








PREFACE.

Tn, Buarth's * Religions of Eondia™ we find' the following
sotice of R&mdnujs :—“Fn the twelith century this qualified
wealism, (viz. that of the Pandaratras ox Bhigavatus) was suc-
eessfully revived by Rimanuja, a Brihman, aud a native of the
peighbowhood of Madras, who gave a systematic exposition of
it 1w, s commeutary on the Vedania Satras. He argued
against the absolute Aidvaita of Sinkara, mainiained bhe separate
but finite reality of individual beings, and xejected the theory
of the Miyi. Ihs followers, called BamAaujas, after is naine,
worship Rima as the ropresentative of the Supreme Being, they
are divided into.several branches, and are very numerous, partic-
ularly in the Sonth.” And Sir Monier Williams in. his. Buabma-
nism, and Hind@ism. ” writes =—* RimAnuja, or as he 18 called by
his followers Ramanujadirys, was bora about the twelfth century
at Stri (Sr1) Parambattiir, a town about tweuty-six miles west of
Madias. He1s known to, have studied and tanght at Kandi-
puram, and to have resided towurds the end of s life at
Srirangam. ou the river Kaveri, near Trichinopoly, where for many
years he woishipped Vishpn 1o hus character of Sriranganath.
The distinctive point of his teaching, according to the Sarva-
daréana-sangraha, was the assertion of the existence of a triad
of prwiciples (paddrthairitayam )—namely, % The Supreme
Bewng (Isvara), 2 Soul (4it}, and 8. non-Soul (a-guf). Vishnu

upreme Being; iodivudusl spirs are souls; the visible

n )is non-Svul, Al three princtples have an eternal
exietence dustinct from each other.

This doctrine was cleariy anbagonistic to that of the great
Brihmanical ~revivalist Sankura, who lived three or four cegturies
before. Accouding to Sinkara, the separate existence of the
spinit of man, as distinet from the one Umiversal Spinit, was only
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llusory, Illusion (Mayd), too—existing from all eternity—was
the only matenal or substantial cause (upddana-kirana) of the
external world, though this eternally creative Iilusion was
powerless to create the world except in union with the one Spint
Ramé&uuja, on the other hand, contended that the souls of men are
truly, essentially, and eternally distinet amd different from the
ene Umversal Spint With regard to the extermal wotld his
views appes: to have beon less dualistic than those of the Sin-
khya, and even than those of the Veddnta viz of Sankara), for
in the formot we have Prakrils and 1n the litter Mayd, as the
material.eanse (upddana) out of which the universe wns cieated,
wheieas Rimanuja held that* God 18 himself both the ereator
fkarta) of the world and the substantia]l cause or material out
of which 1t 1 formed.®* He appears, too, to have asserted that
the wotld and (od stand towards each other in the relation of
body and soul, and that body and soul are wirtually one. It will
be found, 18 fact, that the dootrine *ex mihailo nikil fit” n some
form or other holds good 1m every rehigious system which India
bas produced independently of Chmstian nfluences.”

The Veddniatatfvasira may be briefly deseribed as eonsist-
g of a series of refutations of the leading Sankara doctrines,
and vindications of those of Raimanwa, and as therefore giving
a good adea of the views held by this teacher, and the mode of
argumentation adopted by bim and s followers 1n their contro-
versies with the Sinkaras. The work is, as stated on the tatle-
page, usually aseribed to Ramanuya himself, and I comamenced
the following translation with this impression ; but as I prooeeded
1 found severalreasons for doubting the truth of this opinion,
1o the fust place, the Ved@niatativusiara can hardly be considered
as worthy 1n style and execution of the author of the Sribhashya
and other works that are undoubtedly his, and, secondly, it

* That 1», when Nature { Miyd, Praksus) 1w regarded ns an closs umon with
‘Hin, ae the body of wlyeh He 1e the Soul—not when each 19 conmidered e to
easance, Comp, pages 17—132 of this work.
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appears to be full of quotations® from the Sribhashya, Gitabha-
shyu, and other writings of Ram&nu)a, not always very closely
cornected or eombined 1eto one whole. Hence I conclude that
it 18 fur the most part & compilation by some Sishya or other
follower of tlns famnous teacher But it may be taken asa trust-
worthy compendium of the principal tenets of the R&manuja
gyastem for the very reason that 1t 18 such a compilation.

It is very difficult, in this part of India, to ascertain the real
facts as to the works of Ramanugy, and mmguiries made of leained
pandits have not been productive of any very satisfactory results,
But 1 find in the Prapannamritu, a poetical account of Rima-
nuja and some of his contempotanes of alhed views, the following
statement at the beginning of the 69th chapter —

IR faaR=T WIERRTl AT |

wat yai Hlersmady wTaAETETg 0 Q0
aui fatimii @@ssteaigar
waige™ gwe agurfavrasg o 2 o
wfusITam@a FTU wwew w@:

ST AATEZTRE N EITTRTULIF 0 3 0

ani fagrusa® bt afagea: o
sStmzheimaiim rgewmtcia o e
ART THATR TYTARIANTZHRT &
RurRafumrrat wuwr ErETaugsE o 4 0
Ted vy wzwTg FasaT Tt )
wetrfayia awaw famat s amg n g e

“That greatly renowned Commentator, (Raméanuja) who is
(as it were) the manddre (one of the five trees of paradise;

* See, for matance, on pages 23, 50, 68, clear examples of extensive quotation,
besides which many others maght be nobed.
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bence manddra= fulfiller of de-~ires) to all* those who betake
themselves to him, haviug, for the giving of new hfe to men,
deeply reflected on tlie matters to be discriminated (?) (or ob-
served 1)+ 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-
tises which very clearly expound these matters in accordance with
the qualifications (of different classes of his followers), viz, the
Vedantasira, the Veddnladipa, and the Veddrthasangraha. As
an exphication of these, that eminent ascetic also composed the
$ribhdshya; in it is taught devotion to the feet (person) of
Vishgu., That (viz, Sribhdshya) bemng hard to understand, be
then composed the Gadyatraya, which inculcates prapatti (taking
refuge in the mercy, etc., of Vishpu) Then having fully shown
that the weal of those not qualified (for the study) of the above-
mentioned works 1s to be attaned by repairing for refuge to his
(the teacher'a) lotus-feet, and having accomplished all his aims,
the lord of ascetics forsaking the sport-manifestation {or glory ) of
the woild straightway gained the eterual glory of beaven.”

And 11 a small work emtitied * A Catechism of the Vidwsh-
tadvaita Philosophy” by Pandit N Bliashyacbarya, who describes
himself as a Vaishpava Bribhman, and a descendant of the 74
Vaishnava priests ( Achérya-Purushaa) appointed by $r1 Rama-
nujachirya, and as haviog bad opportunities of studying systema-
tically this philosophy under his own learued guru, this answer ia
given 1o question 46 :— He ( Rawdanuja) left behind him altoge-
ther seven works:—(l) Sribhdshya, a large commentary on
the Brahma Sifras of Badarkyapa, according to the Vifishia-
dvaita philosophy In this work he criticises the other philoso-
phical systems, especially that of Sif Sankarichirya. (2) Ve-
dantadipa, a smaller commeotary on the Brahma Suiras.
(3) Vedintasira, a gloss on the Brahma Sitras. (4) Ve-
dartha-sangraha, a discourse on the Upanishads. (5) Gud-

* I take ckiudiritamandara to be the sorrect readmg,
+ The texi seems to bo corrupt, but I heve no emendation to nuggeat,
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bhashys * & commentary on Bhagavadgitd. (6) Gadyaira-
ya, (in prose) a treatise in prawse of Nardyana, written for the
use of his disciples (7) Nityagrantha, or ordinances relatmg
to the daily worship of Niartyapa Of these he presented
Sribhishya, Vedditha-sangraha, and Qatabharhya to the library
(at Srinagay).”

In neithér of these quotations is any mention made of the
Vedintatoativasira, but of the Veddntasira only, Through the
kindness of Babi Govindadds, Durgikund, I have been enabled
to look over a copy of the latter work, and I find the deseription
given of it in the second quotation an accurate one, viz, that it
is a very brief gloss on the Brahma Satras, and quite distinct
from the Veddntatattvasira KFrom the cmsory inspection I have
been able to make, I should say that 1t, too, 18 not by Riménuja
bimself, though ascribed to him 1n both the above-cited passages.

* This, though not mentioned 1n the preceding quotation from the Prapanns-
mrite, is undeudtedly by Ramanujs,

BENARES,
3rd September, 1891,
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In thetext *“Truly (1) existent, my dear child, was this io
the beginning, one only without a second, Brahma”, since
you hold that by the words *“ without a second” that (2) 18
affirmed which 18 devoid of difference belonging to the same cluss,
elc, how 18 such a beiug capable of mundane actrvaty ? (How eant
engage in the creation, sustentation, andietiactation of the nmverse?
If jon say that this takes place by the appropriation of M&y&,
then, we ask, does Brahma, whose essonce 1s undifferenced (3)

1 Chhindogyas Upamshad VI 2. 1.

2 PRiabma 18 saud by the Sinkara Vedadntins to be devord of
dufference 1nherent 1n the same olasa of things, in s differant class, and
m an andividaal of o clags  These differences are, reapectively, what
dwtingaishes one pieco of cloth from snother, a piece of cloth from a
water pot, and tha top of a tree from it root. See also Padohadudi,
Fandu Vol, V, p. G67T.

8 The 1des 14 that before the (1llusory, creation of the nniverse
Bralima 1 not differentinted, ». e 18 pura knowledge, or intelligence,
without any distinction 1n itself, or 1n relation ta objects; and that in
otder fo this creabion he admits (angikarot:) MEyA to assooation aud
union with himself, and, thus assooiated and united with Miyd, beoomen
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knowledge only, (4) then know that Maya exists, or does it not ?
If you say that it knows, how cao that which is pure koowledge
only be a knower f If yon say that it does not know, then
snce it 13 without knowledge (i not & kuower,) how ¢an it
appropriate Miyd ? (5) Moreover, as regards what you acknowledge
after the appropriation of Maya by means of a certain capacity
possessed by Brahma, there must be puior to this a loss of undif-
ferencedness, eceing that you acknowledge a capacity conducive
to the appropriation of May3.

Agun, Iz Brahma at that time different from Maya in
quslities end nature, or 18 it, as not so differing, identical with

differenced and capable of creation ete. According to the Sknkaras
Brahma 18 inpersonasl, while the Ramadnujfyas hold that he 15 & personal
sud comsciwous being. The pronoun he used wn the transiation seems
necegsary m Enghsh, but it 1s not intended to imply personality, for
it 18 the Sinkara doctrine that 18 uuder discussion,

4. At the time of the appropriation of Miyd, and befor¢ the
{iflusory) creation of the universe.

5, Even prior to the ¢reation, ete, ackunowledged after the ap-
proptiation Mays, Brahma cannot be wholly undifferenced, from the
very fact that you must admit that it 18 dapable of appropriating
Mayi. Two other readings of the first clause do not seem of much
value. They are *“Apicha Yatkilehichchhaktiyogam Miyangikarartham
abhyupeyate bhavadbh:h” and “Apicha Yatkmochichehhaktiyogam
Miyzngik&Anantaram abhyapeyate bhavadbluh " Theymay be translated
thug,—* Moreover, s4, in order to eslablish this appropriation of Maya,
you ackuowledge that (Brahma) is possessed of & certain capacity (for
that appropriation)” and ¢ Moreover, as you aoknowledge that
(Biahma) 18 possessed of & certain capacity (fur oreation, etc,} after the
appropriation of MEya."
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Maya? If (6) Bralima does so differ, then by reason of hmatation
by substance 1t 18 no longer ifimte. And 1f 1t 18 1dentical
with Miyé, then the declaiation that Bralma approprintes Miya
would be meaningless and absurd. The defimng sentence (7)
“Brahma is real, knowledge, infinite” would slso be (8) inapplicable,
for a definition 18 1ntended to exclude what belongs to the same
class and to other classes, for knowledge of a property which
inheres o some particular thing, and does not iohere in what 1a
other than that thiug, is not otherwise conveyed than by such a
defining sentence.

6  If Brahwma does differ in nature 2nd quahities from Maya, theo
Bralima and May3 form two distiuct substances, and Brahma must be
himited by Maya ane a separate substance, aud so 18 not the great whole,
This ohjection 1s urged in accordance with the doctrine of the Ssnkuias,
who hold that kalato deflate vastutaécha parichchhedo nist: (Brahma 1a
not hmited by time, space, and substance) On the other hand, tha
Rimanujiyas hold tha: though Brahma 1a thus hiimted by the eximtence
of snother subatance, viz, aohit (matter) he 18 still wfinte (that s,
all peivasive). Vide Taittirfya Upamshad 11, 1. Bhashys, 1o Joco, and
Panchadadi, Pandit, Vol. VL, p. 104,

7. Tattiriya Upanisbad II, 1

8. If Brahme iz 1dentical with Maiy3, then, aocording to the
Sinkara's wview of Mdys, 1t ought to be described as,— Unreal,
1gnorance, and finite” Hence thig special lakshana would not apply,
and lakehana 1n genera! would also have no place; for differenca
wmherent 10 the same olags of things, and o a different colsss, would
pot exist 1n Buch a case, there being only one subatanoe— Brahma,
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But you will say that this (9} is asserted for the instiuction
of the student accoiding to the rule of (10) ascription and
negation—“(11} Ascription 1s the imagining of the unrealin the
real, like that of the snake m the rope which 18 not really a
snake (but = zope only)—The real 15 Brahma, the existent,
intelligence, joy, and secondless, the umeal 1s the whole assemb-
lage of insentient objects, viz, (12) iguorance, etc. As fn

9. The appropriation of Mayi, and the consequent creation,
eto,, of the world, ommiscience as 1§vara, otc

10 The Sankara will say that sll thie 15 asoribed to Brahma,
{s. ¢ Brahma 18 mmagined as the subjoct of the appropriation of Mayd,
and the illusory generation, etc of the umiverse) by the teacher 1o order
not to ghock the etndent’s prepo:sesmions about the 1eality of the
umverae, etc But the teacher only aseribes this, in order, sicp by atep
in his teaching, to sdvance to a completenegation of the reahty of the
world, the bondage of the mdividual soul, and the diffterenee between
that and Brahme.

11. Sankara Vedantasur, p. 5 Calcutta prmted edition
This quotation gives 1 & nutshell the &aukara's notion of the world ns
&n unreal substance erroncously superposed on, or ymagined to exiat
in, Brahma ms 8 pubstratum, and the only real substance, Just as
when on a dork night a rope mistaken for a snake 18 the yeal substance,
snd the substratum, so to say, of the imaginary suake,

13, +.e the conditioning adjunet of jiva, onginal igworsnce, and
its effects jagadjanmidi.
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ignorance, they declare it to be somethmg that cannot be deserib-
ed either as existent or non-existent, coustituted of the thiee
qualities, adveise to knowledge, having (13) the form of an entity,
ag uttested by the cognition I am 1gnoiant,”’—and you will ask
how {i4) wm any other way could the umliftereuced be the cause
of the world ? We reply, Then f you thus affirm the falsity of
the uuivetse, you cannot also affirm that it (the universe) 1s feigned
by the teacher to assist in the 1nstruction of the student, because the
student, the teactier and the knowledge mmparted by him would be
included (as false)—what bevefit would be obtmued by a feigned
student by means of fergned knowledge taught by a feigoed teacher ?
Aud iu ibe case of one who alleges that everything except pure
undifferenced knowledge 1s false, the effort of (13) reading, etc.,
1 otder to attain hiberation 1s futide, because it (the effort) g an
effect of gnorance; like the effurt to acquire nacrine silver, cte.
The effort to attain lLiberalion 1s also uugatory, because it 15 the
effeet of knowledge resting (for 1ts impart«tion) on the agency

13. The Saukaras suppose that euch eognitions denote that
1gnarance 1& & real entity (or, a something posmtive),

14, How can we suppose the undifferenced Brahma to engage
i real ereation, ete.? It 13 only by the afuremcutioned attribution of
ignoranoe, or illamon, to Brohme that he can be regarded as the cause
of the ilusory umiverse.

15, Reading and study of the Vedinta with the teacher in order
to obtain frue knowledge of the self,

—— e
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of a feigoed teacher, hke (16) the effort of Suka, Pizhlada,
Yimadeva, ete, The knowledge derived from texis like “That
(17) thon ait” doea Dot put an end to. bondage, because (18) 1t
ongmates from a sentence feigned by uescience, becauss it ia
itself of the nature of nescrgnce, becauwse it rests on knowledge
feigned by nescience, or because it onginates from heanng (the
teacling of the Vedduta) whichis dependent on a fexgned teacher,
Just as m sleep knowledge (19) derived from a sentence (heard:
thetern) does {not] put an end to bondage (experienced 1 the
waking state)

But 1t may be asserted that although the teacher and the
knowledge peulicated by hnm are both feigned, yet 1t is possible
that knowledge may be produced m. the student, hke the waking

16. Foraccordmng to the syatem of the Sauknras everything but
Biahma 1 unreal , hence the endevours of the upreal Suka, ete, were
uureal and nugatory

17. Chhandogysa Vpanwhad VI. B T.

18  As the world and all 1ts couditions are illusory, so the
Veda, alao, as belonging to the mundaue state, 1o faigned and ungen], the
kuowledge derived from 1t 18 of like character, and algo the wntelligenca
which in the form of teacher and sfudent 14 1ta reciprent.

1% The knowledge derived from such, texts in according to.
you putely dlugory, €. & has ne real existence, bemng staelf part of this
iliusory world, and :ta effect, sherefore, 18 just 88 wnres} us thal of
knowledge demived from a scnence heard n mleep. would, be, whioh,
knowledge only meems to put an end to bondage, but doed npt do sa
n reahty, for the unreal knowledge attained 10 sizep cannot have a
roal ol ook,
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consciousness produced by fear of a lion seen i a dream. To |
this we reply, not so—in the illustration the dream, although a |
(20} defect, 18 a real thung, and is the cause 1u relation to the
knowledge which 1s dependent on the noam-existent olject, viz, |
the lion—knowledge 15 the cause 1o relatron to fear-—fear 1n relation
to waking, auvd moieover the awakened Devadatta bas a real
existence On the ctlier hand, 1 the subject of the illustration,
(viz, the mamfested universe) everything s unreal, and theiefore
the ilustration 13 1napposite  Besides, according to this doctiine
(of the falsity of the umiverse), the Nariyana {Vishau) described
in,— Narayana (21) 13 the supreme Brahma, the supreme spinit
1s Narfyana, -—and other passages of the Srati, 1s feigned as the
first teaher by Brobma, and 15 feigned es the perfect Biahma,
the Eternal, the Best of Beings, by Arjuna (22); and the song
which he (Knshna) taught, containing the essence of all the
Sastrag, 18 also feigned That such an evil conclusion shonld
follow 1s surely a fanlt which ought to be well conzidered by those
who pride themselves on their wisdom. Besides,as those who hold
this doctrine must also say in the case of their own teaghere,
that they are feigned by Maya, they ought to take iuto account
how this opposed to the following passages of the Sruti ard

20. Avidyd s the supreme original defeot, and all others proceed
from 1t. A defect 1&g dfined ap that by what & thing appears as other
than 1t really 18 For natance, by the power of M&ya the world appears
real, but Brahmu 1ts aubgtratum s along real, and the world false,

21. Probably a guotation, from, the Nariyapa Upamshad,
22 In the Bhagavadgita,
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Smrit,, — The teaclier 15 venly the sumeme Brahma, the teacher
15 the highest refuge” “For he begels him (the stndent) by
means of knowledge, that 15 the beat buth, let i (the student)
never bear 1l-will agamst lum (the teacher)” « Lat him know
the teacher to he me (Biahma)”

Again, if itbe said that 1 the absence of tiue knowledge
mstruction and other usages are 1odeed (23) real, but when know-
ledge is gnmed, there remiains no perception of duality, according
to the Sruty,—“ But (24) when to him (the wise) all has become
gpitit only, then what should he perceive by means of what,”"—
we ack, How can there exist the practice of mstruction ete, ac-
companied by the peiception of duahty, in the case of one (25)
whowe (26) origiial ignoravce and s effects have been destroy-
ed Ly the intunitiou of the sceondless spimtt If you say
that this is owwng to the persstence of the negated, (27)

23, t. e, Boems to be real

24, DButhad Aranyaka Upnnishad 1T 4. 14,

26. Viz. the teacher, who must have attainod to frue knowledge
tn order to teach others,

26  Origmat ignorance 18 that by which the whole wotld seoma
to him to exiat.

26. Viz rwgooranoe and i1ts effecta The world, transmigration ete,
have been shown to be false, and explodel, but ignoraunce and its
influence still remain, hike the adoms which remming m a pot of garlic
after 1t has been washed, vy like the ashes of n prece of cloth consumed
by fue (Siddhantieda, Parichebheda 1 )
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then, we ask, does this persistence of the negated exist
at the time when nght kuowledge obtains, o1 does 1t not ?
J1f 1t does, then this would be opposed to “But (28)
the case of those whose iguotance has been destroyed by
knowledge of the self” and simalar authorities, asd also
opposed to the evidence of consciousness, seciog that the
mistake of there being a snake (imagined as existing m the rope)
1 not to be found when there 13 immediate perception of the
rope (as a rope). If 1t does not exist, theu we reply thut as
nght knowledge obtnns at the time of 1nstiuction, and the
persistence of the negated 13 therefoie 1mpossible, how
can there remawn a perception of duahty, and the teachings
resulting (29) theieftorn ? Moreover, the persstence of the
negated beng impusmble at the time when Uddhava thua
declared the revelation to him of true knowledge~—“By (30)
thy approach the deluston and great darkmess which abode 1n
me have been dispelled. How, 1ndeed, can cold, darkness and
fear prevail over one who has drawn mgh the sun, O first of the
unborn (gods),”—how could he make the following request founded
on the percaption 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 unfalling” Just as when thereis

28, Bhagavadgiti V. 186.
29, £ e, as before stated, in tho case of the teacher,

30. Dhagavata Puriga
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direct apprehension of the rope the erroneous notion of there
being a snake can no longer hold, so on the unmediate intuition
of the secondless spint by imeans of reflectron on the true
knowledge which is being taught (by the teacher,) the persistent
influenes of the negated becomes impossible; and hence the
impossibility of instruction remaius the same as (31) before. In
like manner, after (Atjuna’s) full apprehension of the true know-
ledge taught by the Blessed One (Krishna,) inasmuch as the
persistent 1nfluence of the negated was impossible when he
manifested hia intuition of the truth in the words,—“ Delusion
(82) 18 destroyed, and I have attained (33) recollection by thy
favour undecaying One,”—how does Arjuua’s (further) declar-
stion founded on a perception of duality harmomize therewith,
viz, “By thy favour I stand ficed from doubts, I will do thy
bidding with reference to fighting against Duryodhana and tbe
others1”

Moreover, although you will find it hard to establish the
persistent 1nfluence of the negated, wiich 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 1 the uninterrupted abiding knowledge of the
truth of things.
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existing defects, (of error ete,) still 1f 1t (34) be affirmed at all, 1t
should be affirmed of the embodied soul only—in the case of
such souls alone is 1t possible that they should at first be ignoiant
and afterwards experience accession of knowledge by means
of the teacher’s iustiuction, ete But this (permstence of
the negated) can nowwise be asserted of the Ihvine Huler, for
it would be opposed to the following, and like passages of the
§ruti —“ He (85) who knows all things (in genetal) and knows
every thing (in particular)”, “Transcendent {36) 15 his power,
it 18 revealed az fiuly mawfold and essential, and also the
operation of his knowledge and might”;  “ Who of bimself, always
at one and the same tine, knows all things by immediate per-
ception” Therefore (37) 15 18 to be considered how the per-
septivn of duzlity and usages of 1ustiuction can possibly pertain
to him.

But if 1t De said that the peiception (by I$vara) of that
which is wunreal as umieal 13 not opposed to (the existence

34, Viz. permstence of the negated.

36. Mundeaks Upnmshad I 1 9,

36. Svetaévatars Upamishad VI 8

87. Tlévara is described aa Leing a tescher; for example in
the Mohabhfiate as Vishnu ho teaches Brahma, and i1n the Bhagavad-
gita a8 Kiishna he teachea Aijuna, bence persmistence of the negated
must pertain to him also, but this 18 opposed to all sacred authornty.
[f peroeption of duehiy ete., e all products of nescience, then how
»an they pertain to the mnfimtely wize?
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of) right knowledge (88), we reply, if Iévara (39) knows what
is distinet from himself to be unreal, then he cannot engage
in the acts of favounng (the good), repressing {the wicked),
ete.; for nobody who is not crazy peiforms any action with
reference to (persons} known (by him) to be unreal Moreover,
seeing that in the case of Iévara there 18 a manifestation
of the essence of Biahma, which is the opposite of all vanety,
the perception of duality (4#0), which is an 1llusory modification
of Brahma, (41) cannot exist even as unveal, (42) for when the

38. 1If Jivara percerves what 18 unreal as real, then he cannot
be ommecient ; but if he perceives what 13 unreal as unreal, then hia
being iSvaia 19 not invahdated Just as & traveller in & sandy desert
while seeing the water of the mirage, feels assured of the non-existence
of water {1 ¢ that his perception 18 fulse), 1n the same way [dvara,
also, cognising the whole world as falae 18 not mvulved m 1gnorance,

39. As we have scen, the Sankaras hold that the supreme
Brahms 18 not differenced 13 any way. The word Iévara 1s appled by
them te the Mayi—modified, differenced Brahma who engages 1n the
creation, eto, of the world. The RimEnujas, on the other hand,
regard Brahma as always differenced by gualities, ete, and with them
Tivara 18 but another name for Brabma.

40, t. e the perception of difference of ubstance—the oogni-
tion that the world exists mpart from Brabma.

41, Another readmg 18 * BrabmavivartabhOtendriyadvaitadar
fanam”—"perception of duality by means of an organ which 18 an
iasory modification of Brahma.”

43, Tévern, says tho $Kukars, perceives duslity, but perceives
; 1t as false,
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mother-of-pearl shell appears as a mother-of-pearl shell, there
is no posmbility of the mamfestation of siiver theren If you
do not admit this to be so (viz, that there cannot be a perception
of duality as false in the case of Ifvara), then your
position contradicts the followmg texts of the Srati and
Smrin—"He i3 (43) ommific, ommscient, self-caused (self-
existent), who knows, 18 the author of time, endowed with good
qualities, all-wise,” “To (44) show compassion on them only
(I, abiding in the esseace of the self, destroy, with the bright lamp
of knowledge, the darknesa sprung from ignorance).” Moreover,
as the peiception of two suns, though it ia known that there 18
only one sun, 18 pure nescie nce (error), pot without fault (as its

43 Svetadvatara Upanshad vi. 16. Instead of kilakila {which
seems to be the reading everywhere 1n Rimanuja works), the printed
Upanishad reading 18 kilakira. which agrees with Sankara’s explana-
tion—kalasya kartd., According to the translation adopted in the
text, kilakila has practically the same meaumg, the second kila being
equivalent to prerayits, pravartaksa, from kalayats, to instigate. Or
agcording to another meamng of the sime root kilakila may mean
the *Caleulator of time,” Or perhaps the sense simply 13, ¢ the tims of
time,’ that 19, the Lord of time, The Vedinta Syamantaks, m ex-
pounding this passage says * Time 1 not the Lord of the Supreme

8pirit, a8 1t 18 of other things, but the Supreme Spirit 18 the Lord of
trme."”

44, Bhagavdgita X, II. The recipients of compassion are
those only who ave devated to Kpishps.
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cause), so lévaia's perception of duality even as fulse would
be notinng but nescience, and could not arlse without fault. ‘But
1f you ehould allow the existence of fault (in the rase of I§vaa},
then such an admission would be in conthiet with the following
sacied authuviitics, which desetibe an eteinally fuultless bewng—
(45) “The word Blagavat, O Maitieyn, 18 applied to the pure
snpreme Brabima, who 1s called Maldvibhiin, the cause of all
causes,” (46} “(He who 1s) called Vishnu is the lnghesi refuge,
devoud of all imperfection,” “'The 471 lnghust of the lngh
ones {gods), who 18 fiec from all distress, ete, the Lind of the
higlicy (gods) and the lower (men;” Therefore as the perception
of two mouns even as unteal, 1s not possible n the cuse of one
who 15 free from the defict of timna, ete, so the perception of
duabily even as vnreal 19 noi possible in the case of Iévara hike-
wise, secing that He 1 the oppoaite of all imperfection (48)

45. Vishnu Pmana VI 5 50.
46, Vishpuo Parina
47, Vishnu Pwapa VI 5 70,

48 The word beya, "what 1s to be abandoned,’ denctes here
and elsewhere i the Rarudnaga datfuna whatever 1s defoctive and the
oppomite of good, and specially the faults and imperfections that attend
the jivitmi i the stite of bondage, and from wlhich 1t 13 diesociated
when emancipated  From thene I§varn 18 ever fiew 615 to be borne
w mud that heya resudes o Prakgpsty, and pot m the pvitmi, and 18
ouly conbected with the latter thrungh the autuhkntana, whuh s
really counected with the jJivitnid, not 1llusurdy a8 1n the Siukaia
systera. ’
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Moreover, (49) when the pearl-oyster shell 18 perceived unider
the aspect of a dark-colomred exterion, ete., theie exists no cogni-
tion of silver even as unreal And 1f 1t were observed that men
1 their sober senses exerted themelves for the purpese of acquu--
ing such {(slver) ete., then mn the case of 1§vara,. also, the percep-
"twn of duahty even as wneal, and the usages of instruction, ete,
based on that perception, would be fitting, votwsthstanding his
(50) imimediate cogmtion of the secondiess bliss-spirit, Brahma,

whicli (tmunediate cogmtion) exists always and by intaition,

Mureover, who 1s the pecipient of the manifested universe,
which 18 1magined 1 Bralima, who 15 undifferenced knowledge
only, as the snake (18 1magmed) in tle rope? If you say that
Brabma alone is the percipient, according to the passage of the-
Sruta (51) “‘There 18 no other porciptent than this,” How can that
whose essence 13 knowledge only be a percipient, or how can
there be a percipient of the umverse, which 1s constituted of

error (illusion), without kuowledge (as a quality of the parcipient) 3
If you say that (Biahma 13 the percipient) by means of union

49. That is when the shell 18 closed, or seen g0 lying that the
euter part ouly 18 exposed to view, and not the internal, iridescent,
silvery layer called mother-of.pearl, or nacre,

50. The Siukaias hold<that Iivara, although eugaging in the
work of the umiverse, 18 not bound; and i3 omuwioctent, ets. Hauce,
as ommactent, he must have au ‘immediate cogmtion of Biahma,® or s
¢manifestation of the essenee of Bruhma.

51  Bphad Arapyaka Upanishad [II. 8. 11. Though the $inkaras
usually quote the psssage aa given m the text, the Upamshad reading -
18 *Niyadato'st: drashtyr.’
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with Maya, then, we ask, is this umion [or (52) econnection]
adventitions or essential? It you holld 1t to be adventitions,
then Brahma cannot be (583) all-peivasive, and if 1t 1s
essential, then it is established that even in the beginning Brahma
is truly modified by Maya, and hence that 1t1s always differenced ,
and this bemng the case, how is it devaid of the difference in-
heiont 1o ancther (54) <lass? Moreover (55) what 1s the eanse of
the non-cognition of the universe notwithstanding that Brahma i
modified by Maya? If you say that nen-cogmtion 18 owing to
the absence of (56) vision, we ask what s the cause of the
absence of that? If you say the will (of Brahma) aloue, we ask,
wat Biahma even 1n the beginuing endowed with wili? If so,

52. Thig soems to have ciopt 1n flum the margin

53. If the oonnection with Mayi 18 adventitious, then Brahma
18 not all-pervasive, otherwiso why should he not, diffused everywhere,
be always 1n union with Miya ?

54, Seo note 2,p 1.

§3  If the connection between Biahma and Miys 18 eesential,
theu there must be a coguition of the mamfested umverse at the very
beginning, (s+. ¢. even before each creation, aud during each pralaya)
t ¢ you hold that befors the oreation Biahina 1s undifferenced, which
cannot be the connection with Maya 18 easential.

56. The actofseeing referred to 1n such prsgages ag Chhindogye
Upamshad VI, 2. 3, 4. a8 being the first stop 1n the work of creatton,

This fkshapa 18 interpreted to import assnkalpa (the resolve to ocreate)
i the darSanas generally.
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then 1t is established that he was always differenced  Moreover,
puior to the appropuiation (hy Brahma), who was the subsiratum
of Maya? If you say that Brohwa was the substiatum, then it
follows that he 1s always differcnced, and there is an end to non-
dushity

But if it be said that Maydi being unreal the fault just refer-
red to does not attach (to Bralma), we ask what 18 1ntended by
the word ‘umical’?  Falsity like that of the snake (hnagined)
therope? O, as (Mayd) (37) 19 charactenised by modification,
the not betng possessed of an existence like that of Brahma (58)1

The first aliernative 1s not (admissible), for 1t 15 10 conflict
with the declaration of your own system,—*{59) Now ignorance
—18 constituted of the threc qualities, adverse to knowledge,
having the form of an eutity”

57. The Sinkaras agree with the RimAnujas m holding that
Mays, constituted of the three quahties, i modified m the form of the
ether, etc. ; ¢ ¢ 1n practical bfe they scknowledge modification (par-
nima); but they further affirn: thot accotding to the real condition of
thiuge this 14 only :liusory modification (vivurta),

58. Lastetally “the beiag that which 18 poseensed of the uegation
of an existence like that of Brahma." Another reading is ¢Brahma-~
saminasattikibhivatvam,” Pethups the origiual reading was ¢ Brahma-
saminagattikatvibhivah,” or ¢ Brahmasamanssatiibhivab.’

59. Ssnkara Vedintaeira, page 5, Caloutta printed edition,
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Moreover, the production of effects {(which 1s sanctioned) by
the woids—" I'mougl (G0) e, the supervisor, Nature gives.
birth to the animate avcd inanimate (world”—would not take place,
there (61) beig u npn-existence of ecanse, (62) for 1t 1s 1mpos-
sble that what 1s non-existent should be a enuse 1nthe form of
that which 15 endowed with a capacity conducive to the produc-
ton of something else

Bat if you say that since the effect is purely non-existent
this is not a fault—a thief seen 1y a dream is perceived to be the
caitse in relution to the effect comsisting of the cutting —off of a

60, Bhagavadgita IX, 10:

61. In both systems Miy3 18 the material’cause of the universs ;
but wiile to the Sankaia she @ only illuserily a material cauee, to the
Réménnja sho 18, a8 1dentified with Prakmty, a real matemal caune,
and her effects are nlso real. It may be saud that there 18 no difference
ag to the identity of Mayd with Prakritt in. the two systens; only the
Ramauugas hold that Miys, or Prakpti, 18 real, and the Sankaras that
she and bhex product, the unmenifested and manfeated universe, are
| false.

62, [Literally It is impoesible that the nomezistent shonld
poseess causality m the form of the being endowed with a capacity
| sonducive to the production uf something distinet (from itaelf).”
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head seen in a (63) dream—we say no, since 1n the Siatia—(64)
“ Becatme of difference of charactenisties, (the waking state 1s) not
like sleep, etc”—~becanse of the different natmie of waking and
sleepiag—it 15 dened that the cogmitions of the waking state are
Iike the cogmitions of the state of sleep, and also since 10 the
Sdira—* And 63) becanse of the existence of what 1= posterion”'—
the {66) cffect 1 affirmed tu be real, acecidmg to the dictom—
“and (67} as the ecause, Biahma, does not forego (s 1nseparably
connceted with) exwtence duriug the three times (pust, present,
and futuie), so the cffect, the worll, alvo does not forego existence
during the three tunes”—for otherwise the docttroe of demon—iike
men would accrue,—'* They (68) declare the world to be without

63. In the dream all appears real, though false, so this 1llusory
world appears real, but 13 purely bhetitious, and since 1 18 fictitious, 1t
cannot be sard that the nouw-existence of the cause MRyA 18 a fault,

64. Brahma Sttias II. 2 29,

65 Do. do 1 16 Insteadof <aparssys’ ‘avarasya’ isthe
reading found in the printed text of the Satras, but the former seems to
be the oaly reading 1 RamAnuja works,

66, The Riminu)s here argues 1f the effect—ihe manifested
universe-—is redl, theu theoause Mays (s, & Prakyiti) must be real also,

67. A guotation from Sinkan's commentaiy on this Sdtra, and
ashaft druwn fHom the enemys quves,

¢8  Blagavad:itd XVI. 8,
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reality, without basis, without a divine ruler” ; and the following
passages of the Srut: and Smrit: would be contradicted {by the
theory of the falsity of mundane effects),—* Nature 1s without
beginning and without end, she 1s the genetnx, who causes bewngs
to be,” “ The genetrix of change, the unconscious, the eightfold,
(69) the unborn, the enduring,” *“* Out (70) of thig the Maya-associat-
ed One creates all thus umverse,” *{(Maya (71) who 1s) unborn, and
one,” “(72) Let inm know Maya to be Natwe, but the Maya—
associated One to be the great Lord, by whose parts all this world is
pervaded ™ ** (The (73) Supreme Spititis) 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 18 not an unreal thing which (these) bigher (77) '
texts describe as being ‘ imperishable,” ‘enduring’ ete *

69. Sec Bhagavadgita VII. 4

70, Svetifvatara Upanwshad IV, 9.
Tl Do. IV, 5.

72, Do, do 10,

73. Mundaka Upanshad IL 1. 2.
74. Bhagavadgita XIV. 3.

75. Do VII. 14, Quoted s proof of the reality of
Nature.
76. Do, XIII. 19.

77. So called because, 1n contrast to those texts which set forth
things 1n & secondary sense, these higher texte declare the higher !
transcendental truth of thinge.
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But the sccond alternative (is not opposed to omr view ) for
(we) acknowledge that Natare 18 not possessed of an existence
like that of Biahma—because she 18 not uuifurm, as shown by her
changefuluess and continual modification, she is not possessed
of an existence hke that of Brahma, according to the words
“{ Nature ) the genetnix of change, the unconscious,” ** The eternally
subject to continual chauge.”” Hceuee for the purpose of generat-
ing (78 ) dispassion, < false’ and other hke terms are metaphorically
applied to her, and her effects are also, like the woild of sleep, the
water of the mirage, etc, metaphorically descubed by the words
‘non-existent,” ‘unreal, etc , mmasmuch as they resemlle ( these
tllusory objects ) m beiug endowed with the propertios of appoarance
and disappeatance (79} That which (yon assert) viz, that an
. effect is false since, on account of 1ta bemng (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 net

78. 1. ¢ Nature s so deserbed by the Sruti mn order that those
whose knowledge 18 wmperfect may attain dispassion 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 thinga only.

79, Becauss the effect 18 perceived, i1t cannot be said to be
non-gxigtent ; and because 1t 18 destroysd ns to foim, 1t cannot be ssd
to be existent
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prove that it is fal-e, but rather that it is impermanent
What is (first) perceived and (afterwards) not perceived 1n
relation with time and space, that is impermanent according to
the cogent (80) texts “The (8l) wie hold (the soul to
he) impenshaile and real, but that (the effect of works) 13
perishable, without doubt, being effected by means of the
perishable substance,” “But (82) what never at amy other
time obtuins another name 1esulting fiom transformation, ete,
that is real, and what is that Oking 17, *These bodies (83 ) (are
saad to) pasz away,” “But {84 ) know that { spintual substance)
to be impenshable” “(Enjoyments (85) produced by external
objects ) have beginmg and end, the cnhgltened does not lale
pleasure 1n them, O Sen of Kuut: ', “(The ( 88) contacts of the
senses with the outer world) come and po, being 1mpermanent,”
“{This) transient (87) joyless woild”, aud 1n the eleventh
Skandha of the Bldgavata Puiani—“"By sense-peiception, by
inference, by revelation, by ecognition of the self, knowing (tins
world } b0 have beginming and end, to be non-existent, let hun
hve here without attachment (to worldlythings }” “This universe

80. Cogent—setting forth 1n a clear and couclusive manner, os
contrasted with other toxts, the reality of things.
81, Viwishnu Puraps II 14 15,

82. Do. n 13, T4,
83. Bhagevadgith TII 18.
84, Do. n 17,
85, Do, V. 23,
84, Do. 11, 14,

87. Do. IX 33.
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s undecaying, eterual” Itis the same permanepce and imper-
maneuce ( of Spirit and Nature respectavely } which cause them to
. be deseribed as exislent and non-existent 10 the §lok. * There (88)1s
no bewng of the non-existent (there 18 no non-heing of the existent),”
(89) othetwise theie 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 umverse
the author of the Siitras has also declared “Because (91) of
its perception ( the world ) 18 not non-existent”,

But 1t may be said that the Srnuti cleaily afirms that Biahma
is without asecond 10 the words “(Truly existent was tlis in the

88, DBhagavadgiti Il 16 Sce Riwinujs’s Commentary on the
Bhagavadgith, ¢ foco, on which this paragr.ph 13 largely based.

B9. In the above Commentmy Riminua <hows that the in.
destructibihity and destructibility of spirit and body respeotively, (not
the reality of the one and the fulsity of the other), a1 rafetred to 1n the
passage immediately preceding the last guoted Sloka, bezinuing with
¢ Learned men do not grieve for the Living or the dead,” aud n the
subsequent Slokas ¢ Know that to be smpermshable,” eto., * These bodies
are said to pass away,” eto.

90. There 18 peroeption by the senzes of the external world of
raatter, which would also be contradicted, for the senses do not per.
oerve what :s wholly falee n itaelf.

91. Brahma Satras 11, 2 28,
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beginunng ), one only without a second, Biahma™ How then enn
that pussibly be the case 1if thete 15 tine existence of substance ad-
ditienal to, and distines from (Brahma) ? We reply that the mean-
ing of the Sruti 15 that Brahma as diffcrenced by substance (92)
udditional and distinet s 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, befote the creation, was truly existent as one only,
and without a seccond, (i ¢) lad (then) passed into a state of
unity hecause of 1its having indiserete name anl form, and was
devoid of avother basw,” for 1t thus agrees in meauing with

92. Vie The two aubstances chit and achut, ¢. &. soul and nof-sonl
{non-soul, Praknt:, Kila), The three real and distinet substoges or
existences acknowledged by the Rimiumas are indicated n the for-
mula chidachidiivaiih. Chaitra 18 spoken of as one, though a differ-
enced being composed of soul, body, eto, The Sapreme Spinit 1s differ-
enced, qualified, conditioned by the aggregate of soul and not-seul
as co-enisting substances sompoaing an it were his body, and contrslled
by hum as men's body 1s by s spimt, and the title of the Rimanuje
aystem, Vidish{idvarta, means the doctrine of the secondlessness (com-
plex cneness, wholeness) of Brahma 8o differenced.
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‘A bascless root, and similar texts. The wotd ‘existent” besides
denoting (93) the Supreme Spint as characterized by dafference,
by virtue of its relatiug to the canse (of the world) 1ndicates the
Supteme Spirit as one whoese body 1» Nature and Time differ-
cuced (94) by (possessed of } properties conducive to causality So
liere, by the word “tiuly’ n * Truly eastent,’ the non-existence of
the world befure 1ts production (as an effuct}, as held by the Naiy#-
wikag, 15 excluded. By the word * only ’ iu ¢ one only’ the state of
multiplieity of the effects about to be ciented, wlichis desclibed

93 As for ingtance m Chhandogya Upanishad VI 8 4, 6. fuat’
denotes the Supreme Spuit i his own natwe as spirt only, He s
viseshya, suseeptille of, and chaiacterizvd by diffeience, as contiadis-
tingwshed from diffeieneing Nature and soul, which ave his vifeshana,

91, The word <aat’ relating to the cause of the geness, etc, of
the world, describes that which 1s co.p;ble of being a caunse, and such
eausality is possible only to the diffvrenced Brakua, €. ¢. the Supreme
Sput in conjunction with soul and not-soul, not the Supreme Spirit
alone, Hero the Supreme Spint and soul are the nimittakirane, and
not-goul { Prakpiti) 1a the upadinakirana.
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in the wotds “Let me become many,” 15 (95) negatived For all
passages of the Sruti that me declarative of the cause wust neces-
sarily agiee 1u meaning,

This is cleaily the meaning of the Siuti in the ahove
qnotation (tatra), because 1n accordance with the passages com-
mencing with * Then Vishpu existed—Har1 alone, without parts,”
“ Yeuly one only, Natayapa, existed, Biahma was not, non Siva,
nor this heaven and earth, nor the stars, nov the waterz, nor fire,
nor the moon, nor the sun,” “He delights not 1 being alune—one
daughter (Luddhi) and the ten orgaus (were korn) of lnm while
absorbed 1n meditation,” in the Subila Upanish.d, (and subse-
quently proceeding thus) “What then exwsted # Nothing ndeed
existed here (1u the world) 1 the begiouug, theie was a haseless
root—these creatures are produced—there was one heavenly

93, The vtate characterized by multiplicity of effects 18 negatived,
but not the real wdependent existence of soul and not soul. The idea
i, If these dud not previously exist as distinet reslities, then Biahna
would have said *Let me become differenced,’ ¢ Let me become soul and
not-scul,’ but not ¢Let me become many’; which indicates that soul,
not-soul, and Iivara existed 1n a state of umty, as one differsnced
whole—* Let me become many' imphies diffeeance of substance existing
mn nn jodeternunate atate,
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deity, Narayana ," and because there 15 a revelation of the (96) de-
velopment of uame and form alone 1 “ This ( Werld ) was then un-
developed, 1t was (afterwards, at the crention) developed by name
and form ” fur otherwise it would fullow that (these texts and
(97 ) “ Truly exwstent " ete.) are mutually conflicting,

And tlus, intended (as shown above} by the Siuti, is
tanght by Bhagavat {Krishua) tn the eleventh (Skandha of the
Bhagavata Puriina )}, “ The one divine Lhemg, Naidyana, the Lord,
at the end of the kalpn, at the (fitting ) period of time, by his
wonder—woirking powetr having retiacted this formeily—created
unmverse 1nto humseli, exwsted as one only withont a sccond, the
self—based, the substrate of ail—at the {right) tine by his own
inherent energy goodness and the other forces (qualities) having
been brought nto a state of eqmpoise, the Prumal Soul, the Lord
of Nature and Soul, supreme over the supenor (gods), and the

e

96. The world previously existed in the state of undeveloped
name and form, aud the origie of previously non-vxistent things 1s not
here described.

97, “Truly exiptent,’ eto,, teaches the secondlessness of Brahma
only as differenced.
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infetior { men ), abides under the de<ignation of pure unity” In
thts passage by the enunciation of the secondlessness (of Biahma),
while he 1s at the same time the {38} substrate of ali, it 1s cleaily
piroved that this secondlessness is that of a differenced beng only
Also in the Variha Puwiiina “In me all onginated, i me all 1s
subsistent, in me all 1s {ultimately) absorbed, therefore I awm the
secondless Brahma,”

And 1n the Svetasvatara Upanishad the supreme causality of
the Supreme Spuit only as differenced by subtile Soul and not-
Soul, (aad not as undifferenced, according to the SAukaras ) is de-
finitely declated by (99) the deities who1dentify themselves with the
Mantias (of this Upanmishad—(100) “Om! Those who inquire
about Brahwa ask, ( 101} What 15 the cause Brabma? 'Whence

98  The salstrate of ull things ( soul, not-soml) esmting m the
subtile, undeveloped state.

99. Thedeitiss are here distimguished from Bhagnvat, mentioned
m the preceding passage. They identify themsolves with, or regard
themselves as the patron deities of, the Veds, ¥ e preside over itg
preservation, revelation, transmisgum by aceredited tenchers, apphication -
to the different hely ritos, and the teaching of the recondite meaming
of the Angas and Uplugas,

100. Svettivatara Upanishad I, 1—3. Thisis a very difSoult .
passage, but I have tried to render it in conformity with Rima-
nujs dootrmes, and also as far a3 posmble in ncgordance with
the meaning of the origmal ag I understand it. There are sevetal
readings different from those of the printed text which have in-
fluenced the remdermg, I bave found the passuge elsewhare with
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are we born ? Whereby o we live, and wherein do we "ultimately )
abide ? By whom 1uled do we live 1n pleasmie and pain ? The dictum
of those who know Bralima—It (the eause Biahma)is to be regard-
[ ed as time, the mhereut character (of things), necessity, (102) spont-
aneity, the elements, (103) Natwie, and Soul—as the uniou of these,

the same readings, Thahmavidam vynsasthi, wmateal of DBrihmaside
vyavasthim i the prnted teer as awpnotated by Sankarn, 18 wlladed
to and cxplamed by the word nopita,  In two manascripts the
wotd raukhyd occurs Letween kila and svabhdsva, This, of not a
cletien] error o1 gomething erept in from the mougim, wndicates that the
doctuine of the I'ythagmeans was not altogether unthought of m Iudia,
Chintyan for chmtyi probubly nerecs with kitnnam.  In some manus-
erpts the readmg 18 natvitmd Dhavat instead of natvitmatmabhavat
Tlns would still give the sense thiat ¢soul 15 not {alone ) the canse hy 1ty
nature {aa sout).

101, Here we have the three notious of genesis, continvance,
and absorption 1m Brahma, which latter ascordmy to this system 1
sumply a retuin bo the subtile stateof soul and uut-soul, nnd not wlentafi-
eation with Brahma, as the Sankaras teach,

102, The word yadichehhid presents a dufficulty of which I have
not been able tu get a satisfactory explanation, How can ‘spontaneity’
be ennmerated rmong the causea?

103. The onginal word fyom:’ 18 clemly a name of one of the
eanses, and not a mere pedicate the rest of the senteuce, as it hus
been understood i previous sersions of this passage, The sense ‘ Nature’
scems the ouly suitable one.
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but sphiit (alone) is not (the cause) by its nature as sphit—epirit
also (as jivatmai) 18 not the Lord, becanse of (the existence of) plea-
swie and pun They the Brahmavidah), devoted to the practice of
meditation, beheld (104) the power of the Divive Spint concenled
by 1te own quahities He who, being one, (103) supermtends all
those couses associated with time and spnit, (n the preceding
passage)”’—

The author of the Vidinta Sfitras also declares that he
has asceitained the same (106) truth by the greatne-s {(power) of
hig concentration —* By the practice of devotion defilement being
destroyed, lus mind being wholly fixed und punitied he saw the
Pesfect Soul and Maya whose substrate lie 1z, {that Maya) (107)
by whom the soul bemg detuded, though superiol, 1eguids 1tself as
consisting of the three quahties, and oltains (suffers) the ewil re-
sulting therefrom. Wor the sake of the people who do not know
that direct devotion to Knislipais the annulment of evil Vyasahas
composed the (108) Satvatusamlitta”

104. Devatmasakt) 18 perbaps mote correctly ¢ the power inherent
i God," though the REminuja doctrine seems to require the rendering
given m the text

105 Or ‘supenntends all those causes cumbined with time and
spit, (an ¢he work of causation).’

106. Viz. the supreme causahity of the differenced Biahma,

107. In thie aystem the connection of Soul w.th body and woika
produces 1dentification with the body, and Miyd (Avidys) s Nature,
worka, and the ignotauce resuliing from counection with these,

108, S8eil. Bhagavata Puripa

ab
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Agaw, of by the expression “in the beginmung’ the tuna of the
world’s absoiptien is intended then by “The rmopershable one
(jivatma, Soul) is merged 1o darkvess (Piakmti, Nature) darkness
becomes one with the Supreme Deity,” (109 “Nature whom I have
deseribed as of manifested and unmanifested essence, and Soul also,
both these ate merged in the Supreme Spint, and the Supreme
Spirt 1s the basis of all (beings), the Highest Soul, he is cele-
brated under the name Vishgaan the (110) Veda and in the
Vedanta,” and 1n the Mahabbirata “ When Brahmai and the other
deities are absorbed, and when, the reflux (dissolution) of all betngs
having arrived, the ammate and tnanimate woild vanishes and i-
absorbed in Nuatuie, the Great (Being) abrdes as one, (111) the
essence of all, and he is NiatAyana the Lord) and many other
proofs it being establiched then that Brahma 1s differenced by
subtile Soul and not-Soul, 1t 18 established that he 15 secondless
as differenced only.

Again, 1f the words, ‘in the beginning’ sigmify (112) that time
before which the creativn had never 1eally taken place, what is the
meamng of this passage of the Stutr (113) “ The Creator formed
the sun and moon as before 7"

109 Vishpa Purina,
116. The Ved: here s the Karmakinda.

111. Not ‘thesoul ¢l all, but ‘he of whom all cousists, he who
comprises all m himeelf a8 his body and modes’®

112, The Sknkarn s supposed to say that this refera to a time
when the creat on had not ocsurred, nnd Brahma was undifferenced,

113. Rig Vedn X. 180 3,
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Morcover, secing that sonls, and the streams of their works,
had at that time no exstence 1t voght to be showu what 1 the
cinse of the uneyual ecrcation of gods, ete  If yon say it is
the will of Tévara alone that is the enuwe, we 31y uo, fn that
would be opposed to this and other passages of the Sinti—(114)
“He that does good becomes good ™ and the fuults of injustice and
cruelty would attach to (ISvara).

Agaw,f you say that the vniverse being fulse injustice and
other faults do not thus attach, we 1eyeet this posation—Dby the
doctiine of the falstty of the umiverse (115) *“ As the spider scnds
forth and withdiaws (ts thread) ” and other pas-ages of the Stuti
are contiadicted , and according to the doctrine of Mllusmy modifi-
cation (116) the composition of the Siitra (117}  “ Injustice and

cruelty do not exist fo (the woild) is dependent (on works)” im
order o disprove these faults would be puw poseless (118),

114, Brhad Aranyaka Upanishad IV, 4.5 He who performs
good works obtains good recompense n the future hife.  Henoe works
are the eanse of mynstice (inequality of condition),

115, Mundeka Upamshad I, 1. T,

116 The differenced Supreme Spirit 18 the real mnterm! canse
of the world by modification of that portwn of hunself which 18 called
not-Soul in the Rimdnuja System,

117. Brohma Satens IL 1. 3L

118, If the workl s mere llusory nppesrance, then theseare not
real fanlts to be disproved,
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If in reply to onr gnestion, (1197 who is the poreipient of the
universe unagined 1 pute existence (Brahma) only, you say that
1t 15 Biahma alone (120) whose essence 14 concealed (121) by

“beginmngless mescience that belwolds multiplicity (the umverse)
existent in limsclf, we deny this, for 1t 1s impossible that (such)
concealnent should exist 1 the case of the {122} imparute
(Bishma), whose essence 1 ever free, nudivided, umtorm light {or)
knowledge only (1233 Ou the (124 concealinent of this know-
ledge, synonymons with light, there would ensue a destruction
of essence. Coucealment 1s the departme (cessation) of its
hight winle the essence of the thing coutinned to exist.  As you
hold that the light itself is the essence of the thing, (i e, Brahma)
then either concealment cannot oceur, or, (1f 1t does), there will

118. If the wotll s fichitionsly nomagimel, then who s the
pereuent nnagmner, fur there must be such

120 There is no pereipient distimet fiom Brahma, such as
Chaitia, Mumitin, cte,

121. Coucerled in the form of jiva, ete,

122, Nuaijauasya, another reading for nuarmsasya, would Iay
atress on Brahtna's being ever free {from faults of nescience), a8 niamsayyn
does on hig bewng of undivided essence.

123. Brahwmn, you say, 11 the form of the differcat )ivas of Charira,
Maitra, ete, 18 in the powet of llusion but thiy eanuot he, for Brabma i,
according to your system, tpartite, and in gssence esver free, ete.

13f, In the state of transmuigration.
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ocenr a destruction of ewsence. And 1t cannot be asserted that
although the light {or knowledgze which counstitutes the essence
(of Brahma) is impenshalle, ouly 1t« clearness {123) (o1 brighiness)
is conecealed by illusion, for 1f the clearness 15 not distinct fiom
the essence, then the afmir-mentioned fault remaius the same
(126), and if it is distinet, tlien (Bialima) beeomes differenced
(i27) Noriz 1t admissible that that which 1s undifferenced hight (or
knowled ;¢ alone should be a wituess of 1gnorance, and the suiject
of the erroneous naotion (of the cxietenee) of the universe {consist-
ing of) the organ of self-cousciousness, ete., for the character of a
wibness, erroneous notion, etc, are ohseived to reside in 4 particular
(concrete, personal) knower, and ate vot found iu mere (abstract,
imparson ) knowledge only.  Moreover af 1t is Brahma only that
under the wfluence of bsguningless 1illusion beholds multipheity
existent 10 himself, then what 15 the cause of the non-perceptiou of
the universe duting the time of its absoiption, nobwithstandiug
that ingnorance (then) continues to exist (128)1

125. One M3, reads vaidwhtys for vaiadya in both places, which
seems a cloar mistake.

126 Viz that there takes place a deatruction of essence,

127. The brightness then being a mere nou-essential attribute,
of the light, Brahrma.

128, Igmorance continnes to ex'st, and also the percipient Brahma,
why then 18 the world not perceived? Why does 1t not exist?
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Agnin, if you hold that ignorance appertains to Brahma (lone)
‘then as Biahma alone 15 hberated by the depaiture of the 1gno-
rance attaching to himself, the ctfort of reading, ete, m oider to
attain liberation on the pait of the souls fietitonsly produced by
hia nescience 14 futile, hecanse it is an effect of nevcience like the
effort of aspirants after hiberation seen 1n a dream, aml bke the
effort to acquue naciine siver, etc  The effort to attain hberation
15 also nugatory, because 1t 15 the effect of knawledge resting for
ita impartation on the agency of a fiagned teacher, hke the effort
of fuka, Prahldda, Vimadevs, ete

Agam, if you ussert that Brahma as one only experiences the
condition of soul 1n all hodies, then there must be the {(129) econs-
ciousness of plea~uie and pain 10 all bohes,—snch as ‘I have a pan
in my foot,’ ‘My head is easy,’ (free from pam)—, and the establish-
ed ouder of sonl, Lowd, bound, fiee, disciple, teacher, learned nnd
unlearned woull not exist  For oneness of soul existing iu the
case of Saubhan snd others, the conscousness of pleasure, ete.,
occavioned by (amon with) many Lodies is seen to Lelong to one
(soul)

129, Brabma alone must be possessed of umiversnl all-pervading
conscionsnees, yust as Chartra being one orly cosntses mmultaneonsly the
pensations of pleasure and pan exmsting 1 various parts of his
body.
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Nor can 1t be said that the shamartha (137) leing the
koower, 1t 18 because of its difference (1in diffcrent bodies), ot
because of diffeience of souls, that theie s an absence of cons-
ciousness {131) It is the soul that 15 the knower, and that
(knower) 15 really the shamattha (132) Lut the principle of egotem,
conatituted of the mteinal organ, is not the knower, secing that 1t
13 1nsentient and an tnstrunent, like the body and 1ts organs
(according to the following passages) “Nature) the genctrix of
change, the unconscions,”  * He who knows this,” * (133) For the
knowledge of the knower 13 indefensible,” “'I'here 15 no other per-
cipient than thia Soul alone kaows,” *(134) Behold by what means
should oue know the knower! "and in the Mokyhadharma (185)*The

130 Ahammtha, that wlich 1s expressed by the woid 1, or the
object of the conscionsness 1, 18 here, with the Sankaia, synonymous with
ghafikira, as appears frum the following sentence,

131, £ e of muversal consriousness on the part of Brahma, The
pleasure and pam experienced 1n the boly of Chutra 15 not cogmsed
by Mastra, but this would be the caseif all souls wete parts of Brahma,

132, Here the ahamartha wheld to be Jndtmd, the self, the Eyo,

133. Bpbad Arapyaka Upamshad 1V. 3 30

134. Do, do H. 4, 13, 1IV. 5. 15,

135, Nnme of n section of tho twelfth bovk (Sintiparva) of the
MahzbLhirata, 6436 to the enl,
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Twenty -fifth 13 conceious of uneonseions Natme, but Nature, O
G.mdha.lva, i» not conscious of the Tweuty-fith,”

Moreover aceording to the 1ule that only that which 18 {really)
existent somewhere, ean be 1magined to exist elsewhete, 1t 13 im-
possible that the universe, essuntially non.existent like the lLorn
of & man, etc, shonld be 1magined to exist in Bralima, for it 1s ob-
servad that ouly what s {1cally) extstent, such as a snake, ete, 18
imagined to exist 1n a rope and hke objects In *the sky is Llue’
also, there is a (136) cogmtion only of a (really) existant blue
(137), previously —perceived, In a dieam, too, we perceive only
those oljects which we have seen or hemd of in the present or
some other (previous) birth , aceordiug to the declarntion of Bha-
gavat 1n the eleventh Skaudba (of the Bllgavata Purina) “No-
thing onginates from a thing unseen or unheard of " (138).

138. Cogmtion 18 pereeptional m the scversl cases mentioned,

137. Not of a blge in the sky {or sther), for this, according to
Hindu doctrins, being devard of colour, the blve which presents itiolf n
the sky 13 zunply an §ropa of the real blue previously percetved 1n cloth
and other terrestrial things,

138, ‘The argument is that even the imagination of the unreal is
a result of the perceived real, Ounly the real can be imagined elsewhere
than whevo it really ia, If the world s falee, then all that takes
place 1n 18 ugreal, and therefore unimaginable.
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But it may be said that only the coguition of ity object in
some substrate 18 necessary to ernoneons sntmisal Lﬁmp‘l}, not the
reality {of that olject . This we deny, for there caunot be even a
coguition of what (139, 18 uou-vxistent, as for instance the horn of a
hare,

You may say that as in the case of the coguition of the snake
(smagt red) i the tope, meve fa It (nescience) 13 all that 19 requiced
as the caue of the cognition of the umverse hikewise, heunce 1t 8
not necessary that the olject {the uwmverse) should really exist.
We deuy tins, tor, according to the view of our opponents, the
cause conwisturg of fault beiug false, the effect cousisting of the
cogmtion of the object cannot be produced, coofusmably to the
rule that an effeet 13 dependent on the existence of its cause
But, you will reply, it hemg observed that an imagiued snake,
though unrval, is the cause m relativn to fear and other effects,
theie 1s no rule that the effect 19 dependent on the existeuce of its
cavse This we deny, becavse it 18 impoasible that the nou-existent
should be a canse, whose character 13 the being possessed of a
capacity conducive to the production of something else, becanse

139 The presentation of what s real alone takes place, other-
wise what should prevent the presentation of such chimerns as pky—
flowers, cto.
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*in the case of (140) mstaks, too, the cogmtiun whose object is the
snake 1magined (1 the rope) being alove the cane of fear and
other effeets the ubject (the snake) 18 not the eanse of these, (and)
(141) because on {yout) theory of the fulwity of canves in genetal
a description of the prodnction of effects 13 admi-sible,

But, you will ask, in hle manner as (1n our view) the snake,
though vnieal, 18 the eanse of the knowledge (of itself), why should
it mot e a cause of fear a~ well2 To thns we reply, It cannot be,
for In the case of (inere) mmstake fanlt alone being the caunse of
knowledge relating toa non-existent olijret, 1t 1s impossivle that the
object should be the caus- of that knowledge,

Bnt, you will «ay, {we Sénkaras) don fact a Imit the practical
reality (142} of waterpots, pieces of eloth, anl other (mundane)
objects, Tlus we deny, for that which 15 essentially fale hke
naciine silver 18 not susceptible of nse in practieal life,

140, Mere, vrdinary, and umversally admitted miastake, suoh as
the supposing a rope to be a pmke.

141. <You say the imagined anake 1a a cause and so foith, but
it & not for you to talk of causes and thar effects, who deny the reality
uof them all from Brahina downwards! For Drahma, though really ex-
18tent, 18 ok ascording to the Sankara doctrive a real cause.

142. Vyivahirikasatyatvam is vyavabiropayogitvam—¢reality
sabservient to praotieal hife)
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If you say that an object seen in a dream though false is
observed to be subservient to the practieal hfe appertainmg to
the time of that (object}, then you (143) confound what 18 illusory
with what 1s practical. Morcover, if, i spite of thewr unmeahty,
(14+) difference ean be asscited 10 the case of snakes, crachs 0
the ground, rils of water, ete, ertoneously imagwed m a rope,
then may such & diffcrence, as * Thie 15 pussesced of a practical
exutence’ and ‘ This 13 possessed of a (merely) illusory existence '
be said to exiot in the ease of those thiugs, also, wihich are ima-
gined m more existence (Biahma) (143)

tWe do not hold the nbsolute non-reahty of things, In the en.
dition of practical Life-——duning the period of trapgnigratory bonda se—
waterpots, ete, are real, Lut in the condition of real exwtence—mnhen
tiue knowledge hay heen attaned—they ure falsified.’

143. +By ackuowledgmmg that ohjects dreamt of are subservient
to the practical lfe (imagmary transactions) peitaimmg to the time
in which they are peteerved, you confound your own dvison of 1l
lusory and practrcal, for your doctrine 18 that dream —objects have
ouly an illusory existenec.’

144, ¢ e such duflerence cannot he asserted in the case of snakes,
ete.

145, «If thesnakeimaglnedin the rope wore deseribed as praeti-
cally exiatent, and the similarly—imagined crack in the grourd ag 1lusor:-
Iy existeut, thex you might talk of such a difference as ¢ the world
and all it contents are practical and nacrine silver, ete., iMusory.
i all things are ahike imagmsry and anreal, then there can be 2o such
differences as <this 1 practical, ¢ this 18 illusory,” ete.
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(146) What is declared v 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 , 8o
when regard is had to the collective aggiegate of the igmoiances
existing in souls, (and) appeanng as mauifuld they are desciibed
as one (Maya) This collective aggregate {(of ignorances), as
forming the conditiouing adjanct of the Supernor (1nlelligence), viz.
Isvara. He (l4vara) 1s ommscient because the iluminator of all
1gnorances, according to the Srutr passage " He who knows all
(in geneial), and kaows everything (1n particular).” The afore-
metioned collective aggregate 1s called his, viz, I§vara’s causal
body because it is the cause of all, the sheath of bliss because 1t is
fraught with bliss, and because 1t encases the soul lhike a sheath,
dreamless sleep because there 19 (then) a cessation of all things,
axd bence also the place of the absorptien of the gress and sub-

148.  The long quotation that fullows is from the exposition of
adhyirops in the Shnkara Vedintasira Seversl sentences are here omut
ted that occur in the oryginel, but I have supplied those words 10 brackets
that appaared uecessary to make good semse. )

147.  That 1a the exposition of Brahema's besoming Tivars aud jive

by baing arcumsoribed by MAya and the sntahkaraps,
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tile universe. As, when 1egard 15 had to the distnibutive aggie-
gate of a wood, 1t 18 desciibed as many, viz trees, so, when regaid,
15 had to the distmbutive aggregate of ignorance, it is desenbed
as many, according to the Sruti passage (148) “Iodra (Atma)
appears multiform by reason of illusions ” This distnibutive ag-
gregate, as forming the conditioning adjunct of the mfenor wtelli-
gence, viz Soul. He {Prijna) 18 cogmtive, because the illuminator
of one (individual) :gnorance. These two, the collective aggregate
aud distributive aggregate (of ignorance), are wdentical, hke the
wood and the tiee-  Igvara and the cogmtive one conditioned by
these are also identical, like the {two) ethers circumscuibed by the
wood and the trees  The unconditioned intethgence which 1s the
substiate of ignorance and the (two) intelhgences conditioned by
that, jn-t as the unconditioned ether is the sulstrate of the wood,
the trees, and the (two) ethera circumsciibed by these, 1s called
the fourth, according to the Siuti passage 1149) “ They consmider
him blessed, secondless, fourth” Tins same fourth, viz, pure
intelligence, when undiseniminated fiom ignorance and the intel
ligence conditioned by that is said to expressed Ly the great (150)
text, and whea discriminated to be 1mphed (only) " —

148, Rig Vedn VI. 47. 18.
149. Magdekya Upanisbad 7.
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The declatation that unconditioned intelligence is th= sub.
strate of Tévara s (151) opposed to ‘a baseless root” “ There
wag one heavenly deity, Naidyana,” “ The self based, the substiate
of all,” and other passages, Becanse the existence of a wopd
composed of an arsemblage of trees 18 posterior to the existence of
tiees, the existence of Iévara, also, who 18 represented by the waad,
is (152) posterior to the existence of Soul, hence 1t 18 unpo=able
that he should at first subsist as onme, (and) afterwards, on
resulving “ (153) I am one, let me become many ” (154) * Having
entered in along with this Sou!, (my) self, let me develop nane

and form” become many, aud assume the condition of soul,

150. Tat tvam asi, Chliodozya Upamabad VI 8. 7,

151,  For the RAmBnuja view 18 that Idvarn, Nariyan., Pusnit
mi, Brahms, eto., are all names of one bamg and there is-no uncondition-
ed Binhma,

152. The R&minuja argues that & colleotive aggregate supposes
s previous dustribubire aggregate.

153, Chhéndogyn Upanmishad VL 2. 3.

154, Ditto YL 8. 3.
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. It may be objeoted that this is not imposuble, on the ground
that collective aggrogation is anterior to existence iu separate
parts. This we deny, for 1t 18 a state wherein separately—exist-
ing parts e brought together that is called collective aggrega-
tion , for such we seo to be the case as regards an army, & wood,
a heap (of anything, as grain, etc.).

Again, Do souls exist or mot during the state of colleetive
aggregation (155) 7 If they do exiat, the resolve to assume the
condition of Soul would be futile, as before shown. Nor 15 the alter-
native that they do not axist at all a possible one, seeing that
there 1s a seriptural declaiation of Soul's being unbory, ete,, in
the words—* The wixs is not born, mor dies™ (136), that, more-
over, it i3 an accepted doetsine that the creation of the world is
i order to the reaping of the fruits 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 ervelty
do net exist, the world being dependent on works™ (137), 4. e

155. The state of pralays.
156, Katha Upanshsd I 3, 18,
157. Brabma Sitms H. 1. 34,
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the unequal création of the gods, etc, belng dependent on the
(past) works of embodied souls, gods and the hlite who arse
oreated {at each creation) The umon (of sonle) with (the vature
of ) gods, etc, the Srut1 shows to be dependetit on their various
wotks i~ He that does good becomes good, he that does evil
becomes evil ; he beoomes virtuous by vituous deeds, evil by enil
deeda (158),”

There 13 al4o the Batea :—" There were 1o works, betanse of
non-dwemption-~we deny this, for they are beginningléss, and this
is both congiuons (14 accordant with reason), and is found (is
revealed 1n the Veda)” (159) ¢. ¢, " Before the creatioh embodied
soitls do it egist, Why ? Because there is a declaration of the nun-
diremption of name and form in the prswage =—'Trily existent,
my dear ehild, was this in the beginming, oné only, without a
second, Brahma.” Henos souls not then exieting, their works
hikewise, do not exist ; how then oan st be said that the idequahty
of creation is dependent on their works? We deny ths, * be-
cause’ souls aud the streams of thewr works ‘are beginningless’
Although they are beginmugless, non-duemption is congswous (s

168. Bribad Aeogyska Upnuiehad IV. 4, 5,

159. Brabms Sdtend 15 1. 85. Bitrse 30 and 3 iu Sankers.
chiryn's Biitshys ave here regarded a4 ouse obly,
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acendant with reason), because Soul having then rejected name
4na forw, and being exceedingly subtile, does not admit of sepniate
d-wignation even 88 the body of Brabma., For if this be not
allowed, (wz. that souls and their works are beginuingless, ete),
there wiil follow the *accession of what 15 not done, and the des-
truction of what 1a done’ (160), That they are beginningless ‘18
found * (1s revealed 1n the Veda) in the words “The wize 15 not
bot', uor thes’, And that the flow of cieations 13 begioningless
1 * I'he. Creator formed the sun and moon as befue,” for theie 13
4 1.1¢lstion of the development of name and form alone o
*Tuis world was then undeveloped, it was (afterwards, at the
cteation) developed by name and furm’. That the essence of souls
1~ beginningless 18 evinced 1n the Smypit: also ,— Know Nature and
St to be both of them begunmingless,’ *All bewngs O son of
Kuuti, pass to my Nature' (161)."

160  That would oocur 10 the present creation which 18 not the
resit of werks, and the recompense of works done in the past ereation
woukl ot take plage,

16y Bhagavadgits TX 7. During the state of dissolution all
bengs nre a8 1t were merged i Nature (Pigkriti) becoming devord of

. usme apd form They still however exwt, and thas there is no new

beginmng at each creation, every tiung 18 contrunous aud eternal.
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Should it be siid that ip the passage * As, when the jar is
broken, the jar-cther hecomes the infinite ether as it was before ;
80, when the body 1s dead, the sounl re-.ittains to Brahmn” ete,, 1t 13
meant by the illustration of the jar-ether that Bralma assnmes
the nature of Soul, we teply, that the theoy (162) of u plurahity
of conditioned portions (of Brahma), which is baced on the allus-
tration of the jar-ether, 1 opposed to the fact that Soul 18 con-
scious of the remembrance of what has been formetly experienced ,
since 1t is mmpossible that each succeeding conditioned portion
should possess a temembiance of what has been experenced by
each preceding portion, theie being an alsence of an experiencer
consisting of each several pot tion owing to the abandonment of each
preceding conditioned portion, after the analogy of the jar-ether
{163). And (this theory) becomes utterly mmadmissible 1f (in order to

162, The theory 13 that Brahma, vne only like the mmfinite ether,
13 conditioned by the wvarious bodies a1d internal organs of tranemigrat.
g bemngs. The body, ete, of Chatra passes to and fro, snd 80 con-
ditrone at different times different portions of Brahma,

163. How ean the portions subsequently conditioned possege a
knowledge of what bas been experienced by those previously condition-
ed, see ng that these latier are mow nbandoned by, and uncounected
with, that which conditioned them?
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obviate the foregoing objecuion) you say that there i3 remem-
brance meiely as a result of & continnons series of experiencing
portions, for this would 1nvolve 1ejection of a permanent spunt
through emergence (neccssary acceptance) of the doctime of the
Baunddhas, there would also occur the ‘accesston of what is vot
done and the destruction of what is doue, and lileration would
become 1npessible That 1s to aay, there would be liberation of the
coendifion (184} only, not of the apunit, scetng that, ag (in the case of
the varous soula) therr conditions are always and every whete
passing wnto and passing awnay from the permanent spint, 1t js
roevitable that another condition should (at some time or other)

occnpy the place of the condition which bas perished (when libera-
tios has taken place).

But in our view the sense of the §loka is that A= the
(iofimtg) ether (oaturally) endowed with the quahty of sound,
and affording 1nfinite space, in the state of the jar-ether exmsts as

that which affords fimte space, and yet remains enaffected by the
defects of the jar, but when the jar is broken, becomes the (in-

164. Hera the word ‘condibion’ is used ss n tramslation of
' upkdhi*; which 1 the Shnkara Vedanta denotes the Sotitious acess-
sories (body and internal orgnn) conditioning Soul,
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finite) ether as 1t was before, i €, ngain affords infinite space; so
Soul naturally endowed with real resolve (185) and other like quali-
ties, and non-transmigratory (166), in the state of transmigration
is parviscient and powerless (167), and yet remams exempt from
bitth, death, and other properties of the body, ete., but when the
body is dead, 1 e, when the gross and subtile conditions (168) have
passed away, reattains to Bahma ;" according to the Siitra “ Hav-
ing uttained (to Bruhma, Soul)is manifested (in its own form), for

165. The following quotation from Randnua's Vedarthasan-
graha 13 explanatory of the word *satyasankalpa’ na used of ldvara in
Chhandogya Upanishad VIIL 7 1. *The words ‘endowed with real
resolve  deolare that although there exist mnumerable olijects of enjoy-
ment and arda thereto which are eternal and snperexcellent, the Lord
by mere resolve brivgs into exwatence s vast number of objects pre-
v:ously non-exwtent. And ¢endowed with real resolve * declares that
the essential existerrge, submstence, activity, and sl other dmtimguish-
g featuren of these objects of enjoyment and axda thereto, sentient
sud wseotient, permanent and inipervasnent, depend oun the mere re-
solve {vohtion) of the Lord” Real resolve m the cmse of the Lord
and liberated souls 18 resvlve (volition) that caumot be frustrated, but
18 necessartly realised.

166. Transmigintoriness is not an esseutin} characteristic of Soul,

167. Destitute of domimon snd authortty such as naturally
belong to it

168, Body, internal organ, ete,
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there is the expression ‘in its own (formY (168),” ¢ ¢, it has its
qualities mamifested, (170), 1 then characterized by the quahity of
imnensity, ete, necording to the words, “ He ubtains the greatuess
of Brahma,” “{171) And he becomes 1ufimte {172).”

But it may be said that 1 “ Having entered in along with
this Soul, myself, let me develop pame and form ™ 1t 18 declmed
that 1t 1s Brahma that assumes the nature of Soul Hete it
should be 1cflected, Isit the undiffienced Brahwma or the Mayi—
conditioned ISvara that having first resolved (“ Let me become
many ") assnmes the vature of Soul, The first alteinative 18 not
admissible, for the undifferenced Brahma 1 devoid of resolve,
nor the second, for the mere resolve * Let me possese the condition
of impure goodness’ 1s incengruous in the case of one whose con-
dition chiefly consists of the quabity of pure goodness, for no

169. Eiahma Sdtras 1V, 4, 1. 8ee Chhindogya Upanighad
VIII 12 3.

170. The following is & quotation from the Pancharitrarahasya
10 the Swrvada:fanasengraha.——«Then the natwial and excellent
qualities of souls, ommseience and the rest, cuncealed 1n the transmi.
guotury stute, are manfested. These qualities are common to liberat-
ed souls and the Lord Uwmiversal creativeness nlone distingyishes the
Deity from these souls. Libeisted souls being subsidisry parts of
Bialuna, who poesesses them as wubsidiaries, & 1d 18 hamselfl now-subst-
diary, realige 2ll joys tugether with that wise” (Supreme Spuit ).

171. Svetasvatara Upanishad V. 9,

172, Not mfimtely pervasive, but mfinite in knowledge, which
18 oot then hunited as i the state of bondage,
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person who is not eruzy makes resolve to procure his own dis-
advantage Chanted, however, the possilality of such resolve, if
Isvara by the 1ejection of his condition has the power of altering
» his atate, then why sliould he not beeowme undiffercneed (173) 7 Nor
15 1t possible that nescience should become the eondition of one who
is charactenzed by the condition of rcience (true knowledge),
for there would thus eusus a commingling of science aud nescience
(174)

Moreover, that aceording to the words “ Having entered 1n
He is the ruler of bewgs, the self of all” He is His own self
and His own rulet 18 wholly unieasonable, just as 1f one were
to say 'fiie buins itself.”  Likewie that by the words “It 18 He
alone that ¢wses i whom He Jesires to degrade to do wrong
deeds " 1t 1s meant that He, thongh omuiscient, eauses wrong
deeds wlich are the oceision of His own experiencing of hell, n
the form of Soul, and that He, though able to cause to cease from
evil deeds, is the regulator (actuator) there:n 18 altogether in-
cougruous,

Agun, { f) according to the words “Settlement mn (realiza-
tion of ) one's own foim, on the abandonmeut of aun alien form,
is liberation” (173) liberation were the 1eturn to that state 1o which
he was on the part of one who on rusolving “I am oue, let me

173. Undifferencedness being 1 your view the highest aim.

174, Iivara would be omuiscient and parviscient, would kuow
all things and yet be mvolved m 1guorance,

175. Bhigavata Purips, Skandba IL
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become many ” has assumed the nature of Soul, then libaration
would be Ifvaia’s resumption of the nature of I§vara after
having assumed the nature of Soul, and, such leing the case, the
dectrine of a quality-less (176) libeintion would not sgree thevewith,

And such is the rmport of the Satna (177) “Thirough the de-
claration of the other, (Soul), to be Biahma, there woull attach the
fault of the not-making of what is beuneficial, ete,” i &. 1t i8 saul
by those who mauntain the identity of the world with Brahma
that the identity of Soul also with Brahimna 19 declired Ly the
texts “ That thou art,” and (178) * Thus self is Bialims,” ete. (179).
In reply thereto1t 18 urged (in the Siya) * If by these sentences 1t
is declared that anothe:, vis.,, Soul, is Brahina, then the not-mak-
ing of a world taking the foim of what i8 beneficial to himself,
and the making of a world taling the form of what 19 1njurious
te humself, and other faults will attach to Brahmna 58 one
endowed with the attributes of omaniscience, resl reszolve, ete.
The woild is a cause of infinite pain, ongmating from self (in
one’s own person, boidy and internal organ), from elemental bengs
(wild Lensta, etc). and from superbnman powers (iemons, etc),
aud one who 18 self-dependent and wise does not eugage in such

176. Allusion to the Sinkara doctune that liberation is the
prssmg of Soul from a state n which it 18 seemmgly possessed of
qualities to that m which 1t becomes one with the quality-less Brabma.,

177. Biahmoa Satras JI 1. 21,

i78 Mandikya Upanshad Ii,

178. Or this might be otherwise rendered :eft la said (by the
Porvapakshi) that (among) those texts which make known the identity
of the world with Brahma the identity of Soul with Brahwme i sl
declared by such ag * That shoa art,’ ‘Thus soul & Beahom, ete.
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s work (viz as the making of the woild) resulting in his own
disadvactage.
The Sruti passages daclaring that Brabma 1s distinct fiom
" Soul are rejected by you when you assert the identity of the
world and Brahma, (for) if there 1s distinction, 1dentity cannot
be established If you say that the Sruti passages that speak of
distinction relate to advenuitions distanction, and the Siuta pas-
sages that speak of identity relate to essentaal identity, then, 1o
this regard, 1t ought to be stated whether Brahma, the cause of the
world, knows Soul to be essentially 1dentical with himself or
not. If he does uog know, there 13 an end te omniscience. If he
does know, then there inevitably attach to Brahma, as one knowing
the pain of Svul, 1dentical with hunself, to be Lis own pain, the
faults of the pot-making (of a world) beneficial to himself, and
the making (of a world) injurious to hunself (180).
If it be said that in the words Maya produces Soul and
Lord in appearance only (@bhdsena), it)s declared that Sonl and
. Lord are meie reflections of Brabma, (aod not real 1 theinselves) ;
accordingly Soul 18 that which 18 reflected wn the ntellect, and
Lowd is mero appearance (reflected in) Maya; we reply that
Brahwma bewug (181) ugdifferasced iutelligence ouly, a reflection
{ thereof canpot be affirmed , and 18, moreover, opponed to the Srata

180, Brahwa as cmnipstant <ean raake, or wot make, or nake
stharmise (. ¢o. adter what jo wrong in the making), and yet ke, acesrd-
ing to your wiew, makes a world injaricus to hioasal,

181. Aocording to the Samkaea view.
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passages (I182) “He is the cause, the Lotd of the lord of the
organs, of Him theie w neither parent nor lord” (183) “The
wise 18 not borr nor dies” It 1s also oppused to the declaration
of the bestowal of organs and bohes on eternal souls (184). As,
for example, in the Vedastuti (a sect on of the latter halt of the
tenth Skandha of the Bliagavata Puwidna) “The Lord created the
iutellect, the orgune of sevse, the mimd, nmd the vital bieath of
living Lengs, for thie enjoyment of matenal objeets, for worldly
existenee, and for mivistering to Sowl ™ In our view the meaming
of the above quoted statement of the Veda is that Ma:& produces
(caunses to appear} Soul and Lord falsely (@bhdsena), 1n a manner
contrary to thewr tine, nature, 7, & generates wrong notion in re-
gard to the nature of both, for the word @bhdsa is foand to be
used in the aforesaid sense—e g. helidblidse (false reason), dhar-
mAbhdsu (false devotion) What 13 that wrong notion ? We reply
in regard to the nature of Soul, deseribed in the words (185) “on-

183. Svetafvatara Upanwhsd V1. 9. The Lord is umcamsed.

183, Katha Upanwhad 1. 2, 18, Soul, teo, » wmcansed and
eternal.

184, Soul is efermally existent, but at esch new creation of the
universe, God creates the body eto, by mieans of which it passes
through its wansmigratory existence.

185, Kutha Upanishad I, 2. 18.
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born, eternal, everlasting,” {186) * Sonl a!so is powerless (becanse
of pleasuie and paw)”, (187; * Sonl mearns because of ita power-
lessness, being dilnded,” May& produces the error that bedy 19
Soul, and the error that Soul is self-dependent (188) In cou-
sequence of this, men use such loentions as, “f am body,” ‘1 am
Lord,” ‘I awm experiencer (189)." Simlaily 1 regard to the na-
tute of the Lord, deseribed tn the words * Limd of all, the Ruler
of Soul,” “ Everlasting, blessed, imperishable,” (190) “He who
knows me to be nnborn and beginnmnglew,” “The self-based,
the substrate of «ll,” May& pioduces the notions (191) that he
is an effect, has another as basis, and is conitioned by Maya , and
so it is sung ‘m the Bhagavadgita), “ The unwise think nc the -

186. Svetadvatara Upamshad I 2.
187. SvetaGvatars Upauwshad IV. 7.

188.  But the quoted passaga show that sonlis not the perishal.le
body, nor the Omn potent Lord, but 18 dependent, sud subject to pleasure
and pan, viz, 18 10 o atate of bondagze

189. Men mistakenly talk of their bodies ms if they wero
their real gelves, as f they were not subordinate to the sopreme
Lord, and aa if they were the sole expenencers of worldly existence
uninflaenced by the power of desert, and unactuated by divine agency
1 aconrdance with thewr past deeds. *Swata evaham bhogi nidpabis-
dibbrh’ —RimAnuya's Commentary on Bhagavadgts XVI, 14,

190, Bhngavadgita X 3.
191, Notious contrndicted by the text just referred to. l
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visible to have become vistble (192} ", “ Fuols despise me,” " Not
knowing my higher nature (193)”

It may be oljected that the word &bhdsa is commonly
used in the sense of a reflection, and that meaning alone is
to be admitted in the passage under consideration Well then,
in these sentences (194) “Truly non-exiatent was this in the begin-
ning," * A slayer of heroes, cruel, naught (is Vishou),” the words
'pon-existent’ and ‘naught’ accordiug to theiwr usual meaning
afficm that vihility s the only reahity, and why is that doctrine not
accepted by you ? The same reason for that wot being accepted
exigte here also (105).

Agarn, 1t may be asked, If Soul is distinct from Bralma,
how 18 it that “ That tbou art” and tbe hike sentemces make a

192, Bhagavadgith VII 24

193, Ikd IX. 11. These passages, volating to the mcarnstion
of Krshua, are adduced aa proofs of the erronsous sonceptions of 1ivara
entertained by thosa wbo are under the miluenee of lumion,

194, Testtuiys Upamishad 1L 7,

195, The words *mon-amustent’ and smaught’ are not takes
litarally by the Sinkaras, mnoe thoy behisve that Brahma ie absolute
reality, and that Jvars haa o practical existance, in sceordancs with
their views of ¥edic dectrrea. * [n the same way,” argues the Eimd-
nujs, “we hold that dihdea cannot signify & mere reflection, for that
would contradict she Veda, as s shown in tha taxta previoualy quotad ”
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representation of umty t Here apples the Siitra (196) “A portion
because of the repiesentation of plurality, and otherwige. More-
over some read that there is the condition of fishermen and
gamblers, etc.” £ ¢ Soul 18 & portion of Brahma, Whence?
Because there 15 representation of plurahty—' Aud otherwise,’
because there is representation according to unity, for both kinds
of representation are fouud (in the Veda) There is found re-
presentation of plurahity, as that (Brahma and Soul aie) respec-
tively the Creator and the (197) created, the Actuator and the
actuated, the Omniscient and she nescient, the Self-dependent and
that which is dependent (198) on another, the (199) Pure and the
(200) impure, the Repository of good quelittes and the (201)
opposite, the Master and that which 1 supplementary (or subse-

196. Brahma Sttras I1. 3 43,

197. Jiva 18 ‘created’ (seut forth), that is, receives, at the crea-
tion, body and organs condnaive to the experiencing of the fruit of deeds,
and the attamment of emancipation. Dunag the period of pralaye
there 18 an absorption of bady, ete., 1o Frakysts.

198, wie., Brahun.,

199. Fise from illusion or nescience,

200. Tnvolved mn 1llusion.

201. Awmsociated with heya, prakrita, gunas,
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diary) (202) to him  * And otherwise’ —repiesentation according
to 1dentity 1s also fonnd . “ That thon wmt,” (203 * thie soul 15
Brahma ” and like sentences ‘ Moreover soume r1ead that there 1s
the condition of slaves, gamblers, etc,” ¢ e, 1n the wouds (204)
‘ Fishermen are Biabma, slaves are Brahwna, these gamblers are
Brabma”, the Athaivavedins read that there also pertains to
Brahma the condition of slaves, gamblers, ete  Hence, because
Biahma pervades (205) all souls, there 1s representation of identiny
Such is the meamng  After the manner thus stated, Sonl 18 to be
acknowledged as a portion of Brahmua, so as to secure to both
kinds of representation a literal applhicition. No should it be
said that such representsiions of difference nre estublished by
other means of proof because they 1elate to matteis koown
through sense—perception, ete, (for) that Soul 18 created by
Brahma, is actualed by him, is his body, 15 supplementary (or
subsidiaiy) to him, has him as its busis, is preseived by him, is
retracted 1nto bim, is his worshipper, and 18 an expenencer of the

202, In the Srutaprakafiki { Tika on Sribbishya ) feshitvam 18
explamed by tadvatis, the possessing jivs, eto., as subsidin:y,

203. Mindiikya Upanishad IT.

204. Sud n Sinkarss Commentary s loco tobe a quotation
from the Brahma Sikta.

205. As the Internal Ruler,
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four objects of life consisting of wvirtue, wealth, pleasure, and
liberation, obtainable by his favour, and the difference thereby
made between Soul and Brahma, are matters not established by
other means of proof (than the Veda), becanse incogmsable by
sense—perception, etc  Hence the Stutr passages which declare
the creation of the world, ete, are not concerned with the (206)
teaching of what 13 fulse by mere re-statement of chfference
already established by some other means of proof There 13 also
the Batra (207) ‘Moreover 1t 13 said in the Smnt’, *An (208)
eternal portion of me having become Soul 1n the world of Sonl,’
i e, a certain potton of me, a divine emanation of me, being
paturally possessed of real resolve, and other hke quahties, having
become Sonl whose tiue essence is concealed by a wrapping of
nescience conssting of hegtnningless deeds, whose knowledge and
power are exceedingly lmited when dwellng in the world of
Soul, 10 the transmigiatory atate (209}  And in accordance there-

206. ¢ Re-statement of difference already established by aome
other means of proof’ 18, according to Sinkara dess, the teaching of
what 18 false, and not intended as trne by the Veds ; for all knowledge
of the external world 13 purely fictitious, ag 18 the external world iteelf.

207. DBiahma Stateas [1 3. 45,

208, Bhagavadeltda XV. 7.

209, Partly queted from Riminuja's Commentary ¢n loco.
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with 18 the Srat1 (210) “ These true deswes are covered by what
18 false” That the works of soula have a begmningless course
18 determined by the Sitra “Tihere were no works becanse of
non-dirempiion—we deny this, for they are beginnmgless, and this
is both congruous (18 accordant with remson), and 15 found (is
revealed in the Veda)." And the Smpit1 aleo declarea “ Sank 1n
gleep from beginningless time Soul has trodden the path of trans.
mgratory hfe”

It may be said that the word portion designates an
integral part of a mingle thing ; but if Soul were an integral part of
Biahma, the fanlts peitaining to1t (Sowl} wonld belong to him, Nor
can the beiog a pottion be upheld by the assumption that Soul 1a
a separate poition of Biahma, for Brahma is 1nsusceptible of
division 1nto separate portinns, Here applies the Siitra (211)
‘But (1t 18 8 portion) after the manner of hght, not such 1s the
Supreme.” The word ‘' but’ debars the objection urged. Soul 1s
‘a pmtion of the Supreme after the mapner of light,’ after the
same manner as ight conssting of brightness 18 a portion of the
bright fire, the sun, ete, as the bovine natme, sand other differenc-
Ing parts are portions of white, black, and other cows differenced
by that nature, ot as the body 14 a porton of the emhodied soul,

210  Chhandogya Upanisbed VIII 3, 1.
211  Brahma Sitran I 3 46,
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vie god, wan, etc. For the being a portton is the being an. in-
tegral part of a single thing, and the differencmg part of a single
thing (thereby) difftrenced 18 a portion of it. Accordmngly ihe
discermmng affirm that 1n a differenced thing one part 1w that whieh
diff e nees, and the other patt s thar which - dhiterenced theielis

Muicover, slthough the differeuciug past and that wlieh s there-
by differenced constitufe a portico and that of whichit 15 a por-
tion, a distinetion of natnie e obseived. Thus 1 15 admissible
that Sowd and the Supreme as differencing part and what 1s duffer-
snced thereby, should form a portion and that of which, it (Soul)
18 & poition, and should at the same time possess a. dustimetion. of
sature. This 13 daclared 1p *not such, 18 the Suprems,” % e, the
Supreme 1 uot such as. Soul, for Just a8 (a lamp or other
luminous body) possessed of brightness i other than, the brght-
ness. pioceeding from. 1t, so the Supreme also, of whom. Soul 15 a
portion, is a being distanet from Sonl; which.1s a portion of hum, as
exemplified, by brightness (in the foregong example) Sucl 18
the meaning. Afier the wanper thus stated, there oceur (in the
Srati and Smypit1) declasatious of distanekon, baing based on the
diversity of the natuxe of Soul amd the Supreme 1esulting fiom,
the fact thak the one, Soul, is. the differencing part, and the other
the Suprems, be who.1s. dufferenped, thereby., Again, declsrations
of the identity (of Suul and Brahma) are admissible 1n their
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literal sense, being based on the fact that the differencing pirts,
mcapable uf separate existence, nltimately extend to (involve and
express) that which 15 drfferenced by them, and in  “That thou
art,” * This soul 15 Brahm.” and other sentences the words *Thou’
and ‘Tiis soul’ (are admweble) equilly with the words *That’
and ‘ Biahma, because they express the same object 1 that they
designate Biahma having Soul as bis budy’  This matter bas been
exphcated before.

Should 1t be sard that in (212y “wlen a man sleeps
here, then, my dear cluld, Lhe 1= umted with the existent,
he 15 gone to s own (self),” there 15 a scriptmai Jdeclaration of
& unity of essence (bring) possessed by Sul and the Supreme, we
would reply that 1 the words (213) “Tins person, embiaced by
the omniscient <elf, knows nothing that s without, notlang that
within,” 1t 18 declared that 1 the state of deep sleep there 18 a
sublation of all kuowledge pertaining to Soul of what 19 without
and within, becanse 1t has been ficed fiom all weanmness when
embraced) by the all-knowing Supreme Spuit, for oue who is
devoid of knowledge cannot at the same time be embraced by his
own self bewng all-knowing aud truly existent And in “He
becomes united with the existent, my dear chud” also, 1t is not
declared that there exists a umty of essence in the case of Soul and
the Supreme Spuit, but rather it 18 imported that because of the
non-existence of consciousness as to name and form in the time of

212. Chhindogys Upanishad VL. 8 1.
213, Bpbad Aiapyaka Upamshad IV. 3. 21,
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profound sleep there is absotption 1n Brahma as in the time of
“the digsolution of the nmverse. *He 1s gone to kus own gelf, 4, e
he 18 theu absorbed 1 Brahma as his own self, but absorption
of his own self 1o his own self 19 1impossible.  Also 1, ‘then, my
dear child, he 13 umted with the truly existent’ the words ‘ united
with' agreeing in meaning with the word ‘ embraced,” according to
the proper force of the thud (instiumental) case, (viz sati), 1t 1s
impossible that Soul and Brahma should be one 1n essence Hence
1t 14 sa1d by the author of the Siibras (214) * Because there 18
representation of difference 1n sound sleep, and 1n the going forth
(of Sonl at death)™

The doctriue of reflection 1s next considered

It wmay be sad that the Sruti passage * There (215) are two
drinking thetr 1eward 10 the world of thewr own works, baving
entered 1nto the cave (of the heart), into the highest region
Tlose who know Brahma cull them shadow and sunshine’ de-
clares that Soul 18 & (216) reflection of Biahma Woe deny this, its
putport being merely to declare that though Soul and the Su-
preme Spirit dwell in the same body, there exista between them a
fixed distinetion of nature (viz, that the former is non-laminous

214, Brahmes Sitras I. 3. 42,
215. Katha Upanhad F 3. 1,

216. The word ‘chhiys ’ being here understood by the Skukaras
to mean ! reflection.’
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and the latter lutimnous) like that existing between a dark shadow
and bright sunsiine  For 1t thus agrees in meanwug with another
Sruti, “Two (217) birds, inseparable friends, cling to the same tree.
One of them eats the sweets fruit, the other looks on without eat-
ing.” Heie too, (1n the first-quoted passage,) Brahma not being
actually sunshine, the term ‘sunsbine’ sigmtiea that he 18 lumi-
nous hike suushine, Soul also not being actnally a shadow (reflec-
tion), the term ‘shadow ' must indicate that 1n the state of bond-
age 1t w pon-luminous (daik) like a shadow And in “It
neither gross nor subtile, neither short nor long, nor red, wmithout
shadow (218)" there being a revealed demal of the bemmg a
sha low,—in the passige under discussion the word shadow does not
signify a reflection of Brahma.

But 1t may be said that according to “ The Sout of beings
abuiing 1n all beings, thongh one appeirs manmfold, hike the moon
1n the water,” “ As the vue ether becomes diverse 1n waterpota,
ete, 80 the one Soul (or Self) dwells 1n many beings, hke the
sun (reflected) 1o lakes of water,” and other authontative texts,
a3 1 the case of the reflections of the moon shewn in the water
of tanks, canals, and wrngated ficlds, there s only an adsaitabrous

217 Mund e pamshad ITT 1 1,
Svetadiatarn Upainshad IV 6
218 Buhad Aranyake Upanihad 111 8 8.
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(219) dafference of the ocognitions residing in {constituting) Lord
and Soul, which cognitions are reflections of Biahma shewn 1o
Mays, the organ of egmsm, and 1ts modifications, hence the dis-
tinction 1ndicated 1n “ There (220) are two, one knowing (Loid).
the other not-knowing {Soal), both unborn, one strong, the other
weak,” (and like passages), rests oo that false difference alone,
(and does pot prove real dusahty). We reject this view for the
following reasons —It 18 imposaible that a substance (entibty) whose
natwie 18 diveise from that of ether (221) and other finite
things, should assume the form of a shadow (reflection), and
there 13 & Vedic statemeunt that it (Brahma) 18 “not red,
without shadow.” If fictitions reflection i3 affirmed, 1t foilows
that Soul and the Loid are unreal, If this, too, 1s main-
tained, *Behold the {222) Self (or Soul) 8 venly to be
seen, to be heard,” “They (223} who know it become 1m-
mortal.” and other like injunctions become meaningless If,

219 A difforence resulting from the conditioning (unreal)
antahka anddi aloue, just as the numerous and variously-shaped re-
flections of the moon 1n the water of lakes, etc, are due to the pre-
sence of that waler, the action of 1ts waves, etc.

220. Svetdsvatara Upamshad 1 9

221. Daverse from these as being mfinrte, while ether 18 an
effect, according to the Vedinta, and therefore bnite,

222 DButhad Aranyakas Il 4 5,

2:3.  Swetafratara Uoamshad IIT 10.
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further, this also should be mammtamed, then Brahms bewg an
object not asceitained by any uther neans of proof (than the
Veda), and peisoaal experience not declaring anything ulterior
to Soul (whieh 15 held by the Sgnkaris) to be uureal, one who
thus asserts the falsity of all means of proof and things proved
thereby cannot be regarded as competent to engage 1n disensaicn
Lastly, swnce (224) the teaclungs conveyed i1n the illustration of
the 1eflection of the moon i the witer admit of explanation
as wutended to make known that (Biahina) 13 nnaffected by the
faults attacling to Soul and not-Soul, which constitute his
body, they do not deny the reality ot the esseuce and uature of
the Lord taught m other texts Aund the faultlessness of the
internal Ruler s declared in the Siuti, “Thete {225) 1s one
god hidden 1o all berngs,” “As (226) oue fire, when 1t lias entered,
the world, assumes forma corresponding to the diffirent forms of
the fuel 1t burus, so the one Inwver Soul of all beings assumes
forms corresponding to the different forms it enters, and exists
also without,” * As (227) tha sun, the eye of the whole world,

224, Since a perfectly mppropriste meaning 18 thus established,
935, Svetadvatarn Upsnishad VI. 11,

226. Katha Upamshad II. 5. 9.

227. Ibnd IL 6 11,
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is not sullred by the external faults (mpunties) pertaining to the
eye (as dise.se) so the one Inuer Sonl of all beings 18 oot ullied by
the msery of the world, being hrmsclt without ™ Otherwise 1t
{228) would be vile to adduce the other illustration * As one etier
becomes diverse 1 water pots,” ete

But 1t may he asked, How a1t that we find the following and
other declatations of the auty of sput, “ As (220) cue ether 1s
viewed as possessing the differcnees of wiite, blue etc, so one
spint also 1s reganded as manifoid by those whose minds are
delnded by erro’ 7 We reply, Breause of non-diversity of
pabwe, fur the word ‘ditference ' 1 enniently accepted as aiguafyiog
diversity of natmie, as 1 the case of things very much abke

298,  If the illustrateons given of the reflzction of the sun and
moun i the water do wot conhvey the moeimny already set forth, we,
that the Saprewnc as Antaryamiis net affected by the faults of his body,
Soul and nut-Soul, which are pervaded by him, but teach the Sankara
doctrme of reflection, then the further illustration * Fur as one ether”
ete, must, according to the same system, teach the doctriie of e
sumsctiption, and so be discordant and urelevant,

229  That 1, ether (or sky) 13 imagned by the ignorant to
ponsoss thoge diiferences of colour, eto, whih really belony to suulight,
a.ouds, vapour, ¢te,
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people ale accustomed to say ‘there is no difference between
thiz (and that}’ So, also, there is no diversity of nature (230)
inherent 1n souls dwelling 1n bodies possessiug the differences
(drfferent conditions) of man, beast, and bird, when, excluding
their connection with these boles, they are considered 1n their
pure eseence, just as no divermty of nature pertains to the
atomic particles of the lotus pollen Such 18 the meamng of
such affirmations of umty and denwals of duality. Such, too, 18 the
meaning of the saying of Bhagavat “ {The learned look upon a
Brihman ) endowed with knowledge and refinement, {a cow, an
elephant, a dog, and a Svapaka), as all (231) alike, (Even here
worldly existence 19 vanquirhed by those whose mind 15 fixed on
vaiformity (of Spinit), because Brahma 13 withous fault and of
nniform ( 232 ) nature.” Because Brahma, vz, spintual essence,
18 uniform when freed from the faults resuiting from connection
with Nature.

230 Sonl 8 the same in essence, though there 18 a real dis
tinetion of mmdividuals.

231. Bhngavadgits V, 18

232 Il V 19 See RAmanma's Bhishya on the paasage.
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In view of the passages “ This Vishpu 1: the lord of all beings,
O students of Brahma, (in the Vardha Puraua) “The god Han
is the lighest object, by goodness Soul 13 iberated, goodness is one
with Nardyapa,” (aud in the Langa Puripa) * Vishnu himself
18 essentially goodness, there 18 no possibility 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 inteiligence (spiritual being) (thin Néidyanais the Supieme
Spint).  And there 15 also the following * He 18 here ealled Han
becanse he subdues and takea away Bishma, Indra, Rudra, Yama,
and Varuna”

And that Naidyanpa 18 the opposite of all imperfection, and the
repository of the whole assemUllage of excellent qualties 1s known
from such texta as  Verily one only, Naidyana, existed,” * Venly
eternal 18 Nardyana,” “ This Nardyana 18 the Inner Soul of ali
beings, devoid of sin, the one heavenly deity,” “ Nariyans is the
Supreme Biahma, Naidyana is the Sapieme Spirt,” (in the Subala
Upanishad) “ What then existed? Nething indeed existed here (1o
the wotld) “in the beginning , there was a baseless root—these
creatures are produced—there was one heavenly deity, Nardyana™

233 The senge seems to be that though, as just shown, all
spirit 16 the same 1n essence, still there n fizxed distinetion of netwe
petween the Supieme Spuit { Narayana ) and Sonl |
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(m the Svetafvatara Upanishad) “He is ommfic, ommseent,’
self-caused (sclf-existent), who knows, 1s the author of time, endow-
ed with qualities, who knows everytling, 1s the master of natine
and the embodied soul, the lord of the three qualities, the cause
of the boudage, existence, and hberation of the wold,” *“Uni-

versal existence 1n space and time, and hkewise the bestowing of
hberation, pertain to I1ari, butonly a lLittle of his divine grentness
Las been declared,” (1u the Skauda Puéina) “ He who takes eaptive
e the snaire of existeuce, and he who hberates from the svare of
. existence, the grver of alsolute emancipation, the Sapreme
Brahwma, 1s the eternid Vichno alone”  For the words ¢ Existent,”
‘Biahma,’ “the Self” ‘the Blessed,” ete, having their me.ning
defined by the word Nariyana occurnng in ltke passages (of the
Veda), denote the same deity (Nardyana)

But you will say, Since the words “Spirit alone was this in
the (234) beginning” affrm the existence of umity prior to creation,
how can Nariyana differenced by subitile Sonl and not-Sonl be the
cauge of the world? We reply that in  * That from which these
bemgs are born, by which when born they live, 1nto which depart-
ing they (235) enter,” 3t 1s set forth that beings Laving 1ejected

934, Bphad Arapyaka Upanighad 1. 4. 1.
235. Tmttuiyn Upanwhad IIT, 1.
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their groas form exist tn - Brahwna (236) by the assumption of a
nubtile toran, but Jdestruction of esseuce 15 not intended ; for 1n
“The Impetshable One (Soul) 15 merged 1n darkness (Nature)
duwiness vecomes one with the Supreme Deity,”—i1t 18 declared that
Natmie, here designated by the team darkness, becomes one with
the Supiewne Spint  The becoming coe with the Supreme Spirt
1s existing as that winch canuvot be cogmsed as (237) distinet.
This 1s the meaning of the word *laya’ as seen for lnstabnce in
“The birds ate incrged (concealed) m the tree,” “the deer are
meiged (concealed, 1n the foiest” Hence, too, 1t 18 sa1d “In the
begtnning this was hidden by daikvess and unperceived,” ** From
this the Maya-associated Oune creates all this, and 1n 1t another,
(Soul), 18 enclosed Ly (238) Maya ™ (239) For that ** Having entered
iu, He 18 the 1uler of beings, the relf, (or soul), of all,” means that,
the Lord existing o subtile form becomes his own ruler, and his
own self, 18 wholly unreasonable , just as it would be to say *fire

236. During the period of pralays they continue to exist one
with Brahma, and thua the Supreme, differenced by subtile aoul aud
not-Soul, becomes the cause of the world.

237. Not the becoming 1dentical with.

238  Svetidvatars Upamshad IV, 9.

239, Here begins a long repetition of paragraphs ocourring at
pp S1—53.
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burps 1tself’ Likewise that by the woids “It is He alone thau
causes mm whom He desires to degrade to du wrong deeds,” 1t 13
meant that He, though omuiscient, causes wrong deeds which are
the occasion of His own expenenciug of hell, in the form of Soul,
and that He though able to cease fiom evi] deeds, is the regulator
{actuator) therein, is altogethet incongruous,

And the aothor of the Siitras has said “ Thiougb the de-
elaration of the other, (Soul}, to be Brabhma, there would attach
the fault of the not-making of what is beneficial” ete, i e,
it is said by those who maintawn the 1dentity of the world
with Brahma, that the identity of Soul also with Brabma 1
declared by the texts “That thou art” and *“tiug Self 1s
Brahma,” ete. In reply thereto, it 18 urzed (in the Sitra), ‘If
by these sentences 1tis declared that another, vz, Soul, 13 Biashma
then the not-making of a world taking the form of what 18
beneficial to himzelf, and the making of a world injurious to
himself, and other faults will attach to Brahma as one endowed
with the attributes of amniscience, real resolve, etc. ‘This world 1a
a cause of infiuite pain, originatmg from self (body, ete), from
elemeutal beings (wild beasts, ete ), and from superhuman powers
{ demons, ete), and one who is self-dependent and wise does not
engage 10 such a work, (viz, as the making of the worid), reault-
ing 1n lus own disadvantage
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The Sruti passages declaring that Brahma is distinet fiom
Soul, are rejected by you whem you assert the dentity of the
world and Brahma, for if theie 1s distinchion, identity eanuvot be
established. If you say that the Srut: passages that speak of dis-
tinction, relate to adventitious distinetion, and the Srut: passages
that speak of :dentaty relate to essential 1dentaty, then 1 this 1e-
gard 1t eught to be stated whether the uoconditioned Biahma, the
cause of the world, koows Soul tobe essentially 1deotical with
himself or noet. If he does not know, there 1s an end te omuiscience.
If he does know, then there inevitably attach to Biahma, as one
knowing the pain of Soul, 1deutical with himself, to be hrs own pain,
the fuults of the not-makwg (of a world) beneficial to himself, and
the making (of a world) ynjurious to hamself.

It msy 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 1gnorance—imagined difference,
(aud not to any real distinction). Here, also, on the view that
ignorance resides in Soul, the afore-mentioned dilemmasa (240)
would present itself, and the same consequence would fullow, If

240, Namely, that stated on p. 73,
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von wmamtain that ignorance resides in Diabma, we reply that

© Biah betng of self-lunnuous ossence cannot be a witness of

1gnorabee, vot ean (241) the erention of the woild be a result of
such witnessinig I you say that the helit {Juminous nature or
essence of Biahnu) 15 concealed by ignorance, we 1eply that
concerlment canses failme of light | hence as light {luminousness,
self-manifestation) v the essence (of Brahma), there would
oceur u faillure (destrnction) of essence The destruction of es-
seuce thus nnvolved, and 1wuumeiable other faults have aheady
becn spuken of

Agan, there 1s the Satra, ¢ But (242) (Biahma) 1s cltenor
to Soul (or Self), because of there being a declaiation of differ-
euce,” The word ‘but’ sets aside the {opposite) view, Bialima
1s ulterior, 15 a different being fiom the Inteiual Sonl or Self,
which 1s susceptible of counechion with pun ongmating in the
{corporeal self etc Whence? ‘Because of theie beng a de-
claration of difference’—-because the Supreme Brahma is declared
to be distinct fiom the Inteinal Soul iu such Sruts passages as

241. The cieation of the world {dushty) iz held by the Sankaras
to be the result of Brahma's being & witnesa (pesceiver) of Nescience,

242, Brahma Sitras 71 1. 22,
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“He (243) who dwelling i Soul 15 within Soul, wliom Sual does
ot know, whose boly Sonl 1s, whe rules Soul within, he 15 thy
Soul (Self), the roler withig, the unmeortal,” “ But (244) wheu e
regatds Soul and the Actuator s distinet, then dehghted there-
by (ot together with hnu, the Actuator, the Supreme Spu)
? “He {243) 15 the cause, the lmd of the
lord of the orgauns,”  * Oue (246) of them eats the sweet fruit the
U Y There (247) are two, one know-
ing, the other vot knowing, both wnborn, oue stiong, the other
weak,”  “From (24%) this the Miavd—associated one cieates ull
this, and 1 1t another (Sonl) 15 imprisoned by Masa,” «“ Tt e (249)
Master of Nuture aod of Soul, the lord of the qualities,” * He
{230) 1s the eternal among the eternals (the suptemnely eternal) ',

Lie attams tnmor tality

other losks on without eating,

243, Biad linpyoka Upanwhad 1L 7. 22, éomé tustead of
vijndna, acccrding to the Madhyandma text,

244, Svitasvatma Upapnishad L 6.
245, Iwd. VI. 9,

246 Ind IV, 6.

247, Itud, T 9.

218, Imd, IV.9.

249. 1lld. VL 16.

250, Ibd. Sloka 13.
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“ He who pervades the impenshable (Soul), whose Lody the im-
perishable 1s, whom the imperishable does not know, is the
inner Soul of all beings, devoid of s, the ome heaveuly deity
Naiayana”

(251) Moreover, in deep sleep also there is difference let-
ween Soul and the Bupieme Spunit, for 1 the words “Thus per-
son embiaced by the omuiscient Soul knows nothing that 1s
without, nothing that is within,” it is declared that 1n the state
of deep sleep there 1s a sublation of all knowledge pertaining to
Soul of what 15 withont and within, because it las been ficed
from all weariness {when embraced) by the all-knowing Supreme
Spint, for one who is devoid of knowledge cannot at the same
tune be embraced by his own self being all-knowing and truly
existent. And 1o “He then becomes umted with the existent,
my dear child, he is gone to his own self,” 1t 15 not declured that
there exists a umity of essence 1n 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. 632.
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be 15 then absorbed in Biahma as bis own sclf, but his own ab-
sorpttou 10 ht9 own self 1s unpossible, Also 1in “ He then he-
coiney wited with the existent, my dear child,” the words ‘ united
with’ ngreemng in meaning with the word ‘embraced,’ in accord-
auce with the pioper foice of the third (wstinmental) case, it 1s
mmpossible  that Soul and Brahma should be one 1n essence
Hence the autho: of the Siitras has said, “ Because there 1s 1e-
presentatuon of difference 1n deep sleep, and n the gowng forth
(of Soul at death),”

Of ke 1mport are the Satras “ Because (232) the qualities
that aie to be described find place in (ate possible, belong to)
Bralima alone,” * Because (253) they do not find place 1n the
embodied one, Soul, (that 1z not iefened to as intelligent, ete) ™
The gqualities about to be descuibed find place 1n the Supreme
Spint alone—*“He (254) who 1s intelligent, whose body 15 vital
spirit, whose form is hight, whose resolves are real, whose essence
i like ether, whose are all warks, all desites, all 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 Saitras 1. 2, 2,
253. Ibd. Satra 3.
264, Chhindogyn Upamiehad ITL 14, 2.
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But it may be said that the preeeding words (255) “ Lot himn
thus meditate ™ contan the medititron {npiisana) enjoined, the
foregoing “ He who 15 inteflurent,’ cte, 15 an injunetion of qualitics
by the aseniption of whieh the meditation 18 to be peifoimed,
and, furthermme, meditation by means of unreal quahties may be
the mattet enjoned (236G), as in the text @ Let {237) him meditate
on nmutd as Bithma,” (wheie mind 18 only an assumed quality of
Biahna) , for otherwise such sentences as “without (258} vouce,
without toueh,” teaching that Biahma s without qualities, wonld

L1

be contiadwcted  Hence 1utelligence and she other guahities
mentioned aie not real.

We reject ths view, for the 1eason that it wonld contradiet the
Satia “ Because (239) of the setting furth of one certified in all”
Its meaning is that 1o all the Vediinta texts Bralima is cettified,

235,  Nunely, in the passage just quoted.

256, Or, as thas translation seems io1equue vildedrthah, porhaps
the more coriect tranglation would be rand this meditation mny have
ity ohjeet (viz Brahua) enjoined (declued) thtough the wedium of
unreal quahties’

257. Chbandogya Upwishad 11T, 18, 1,

258. Katha Upanmhad 1. 3. 15,
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and hete (in the Chhéndogya Upamshad) the very same being
that 13 mentioned in the begintmmg of the passage-—“One shouid
thus calmly meditate, * Al this 1s Brahma, for 1t 1s produced,
absorbed, ant breathes io tht’"——is (in IIT 14 2) set fouth ns
differenced by intelbgence and other qualities.  For it cannot be
alleged that the argument coutained in the Sibra 1s * Because of
the setting forth of fictitionsly—asciibed (unteal) qnalities 1 all
the Veddnta texts,” scemg that that would mvelve the disproof of
what Loth the Vedanty and your system seek to prove (viz, the
true natme of Brahma)

Nor can 1t be said that the words “ull this is Bralima’® ae
really intended to moake known the non-existence (of all but
Bralma), for that would be opposed to the argument which
follows— for 1t i« produced, absorbed, and breathes in that’
Moreover, if the wods *all this s Bialima’ ate really an in-
junction (declarstion) of the falaity (of all but Biahma) by
declaring the woild to he a meie appeatance (m by making
manifest its real nature), then the following injunction of medi-
tution on Brahma as possessed of quahties, viz  * Let him thus
meditate, woul! Le meantngless, for it would be urational to

259. Bralima Stiras 1. 2, L.
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hold that one who has received the knowledge that Bialima is
undifferenced (devoid of qualities) should afterwards be enjoined
to meditate on Brahma as possessed of qualities, As for * without
votce, without touch’ and other Siuti passages, they teach that
the nature of Brahma is diffeient 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 1utelligent,” ete).  For as the Smrit1 says, “The quahlties
of Nature, viz, satfvddi, pertain not to the Load™

But it may be said that in the passage just quoted ( * without
voice, without touch,' etc,) the words ‘ Likewise without taste,
eternal, without smell,” aie a denial of smuli, taste, ete,, but hele
(in the passage ‘He who 13 mtelhigent’ ete), the words * whose
are all amells and all tastes’ are an affirmation of all smell and
taste {as qualities of Brahma), and there cannot be in the same
entity both guahties and the absence of gnalities. Hence the
{apparent) contiadiction i3 to be ropelled by describing (setting
forth) a distinetion of subjects (in the Vedic texts), namely thus,
that intelligence and other qualities {therein mentioned) pertain
to Brahma viewed as an effect, and voicelessness, etc, to the pure
(albsolute) Brahu:a.

This, too, we 1eject, for the fullowing and other passages of
the Stut1 and Smrity prove that to NAriyane alone pertains the
highest nature, and that he 13 endowed with qualities a8 possess-
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mg divine and excellent qualities, and devoid of gualities as fiee
from natural {peitaiming to Prakrts} and evil gnalities —= All
this 1s the (Supremne) Spirit, all lives through him,” " The maste:
of all, the lord of soul, the eternal, blessed, 1mperishiable,” “Whom
(260) sages weave (as weavers a piece of cloth) n the midst of
the world-ocean, (that 15, whom sages know to peivade all
things," “ There 13 none who rules over ham,” « His (261) name 19
Gieat Glory,” “Onc who 18 higher than the high, and greater
than the great,” “There is none seen equal to him, or superior,”
“ There (262) 13 none equal to thee,” ¢ Theie never has beeu, nor
will lie, one greater than the lotus-eyed Vishnu,” (sn the Variba

Purdana) “ There has not been, nor will be, a greater deity than

Niariyana,” (in the Brahma Pwfna) “ There is declared uo other
1efuge Like unto lum, so, without doubt, the Vedas stendfastly

proclaim,” (in the SvetaSvatara Upamshad) “ He 1s ommific, omni-

scient, self-caused, who knows, 1s the aushor {or destioyer) of time,
endowed with gqualities, all-knowing, master of Nature and Sonl,
lord of the qualities, the cause of the bondage, the existence, and
the hberation of the woild,” “ One God hidden 11 ali beings, all-

pervading, the inner soul of all bewugs, the supeivisor of works, the
dweller 1 all beiugs, the witness, the chserver, absolute, and
without qualities,” “Eudowed with qualities, devord of quahties,
attainable Ly knowledge, is Vishnn, all the compames of holy
sages cannot declaie all bis qualities though he 15 serparate from
the qualities of Nature (sattvd@rs)” Tins Spirit 15 devord of sin,”

260 Mahanddyana Upanoabad 3
261, Svetidvatara Upsuwhad [V 19.
362, Bhagavadel'd X1 ¢ 3
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“His supreme power 1s deelared to be mandold,”  * Naidyana is
the (highest) being, the snpreme ™

By thus describing (setting fth) a distinction of sulyects
sinee 1t appeais that Biabma 1s one only, a two-fold natwe 15
wrongly asserted .

Thns far a brief ndication (of the system of Rimanuja, and

Lis refutation of Sinkara doctiines)
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1I. SPECIAL WORDS AND PHRASES.

ABHASASABDA, 54
ABHEDANIRDESA, 61,
ADRYAROPA, 3.
ADVITIYATVA, 23, 27, 31
AGRASABDA, 31,
AHAMARTHA, 36
AHITARTPATAGATEARANA, 51
AJNANA, 3,7, 34, 40
AJNANAKRITARILEDA, 738,
AKASADRISHTANTA, 46
ANTARYAMINO NIRDOSHATVA, 66
APAVADA, 3
Arora, 87
ABAT-GUNA, T7.
AsarT, 18, 37,
ATAPA, 64
ATMAIKATVA, 67
ATMAVAILAKSHANYA, 67
AVACHCHHEDA, 40,
AVIBHAGA, 45,
AvVIDYX, 4, 13
BADHITANUVRITTL, 7
BHEDANIRDESA, 61,
BHEDAVYAPADESA, 57.
BHCTABHAUTIKAVAILAKSBANYA,
78,

Branwma, 1, 3,15, 23, 83, 51, 73,
BRAHMADVAIVIDHYA, 82,
BRAHMAINANAPAKSHA, T3
BRAHMASARIRA, 45

BRIAATTVADI, 48.
CHAITANYS, 42, 43,
CHHAYZ, 54

CHIT-ACHIT, 70

Dosna, 13, 38, 66
Dosaisrarsa, 66.

HEvaA, 13,

HEYAGUN ARAHITATVA, 81
HEVAPRATYANIKA, 14, 70,
HITATCPAJAGADAKARANA, 51,
Iévara, 11, 43, 49, 55.
JAGADVYAPrARa, 1.
JAGATKARANATVA, 3
JAGANMITHYATYA, 3.

Jiva, 40, 43, 44, 46
JIVAINANAPAKSHA, T3
JIVABHAVAPATTE, 43, 44, 46

Jivasya BRAUMANSATVA, 57,
JNATA, 36.
KALYANAGUNAGANAKARATVA,70.
Kinraxa, 18, 38,
KiRranaTva, 70.

KaARMA, 45.

KiRrya, 18, 21, 38,
KSHETRAINA, 10, 45.
KSHETRAJNANADITVA, 45.
Lavya, 71.

LAKSHANAVAKYA, 2,
MAHAViIKYA, 42,
MANOMAYATVADI, 77.
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