






PREFACE.

In, Barth's “Religions of Radia” we find the following

notice of Ramanuja:—'Rn the twelfth century this qualified

idealism, (viz. that of the Pandaritras. ox Bliyavatus) was suc-

eessfully revived by Ra&ma@nuja, a Brahman, aud a native of the

neighbouthood of Madras, who gave a systematic exposition of

it 1m, lis commentarx on the Vedanta Sutras, He argued

against the absolute Advaita of Sinkara, maintained the separate

put finite reality of individual beings, and rejected the theory,

of the Miyt. Hhs followers, called Ram@nujas, after his name,

worship Rima as the representative of the Supreme Beiug, they

are divided, into.several branches, and are very numerous, partic-

ularly in the South.” And Sir Monier Williams in, his.“ Bdbme-

nism, and Hindajsm.” writes -—* RamAnuja, ov as he 1s called, by

his follomera Ramoujadirya, was bora about the twelfth century

at Stri (Sri) Parambattiir, a town about twenty-six mules west of

Madias, Hes known to, have studied and taught at Kaadi-

puram, and. to have resided towirds the end of bis life ab

Srirangam. ou the river Kaveri, near Trichinopoly, where for many
years he woshipped Vishp in his character of Sriranganath.

The distinctive point of his teaching, accordmg to the Sarva-

daréana-sangraha, was the assertion of the existence of a» triad

of pruciples (paddrthatritayam),—namely, %. The Supreme

Beng (Isvara), 2 Soul (dt), and 3 non-Soul (a-dté). Vishnu

upreme Being; iadividual: spirits ave souls; the visible

nia non-Svul. Al three princtples have an eternal

existence distinct from each other.

This doctrine was clearly antagonistic to that of the great

Brihmanical | revivalist Sankara, who lived three or four cegturies

before. According to Sinkara, the separate existence of the
apirit of man, as distinct from the one Universal Spirit, was only
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illusory, Illusion (Maya), too—existing from all etetnity—was

the only maternal or substantial cause (upddana-hirana) of the

external world, though this eternally creative Llusion was

powerless to create the world except in union with the one Spimt

Ramauyja, on the other hand, contended that the souls of men are

truly, essentially, and eternally distinct and different from the

one Universal Spirit With regard to the external world his

views appea: to hava been lesa dualistic than those of the San-

khya, and even than those of the Vedénta vz of Sankara), for

in the formet we have Prakrity and in the litter Mdyd, as the

matenal.eause (upddana) out of which the universe was cicated,

whereas Rimanuja held that‘ God is himself both the creator

fkart&é) of the world and the substantial cause or material out

of which 1t 18 formed.* He appears, too, to have asserted that

the world and God stand towards each other in the relation of

body and soul, and that body and soulare virtually one. It will

be found, 11 fact, that the dootrine “ex nshilo nihil fit” 10 some

form or other holds good im every rehgious system which India

has produced independently of Ohmstian influences.”

The Veddntatativasira may be briefly described as eonsist-

ing of a series of refutations of the leading Sankara doctrines,

and vindications of those af Ramana, and as therefore giving

a good sdea of the views held by this teacher, and the mode of

argumentation adopted by him and lus followers in their contro

versies with the Saukaras, The work is, as stated on the title-

page, usually aseribed to Raménuya himself, and I commenced

the following translation with this impression ; but as I proceeded

I found severalreasons for doubting the truth of this opinion,

Tn the fist place, the Veddntatattvusdra can hardly be considered

as worthy in style and execution of the author of the Sribhashya
and other works that are undoubtedly his, and, secondly, it

* That 10, when Nature (Maya, Prakpt) i regarded as un close umon with

“Hina, as the body of which He 1 the Soul—not when each 1 considered an to

essence, Comp, pages 17—82 of this work,
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appears to be full of quotations* from the Srbhaiehya, Gttabha-

shya, and other writangs of Réiménvyja, not always very closely

connected or combined into one whole. Hence F conelude that

itis for the most part « compilation by some sishya or other

follower of ts famous teacher But +t may be taken as a trust-

worthy compendium of the principal tenets of the Ramanuya

system for the very raazon that 1t 1s such a compilation,

It is very difficult, in this part of India, to ascertain the real

facts as to the works of Ramanuy., and inquiries made of learned

pandits have not been productive of any very satisfactory reaulte,

But I find in the Prapanndmrita, a poetical account of Rima-

nuja and some of his contemporaries of alhed viewa, the following

statement at the beginning of the 69th chapter —

artaenfeanearcr wreRRTtr ARIAT: |

wut wat Hives araTeway 6 too

aut fatiinnaiza Garetteatga |

waigen gerd aciniaaraarg 0 8

afesrngqaa shar onaert a: +

Baraerdaradtudariesaery ta

Hai faacasame share: afaage: +

Sharehotiase agebrrtcaia v8 e

aat wawasas wofenfaurea &

Rarwafaercrat aeear earefeagery 0 a #

fea wong saeira pair aber: »

atenfayfa aaaca frrai warrg uracg noe

“That greatly renowned Commentator, (Ram&nuja) who is

{as it were) the manddra (one of the five trees of paradise;

* See, for matance, om pages 23, 50, 68, clear examples of extensive quotetion,

desides which many othera might be noted,
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hence manddra= fulfilier of desires) to all* those who betake

themselves to him, having, for the giving of new hfe to men,

deeply reflected on the matters to be discriminated (?) (or ob-

served 2) + in this world, as forming the means (of true knowledge

and emancipation) and those portions (in the siddhantas of

other teachers?) in opposition thereto, promulgated three trea-

tues which very clearly expound these matters in accordance with

the qualifications (of different classes of bis followers), viz, the

Vedantasdra, the Veddntadipa, and the Veddrthasangraha. As

an explication of these, that eminent ascetic also composed the

Sribhashya; in it is taught devotion to the feet (person) of

Vishgu. That (viz,, Sribkdshya) beng hard to understand, be

then composed the Gadyatraya, which inculeates prapatti (taking

refuge in the mercy, etc., of Vishnu) Then having fully shown

that the weal of those not qualified (for the study) of the above-

mentioned works 1s to be attained by repairing for refuge to bis

(the teacher’s) lotus-feet, and having accomplished all his aims,

the lord of ascetics forsaking the sport-manifestation (or glory ) of

the would straightway gained the eternal glory of beaven.”

And in a smal! work entitied “A Catechism of the Vasish-

{advaita Philosophy” by Pandit N Bhashyacbarya, who describes

himself as a Vaishnava Brébman, and a descendant of the 74

Vaishnava prieste ( Ach&rya-Purushas) appointed by Sri Rama-

nujacharya, and as having had opportunities of atudying systema-

tically this philosophy under luis own learoed guru, this answer ia

given to question 46 :—“ He ( Ramanuja) left behind him altoge-

ther sevea works:—(1) Sribhdsiya, a large commentary on

the Brahma Sutras of Badardyapa, according to the Visishta-

dvuita philosophy In this work he criticises the other philoso-

phical systems, especially that of &r Sankariichirya. (2) Ve-

déntadipa, a smaller commentary on the Brahma Sutras.

(8) Vedintaséra, a gloss on the Brahma Satras. (4) Ve-

dirtha-sangraha, a discourse on the Upanishads. (5) Gtid-

* | take akiwAiricamandara to be the correct readmg.

+ The text seems to be corrupt, but I have no emendation to suggest.
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bhashyd * a commentary on Bhagavadgité. (6) Gadyatra-

ya, (in prose) a treatise in pratse of Narayana, written for the

use of his disciples (7) Nityagrantha, or ordinances relatmg

to the daily worship of Niarfyana Of these he presented

Sribhashya, Veddrtha-wangraha, and Gitdbhavhya to the library

(at Srinagat).”

In neither of these quotations is any mention made of the

Vedantatativasara, but of the Veddntasara only. Through the

kindness of Baba Govindadis, Durgakund, I have been enabled

to look over a copy of the latter work, and I find the description

given of it in the second quotation an accurate one, viz, that it

isa very brief gloss on the Brahma Satras, and quite distinct

from the Veddntatativasdra, From the cursory inspection I have
been able to make, I should say that 1t, too, 18 not by Ramfnuja

himself, though ascribed to him in both the above-cited passages,

* this, though not mentioned in the preceding quotation from the Prepannt-

mrita, is undeudtedly by Ramainuya,

BENARES,

Srd September, 1891,
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Magimaaraanada via afagt

QavaagwaTe:

sea canara am:

sala Braana wdlzataigedid aw’ auigea-

ana aaeinizhagengiat wa aga aga: |

AIGA ay fe aqel ARR aR

mia fagatia snnfa a a, arena Bq gene ad

eryaa | a auifa Bq aurarceuagiatia | sia a

araigaraita amnpleriacpaiaa vaig: asa

In the text “Truly (1) existent, my dear child, was this io

the beginning, one only without a second, Brahma”, since

you hold that by tho words “without a second” that (2) 18

affirmed which 18 devoid of difference belonging to the same cluss,

ele, how 1s such a being capable of mundane actrvity ? (How can it

engage mn the creation, sustentation, and retiactation of the universe?

If you say that this takes place by the appropriation of Maya,

then, we ask, does Brahma, whose essonce 1s undifferenced (3)

1 Chhandogya Upanishad VL 2. 1.

2 Baabma is said by the Sankara Vedantims to be devoid of

difference inherent in the same olasa of things, in a different class, aud

man individual of a class These differences are, reapectively, what

dyxtingaushes one piece of cloth from another, a proce of cloth from a

water pot, and the top of a tree from ita root, See also Paiohadsdi,

Pandst Vol. V. p. G67.

$3 The ides 1g that before the (illusory, creation of the universe

Brahma os not differentiated, s.¢ 18 pura knowledge, or mtelligence,

without any distinction in itself, or in relation ta objects; and that in

ode: to this crestion he admits (angikaroti) M&y& to sasooation aud

union with himeelf, and, thus aasooited and united with Maya, becomes
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aunpiareurnaena dae: | fay aarat

f¥ mratiatead agi sartania dates | aie fa-

ae aga aaatard aaa 4 aig | ta atest

aq nmarcaed fehé, seed werd wa Rree-

aan mq, aaraesrilaangead fe warwg,

knowledge only, (4) then know that Maya existe, or does it not *

If you say that it knows, how cao that which is pure kudwledge

only be a knoweif If yon say that it does not know, thea

since it 19 without knowledge (is not a kuower,) how can it
appropriate May? (5) Moreover, as regards what you acknowledge

after the appropriation of May& by means of a certain capacity

possessed by Brahma, there must be prior to this a loss of undif

ferencedneas, seeing that you acknowledge a capacity conducive

to the appropriation of Maya,

Agun, Is Brahma at that time different from Maya in

qualities and nature, or 1s it, as not so differing, identical with

differenced and capable of creation ete. According to the Sinkaras

Brahma is impersonal, while the Ratngnujiyas hold that he is 4 personal

aud congcivua being, The pronoun he used in the translation seems

necessity in Enghub, but tt 1s not intended to imply personality, for

it 19 the Sankara doctrine that 18 under discussion.

4, At the time of the appropriation of Miya, and before the

(illusory) creation of the universe,

5, Even prior to the creation, até, adkuowledged after the ap-

proptiation May, Brahma cannot be wholly wudifferenced, from the

very fact that you must admit that it 1s dapable of appropriating

May&. Two other readings of the firat clause do not seam of much

value. ‘They are “Apiche Yatkiichichchhaktiyogam Mayangikarartham

abhyupeyate bhavadbhih” and “Apicha Yatkichichchhaktiyogam

‘May&ngih&:4nantaram abhyapeyate bhavadbhih " They may be translated

thus,—* Moreover, sa, in order to establish this appropriation of Maya,

you acknowledge that (Brahma) is possessed of a certain oapacity (for

that appropriation)” and “Moreover, 2s you acknowledge that

(Brahma) 1 possessed of a certain capacity (fur creatioa, etc ,) after the

Appropriation of May:



Gaterawwate: 1 8

sarnfagatagadenay fe sn-ren 1 a9 foutez dae

Taree, “nada waretitwag ey

aRtst:, sey Syarraige ae, wHAzaEe-

apegeissg, Saag ezegenniadeid Rams

mafatifa arag7 uiraigigin sein, wea trogen”,

ward fafftem ad omeanecainfy 8q i age o-

frnramz fomrndinaguagerentt carinra
Maya? If (6) Brahma does so differ, then by reason of himitation

by substance it 18 no longer ifimte. And if it 18 identical

with Maya, then the declaiation that Bralbma approprintes Maya

would ba meaninglese and absurd. The defining sentence (7)

“Brahma is real, knowledge, infinite” would also be (8) inapplicable,

for a definition 1s intended to exclude what belongs to the same

class and to other classes, for knowledge of a property which

inheres rn some particular thing, and does not inhere in what is

otber than that thing, is not otherwise conveyed than by such a

defining sentence.

6 ff Brahma does differ in nature and qualities from Maya, theo

Bralma and M&y& form two distinct substances, and Brahma must be

Inmited by May& aa a separate aubstance, and so 1s not the great whole.

This objection 1s urged m accordance with the doctrine of the Sanku1as,

who hold that kilato defato vastutaécha parihchhedo nast: (Brahma 1

not hmited by time, space, and substaace) On the other hand, the

R&manujiyas hold that though Brabma is thus luted by the exrtense

of guother substance, viz, achié (matter) be 19 still infinite (that 18,

all peivasive). Vide Taittirlya Upamshad Ii. 1, Bhashya, m loco, and

Panchadasi, Pandit, Vol. VI. p. 104,

7. Tautticlya Upansbad II, 2

8 If Brahma is identical with Maya, then, ascording to the

Sinkare's view of Mays, it ought to be described as,——"' Unreal,

ignorance, and finite" Hence this special lakshaha would not apply,

and Jakshana in general would also have no place; for difference

inherent 1n the same olags of things, and ina different class, would

Bot exist in such 4 case, there being only one substanoe— Brahma,
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Recital efeintiratt a mah age, sire

ufaga afevamaa wie faced er aefelg: 1

dsferuittie eet Palast Revisauigea
waaay, gfaaciaiag caargqoartan-

meaq | Prawansi sg: afrarndereamarag,

BRE TIRaaigaaE | VATED TAI 4

aupanenaaerenasuray, wonders

@ Saaaamsars, skwareauensaasa-

But you will say that this (9) is asserted for the mstinction

of the student according to the rule of (10) aseriptron and

negation —“(11) Ascription 1s the imagining of the unrealin the

real, like that ofthe snake m the rope which 19 not really a

snake (but a rope only}—The real 1s Brahma, the existent,

intelligence, joy, and secondless, the uneal is the whole assemb-

lage of insentrent objects, viz, (12) ignorance, etc. As for

9, The appropriation of May&, and the consequent creation,

eto,, of the world, ommuacience as 1gvara, ete

10 The Sankara will say that all thie 1s aseribed to Brahma,

(i. ¢ Brahma 1s mmagined as the subjoct of the appropriation of Maya,

and the illusory generation, ete of the universe) by the teacher im order

not to shock the student’s preposseasions about the reality of the

universe, etc But the teacher only ascribes this, in order, step by step

in his teaching, to sdvance to a complete negation of the reality of the

world, the bondage of the individual soul, and the difterenee between

that and Brahma.

11. Sankara Vedsntaaiis, p. 5 Calcutta printed? edition

This quotation grves in a nutshell the Saukara's notion of the warld as

an unreal aubstance erroneously superposed on, or smagined to exiat

in, Brahma es ite substratum, and the only real substance, just aa

when on a dark night # rope mistaken for a snake 18 the real substance,

and the substratum, so to say, of the umaginary snake,

12, s.¢. the conditioning adjunct of jiva, original ignorance, and

its effects yagadjanmidi.
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ang) Sraaiaadareargasay | aaranissaar:

aieracat <angsfaenaa wrasesareia: aaracitit

aha geen condi are feguecdea wet

ain ward wae wd ofa woe vere afs, cegiia 2a-

aa: wand: | aired q sdor feeds gergquala: 1

aigaiiing fagid “anrau: of wer AI ATCA: We”

ignorance, they declare it to be something that cannot he deserih-

ed either as existent or non-existent, cuustituted of the thee

qualities, adverse to knowledge, having (13) the form of an entity,

ag attested by the cognition Iam iguoiant,”—and you will ask

how (14) in any other way could the undiftereuced be the cause

of the world? We reply, Then if you thus affirm the falsity of

the universe, you cannot also affirm that it (the universe) 1s feigned

by the teacher to assist iv the instruction of the student, because the

student, the teacher and the knowledge smparted by him would be

included {as false)—what benefit would be obtamed by a feigned

student by means of feigned knowledge taught by a feigned teacher 2

Aud iu ibe case of one who alleges that everything except pure

undifferenced knowledge 1s false, the effort of (15) reading, ete.,

in order to atta Itberation 1s futile, because it (the effort) is an

effect of ignorance; like the effurt to acquire macrine silver, te.

The effort te attain liberation is also nugatory, because it is the

effect of knowledge restang (for its 1mpartation) on the agency

13. The Saukaras auppoe that euch cognitions denote that

ignorance 18 & real entity (or, a something positive),

14, How can we suppose the undifferenced Brobma to engage

aa real creation, etc.? It 1a only by the afvrementiuned attribution of

ignorance, or illoson, to Brahme that he can be regarded as the cause

of the allusory universe.

15, Reading and study of the Vedanta with the teacher in order

to obtain true knowledge of the self.
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ero feginfrnfztt area: rengedere Sheet: at

erat, geuassAasiern: Siew w aguigg et

mana Awe glegraniaae: gwenia: wa a

farang: | wu Safagenges eacayeias2 aro

afore waders’ “qeta 1 awl gate wnfa:” “ale

faqnaed qmail Ae aR AG a aaa AZreR” TT

of a feigned teacher, hke (16) the effort of Suka, Pishlada,
Vamadeva, etc. The knowledge derived from texts hke “That

(17) thon art” doea not put an end to, bondage, because (18) 1t

originates from a sentence feigued by uescience, because it ia

itself of the nature of nescence, because it reats on knowledge

feigned by nescience, o: because it onginates from hearmg (the

teaclung of the Vedauta) which 18 dependent on a feigned teacher,

Just asm sleep knowledge (19) demved from a sentence (heard

theres) does {not] put an end to bondage (experienced 1m the

waking state),

Bus 1t may be asserted that although the teacher and the

knowledge inculcated by him are both feigned, yet 1t is possible

that knowledge may be produced m. the student, hke the waking

36. For according to the syatem of the Suuksras everything but

Biahma 1 unreal, hence the eudevours of the unreal Suka, ete, were

unreal and nugatory

1. Chhandogya Upamebad VI. 8 7.

18 As the world and all its conditions are illusory, so the

Veda, alao, as belonging to the mundane state, ts feigned and unzanl, the

knowledge derived from it 18 of uke character, and also the intelligence

which in the form of teacher and student 14 1ta recipient,

1% The knowledge derived from such, texts in according to.

you purely dlusory, ¢. ¢ has no real existence, bemng: steelf part of this

illusory world, and ita effect, therefore, is just a6 worea} as that of

knowledge derived from a scntence heard in sleep, would, be, which,

knowledge only seems to put an end to bondage, but doed upt do so

in reahty, for the unreal knowledge attamed 19 sleep cannot have &

real, of eae.
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ard ai fein alegre: ae aT.
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consciousness produced by fear of a lion seenin a dream, To b

this we reply, not so—in the illustration the dream, although a |

(20) defect, 13 a real thing, and is the cause in relation to the

knowledge which is dependent on the noa-exstent olyect, viz, |

the lon—knowledge 1s the cause in relatron to fear—fear 1m relation

to waking, aud moieover the awakened Devadatta baa a real

existence On the other hand, in the subject of the illustration,

(viz, tha manifested universe) everything 1s unreal, and therefore

the illustration is inapposite Besides, according to this doctiine

(of the falsity of the universe), the Narfiyana (Vishnu) described

in,—" Narayana (21) 1s the supreme Brahma, the supreme spirit

1s Nar&yana,”-——and other passages of the Sruti, 1s feigned as the
first teaher by Brohma, and 1s feigned as the perfect Brahma,

the Eternal, the Best of Beings, by Aruna (22); and the song

winch he (Krishna) taught, containing the essence of all the

Sastras, 1s aleo feigned That such an evil conclusion ebonld

follow 1s surely a funlt which ought to be well considered by those

who pride themselves on their wisdom. Besides,as those who hold

this doctrine must also say in the case of their own teachers,

that they are feigned by Maya, they ought to take ito account

how this opposed to the following passages of the Sruti and

20, Avidyd.1s the aupreme orginal defect, and all others proceed

from it, A, defect 1 dfined ap that by what a thing appears as other

than it really 1s For iustance, by the power of Mays the world appears

real, but Brahms its aubstratum, 18 along real, and the world false,

21, Probably a quotation, from, the Narayana Upanishad,

22 In the Bhagavadgita.
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Smrita,—“ The teachor 15 verily the sueme Brahma, the teacher

as the Inghest refuge” “For he begets him (the stndeut) by.

mneans of knowledge, that 18 the best buth, let him (the student)

never bear ill-will agamst him (the teacher)” “Let him know

the teacher to he me (Biahma)”

Again, if itbe said that m the absence of true knowledge

mstruction and other usages are indeed (23) real, but when know-

ledge is gamed, there remains no perception of duality , according

to the Sruti,—* But (2+) when to him (the wise) all has become

spirit only, then what should he perceive by means of what,"—

we ask, How can there exist the practice of instruction ete, ac-

companied by the perception of duality, in the care of one (25)

whose (26) orignal ignorance and its effects have been destroy-

ed Ly the intuition of the sceondless spit? If you say

that this is owmg to the persistence ef the negated, (27)

23, t. €, seems to be real

24, Bythad Aranyaka Upanishad IT 4, 14,

26. Viz. the teacher, who must have attaimod to true knowledge

in order to teach others,

26 — Origmat ignorance 1s that by which the whole wotld seems

to him to exist.

26. Viz ignorance and ita effects Tho world, transmigration ote ,

have been shown to be false, and exploded, but ignorance and its

influence still remain, like the odow which remoins im a pot of garhe

after :¢ has been washed, o1 like the askes of n piece of cloth consumed

by fue (Siddhantieds, Parichebheda 4)
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then, we ask, does this persistence of the negated exist

at the time wheu nght kuowledge obtatne, o1 does it not ?

if it does, then this would be opposed to “But (28) in

the case uf those whose iguotance has been destroyed by

knowledge of the self” and similar authorities, aud also

opposed to the evidence of consciousness, secing that the

mistake of there being a snake (imagined as existing 1 the rope)

18 not to be found when there 1s immediate perception of the

rope (as @ rope). If 1t does not exist, theu we reply that as

nght knowledge obtmuas at the time of iustiuction, and the

persistence of the negated is therefore impossible, how

can there remain a perception of duahty, and the teachings

resulting (29) therefeorn? Moreover, the persistence of the

negated being impusable at the time when Uddhava thus

declared the revelation to him of true knowledge,—‘By (30)

thy approach the delusion and great darkness which abode in

me have been dispelled. How, indeed, oan cold, daikness and

fear prevail over one who has drawn mgh the sua, O first of the

unborn (gods),”—how could he make the following request founded

on the perception of difference—Salutation to thee, O great Yogi.

Instruct me who have taken refuge in thee, so that my devotion

to thy lotus feet may be unfailing” Just as when there is

28, Bhogevadgita V. 16.

29, € ¢., a before statad, in the case of the teacher,

30, Bhigavata Puripa
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direcb apprehension of the rope the erroneous notion of there

being a snake can no longer hold, so on the unmediate intuition

of the secondiess apirit by means of reflectron on the true

knowledge which is being tanght (by the teacher,) the persistent

influence of the negated becomes impossible; and hence the

ampossibility of instruction remains the same as (31) before. In

like manner, after (Atjuna’s) full apprebension of the true know-

Jedge taught by the Blessed One (Krishna,) inasmuch as the

persistent influence of the negated was impossible when he

manifested hia intuition of the truth in the words,—“ Delusion

(82) 18 destroyed, and I have attained (83) recollection by thy

favour undecaying One,’—how does Arjuua’s (further) declar-

ation founded on a perception of duality harmonize therewith,

viz, “By thy favour I stand fieed from doubts, I will do thy

bidding with reference to fighting against Duryodhana and the

others?”

Moreover, although you will find it hard to establish the

persistent influence of the negated, which is produced by the

unreal, by means of such illustrations as that of the rope and

the snake, which (illustrations) have as their foundation really

31. In the case of the student.

32. Bhagavadgita XVIII. 73.

33. Recolleotion is the uninterrupted abiding knowledge of the

truth of things.
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existing defects, (of error ete,) still fit (34) be affirmed at all, 1

should be affirmed of the embodied soul only—in the case of

such souls alone is 1b posible that they should at first be ignoant

and afterwards experience accession of knowledge by means

of the teacher’s instruction, ete But this (persistence of

the negated) can nowise be asserted of the Divine Ruler, for

it would be opposed to the following, und like passages of the

$ruti —“ He (35) who knows all things (in genetal) and knows

every thing (in particular)”, “Transcendent (36) 1s his power,

it 1s revealed as truly mamfold and essential, and also the

operation of his knowledge and might”; "Who of inmself, alwaya

at one and the same time, knows all things by immediate per-

ception” ‘Therefore (87) 1 1 to be considered how the per-

seption of duzlity and usages of 1ustiuction can possibly pertain

to him.

But if it be said that the perception (by ISvara) of that

which is unreal as uniesl 1s not opposed to (the existence

34, Viz. persistence of the negated,

35. Mundaka Upanimshad I 1 9,

36. Svetaévatara Upamehad VI 8

37. Javara is described as beng a teacher; for example in

the Mah&bhivate aa Vishnu ho teaches Brahmi, and in the Bhagavad-

gitt ae Kitwhpa ho teachea Arjuna, hence persistence of the negated

must pertain to him also, but this 1s opposed to all sacred authority,

If peroeption of duality ete., ase all products of nescience, then how

san they pertain to the infinitely wise t



aR WATARIMARTE: F

&q, adhe: Feats ential eras a aft afz-

meRmetay mati, wean: ania feeds mengige

faafe ati : fagece malgtaetifuaeague-

we weft Zratd fen@ale a eniaia a fe

giana gel eeReral as cra: | UTA.

of) right knowledge (88), we reply, if Iévara (39) knows what

in distanct from himself to be unreal, then he cannot engage

in the acts of favouring (the good), repressing (the wicked),

ete.; for nobody who is not crazy peiforms auy action with

reference to (persons} known (by him) to be unreal Moreover,

seeing that in the case of iévara there 1s a manifestation

of the easence of Brahma, which is the opposite of all vamety,

the perception of duality (40), which is an illusory modification

of Brahma, (41) cannot exist even as unreal, (42) for when the

38. If Jévarm perceives what 18 onrenl as real, then he cannot
be omnrecient; but if he perceives what ta unreal as unreal, then hia

being [Svaia is not invalidated Just as % traveller in a sandy desert

while seeing the water of the mirage, feels assured of the non-existence

of water (+ ¢ that lus perception is false), in the snme way Iévara,

also, cogniaing the whole world as false 18 not mvulved im ignorance,

39. Aa we bave seen, the Sankaras hold that the supreme

Brahma is not differenced in any way. The word Jévara 18 xpplied by

them to the Mayi—-modified, differenced Brahma who engages im the

creation, eto, of the world. The Rimanujas, on the other hand,

regard Brahma as always differenced by qualities, ete, and with them

Iivara 1s but another name for Brabma.

40, 1, ¢. the perception of difference of substance—the oogni-

tion that the world exists apart from Brahma.

41, Another reading is “BrabmavivartabhUtendriyadvaitadar-

ganam"—"perception of duality by means of an organ which 1 an

illusory modification of Brahma.”

42, lévara, anys the Saukara, perceives duality, but perceives

} at as falne,
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mother-of-pearl shell appears as a mother-of-pearl shell, there

is no possibihty of the manifestation of silver therem If you

do not admit this to be so (viz, that there cannot be a perception

of duality as false in the case of igvara), then your

position contradicts the followmg texts of the Sruti and

Smrin—‘He is (43) omaific, omniscient, self-caused (self-

existent), who knows, is the author of time, endowed with good

qualities, all-wise,” “To (44) show compassion on them only

(I, abiding in the essence of the self, destroy, with the bright lamp

of knowledge, the darkness sprung from ignorance).” Moreover,

as the perception of two suns, though it ia known that there 18

only one sun, 18 pure nescie nee (error), not without fault (as ite

43 SvetdSvatara Upanishad vi. 16. Instead of kalakala (which

seems to be the reading everywhere in Ramanuja works), the printed

Upanishad readsng 1s kalakarn. which agrees with Saukara’s explana-

ton—kalasya kacté, According to the translation adopted im the

tert, kilakila has practically the same meaumg, the second kala beng

equivalent to prerayita, pravartaka, from kélayats, to instigate. Or

according to another meanmg of the aime root kilekala may mean

the ‘Caleulator of time.’ Or perhaps the sense simply 1s, ‘the tims of

time,’ that 1, the Lord of time, The Vedinta Syamantake, m or-

pounding this passage says “Time i not the Lord of the Supreme

Spirit, as xt 18 of other things, but the Supreme Spit 1s the Lord of

time.”

44, Bhagavdgita X. IJ, The rempionts of compassion are

those only who are devoted to Krishna.
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cause), so lévain’s perception of duality even as fulse would

be notinng but nescence, and coud not arise without fault. “But

if you should allow the existence of fault (in the case of Iévaia),

then such ap admission would be an conflict with the following

sacied authorities, which deserrbe an eteinally faultkss bemg—

(45) “The word Bhagavat, O Maitieya, 18 applied to the pure

supreme Brahina, whe 1s called Mabdvibhdin, the cause of all

causes,” (46) “(He who ts) called Vistmuis the bighest refuge,

devoid of all imperfection,” “The (47) Inghest of the jugh

ones (gods), who 18 free frum all distress, ete, the Lod of the

highs (gods) and the lower (men)” Therefore as the perception

of two mouns even as unteal,is not possible im the cuse ot one

who 1 free from the defct of timma, ete, so the perception of

dualziy even as unrealis not powiblein the case of Tévara lke-

wise, seeang that He 1 the oppoute of all imperfection (48)

45. Vishnu Pmana VI 5 59.
46. Vishou Parana

47, Vishnu Puiaga VI 5 70.

48 The vord heya, ‘what 15 to be abandoned,’ denotes here

and elsewhere m the Raruinaya darduna whatever is defective and the

oppomte of good, and specially the faults and imperfections that attend

the jivitma im the stite of bondage, ond from which 1t 1s dissociated

when emancipated From these Ivara is ever fice [és to be borne

a mid that heya resides iu Piakpt, and not m the pvitmé, avd is

only connected with the Jatter through the autubkatana, which is

really connected with the Jivdtma, not iusurly as in the Sankara

aystem,
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Moreover, (49) when the pearl-oyster shel! 1s perceived under

the aspect of a dark-colomed exterior, etc, there exists no cogni-

tion of silver even as unreal And if 1t were observed that men

1 their sober senses exerted themelves for the purpose of acquu--

jag such (silver) ete, then im the case of Iévara,. also, the percep-

“tion of duality even as umeal, and the usages of imstruction, etc,

based on that perception, would ba fitting, notwithstanding his

(50) immediate cognition of the secondless bhss-spirit, Brahma,

which (immediate cognition) exists always and: by intuition,

Moreover, who 1s the percipient of the manfested universe,

which 1s umagined in Bralima, who 1s undifferenced knowledge

only, as the snake (is imagined) in the rope? If you say that

Brabma alove is the percipient, according to the passage of the>

Sruta (51) “There 19 no other peicipient than this,” How can that

whose essence 1s knowledge only be a perciprent, or how can

there be o percipient of the universe, which 1s constituted of

error (illusion), without kuowledge (asa quality of the parciprent) ?

Ifyou say that (Biahma is the percipent) by means of umon

49, ‘That is when the shell 1s closed, or seen go lying that the

@uter part only is exposed to view, and not the internal, iridescent,

silvery layer called mother-of-pearl, or oscra,

50, The Saukaras hold:that Isvara, although engaging in the
work of the universe, 1s not bound; and is omursctent, etc. Hence,

as omuscient, he must have an ‘immediate cognition of Biahma,' or 9

‘manifestation of the essence of Brahma.’

54 Bythad Arapyaka Upanishad III. 8. 11. Though the Sankaras
usually quote the passage aa given im the tert, the Upauishad roading -

ta ‘Néyadato'st: drashty:.’ ‘
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with Maya, then, we ask, is this umon [or (52) connection}

adventitious or essential? It you hol it to be adventitions,

then Brahma cannot be (38) all-pervasive, and af it is

essential, then it is established that even in the beginning Brahma

is truly modified by Maya, and hence that itis always differenced ,

and this beng the case, how is it devoid of the difference in-

heiont in another (54) class? Moreover (55) what 1s the cause of

the non-cognition of the universe notwitlstanding that Brahma 1s

modified by Maya? If you say that non-cognition 18 owing to

the absence of (56) vision, we ask what is the cause of the

absence of that? If you say the will (of Brahma) alone, we ask,

was Brahma even in the beginuing endowed with will? If so,

52. ‘This seems to have ciopt in fiom the margin

53, If the connection with Maya is adventitious, then Brahma

is not all-pervasive, otherwiso why should he not, diffused everywhere,

bo always in union with Miy&

54, Seo note 2,p 1.

55 If the connection between Brahma and Maya 1s essential,

theu there must be a coguition of the mamfested universe at the very

beginning, (+. ¢ even befoie each creation, and durmng each pralaya)

+ € you hold that before the oreation Biahina is undifferenced, which

cannot be the connection with Maya 1s easential.

56. The actofseeing referred to im such paseagea as Chhindogye

Upanishad VI. 2, 3, 4, an being the firat stop in the work of creation.

This ikshena is interpreted to import aankalpa (the resolve to create)

im the daréanas generally.
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then it is established that he was always differenced Moreover,

puor to the appropiation (hy Brahma), who was the substratum

of Maya? If you say that Brahwa was the substatam, then it

follows that he 1s always differenced, and there isan end to non-

duality

But if it be said that Maya being unreal the fault just refer-

red to does not attach (to Brahma), we ask what is intended by

the word ‘umcal"? Falsity like that of the snake (imagined) im

the rope? Oi, a3 (Mayi) (7) 18 characterised by modification,

the not being possessed of au existence ikethat of Brahma (58)?

The first alternative 1s not (admissible), for 1t is in conflict

with the declaration of your own system,—(59) Now ignorance

—1s constituted of the threc qualities, adverse to knowledge,

having the form of an entity”

57. The Sankara agrce with the Rim&nujas m holding that

Maya, constituted of the three qualities, x modified m the form of the

ether, etc, ; ¢ ¢ im practical life they acknowledge modification (part

nama); bat they farther affirm that according to the real condition of

things this 1a only illusory modification (vivarta),

58. Literally “the being that which 18 possessed of the negation

of an existence like that of Brahma.” Another reading ia ‘Brahma-

samSnasatiaka@bhivatvam,’ Perhaps the original reading waa * Brahma-

samdnasattikatvibhavab,’ or ‘ Brahmasamanasattabhivah.,’

59, Sankara Vedintaadra, page 5, Caloutta printed edition,
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Moreover, the production of effects (which 1s sanctioned) by

the woids—* 'hiough (G0) ine, the supervisor, Nature gives.

birth to the animate aad inanimate (world”—would not take place,

there (61) bemg «non-existence of cause, (62) for it 1s impos-

sible that what ts non-existent should be a cause inthe form of

that which 15 eudowed witha capacity conducive to the produc-

tion of something else

But if you say that since the effect is purely non-existent

this is not a fault—a thief seen in a dream is perceived to be the

cause in relation tothe effect consisting of the cutting —off of a

60, Bhagavadgita IX. 10:

61. In both syatems May 1 the meterial'cause of the universe ;

ut while to the Saakaa she i only illusorily a material cause, to the

Rémannja sho 1s, 28 identified with Prakriti, a real matesial cause,

and her effects are ayo real. It may be said that there 1s no difference

ag to the identity of May® with Prakriti in the two aystena; only the

Bamauyas hold that Miy&, or Prakriti, 13 real, and the Sankeras that

ahe and hex product, the unmanifested and manfeated universe, are

| falae,

62, Literally “It is impossible that the nomezistent should

Possess causality m the form of the being endowed with a capacity

| eonducive to the production uf something distinct (from itaelf).”



Sarerneaere: | ‘*

8. Choreraed a aad arena”, “fencers

Rage wg", smear Ea Fang”,

aemat’, anal q apf fencufat g atecg, Tea-

aaayaay ang adfad ang”, “meat: at”, “nA

aisegae”, “AA ara gram”, “agi ged Sa fags

wal sradrufesiaainiatrarg, 7 fe Read aera-

ateagaraight: waieciaraa 1 igiiaey oe: aga-

head seen in a (63) dream—we say no, since in the Sitra~-(64)

“ Became of difference of characteristics, (the waking state 1s) not

like sleep, ete”—because of the different natme of waking and

sleepiag—it is demed that the coguitions of the waking state are

like the cognstions of the state of sleep, and algo since m the

Sdtra—* And (65) because of the existence of what 1s pustertor”—

the (66) effect affirmed tu be real, aceoiding to the dretem—

“and (G7) as the cause, Biahma, does not forego Qs ivsepatably

connected with) existence durimg the three times (pust, present,

and future), so the effect, the world, also does not forego existence

during the three tines”—for otherwise the doctroe of demoa—hke

men would accrue,—‘ They (68) declare the world to be without

63. In the dream all sppears real, though false, ao this usory

world appears real, but 1s purely fetitious, and since it 1s fictitious, 1

cannot be suid that the now-exrsteace of the cause May& is a fault,

64. Brahma Siitras II, 2 29.

65 Do. do 1 16 Instead of ‘aparasya’ ‘avarasya’ is the
reading found in the printed text of the Satras, but the former seems to

be the only reading in Ramfuuja works,

66. ‘The Raminuga here argues if the effect—the manifested

uaiverse—ie rel, theu theoause May& (+, 6 Prakriti) must be real also,

67. A quotation from Sinkaia’s commentary on this Sdtra, and
ashaft driwn fiom the enemys quiver.

G8 Bhagavadaita XVI. 8
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reality, without basis, without a divine ruler” ; and the following

passages of the Sruta and Smit: would be contradicted (by the

theory of the falsity of mundane effects),—“ Nature 1s without

beginning and without end, she 1s the genetrix, who causes beings

to be,” “ The genetrix of change, the unconscious, the eightfold,

(69) the unborn, the enduring,” “ Out (70) of this the May@-associat-

ed One creates all this universe,” “(Maya (71) who is) unborn, and

one,” “(72) Let nm know Maya to be Natme, but the Maya—

associated One to be the great Lord, by whose parts all this world is

pervaded” “ (The (73) Supreme Spirits) higher than the imperish-

able, high One,” “My (74) great Brahma is the source (whence

proceeds the birth of all things),” “My (75) Maya 1s hard to over

pass,” “Know (76) Nature and Spirit to be both of them begin-

ningless”, for it 1s not an unreal thing which (these) higher (77)

texts describe as being ‘imperishable,’ ‘enduring’ etc ”

69. See Bhagavadgita VII. 4

70, Svetiévatara Upanishad IV. 9

71. Do IV. 5.

72, Do, do 10,

73. Mundaka Upanishad IL 1. 2.

74, Bhagavadgité XIV. 3.

75. Do VII. 14. Quoted im proof of the reality of
Nature.

76. Do, XIII. 19.

77. So called because, in contrast to those texts which set forth

thinga in a secondary sense, these higher texte declare the higher

transcendental truth of things.
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But the second alternative (is not opposed to our view } for

(we) acknowledge that Nature is not possessed of an existence

like that of Brahma—because she 18 not unifurm, as shown by her

changefulness and continual modification, she is not possessed

of an existence hke that of Brahma, according to the words

“(Nature ) the genetrix of change, the unconscious,” “ The eternally

subject te continual change.” Houce for the purpose of generat-

sng (78) dispassion, ‘false’ and other ke terms are metaphorically

applied to her, and her effects are also, hike the world of sleep, the

wate: of the mirage, etc, metaphorically descibed by the words

‘non-existent, ‘unreal,’ etc , mmasmuch as they resemble ( these

allusery objects) m beiug endowed with the properties of appearance

and disappeatance (79) That which (yon assert) viz, that an

» effect is false since, on account of its being (first) perceived and

(afterwards } destroyed (as to form ), 1t cannot be described either

as existent or non-existent, 1s untrue, for (the effect’s) con-

nection with percoption, and destruction (of form) does not

78. +. ¢. Nature is so described by the Sruti m order that those

whose knowledge 1a amperfect may attain diepassion and freedom fiom

worldly desires and appetites, for if they entertained the notion that

the world was real, they would give their minds to worldly thmgs only.

79, Because the effect 19 perceived, it cannot be said to be

nonexistent ; and because it 18 destroyed ns to foim, it cannot be aad

to be existent
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prove that it is false, but rather that it is impermanent

What is (first) perceived and (afterwards) not perceived in

relation with time and space, that is impermanent according to

the cogent (80) texts “The (81) wwe hold (the soul to

be} ampenshable and real, but that (the effect of works) 19

perishable, without doubt, being effected by means of the

perishable substance,” “But (82) what never at any other

time obtains another name ‘esulting ftom transformation, ete.,

that is real, and what is that Oking?”, ‘These bodies ( 83) (are

said to) pass away,” “But (84) know that (spiritual substance )

to be impenshable.” “(Enjoyments (85) producet by external

objects) have beginmg and end, the enlightened does not take

pleasure in them, O Son of Kuut:!", “(The ( 86 ) contacts of the

senses with the outer world) come and go, being impermanent,”

“(This) transient (87) joyless wold”, aud im the eleventh

Skandha of the Bhagavata Puiinu—"By sense-perception, by

inference, by revelation, by cognition of the self, knowing (tins

world) to have beginning and end, to be non-existent, let him

hve heve without attachment (to worldlythings )” “This universe

80. Cogent——setting forth im a clear and couclusive tuanner, os

contrasted with other texts, the reality of things.

81, Vishnu Purage EL 14 15.

82, Do 0 18, Th

83. Bhogavadgits II 18,

84, Do, w IY

85. Do, V. 23,

86, Do, 1 4,

87. = Da IX 383.
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38 undecaying, eterual.” Its the same permanence and imper

maneuce (of Spit and Nature tespectavely } which cause them to

» be deseribed as exiatent and non-existent in the lok. “ There (88) 1s

no being of the son-existent (there 1s no non-being of the existent),”

(88) otherwise there would be a contraliction to the context,

and also contradiction to perception by the senses, That (90)

perception causes apprehension of the true being of the universe

the author of the Siitras has also declared “Because (91) of

its perception (the world ) 1s not non-existent”.

But st may be said that the Sruti cleaily affirms that Brahma

is without asecond in the words “(Truly existent was this im the

88, Bhagavadgité If 16 Sce RawAnuja’s Commentary on the

Bhagavadgita, ¢n loco, on which this paragriph 13 largely based.

89. In the above Commentary Riovinuja shows that the in-

destructibihty and destructibility of spirit and body respectively, ( not

the reality of the one and the falsity of the other), aic referred to 1 the

passage immediately preceding the last quoted éloka, bezinuing with

“Learned men do not grieve for the living or the dead,” aud in the

subsequent slokas “ Know that to be »mperishable,” etc., * These bodies

are said to pass away,” eto.

90, There 18 perception by the senses of the external world of

matter, which would also be contradicted , for the senses do not per.

oerve what is wholly false mm itself.

91. Brabma Sftras Il, 2 28.
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Veginuing ), one only without a second, Biahma” How then can

that pussibly be the case if there 15 thue existence of substance ad-

ditional to, and distinct from (Brahma) ? We reply that the mean-

ing of the Sruti 1s that Brahma as differenced by substance (22)

additional and distmet 1s without a second Thus the mean-

ing of the above passage is as follows, “This universe whose

state is (now) that of a multipheity of discrete name and form, in

the beginning, before the creation, was truly existent as one only,

and without a second, (i ¢) had (then) passed into a state of

amity because of its having iudiserete vame and form, and was

devoid of another basis,” for 1t thus agrees in meaning with

92. Viz The two substances chit and achit, ¢.¢. soul and not-soul

{uon-soul, Prakriti, Kala), The three real and distinct substoces or

existences ucknowledged by the R&émiuujas are indicated i the for-

mula chidachidiivarak. Chaitra is spoken of as one, though a differs

enced being composed of goul, body, eto, The Supreme Spirit is differ-

enced, qualified, conditioned by the aggregate of soul and not-soul

as co-eristing substances composing aa it were hts body, and controlled

by him aa men’s body 1s by bis spirit, and the titla of the Ramanwea

system, Vidishfadvarta, means the doctrine of the secondlessness (com-

plex oneness, wholeness) of Brahma so differenced.
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*A baseless root,’ and similar texts. The wotd ‘existent’ besides

denoting (93) the Supreme Spit as characterized by difference,

hy virtue of its relatug to the cause (uf the wold) indicates the

Supreme Spirit as one whose body » Nature and Time diffe-

cuced (94) by (possessed of ) properties conducive to causality So

here, by the word ‘truly’ in ‘ Truly eaistent, the non-existence of

the world befure its production (as an effect}, as held by the Naiy&-

yikas, 1s excluded, By the word ‘ only * in ‘one only’ the state of

multipheity of the effects about to be created, whichis descibed

93 As for inetance m Chhandogya Upammhed VI 8 4,6. ‘sat’

denotes the Supreme Spitit m his own natuie as spirit only, He is

videshya, susceptible of, and chatacterinl by difference, aa contiadis-

tinguished from differeucing Nature and soul, which are his videshana.

94. The word ‘eat" relating to the cause of the genesrs, etc, of

the world, describes that which is capable of beng @ cause, and such
causality is possible only to the differenced Brahma, ¢. ¢. the Supreme

Spunt in conjunction with soul and not-soul, uot the Supreme Spirit

alone, Here the Supreme Spint and soul are the nimittakarane, and

not-goul (Prakriti) 1a the upidanakirana.
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in the words “Let me become many,” 15 (95) uegatived For all

passages of the Sruti that a1e declarative of the cause must neces-

sanly agree 1u meaning,

This is cleaily the meaning of the Swati in the ahove

quotation (tatra), because in accordauce with the passages com-

menemg with “Then Vishnu existed—Hari alone, without parts,”

“Veuly one only, Natayana, existed, Brahm was not, nor Siva,

nor this heaven and earth, nor the stars, nor the waters, no: fire,

nor the moon, nor the sun,” “He delights not in being alune—one

daughter (luddbi) and the ten organs (were torn) of am while

absorbed in meditation,” in the Suldla Upanishad, (and subse-

quently proceeding thus) “What then existed? Nothing tmdeed

existed here (1m the world) m the beginning, there was a baseless

root—these creatures are produced—there was one heavenly

95. The state characterized by multiplicity of effects 18 negatived,

but not the real 1udependeut existence of soul and not soul. The idea

1s, If these did not previously exist as distinct realities, then Bahra

would have said ‘Let me become differenced,’ * Let me become eoul and

not-soul,’ but not ‘Let me become many’; which indicates that soul,

not-soul, and Iivara existed im a state of unity, as one differenced

whole—‘ Let me become many’ imphes difference of substance existing

m an jadetermmate state,
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deity, Narayana ,” and because there 1s a revelation of the (96) de-

velopment of uame and furm alone m “ This ( World ) was then un-

developed, it. was (afterwards, at the crention) developed by name

and fuim ” fur otherwise it would fullow that (these texts and

(97) “Truly existent” etc.) are mutually conflicting,

And this, intended (as shown above) by the Siuti, is

taught hy Bhagavat (Krishna) in the eleventh (Skandha of the

Bhagavata Purana), “The one divine being, N&ifyana, the Lord,

at the end of the kalpa, at the (fitting) panod of time, by his

wonder—woiking power having retracted this formeily—created

universe into bimseli, existed as one only withont a second, the

self—based, the substrate of all—at the (right) time by his own

inherent energy goodness and the other forcea (qualities ) having

been brought into a atate of equipoise, the Primal Soul, the Lord

of Nature and Soul, supreme over the supeuur (gods), and the

96. The world previously existed in the state of undeveloped

name and form, and the origin of previously non-existent things 18 not

here described,

97, ‘Truly existent,’ etc, teaches the secondlessness of Brahma

only a8 differenced.



Re SARAARTE: 1

a arte werd agai |

a: arcs fafeenta anf grerreaerratafrgeaa:” 0

Tareas @amafesata Fiance larvae,

afaaita wale arneafaigh saat i

somTed Wa Arai ey AgarANTA b

inferior (men ), abides under the designation of pure unity” In

thee passage by the enunciation of the secondlessness (uf Brahma),

while he 1s at the same time the (98) substrate of all, it 1s clealy

proved that this secondlessness is that of a differenced bemg only

Also in the Vartha Purina “In me all onginated, in me all 18

subsistent, in me all is (ultimately) absorbed, therefore I am the

secondless Brahma,”

And in the Svetasvatara Upanishad the supreme causality of

the Supreme Spuit only as differenced by subtrle Soul and not-

Soul, (and not as undiiferenced, according to the SAnkaras ) is de-
finitely declared by (99) the deities who identify themselves with the

Mantias (of this Upanishad—( 100) “Om! Those who inqure

about Brahma ask, (101) Whats the cause Brahma? Whence

98 The anlstrate of all things (soul, not-soul) esting m the

subtile, undeveloped state,

99. The dettres are here distinguished from Bhagavat, mentioned

mm the preceding passage, They ideutify themsvlves with, or regard

themselves ag the patron deities of, the Veda, # ¢. preside over ite

preservation, revelation, transmission by acoredited teachers, appheation '

to the different holy rites, and the teaching of the recondite meaning

of the Angus and UpSugas,

100, Svethévatara Upanishad I, 1—3. Thisis a very difficult |

passage, but I have tried to render it in conformity with Raims-

nea doctrines, and also as far as possible im accordance with

the meaning of the ongmal as I understand it. There are eevotal

veadings different from those of the printed text which have in-

fluenced the rendermg, I have found the passuge elaewhere with
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are we born? Whereby do we live, and wherein do we ‘ultmately )

abide ? By whom tuled do we live in pleasure and pain ? Thedictum

of those who know Bralima—lIt (the cause Brahma) ts to be regard~

ed as time, the mhereut character (of things), necessity, (102) spont-

ancity, the elements, (103) Nature, and Soul—as the uniou of these ,

the same readings, Thahmavidam vyasasthi, wnsteal of Brahmayide

syavasthiim in the punted text ay annotated by Sankara, 1 wlladed

to and expinmed by the word nopita, In two manuscripts the

word saukhy&® occurs between kila and avabhdsa, This, tf not a

cletical error o1 gomething crept im from the mugin, indicates that the

doctune of the Py thagoreans was not altogether unthought of m India,

Chintyam for chmty4 probably agreca with kiranam, In some manus-

cripts the readmg 1s natvatma bhasat instead of natvitmatmabhavat

This would still give the sense that ‘soul 1s not (alone) the sause hy its

nature (aa gout).

101. Here we have the three notions of genesis, continuance,

and absorption in Brahma, which latter accerdmg to this system is

simply aretuin to the subtile stateof soul and uot-soul, and not wentii-

cation with Brahma, as the Sankaras teach,

102, The word yadichchhi presents a difficulty of which I have

not been able tu get a satisfactory explauation, How can ‘spontaneity’

be enumerated among the causes?

108. The ongmal word tyom’ i cleally a name of one of the

eauses, and not a mere medicate the rest of the sentence, as it bus

been understood in previous versions of this passage, The senye ‘Nature’

scems the only suitable one.
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but spirit (alone) is not (the cause) by its nature as spirit—spirit

also (as yivitmi) 1s not the Lord, because of (the existence of) plea-

sue and pan They the Brahmavidah), devoted to the practice of

meditation, beheld (104) the power of the Divine Spuit concealed

hy ite own qualities He who, being one, (105) snpermutends all

those causes associated with time and spnit, (m the preceding

passage)” —

The author of the Vedanta Sitras also declares that he

has ascertained the same (106) truth by the greatness (power) of

his concentration — By the practice of devotion defilement being

destroyed, ius mund being wholly fixed und putitied he saw the

Perfect Soul and May& whose substrate he as, (that Maya} (107)

by whom the soul being deluded, though superioi, 1egaids itself as

consisting of the three quahties, and olitains (suffers) the evil re-

sulting therefrom. Tor the sake of the people who do not know

that direct devotion to Krishnais the annulment of evil Vyfsahas

composed the(108) Sétvatusamlitta”

104, Devatmadakts 1s tev baps more correctly « the power inherent

in God,’ though the Kaminuja doctrine seems tu require the rendering

given in the text

105 Or ‘supetintends all those causes cumbined with time and

spit, (in the work of causation).’

106. Viz. the supreme causality of the differenced Brahma,

107. In this syetem the connection of Soul w.th body and works

produces identification with the body, and Miy& (Avidya) is Nature,

worka, and the iguotauce resulting from connection with these,

108, Seil. Bhagavata Purina
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Again, if by the expression ‘in the beginning’ the time of the

world’s absoiption is intended then by “The rmperishable one

(jivitma, Soul) is merged in darkness (Puakriti, Nature) darkness

becomes one with the Supreme Deity,” (109) “Nature whom I have

deserthed as of manifested and unmanifested essence, and Soul also,

both these aie merged in the Supreme Spint, and the Supreme

Spint 1s the basis of all (beings), the Highest Soul, he is cele-

brated under the name Vishnu in the (110) Veda and in the

Vedanta,” and in the Mah@tbdrata “When Brahmi and the other

deities are absorbed, and when, the reflux (dissolution) of all begs

having arrived, the animate and tnanimate world vanishes and i,

absorbed in Nature, the Great (Being) abides as one, (121) the

essence of all, and he is Nit&yaga the Lord, and many other

proofs it being established then that Brahma 1s differenced by

subtile Soul and ovt-Soul, it is established that he 1s secondless

as differenced only.

Again, 1f the words, ‘in the beginning’ signify (112) that time

before which the creation had never teally taken place, what is the

meaning of this passage of the Stuti (113) “The Creator formed
the sun and moon as before ?”

109 Vishpa Purana,

110. The Ved. here 1s the Karmakipda.

111, Not ‘thesou! ofall, but ‘he of whom all cousists, he who

comprises all im himself as his body and modes’

112, Tho Sankara is supposed to say that this refera to a time

when the creat on had not occurred, and Brahma was undifferenced,

113, Rig Vedu X. 190 3,
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Morcover, secing that souls, and the streams of their works,

had at that time no existence rt enght to be shown what is the

ciuse of the unequal cication of gods, ete Jf yon say it is

the will of Tévam alone that is the enuse, we sry uo, for that

would be opposed te this and other passages of the Sinti—(J 14)

“He that does good becomes good” and the fuults of injustice and

cruelty would attach to (ISvata).

Again, sf you say that the universe being false injustice and

othe faults do not thus attach, we reyect this position—by the

doctrine of the falsity of the universe (115) “As the spider sends

forth aud withdiaws (ts thread)” and other pas-ages of the Sruti

are contiadicted , and according to the doctrine of ilusory modifi-

cation (116) the composition of the Siitra (117) “Injustice and

cruelty do not exist fer (the world) is dependent (on works)” im

ordes to disprove these faults would be purposeless (113),

114, Brihad Aranjaka Upanishad IV. 4.5 He who performs

good works obtains good recompense in the future hfe, Henee woks

are the cause of myustice (inequality of condition),

115, Mundaks Upamshad I, 1. 7.

V6 The differenced Supreme Spirit 1s the real matermt canse

of the world by modification of that portwn of himself which 1¢ culled

not-Soul in the Riminuja System.

117, Brohma Sdteas I. 1. 34,

118. If the world is :nere luaory appearance, then these are not

real faults to be disproved.
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If in reply to our question, (119% who is the porcipient of the

universe unagined in pute existence (Brahma) only, you say that

1t 1s Biahma alone (120) whose essence 1s concealed (121) by

beginningless nescience that beltolds multiplicity (the umverse)

existent im himsclf, we deny this, for it 1s impossible that (such)

concealment should exist im the case of the (122) smpartte

(Brahma), whose essence ts ever free, audi ided, umtorm light (or)

knowledge only (123). Ou the (124 concealment of this know-

ledge, synooymons with hight, there would ensue a destruction

of essence, Coucealmeat is the deparime (cessation) of its

light while the essence of the thing continues to exist, As you

hold that the lyht itself is the essence of the thing, (é ¢, Brabma)

then either concealment cannot occur, or, (1f 1b does), there will

119. If the world is fictitiously nuaginel, then who 1s the

pereyient nmaginer, for thera must be such 7

120 There is no percipent distimet fiom Brahina, such as

Chaitia, Maitia, eto.

121. Concealed in the form of jiva, ete,

122, Nuatyauaaya, another reading fur nuamsasya, would lay

atress on Brabina’s being ever free (from faults of neseience), ag nramiaaya

does on his being of undivided essence,

123. Brakinn, you say, 1 the form of the differcat jivas of Charira,

Matra, ete, 18 in the power of illusion but thts canuot he, for Brubaa i,

accoming to your system, tm:partite, and im essence ever free, ete.

134, hy the state of transmigration,
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occur a destruction of essence. And it cannot be asserted that

altbough the light (or knowledge which constitutes the essence

(of Brahma) is impenshalile, only its clearness (125) (01 brightness)

is concealed by illusion, for if the clearness ts not distinct from

the essence, then the afoie-meutioned fault remaius the same

(126), and if it is distinct, then (Bialima) becomes differenced

(127) Nor is tt admissible that that which 1s anditferenced hght (or

knowledzg alone should be a witness of ignorance, and the sulyect

of the erroneous notion (of the existence) of the universe (consist-

ing of) the organ of self-consciousness, etc., fur the character of a

witness, erroneous notion, etc, are o'seived to reside in 4 particular

(concrete, personal) knower, and are not found iu mere (abstract,

unperson tl} kaawledge only. Moreover af ut is Brahma only that

under the ifluence of bagiuningless illusion beholds multipheity

existent in himself, then what 1s the cause of the non-perceptiou of

the universe duting the time of its absuiption, notwithstanding

that ingnorance (then) continues to exist (128)?

125. One MS. reads vardwhtya for vaiéadya in both places, which

seems a clear mistake.

126 Vie that there takes place a deatruction of essence,

127. The brightness then being a mere nou-essential attribute,

of the light, Brahma.

128, Ignorance continues to ex'st, and also the percipient Brahma,

why then 1s the world not perceived? Why does tt not exist
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Again, if you hold that ignorance appei tains to Brahma (alone)

‘then as Biahma alone 15 berated by the depaiture of the igno-

rance attaching to himself, the cffort of reading, ete., m order to

attain liberation on the pait of the souls fietitionsly produced by

his nescience 14 futile, because it is an effect of nescience like the

effort of aspirants after hberation seen in a dream, anil bke the

effort to acquue nacine silver, ete The effort to atta hberation

1s also nugatory, because 1t 16 the effect of knowledge resting for

ita impartation on the agency of a feigned teacher, like the effort

of Suka, Prahlada, Vamadeva, ete

Agan, if you assert that Brahma as one only experiences the

condition of soul in all bodies, then there must be the (129) cons-

ciousness of pleasue and pain 1a all bodier,—such as ‘I have a pain

in my foot,’ ‘My head is easy,’ (free from pam)—, and the estabhiah-
ed oider of soul, Lod, bound, fiee, disciple, teacher, learned and

unlearned woul! not exist For oneness of soul existing iu the

case of Saubhan and others, the consciousness of pleasure, ete.,

occasioned by (una with) many bodies is seen to Lelong to one

(soul)

129, Brahma alone must be possessed of universal all-pereading

consciousness, just as Chartra being one only cosntses simultaneously the

sensations of pleasure and pai oristimg in various parte of his

body,
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Nor can it be said that the ahamartha (139) Letog the

koower, it 1s because of its difference (in different bodies), not

because of difference of souls, that there is an absence of cons-

ciousness (131) It is the soul that 15 the knower, and that

(knower) 1s really the ahamattha (132) but the principle of egoum,

constituted of the mtemnal organ, is not the knower, seeing that it

is insentient and an instrument, like the body and its organs

(according to the following passuges) “ (Nature) the genetrix of

change, the unconscious,” “He who knows this,” “ (133) For the

knowledge of the knower 1s ndefeasible,” “‘Ihere 13 no other per~

cipient than this Soul alone knows,” “ (134) Behold by what means

should ove know the knower! ‘and in the Mukyhadharma (135)“The

130) Ahamnitha, that which is expressed by the word 1, or the

object of the consciousness |, 1s here, with the Sankata, synonymous with
ahadkara, as appeara from the following sentence.

191, ¢ 4 of universal conseiousness on the part of Brahma, The

pleasure and pain experience? in the boly of Chartra is not cogmsed

by Maitra, but this would be the ease if all souls wete parte of Brahma,

132, Here the ahamartha ts held to be yivatma, the self, the Eyo.

133, Byhad Aranyaka Upamshad 1V. 3 30

134, Do, do We 4, 13, IV. 5. 15.

135, Name of a section of tho twelfth bouk (Santiparva) of the

Mahabhirata, 6456 to the ent.
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Twenty-fifth 15 consejous of uneonseious Natmie, but Nature, O

Gandhatva, is not conscious of the Tweuty-ffth,”

Moreover according to the rule that only that which 1 (really)

existent somewhere, can be imagined to exist elsewhere, it 18 im-

posible that the universe, essuntially non-existent like the born

of a man, etc, should be smagmed to exist in Bralima, for it 18 ob-

served that ouly what ts (ically) existent, such as a snake, ete,, 16

imagined to exist in a rope and hike objects In ‘ the sky is blue’

also, there is a (186) cogmtion only of a (eally} existent blue

(187), previously —perceived, In a dieam, téo, we pereeive only

those olyects which we have seen or heard of in the present or

some other (previous) birth , acourdiug to the declaration of Bha-

gavat in the eleventh Skaudha (of the Bhigavata Purana) “No-

thing originates from a thing unseen or unheard of" (138).

136. Cognition 18 pereeptional im the several cases mentioned,

137%, Not of a blue m the sky (or ether}, for thia, according to

Hindu doctrme, being devoid of colour, the blue which preseuts iteelf mn

the sky 1 aumply an Sropa of the real blue preyiously percerved in cloth

and other terrestrial things.

188. ‘Phe argument is that even the imagination of the unreal ts

& result of the perceived real, Only the real can be imagined elsewhere

thar where it really is, If the world 1a false, then all that takes

place tn a8 unreal, and therefore unmmagmable.
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But it may be said that only the cognition of tts object in

some substrate 18 necessary to enoneons snemisal (drepa), not the

reality (of that olyect . This we deny, for there cannot be even a

cogiition of what (139) 18 uou-vxisteut, as for instance the hora of a

hare,

You may say that as ia the case of the cognition of the snake

(imag: -ed) 1 the rope, mere fa ult (oesctence) 19 all that 19 required

as the cause of the cognition of the umverse likewise , hence it

not necessary that the olyect (the universe) should really exist.

We deny tins, tor, according te the view of our opponents, the

cause consisting of fault being false, the effect consistmg of the

cognition of the object cannot be produced, confurmably to the

tule that an effect 13 dependent on the existence of its cause

But, you will reply, is bemg observed that an imagiued snake,

though unreal, is the cause tn telatiun to fear aod other effects,

there 16 ne rule that the effect 13 dependent on the existence of ita

cause This we deny, becavse it 1s impossible that the non-existent

should be a canse, whose character 13 the being possessed of a

capacity conducive to the production of something else, because

139 The presentation of what 1p real alone takes place, other-

wise what should prevent the presentation of such chimeras as sky—

flowers, cto.?
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‘in the case of (140) mistake, too, the cogmtion whose object is the

snake imagined (in the rope) being alove the cawe of fear and

other effets the object (the snake) 1 not the cause of these, (and)

(141) because on (your) theory of the falsity of causes in general

a description of the production of effects 13 inadmissible.

But, you will ask, io bhke manner as (in our view) the suake,

though umeal, ts the cause of the knowledge (of itself), why should

it not he a cause of fear aswell? To this we reply, It cannot be,

for in the case of (mere) mistake fault alone being the cause of

knowledge relating toa non-existent object, 1t is impossible that the

object should be the caus: of that knowledge.

Bnt, you will say, (we Séinkaras) doin fact a Imit the practical

reality (142) of watecpvts, pieces of eloth, aut other (mundane)

objects, This we deny, for that which 1 essentially fulbe hke

naciine silver 1s not susceptible of nse in practical life.

140, Mere, ordinary, and utversally admitted mistake, such a3

the supposing a rope to be a sake.

141. «You say the imagined snake 1a a cause and 60 foith, but

it 18 not for you to talk of causes and their effecta, who deny the reality

of them all from Brahma downwards’ For Brahma, though really ex-

sstent, 16 not according to the Sankara doctriue a real cause.

142. Vyavabarikasatyatram is vyavabaropayogitvam— reality

subservient to prastresl hfe.’
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Tf you say that an object seen in a dream though false is

observed to be subservient to the practical life appertammg to

the tame of that (object), then you (143) confound what is lusory

with what 1s practical. Moreover, if, m spite of their umeality,

(144) difference can be asavited in the case of snakes, crachs in

the ground, rls of water, ete, e1toneously imagined in a rope,

then may such a difference, a» ‘This ts pussesced of a practical

existence’ and ‘This 1s possessed of a (merely) illusnry existence ’

pe said to exist in the ease of those things, also, which are ima-

gined in more existence (Brahma) (145)

‘We do not bold the absolute non-reahty of thugs, In the eon

dition of practical life—duning the period of transmigratory bondage —

waterpots, ete, are real, but in the condition of real extstenceo—wnhen

tiue knowledge hay been attamed—they ure falsified.’

143. «By ackuowledgmg that objects dreamt of are subservient

to the practical Ife (imagmary transactions) pei tang to the time

in which they are pereerved, you confound your own division uf 1

lusory and practical, for your ducttine 1a that dream —objects have

ouly an illusory existence.’

144, £.¢. such difference cannot be asserted in the case of snakes,

ete,

145. “If the snake magluedin the rope wore described as practi-

cally exiatent, and the srmilarly—imagmed crack in the ground ag i!lugori-

ly existeut, then you might talk of such a difference as ‘the world

and all its contents are practical and nacrime silver, ete, iMusory.

If all thing: are alike imaginary and unreal, ther there oun be 20 auch

differences 93 ‘this 1 practical,’ ‘this is tlusory,' etc.
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(146) What is declared in the exposition (147) of circum-

‘scription is false, viz —“As, when regard is had to a collective

aggregate of trees, they are described as one, namely, a wood , so

when regard is had to the collective aggregate of the igaoiances

existing in souls, (and) appearing as mauifuld they are desciibed

as one (Maya) This collective aggregate (of ignorances), as

forming the conditiouing adjunct of the Supenor (inlelligence), viz.

Tsvara, He (I§vara) 1s ommscient because the illuminator of all

ignorances, according to the Sruta passage “He who knows all

Gn genetal), and knows everything (1m particular).” The afure-

metioned collective aggregate 13 called his, viz, Tévara’s causal

body because it is the cause of all, the sheath of bliss because it is

fraught with bliss, and because it encases the soul like a sheath,

dreamless sleep because there 1s (then) a cessation of all things,

and hence also the place of the absorption of the grees and sub-

146. The lung quotation that fullows 1s from the exposition of

adhyéropa in the Sankara Vedantesira Severs] sentences are here omit

ted that occur in the original, but I have supplied those words in brackets

that appeared uecessary to make good sense.

M47. ‘That ta the exposition of Braheas's booming Yévars and jivs

by being circumsoribed by Miy% and the antapkaaps,
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tile universe. As, when regard is had to the distributive aggie-

gate of a wood, 1t 18 desciibed as many, viz trees, so, when regaid.

w had to the distributive aggregate of ignorance, it is desenbed

as many, according to the Sruti passage (148) “Indra (Atma)

appears multiform by reason of illusions” This distributive ag-

gregate, as forming the conditioning adjunct of the mferor itelli-

gence, viz Soul. He (Prajna) 1s cogmtive, because the illuminator

of one (individual) ignorance, These two, the collective aggregate

and distributive aggregate (of ignorance), are udentical, hke the

wood and the tree. Jévara and the cognitive one conditioned by

these are also identical, like the (two) ethers circumscribed by the

wood and the trees The unconditioned intelhgence which 1s the

substiate of ignorance and the (two) tntellyences conditioned by

that, jst aa the unconditioned ether is the sulstrate of the wood,

the trees, and the (two) ethera circumsciibed by these, is called

the fourth, according to the Siuti passage (149) “ They consider

him blessed, secondless, fourth” Ting same fourth, viz, pure

intelligence, when undisciuninated from ignorance and the intel-

ligence conditioned ly that is said to expressed ly the great (150)

text, and when discriminated to be implied (only) ” —

148, Bag Veda VI. 47. 18.

149, Magdakya Upanisbad 7.
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The declaiation that unconditioned intelligence is the swb-

strate of Tivara is (151) opposed to ‘a baseless root,” “Thee

waa one heavenly deity, Narayana,” “The self based, the substrate

of all,” and other passages, Because the existence of a wood

compused of an assemblage of trees 1s posterior to the existence of

tiees, the existence of ISvara, also, who 1s represented by the waod,

is (152) posterior to the existence of Soul, hence it 18 unpossble

that he should at first subsist as one, (and) afterwards, on

resolving “ (153) Tam one, let me become many” (154) “ Having

entered in along with this Soul, (my) self, let me develop name

and form” become many, aud assume the condition of soul,

156, Tat tvam asi, Chidudogya Upamabad VI. 8. 7,

WSL, For the RémRuaja view 19 that fivara, Nardyans, Pairendt

mi, Brahma, etc., are all names of one being and there is-no unconhuou-

ed Brahma,

152, The Réminuja argues that a collective aggregate anpposes

& previous distributrve aggregate.

153, Chbindogya Upanuhad VI. 2. 3.

154, Ditto VIL 3. 3.
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. It may be objeoted that thie is not imposmble, on the ground

that collective aggregation is anterior to existence in separate

parts, This we deny, for it 18 a state wherein separately—exiat-

ing parts aie brought together that is called collective aggrega-

tion , for such we see to be the case as regards an army, & wood,

a heap (of anything, as grain, etc.).

Again, Do souls exist or not during the state of collective

aggregation (155)? If they do exist, the resolve to assume the

condition of Soul would be futile, as before shown. Nor 1s the alter-

native that they do not exist at all a possible one, seeing that

there 1s a serrptural decla:ation of Soul’s being unborn, etc, in

the words—* The wie ia not born, nor dies” (146), that, more-

over, it is an accepted deetmne that the creation of she world is

in order to the reaping of the fruite of the former works ef souls,

and that an unequal creation cannot otherwise be accounted for.

Such, too, is the import of the Siitra:--“ Inequality and cruelty

do net exist, the world being dependent on works" (137), i. ¢.

155. The state of pralays.

156, Katha Upanmhad 1. 3. 18.

157. Brahma Satens H. 1. 34.
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“the unequal creation of the gods, ete, being dependent on the
(past) works of embodied souls, gods and the hie who sre

created (at each creation) The timon (of souls) with (the nature

of) gods, etc, the Srati shows to be dependent on their various

wotks:-~"He that does good becomes good, he that does evil

becomes evil; he beoomes virtuous by virtuous deeds, evil by evil

deeda (158).”

There is algo the Sdtra :—" There were no works, because of

hon-diremptiot~—we deny this, for they are beginningless, and this

is both congiuons (i accordant with reason), and is foutid (is

revealed in the Veda)” (159) ¢. ¢, "Before the creatigh embodied

souls do stot exist. Why? Because there is a declaration of the noa-

diremption of name and form in the passage —' Truly existent,

my dear child, was this in the beginning, one only, without a

second, Brahma,” Henos soils not then extsting, theit works

likewise, do not exist ; how then dan it be said thet the inequality

of creation is dependent on their works? We deny this, * be-

cause’ souls aud the streams of thew works ‘are beginningless ’

Although they are beginningless, non-duemption is cbagrmous (ie

158, Byihad Aenpyaka Upauishad FV. 4, 5,

159. Brabmis Sateag 12, 1. 85. Sitree 80 and 36 in Sankar

chirya’s Bhishya ate:here regarded 44 one only,
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aceadant with reason), because Soul having then rejected name

ana form, and being exceedingly subtile, does not admit of sepaiate

deuguation even as the body of Brabma, Fo: sf this be not

allowed, (vz, that souls and their worka are beginuingless, ete},

there will follow the ‘accession of what 15 not done, and the des-

tiuction of what ia done’ (160), That they are beginningless ‘1s

found’ (is revealed in the Veda) in the words “The wise 18 not

botn, vor thes’, And that the flow of cieationa 1s begimningless

un‘ Che Creator formed the san and moon ag befute,’ for there 13

4 1.ielation of the development of name and form alone in

‘Toi wold was then undeveloped, it was (afterwards, at the

eteation) developed by name and form’, That the essence of souls

1s beginningless 1s evinced 1 the Smit: algo, —‘ Know Nature and

Spt to be both of them beginningless, ‘All beings O son of

Kuuti, pass to my Nature’ (161).”

160 That would occur in the present creation which 18 not the

result of wgrke, and the recompense of works done mm the past creation

would not take place,

16} Bhagavadgtta IX 7. During the etate of dissolution all

bemngs are aa it were merged m Nature (Prakriti) becoming devoid of

uate agd form They still however exit, and thus there is no new

begimnmg at each creation, every thing 1s continous aud eternal,
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Should it be said that in the passage “As, when the Jar is

broken, the jar-cther becomes the infinite ether as it was before ;

60, when the body is dead, the soul re-.ttains to Brahany” ete, it 1

meant by the illustration of the jai-ether that Brahma assumes

the nature of Soul, we reply, that the theory (162) of a plurality

of conditioned portions (of Brahma), which is based on the allus-

tration of the jat-ether, 1s opposed to the fact that Soul 1s con-

scious of the remembrance of what has been formerly experienced ,

since 16 is rmposstble that each succeeding conditioned portion

should possess a remembrance of what has been experienced by

each preceding portion, there bemg an absence of an experiencer

consisting of each several portion owing to the abandonment of each

preceding conditioned portion, after the analogy of the jar-ether

(163). And (this theory) becomes utterly madmusaible if (in order to

162, ‘The theory 1s that Brahma, one only like the mfinite ether,

33 conditioned by the various bodies ard internal organs of transmigrat-

mg beings. The body, ete, of Chaitra passes to and fro, and so con-

Gitrons at different times different portions of Brahma,

163. How can the portions subsequently condrtioned possess a

knowledge of what bas been experienced by those previously conditron-

ed, see ng that these latter are now nbandoned by, and unconnected

with, that which conditroued them?
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obviate the foregoing objection) you say that there is remem-

brance meiely as a result of & continuous series of experiencing

portions, for this would involve tejection of | permanent spirit

through emergence (necessary acceptance) of the doctime of the

Banddhas, there would also occur the ‘accesston of what is uot.

done and the destruction of what is doue, and liberation would

become impossible That 1s to say, there would be liberation of the

condition (164) only, not of the spirit, seeing that, as (in the case of

the various soula) thetr conditions are always and every where

passing into and passing away from the permanent spirtt, it is

iwevitable that another condition should (at some time or other)

occupy the place of the condition which bas perisbed (when libera-

tion has taken place).

But in our view the sense of the Sloka is that “As the

(iofinige) ether (naturally) endowed with the qualty of sound,

and affording infinite space, in the state of the jar-ether exists as

that which affords fimte apace, and yet remains unaffected by the

defecta of the yar, but when the jar is broken, becomes the (in-

164. Hera the word ‘condition’ is used san trenslation of

‘upidhi'; which 1 the Sankara Vedanta denoten the flotitious acces-

soriea (body and internal organ) conditioning Soul.
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finite) ether as it was before, i e, again affords infinite space ; so

Soul naturally endowed with real resolve (165) and other like quali-

ties, and non-transmigratory (166), in the state of transmigration

is parvisctent and powerless (167), and yet remains exempt from

Ditth, death, and other properties of the body, etc, but when the

body is dead, 7 e, when the gross ahd subtile conditions (168) have

passed away, reattains to Bmhma ;” according to the Sittra “ Hav-

ing uttaimed (to Brahma, Soul)is manifested (in 1ts own form), for

165. The following quotation from Hanannja’s Vedarthasan-

grsha 1 explanatory of the word ‘satyasankalpa’ ag used of févara in

Chhandogya Upenishad VIIL 7 1. The words ‘endowed with reat

resolve’ deolare that although there exist mnumerable objects of enjoy-

ment and atda thereto which are eternal and snperercellent, the Lord

by mere resolve brings into exiatence s vast number of objects pre-

viously non-exstent. And ‘endowed with real resolve" declares that

the essential existence, submatence, sctivity, and sit other distinguish-

rng features of these objects of enjoyment and arda thereto, sentient

end insentient, permanent and impermanent, depend on the mere re-

aolve (volition) of the Lord” Reali resolve im the case of the Lord

and liberated souls 1s reavlve (volition) that cannot be frustrated, but

ie necesanttly realised.

166. Tranemigsatoriness is not on essential characteristic of Suul.

167. Destitute of dominion snd authority such as naturally

belong to it,

168, Body, internal organ, ete.
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there is the expression ‘in its own (formY' (169),” € ¢, it has its

qualities manifested, (176), 18 then characterized by the quahty of

immensity, etc, according to the words, “ He ubtains the greatuess

of Brahma,” “ (271) And he becomes infinite (172).”

But it may be said that 1 “ Having entered in along with

this Soul, myself, let me develop name and fom” itis declaed

that it is Brahma that aseumes the nature of Soul Here it

should be reflected, Is1t the uudiffeienced Brahma or the Maya—

conditioned Isvara that having first resolved (“Let me become

many") assumes the uature of Soul, The first alternative 1s not

admupible, for the undifferenced Brahma 1 devoid of resolve,

nor the second, for the mere resolve ‘Let me possess the condition

of impure goodness’ 1s incongruous 1 the case of one whose con-

dition ehefly consists of the qualty of pure goodness, for no

169, Brahma Satrag 1V, 4. 1. See Chhandogya Upanled
VIET 12 3.

176. The following is » quotation from the Pancharitrarahasya

in the Sarvadaréanasangraha.—“Then the natuial and excellent

qualities of souls, onmiscience and the rest, cuncealed in the transmi-

giatery stute, are manifested, These qualities are common to lilerat-

ed souls and the Lord Universal creativenesa alone distingyshes the

Deity from these souls. Liberated souls being submdiary parts of

Biahina, who possesses them as subsidiaries, a id ie fumself nov-subsi-

dary, realize all joys tugether with that wise” (Supreme Spuit ).

171, Svetasvatara Upanishad V. 9,

172, Not infimtely pervasive, but ménite in knowledge, which

1s not then Inmtted as m the state of bondage.
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person who is not crazy makes resolve to procure his own dis-

advantage Granted, however, the posstlility of such resolve, if

Igvata by the rejection of his condition has the power of altering

his state, then why sliould he not become undiffercneed (173) 7? Nor

3 It possible tiat nescience should become the condition of one who

is charactenzed by the cundition of science (true knowledge),

for there would thus eusue « commingling of science aud nescience

(174)

Moreover, that according to the words “Having entered in

He is the ruler of beings, the self of all” He is His own self

and His own rulet 1s wholly umieasonable, just a6 if one were

to say ‘fire buins itself.” Likewne that by the words “It 1s He

alone that ciuses him whom He desires to degrade to do wrong

deeds" itis meant that He, though omniscient, causes wrong

deeds which are the oceision of His own experiencing of hell, in

the form of Soul, and that He, though able to cause to cease from

evil deeils, is the regulator (actuator) there: 18 altogether in-

cougruous,

Again, (if) according to the words “Settlement m (realiza-

tion of) one’s own form, on the abandonment of au alien form,

ig liberation” (173) liberation were the return to that state 10 which

he was on the part of one who on resolving “Iam one, let me

173, Undifferencedness being im your view the highest aim.

174, évara would be omuscient and parviscient, would know

all things and yet be mvolved in ignorance,

175. Bhayavata Purags, Skandha If.
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become many” has assumed the nature of Soul, then hberation

would be Igvaia’s resumption of the nature of Isvara after

having assumed the nature of Soul, and, such being the case, the

doctrine of a quality-less (176) liberation would not agree therewith.

And such is the smport of the Satta (177) “Thirough the de-

claration of the other, (Soul), to be Biahma, there would attach the

fault of the not-making of what is beneficial, ete,” 4 6. 1t 38 saul

by those who maintain the identity of the world with Brahma

that the identity of Soul also with Brahma 13 declared by the

texts “ That thou art,” and (178) “ This self is Brahma,” ete. (179).

In reply thereto it 18 urged (im the Sita) “If by these sentences tt

is declared that anothos, viz., Soul, ie Brabina, then the not-mak-

ing of a world taking the foim of what is beneficial to hinself,

and the making of a world taking the form of whut 19 injurious

to himself, and other faults will attach to Brahma as one

endowed with the attributes of omniscience, real resolve, ate.

The wold isa cause of infinite pain, oiguating from self (nm

one’s own peraon, body and internal organ), from elemental beings

(wild Leasta, etc), and from superbnman powers (demons, etc ),

apd one who 1s self-dependent and wise does not engage in such

176, Allusion to the Sankara doctime that Hheration 1s the
passing of Sonl from a state in which :t 1a seemingly pospensed of

qualities to that m which 1¢ becomes one with the quality-less Brabma,

177. Brahma Satras JI 1. 21,

178 © Mandakya Upanishad If,

179, Or this umght be othertise rendered Jt Ja said (by the

POrvapakshi) that (among) those texts which make known the identity

of the wold with Brahma the identity of Soul with Brahme i also

declared by such as ‘That thou art,’ ‘'I'hus soal Beahow, ete.”
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a work (viz as the making of the world) resultmg in his own

digadvantage.

The Sruti passages daclarmg that Brahma 1s distinct fiom

“Soul are rejected by you when you asseit the identity of the

world and Brahma, (for) if there 1s distinction, identity cannot

be established If you say that the Sruti passages that speak of

distinction relate to adventitious distinction, aud the Siuti pas-

sages that speak of identity relate to essential identity, then, 10

this regard, 1 ought to be stated whether Brahma, the cause of the

world, knows Soul to be essentially identical with himself or

not. If he does noc know, there 18 an end to omniscience. If he

does know, then there inevitably attach to Brahma, as one knowing

the pain of Svul, ideatical with himself, to be bis own pain, the

faults of the not-making (of a world) beneficial to himself, and

the making (of a world) injurious to himself (180),

Hf it be said that m the words Maya produces Soul and

Lord in appearance only (abhdsena), itis declared that Soni and

, Lord are meie reflections of Brahma, (and not real 1 thetnselves) ;

| sccordiugly Soulis that which 18 reflected 1 the intellect, and

| Loed ia mere appearance {reflected in) Maya&; we reply that

| Brahma beg (181) undiffereucad intelligence ouly, a reflection

| thereof cannot be affirmed , and 18, moreover, opposed to the Srata

180, Brahma se omnipotent ‘ean make, or wot make, or make

ethermae (i. ¢. alter whatie wrong in the making) and yet he, aceerd-

ing to your few, makes a world inyarious to hmmself,

181. Aocording to the Sankara view.
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passages (182) “He is the cause, the Lord of the lord of the

organs, ef Him thee ms neither parent nor lord,” (183) “The

wise is not born nor dies” It 18 also opposed to the declaration

of the bestowal of organs and bo-hes on eternal souls (184). As,

for example, in the Vedastuti (a sect on of the latter halt of the

tenth Shandha of the Bhagavata Puiiina) “The Lord created the

iuteHect, the organs of sevse,the mind, and the vital bieath of

living Lemgs, for the enjoyment of material objects, for worldly

existenee, and for mivistering to Soul” Tn oar view the meaning

of the above quoted statement of the Veda is that Ma) a produces

(causes to appear) Soul and Lord falsely (dbhdaenc), m a manner

contrary to their tine, nature, 7, « generates wrong notion in re-

gard to the nature of both, for the word dbhasa is fonnd to be

used in the aforesaid sense—e g. hetcdbhdae (falae reason), dhar-

nvtbhde (false devotion) What 1s that wrong notion? We reply

in regard to the nature of Soul, described in the words (185) “ on-

182. Svetagvatara Upanwhed V1.9. The Lord is uncauped.

183, Katha Upanushad I, 2,18, Soul, too, 1» wocauged and

eternal.

184, Soul is eternally existent, but st each new creation of the

universe, God creates the body etc, by meausof which it passes

through its tranamigratory existence.

185. Kotha Upanishad I, 2. 18
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born, eternal, everlasting,” (186) “Sonl a!so is powerless (because

of pleasure and pam)”, (187) *Sonl monrns because of its power-

losaness, being defuded,” Miya produces the error that body 1s

Soul, and the errur that Soul is selfdependent (188) In con-

sequence of this, men use such locutiens as, ‘fam body,’ ‘1 am

Lord,’ ‘Iam experiencer (189).’ Similarly m regard to the na-

ture of the Lord, described in the words “Lod of all, the Ruler

of Soul,” “ Everlasting, blessed, :mperishable,” (190) “He who

knows me to be nnborn and beginmngless,” “The self-based,

the substrate of all," May& produces the notions (191) that he

is an effect, has another as basis, and is conlitioned by Maya, and

so it ia sung (in the Bhagavadgita), “The unwise think me the in

186. Svetaivatara Upanishad I 2.

187, Svetaévatara Upausshed IV. 7.

188, But the quoted passages show that sonl is not the perishal.lo

body, nor the Omn potent Lord, but 18 dependent, aud subject to pleasure

and pain, viz, 19 1n @ atate of bondage

189. Men metakenly talk of their bodies as if they were

their real aelves, as sf they were not subordinate to the supreme

Lord, and aa if they were the svle expeciencers of worldly existence

uninfluenced by the power of desert, and unactuated by divine agency

1n accordance with their past deeds, ‘Swata eviham bhogi nidpuhts-

dibbih’—Rimanwa’s Commentary on Bhagavadg ts XVI. HH.

190, Bhngavadgita X 3.

191, Notions contendicted by the text jnet referred to.
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visible to have beeome vietble (192), “ Fuols despise me,” ‘“ Not

knowing my higher nature (193)”

It may be objected that the word &bhdea is commonly

used in the sense of a reflection, and that meaning alone is

to be admitied in the passage under consideration Well then,

in these sentences (194) “Truly non-existent was this in the begin-

ning,” “A slayer of heroes, cruel, naught (is Vishgu),” the words

‘non-existent’ and ‘naught’ according to ther usual meaning

affiem that vihilty is the only reahty, and why is that doctrine not

accepted by you? The same reason for that aot being accepted

exiate here also (195).

Again, 1t may be asked, If Soul is distinct from Bralma,

how 1s it that “That thou art” and the hke sentences make a

192, Bhagavadgita VIE 24.

393, Ibd IX. 11. These passages, relating to the wncarnation

of Krabya, are adduced aa proofs of the erronaous eonceptions of Livara

entertained by those who are under the influence of iuasion.

194, Tarttufya Upaarsbad IE. 7.

195. The words ‘man-exustent’ snd ‘maught’ are not taker

literally by the Sinkaras, since they behiore that Brahma ie absolute
veality, and that Iivara bas s practical existence, 10 accordasce with
their views ef Vedic dectrwe, “Im the same way,” argues the Riak-

nua, “we hold that diAdea cannot signify a mexe reflection, for that

would contradict the Veda, as uu shows ia the taxta previgualy quoted,”
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representation of unity ? Here applies the Siitra (196) “A portion

because of the repiesentation of plurality, and otherwise. Mone-

over some read that there is the condition of fishermen and

gamblers, etc.” ¢ ¢ Soul is a portion of Brahma, Whence?

Because there is representation of plurahty—' Aud otherwise,’

because there is representation according to unity, for both kinds

of representation are found (in the Veda) There is found re-

Presentation of plurality, as that (Brahma and Soul aie) respec-

tively the Creator and the (197) created, the Actuator and the

actuated, the Omniscient and the nescient, the Self-dependent and

that which is dependent (198) on another, the (199) Pure and the

(200) impure, the Repository of good qualities and the (201)

opposite, the Master and that which 1s supplementary (or eubst-

196. Brahma Satras Il. 3 43,

197. Jiva is ‘created’ (seut forth), that 18, receives, at the crea-

tion, body and organs condnorve to the experiencing of the fruit of deeda,

and the attamment of emancipation. During the period of pralaya

there is an absorption of body, ete., in Prakytis.

198, we., Brahma.

199. Free from illusion or nescience,

200. Involved in illusion.

201. Associated with heya, prakyita, gunas.
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diary) (202) to him ‘And otherwise’—representation according

to identity 1s also fonnd m=“ ‘That thou ait,” (203) “this soul is

Brahma” and Ike sentences ‘Moreover some read that there 13

the condition of slaves, gamblers, etc, ¢, in the words (204)

‘Fishermen are Brabma, slaves are Bralina, thesc gamblers are

Brabma”, the Athaivavedins read that there also pertains to

Brahma the condition of slaves, gamblers, ete Hence, because

Biahnva pervades (205) all souls, there 18 representation of identity

Such is the meaning After the manne: thus stated, Soul is to be

acknowledged as a portion of Brahins, so as to secure to both

kinds of representation a Iiteral apphe ition, Nor should st be

said that such representations of difference are estublished by

other means of proof because they 1elate to matters known

through sense—perception, etc, (for) that Soul 1s created by

Brahma, is actualed by him, is bis body, 1s supplementary (or

subsidiaty) to him, bas him as its basis, is preserved by bim, is

retracted mto bim, is his worshipper, and 1s an expenencer of the

202, In the Srutaprabaéika (‘Tika on Sribhashya) éeshitvam 1s
explained by tadvatta, the possessing jiva, eto., as subsidiary.

203, Méndtkya Upamshad IT.

204. Suid in Sinkara’s Commentary tw Joce to be quotation
from the Brahma Sakts,

205. As the Internal Ruler,
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four obyects of life consisting of virtue, wealth, pleasure, and

fibetation, obtainable by his favour, andl the difference thereby

made between Sonl and Brahma, are matters not established by

other means of poof (than the Veda), becanse incognisable by

sense—perception, ete Hence the Sruti passages which declare
the creation of the world, ete, are not concerned with the (206)

teaching of what 1s filse by mere re-statement of difference

already eatablished by some other means of proof There 19 also

the Satra (207) ‘Moreover itis sad in the Sinntr, ‘An (208)

eternal portion of me having become Soul in the world of Soul,’

% @, 9 certain portion of me, a divine emanation of me, being

paturally possessed of real resolve, aud other Ike qualities, having

become Sonl whose true essence is concealed by a wrapping of

nescience conaisting of beginaingless deeds, whose knowledge and

power are exceedingly ltmited when dwelling in the world of

Soul, 10 the transmigiatory state (209) And in accordance there-

206. ‘Re-statement of difference already estabhahed by aome

other means of proof’ 18, according to Sinkara ideas, the teaching of

whats false, and not mtended as trne by the Veda; for all knowledge

of the external world ia purely fictitious, ag 1s the external world iteelf,

207. Brahma Siteas I] 3. 45.

208, Bhagavadgita XV. 7.

209, Partly quoted from Ram&nuja’s Commentary én loco.
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with 18 the Sruti (210) “These true desires are covered by what

1s false” That the works of souls have a begmningless course

3p determined by the Sitra “There were no works because of

non-diremption—we deny this, for they are beginningless, and this

is both congruous (13 accordant with reason), aud 16 found (is

revealed in the Veda). And the Smyit: also declares “ Sunk in

sleep from beginningless time Soul has trodden the path of trans-

migratory life”

It may be said that the word portion designates an

integral part of a single thing; but if Soul were an mtegral part of

Biabma, the faults peitaining to it (Sow) wonld belong to him. Nor

can the beiag a pottion be upheld by the assumption that Soul 18

a separate portion of Biahma, for Brahma is insusceptible of

division tnto separate portions, Here applies the Siitra (211)

‘But (1f18 8 portion) after the manner of light, not such 1s the

Supreme.” The word ‘ but’ debara the objection urged, Soul 1s

‘a potion of the Supreme after the manner of light,’ after the

game manner as hight consisting of brightness 1s a portion of the

bright fire, the sun, etc, as the bovine nature, and other differenc-

ing parts are portions of white, black, and other cows differenced

by that nature, ot as the body 14a portion of the embodied soul,

210 Chhandogya Upanished VIII 3. 1.

211 Brahma Sttraa IT 3 46,



@arsaawreat: | at

fakerreagt eiatanmmfare Rahger: ware |

mRahauy pulgetiqtuns fduenamiuee,

Rw “arRETM soAa wel carey AEs

amEqeraaaaani = dauleeswasetn

tifivniseag | ward: omtenciga: § ay ual 7

aat eam vala cand: nai Siagin: egte

gan ef 8q, “aie emivaaT a wed fie

ae arin’ anauai slew eae a fac

vie god, man, ete. For the being a portion is the being an. in-
tegral part of a single thing, aud the differencing part of a single

thing (thereby) dsfitrenced 18 a portion of it. Accordmgly the

discernig affirm that ina differenced thing one part is that whieh

diff tences, and the other part is thar which 1 differenced therely

Murcover, although the differeuciug pant aud that which as there-

by differenced constitute a portion and that of which it 1s a por-

tion, @ distinction of natuie 1 observed. Thus 1¢ 16 admismble

that Soul aud the Supreme as ditlerenctng part and what is duffer-

enced thereby, should form a portion and that of which it (Spt)

18 a portion, and should at the same time porsess a distinction. of

nature. Thus 1s declared un ‘not such, 18. the Supreme,” 4 ¢, the

Supreme iw not such aa Soul, for jiteb as (@ lamp or other

lumnons body) possessed. of brightness x8 other than, the bught-

nesa. ploceeding from. 1t, so the Supreme also, of whom. Soul is a

Portion, is.a being dstinet from Sonk which. a portion of him, as

exemplified, by brightgess (ia the foregoung exampla) Such 1s

the meaning, After the manner thus stated, there occur (in the

Sroti and Smgiti) deckwatious of distanation, baing based on the
diveraty of the natuxe of Soul aad the Supreme resulting fiom,

the fact that the one, Soul, is. the differencing part, and the other

the Supreme, be who.w. differenced, thereby. Again, declurations

of the identity (of Soul and Brahma) are admissible in their,
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literal sense, being based on the fact that the differencing pits,

incapable uf separate existence, ultimately extend to (involve and

express) that which is differenced by them, andin “That thou

art,” “ This soul ts Brahm.” and other sentences the words ‘Thou’

and ‘Tins soul’ (are admramble) equilly with the words ‘That’

and ‘Bialhma, because they express the same object in that they

designate Brahma having Soul as bis budy’ This matter bas been

exphcated befoie,

Should it be sard that in (212) “when a man sleeps

here, then, my dear clild, he 1s united with the existent,

he 1s gone to lus own (self),” there 1s a scriptural declaration of

a unity of essence (being) possessed by Soul and the Supreme, we

would reply that in the words (213) “ ‘Tins petsou, embraced by

the omniscient self, knows nothing that as without, nothing that is

within,” 16 18 declared that i the state of deep sleep there is a

sublation of all knowledge pertaining to Soul of what is without

and within, because it has been fieed from all weaimess wheu

embraced) by the all-knowing Supreme Spuit, for one who is

devoid of knowledge cannot at the same time be embraced by his

own self being all-knowing and truly existent And in “He

becomes united with the existent, my dear child” also, it is not

declared that there exists a unity of essence in the case of Soul and

the Supreme Spuit, but rather it is imported that because of the

non-existence of consciousness as to name and form in the time of

212, Chhandogya Upanishad VI. 8 1.
213, Brbad Asanyaka Upanishad LV. 3. 21,
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profound sleep there is absorption in Brahina as in the time of

“the dissolution of the universe. ‘He 1 gone to his own self’ 4, e
he 1s then absorbed in Brahma as his own self, but absorption

of his own self in bis own self 1s impossible. Also m, ‘then, my

dear child, he 13 united with the truly existent’ the words ‘ united

with’ agreeing in meaning with the word ‘embraced,’ according to

the proper force of the third (imstrumental) case, (viz sada), it is

impossible that Soul and Brahma should be one in essence Hence

itis said by the author of the Sitras (214) “ Because there 18

Tepresentation of difference in sound sleep, and in the going forth

(of Soul at death)”

The doctrine of reflection is next considered

It may be said that the Sruti passage “There (215) are two

drinking thetr reward in the world of their own works, having

enteted into the cave (of the heart), into the highest region

Those who know Brahma cull them shadow and sunshme” de-

clares that Soul is a (216) reflection of Biahma We deny this, its

puiport being merely to declare that though Soul and the Su-

preme Spirit dwell in the same body, there exista between them a

fixed distinction of nature (viz, that the former 1s non-luminous

214, Brahma SOtras 1. 3. 42.

215. Katha Upaushad F 3. 1,

216. he word ‘chhay& ’ being here understood by the Sinkaras

to mean ‘ reflection,
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and the latter luminous) like that existing between a dark shadow

and brigbt sunshine For it thus agrees in meaomg with another

Sruti, “Tro (217) birds, inseparable friends, cling to the same tree.

One of them eats the sweets friut, the other looks on without eat-

ing.” Here too, (in the first-quoted passage.) Brahma not being

actually sunshine, the term ‘sunshine’ sigmities that he is lumi-

nous like sunshine, Soul also not being actually a shadow (reflec-

tion), the term ‘shadow’ must indicate that in the state of bond-

age it ts non-luminous (daik) like a shadow And in “Lt as

neither gross nor subtile, neither short nor long, nor red, without

shadow (218)" there being a revealed demal of the bemg a

sha-tow,—-in the passage under discussion the word shadow does not

signify a refiection of Brahma,

But at may be said that according to “ The Sout of beings

sbuling m all beings, though one appeirs manifold, hke the moon

im the water,’ “As the one ether becomes diverse in waterpota,

ete, so the one Soul (or Self) dwells in many beings, hke the

sun (reflected) in lakes of water,” and other anthotitative texts,

as in the case of the reflections of the moon shewn in the water

of tanks, canals, and wrgated fields, there w ouly an adgcititrious

217 Mundaha Upanishad ITT 12.

Svetahatarn Upanuhad FV 6

218 Kuhad Aranyaka Upanishad LIL 8 8,
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(219) difference of the cognitions residing m (constituting) Lord

and Soul, which cognitions are reflections of Brahma shewo 16

May&, the organ of egasm, and its modifications, hence the dis.

tinction mdicated m “ There (220) are two, one knowing (Lord).

the other not-knowing (Soal), both unborn, one strong, the other

weak," (and hke passages), rests oo that false difference alone,

(and does not prove real dughty). We reject this view for the

following reasons —It 18 impossible that a substance (entity) whose

nature is diverse from that of ether (221) and other finite

things, should assume the form of a shadow (reflection), and

there 1s a Vedic statement that it (Brahma) is “not red,

without shadow.” If fictitions reflection is affirmed, 1t follows

that Soul and the Lotd are unreal. If this, too, 1s main-

tained, “Behold the (222) Self (or Soul) is verily to be

seen, to be heard,” “They (223) who know it become im-

mortal,” aud other like injunctions become meaningless If,

219 A difference resulting from the conditioning (unreal )

antahka:endds alone, just as the numerous and varioualy-shaped re-

flectiuna of the moon in the water of lakes, ete, are due to the pre-

sence of that water, the action of its waves, etc.

220. SvetAévitara Upanishad I 9

221, Diverse from these as being imfintte, while ether 13 an

effect, according to the Vedanta, and therefore fote,

222 DBrthad Aennyaka TL 4 5,

243. Svetadratara Uvawehad UT 10.
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further, this also should be maimtaimed, then Brahma being an

object not ascertamed by any other means of proof (than the

Ved.), and petsonal experience not declaring anything ulterior

to Soul (which i» held by the Sdukaris) to be uureal, oue who
thus asserts the fainty of all mvans of proof and things proved

thereby cannot be regarded as competent to engage in discussion

Lastly, sauce (224) the teachings conveyed im the illustration of

the ieflection of the moon im the witer admit of explanation

ag tutended to make known that (Biahina) 18 unaffected by the

faults attaching to Soul and not-Soul, which constitute his

body, they do not deny the reality of the esseuce and uature of

the Lord taught m other texts And the faultlessness of the

Internal Ruler is declared in the Siuti, “Thee (225) is one

god hidden 10 all bemys,” “As (226) one fire, when it lias entered,

the world, assumes forms corresponding to the different forms of

the fuel it burus, so the one Inver Soul of atl beings avsumes

forms corresponding to the different forms it enters, and exists

also without,” “As (227) the sun, the eye of the whole world,

224, Since a perfectly appropriate meaning 18 thus established,

235, Svetaévatare Uponishad VI. 11.

226. Katha Upanahad If. 5. 9.

227. bd 1.5 11,
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js not sulhed by the external faults (umpurties) pertaining to the

eye (as disease) ev the one Inner Sonl of all berngs is not sulhied by

the misery of the world, being himself without” Otherwise at

(228) would be wile to adduce the other illustration “ As one ether

becomes diverse 1 water pols,” etc

But itimay be asked, How ts it that we find the following and

other declarations of the unity of sprit, “As (220) one ether 1s

viewed as pomesuig the Uiff-reuces of winte, blue ete, so one

spurt also ts regarded as manifold by shose whose minds are

deluded by error’? We reply, Brcauso of non-diversity of

natwe, fur the word ‘ditfutence' 1 curiently accepted as siguifying:

diversity of nature, as in the case of things very much alike

228, Hf the illustrations given of the reflection of the sun and

moun wm the water do noé cenvey the meiumy already set forth, we,

that the Supreine as Antaryaini is not affected by the faults of bis body,

Soul and nut-Soul, which are pervaded by him, but teach the Sankara

doct: me of reflection, then the further illnstration “ For as one ether”

ete, must, according to the same system, teach the doctrine of cir.

cumscription, and so be discordant and urelevant,

229° That 1, ethor (or sky) 18 imagined by the ignorant to

possess thoge dilferences of colour, eto, which really belong to suulight,

oouds, vapour, ete,
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people aie accustomed to say ‘there is no difference between

this (and that)’ So, also, there is no divermty of nature (230)

inherent in souls dwelling in bodies poasessiug the differences

(different conditions) of man, beast, and bird, when, excluding

their connection with these boiltes, they are considered in their

pure essence, just as no diversity of nature pertains to the

atomic particles of the lotus pollen Such 2s the meaning of

such affirmations of unity and denials of duality. Such, too, 1s the

meaning of the saying of Bhagavat “(The learned look upon a

Brahman) endowed with knowledge and refinement, (a cow, an

elephant, a dog, and a Svapaka), as all (231) alike, (Even here

worldly existence is vanquirhed by those whose mind 1s fixed on

uniformity (of Spirit), because Brahmais without fault and of

uniform (232) nature.” Because Brahma, v2, spiritual essence,

1s umform when freed from the faults resulting from connection

with Nature.

230 Soul 1s the name in essence, though there 1s a real dis

tinetion of individuals.

231. Bhagavadgita V. 18

232 Ibid, ¥ 19 See Kamainuja's Bhashya on the paasa,
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In view of the passages “This Vishpu 1s the lord of all begs,

© studenta of Brahma, (ia the Varaha Puriua) “The god Han

ia the highest object, by goodness Soul 1a Inberated, goodness is one

with Nardyapa,” (aud in the Langa Purdya) “Vishnu himself

1s essentially goodness, there 18 ne possibilty of protection apart

from Han the lord of all” those who accept the authority of

sacred institutes cannot entertain the supposition that (233) any

other intelligence (spiritual bemg) (thin Nasayana ts the Supreme

Spint). And there 1s also the following “ He 1s here called Hari

because he subdues and takea away Biahma, Indra, Rudra, Yama,

and Varuna”

And that Naidyapa 1s the opposite of all imperfection, and the

repository of the whole assemblage of excellent qualities is known

from auch texta as “Verily one only, Nitayana, existed,” “ Verily

eternal 1s Narayana,” “This Naréyana is the Inne: Soul of ali

beings, devoid of sin, the one heavenly deity,” “Narayans is the

Supreme Biabma, Naayana is the Supreme Spint,” (in the Subala

Upanishad) “ What then existed? Nothing indeed existed here (10

the world) “in the beginning, there was a baseless root—these

creatures are produced—there was one heavenly deity, Narayana”

233 The senge seems to be that though, aa just shown, all

spirit is the same im essence, still there a fixed distimotion of nptue

between the Supteme Spuit ( Narayana) and Sonl
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(m the SvetaSvatara Upanishad) “He is omuific, ommisctent,*

self-caused (sclf-existent), who knows, 1s the author of time, endow-

ed with qualities, whe knows everytling, 1s the master of natme

and the embodied soul, the ford of the three qualities, the cause

of the bondage, existence, and hberation of the world,” “Uni-

versal extstence in space and time, aud hkewise the bestowing of

hberation, pertain to Hatt, but only a little of his divine grentness

las been declared,” (in the Skauda Purana) “ He who takes captive

iu the snare of existence, and he who hberates from the spare of

existence, the grver of absolute emancipation, the Supreme

Brahuas, 1s the eterna! Vishnu alone” For the words ‘ Existent,’

‘Bishma, ‘the Seif’ ‘the Blessed,’ ete, having their meaning

defined by the word Narayana occuring in like passages (of the

Veda), denote the same deity (Narayana)

But you will say, Since the words “Spirit alone was this in

the (284) beginning” affrm the existence of unity prior to creation,

how can Narayana differenced hy subtile Soul and not-Soul be the

cause of the world? We reply thatin “That from which these

bemgs are born, by which when born they live, into which depart-

ing they (235) enter,” it is set forth that beings having iejected

234, Bpbad Arapyaka Upanihad I. 4. 1,

235, Teattuiyn Upanwhad III. 1.
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their gross form exist 1m Brahina (236) by the assumption of a

aubtile form, but destruction of essence 1s not intended ; for in

“The Impermhable One (Soul) 1s merged in darkness (Nature)

daileness vecomes one with the Supreme Deity,"—1t 1s declared that

Nature, here designated by the term darkness, becomes one with

the Supreme Spint The becorug one with the Supreme Spirit

1s exinting as that which canuvot be cugmsed as (237) distinct.

This 1s the meamng of the word ‘laya,’ as seen for instance in

“The birds ate merged (concealed) m the tree,” “the deer are

meiged (concealed, in the forest” Hence, too, it 1s said “In the

begroning this was hidden by daikuess and unperceived,” “ From

this the Maya-associated One creates all this, and in xt another,

(Soul), 18 enclosed by (238) Maya” (289) For that “ Having entered

iu, He 18 the vuler of beings, the self, (or soul), of all,” means that,

the Lord existing in subtile form becomes his own ruler, and his

own self, 1s wholly unreasonable , just as it would be to say ‘fire

236. During the period of prataya they continue to exist one

with Brahma, and thus the Supreme, differenced by subtile soul and

not-Soul, becomes the cause of the world.

237, Not the becoming identical with,

238 «© Svetévatara Upanishad IV. 9.

239, Here begina a long repetition of paragraphs ocourring at

pp 51—53.
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burns itself” Likewise that by the words “It is He alone thav

causes him whom He desires to degrade to do wrong deeds,” 1t 13

meant that He, though omniscient, causes wrong deeds which are

the occasion of His own experiencing of hell, in the form of Soul,

and that He though able to cease from evil deeds, is the regulator

{actuator) therein, is altogether incongruous,

And the author of the Siitras has said “Though the de-

elaration of the other, (Soul), to be Brahma, there would attach

the fault of the not-making of what is beneficial,” ete,i ¢,

it is said by those who maintaiu the identity of the world

with Brahma, that the identity of Soul also with Brahma ie

declared by the texts “That thou art” and “thie Self is

Brahma,” etc. In reply thereto, it 18 urged (an the Satra), ‘If

by these sentences it is declared that another, vez, Soul, 1s Brahma

then the not-making of a world taking the form of what is

beneficial to himself, and the making of a world injurious to

himself, and other faults will attach to Brahma as one endowed

with the attributes of omniscience, rea! resolve, etc. This world 19

acause of infiuite pain, originatmg from self (body, etc), from

elemeutal beings (wild beasta, ete), and from superhuman powers

(demons, etc), aud one who is self-dependent and wisa does not

engage in euch a work, (viz, as the making of the world), reault-

ing in lis own disadvantage
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The Sruti passages declaring that Brahma is distinct fom

Sout, are rejected hy you when you assert the identity of the

world and Brahma, for af theie is distinction, identity eannot be

established. If you say that the Srutz passages that speak of dis-
tinction, relate to adventitious distinction, and the Sruti passages

that speak of identity relate to essential entity, then m this 1e-

gard it ought to be stated whetler the unconditioned Brahma, the

cause of the world, knows Soul tobe essentially ideotical with

himself or not, If he does not kuow, there 1s an end to omniscience.

If he does know, then there inevitubly attach to Brahma, as one

knowing the pain of Soul, ideutical with himself, to be his own pain,

the faults of the not-makiwg (of a world) beneficial to himself, and

the making (of a world) injurious to himself.

Ite may be said that the difference between Soul and Brahma

is the product of ignorance, and that the Sruti passages which

speak of difference relate to this 1gnorancee—imagined difference,

(aud not to any real distinction), Here, also, on the view that

ignorance resides in Soul, the afore-mentioned dilemma (240)

would present itself, and the same consequence would fullow. If

240, Namoly, that stated on p. 73.

«
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you mamtain that ignorance resides in Biabma, we reply that

* Brabina being of selt-lunnuous cssenee caunot be a witness uf

ignorance, uot can (244) the creation of the wold bea result of

such witnessing If you say that the helt (luminous nature or

essence of Biahnii) 15 concealed hy ignorance, we 1eply that

concealment eanses failure of ight , hence as light (luminousness,

selfnanifestation) 1s the esseuce (of Brahma), there would

oceur a failure (destrnction) of essence The destruction of es-

seuce thus tusolved, and iuuumeiable othe: faults have alcady

been spoken of

Again, there 1s the Sitra, ‘ But (242) (Bishma) 13 eltevor

to Soul (or Self), because of there beinga declaation of differ-

euce.” The word ‘but’ sets aside the (opposite) view, Bialma

1s ulterior, 15 a different being fiom the Inteiual Soul or Self,

which is susceptible of counection with pain ongmating xn the

{corporeal self ete Whence? ‘Because of there bemg a de-

clarauion of difference’—-because the Supreme Brahma is declared

to be distinct fiom the Inteinal Soul iu such Srati passages as

241, The creation of the world (duality) is held by the Sankaras

to be the result of Brabma's beg a witness (perceiver) of Nescience.

242, Brahma Sttras 1 1, 22,
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«He (243) who dwelling in Soul is withau Soul, whom Svul does

not know, whose body Sond is, who rules Soul within, he 1s thy

Soul (Self), the ruler withiu, the unmortal,” “ But (244) when be

regaids Soul and the Actuator as distinct, then dehghted there

by (or together with hna, the Actustor, the Sapreme Spit)

he attams tmmuitality ” “He (245) 15 the cause, the lod of the

lord of the organs,” “ One (246) of them eats the sweet fruit the

other Jouks on without eating,” “There (247) are two, one know-

ing, the othe: vot knoving, both unborn, oue stiong, the other

weak,” “ Fiom (248) thts the M&ia—associated one creates ull

this, and ip it another (Soul) 16 amptisoned by Maya,” “ THe (249)

Master of Nature and of Soul, the lord of the qualities,” “He

(250) 18 the eternal among the eternals (the supremely eternal) ’,

243, Biihad Aranyaha Upanwhad IIL, 7. 22. aéma imstead of

vijndua, aceurding to the Madhyandma text.

244. Svctisvataia Upanishad I. 6,

245, Ibid. VI. 9,

246 Ind IV. 6.

247, Tid, I 9.

218. Ibid, IV. 9.

249. Ibid. VI, 16,

250. Ind. Soka 13.
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“ He who pervades the impenshable (Soul), whose body the im-

perishable 1s, whom the imperishable does not know, is the

inner Soul of all beings, devoid of sin, the one heaveuly deity

Narayana”

(251) Moreover, in deep sleep also there is difference Let-

ween Soul aud the Supreme Spit, for in the words “Tus pei-

son embiaced by the omniscient Soul knows nothing that 1s

without, nothing that is within,” it is declared that 1m the state

of deep sleep there is a sublation of all knowledge pertaining to

Soul of what is without and within, because it has been fieed

from all weariness (when embraced) by the all-knowing Supreme

Spint, for one who is devoid of knowledge cannot at the same

time be embraced by his own self being all-knowing and truly

existent, Andin “He then becomes umted with the existent,

my dear child, he is gone to his own self,” 1t 1s not declared that

there exists a unity of essenca in the case of Soul and the

Supreme Spirit, but rather it is taught that because of the non-

existence of consciousness as to name and form in the time of

deep sleep there is absorption in Brahma as in the time of the

d ssolution of the universe. “He is gone to his own self,” i. e,

251, Repeated from p. 62.
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be 1s then absorbed in Brahma as bis own self, but his own ab-

sorption in his own self is unpossihle, Also in “He then be-

comes uted with the existent, my dear child,” the words ‘united

with’ agrcemng in meaning with the ward ‘embraced, in accord

auce with the pioper foice of the tid (istinmental) case, it 1s

impossible that Soul and Brahma should be one im essence

Hence the autho: of the Siitras has said, “Because there 18 1¢-

presentation of differeuce in deep sleep, and in the going forth

(of Soul at death),”

Of lke import are the Sutras “Because (252) the qualities

that ale to be described find place in (are possible, belong to)

Bralima alone,” “ Because (253) they do not find place in the

embodied one, Soul, (that is not referred to as intelligent, ete)”

The qualities about to be desciibed find placo in the Supreme

Spirit alone—“ He (254) who 1s intelligent, whose body 18 vital

spirit, whose form is hght, whose resolves are real, whose essence

is like ether, whose are all works, all desires, alt smells, and all

tastes, who embraces all this, who is without speech, and without

regard (for any object, a8 one with no desire unsatisfied).”

252, Brahma Sttras 1. 2, 2,

253, Ibid. Stra 3.

254. Chhiudogya Upamehad ITI. 14, 2.
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But it may be said that the preceding words (233) “Let him

thus meditate” coutam the medititon (upisana) enyomed, the

foregoing ‘He who 1s intelluent,’ ete, 15 an ijunetion of qualitics

by the ascription of which the meditation 1s to be peifoimed,

aad, furthermore, meditation by means of unreal qualities may be

the mattet enjoined (236), as in the text “ Let (237) him meditate

on mind as Bi thina,” (where mind 1s only an assumed quality of

Brahma), for otherwise such sentences as “ without (258) voice,

without touch,” teaching that Biahima is without qualities, wonld

be contradicted Hence intellyence and the other gualities

mentioned ate not real.

We reject this view, for the reason that tt wonld contradict the

Sdtia “ Because (239) of the setting furth of one certified in all”

Its meaning is thatin all the Vedanta texts Brahma is certified,

45. Namely, in the passage yust quoted.

io to 5G, Or, ag this translation weems to requuce eiittarthah, po: haps

the more cor.ect translation would be ‘and this meditation may have

its object (viz Brahma) enjomed (declued) thteugh the medium of

unreal qualities"

257. Chhaudogya Upimishad IIT, 18, 1.



Rarareaare: 4 oe

“mal scelarannmaag ” fA maateaiea: qe ow

ava: wate" gia meq=atelaiu:, + Vakeraah qa

aanagemiaa acnigagiaaaa fe fatravitert:

a: 18a RaMiG RAMAN: BE UNE

aa “ faraaad yesmigeaqueiiaia”, “ uf faenda-

wat wid fasned”, « anemaRg waa safe”, «A

aaa ema”, aa am Ret: ”, « atrat aE

merag”, “8 aeuaraafane gaa”, +4 cara: ”,

cud fe gosdarang Bal A alae”, are aaa

and here (in the Chhindogya Upanishad) the very same being

that 1s mentioned in the beginumg of the passage—*One should

thus calmly meditate, ‘All this 1s Brahma, for x 18 produced,

absorbed, aut breathes ia thit’"—is (in HIT 14 2) set forth os

differenced by intellygence and other qualities. For it cannot be

alleged that the argument coutained in the Sittra is ‘ Because of

the setting forth of fictitionsly—aseribed (unreal) qualities im all

the Vedduta texts, seemg that that would involve the dispoof of

what both the Vedinty and your system seek to prove (viz, the

thue natme of Brahma)

Nor ean it be said that the words ‘all this is Brahma’ ae

really intended to make known the non-existence (of all but

Brahina), for that would be opposed to the atgument which

follows—‘for it is produced, absorbed, and breathes in that?

Moreover, if the words ‘all this ws Bialma’ ase really an in-

junction (declaration) of the falsity (of all but Brahma) by

declaring the wold to he a meie appeatance (m by making

manifest its real nature), then the following injunction of medi-

tation ou Brahma as possessed of qualities, viz ‘Let him thus

meditate, would Le meaningless, fo. it would be utational to

259, Brahma Sitras I. 2. 1.



+ a Tamgigmfaaeninies: aremien qa aafag 2: 1

qaatwafaide: dutafeaasaea: ” «

ua Za: aaaAg ns: Baa) eaRArAUT 1

arid: adeatuare: arel Gen Rae Fetors” a

hold that one who has received the knowledge that Brahma is

undifferenced (devoid of qualities) should afterwards be enjoined

to meditate on Brahma as possessed of qualities, As for ‘ without

voce, without touch’ and other Sint: passages, they teach that

the nature of Brahma is different fiom that of the elements

aud the products of the elements, hence they do not contradict

those passages which describe the posscssion of qualities (as ‘ He

who 1s intelligent,’ etc). For as the Smriti says, “The qualities

of Nature, viz, sattvdd:, pertain not to the Lod”

But it may be said that in the passage just quoted ( ‘ without

voice, without touch,’ etc,) the words ‘Likewise without taste,

eternal, without smell,” are a denial of smell, taste, ete, but here

(Qn the passage ‘He who 1s intelligent’ etc), the words ‘ whose

are all smells and all tastes’ are an affirmation of all smell and

taste (ag qualities of Brahma), and there cannot be in the same

entity both qualities and the absence of qualities. Hence the

(apparent) contiadiction is to be repelled by describing (setting

forth) a distinction of subjects (in the Vedic texts), namely thus,

that intelligence and other qualities (therem mentioned) pertain

to Brahma viewed as an effect, and vorcelessness, etc, to the pure

(absolute) Brahusa.

This, too, we eject, for the following and other passages of

the Strut: and Smrita prove that to Narayana alone pertains the

highest nature, and that he 1s endowed with qualities as possess-
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ing divine and excellent qualities, and devoid of qualities as free

from natural (pettaming to Prakrity) and evil qualities —* All

this 1s the (Supreme) Spirit, all lives through him,” “The master

of all, the lord of soul, the eternal, blessed, impershable,” “Whom

(260) sages weave (as weavers a piece of cloth) in the midst of

the world-ocean, (that 1s, whom sages know to peivade all

things,’ “ There 18 nove who rules over him,” “ Hts (26]) name is

Gieat Glory,” “Onc who iw higher than the high, and greater

than the great,” “There is none seen equal to him, or supenor,”

“ There (262) 18 none equal to thee,” “ Theie never has been, nor

will be, one greater than the lotus-eyed Vishnu,” Gn the Vuraiba

Purana) “Phere has not been, nor will be, a greater deity thao

Nariyana,” Gn the Brahma Purana) “ There is declared uo other

iefuge like unto him, so, without doubt, the Vedas steadfastly

proclaim,” (mm the Svet&Svatara Upauishad) “He 1s omnific, omni-

scient, self-caused, who knows, 1s the author (or destroyer) of tame,

endowed with qualities, all-knowing, master of Nature and Soul,

lord of the quahties, the cause of the bondage, the existence, and

the liberation of the world,” “One God hidden in all beings, all-

pervading, the inner soul of all betugs, the supervisor of works, the

dweller in all beiugs, the witness, the observer, absolute, and

without qualities,” “Eudowed with qualities, devoid of quahties,

attainable Ly knowledge, is Vishnu, all the compames of holy

sages cannot declare all his qualities thuugh he ts serparate from

the qualities of Nature (sattvat.),” Tius Spirit is devoid of sin,”

260 Mahanavayana Upanabad 3

261, Svetidvatara Upsuihat LV 19.

262, Bhagavadsita Xi 4 3
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“His supreme power 1s declared to be manifold,” “ Niiayana is

the (highest) berng, the supreme”

By thus deseribing (setting forth) a distinction of suljects

since it appease that Biahma 1s one only, a two-told nature is

wrongly asserted -

Thus far a brief indication (of the system of Ramanuja, and

Lis refutation of Sinkara doctaines)
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