessed by our own
subliminal impressions that although an object x is actually
present before us we think that we have not x but y before us. If
our vasanas are so very potent, why not make them masters

of the whole field and altogether dispense with the outer world
alongwith all itspuzzling problems?

—Sutra 28, line 41f — The full stanza runs thus—
TEayaed sz |
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It originally comesfrom Dinnaga's Alambana-parlksha. Com-
pare the Tattvasamgrahapafjika ( Gaek. Or. Series), p. 582.
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—Sutra 28, line 45ff. — The mayavada advocated by Sankara-
charya deniesreality to the phenomenal world, but that is only
in the extreme instance, and from the point of view of the
Highest Truth such as it is determined, not by any process of
human reasoning but by intuitive realisation, and pending that,
by the Vedic texts. The Buddhists however claim to appeal to
the common-sense of mankind, and they have no right to so
flagrantly contradict the same, — In this connection it is worth
noting that the Vijnanavadins also differentiate between the
absolute ( parinishpanna), the relative ( paratantra), and the
imaginary ( parikalpita) points of view. The same is also the
cae with the Sunyavadins. As Nagarjuna explicitly states
( Madhyamaka Sutra, xxiv. 8f.)—
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It accordingly becomes a question of determining whose abso-
lute is the real absolute, a question in the proper solution of

which one's credo is as much liable to lead the judgment as
ONe's reason,

—Sutra 28, line 53. — The " Prasahga" dialectic alluded to
hereis stated beforein I'1.1i. 28, lines 8-12, and it brings in a
fourfold alternative asti, nasti, ubhayam, anubhayam. Compare
the mode of reasoning followed in the Bhashyaunder I I . ii, 14
and elsewhere.

—Sutra 28, line 56. — Compare the Bhamati—
fRUTAATR: GEIGIRE:, W& CF ISV FEARER: | A
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The point isthat as all cognition is for the soul (sakshin), and
as the soul can reach the world without only through the gate-
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ways of sense, it becomes a necessary condition of the soul's
perception that the data of our senses be presented to him
translated in terms of the mind. The soul cannot witness the
physical colour of the cloth as we can purchase it in tins, but
can witness the mind's picture of that colour. This means that
the mind and its object, the mental picture, are simultaneously
presented to the soul, the one being the means ( upaya) of the
cognition of the other, which accordingly becomes the upeya.
But thisis no ground for making absolutely no distinction bet-
ween the pratyaya or cognition and the vishaya, or its object.

—Sutra 28, line 57ff — Ghatajfiana and patajnana agree in so
far as they are jnanas; the real difference between the two must
therefore be due to the viseshanas which must necessarily be
supposed to exist independently of the viseshya. The same
applies to the ghatajfiana and ghatasmarana where two distinct
cognitions (direct and remembered) concerning the same object
establish the difference between the object and its ideas. — In
connection with thisargument it is however worth noting in
passing that Sankaracharya is herein deliberately surrendering
a position that he had taken up against the Vaisesbikas in I1.
ii. 17", where the qualities which are the Viseshanas he wanted
to actually identify with their Viseshyas, the substances.

—Sutra 28, line 63. — While the Vijiianavadins are peculiar in
their idealistic view of the world, they nevertheless agree with
the other schools of Buddhism in accepting the doctrine of
momentariness, which they apply to the ideas. Our ideas con-
stitute a continuous stream of transitory phases of conscious-
ness, with no permanent or abiding principle as their substra-
tum. There exists, in other words, no Atman, no one abiding
individual percipient Yet, somehow or other, the totality of
the successive consciousness-phases in a given life form an
individual group or aggregate, which is designated the Alaya-
vijnana. Compare our Notetol1.ii.18, line 18 before. Alaya-
vijfiana or "Receptacle-consciousness " is so called because it is
the receptacle, the ' granary ' into which all aman's ideas and
impressions, actual as well as potential, are stored up together
in a well-arranged embryonic form. In any present act of
cognition only one of these germinal ideas springs up above the
threshold of consciousness, the others being either subliminal
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or below the threshold, or at the "fringe" of the present consci-
ousness.  And since each vanishing momentary consciousness
transmits onwards to the consciousness of the succeeding
moment all the contents of the granary, a sort of continuity or
individuality in a man's consciousness appears to be maintain-
ed, not only within the limits of the present life but throughout
a given transmigratory period. — Against such a position all
the objections urged by the Vedantinsin Sutras |1 1 .ii. 20,21, 25
and 26 must be held to apply with equal force. A permanent
substratum as the noumenal background and basis for the play
of the fleeting phenomenal appearances must therefore be
assumed; and we may then make that basal principle (as in the
Vaiseshika and to some extent in the Samkhya theory) subject
to being really affected by the vanishing show of the senses, or
make it, like the moon reflected in a sheet of moving water,
merely the unconcerned and unaffected seer, as in the Vedantic
theory. Seebelow, I | .ii. 31, lines 3-5.

—Sutra 28, line 64ff.—To differentiate between " purvakshana-
vijiiana" and " uttarakshana-vijnana" and posit a causal rela-
tion between them; or between the " alaya-vijnana" and the
"pravritti-vijnana;" or again, between the "parinishpanna,”
"paratantra” and" parikalpita-vijnana; " to assert the moment-
ariness of all Vijnanas; to speak ( as does Dinnaga and after
him Dharmaklrti) of some common factor persisting in all the
VijfAanas as VijAanas—
AT GAFG T A AIETREANR, ¢

and of another undefinable factor peculiar to each Vijnana,
which gives it its characteristic content—

gaaY AP ARFBREHA EIYWT ¢

to maintain that this" svalakshana" factor contained within a
preceding vijfiana produces a subtle subliminal impression on
the followingvijfianaand so on in an endless successon ; to
hold that mankind is exposed to the calamity of this Samsara in
consequence of men's nescience, which makes them e reality
and permanence and externality where these do not exist; to
distinguish between a right and a wrong course of conduct, and
to proclaim that the latter leads to bondage and the former to
21 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes)
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liberation in the form of Nirvana: all these podtionstaken by
the Vijfianavadin—involving as they do the nesd of some one
or something, that isbeyond and independent of the sries of
momentary phasss of the mind or consdousness and that could
express thexe and such other judgments — become  altogether
inconssent with the hypothess of a sries of mere momen-
tary Vijiianas, not one of which hasthe power to " look before
and after," and which reachesthe utmog limit of itslife-purpose
by producing a transient though sdf-conscious flicker.

—Sutra 28, line 70 ff. — When an idea oocurs to me, | do not
have to take a light and s whereabout in my mind it is: itis
sf-luminous. Not so an outward physical object. But unto
whom can the Vijnana be sdf-luminous ? Not unto the Atman,
because the Atman is nat admitted; neither unto the" Alaya-
vijfiana" which isitsdlf vijnana, and which is also momentary.
Vijnana mug hence be held to hold the candle unto itsdf,
which is gppossd to what is normal. See also below, lines 86ff.

—Sutra a8, line 75ff.—" | am reading the book " isthe firg
grade of knowledge, which may be called receptive perception.
" | am constous of mysdf as reading the book " is the second
grade of knowledge, which may be called reflective perception.
" J am constious of mysdf as being constious of mysdf as
reading the book " isthe third grade of knowledge, which may
be styled re-reflective knowledge. Can we carry the process of
sf-introgpection any further ; and if 0, where are we to sop?
Some have argued that, as inhabitants of a world of " three
dimensons" we cannot reach beyond the third grade of know-
ledge above enumerated. But Sankaracharya gives the correct
ansver when he says that there is no constious double reflec-
tion in any of our actsof cognition. Further, the percipient
is always distinct from the object perceived, be that objet a
mere book, or the percever's act of perceving. And the
percelving subject qua subject, and as long as he continues as
percaver or the Sakshin, refusesto beturned into an object for
perception. Nobody in fact dreams of making the subject, at
the very same time and in the very same act, an object. — The
problem has bean very ably discussed by Sankaracharyain his
Aitareyopanishadbhashya (pp. 59-66, Anandasrama edition ).
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—Sutra 28, line 83. —" Apramanagamya" is Sankarachatya's
paraphrasefor " avabhasakantaranirapeksha,” and " anavagan-
trika" for " svayam eva prathate."

—Sutra 28, line 84ff. — Assuming that the vijfiana is a mass of
self-luminousness, where there is neither means nor object for
illumination and nobody to watch the illumination, the Purva-
pakshin says that the nature of this light of vijnana is of the
nature of anubhava or of self-consciousness; but this is playing
with words. When there is none to experience it, what isthe
use of saying that the light in question is of the nature of
experience? — In the same strain one can ask the Vedantin,
what isthe fun of your endowing the Brahman with the charac-
ter of intelligence and joy, when there is nothing else that
Brahman can know and take delight in, and when Brahman
itself cannot be the source of light and joy to any other perci-
pient? If Brahman or Atman be the sdf-subsistent Sakshin,
what does he stand witness to, and for whom ? Sankaracharaya
can reply that, of the kutastha Brahman no description is
possible in words, and even " Sachchidanandatva " is not truly
predicable of it. But short of that ultima ratio, the Acharya
merely replies by saying that there is a world of difference
between the Vijfianavadin's conception of the Vijfiana and the
Vedantin's conception of the Brahman. As a matter of fact
however the two are not so very different from each other.
Vijnana collectively isthe " Bodhi" the " Prajna Paramita" or
the most perfect intelligence which isthe highest reality which
embraces the universe (because there can be no universe
independently of the Vijfiana), and which is designated as the
Tathata, thereal essence (tatha=tathya=tattva), or according
to another explanation, the suchness (tathata ) or quiddity, i. e,
the supreme substance of the entire universe. The conception
can be held to be practically one with the Vedantic conception
of the Brahman, and certain characterisations of his Absolute
as given by Asahga, e. g.,, Mahayanasutralamkara, vi. 1—
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agree word for word with those of the Mayavadin's Brahman.
Compare also Gaudapadakarika iii. 35,46 and passim, where
Manas or Chitta is eventually identified with Brahman,

—Sutra 29, line 10. — According to the stricter Vedantic view
the dream-experience isto be explained exactly like an ordinary
caxe of eror as when one midakes the rope for the snake,
there being the creation of an illusory object by what is called
" Anirvachanlya-khyati." Sankara's speaking of the dream as
an act of memory is not therefore according to the orthodox
Vedanta as expounded, for example, in the Vedantaparibhasha—
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Of this corrector view Sankaracharya is fully aware, as is
clear from his Bhashya on Br. Sutras | | | . ii. 1. — Compare also
his Bhashya on I1. i. 14, lines 75-86. That neverthdess he
puts forth before his Buddhistic opponent the view that dream
isan act of (imperfect) memory is because this view would
be readily acceptable to him, while the " anirvachanlya-kbyati"
view the Buddhig would at once denounce No apology on
behalf of Sankaracharya is therefore called for.  Nevertheess,
the Brahmavidyabhar ana says—
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—Sutra 29, line 14. — It isto be noted that Sankaracharya is
here assuming the postion of inveterate realism while refuting
the idealistic theory of his opponents forgetting that he had
himsdf drawn upon the analogies of dream and Maya, time and
again, in support of his own postion. Bhaskaracharya and
Kesava Kasmlrin do not miss the opportunity to rate Sankara-
charya for his incongstent procedure—
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Sankara's defence probably would be that the Vijfianavadin
denies outer world altogether and gives you nothing instead
but the transient flux of ideas, whereasthe Vedantin admits
the external world as only epistemologically real, and when he
deniesit, it isonly to affirm its exigence in and through the
Absolute Brahman. A similar distinction is made between the
postion of the Sunyavada and the M ayavada:
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Vijfanabhikshu also agress in regarding the Mayavada as apra-
manika, and the fact that even some of the sruti texts have ussd
the analogies of dream and the like he explains by declaring—

o ey R ErmTRR aEaEgEEIRT A
GRIGRTERET |

—Sutra 29, line17. — Comparel | . ii. 10, lines 42ff.

—Sutra30, line 5. — It will beremembered that under sutras
I1.i. 35, 36 both the Sutrakara and the Bhashyakara had not
scrupled to sek support of the argument from ™ anaditva; " but
there it was vouchsafed by the Scripture, whereas here it ssams
to have been reached by mere excogitation. Moreover, under
['1.1. 3536, the problem was cosmological, and judtified the
appedl to the Scriptures. Here the problem is more or les
psychological: namely, whether the mind can have an impres-
gon in the utter absence of anything outsde the mind to pro-
ducetheimpresson at some dage or the other. Hence, argues
the Sddhantin, we are judtified in accepting the one, but reect-
ing the other. Compare also the Bhashya on |1 . ii. 37, lines
18-22.

—Sutra 30, line 6ff. — The Purvapakshin had maintained—

Wherever vasanas there diversfied knowledgeeg., dreams
Wherever novasanas, there no knowledge.
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The Sddhantin now maintains—
Wherever novsanas, even there diversified knowledge.(as
in outward per ception);
Wherever no-diversfied-know ledge, there no vasanas
And as mere arguments both ought to fare equally.

—Sutra 31, line 1 ff.—Compare above, Noteto 1. ii. 18, line
18andl I .ii. 28, line63.

—Sutra 31, line 9.—The Vijfanavadins are alo styled the
Yogacharas, jus as the Sunyavadins are often known as the
Madhyamaka schod of philosophy. The names are variousy
explained. Thus—
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L évi explainsthat the Y ogachara school devdoped in particular
the Y oga point of view which aimed at reaching mystical union
with Reality by the method of introspection and meditation.
This gavethem theidealistic point of view, in thelight of which
they tried to explain the various 'sages of illumination called
" dasa buddha-bhumayah" and the courses of conduct known as
" adhimukticharya" leading up to and following upon each of
thee dages The Madhyamikas often claim to be the mog
faithful followers of the Buddha, the true doctrine of Sunyata,
which was beyond the comprehendon of the other schools)
being revealed to them alone. As the Buddha adopted the
" MajjhimaPatipada” or thedoctrine of themean, theM adhya-
mikas derive the name also from that circumstance.  Sankar a-
charya digmnises this latter school, however, with rather scant
courtesy.

—Sutra 32, line 5 ff. — Sankaracharya has been ironioal (11 .
ii.28" 11 .ii.29") and even abusve (I | . ii. 28%) before but
that the Buddha, who claimed to have been filled with extreme
compasson not only for the whole humanity, but for the whole
univer se, should have been charged with hatred and ill-will for
the world was themost unkindest cut of all.
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— | t only remains to discuss how far Sahkaracharya has been
correct in his interpretation of the Buddhistic sutras and especi-
ally of the last five sutras directed against the Vijninavadins.
Amongst the Bhashyakaras, Bhaskara and Vallabha, like Sah-
kara, dismissthe Sunyavada by a bare mention. The others
assign a separate adhikarana to the school, Ramanuja and
Srlkantha and Nimbarka bringing it under the last sutra
(sarvatha'nupapattes cha), while Madhvais peculiar in distri-
buting the sutras over the three schools as follows: Bahyartha-
vada, sutras 18-25 ; Sunyavada, sutras 26-29; and Vijfianavada,
sutras 30-32. The language of the sutras is not particularly
propitious to Madhva's interpretation except in the sense that
as all the schools of Buddhism agreed on several essential
points, all arguments would apply to each of them severally
and to all collectively, especially where the wording of the
sutras (e. g., 26, 28, 30) was as vague as vague could be. | am
inclined to think that as sutra 32 has all the appearance of the
finale of an attack, the Sutrakara wished to throw all the
Buddhistic sutrasinto just one adhikarana. Thereis probably
a sort of an order observed in taking up the successve Buddhis-
tic doctrines for refutation; but this is mostly logical, and it
was more or less immaterial what school wasto champion the
the various doctrines attacked. We should remember in this
connection that the Vijfianavadins, also held by the doctrine of
the Sunya or the Void: se Asanga XVIII. 101—
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Vijfana, according to them is the sole reality belonging to the
realm of relative knowledge. From the point of view of the
highest or the most perfect knowledge, they would accept
Sunyata, which according to them was not absolute vacuity,
but rather the void thought, a merethus-ness (tathata) devoid
of any characteristic and free from the distinction of subject,
object, and knowledge. The extreme Sunyavada is, logically
speaking, a further process of abstraction in the same direction,
which has reached its culmination in the " Eight Noes* " that
famous negativistic formula with which Nagarjuna commences

* "No anihilation, no production, no destruction, no persistence,
no unity;, no plurality, no coming-in, no going-out, "
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his Madhyamaka Sastra—
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—However, the problem has acquired special significance by
reason of Jacobi's contention (Journal of the American Oriental
Society, 1911, Vol. xxxi, pp. 1-29) that the Brahmasutras refute
the Sunyavada in 11 . ii. 28-32 as they did not know of the
Vijfianavada, which was founded only subsequent to the date
of the Brahmasutras. Nagarjuna, the " founder " of the Sunya-
v&da, Jacobi assigns to about the end of the second century
after Christ. Jacobi's date for Asanga and his younger brother
Vasubandhu, the " founders" of the Vijianavada, was based
upon a paper of Takakusu (B. E. F. E. 0., 1904) where cir. 450-
550 was given as their time; but later researches have effected
a shifting of the date to a period earlier by a least 100 years,
which however Takakusu is not prepared to concede. This in
any case need not seriously affect Jacobi's conclusion. Jacobi's
line of argument is as follows. Refutations of philosophical
theories can only be made after they are well established; and
although germs of these two theories can be traced in the
earlier Buddhist literature, it isimprobable that the author of
the Brahmasutras should have spent so many sutras over them
unless the theories had assumed the prominence that they did
after the writings of Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu. This may
be conceded with some reservations.

—Now, a possible way to escape from the clutches of the above
argument would be to assert that the refutatory sutras in ques-
tion constitute alater addition to the several Sutrapathas. Jacobi
does not appear to have seriously considered this possibility.
In an independent paper contributed a few years ago, | have
discussed this problem as far as theVedantasutras are concerned;
and with reference to the Yogasutras it is well-known that
Deussen has declared the fourth and the last pada of the Y oga-
sutras to be of the nature of an appendix constituted out of four
successive additions (1-6, 743,14-23 and 24-33), the sutras dis-
oussing the Buddhistic views (namely, the Vijfianavada) being
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I'V.15-16. Apart, however, from this consideration, which can
possibly affect only the date of the philosophical sutras, has
Jacobi succeeded in showing that Nyayasutras | V. ii. 26-33 and
Brahmasutras| | . ii. 28-32 discuss the Sunyavada, and not the
Vijfianavada? This problem deserves to be discussed on its
own merits, even though we were to succeed hereafter in dis-
covering somerefutation of theVijfianavadamarked out as such
in atext indubitably belonging to a time considerably earlier
than A. D. 350. —We naturally have to ignore herethe Nyaya
passage.

—The burden of Jacobi's proof, as far as the Brahmasutra
passage goes, restsupon a long extract quoted as from a " Vritti-
kara" which is given by Sabarasvamin aneant his bhashya on
MImansasutral. i. 5. The passage extends to over ten printed
pages (7-18) and is introduced by the remark—
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It introduces, in the course of the proposed alter native explana-
tion, an objector who denies the reality of all perceptions, and
his objection is refuted in the passage by arguments which,
when put together seriatim, are held to constitute a close com-
mentary ontheVedantasutras| | .ii.,28t032. TheVrittikara,
we may add, mentionsthe names of Upavar sha, Panini, Jaimini,
and Pingaia, and also refers to the " Mahayanika" view, and
quotes from the Nirukta and the Ashtadhyayl. We subjoin
relevant excerpts from the quoted passage, inserting in brackets
at their head the Vedantic sutras| | .ii. 28-32, on which each is
believed to be a commentary—
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—According to Jacobi the first two sutras, on the ground that
we actually perceive the objects, refute the view that external
objects do not exist, the analogy of the dream-objects being
pronounced inapplicable. The next two sutras refute the view
that ideas can be concrete realities, seeing that they are in
themselves fleeting and have to be at best inferred only — and
inferred, let us add, by an enduring percipient. The last sutra
is a general condemnation. We confess that we fail to see the
councy of this " refutation of the doctrine of the Void." The
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first two sutras, it istrue, can be indifferently arefutation of the
Vijnana as well as the Sunya philosophies, because both alike
deny reality of the external world. But to argue that "an idea
cannot be areal object" implies that the opponent maintained
that the ideas were real objects; and surely no Sunyavadin
cared to maintain that thesis. It is on the contrary the
Vijnanavadin who did this. The Vijianavadin asserts that
"objects are unreal, but ideas arereal." This can be met by the
assertion which isitsdirect contradictory, namely, that "objects
are not-unreal ( nabhavah ), while ideas are non-entities ( na
bhavah)." How Jacobi can make the second passage—inter-
preted by him as a commentary on the last three sutras—fit in
with the rest of the context we are unable to see.

—Jacobi has assurely done great service to scholarship by
pointing out the importance of the present citation from the un-
known Vrittikara. The citation extends certainly much beyond
what Kumarila understood it to do. Nor have we any objection
to regard the passage as a sort of a commentary on Brahma-
sutras | | .ii.28-32,—at any ratethis can be moretruly said about
the first part of the passage which seems to explain sutras 28-
29 : although it seems to us not quite impossible to explain the
correspondence of the passage and the sutras on the ground of
sameness of topic. The case is certainly much more problema-
tic as to the latter part. Jacobi seems least convincing in his
proposed interpretation of Brahmasutra I'1. ii. 30. If it isft
Sunyavada sutra its proper interpretation might perhaps be—
" Sunyata does not exist because of the (proof called) Non-
perception™; or, inthe words of Kumarilabhatta (Slokavarttika,
page 343)—

awrEnTTE s R i A
[ Commentary—aganWiawasEag s=aard!: aifegeagsy ) |

—But even granting that the Brahmasutras were originally
directed against the Sunyavada, it is difficult to imagine
what possible motive—-not only Sankuracharya— but even
Bhaskaracharya and Vallabhacharya could have had in not
bringing in a refutation of the Sunyavada school under
some one or more sutras? It is at times argued that the
Sunyavada, in its distinguishing between a " samvriti-satya"
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and a" paramArtha-satya," or between the phenomenal and the
noumenal points of view, no less than in its conception of the
Highest Reality asan aggregate of the" Eight Noes' camesovery
dangeroudy near the absolutistic position of the M ayavadathat
Sankaracharya found it prudent not to raise up a hornet's nest
about his ears and create suspicion asto the true parentage of
theVedanticdoctrine of Advaita. But we doubt if this would
be at all afair view of the ca2 The fact is—as indead Jacobi
himself points out—the " Vrittikara" gesksof the followers
of the Mahayana in quite general terms without distinguishing
between the Madhyamikas and the Yogacharas. Opponents of
Buddhism only knew that Buddhistic philosophers had develop-
ed a number of peculiar logical and metaphysical postions,
and thee they tried to refute, without always caringto go into
the finer shades of distinction between schodls and schools
Thislast was effected only in the later age of the Bhashyakaras
and commentators.  As in the caee of the Samkhya and the
Vaiseshika sysems, s0 also in the case of Buddhism, we accor -
dingly fed inclined to concdude that the Sutrakara had before
him a presentation of the opponents sysem much more primi-
tive than what is preserved in our extant classcal exponents
of each.

—Sutra 33, linei.— It is worth while noting the differences
in appard and equipment that marked out the followers of one
schoal of philosophy from another. Thus we are told, in regard
to the Samkhyas—

oY TR e HUeFvET: |
Bl a8+ A9t QEvEREu A 0
g2l QUIBRIGT [EATEEEL |
a3 ARA T FAT JEIRAF
FMRME gaEt gaRseEiie )
About the Saivites we learn—
4 AnAd gR: JaMeaTii |
& gozalon: SgEiAaRaE: N
FFAGEMAWON FTTIFJR>A: |
TERIEgAFRIL eamraia: v
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P grasa: g FAATe: |
fAaFifRa: SEREFEEA: |

The Vaiseshikas are nat differentiated from the Saivites—
3 IRWE Fo: GETIAEATEA |
Rk dnar 39T A A w0 I 0

The Buddhigs are thus described—
3y Frgrd w8 Aved FR FRvey: |
R dut wHas I iR 4

The two Sadts of the Jainas are thus characterised—

a3 S RRF ChEomIfEAY |

FEe 9 I SeERs &6 o

RSP ST SRt W98 |

gaf agsd o §ax ARy o

Aot S ¥y ATgETEE: |

fafsswraro: agAt AR @ o

i Sregeee Qaiv s R

B REATAtEgsaIE 39 0
Finally, the Bhagavatas compriee several sub-sects wearing
mudras, tripundras, Goplchandana marks, and the other familiar

sctarian devices which it is perhaps unnecessary to detail here
any further.

—Sutra 33, line 1ff — A few general facts concerning the origin
and thehistorical devdopment of Jainism will be useful for an
underganding of the discussons that are to follow. While
Gotama the Buddha was the founder of Buddhist philosophy,
Vardhamana alias Mahavira (for whose death B. c. 467 ssams
to be the mog probable date, although others put it as far back
as B. 0. 484, and even B. C. 527 ) was only the most successful
reformer, belonging to a religious order which was older than
Buddhism by at least 200 years, and of which Mahavira is
regarded asthe 24th Tirthakara. Parsvan&thathe 23rd (or the
last but one) Tirthakara of the Jainasis alsoahistorical figure.
Thefollowers of the order founded by him are actually men-
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tioned by their earlier name of Nigganthas (Sans. Nirgranthas),
not only in the Scriptures of the Jainas ( e. g. Uttaradhyayana,
xxiii), but also, apparently, inthe Buddhistic Canon (Dlgha
Nikaya,i. p. 57). In the course of time, some laxity seems to
have crept into the order; and Mahavira expurgated the same
by prescribing a strictly rigorous discipline for the monks.

—By way of acorollary from this it follows also that a very
large part, if not of the Jain Scriptures themselves, at least of the
ideas contained in them, belongs to a date much earlier than
that to which the ideas peculiar to Buddhism can be referred.
It is also the case that while the Buddhist texts presuppose
at each stage, and as their back-ground and source of inspira-
tion, the philosophical ideas developed in the Brahmanical
circles, the Jainas seem to have worked out their philosophical
conceptions in more primitive and independent circles. The
Jain notion of the embodied souls as inhabiting all the four
elements; their conception of sin as a subtle matter entering, so
to say, into a chemical combination with the substance of the
souls and capable of being expelled from it by ascetic practices ;
their belief in the six colours (lesyas) of the soul in accord-
ance with their ethical purity ; as also in what is known as the
taijasa-sarlra of the meritorious persons which has the power,
for the benefit or injury of others, to emit heat and light: all
these notions proclaim their kinship with that circle of thought
and practice which gave rise to the Atharvaveda and to litera-
ture of that type. Jainism has suffered in estimation as an
ethical and metaphysical system by being deemed as more or
less contemporaneous in origin with the other more evolved
philosophical systems like the Samkhya, Vedanta, and Bud-
dhism. The fact is that Mahavira inherited the ontology of
his system from a remoter ancestry, and he probably did little
more than transmit it unchanged to succeeding generations.

—The Sacred Canon of the Jainas has undergone considerable
vicissitudes. There was an earlier—probably, in essentials, a
pre-Mahavira—part of the Canon which has been irrevocably
lost. This was made up of the fourteen "Purvas." Next there
are the "forty-five (11+12+10+ 6 + 4 + 2=45) Agamas" in the
form in which they were finally redacted by Devarddhigani at
the great Council at Valabhi (A. D. 526): but these [abour under
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the disadvantage of not being recognised at ail by the Digam-
bara section of the Jain community. For purposes of reference
we give below alist of the Canon. The language of the Canon
is known as Arsha- or Ardha-Magadhl.

| — FOURTEEN "PUVVAS" or Purvas (not extant)—

(i) Uppaya (Utpada);

(ii) Aggeniya(?Aggrayanlya);
(iii)Viriyappavaya(Viryapravada);

(iv) Atthinatthippavaya (Astinastipravada);
( v ) Nanappavaya (Jnanapravada);

(vi) Sachchappavaya (Satyapravadn);

(vii) Ayappavaya (Atmapravada);

(viii) Kammappavaya (Karmapravada);

( ix) Pachchakkanappavaya (Pratyakhyanapravada);
( x) Vijjanuppavaya (Vidyanupravada);
(xi ) Avanjha (Avandhya);

(xii) Panaum (Pranayus);

(xiii) Kiriyavisala (Kriyavisala);

(xiv) Logavindusara (Lokabindusara).

I I—TWELVE ANGAS—

(1) Ayarangasutta (Acharangasutra), oldest extant text in
prose and verse, giving prescriptions for monks, etc.;

(ii) Suyagadanga (Sutrakritanga), poetic exhortations and
philosophic disquisitions, followed by a polemic
against Kriyavada and Akriyavada, Vainayika and
Ajnanavada;

(ii1) Thanahga (Sthananga), enumeration of different prin-
ciples in rising numerical groups of 1 to 10

(iv) Samavayanga (Samavayanga), a continuation of the
preceding, giving groups of 1 to 100 and more ;

(v) [ Bhagavatl- |viyahapannatti ([Bhagavati-]vyakhya-
prajfiapti), exposition of the dogma in the form of
dialogues, and containing stories of contemporary
philosophers (Jamali, Gosata, €tc,);

(vi) Nayadhainmakahao (Jnatadharmakathah), a collec-
tion of stories, with amoral arid religious purpose;
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(vii) Uvagagadasao (Upasakadasa), ten chapters narrating
stories of pious monks and laymen ;

(vii) Antagadasao ( Antakriddasa), ten chapters narrating
stories of pious ascetics who have attained salvation

at death;

(ix) Anutarovavaiyadasao (Anuttaraupapatikadasa ), ten
chapters giving stories of monks who have attained

the highest heaven;
(x) Panhavagaranaim (Prasnavyakaranani) expositions
of prescriptions and interdictions ;

(xi) Vivagasuyam ( Vipakasutram ), legends concerning
rewards and punishments earned by Karman;

(xii) Ditthivaya ( Drishtivada), no longer extant: probably
an abstract of the " Purvas, " especially discussing
philosophical theories.

[ I—TWEL YV E UPANGAS(correspondingtothe Twelve Angas)—

(i) Ovavaiya ( Aupapatika )—concerning the origin of
beings in heaven and hell;

(ii) Rayapasenaijja ( Rajaprasnlya)—Dialogue between
king Paesi and the monk Kesi concerning the soul;

(iii) Jivajlvabhigamasutra—Discussion on biological sub-
jects;

(iv) Pannmavana ( Prajiiapana)—by an author called Ayya
Sama, and treating of thirty-six categories, etc.;

(v) Suriyaparmatti ( Suryaprajnapti)—Jain astronomy ;

(vi) Jambuddlyapannatti ( Jambudvlpaprajiiapti)—legen-
dary geography of Bharatavarsha,

(vii) Chandapatmatti (Chandrapr ajfiapti)—cosmography of
the Heavens, and system of time-reckoning;

(viii) Nirayavall, ] Description of theHells
(ix) Kappavadamsiao ( kalpa- and lower regions as
vatamsikih.), attained by the ten

(x) Pupphiao (Pushpikah), > murderous stepbrothers

(xi) Pupphachuliao ( Pushpa of Ajataaatru of Bud-
chulikah), dhigic fame, or as

(xii) Vanhidasao (Veishnidasa) attainable by others
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I[V—TEN " PAINNAS" OR PRAKIRNANI ( Miscellanies )—

(1) Chausararia ( chatuhsarana), Four Adorables, by Vlira-
bhadra ;

(i) Adrapachchakkhana (Aturapratyakhyana), how one
may die peacefully;
(iii) Bhattaparinna (Bhaktaparijfia ), abstenances prior to
death;
(iv) Samthara ( Samstara), postures at death ;
(v) Tandulaveyaliya (Tandulavaicharika), detailing how
the foetus grows;
(vi) Chandavijjhaya, ( Chandravedhyaka), proper astrolo-
gical conjuctions for death ;
(vii) Devindatthava (Devendrastava), praise of Lord Indra;
(viii) Ganiavijja(Ganitavidya), Jain Mathematics;
(ix) Mahapachchakkhana (Mahapratyakhyana), renuncia-
tions prior to death;
( x) Viratthava ( Vlrastava), in praise of Lord Mahavlira.

V—SI X CHHEDA-SUTRAS (lists not unanimous)—

(i ) Nisihajjhayana(Nislthadhyayana)) Discussions asto
(ii) Mahanislha ( Mahanisltha), what constitutes
(iii) Vavahara ( Vyavahara), prohibited  con-
(iv) Ayaradasao (Acharadasa), alias { duct for monks &

Dasasuyakkhandha (Dasasruta- j for nuns, prescrib-

skandha), ing punishments
( v) Brihatkalpasutra, and expiationsfor
(vi) Pafichakalpa. } the same.

VI—FOUR MULA-SUTRAS—

(i) Uttarajjhayana ( Uttaradhyayana) a compilation of
dialogues, parables, ballads, etc. concerning asceti-
cism;

(i1) Avassaya ( Avasyaka ), treating of the six daily prac-
tices of the monks ;

(iti) Dasaveyaliya ( Dasavaikalika), by Sajjambhava and
giving rules of conduct, sententious maxims, and
the like;

(iv) Pinda-[ or Oha-]nijjutti (Pinda-[ or Ogha-]niryukti, be-
ing a supplement to the above).

23 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes|
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VII—SOLITARY TEXTS—

(i) Nandisutta (Nandisutra), )} Emydiapsedlic treatment
(i1) Anuyogadarasuttia ( Amu- } off several principles and
yogadvara-sutra). practices.

—This Canon, as before observed, is disowned by the Digam-
baras, but on various internal and external grounds an age as
early as the commencement of the Christian era has been
rightly claimed at any rate for the twelve ( eleven) Angas.
The Svetambara tradition itself refersthe constitution of the
canon to about 300 B. C, when a council was held for the
purpose at Pataliputra, and the period represented by 300 B. C
to 100 A. D. isprobably the period when the Canon was being
formed and fixed.

—Sutra 33, line 26. — The Jain philosophy starts with a dual-
istic division of the universe into Jlvaand Ajlva. TheAjivais
further divided into (i) Dharma, (ii) Adharma, (iii) Akasa, and
(iv) Pudgala, to which some add (v) Kala. The Jiva, Pudgala,
Dharma, Adharma, and Akasa are pradesatmaka, occupy space,
and are therefore often designated as the five " Asti-kayas," or
" Extended-entities,"” Time being excluded from the category
because it has astitva or existence, but not kayatva or extension
in space. The sentient Jlva comes into contact with the non-
sentient Ajlva, and as a result there takes place a pouring in of
a subtle material fluid (asrava) which keeps the soul down in
bondage (bandha).* When the inlet for this fluid is closed
(samvara), and the fluid that has already penetrated into the
soul isdriven off by penance (nirjara, lit. drying up), the soul
is liberated (moksha) and soars upwards to the Highest Realms
of the Blessed, This gives us, therefore, the five categories of (i)
asrava, (ii) samvara, (iii) nirjara, (iv) bandha, and (v) moksha,
to which in some enumerations two more, viz. papa and punya
as the ethical causes of the physical effects of asrava and
samvara-nirjara, are added. One thing to be noted here is the
peculiar Jain notion of what they call Dharma and Adharma.
As Jacobi says, the Jainas have divided the normal functions

* The Jain notion of Asrava is much more primitive than that of
the Buddhists, who therefore may have been indebted to the Jainas
for the idea
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of space as we conceive it into the three moments of Akasa,
Dharma, and Adharma, the three together forming the necessary
condition for the subsistence of all things. The Akasa affords
them room to subsist; Dharma makes it possible for them to
move and to be moved; and Adharma makes them rest in one
place. If we ignore these three " Asti-kayas" there remain the
two Astikayas of Jiva and Pudgala or soul and matter, there be-
ing an infinite number of the former, while the latter are either
aggregates, or atoms torn off from the aggregates and capable
of being fused into them from time to time. This is a very
simple description of Jain ontology, against which Sankara-
charya does not find it worth his while to raise any objection.
His main objection—and of course that of the Sutrakara whose
intention he faithfully interprets—is against their so-called
" Syadvada,” or "Disjunctive Dialectics. "

—Sutra 33, line 7ff. — In the same breath with their ontological
dogma as above described, the Jainas maintain another dogma
which in some respects corresponds to the Samkhya doctrine of
"parinami-nityatva,” but for the true genesis and explanation of
which we have to consider the peculiar intellectual atmosphere
within which the religious and philosophical activities of the
Buddhaand of Mahavlrafell. Everything which issat(existing)
the Jainas tell us—

TEqEEATAETR W |
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FAATATE 9, gfoee qauntaad | A EseTRanita
wWwaaTAl =m @ e, dar 93ngd) * venEa: | Sl
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This theory of the indefinifceness or many-sidedness of existence
(anekanta-vada) is in reality a Jain version of the Samkhya
doctrine of the constant mutation of the gunas of the Prakriti,
or an application to facts of ordinary life of the Vedantic
simile of—

AR GFFW Amdd, gRFd geay |



[1ii.33—] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 180

which originally was intended to apply to only the transcen-
dental Being. The distinction, of course, isthat while with the
Samkhyas the changing factors are the gunas and there is no
Prakriti as, so to say, a substance over and above the mere sum
of the three gunas; and while with the Vedantins the changing
isthe unreal, the Real or the Brahman being incapable of any
change; the Jainas regard mutability as an aspect of the Immu-
table, the 'utpada’ and 'vyaya' being regarded as the gunas of
the 'dhruva’ substance. On these premises it is obvious that
concerning a given padartha we can make from divergent points
of view, different apparently contradictory statements. Thus we
are told—

TEEREEMm ®IA SEaed  ARmReRset aaigd |
TN — A I: @A, T G, FAR

This seems to mean that (i) if somebody has told you that a
ghata has a specific shape, and an object normally called the
ghata but not having that particular shapa is presented to you,
you will declare it to be "aghata,” though it really is "ghata."
Y our assertion will thus depend upon your conception of what a
ghatais. (ii) Similarly, to you the essence of the ghata might
consist inits broad-bottomed shape, and not in its smell or colour,
and so you would be justified in asserting that inasmuch asthe
object before you has that given shape it is ghata, but inasmuch
asit hasthe unwanted smell or colour, it is aghata. (iii) Or, a
given ghatamay not be large enough to serve your purpose and
SO you can say it is no ghata to me: and so on, from several other
points of view that can be enumerated. In a sensethisisatruism.
It amounts to saying that men's points of view differ. Butasa
proposition of universal application it can imply that all our
judgments are particular or individual judgmentswhich haveto
be always considered in the given limitations of time, place,
circumstance, use, intention, etc. If, therefore, we had to
depend exclusively upon the judgments of men, it is clear that
there could be no concensus of opinion, and therefore no certain-
ty. But, fortunately, the Jainas would argue, the Agamas,
which are the works of the Apta or reliable and omniscient
persons, have declared the existence of the seven Padarthas and
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five "Asti-kayas," and we are saved from the purely sceptical
attitude to which the "Syadvada' by itself would lead us.
Sankaracharya, no less than the Sutrakara, ignores this latter
safeguard, and succeeds in proving that, as a mere "anaikantika"
theory of predication, the Syadvada must return upon itself,
and end in doubting the doubter himself.

—Sutra 33, line 24. — The Jain texts are not anxious to prove
their Padarthas, any more than the Vedantins are to prove their
Brahman. That rests on the authority of the Agama, and
reasoning can do it harm only, if applied. Thereis, howeven
one essential difference between thetwo, (i) Unlike the Vedantin
the Jain brings in his dialectics even to explain the facts of
ordinary life, (ii) Secondly, the omniscient Tlrthakara of the
Jainas can never become the Creator of the Universe, because,
in the first place, they do not believe in the creation or the
dissolution of the world; secondly, because the Tlrthakara,
along with his omniscience, develops an absolute indifference
to all mundane concerns whatsoever; and thirdly because,
with their dualistic starting point, the only relation that
they could think of between spirit and matter was that of
repulsion. Thus it happens that God, the Creator, is entirely
unavailable to the Jainas, and this in a way knocks off the
basic support of their Agamas. And even if it were otherwise,
Sankaracharya was not expected to lay much stress upon this
argument on the ground of the veracity of the Scriptures of his
opponent: Compare Sutra 38, line 8ff.

—Sutra 33, line 28. —Sankaracharya forgets for the time that
his conception of the "Maya" is open to the same charge. The de-
fence probably would be that this Mayais a trancendent entity
that is not introduced in and out of season to explain the facts
and phenomena of ordinary life. But even so, Sankaracharya's
own argument in the present passage can be forced down his
own throat. As Kumarila says in another context (Slokavart-
tika, p. 219—

AR A=ty 4 @l quaga: |
aq FANFAARAR 7 qeagaET
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—Sutra 33, line 37. — It remains to explain how the seven
propositions of the Syadvada came to be formulated. From the
data supplied by Buddhist as well as Jain Scriptures, we know
that thetime during which these prophets and teachers flourished
was a period of considerable intellectual upheaval, no less re-
mar kable than the age of the " Sophists’ in Greek Philosophy
before the advent of Socrates. Agnostic and Sceptical dialectics
had run sorampant in the age, and they had such aruthless logic
at their command, that it had become very difficult for any esta-
blished dogma or institution to hold its own against their
attack. The Buddha had accordingly to leave a number of vital
metaphysical questions” avyakrita" or unexplained. Mahavlra
(whomight be safely credited with theinvention of the Syadvada
dialectics) apparently pursued the bolder method of turningthe
tables against his Sophist opponents. One typical Sophist of the
day was Sanjaya Belatthiputta who took an extremely agnostic
attitude, answering, in reply to any question put to him,—

‘wfa’ B AR, AR R AR, ofe T AT @
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M ahavlraprobably tempered this agnosticism by lending to it an
apparently positive aspect. Whereas Sanjaya had said: " | cannot
say if itis, and | cannot say if it is not,” Mahavira declared; " |
can say that the thing in-a-sense is, and | can say that the thing
in-a-senseis nat" He further added that while mere human judg-
ment could lead only to such uncertainties, Scriptureshad taught
an indubitable doctrine, which, of course, it behoved all true
followers to accept. This would logically involve a distinction
between the point of view of the highest truth (nischaya-naya),
and the ordinary ( vyavahara) point of view; and the Jain
philosophers are not averse to recognise this. Understood in
its historical setting, we are thus enabled to appreciate the
Syadvada in its true aspect and to evaluate it accordingly.

—Sutra 33, line 38f — Analogously to the Seven Propositions
of the Syadvada, the Jain texts speak of Seven " Nayas" or
Modes, viz.—(1) Naigama, (teleological aspect); (2) Samgraha
(class aspect); (3) Vyavahara (empirical aspect); (4) Rijusutrs
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(immediate or prima facie aspect); (5) Sabda ( denotative as-
pect of names); (6) Samabhirudha (etymological denotation of

names); and (7) Evambhuta (context aspect). For definitions

and illustratic afgamfgsEat el afdag | “attvartha-
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Regarding the definite occasons when the above dialectic can
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This probably is alater refinement within the school. Thereis,
however, some justification in the argument that if the Syadvada
Is intended merely to assert that things can be looked at from
various points of view, that is a truism which cannot establish
the proposition concerning the mutability of the real nature of
things. As Appaya Dlkshita says in his gloss on the Srlkantha-
bhashya on the passage—
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g3 WA, WG AR, WFSSE, FTES A,
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As we have already said, it isthe Agama that proves the Syad-
vada: Syadvada cannot itself prove Syadvada.

—Sutra 33, line 40. —TheJain theory of atomsisthus stated—
CHIEAITY BRadl Fsgeromgsa |
v Zed qary] d R v

TheJain atoms arethusinfinitesimal, eternal, ultimate, and—
unlike the Vaiseshika atoms, but rather resembling in this the
Buddhist atoms—qualitatively alike. They have weight, and
ar e hence capable of downward as well as upward motion. But
the whole theory is somewhat crude. Keith observes (L ogic and
Atomism, page 16), " Thefact that the Jain school retained the
theory without any substantial development is merely one of
the many proofs of the metaphysical barrenness of the school,"
We have to observe in this connection that the main interest of
Jainism was in other domains than in metaphysics.

—'Sutra 34, line 3ff. —TheJivasare divided by the Jainas into
thetwo main classes of the ' free' and the' bound, the latter
being further divided into ' sthavaras' or immobiles, that
are endowed with only the snse of touch and inhabit the
earth, water, light, wind, and plants of all kinds; and the
' trasas' or mobiles, which are endowed with two, three, four,
and five senses and inhabit the bodies of the water-insects,
gnats, bees, and animals—and others of the type of each, re-
spectively. The bodies inhabited by these Jivas are classified
into (1) audarika or physical, (2) vaikriya which aretheplastic
sheaths of the gods and denizens of hell, (3) aharaka of saints,
(4) taijasa or magnetic, and (5) karmana. Thefirst and the last
two are shared by all unliberatod souls. The souls are all im-
mortal and have to undergo countless successon of transmigra-
tions following their own karman, until, by means of the
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saving doctrine of Jainism, they are transported to the Realm
of the Blessed which is situated in the Highest Heaven.

—Sutra 34, line 9.—As we have seen, Jivais an " asti-kaya"
and so occupies space. With regard to its magnitude, we are

told—
JGERT: TR YAHBAER |
and in the case of each Jiva we learn—
sflagdiae deonEadonanmag SAFAERE Tl g
fafddvarggan add |

The usual illustration of the processis that of a lamp which
can, according to circumstance, diffuse itslight within a small
room, alarger hall, or the wide space without. The specific
difficulty put forward by Sankaracharya, the Jainas would
probably meet by declaring this description of the soul interms
of space as figurative only ; or by the supposition that, out of
the infinite parts of the soul, only eight, occupying the very
centre of each soul, arethereally essential parts; or finally—
" Arhadagamapramanyat " ( Tattvartharajavarttika, page 203 ),
adding that there is also " Svapakshadoshaprasanga" in the
conception of the Akasa and the srotrendriya. The Brahma-
sutrakara (to judge from the defence put forth) thus seems to
have laid his unerring finger upon a real vulnerable point in
the system.

—Sutra 34, line 13f—Sankaracharya's contention that a
small body cannot conceivably comprise an infinite number of
parts is rather crude. If the avayava is sufficiently minute, the
number of them contained in the human body may transcend
the calculation-powers of man—and that isall that infinitude
can mean. Compare the Nyaya-Vaiseshikaargument that if we
do not agree to the proposed size of an atom as 1/6th part of the
tertiary-atom, but go on indefinitely dividing and sub-dividing,
mount Meru and a mustard seed would be equal in dimension.

—Sutra 35, line6. — It isthe Samkhyas who admit the doctrine

of " parinami-nityatva" or fixity of the essence amidst the muta-

tions of the gunas. To the Vedantins every real modification

impliesimpermanenoe. Compare our Noteto ! | .ii. 33, line 7ff .
24 [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes ]
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—The simile of the skin of the body which wears out every
moment is expressed by the old stanza quoted fully in the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha (ii. 78-79 ) and referred to by Suresvara
in the Naishkarmyasiddhi, ii. 60—

—Sutra 35, line 7. — The Jainas have surpassed most philoso-
phers, in the variety and minuteness of their classifications of
Karman. There are eight main types of Karman, distributed
into as many as 148 sub-types. The main types are—

r (1) Jhanavaraniya—which obscures, the souls in-

born right to knowledge;
8 (ii) Darsanfivaranlya—which obscures right intui-
% tion and makes men heretics; it also brings
X < on sleep;
8 (iii) Antaraya—-which hinders the good tendencies,
e .
©) and so leads the soul on the path of sin.
(iv) Mohanlya—which exposesthe soul to passions
| and temptations;
[ (v) Ayushka—which determines the type and the
duration of the next life;
) (vi) Nama—which determines the body and the
£ number and nature of the indriyas to be
‘;‘5 assumed by the soul,;
'% (vii) Gotra—which determinesthe nationality,caste,
5 family, and social standing of the next
< birth, and
(viii) Vedanlya—which brings on us suffering by
L obscuring the bliss-nature of the soul.

In certain enumerations, number (iii) Antarayaand number (viii)
Vedanlya change places. Thefirst four are classed as" Ghati "
because they occasion positive impedimentsto salvation, which
it is possible to get rid of in thislife; the remaining four are
not so positively mischievous;, but they are responsble for
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determining the nature and circumstance of the next life of
the transmigrating self, and these are the basic but indirect
causes that determine the quality of one's Karmans. Further,
the " Aghati" Karmans are incapable of being destroyed in the
present life.

—Sutra 35, line 8. — The following quotation develops the
simile of the gourd to its fullest possibility—

Ja  QUERRTI G EETE ..o . oo TEUTHHARO
Frofas PRSI q FAeR, 937 TeENERERTIEE-
frafd sRFREEEAAIgHINGRg I3 aweifad waf,
93 @@y B gREed Sunal WER, a3 aReTeEg-
R AremrradErd Bl L, At
AepsigRePutdaaga 4aNmENE welRke [
VETERISIRA 7 g, grEgaRaeuiae e Rved-
AR SAINAHENT TREe JeBrar |

—Sutra 35, line 10. — Apparently therefore the doctrine of the
eight central particles of the soul ( see above, Note to Sutra 34,
line 9) is a post-Sankara development.

—Sutra 35, line 16. — Under the cover of the word " adi" the
Bhamatlkaraintroduces a new criticism of the theory by inquir-
ing whether the soul's chaitanya is shared by each constituent
particle of the soul, or by a given number of particles in their
totality—

At % Gad TRt [aAEEF AR 53
RigeeRRmTas siwwmda | sagday g efaadwa gRer
ot @aadial shal A |adq | :

—Sutra 35, line 19. — In the first interpretation the word " par-

yayena" meant "by turn,” "alternately;" in the second inter-
pretation it denotes unending succession.
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—Sutra 36, line 1ff.

HH— -

— The sutraisvariously interpreted-—

((1) ererer ( disaesTEgRanRg ) S|
(Feamm ), owai:  (aEETReE-
Rt ) fReaea ( aAraqRamnERveT
facgeanagT ), sEen: (Samm aR-
aronrAt R, GREiEREes ) [Tesaa ]

(2) sraed ( ARt ) safiad:
(fFaam ), swa:  ( agddeemss-
Fodl:) [Aegeia, (SFaRAoTTtagiT-

-

Ram ) afEdm: ( AafE aFEsarmr )
[smiia];

s (MgraemesiaRamE) JueE:
( fregeam ), Iwah: ( aEmeRH: aaRame
%) e, sfEgy: (gEEeat a9
Feagfmored ) [t ];

(v ( wignwasliauiang ) sEfE:
( Fwam| ), 9 ( SEiwRastafas-

TP — { SRR T ) I ( SERAEETshaR-

femmrAfig— <

moEn ) Feamn, sRaw: (Sliae wl-
gfiArurEey g3 JRfY: );

[ swgq@  ( MayEvesiagRaneg ) sEw:
( A ), : ( aEaRaTRe-

) FaaErEa: (Rad dafiof@);

(smmhias ), I (SuiwEEed ) €
Fegeng , afEew: (Rt edadi-

{ wegw  ( aftemreaaorg ) e
W—

et ) [ i J;
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m } —Same as Sankara (1).

—Sutra 36, line 3. —The process of liberation according to
Jain philosophy is as follows. With the destruction of four
" ghati" karmas there results during the life-time of the soul
the absolute knowledge ' kevala-jnana." When the body falls
down at death, there results the destruction of the "aghati”
karmas, and the soul thereupon ascends higher and higher until
he gains the top of the universe—

gt aar g oA qamaw |
ORI AR SR SIS SqeaAr |
FOIEAESERT Fasaat g |

T aen: B A SEw sRaRmEn:

Such liberated souls, although freed from the audarika (terres-
trial), taijasa (igneous), and karmana (transmigratory) bodies,
can occasionally assume aharaka (translocatory) body by means
of which they can now and then pay visits to Tlrthakaras who
occupy the highest region of the Universe—the use of the
aharaka being also permitted to the Jlvanmuktas even before
the falling away of the body at death. The liberated souls
constitute a hierarchy in the Highest Heaven with the first
Tlrthakara as their supreme head. The Jainas, as before obser-
ved, do not need any God to create the world, but the place of
a god for devotion and worship is taken by the several Tlrtha-
karas and their immediate disciples, the Ganadharas.

—Sutra36, line 6.—There is lacking in this adhikarana the
general condemnatory sutra, unless we regard the word ' avise-
shah' asimplying reference to sutral | .ii. 32, as Sahkaracharya
seems to suggest. —While Sankaracharya's criticism of Jainism
isto be understood with the limitations as above indicated, it
seems at the same time necessary to say here finally that
Jainism has to be evaluated more as a religion than as philo-
sophy, at least so far as its origins are concerned. Accordingly
one cannot help deprecating a judgment like the following
(Hopkins, Religions of India, p. 297)—"A religion in which
the chief points insisted upon are that one should deny God,
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worship man, and nourish vermin, hasindeed noright to exist."
And yet, like some other things that may also not posess the
'right to exist," it has existed for over two millenia, and has
produced excellent types of men—both monks and house-holders
-and has offered real guidance and solace to many a seeking
and believing votary.
—Sutra 37, lines 3-6. — The following extracts from the
Sankarabhashya on the sutras in question will explain the
exact point—

Ag 9 ° PRI O €A SiiaR | A" Iaet Teeasat
GeEAIEAq THAFS, FORTIIENRIMAES | gAEiAEal
vafy idnsh—Rars (Aagon FRue &R 1 @ ...,
S R mn Sdawead | ..., ¢ SS9 S
(Rfiaerords FHEEY BT 1 ......... | geRE e g
‘ a3’ ITHFERYT | FPYERRE AETERe 9, A 399
fAteasro@e | Fwd ¢ aEErFaTgeaEE ’ N

The' pratijna’ refers to the promise concerning the knowledge
of everything by the knowledge of one thing, which, Sankara-

oharyatellsusinhisBhashyaonl|.iii. 6, isto be understood
not "kshlrodaka-nyayena" but the "prakriti-vikara-nyaya"—

dREFET ¥ GG FEOE 7 GEAE | | AR
SRAEOALFE TITAATHTIATE | ...... ... TEHIZIN-
agEegiad THRME G963 FeEHaysEaEd 8 gy |

The " drishtanta” isthe famous ' earth and jars' in Chhandogya
vi. 1-2. — The next sutra adduces in support of the position the
" Bahu syam, prajayeya" passages, where Brahman thinks not
only of creating the world, but of itself being it.

—Sutra 37, lines 10 f. — The Y ogasutras of Patanjali, whichis
the Classical exposition of the Y oga doctrine, has only one sutra
where |svara is mentioned and defined (1. 24)—

TIEIRTETATTTE: HORY $IC |

In the four other sutras where the word occurs, it occurs in
combination with 'pranidhana’ and as one of the possible objects
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of meditation, It isquite clear that, having once recognised
God for the sake of appearances, the Philosophy of Yoga as
expounded by Patanjali, is not over-willing to make him a
vital part of the system. It is Vaohaspati-misra who asserts,
under iv. 3, that—

THAA NSO | ... ...... BaCEd (55 ) SFquRomiE-
SO aE: |

In the " Sarhkhya-Yoga" system as presented by the Glta, and
in portions of the Mahabharata, Isvara plays a more important
role. Inpassageslike(Glta, xv. 16f.; cp. alsoxiv. 3, vii. 4f.)—

gifaAr Rl @i% TR @ T |

JqH: JEEIY: CRHIERETRTES: |

God has almost become the pantheistic deity of the Vedantins,
though passages are occasionally met with in the Epic where God
isthe Controller of the Prakriti. Sahkaracharyaisherethinking
probably of atreatment of the Y oga doctrine where Isvarais of
more consequence than in our Yogasutras, and yet much short
of what the Glta seems to make him.  What exactly is the text
in the mind of the Bhashyakara, and what is the part that such
atext played in the genesis and evolution of the Early Samkhya
Philosophy is a moot point. Compare Notes, page 69, before.

—Sutra 37, line 12ff.—Thebrunt of the attack of this adhi-
karana is of course against the Mahesvaras or Pasupatas, so
that in explaining how the Sutrakara was led to bring in these
Saivite systems in immediate succession to his attack on
Jainism the Ratnaprabha observes—

gRATEmaRETal SEiiend IREd Aufeem §R7
FagramiamE— AR |
—The origin of the Mahesvaras is lost in obscurity. Although
the terrific Rudra is mentioned about 75 times in the Rigveda
and has three entire hymns addressed to him, he occupies a very
subordinate position in that Veda, and the epithet "Siva" is

used in connection with him only oncein the Tenth Madal a.
In the Yajurveda he appears in a much more developed form



. ii. 37—] SANKARA'S BRAHMASUTRABHASHYA [ 192

and is the frequent subject of prayer and worship ; and there is
even a mention of more than one form of him. These forms,
sometimes invoked under the distinctive titles of Bhava, Sarva,
Isana, etc., and representing possibly so many distinct divinities
at first, came in course of time to be fused into the Great God
who, in the Atharvaveda, is already elevated to the position of
the "Lord of Beings' or Bhuta-pati. The eleven forms of the
Rudra are definitely formulated in the Brahmanas and in the
subsequent  theosophic speculations; and, particularly in the
Svetasvatara Upanishad, the God has already taken his rank
asthe All-highest, and asthe Creator of the World, while the
Mahabharata has several legends to narrate concerning that
aspect of the God. The so-called Saivaite Upanishads belong of
course to a much later age. But it seems now to be generally
conceded that the deity had its first home somewhere outside the
pales of Vedic Aryandom : that he was originally a god of the
forests and mountains, whose cult and worship was already well-
established and wide-spread amongst a section of the aborigines
and of thepre-Aryan inhabitants of India—the Nishadas and the
Dravidians. Mr. Narasimha Swami even suggests that " Rudra”
was no more than the title of the head of the ancient tribe of the
"Bhutas," with Rudrani asthe title of his consort That is not
improbable in itself. In any casg, it is evident that the Aryans
borrowed the Rudra cult from their non-Aryan predecessors*
It is uncertain, however, as to whether the phallic worship was
apart of this Rudra cult, or whether it originally belonged to
another section of the pre-Aryan inhabitants of India. Prof.
K. R. Subramanian, in his recent book on the Origin of Saivism
(Madras, 1929) makes the old Naga tribes of Ancient Indiares
ponsible for the origin and evolution of the serpent-worship,
phallic-cult, and other features peculiar to Saivism. That the
phallic worship belongs to the pre-Vedic period, (op. the epithet
'sisnadevah” which occurs twice in the Rigveda), and that in
one form or another it was once prevalent in Assyria and all

Compare in this connection the story of Daksha, how he was
punished for denying Siva a place amongst the regular Vedie Gods with
the words—

af=t A TN T U FUE )
(FIEIRFTAT T S T 0
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around the coast of the Mediterranean is now practically
proved. And if, amongst certain sections of the Mahesvaras
of Mediaeval India, certain aberrations in practice are known
to have been current, we can attribute that as much to the
original inheritance of the cult, as to the sensuous propensities
of a more debased age.

—As asystem of philosophy with aliterature of its own Saivism
can be definitely traced to the early centuries of the Christian
era. Patanjali (to Panini y. 3. 99) refers to the images of Siva,
Skanda, and Visakha ; the Sautiparvan speaks of the Pasupata
as one of the five established schools of religious doctrine ; and
references since Kalidasa's time can be cited without end.
There are also the Vayu, Linga, and other Saiva Puranas of a
somewhat uncertain date and authenticity. The so-called
Saiva "Agaraas,” of which a traditional list of 28 is preserved,
belong to a period not later than A. D. 500, whereas for Naku-
lesa (rather Lakulesa, from lakula, a club), a native of Gujarat
and the founder of the orthodox; Pasupata Philosophy, dates as
early as the beginning of the Christian era, and as late as the
3rd or 4th century after Christ, have been variously claimed,
the earlier date- being probably the more correct one, What
exactly was the innovation introduced by Lakulesa in the
Saivite Philosophy current before his time, it is not now possi-
ble to determine. The philosophical religion as established by
Lakulesa in time branched off into the four schools known as
Saiva, Pasupata, Karuka (v. I, Karunika, Kalamukha), and
Kapalika. The first of these is the most moderate and rational,
and it developed ultimately into a philosophical system alain
to the Visishtadvaita. The Srikantha alias Nilakantha Bhashya
on the Brahmasutras belongs to this school, and most of the
literature of the Tamil or Dravidian Saivism follows the same
persuasion. The Pasupatas are more extreme in their ritual,
but none too weird and dreadful as the other two schools,
whose ritual is characterised by Saktic practices of a revolting
type. The sphere of activity of these four schools (which may
have originated in Northern India) was subsequently mostly
confined to the Central and Peninsular India, while in Kasmlr
there arose about the 7th or the 8th century after Christ another
form of Saivism passing under the name of "Spanda' and
SB [ Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes |
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" Pratyabhijfia" schools* with extensive literatures of their
own that is gradually being brought to light. A yet more
modern development of Saivism is the cult of the Lingayatas
founded (? by Basava about the middle of the twelfth century.
In nearly all of these Saivite schools, Tantric ritual of akind,
consisting in the repetition of mystic formulae to the accom-
paniment of symbolical movements of parts of the body, is
generally prescribed amongst the disciplines for the novice, and
these Saivite practices, or their analogues from Vaishnavism,
have, even down to the present times, quite thoroughly permeat-
ed the daily religious observances (e. g., the Samdhya) of the
average Hindu, " who can be, from the nature of these obser-
vances, unmistakably classed as a Saivite or a Vaishnavite or
a Sakta, even though he personally may not be swayed by any
sectarian narrowness, and may carry his cultured indifference
in regard to these and the other religious observances to the
length of denying all religion as such." Saivism has thus a
long and checkered past, and possesses untold possibilities for
the future. Its significance in the pre-historic period of Aryan
migrations is being only in the last few years recognised to
the full.

—Sutra 37, line 13. — It is obvious that Sankaracharya's refu-
tation in the present adhikarana can apply only to those schools
of Saivism that do not eventually imply monism. This was
the case with the earlier "Agamas" where Siva or Mahesvara
played only a subordinate r6le, his wife Sakti exercising the
cosmic functions in a predominant manner. The Sakta Agamas
( of which atraditional list of 77 has been enumerated) carried
the same tendency to its extreme. As a compromise there
en sued the later Saivite systems where Siva and his consort form
but one body. Of such anature are most of the Dravidian and
Kaamirian schools of Saivism, which, accordingly, fall outside

* There are not really two schools, the one founded by Vasugupta
(cir. 800) and the other by Somanandanatha (cir. 900), as was imagined
by Buhler. " Spanda" isthe ultimate principle of spontaneous vibration
accompanied by consciousness, which creates the world. " Pratyabhijfia”
isthe discipline consisting in unbroken recognition of the identity be
tween Jlva and Siva, which leads to salvation,
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the sphere of Sankaracharya's present attack. What answers most
closely the description of Sankaracharya is the system of L aku-
lesa or Lakullsa, (as he is more usually called) who is credited
withthe authorship of awork called "Pafichartha" or "Panchar-
tha-vidya." Regarding the five categories recognised by the
school the following explanations are offered by the Sarvadar-
sana-samgraha (vi.62ff.)—

A 94 Fg | aq Affer—Ra, w1, wEEE | oa
QU A | WY G@ar, Aqevesmaga | aEwaeEa
gl ®9 | w @hw, Fgen sroen @ o+ @
Fralen gAY, oReaER g7 avai Swgw: g Towm |
FROTE FAZTEA, ANHAEF PHUIEHAFOTL 7 |
R G+ T R arEr A | anagBdar-
TUEFIR BT FPREH, | AAFEIT TOEANZIET @ 0
{RegRonEpRETEga: | & T G, s HieEs-
ARG | gATETIFERT (3 1 @ = B, qarEt unges )
A, TREATATAAGRN A EOMRT I, P Aweg-
FERuATFuRagwoRTa® g 2 1 Gt smEE-
S RpgARARaROE: & TR A, et

N N ——

QIR W
Under "upahara" are included the peculiarly Saivaite practices
such as—

ERATTIErag SBRARGE AT |

while the " dvaras" included certain aberrations in practice in
the matter of sex, speech and drink.

—Sutra 37, line 14f. —Regarding the recognition of a God in
the Vaiseshika philosophy, vide our Notetoll.ii. 12, line 31
(page 82 before).

—Sutra 37, line 19.—The Lakulesa-Pasupata, Saiva, and
Pratyabhijna schools differ from each other in regard to the
extent of the causal efficiency of Siva, The Pasupata school
maintains that Sivais a cause independent of the Karman of
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the individual soul; the Saiva or the Siddhanta school regards
Siva as the cause in consonance with and not independent of
the world's Karman*; while the Pratyabhijna school maintains
that Mahesvara creates the universe by the mere force of
His desire.

—Sutra 37, lines 20-22. — It will be noticed that the " itareta-
r& 8rayatva-dosha’ and the " andhaparampara-dosha"” have been
already urged against the Vedantic positionin Sutrall.i. 35,
while the " prayojanabhava" formed the topic of the 11th
Adhikarana (I1. 1. 32-33) of that same Pada. The superiority
of Sankaracharya's position as compared with that of his
opponent consists, in thefirst place, in the Scriptural authority
which the Acharya naturally claims exclusively for himself,
and, secondly, in his ultima ratio of the " gjati-vada."— It may

be pointed out here in passing that the argument in 11. i. 34ff.
recursin Brahmasutra Il. iii. 41f. The wording of the latter
sutra—

- e s Y [
FaATEATRT AR ARG |

aswell asthe general argument is so similar that one wonders
why the author of the Brahmasutras was led to repeat it in such
close proximity. | have elsewhere suggested ( Basu Mallik
Lectures, Pt. 1, pp. 144ff.) that the discussions about the nature
of theindividual soul and the Absolute Selfin Br. Su.11.iii,
andl11.ii,respectively, arelater additions.

—Sutra 37, line 27f. — Compare Yogasutrai. 24, quoted by us
on page 190 before. It is clear of course that this part of the
refutation is directed against the Sesvara-Samkhya, rather than
against any specific Pasupata school.

—'Sutra 38, line 1ff. — The sutra is not present in the Sutra-
patha as preserved by Raraanuja, Srikantha, and Bhaskara : the
other Bhashyakaras give it. As Sankara interpretsit, it seems
somewhat unconnected with the " Pasupata" refutation.

-—Sutra 38, line 3f. — For Samyoga see Notetol | .ii.17, line
32ff. Samavaya was already refuted in I1. i, 18*%* and ese-

* " His dependence on the Karman does not detract from his
independence any more than the King's dependence on the guards to
protect the capital detracts from the royal power, "
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where. The other sambandha, the commentators suggest, might
be " yogyata.”

—Sutra 38, line 10. — An" Agama" is generally divided into
four padas—

RaEE = EIraea: 931 | ARaSaEnAl EeuAs [
aﬁﬁf‘mrwanam.m | SiqerIRa: | ﬁrsmatmﬁﬁﬁaﬁ
afensr =74t W

Compare also Sarvadarsana-samgraha, vii. 178f.—

AT aed ofuIerE 5 A Faad |

a9 qia: B 3% aNET auEisEeRrd uE i
The Agamas are highly prized by the Saivas, and the literature
bearing upon them is vast and only partially made availablein
editions and translations. The Saivas refuse to accord an
inferior réle to the Agamas by the side of the Vedas. They
assert that the Vedas are general, the Agamas special treatises.
Hence, the Vedas which are often meant for the ordinary layman
have to be discarded when they go against the teachings of
the Agamas. Srlkantha, in his commentary on the sutra, in
fact says—

T4 WEAWAARE 7 qgEA ) 3RT BErW R} sl
T%: , € aRITAR | A Rama §Ee:, Jatiefvn o
fAvaRid | EEAiEar: , eifvmae: | 3RS © &9 %l |
I FAATHFHEIIHAFTAGE SATORT |

—Sutra 38, line 11f. — Apparently Sankaracharya here intends
to imply that to the Vedantins the Vedas are eternally self-
subsistent, "apaurusheya,” and so eternally valid. The Vedas
are not valid becausethey are the work of an omniscient person.
This last is the Vaiseshika position, while the former is that of
the Purvamimansa, which Sankaracharya is not averse to accept
whenever convenient. Compare the " Mantravarna™ cited in
I'l.i.36" andcontrast 1 | .i.14%.

—Sutra 39, line 2f. —Sankaracharya in hisfirst interpretation
of the sutra takes adhishthana to mean support or substrate; and
since the Pradhana is without the qualities of colour etc. he
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argues that it cannot be the proper adhishthana for the Lord,
In his alternative explanation he takes adhishthana to mean
body and says that in the absence of a body; the Lord would be
unable to manipulate matter. Ramanuja, Srlkantha and others
combine the two interpretations by declaring that the bodiless
Lord cannot have anything as his substrate, whether it be with
or without qualities. Asregards the line of argument followed,
the Bhamat|l says—

FuEaga TaEa, AretEerifieafidied q gwdeay |

—Sutra 40, line 1ff. — In thefirst interpretation the affix vat is
taken in the sense of like: as is the soul with reference to the
Indriyas, which, being atomic, have undeveloped or non-mani-
fest qualities, so too isthe Lord, In the second interpretation,
vat is understood as a possessve termination, meaning Indriya-
endowed [ bodly. ]

—Sutra 41, line 18. —-The arguments urged in thisrefutation
are by no means very profound. They can be even stated to be
fallacious; for, when we infer firefrom smoke we do not say
that because in the kitchen a fan was used to kindle the fire
therefore the mountain also must have a fan. Thisistrue; but
the very fact that the system is unable to withstand even such
arguments shows how very weak it really is, says the Kalpa-
taruparimala—

FRRIEEANTAIGAeE]  SERMAREUTEgNRT  quiad
IS 41 3 At |

Srlkantha however says that thisrefutation must not be held to

apply to the Pasupata system as a whole, but only to certain

parts of it; or rather, to no part of the Pasupata system, but to
the Sesvara Yoga system propounded by Hiranyagarbha—

RETHEIY W96 R FASAMIENE | i

grtfigrRsiaE gEhdmt s ... ... | Fasa -
TR FATTGAATARE 349 3ZH 1 vevrerreen | G &
Faeiat Ao g |

Sankaracharya himself makes it a rather general refutation, so
that anybody may wear the cap whom it fits.
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—Sutra 42, line 4. — Compare Sutra 37, line 3ff.

—Sutra 42, line 8.—O0n the origin of the "Pancharatra” system,
which is the topic of the present adhikarana in the opinion of
all the Bhashyakaras save two (Madhava and Nimbarka), impor-
tant light was shed by Sir R, G. Bhandarkar, first in his Report
for the Search for Sanskrit Mss, 1883-84, then in the paper
submitted by him to the Seventh International Congress of
Orientalists at Vienna, and finally in his work on Vaishnavism
Saivism and Minor Religious Systems, Strassburg, 1913. The
main points of his thesis are—(1) The doctrine of Bhakti or
devotional worship to a Supreme Divinity was knownto Panini
(7th century B. C) and can even be detected not only in the
Svetasvatara Upanishad where the word first occurs (albeit in a
concluding stanza which looks like an addendum), but even in
some of the Rigvedic hymns, particularly those addressed to
Varuna.—This has been now generally conceded, and the view
propounded by Weber and others as to India's indebtedness to
Christianity for this doctrine of Bhakti finds no advocate now-
adays. It has in fact been recognised that it was in the
course of the development of the worpship of the Sun-god as
Vishnu-Narayana, and of Rudra-Siva, that we meet with the
highest expression of the Indian religious thought in the shape
of Bhakti, or rather of Pantheistic-monism. And if in the
origins of this faith any influence from outside the pales of
orthodox Aryan thought is to be brought in, it should rather be
sought for in the pre-Aryan cults of worship of the several
local gods and godlings, which were capable of arousing in the
mind of the worshipper the requisite mood of awe and submis-
sion. The second point made is: (2) The Kshatriya race of the
Satvatas, otherwise known by the name of Vrishni, orginated,
some centuries before the time of Pamni, a new religion of
devotion by raising their eponymous hero Krishna-Vasudeva of
the Mahabharata fame, his brother Baladeva (alias Samkarshana)
and his two descendants, Aniruddha and Pradyumnato divine
honours. This religion steadily rose in importance so that at
the time of the rise of Buddhism there were in existence, be-
sidesBuddhism itself, two other important religions,(Jai nism and
the Bhagavata religion of Bhakti, equally opposed to Brahma-
nism, and alike founded by the K shatriyas.—This part of Bhan-
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darkar's argument is also generally conceded Thirdly (3), inthe
course of the prolonged struggle between Brahmanism and
Buddhism and the pre-Buddistic "Heretics," the former found it
totheir interest to make an alliance with the Bhagavata reli-
gion, and in the process of doing so, the Brahmanas identified
Vasudeva with Narayana, which was the name given to the
Supreme Being in the later Brahmana period, as also with
Vishnu—originally an aspect of the Sun-god—who, along an
independent line of development, was concurrently being
raised also to the position of the Supreme Being. — The line of
evolution herein postulated is a legitimate working out of a
tendency first seen in what Max Mdiller styles "henotheism,"
afterwards acentuated in the Brahmanic doctrine of the mystic
correspondences (bhaktisahacharya or bandhuta)* obtaining be-
tween divinities and their varied paraphernalia of worship, and
ultimately culminating in the full-fledged doctrine of the
"avataras." And several godslike Khandobaor Vithobaare being
identified with Siva or Vishnu in more recent times in accord-
ance with the same process of thought. Fourthly (4), when, in
the first two centuries of the Christian era, a colony of Abhlras
from central Asia migrated into India, they brought with them
certain Christian notions and legends connected with the birth
of Christ and the miracles of his childhood, which added to
certain subsequent developments made on the luxuriant soil of
India, resulted in the, well-known stories of Gopala-Krishna,
the cowherd-boy of Gokula, which are to be met with only
in the Harivamsa, the Vishnupurana, the Bhagavata and other
subsequent literary works—the portion of the Grat Epic where
allusions to the doings of Krishna in his boyhood occur being
put down by the distinguished Orientalist as later interpola-
tions. We have already a mention of Krishna-Devaklputra, the
ardent pupil of Ghora-Angirasa in the Chhandogyaiii. 17. 6:
and thisKrishnais probably the same asthe astute politician of
the MahSbharata, and the religious teacher of Arjuna: but
his identification with the Gopala, the child-god of Gokula,
was made only after this immigration of the Abhlras.—This

* For the "Bandhuta" theology of the Brahmana texts, its presup-
postions aud ulterior developments, reference may be madeto Belvalkar-
Raoade's The Creative Period, Chapter | | , Sections 24-25.
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last part of Sir Ramakrishna's theory is frequently called into
question. Patanjali mentions the Abhiras (vol. I, p. 252) and so
they must have come into India at least a couple of centuries
before Christ. Hence, if the legend of the cow herd boy is of
Christian origin, it could not be the Abhiras who brought it in.
Asrivals to the Abhiras in this respect, the Gurjars who had
an early settlement in the north-west of Punjab, and Who gave
their name not only to the Gujranwala district of Punjab, but
also to at least four " Gujarats,” are at times put forward. The
Gurjars it is believed had acquired some tincture of Christianity
from their neighbours in Central Asia, and they naturally pro-
pagated their ideas in the course of their advance into the in-
terior of India. The case nevertheless stands so far unproven,

—S0 much as to the origins of the Bhagavata or Pancharatra
religion. The oldest account of its tenets is contained in the
Bhagavadgita, which, according to Garbe, was originally a
Krishnaite theism grounded upon Sarhkhya-Yoga philosophy,
and was subsequently worked over in the interest of Vedantic
pantheism.*  Before long not only the later sectarian Upani-
shads, but likewise independent "Sambhitas" came to be written
inculcating the philosophy and ritual of the sect. Over two hun-
dred such Samhitas are known by name,the oldest of them dating
from at least the early centuries of the Christian era. The best
account of the contents of these texts is given by Schrader in
his "Introduction to the Pancharatra," Adyar, 1916. A normal
Samhita treats of four topics: Jnana or philosophy, Yoga or
disciplinary practices, Kriya or construction of temples and
dedication of images, and Charya or prescribed religious and
social observances. The Pancharatra probably originated in the
North of India and subsequently spread to the South, where it
brought into existence a mass of controversial literature written
in Sanskrit by a series of Vaishnava teachers known as Acharyas
(amongst them Yamuna and his pupil Ramanuja), as also an
extensive devotional literature, mostly in Tamil, composed by

* Holtzmann considered the pantheistic part of the poem as the
earlier. Hopkins' formula is longer and puzzling: He calls the poem
as being "at present a Krishnaite version of an older Vishnuite poem,
and this in turn was at first an unsectarian work, perhaps a late
Upanishad. "

26 [Brahmasutrabhashya, Notes]
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Dravidian saints known as Alvars, whose collected writingsare
of ten spoken of as the " Vaishnava" or Tamil Veda. As was
perhaps inevitable, there arose a number of minor differences
in the philosophical, position and the ritualistic practices of the
schools, producing in time the Visistadvaita theory of Rama-
nuja (1017-1137), the Dvaitatheory of Madhva (1197-1276), th

Dvaitadvaita theory of Bhaskara (perhaps cir. 1050) and of
Nimbarka (died cir. 1162), and the Suddhadvaita theory of
Vallabha (1479-1531). Most of these Acharyas were natives of
the South, although their activity in later life was spread over
other parts of India. And concurrently with these religious
awakenings of the South, there took place similar awakenings
in Bengal, Bihar and adjoining Provinces, under the lead of
Ramanand (1299-1410), Vidyapati (cir. 1400), Kablr (1440-1518),
Chaitanya (1485-1533), Suradas (1483-1563), Tulsldas (1532-
1623), Dadu (1544-1603 ) and others; in Gujarat under the lead
of Narasimha Mehta (1415-1481), Mirabai (1403-1470), Bbalan
(1434-1514), Akha (1615-1675), and Premanand (1636-1734);
in Karnatak under Narahari Tirtha (died 1333), Purandara Das
(1491-1564), Vijaya Das (1687-1755), and other representatives
of the Dasakuta ( =Bhaktipantha); as also in the Maharashtra
under our own saints Jnanesvara ( cir. 1290 ), Namadeva ( born
1270), Ekanatha (1548-1599), Tukarama (1607-1649), Ramadasa
(1608-1681), and the rest. There is thusan extensive record of
achievement to the credit of the Paficharatra alias the Bhagavata
religion, and the chapter of that record cannot by any means be
said to be closed yet. Next to the Glta, the Bhagavatapurana
is the most authoritative work, which is even recognised
(along with the Glta, the Upanishads, and the Brahmasutras)
as their fourth " Prasthana” by most Vaishnava philosophers.
The Bhaktisutras attributed to Sandilya and to Narada are
much later productions,

—Sutra 42, line 9ff.. — The " Vyuhas" or Modes have a cosmo-
logical aswell as apsychological aspect. Cosmologically the
Vyuhas mark the four stages of world-emanation as proceeding
from the Highest Being. This Highest Being is endowed with
" Shadgunya" or the six qualities of jnana, aisvarya, sakti,
bala, virya, and tejas, which in their totality make up the body
of the Highest Vasudeva. In the Vyuhas only two out of the
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six qualities are specially emphasised, and by the help of them
the Vyuhas initiate the creative process by originating nascent
distinctions, putting forth the duality of Purusha and Prakriti,
and bringing about an all-round growth and movement in the
cosmos. From the psychological point of view the Samkar-
shana is the individual soul, the Pradyumna the Manas, and
Aniruddha the Ahamkara.— The four Vyuhas give riseto three
sub-Vyuhas each, the resulting twelve Vyuhas being the first
twelve out of the twenty-four names—Kesava, Narayana, etc.
with which the orthodox Hindu begins his daily " Samdhya.”
—The doctrine of the Vyuhas is found in the "Narayamya"
section of the Mahabharata (xii. 347.30-40), but it is altogether
unknown to the Glta. It would also seem that originally only
the first two Vyuhas were recognised.

—Sutra 42, line 13 f. — The terms are thus defined—
TBITEAHHAAGES FIATEAFAAIIHAY | TSI
QUIRIAR | $5AT O | @RIENSEERNGAG: | G eqray o

—Sutra 42, line 26. — It will be remembered that the Bhaga-
vata conception of Moksha was the soul's permanent abode in
Vaikuntha, and not amerging of the individual soul into the
Supreme Soul without leaving behind any consciousness of
individuality.

—Sutra43, line2f.—The attack contained in the first two sutras
of the present adhikaranaisinterpreted inthe same manner by al|
the Bhashyakaras except Madhva, Nimbarka and Vijnana. The
two latter Bhashyakaras(and particularly Madhva) interpret the
first sutra (i. e., 42) as an attack against the view that the Lord's
Sakti might be the creator of the world independently. A female-
being like Sakti cannot by itself create anything. If youjointhe
Sakti with the Lord, whoisthe active agent in creation, itis
clear that before the Lord the Kartri can do anything, he must
have a karana or body and limbs, which he has not ( sutra43).
And if you endow the Lord with both body and power of seeing
( vijnana), that amounts to accepting (apratishedha) "our own"
theory. The last sutra is a condemnation in general terms.—
Ramanuja is alone in making the last two sutras areply to the
purvapaksha in the first two sutras, so that the Paficharatra
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system, being cured in its few vulnerable points, stands uncon-
demned. Sankara, Bhaskara, and V allabha have made the adhi-
karana condemnatory throughout. Srlkantha comes midway.
While he makes sutra 44 a refutation of the attack in sutras
42 and 43, he nevertheless makes the last or 45th sutra a general
condemnation of the system on other grounds,

—Sutra 43, line 4. — Would not the spider producing threads
out of himself have been an adequate drishtanta ? Compare the
Bhashyaon 11 i. 25

—Sutra44, line 3.—The Mahabharata (xii. 347) explicitly
declares—

4t argaat waR Qaa fAufoneas: |
F € @@ USieg A dedor i
depdura Sge AHiA: § 394 |

FFATISAEET QIR § a0

—Sutra 44, line 5. — The word " tat" in the sutra refers, ac-
cording to Ramanujaand Srlkantha, to " Pancharatrapramanya,”
according to Sankara and Bhaskara, to the " asambhavadosha"
urged in sutra 42; while Vallabha who, not unlike Sankara
and Bhaskara, finds a condemnation of the Paficharatra system
in all the four sutras, understands by " tat " the Vyuhas, who,
being now regarde as endowed with Vijfiana and the other
gunas of the Supreme Lord, will each of them be an indepen-
dent Sovereign upon whose sweet will there can be no restric-
tion imposed. The simultaneous existence of more than one
Omnipotence can always be proved to be a logical inconsis-
tency. — | think that there is amuch more satisfactory way of
interpreting the sutra.  Sutra 43 having urged that from
Samkarshapa, the agent, Pradyumna, the mind cannot originate,
sutra44 says-if, as an alternative supposition, Pradyumnais not
a"Karana" but is identical with Vasudeva, asbeing possessed
of "vijnana" and other pre-eminences, then the" Karanatva"
ought to have been plainly denied; but "tadapratishedhah,"
the Karanatva is not discountenanced in the system.

—Sutra44, line 13, — Comparel | . i. 6,line 18.



205 | NOTES ON ADHIKARANA 6 [ —II. ii. 45

—Sutra44, line 14, —The name " Paficharatra" has been vari-
ously explained. (1) Ratra signifies a chapter or atopic, asin the
familiar Arabian " Nights," thefivetopics of a Samhita being
either Tattva, Muktiprada, Bhaktciprada, Y augika, and Vaise-
shika; or thefive means of Abhigamana etc. detailedinl | .ii.
42, line 13, above. (2) A treatise that results in the night-
obscuration, i. e., the confounding of five heretical systems. (3)
What cooks (verb, pack) the night of ignorance, what illumines.
(4) atreatise in which the great Purusha offers a sattra for five
nights as a means of obtaining pre-eminence in the world and,
as a consequence of the sattra, assumes the five-fold manifesta-
tions in his Para, Vyuha, Vibhava, Antaryamin, and Archa
forms. This last explanation seems to me to be more legitimate
than the others.

—Sutra 45, linelff.— Ramanujais aone inturning, what on
the face of it is a concluding stroke of the attack against an
opposed system, into an actual defence of it. He thus para-
phrases the sutra—
AaREEr & siatafriwy e

For Ramanuja's rendering we would expect the sutra to be
"Pratishedhach cha" and not "Vipratishedhach cha." Further,
if the " pratishedha" were so explicitly made, what are we to
think of the earlier objection which ignored the existence of
such an explicit denial ? Ramanuja's interpretation of the
adhikarana thus lacks conviction, and yet apparently it seems
to have convinced Thibaut, who says (S. B. E. 34, 1ii)—" It,
however, appears, to me that the explanations of the ' va' and
of the ' tat ', implied in Raraanuja's comment, are more natural
than those resulting from Sankara's interpretation. Nor would
it be an unusual proceeding to close the polemical pada with a
defence of that doctrine which—in spite of objections—has to
be viewed [—by whom ?2—] asthe true one." The arguments
against Ramanuja's interpretation are quite on the surface:
(1) The tone of the whole pada is " parapakshanirakarana."
(2) The tone of the last sutra of the adhikarana is decidedly
combatative, as of sutras It ii. 10,17, and 32. (3) Ramanuja’s
explanation of the last sutra is anything but satisfactory. (4)
If the Sutrakara really wanted to defend the Pancharatra system
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he could have done so in a far less unambiguous manner. And
finally, (5) Sankara's explanation of the sutras falling under
the adhikarana is not, after all, so very objectionable,

—Sutra 45, line 2f. — One expects that Sahkaracharya would
pick many more holes into the system under cover of this last
sutrathan what he has actually done. His " Veda-vipratishedha"
is absolutely untenable. Ramanuja has correctly pointed to
the analogous passage in the Chhandogya, V I | . i. 2-3, where the
"Veda-ninda" by Narada is not really intended, and says that
the words of dissatisfaction put in Sandilya's mouth are merely
intended as" vakshyamana-vidya-prasarhsartham.” Ramanuja
writes—

T LA, ... BfAeG TR, faTHadgg=am-
% fRAAZIS e SITIAT AgrarafasIim: |
—Sutra 45, line 5. — Srlkantha finds, from his point of view as

a Saiva philosopher, another contradiction in the Pancharatra
system—

gRRTrRERITYRRTETagNRmREnRa  ’Re-
YT |

Probably, the Pancharatra philosopher would find the " chita-
bhasmacharcha" of the Pasupata system equally contrary to
"Scriptural” commands1 Asto " Puraria" passages proclaiming
Siva, Vishnu, and the worshippers of each in turn, by all kinds
of opprobious names, they end by cancelling each other, and
can never be taken very seriously.
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Page Line Correct Incorrect

65 11 and hence necessarily and heterogeneous;
heterogenous;

75 After line 22 add the following Note —

— Sutra 9, line 3— &gy etc, i. e, a posteriorly and not a priori

83 11 omitted*. omitted.

83 bottom Add the following footnote —

88

88
88

89

92
95
109

115
115

115
115
121

* Not quite. Comparexii. 75 ff.—

21

25

seaningTa falar q iRy |

FETAT ST Fleq Fidisfadrad

Qi 17 grEi 2 snfiiar 7 faaY )

MAZEIA AHgET YT wazagr gufy ¢

World; and the introduc- World,

tion of God into the sys

tem is a later accretion.

3 T Dvyaimkas 3 Dvyaimkas

After the first footnote, Add the following footnote —

22

25
23

8

T Sankara(seel | .ii.11°°—zquziz it yeam: ) seems to
have considered the Tryannka as made up of three atoms.

Saukarachaxya, although Sankaracharya),
his words imply that a
tryanuka consists of just
three atoms, not three

dvyaimkas),

R, Ream
I.ii. 11 [ i T
Samavaya in fact may be There should be

said to be the gg which has
g®y as the §®. Hence

there should be
Dlpavarhsa*, Dipavarhsa,

Add at bottom the following footnote —

11
36

* gz g 1 senfy sgem gefa =)

a7g (ftfaead ataaw fTageady i

218 288
478 477
sensible sensihile
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Page Line Correct Incorrect
122 24 Add at the end of the footnote —
wyey can mean " four-constituted” or " of four-kinds. " The

Bhamatlkara seems to understand the word in the second sense,
following the sfwedais IT. 13—
ynfa glagiergiRsTagyrEa: |
gaiadafaEn: e i
123 8 ELENECN | gl¥yaanm
123 25 in the world, resembling in the world.
herein the three gunas of
the Saihkhyas.
125 5 Skandhas, — or we may Skandhas,
say that it isjust the five
Skandhas (i. e, the dif-
ferent functions, vrittis
or faculties) viewed in
their togetherness —
129 After line 5 add the following Note—

—Sutra 19, line 3— The afy@iiy series establishes an unending
cyclic chain of causes, e. g., River— Vapour — Cloud— Rain— River,
but the chain by itself does not explain adequately the modus
operandi of each of its causal links. Nor does it explain why
things lend themselves to be arranged in such a series: why
they exhibit such inherent uniformity. In the absence of an
adequate answer to this important question, the “{szta@” chain is as
good as an ignoratio elenchi.

129 22 (EEGEIGA faddam
137 17 the anus (i . e, body) the anus
137 18 the asraya (not asrita) the asraya
139 7 parts. The use of the word — parts.

which is a Jain technicality —

in the present context is rather

curious.
153 26 Add at the end of the Note —
The theory in effect asserts that destruction is always the mother
of construction. The death-knell of the dying year tolls in the
arrival of the New Year.
189 After line 25 add the following Note —
— Sutra 36, line 4 — The swvregga 36.65 asserts that the dimension
of a perfect soul is?/srds of the height which the individual had
in his last existence.
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—Sutra 3, line 31.— " Darsana", translated by us as Sruti-text,
can also mean "intuitive-realisation,” on the evidence of
the Svetasvatara passage 6.13.

—Sutra9, linellf.— CompareasotheBhashyaon! |1 .ii.21—
AGEREA § Yy T XIHEAAE = |

—Siitra 8, line 10. —awnrsyfafish (=arcmaic) w4 is the hypothesis
of the f&@i®1q, but under the supposition made that

becomes impossible.

—Sutra 23, line 8.— Another possible interpretation of this
perplexing sutra can also be suggested by taking the word
3?37to mean "magnet” asinsutral | .ii. 7. Asthemagnet,
the source of movement in the iron-needle, is not itself
agreeably or disagreeably affected by the movement, and so
cannot be charged with doing and not-doing what is dis-
agreeable and agreeable respectively, so the soul ( and
a fortiori the God ) cannot be liable to any similar
contingency, seeing that the so-called ffrf or 3#Yf belongs
to the body only. The body, through ignorance, identifies
itself with the soul, and fancies that it can do fetr or &"d
to itself, just as the iron-needle, beiug temporarily
magnetised, may imagine itself as the source of its own
movements and worry about them.

—Sutra 27, line 24.— The frequent appeals to <sfti* fsrars in
the Sutras (even Sutra 28 is an appeal to "loka" ) serve to
emphasise the fact that even ordinary experience is capa
ble of affording usfleeting glimpses or intimations of the
Absolute.

—SQtra32,linel.— Thesr*Wv* or purposiveness of actionsor
STffes is a rule applicable only to finite (human) beings.
To generalise it and to attribute it to the infinite God or
Absslute isunwarranted. Hence the fdag is sufficiently
answered by saying that it does not arise at all.

—Sutra34, line 1.— The argument of Sutras 34-36 of this
Padarecursalsoin Sutras| |1 .iii.41-42.



Errata to the Notes

Page line Correct Incorrect
4 15  Purvapakshin Purvapakhin
4 25 (andin the portions and in the portions
9 31 afgm: afg’gn u
13 26  sutra, such as sutra
" tattvanam,"
15 11  Ashtakas Ashtakas
17 15  stimulat- stimula-
18 1G  Sarhkhyas and Sarhkhyas
19 9  mig¥ afrer T et ]
20 11 Kasmirin Kasmlrin
23 24 four five
23 26 omit —(V) FAW FROETEE: |
25 last  propitiate propitiat
49 19  the soul (and God

a fortiori God )
o4 6 —Sutra 33, —Sutra 32,
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A, sound and letter n32; the sound
resulting from untrue symbolical
lines 34.

abhava nl05; its varieties n87 ;
its (Vaisesnika) classification n41f,

abhidha n26.

abhidharmajnanaprasthapanas'astra
of Katyayamputra nll9.

AbhidharmakodatSastra, vygkhyS on
nl21, n150, n138, nl51; quoted
111, n142.

Abhidharraapitaka nl16,nl19; books
in nll6.

abhigamana, defined n203.

Abbiras, their migrations into India
n200; mentioned by Patanjali
n201.

absolute nl63, nl96.

activity, bolongs to sentient or non-
scnttent objects ? 73.

adharma ( Jain) = static space 127,
nl78, nl79.

adhikarana, defined and described
n4.

adhimukticharya n166.

adrishta 85, 90, n97, nl37, nl38; its
functionin world-origination 89.

advaitabrahmasiddhi, quoted n 157.

Advaitananda n137.

Agamas, Jain nl180.

Agamas, Saiva n197; compared with
the Vedas n197; their four Padas
n197.

Aggeniya nl75.

aggregates, Buddhist 104; impos-
sibility of their origination 104f.

aghsti-karman n186; its varieties
n186.

agnihotra 4.

agrahffyani nl5.

ahamkara n61.

aharaka (body ) n184, n189.

Ahirbudbnya-Samhita n82.

Aitareya-aranyaka quoted 14; quoted
34 ; quoted 34; quoted 40.

Aitareya(l. i, 1) quoted n9; Bhashya
onit n162; quoted n31;
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aja-mantra n59.

ajativada n73, n81, nl196.

Ajanta nl30.

gjlva (Jain category) nl78.

gfianavada nl75.

akasa (Buddhist) its nature 109
Buddhist conception of, refuted
110f; defined and described n149f,

akasa (Jain) nl178.

Akha, his date n202.

akhyata, defined n41.

akriyavada nl75.

JQambanaparlksha n158.

alayavijnana 125, nl125, nl126, n139,
n160.

Alvar Saints, Dravidian n202.

Anandagiri n28, n65, n89, n137, n138;
quoted n27, n93, n114, nl57.

Angas (Jain), Twelve n175f.

Anguttaranikaya n116.

AntagadasSo nl176.

antaraya nl186.

antarySmin (aform of Lord's mani-
festation) n205.

Aniniddha, amodo of God 139; n199,
n203.

anirvachanlyakhyati n164.

antahkarana n78.

anumana= (Samkhya) Pradhana n63.

anumanika n64.

anupravesa 15.

Anutarovavaiyadasao nl76.

anupalabdhi n107.

anuvyavasaya n126.

Anuyogadvarasutta nl78.

apadananl16.

Apantaratamas n27.

Apastambadharmasntra quoted 5.

Appaya Dikshita, quoted n183f.

apratisaiiikhvanirodha n145; defined
and explained n143.

Arada Kalama n83.

arambbana n45.

archa n205.

ardhajaratlyatva n11,

Ardbamagadhl n175,

Aristotle n40,
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ariyasachcbani n149.

Arthasamgraha, quoted u32.

Artbaasstra n83.

arthavada, defined n19; its varieties
described n19f.

Aryadeva nl113, nl118.

asabda=(Samkhya) Pradhana n64.

asamavayikarana, defined n99.

34aya n127, n137, n138; defined n125.

asamprajnata eamadhi n134.

asamskntadharmas n143.

Asanga n118, nl63,n168; quoted n167;
see also Mahayanasutralamkara.

asatkaryavada n91f, nl114.

Asmarathya n30.

asravanl38, n178.

Asbtadhyayl n169.

ashtaka-rites 9, n15.

asramadharmas 4.

astikayas (Jain) nl178.

Asuri n7.

Asvaghosha n83, n113, n148.

atidela 9 ; defined nl4.

atman, bis active and intelligent
nature 73,74; as sakshin nl163 ;
see soul.

atoms and atomism 26, n52; (Bud-
dhist) 103f, n112, n113, n121, n122,
n123, nl24; Greek and Indian
atomism nll4; Jain atomism des-
cribed n184 ; itstheory sot forth 84,
88f ; as causo of theworld 88 ; their
kinds 89; their conjunction is im-
possible 89; nature of their con-
junction criticised 90; their in-
cessant activity 93; their qualities
93f, 95 ; atomism not endorsed by
men of competence 96f., Vaiscshika
atomism n80f., n112, nl114; the
process of atomic combination in
creation, n88f; their dimensions
86, n9of.

Atthinatthtppavaya nl175.

audarika (body) n184, n189.

Aulukyadarsana=V ai seshikadarbana
n26.

aupanishada purusna 10.

Aurapachchakkhana n177.

Avanjha nl75.

Avassaya nl77.

AvatJyakasntra nl112.

avataras n200.

avayava-avayavi relation n39.

avidya n55; Buddhist nl29, n130,
n134, n147; avidya chain explained
n129f; avidya-causation described
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as in Bodhicharyavatara n131f;
described by Vachaspatimisra n132;
described as in Brahraamritavar-
shini n132f.

avijnapti n120.

avimoksha n26.

avyakrita (Buddhist) n142.

aryakta 5, n61, n60; origin of Gnnas
from 5; its absorption into Purusba,

__5; see also Pradhana.

Ayappavaya nl75.

Ayaradasao nl77.

Ayarangasutta nl75.

ayatanas ( Buddhist) n120, n121.

ayushka n186.

ayutasiddha n105.

BadarSyana n5, nl141.
bahvarthavada n155 ; n167.
Baladeva n199.

Balaki-Ajatas'atru n34.

Balavarman n42, n45.

bandha (Jain category) nl78.

bandhuta (of the Brahmanas) n200; as
atheological principle n200n.

beings, their four classes n5, n23.

Belvalkar n5, n24, n58, n83, n200n.

Bergson n152.

Bhagavatas 140,
Paficaratra.

Bhagavatapurana n200 ; its recogni-
tion as the fourth prasthana n202.

Bhagavadglta n30,n201; quoted 5,17,
37, 38, 64, 66;n9, n17, n33,n191.

Bhagavati nl75.

bhakti, the doctrine of n199 ; in the
fivetasvatara and Rigvoda n199.

bhaktiprada n205.

bhaktisahacharya n200.

bhaktisutras n202.

Bhalan, his date n202.

Bhamati n138; quoted n23, n31, n33,
n43, n64, n69, n71f, n73f, n79ff,
n104, n114, n118, n122, n124, n125,
nl27f, n129, n135f ; n145, n158,
nl1l59, n187, n198.

Bhandarkar, Sir K. G. n199, n201.

Bhartrihari n25, n31.

Bhartriprapancha n30.

Bhashaparichchheda n114.

bhashya, defined and described n3f.

bhashyakSra, his function described
n4.

Bhaskaracharya, quoted D164 ; his
date n202; differences in sutra-
jnterpretatiou nl13, n.27, 0.46,n47,

nl73 ; see aso
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n48, n53, n69, n85, nl35, nl46,
n151, n167, n171, n189, n196, n204,

Bbattapannna" ni77.

bhava n130.

bhava (Buddhist) n142.

Bhffvavivekan24.

bhd'vaya*thsmya n26.

bhedabheda n30, n45.

bodhi n163.

Bodhicharyavatara n131 ; panjika on
it nl44, n151.

Bodhichittavivarana n118.

Bodbisattva, ideal of n117.

Brahmajal asutta n100.

Brahman, the cause of the world 3 ;
as efficient and constituent cause
10f, 16 ; means for its cognition
11; its dlsparlty with the world
11f ; ﬁOSSIbIth of its knowledge
bg/ other means of proof 16f ; its

entity with theworld 18, defects
in the theory of omniscient Brah-
man as world-cause 19f; Brahman,
non-distinct  from World criti-
cism of thetheory 29f., Brahman's
assumption of oneness and mani-
foldness, etc. 31; its knowledge
from untrue ScrlptureSSS incapa-
ble of modification 35 ; immutable
35 ; the fearless 36, 58 Brahman
one with Aiman 36; devoid of
causal paraphernalia 52; having
perfect|on of 5powers 53; |mpart|te
or partite 55f; its wholesale or
part- -transformation 55 ; unmodifi-
ed and modified 56, 57 its pot-
enees 60, 61; its potenc& justitied
67 ; sentlency and non-sentiency
in Brahman-made creation 84f: its
saktis n56 ; as sakshin nl63; its
Sachchidanandatvan163; = manas
or chitta n164.

Brahmamritavarshini nl 32.

Brahmananda Sarasvati, quoted n48.

Brahmasutras 20, 59, 69; quoted 8, 17,
36, 70, 75, 88, 126 ; n30, n31, n33,
n81, n103, n190.

Brahinavidyabbarana quoted n43,
n98, n137, n141, n147, n148, n153,
n157, n164, n183.

BnhadSranyaka—upanlshad 15, n29,
n34, n55, n94; quoted 9, 10, 14, 19,
21, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 50,
55, 58, 60, 61, 64, 75; N30, N177.

Buddha 126, n115, n131, n144, nl66,
nl73, nl179, outline of bis life

[

nl115; date of his uirvana nl115;
his last words nl42; his avyaknta
problems n182.

Buddbabhumis n166.

Buddbacbarita n83.

Buddhavamsa n116.

Buddhi nl8; see also mahat.

Buddhism and Buddhists nll4 ; its

forms 103 ; its Canon 105,

n115 ; its doctrine of momentari-
ness, sec momentariness (Bud-
dhist) ; its creation ex nihilo 114f;
its Idealism refuted 116ff; ldea-
lism summarised 117f ; Hinayana
School n112; history and biblio-
graphx n115ff; its ools nl117 ;
Fourt CounC|I (Buddhist) n119;
differences in the Schools of n119
their causation-theory n127ff; their
doctrine of karman and transmi gra-
tion n139; dress etc. of the
Buddhists n173.

Buhler n194.

Canon, Buddhist n115f.

Canon, Jain nl74ff,

Categorles, Jain 127, 129,

causation, Buddhist n127ff;
n140; described n129.

cause and effect, identity of 18f.,
42: relation 21,38.

Chaltanya, his date n202.

Chaittasamudaya n124f.

Chandapannatti n176.

Chandavijjhaya n177.

Charakasamhita nl112.

Chariyapitaka n116.

Charvakas n68, n71.

Charyapada (|n Sajvagama) nl97.

Chausarananl77.

Cbandoggl q;joted 14,15,21,22,29,
30,31,32,34,37,40,41,47,49,50,51. 56,
60,65,66,139 ; N8, N22, n28, n50f.

Chhedasutras n177.

Chitabhasmacharcha n206.

Chitra (rupd) n105f.

Chittasamudgya n124f.

cbodana n8.

Christ n200.

Chullavagga n115.

conativeaubl ation, seepratismhkhya-
nirodha.

conjunction, seemyoga

contact (spar

creation, |ts gurposven&es 61f; as
the sport of God 62 |tsbeg|nn|ng

n135,
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lessness reasonable and attested
65f; creation (Buddhist) ex nihilo;
its purpose in Vedanta n73; in
Sankara Vedanta n49.

Creator, more and beyond the soul
50; sentient n9; intelligent 54 ;

Creator Higher than Soul, Topic 7 (I 1.
i. 21-23), 49ff.

Creator's Causal Paraphernalia, Topic
8, (11. i. 24-25) 52ff.

Dadu, his date n102.

Daksha n192n.

Dasaktita n202.

darskmavaraniya (Jain) nl86.

Dasaveyaliya nl77.

decimal system n107.

definition, itsvarieties in Advaita
VedSnta n35.

Democritus n87, n100.

DeiSavarman n119.

design, argument from 66.

Deussen nl5, n109, n146, n168.

Devarddbigani n174.

Devindatthava n177.

Dhammapada n116; of the Sarvasti-
vadins n119.

Dhammasangani n116.

dharma, defined n8.

dharmas, Buddhist n142, n143; of
the Sarvastivada School n120.

dharma (Jain)=dynamic space 127,
nl78, nl179.

Dharmakaya n120.

Dharmaklrti n113, n158, n161.

dharmatathata n26.

dharmayatana n121.

Dharmottara n112.

Dhatukatha n116.

dhatus (Buddhist) n121.

dialectics (Jain) 127; called Logic of
Seven Modes 127; Disjunctive
Dialectics 128.

Digambaras nl178.

DIghanikaya n116, n149, n174.

Dillnaganll3, n158, n161.

Disjunctive Dialectics, seedialectics,
Disjunctive, and Syadvada.

Disparity in Nature, Topic4 (11.1.
4-11) 10ff.

dispute of faculties 14,15.

dissolution, Vedantic, is an illogi-
cality 19 ; state of effectsin 20.

Ditthivayanl76.

dreams, their interpretations 34, their
unreality and real experience
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33f ; phenomena in 123,
dualists 10; see also Samkhyas and

Y oges,
duhkhanta ( Saiva) nl95.
dvaita n202.
dvaitadvaita n202.

dvara (Saiva) n195.

Effect, its prior existencoin cause 40,
44 ; non-existent before its crea
tion 40; its existence in cause
decided by reasoning 41;

Eight noes nl67, nl72; enumerated
nl67n.

Bkanatha n202.

elements, superintendents over 14.

Eliot, Sir Charles n117.

ether (Jain) 127 ; see also akisa 5.

cvambhuta (Jain) n 183,

Everythingin Order, Topic 13 (11. i.
3

evplution n60, n65.

Faculties, dispute of 14, 15.

Fmal End of Creation, Topic 11 (11.
i. 32-33) 61ff.

folk-lore, its examples n50.

Fully-Equipped Divinity Topie 10
(11.. 30-31) 60f.

Gandharvanagara 118.

Ganadharas n189.

Ganges n40.

Ganiavijjanlry.

Garbe n201.

Gaudapada n82n; Sankaras parama-

uru n24 ; afictitious name n24 ;
theory about a Gauda school n24 ;
his Karikas n24, nl164; Karika
quoted 21.

Gautama Buddha see Buddha.

genus, its existence 43.

ghatikarman, its varieties nl86.

Ghora-Angirasa n200.

Glta-bh8shya, quoted nl6.

God, knowable by Samkhya and
Yoga 9; his omniscience and
omnipotence due to Nescience 37,
his power of illusion 38; unjust
and cruel 63; his regard to
merit and demerit of beings 64;
his rain-like attitude 64; as omni-
scient, creating the universe 74;
as controller or the universe 75; his
activity and er of cosmic illu-
sion 79; as efficient cause alone 133;
of the Theists, not connected
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with souls 134f.; has no operating
basis nl35f; susceptible to plea-
sure-and-pain experience 136; as
finite 137 ; non-omniscient 137f ;
bis Modes in P5ncharatra 139; can-
not create instrument from him-
self 140; his svabhava n54; in-
dependence n55 ; his powers n69 ;
his function in Nyaya-Vaiseshika
n97, n97n ; Jain God n180; Yoga
delinition of nl90; of the Vedan-
tins n191; in Samkhya-Yoga of
the Gita n191; his adhishthana
nl98; God and his Sakti in Bhaga-
vata philosophy n203.

Gokula n200.

Gopala-krishna n200.

Gotra (Jain) n186.

gourd (alabu ), the simile of n187.

grammarians, on the brevity of
sutras n3.

Grihyasutras n57.

Gross-long Analogy, Topic2 (11.ii.
11)84f.

Gujranwalladistrict of the Punjab
n201.

gunas n6l, n75, n83; originating
from avyakta 5; their nature 70;
their activity 72 ; their dominance
and subservience 79; their number
and nature nl7 ; described n65f.

Gurjarasn201.

Hari Dlkshita n10.

Harivamsa n200.

Harivarman n118.

Hauer nl4.

Heaven (Jain )n189.

Hegel n51.

Henotheism n200.

hetupratyayas nl124, nl27f.

Hinayana n30, n31, n155; its schools
nll7 ; contrasted with Mahayana
nl17 ; its characteristics n1l17f ;
its date n118.

Hiranyagarbhanl4.

Hiuen Tsang n40, n121.

Hoitzmann, on Rhagavadglta n201n.

Hopkins n189, n201n.

hridayayatana n50f.

Ideas n157f; Platonic n40; Buddhist
121; their luminosity 121.

idealism, Buddhist n117 ; see Vijnit-
navada.

ijya, defined n203.
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ikshana n8f.

illusion, beginning less 21; cosmic 74.

Impartite's Part-modification. Topic 9
(11.i. 26-29)55ff.

Inequality and Cruelty, Topic 12 (11.
i. 34-36 )63ff.

inherence, see samavaya.

initiation 4.

intimate relation 42; examination of
its naturo 42f.; seealso samavaya.

Irana nl122.

Isa, quoted 7.

Isvarakrishna n6, n7, n59, n60, n82 ;
seealso Samkhyakarika.

itihasa n20.

Itivuttaka nl16.

Jabala, quoted 10.

Jacobi n133, n168, n170, n171, nl172,
ni78.

Jaimini n8, n169.

Jairnini-Hutra, quoted 6, 57;
nl9.seealsomimansasutra.

Jains, their refutation 127ff., their
categories 127; their dress etc.
nl73 ; their canon n174ff;

Jainism, origins and historical deve-
lopment nl173ff; its soul-theory
nl74 ; its estimation n174; outline
of the system nl78ff.; ontology
nl79 ; system compared with Sftin-
khya n179f; its classification of
Karman n186; more a religion
than a philosophy nl89; Hopkins*
estimate of it n189f.

Jambuddiyapannatti n276.

jariimarananl30.

Jstakas n116.

jati (Vais'eshika) defined and descri-
bed n40 ; its perception n99.

jati (Buddhist) n130, n157,

Jayasimha n42, n43.

Jiva (Jain) n178 ; Jain classification
of n184; see also Soul (Jain).

Jivajlvabhigamasutra n176.

jnianavar aniya n186.

Jnanedvara, his date n202.

Jumna n40.

Kabir, his date n202.

Kala (Jain category) nl78.

Kalamukha nl93.

Kalpataruparimala, quoted nl98.

Kammappavaya nl75.

Kanada 24, 87 ; n97, n104 ; deriva-
tion of his name n25.

nie6,
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Kaniahka n119.

Kant n51.

Kantian view n44.

Kapalika n193.

Kapila, founder of the Samkhya
system 4, 5, 24, n6, n7; the purpose
of his Smriti, 4 his perfect know-
lodge 6, not reliable when he con-
tradicts sruti 6 ; alias Vasudova 7,
on plurality of Selves 7; his the-
ory running counter to Veda?7;
his incidental mention in Svetas-
vatara n9; the tawny-coloured
being n9 ; who burnt the sons of
Sagara n12.

Kappa vadamsikao nl176.

karakavyapara n41.

karana, upadana and nimitta n5;
Vaiseshbika n98f ; defined n106 ;

Karana (aaiva artha) n195.

kannan66; of the individual souls
19; its beginninglessness 65; fluid
106; its Jain classification n186f.

Karmana n184, n189.

Karuka n193.

Karunika n193.

kSrya, defined n106.

Karyakaranabhava (Buddhist) n140 ;
see also causation (Buddhist).

karyakarana nl18.

Katha 9, 17, n14.

Kathavatthu n116.

KatyayanTputra n119.

Kaushltaki-Up. 14,64, n18, n34, n54f.

Kautilya n83, n113.

Keith, A. B. n74, n121, n184.

Kesava (Lord) n203.

Kcsavakatimiriu n20 ; differences in
sGtra-interpretatiou n46, ul64.

Keval A-vidyan55.

Khandhakas n115.

Khandoba n200.

khara n122.

Khuddakanikaya n116; books of the
nl16.

Khuddakapatha n116.

Kiranavali n113.

Kiriyavisalanl7s.

Knowledge, intuitive 17 ; its attri-
butes nl60 ; in Vjiianavada nl62.

Krishna n200; DevakTputra of the
Chhandogyan200; of the Bharata
n200; religious teacher of Arjuna
n200; his identification with
Gopala-Krishna n200.
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Krishna-dvaipayana n27.
Krishnagupta n42, n43.
Krishna-Vasudeva n119.
kriyapada n197.
Kriyavada n 175.
Ksetrajna 5; defined n9,
Kumarilanl71,n181.
kundabadaranyaya n109.
Karanarayana n24.
Kutastha n33.

Kntaltho (Buddhist word) n33.

Laksbana n35; svarupa-lakshana
n35 ; tatastha-lakshana n35.

Lakshana n26.

Lakuleda n193, n195.

L eucippus n87,

Levi nl66.

Linga, defined and interpreted nl5.

Logavindusara n 175.

Logicians 25.

Madhva, his dvaitavada n49; his date
n202 ; difference in sutra-interpre-
tations n13, nl4, n22, n27, n44,
n45, n47, n48, n52, n53, n70, n71,
n72, n74, n75, n76, n84, n96, n146,
n152, n154, n167, n188, n199, n203.

Madhyamakasutra quoted, 159, n168.

Madhyamaka school n166, n172.

magician and hisinagical creation 21.

Mahabharata n10, n196, n203 ; Sam-
khyain, n83; quoted 5, 7, 17, 57 ;
n12, n94, n204.

Mahanisiha n177.

mahat 8, 76, 79 ; n13f., n61, n77.

Mahapachchakkhana n177.

Mahavagga n115.

Mahavlra nl179; his date
tempers agnosticism n182.

Mahayananl117, nl155, n172; its chara-
cteristics n117f ; its date n118.

Mahayanasutralamkara, quoted n163.
see also Asanga.

MahesVaras 133, nl191 ;
gories 133, n191ff.

Majjhimanikaya nl116.

M ajjhima patipada n166.

mana-ayatananl21l.

mantras n29 ; defined and described
n18f.

Manu and Manusmriti 4, 7, 24, 27; n6
uls, nl12, n27.

Materialists 73, n32.

Mathara n36, n12, n82n.

Mathura n39, n40.

nil73;

their cate-
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Maudgalayana n119.

Maya, Asuranl56.

Maya and Mayavadins n53, n54,
n55, n73, n74, n78, n79, n81, nl59,
nl64, n165, n172, n181.

means of knowledge, nugatory in
the Absolute 32.

Menander, king nl49.

Milinda, king nl49.

Milindapanha n112,
n148f.

MImarlsa, theory of authority nl12f ;
view of the world n55 ; its injunc-
tions n56.

Mjmanasutras n51, n169; their pur-
pose n57; quoted n8, nl0, n34,
n36 ; see also Jaiministitra.

Mirabai, her date n202.

modes (vyuhas) n202f.

mohaniya n186.

moksha, its nature n30; in Vedanta
n149; in Jainism nl78; Bhagavata
conception of n203.

momentariness (Buddhist) 46, 107,
108, 112, 113, 125f; n44, nl42,
nl44, n146,n147, n151, nl160 ; its
modern revival n152.

monads (Buddhist) n112.

Muktavali n114.

muktiprada n205.

Mula-sarvastivadins n119,

Mula-sutras (Jain) nl77.

Muller, F. Max n200.

Mnnilaka n29 ; quoted 21, 30, 55, 60.

nll6 ; quoted

Nagarjuna n113, nl118, n155, n159,
nl67, n168.

naigama (Jain) nl82.

Naiyayikas n99, n101.

Naishkarmyasiddhi n186.

Nakulosa nl93; see Lakulesa,

nama (Jain) n186.

Namadeva, his date n202.

namarupa n130, nl134.

name and form, fabrication of Ne-
science 36, 37.

Nanappavaya nl175.

Nandisutta n178.

Narada, Bhaktisutras of n202.

NaraharitTrtha, his date n202.

Narasimha Mehta n202.

Narayana, the creator of the world
5: identified with Vasudeva Sat-
vata n200.

Narayaniya section of Mahapharata
n203.
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navya-nyaya nll4.

Nayadhammakahao ni175.

Nayas, Seven (Jain) n182f.

Negativism, see Sun yavada.

nescience, its superimpositions 21 ;
its distinctive classifications 22 ;
its fabrications 37, 58; in Bud-
dhism 105, 106.

Nettippakarana nl116.

Nidanas 104f., n130 ; their relation
to Saihkhyatattvas 133, 134,135;
see also Pratityasamutpada and
avidya-causation.

Niddesa n116.

nigganthas n174

Nihilism in Buddhism 103.

Nimbffrkan55; his date n202 ;—diffe-
rences in sutra-interprcatation n13,
n22, n27, n45, n47, n48, n53, n70,
n71,n72, n76, n84, n135, n146, n167,
n189, n197, n203.

Nirayavali n176.

nirodha n140, n145, n149 ; see also
Pratisamkhya- and Apratisam-
kliya- nirodhas.

nirgranthas, see nigganthas.

nirjara (Jain) nl78.

Nirtikta n4l, nl69.

nibbana 104 ; n125, nl44, nl149; as
ahetuja n148; as nirhctuka n149.

nischaya-naya nl182.

Nisihajjhayana nl177.

Noble Eight-fold Path n149,

non-conative sublation see Aprati-
samkhya-nirodha 109.

non-existence and existence 40,41.

nyaya, its meaning discussed n6.

Nyayabhashya, quoted n95.

Nyayakandali nl113; quoted n76,
n108f.

Nyayakusnmafijali n113.

Nyayamanjari, quoted nl147.

Nyilyasjira nl13.

NySyosutra 114, n98, nl133, nl53,
nl69; quoted 134.

Nyayavarttika n113.

Nyaynvarttika-tatparya-parisiKldlu
nl13,

Nyayavarttika-tatparyatlka n113.

Objects, external, denied by Vijua-
navada 117ff.

Objects Turned Subjects, Topic 5(ii.i.
13.)27f.

Ohanijjutti nl77.

Ovavaiya nl76.
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Overlord, omniscient, as originator,
controller and absorber of the
world 3; seealso God.

PaobchakkhanappavSya n175.

Pffchittiya n115.

Padraapurana n83 ; quoted 7.

Painnas, Ten nl77.

Pakudba Kachchayana n112.

Pali Canon n115f.

Pilnatrm n175.

Panchaakba n7, n75, n94.

PsiicharStras, their refutation 139ff ;
their Modes 139; contrndictions in
141f; origins and history of n199ff.,
n201; itsderivation n205; see also
Bhagavata.

Panchakalpa n177.

paiichartha n195.

Pandavas n156.

Panbavagaranai n176.

PSnini nl5, n40, n169, n199.

Pannavana nl76.

para (a form of Lord's manifesta-
tion ) n205.

para-devata n53.
Parajikanl15.
paramarshi (Kapila) né.
paramarthasatya n171.
paramarthika (truth) n45, n46.
paratantra (satya) n159, n161.
parikalpita (satya) n159, n161.
parimitatva néb.

parinilma n24, n29, n70.

parinami-nityatva n179, ni85.

parinishpanna (satya) n159, n161.

Parivarapatha n115.

Parsvanatha n173.

Pasupata n193, n196; its founder
nl93; its different schools n193; see
also Mahedvaras and Saivisrn.,

Pashipatasmriti, also called Saiva
Smiiti n13.

Pataliputra 43, n39; the Jain Council
of n178.

Patanjali n15, n39, n40, n190, n191,
n201.

patichchasamupiada, see pratltyasa-
mutpada.

Patimokkha (of the Mulasarvasti-
vadins) n119.

Patisambbidamagga n116,

PafthSnappakarana n116.

Pefakopadesa n116,

Petavattbu n116. ]

percipient and perception n162

SANKABA'SBRAHMABUTRABHASHYA

Bhallic worship n192.

inda-nijjutti nl77.

Pingala n169.

Prabhakaras n94.

Prabodhachandrodaya n139.

Pradhana 3, 8, 36,133-136, n60; ac-
cepted as independent First Cause
by the Yoga 9 ; illogicalitiesin the
theory 22f; disparate effects of
23; its close analogy to Upani-
shadic theory 26; the theory
attacked 59f; itsinability to create
theuniverse 76f.; impossibility of
activity in 72f. ; cannot act 74, 76;
cannot be controlled 75 ; equipoise
of the Gunasin 75 ; nature of its
activity 76f ; no assignable motive
forits activity 77f.; pradhana and
soul, their relation 77,78, 79; a
similefor theirinterrelation 78; is

table to Vedantaif endowed

with intelligence 80; inert n9 ; its
constituents nl 7; argumentsfor the
existence of n63; its pravritti is
inexplicable n67f.; its pravritti
n6o, n7l, n72.

Pradhanavadin, not the best Logi-
cian 25.

pradyumna nl199, n204 ; a mode of
God 139, n203.

PrajSpati and pranas 75.

Prariar-paramital n163. o

Prakriti, independent Fist Principle
7; seePradhSna.’

Prilnas, supremacy among 75 ; their
five varieties and localitios n44.
prftrzm/ﬂima, its varieties defined

n

pranidHa'na n190.
praslasiéga-dialectics n100, n107, 155,
n

Prasastapada n95, n97, n99, nl13,
his bha*shya quoted n87f.

pratisamkhya' nl147.

pratisamkhya-nirodha 109, n145;
defined and explained n142f.

pratityasamutpa'da n83, nl127, n132,
n135; see also a vidy localisation
and Patichcha-sarauppada.

pratyasatti n15.

pratyayas nl4l ; their kinds ex-
plained n141; seealso hetupratya-

yas.
pratyabhijna school n194 ; its iden-

tity with 9jJandarschooI n194n

principlenl194n.
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