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MOTTO:

Paiicavimnsam jad elat te proktamm Brahmanasatiama |
tatha fan na tatha c¢ elr tad bhavan vakium arhali ||

“ This Twentyfifth [of the Aupanisadas)] (i.e. aksara) which
has been described by you, O best of Brahmins, pray tell me
whether it 1s so or whether it 1s not so. ”

MBh. XII. 318. 58.






Page.
5,
11,
11,
24,

25,
42,
43,
44,
44,

Line.

2:
6:
27:
28:

32

40
1;
21:

23:

14:
14:
30:
16:

read
read
insert
read

n
"
”

"

ERRATA.

mailra for
vadanly "

maltira.
vadnli,

a comma after ( amria ).
karman or yoga instead of karna

Samlkhya for
avyakia "
budliyamana »
d-vidyd ”

msert a comma after 1spu,

read
read

n

“itself” for
“ther(:” )
“that” "

delete semicolon,

read

read
"
»
12
W
N

»n

delate

read

“L. Mahabharata” ,,

viddhi yogan »
“invulnerable” "
“believed” .
buddhaka ”
elt »
“not” "

lallvasanyintal ”

or yogam.
Samkhy.
agyakla.
budhydmana,
a-mdya.

“tsvlf”,
“rhere”.

“what”.

“Mahabhairata”.
viddin yogan.
“invulnarale”.
“belived”.
buddhak.

el
“note”.
taltvsaanyidal).

“and” after indentity.

“from” for

“for”.



Page,
78,
80,
80,
80,
80,
94,
96,
97,
99,

100,

114,

123,

138,

138,
141,
143,
144,
145,
146,
152,
152,
154,
166,
170,
173,
177,

Line.
3%
8:
11:
20:
11:
19:
17:
7:
27:
15:
23:
27
5:

36:

6:
27:
15:

27:
20:
31

N

ii

read  “(reference)”  for “(refence)”’.
» “differentiated” ,  “difterentisted”.

y  ‘“twentyfive” »  “Twentyfive”.
w  “Twentyfifth” y  “Twentifitth”.
» talmabhavana y famabhavana.
delete “the” before “more”.
" “this”,
read  “throughout” for “throught”.
» €S . » €.
substitute “The views of both” for “Both”.
read “otfered” for “done”.
» “beings” » “begimns”.
delete ‘the” before “Knowledge”and
“not-Knowledge.”
" “the” before “Bh. Gi.”
msert “second” before “Imperishable.”
read “8)’ for “(0)”
” adhibliila w  adlubluuifa.
» “would” y  will”.
” “penetrated” » “pemitrated”.
” “their authors had”,, “they have.”
» “lo have found” ,, “that we have.
” “need” y  “would” )
» Upalabdli » Upalabalu.
» “moon, sun” »  “Moon, Sun.”
» aksare , aksara.
»  ‘“studied at” y  “visited”



CONTENTS.

INTRODUCTION.
The Problem ..;
. The term aksara - e a g

Its meaning

The Present Situation ... ... .
The Bhagavadgitd Termmology not very vague.
Aksara n the Bhagavadgits, a technical term.
Auds to mterpret 1t

The Earlier Metrical Upanisads

The Moksadharma Section in Mahdbhdrata XII.

- The Brahmsitras
Synonyms of aksara .
Results of the Author’s Investigation ...
Editions and Translations used

Works and Articles consulted: their Abbreviations ...

CHAPTER 1 :—Aksara n the Upanisads

* " The Impersonal and the Personal i the Vedas.

In the Oldest Prose Upanisads
« The two Conceptions not yet connected
Earliest Solution of their Relation

\/Further Development: The Impersonal lower

than the Personal ...
v Avyakia, a Synonym of aksara ...
Both eternal: both goals: both widyas ...
, /'A'kgam, a Conscious Cosmic Principle also

'

PAGES,

~
|
—- 0

O 00 00 NI O O UL ULp B

[a—ry
(]

11-16
11
11

12
12

12
13
13
14



PAGES.
Aksara, the Matrix ( yoni ) 14
Aksara, the Power ( sakti ) 14
Aksara, a dharma of purusa ... 14
The Doctrine of ‘Dualistic Monism’ ... e 14
Two Natures in the Earlier Metrical Upanisads. 15
Terms for the Higher Nature ... 15
Terms for the Lower Nature ... 15
Paths leading to aksara and purusa ... 16
Progress during the Period of the Earlier
Metrical Upamisads ... e e 16
Idea of Trinity in the Svelagvatara Upanisad ... 10
CuAPTER 11 :—~ dksara m the Bhagavadgita,.. we 17-29
Aksara and puiuga, two “goals” as in the Earlier
Meirical Upanisads ... 17
Purusa, the Presiding Deity ... 17
Aksara, the Abode 17
Brahman, a * ynonym of aksarnu 17
Brahman, not ident.ticd w.th Krsna or purusa... 18
Brahman in Bhagavadgita VIII 18
In Bhagavadgiti XIV ... 18
In Bhagavadgita VI ... 18
In Bhagavadgita XVIII.. . - 18
Meaning of “Vasudeval: sarvan’ 1n Bhagavad-
gita VII . 19
Brahman 1n Bhagavadgxta X and XI 19
In Bhagavadgita V 19
In Bhagavadgita IV ... 19
In Bhagavadgita VI ... 20
Prof. Garbe’s View untenable ... 20
The Bhagavadgitd’s Distinction between the two
Natures . 20
Aksara, the Higher Nature, a meg Sp1r1tua1
Principle 20

The Lower Nature, an Eﬁect of aksala ver ? 20



m

Synonyms of aksara
The Bhagavadgitid’s Theory of two avyaktas

or two prakriis
The Higher Nature, eternal ... e
The J.ower Nature, a Material Principle

Dufference between the Bhagavadgxta and the
Later Mahibharata ...

Progress during the Bhagavadglta Period
The Three Great Paths of the Bhagavadgita ..

Samkhya, and yoga i the Bhagavadgltﬁ, only
two Paths, not two Schools.. .

Samkhya, Sannyasa rather than jiana ..

Jiiana, the reverse of karman ve. sannydsa in
the Eartier Meirical Upanisads

Yoga in the Bhagavadgila, inclusive of jiianaie.
the Knowledge of Atman

Yoga, jiiana plus krrman...

Sambkhya, jiana plus samyasa

Pro:. Edgerton’s View untenable

Meamng of “Samkliya and yoga are one’ in
the Bhagavadgita

Identity of Goals, not ot l’dths
Prof. Hopkimns’ View untenable

Yoga Pa.th, the Bhagavadgitzi’s special contri-
bution . .

Bhagavadgltﬁ XVIII 13, a Reference to
Samkhya as a School

Prof. Edgerton’s View untenable

The Individual Soul, an Agent...

Survival ot that view in the Later Mahibhﬁrata

Dr. Dahimann’s View amplified

Two Techmcal Meanings of “yoga” m the
Bhagavadgita .. con .

The Path of Devotlon and Medltatlon

One Aupanmisada School with three Paths

PAGES.

20

21
21
21

23
23

23

24
24
25
25

25
25
26

26

26
26
27
27
27

27
28



v

PAGES.
The Possible Re~edition of the Bhagavadgiti... 28
No Doctrinal Change in the Re—edition 29

CHAPTER III :—AFEsara in the Later Mahabharata... 30- 91

Dustinction between the Chapters of the Four

Schools 1n the Later Mahdbhdrata necessary. 30
Prof. Edgerton ... . 30
Prof Hopkins and Prof. Deussen 30
Dr. Frauwallner 31
Prof. Jacobi ... & . 31

The Series of Twentysix Pnnmples older than
their Enumeration and Numerical Demgna—

tions ... . 31
Numerical De51gnat10ns adopted by all the four

Schools of the Later Mahdbhirata ... 32
Samkhya, a School of only Twentyﬁve Princi-

ples ... . . 33
Yoga, a school of Twentysm Prmmples 33
Aupanisada, a School of Twentysix Principles... 33
Mistakes of Prof. Hopkins and Prof. Deussen ... 34
Paficaratra, a School of Twentyfive Principles... 34

1. The Aupanisada School.. .. 35-41
Impressive Consistency of the * para-ladder”

Accounts of the Aupanisada School ... ... 35

“ Jiana”, the Lower Nature ... 35

The aksara—and—purusa Doctrine as in the
Earlier Metrical Upamsads and the Bhaga-

vadgita .. 36
The Lower Nature as 1in 'rhe Earher Metrncwl

Upanwsads and the Bhagavadgitd ... 36
Non-identity of the two Natures emphasised ... 36
Aksara the Higher Living Nature 37
Aksara designated jiva and ksefra ... e 37
Mistakes of Prof. Deussen and Prof. Hopkins... 37

Other Synonyms of aksara in the Later Maha-
bhirata e ses XX (2 R "'0 38



PAGES,
The Numerical Designations ... v .o 38
Progress in the Aupanisada School during the
Later Mahdbharata Period ... -... 39
The Doctrine of “ Pluralishic Dualism ” 40
The “Tetrad” of the Later Mahibharata
Aupamsadas ... 40
The Rise of another Aupanisada School in
the Later Mahdbhdarata 40
Numerical Unity of the Lower and the Hngher
Natures e e 41
Numerical Unity of -aksma and puruw.... 4]
The Doctrine of “sthana-bheda” 1n “aksara—
and—purusa” ... 41
Further Proof of the Existence of the School of
these “Saints” . e 41
2. The Szrpkhya School .. .. 41-56
Samkhya Chapters in the Later Mahdbhdrata ... 41
Samkhyas’ Rejection of “ ayvakfa budlzyamana ”
1e. the Higher Nature . 42
Mistakes of Prol. Hopkins and Prof. Deussen . 42
Samkhyas’ Rejection of “acyula paiicavimsa” . 43
Siamkhyas' Rejection of “ sasvala ayyakla ” ... 43
Connection of the Samkhya terms with those
of the Aupanisadas ... 44
The terms avidya and vidya ... . 44
Confusion of Prof. Hopkins ... 44
Prof. Deussen ... 44
The terms ksara and aksam 45
The term j#dna ... 46
The term ksetra ... ... 46
Samkhyas’ Nature, a Combmat1on of the two
prakylis of the Aupanisadas ... ... . 46
, The Sdmkhyas first to emphasise ( but not to
origmate ) the Theory of Evolution ... ... 47

Samkhyas' Acceptance of the Aupanisada purusa 47



Vi

Theistic Character of the Later Mahiabharata
Samkhya School

Explanation of “ anisvara ” in MBh, XII, 300...
Prof. Edgerton’s View untenable

Terminology of the Later Mahadbharata Sim-
khyas, a sure Witness of therr Descent from
the Aupanisadas ae

Difference between the L: tter Mahﬁbh&rata
Samkhya and the Classical Simkhya Schools

Ignorance of the term “ prakrti-vikrii

Primutive Cenczption of the Mind

Prakrti described as Male, not as Female vea

Terms unknown to the Classical Simkhya
School ..

Identity of Iwa and Iévara Thelsm
/Primitive Conception of the Grounds for Purusa’s
Existence e
Purusa, an Agent
Absence of the Classical Sﬁ,mkhya ldea of “vweka
No Plurality of Souls e
Prof. Hopkms Prof. Edgerton’s and Prof Deus-

sen’s Views untenable..
Dr. Frauvallner’s View amphﬁed
The Later Mahabhirata Samkhya much prior to
the Classical Simkhya School

Progress made by the Later Mahibhirata
Samkhyas

Complete Separation of Spmt and Matter

Contents of the Works of Asuri and Paficadikha:
Rejection of the Higher Nature

Rise of the Later Mahabharata Samkhya School
from the samkhya Path of the Bhagavadgita...
Resemblance between the samkhya and yoga
Paths of the Bhagavadgiti and the Later
Mahgbharata Schools of those names vee

PAGES.

47
48
48

49

50
50
50
50

51
51

51
51

51
52

52
52

53

53
53

54

55



vii

PAGES,

3. The Yoga School .. 56-84
Yoga an independent School of Thought in the
Later Mahabhirata ... - 56

Statements regarding the difference of Doctrr
nes and Identity of Praclice between the Later

Mahabhdarata Samkhya and Yoga Schools ... 56
Prof. Hopkins’ and Prof. Edgerton’s Views

untenable ves . ces 57
Meaning of “Simkhya and Yoga. are one’

i the Later Mahdbhdrata ... .- 57
The Twentysixth never said to be a Pr.mcnple

of the Samkhya School . 58
Comparison of the Statements with the actual

Teaching . 59
Rejection of the Higher Nature 59
The Conception of Prakrti . 59
Prof. Hopkms and Prof, Edgertons Vlews un-

tenable.. . 59
Prof. Deussen s Interpretatlon also mcorrect 60
The Conception of summum bonun: ... e 61
Two Yoga Schools mn the Later Mahabh4rata.. 61
The Germ of both present in the Bhagavadgltai. 62
Their Priority to the Classical Yoga School ... 62
Prof. Edgerton’s and Prof. Hopkms Views

untenable s . 62
The Conception of the summium bonum dlfferent

in the two Yoga Schools 63
The Yogas’ Acceplance of the Twentysnxth veo 63
The Conception of the Career of Life ... 64
The Later Mahabhirata Conception of Three

nisthds without Reference to Schools.. es 64
Terminology of the Later Mahﬁbharata Yoga

uChOOlS [X) ese 65
Evidence for the same ... .e 66~68

Poinis of Doctrinal Difference between the Later
Mah4#bharata Yogas and Samkhyas ... 68



Vi

PAGES.

Distinction between Jiva and Paramitman ... 69
Evidence for the same ... 69
The Samkhyas critised by the Yog1s . 70-74

The Conception of the summum bonumm: the
Jiva becomes like Paramitman, not

Paramatman Himself ... 75
Evidence for the same ... . 75
The Samkhyas criticised by the Yogas we 76-78
No Identity of Jiva and Paramitman in the

Later Mahabhdrata Yoga Schools ... 78
Further evidence.. . ... 79
No Plurality of Souls n the Yog1 Schools 79
Mistaken Interpretation of MBh. XII. 308 by

Prof. Deussen and Prof. Hopkins ... 79

The Twentyfifth never becomes the Twenty31xth
in the Later Mahabharat Schools ... oo 80

Discovery of the Origin of the Classical Yoga
Doctrine of Transcendent God: Abandonment

of the Upanisadic Identity of J[ivaand Brahman. 81
Hislorical Importance of MBh. XII. 308 82
Adoption of the Later Mahibharata Yoga Term-

inology by other contemporary Schools ... 82
The Conception of “ budhyamiana” in all the

Schools e 83
Origin of the term “ buddha " older than

Buddhism ... 83
Progress made by the Later Mahabhérata Yogas 33
The Doctrine of ,“ Double Dualism of Sp1r1t

and Matter” ... e e 83

4, The Pificaritra School . 84-91
Paficaratra Chapters in the Later Maha&bharata., 84
Identificalion of aksara and purusa ... 84
Rewival of the Oldest Description of aksara ... 85
The term vidya ... ve 85

Nirayana named the Twentyﬁfth . 85



1X

PAGES.
The Nature, the Twentyfourth, “born” of
Nérayana 86
The Individual Souls and thelr Relatlon to
Nirayana 87
Progress made by the Pancalétra School 88
No Dualism ‘oo . . 88
Comparison of the Paficaratra with other Schools 88
The Doctrine of coincidentia opposiioriimn 89
Its Original Meaning ... . 89
Its Meaning according to the Acaryas ... 89
Ornigin of the Paficaratra School: Recondiliation
or Rewival of Vedic Religion under the Bhakti—
teaching of the Bhagavadgita 90
Paficaratra School also, a Path to the same
Goal ... 91
Further Development, the Brahmasiitras 91
CHAPTER IV:—Adksara i the Bialunasiitras... . 92-116
Claim for the Discovery of the Original Meaning
of the Satras ... . 92
Mutilation of the OrlgmaI Sutras 92
The Satrakira’s Discrimination between aksari
and purusa ... 93
Their Designations 94
Their Forms ... 94
“ Collection ” of their Thoughts 94
Their Funchons... 94
* Interchange of their Thoughts ... 95
Option of Choice between aksara and purusa... 95
Comparative Importance of aksara and purusa.,.. 96
Discrimination of ‘ Place ” in the Supreme
Beimng .. . 96
The Sutrakara s Termlnology . oo 96
The term “para’... 96
The term “pradhana” ... 97

The term “‘aksara” 98



“Aksara” as a pirvapaksa in Br. Si. IL....

Dr. Thibaut and Prof. Deussen

Vaisvanara in Chiudogya I‘panisad V., purusa,
not aksara .

Antaryamin Brhadﬁranyaka Up'mlsad III
purusa not aksara

Thorough Distinction between aksara and
purusa n the Sutras ... ven .o

Identification of the two Natvres: aksma or
purusa 1s also the (only) Nature ( prakri) ...

Aksara, the Conscious prakrle ...

Evidence of the yom—passages ..

Evidence of “jivena atmana” 1n Lhalldogya
Upanisad VI ... .-

Various forms of the Identification of the two
Natures .

The Sutrakidra’s Theory of aksa;a as the Nature
Br. sa. 1. 4. 1-7

Meaning of * Purusa 1s hugher than avyakia ”
(Katha Upanisad T11. 11)

Rejection of the lower Nature, the Intellect and
the Mind, as links 1n the Series of Evolution.

Two Aupamsada Schools criticised by the
Sutrakéra .ee .

The “sthana—bheda” () Vlew .

The “svarapa—bheda’ (?) View . . ee

Identification of these two Aupamsada Schools
with those of the Later Mahabhirata

The Sutrakdra’s Criticism of these

Problem of coincidentia oppositorum

History of its Beginning...

The Sutrakira’s Rational Explanatlon of the
Problem . .o

The Sutrakara, the Restorer of Advaltlsm in the
Aupanisada School ...

PAGES,
98
98

98

99

100

101
101
102

102
103
103
104
105

105
106
106

106
107
107
107

109

110



xi

PAGES,
Distinction between the Sutrakara and the Later
Mahabharata Pancaritras ... 111
Compromusing Character of the Satras... 111
The Oldest Upanisadic Schools... 112
The Younger Upanisadic Schools . 113
Formation of the Vedanta School: Its First Text
Book and its First Acirya ... 114
Practical purpose of the Union: The Desire to
oppose jointly the Simkhya and other hostile
Schools... cem . 114
Invaluable Contribution of the Giid Doctrine n
the Formation of the First Vedanta School ... 115
RETROSPECT . 117-121
APPENDICES... vae v 123-175
I:—INTERPRETATION OF THE UPANISADS . 123-141
A.—Mundaka Upamsad. ... . 123-127
1. Mu. Up. II. 1. 1-2. ... 123
2. Mu, Up. IIL. 2. 8. ... 124
3. Mu. Up. . 1. 7-9. ... .o 124-125
4. Mu. Up. L. 2, 13. ... e 125-126
Conclusion. .., e 126127
. B.—~Prasna Upansad ... . 127-131
1. Pr.Up.IV.9-11 .. .. .. 127-128
2. Pr.Up.V.2,57 .. e 128-131
Conclusion... 131
C.—-S'wetdsvatara Upanisad .. 131-141
1. Sve. Up. L 7~12 .. 132-137
2. Sve.Up. V.1 . 138-139
Concluston ... s . 139-141



Xii

. - PAGES.
II:—INTERPRETATION OF THE BHAGAVADGITA e 142-151
® 1. Bh.GiIIL 14d-15... .. .. 142
Bh. Gi. VII. 29-30, VIIIL 1-5,8 ... 142-145

Bh. Gi. XV, 16-18 ... . .. 146-147
Bh Gi. XII. 1-4 ... oo 147-148
Bh. Gi. VIII. 18-22... ... 148-150
Bh. Gi. XI. 18, 37¢c-d 150
Conclusion ... .. 150-151

I1I:—NoO PLURAMTY OF SOULS IN THE MAHABHARATA. 152-154

1. MBh, XII 315. 10 e, 116 .o 152-153
2. MBh. XII. 350. 1-3, 7 ... 153-154

A T

IV:—INTERPRETATION OF THE BRAHMASUTRAS, ... 155-171
1. Br. Sa. III, 3. 1-53 ... ... 155-166
2. Br. Sa. 111, 2 167

(a) Br. Sk III 2. 11-21 .., ... 167-169
(b) Br. So. III 2. 32-38 ... ... 169-171

ADDITIONAL NOTES ... we 173-175
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH o 177178



INTRODUCTION.

Translations of the Bhagavadgitd abound, and their num-
beris constantly increasing, but notso the
The Problem. help for interpreting that famous {ext, such
as Colonel Jacob’s “ Concordance to the
Principal Upamsads and Bhagavadgitd.” Itis curious, indeed,
that even now, more than a centuiy after the first translations
and A. W. von Schlegel’s crifical cdition of the Bhagavadgiti,
the one work which ougsht to pirecede any translation, viz., the
bookonthe terminologyof the Gild, has yetto be
written. There exists so far but a single contribution to 1it, viz,,
Franklin Edgerton’s Paper “ The meaning of Samkhya and
Yoga,” which appeared in 1924 m Vol. XLV of the American
Journal of Philology.

Accepting Prof. Schrader's suggestion I, therefore, propo=

sed to supply this want and began by

The term aksara. examimng what seemed to us the most

puzzling of the metaphysical terms of the

Gila, viz,, aksara; and the wquiry on 1t grew to such an extent
that 1t has become the solc subject of this Thess.

The following table will give an 1dea of the present condi-

{ion of our problem. There are altogether

«Jts meaning. fourteen passages in the Gitai in which

the word aksaia occurs.  Three of thése

(viz., VIIL 13, X. 25, and X. 33 ) may be disnussed at once,

because in them the meamng “ letter ” or “ syllable ” 1s incon-

testable. 1n the remaining eleven places ( Bh. Gi. IIL. 15 b;

VIII. 3a, 11a, 21a, XI. 13a, 37d, XII 1c, 3a; XV. 16b and d,

18b), where it may be supposed to mean a metaphysical

principle or an adjcctive qualifying the same, 1t 1s understood

as follows by the two best known Indian commentators and
four European translators :—



Bh. Gi,
III. 15b

VIIL 3a

11a

21a

XL 18a

37d

XII 1c

3a

XV. 16b,d

18b

2

Sankara. Riminuja. Garbe.
The Supreme Themdividualsoul. The Imperish-
Soul (m.). able (cause of
brakyti).

Brahman (n.). The One of the Imperishable
form of the ag- (ad;.).
gregate of indivr-
dual souls (ksefra-
jiasamagtiripa).

" The Immutable »
posessmng the at-
tributes  “ not-
gross” etc.

(Not explained.) A hberated soul. , m VIIL 19
(ady. to avyakia

bhava.e.purusa
in VIIL 22).

Brahman (n.).  The Immutable. (I&n erishable
ady.).

(Not explamed.) The principle The Imperish-
(called) the indivi- able.
dual soul (jivat
matativa ).

Brahman, the The nature of »
Supreme Atman, the 1nner self (=the impersonal
(pratyagatmasva- Brahman).
ripam).
The One presid- » Imperishable
ing over the power (adj.).
of Musion,

TheLord’s power The liberated The Impersh-
of Tllusion. person. able (the indivi-
dual soul).

The seed of the The liberated »
world-tree (1.e. the soul.

power of Illusion),
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Deussen. Barnett. Hill Bh. Gi.

The Imperishable The Imperishable The Imperish~ IIL. 15b
(cause of (cause of “Word- able (cause

Veda—Word). Brahman”). of prakrait).

The Impernishable. The Imperishable The Imperish- VIIL 3a
(Vasudeva).  able (Vasudeva).

The Imperishable The Imperishable The 11a
(also the (the Abode). Imperishable
Syllable Om). (the Pranava).

“Aksara The Imperishable The Imperish- 21a

(imperishable)”  (identical with  able (identical
(identical with purusa in VIII 22), with puwrusa

avyakta bhava in m VIII 22).
VIIL 19; ad}. to
purusain VIII 22).
The Impenshable. The Imperishable. The XI. 18a
{mperishable
1 ” ” 37d

” » » XII. IC
(the Absolute).  (Visudeva).

" The Imperishable. ” 3a

(Do.)
Imperishable " » XV. 16b,d
(ady. to purusa). (the World-Soul). (the soul, in-
dividual and
umversal).
The Imperighable, The Imperishable, The 18b

Imperishable.
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It will be seen from the above that, while the Indians {eel
at hiberty to understand, in each case, the
The Present Situ-  word m the sense mn which it fits best in-
ation. to their own plulosophical Systems, the
Europeans show a certam tendency to-
wards gwving the word so {ar as possiblcone consistent
meaning Bulitisclear that none of them, Indian or
European, has endeavoured {o study the word in
the light of previous and later texts, not
even Deussen who, having translated sixty Upanisads and most
of the philosophical texts of the Mahabhaiata, was best equip-
ped for that study. The reason for thus neglect 1s, of course,
the supposed irreparable vagueness of the terminolcgy of the
Gita.

The terminology of the Gila 1s, however, nol so vague as

it 1s generally believed to be  There are

The Gitd Termi~ certamn words which are known to the
nology not very Gitd as sanyiias “ techmical terms,” while
vague. .| there are others which are yet in the
making. To the former class belong

words like katmuan (N1IL 3), avvakta (VIII. 18), adhyahna
(X1. 1), kseira, kseliajiia (X111, 2), gunatite (XIV. 25), asvaltha
XV. 1), dvandva (XV. 5), puiusoftaina (XV. 18), sad (XVIL.
26~27), a=sad (XVII. 28), sunnyasa, lvaga (XVIIL 2,11; VL, 2),
stluta—prajite (1L 55,76), adludaira, adluyajiia (VI 29-30,
VIII. 1~4) and many others. There are some terms which
the Gita uses m two or more technical meamngs, e. g., yoga
(V. 4 VL 23; 1L 48), samklya (V. 4, XVIIL 13-14), etc.
Moreover, pravadunit “ they declare,” prahuli “they say,”,
ucyale “ it 1s called, ” abludluyate “1t 1s named ”, samnjiictam
“ called ”, smrtam * known (in tradition)”, udahrfam ' 1llus-
trated (by people)”, prathuiali * well-known ”, proktain “ sad
to be "—all such expressions which often occur in the Gita n-
dicate the existence of a fixed terminology to which the author
had recourse. But there are also a number of words which
are used m fwo or more meanmngs without there being an in-
dication of their having had at that time any technical sense.
Such terms are prakrii, guna, maya, mahad bialman,Svabhava,
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nitvana, buddhi, param. ajiana, adhisthana, mad-bhava,
wal-sadharimyam, amsa, matira, karuna, samyva, siddhy, ele. It
1s to be noted that while expressions such as samyjilifam,
proktam, prahul, etc. frequently accompany’the words of the
former class, they are not to be found n the passages where
the words of the latter group occur. This shows that the
Gita had certan fixed terms at its disposal.
Was aksara a technical term in the days of the Gita? In
II1. 15, aksaia 1s introduced as if 1t were
Aksara, a techni- very well-known to the reader., In VIIL
cal term. 3, aksaia 1s given as the explanation of
- Brahman; this shows that its meaning
was considered to be less ambiguous and better fixed than that
of the term Brahman. In VIIL 11, aksara is that one “which
the Veda-knowers declare . In VIIL 21, aksara 1s the desi-
gnation of the lugher avyakia othervisc “called” parama gali.
The Lord 1s said to be aksara which s “the lughest to be
known” (XI. 18) and “aksa1a, sad, asad, and whatever 1s be-

yond these” (XI. 37) In XII. 1, the conirast between the
meditators on aksara and on Krspa (1. ¢. purusa ) 1s introduced

as if the distinction betwecn the two were quite well-known;
the question 1s not whether both arc objects of meditation,
but it 15, which of the two 1s better. The description of aksura

(in XII. 3) 1s given not because 1t 1s unknown, but because
thereby the author wants to pomnt cut the difiiculties that

surround the aksara~mediator (XIL. 5). In XV, 16, ksara and
aksara are conirasted ( almost m the same way as i Sve. Up.
L 8) and kifastha s said to be the “designation” of aksara
(katastho sksara ucyale). So, 1t 1s quite clear that the author
of the Giti uses the term aksara 1n the unambiguous sense of a ,
technical expression. He has mherited it from very old trads-
tions, viz., from the traditions of the Oldest Pros¢ and the
Earlier Metrical Upanisads.
In addition to the internal ewidence that the Gitd itself
supplies to us, we have ample material to
Auds to interpret recover the meaning or meanings of the
it metaphysical terms of this work. First of
all, we have the Earlier Metrical Upani-
sads, to which the Gita iself refers (XIIL 4). These are the
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mmmediate predecessors of the Gita. A glance at Colonel Jacob’s
“ Concordance of the Principal Upani-
The Earlier Met- sads and Bhagavadgita ” will show that
rical Upanigads. the terms prakrti, maya etc., which are
not known to the Gitd as techmnical terms,
occur not at all or rarely in these Upanisads, while the terms
Like sanikhya, yoga etc., which the Gitd knows as used 1n more
than one technical sense are known to these Upanisads but
not as technical. For the term aksaia, these Earlier Metrical
Upanisads supply a good deal of information, as can be seen
by referring to passages like Sve. Up. L. 8,10, Sve. Up. V. 1,
and Mu. Up. I 1. 2. The relation of aksara and purusa in
the Gita 1s based upon the same in these Upanisads. The
Mundaka Upamisad in particular has rendered an important
service in this respect
The Mahadbhdratla philosophical texts, especially the chap-
ters of the Moksadharma Section of Book
The Moksadh- XII, show the stage immediately follow-
arma Section m ing that of the Gitd teaching, just as the
MBh. XII. Earlier Metrical Upamisads record the
preceding one. The terms hke sakmhya
and yoga, which have in the Gitd two ormore technical
meanings, have here only onecy and the terms like prakrfi etc.,
for the exact sense of which in each verse of its occurrence in
the Gita we have to depend mainly on the context, are in the
Mahdibhdrata fixed technical terms. The aksara—doctrine
of the Gitd has undergone a great development and in place
of the one System of the Gita, we have in the Mahabhdirata
at least four Schools, ecach of which has its own concep-
tion of aksara. This latter deserves to be fully examimed
in order to make out the sense of the term aksaria in its later
historical relations. In the course of my vestigation it was
found that the aksara—purusa doctrne as embodied in these
(four) Mahabhirata Schools which are the descendants of the
Gitd doctrine had been misunderstood, in consequence of the
Gitd doctrine itself having been previously misunderstood.
So the laborious task devolved on me of reconslructing as

best I could the several systems of those Schools, and thus the
Chapter on “ Aksara 1n the Mahabharata” 1n this Thesis has
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come o be the largest one (though it is only the summary of a
much bigger work to be published on a later occasion, if that
should be desired ). The Mahabharata philosophical portions
have proved to be specially useful, as théy have preserved
for us the history of the aksara-doctrine of the Gita in its
development prior to Sankara, the eatliest commentator on
the Gitd whose commentary is available to us.
The Brahmasatras, though not a regular commentary on
the Gita, were intended to explain not
The Brahma—- only the Upanisads but also the Giti in
sttras. so far asit agrees or seemed to agree
with them. They, thus, have a night to
be examuned for the preseni inquiry. It 1s well-known that
“api ca smaryate” and similar expressions 1n the Sutras refer
always to the Gita. Though the verses of the Gita are referred
to in the Satras only as a witness for the view of the Satrakara
about the Upamsads, and though unlike the latter, they rarely
form the wisayavakya of an entwre adlukarapa, the Sitras’
attempt to fix the meaning of the Upnisads which had greally
influenced the Gita doctrine 1s really useful to us for our pre-
sent purpose. The Sutrakdra had to consider, among many
others, the same terms with which we are confronted in the
Gita; avyakfa (1.4.1-7, in Ka.Up.1.3.11), aksara ( 1.2.21-23, in
Mu.Up.L.1.5-6 ; and 1.3.10-11, in BrUp.I11.8.7-8 ), dhrfs (L.3.
16, in Bh.Gi XIIL.6), prakrh (1.4.23), yom: (14.27,1n Bh.Gi.
VIL. 6, XIV.3-4), samadh (11.3.39, in Bh.Gi.IL44.53), para
(11 3.41, 11L.2.11 etc., in Bh Gi.I1. 59, 111.19), avyakta (111.2.23),
purusa (1.2.26)—these and many other terms have been either
discussed or are used during discussion by the Sitrakara,
Among the many useful remarks that the Sutrakira makes
regarding the terminology concerming aksara and purusa, I
may here point out Br. Sa.I11.3.52 where hc says that “Aksara
and purusa have the same designations 1n common, but the
application of terms in each case to either of them 1s to be
determined by the frequency of their occurrence ” (Appendix
IV). But what 1s more important 1s the aksara-dcctrine of the
Sitras in its relation to the purusa-doctrine. As one would
expect from an author who lived some centuries after the
Earlier Metrical Upanugads, the Git4 and the Mahabhiarata, (and
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the Buddistic philosophy), we have in the Siitras an indepen-
dent view bis:d upon these texts, revealing an age of
criticism, that yel remembered the Gitj
doctirine and was thus much earlier than that of Sankara.

When I discovered that the Satrakara’s aksara—or—pususa
doctrine was directly based upon the still unforgotten tradi-
tions of the aksara—and—purusa doctrine of the Gita ( though
the Satrakdra understands them in his own way), the difference
between the Satrakara’s own teaching and that of his commen-
tators appe wred so great that I had to undertake an independent
mterpretation of the Satras concerned, leaving aside the
question of critcising the other wterpretalions. Thus, the
Siitras have given an unexpected help in settling the sense
of the term aksara in the Gita.

In this way 1t will be seen that for fixing the terminology
of the Gita we have an amount of useful materials coming to
our aud.

I must here note that the Gita uses a number of expressions
in place of aksara, such as prakrti, para
prakrf, mahad  bralunan, ksetra, yomn,
avyakla, bralunan, atman. A systematic
account of these had 1o be postponed owing to the bulk that
tlus dissertation reached already during the investigation of the
term “aksara”, though almost all of these and also some of the
terms for the lower Nature had to be indirectly dealt with in
course of the study, not only 1n the Light of the evidence of the
Gita but also 1 that of the other literature connected with the
subject.

Regarding the results of my investigation I feel tempted

to say with Kalidaca: “Balavad apr Siksita-

Result of the . . v st
Author's Investiga- 747" atmany apralyayam cetali” (Sikun-
fion. tala 1. 2). I confess, I really have such a
feeling as regards some of ihe details of the
interpretations I have given 1o the various texts. I think how-

ever, that my dissertation will show that till now we have either
missed or not properly realised the significance of one very

important Chapter in the History of Indian Philosophy. The
histery of the aksara—purusa conception covers a very long
period of metaphysical thought definitely beginnifig with the

Synonyms of
aksara.
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age of the Earlier Metrical Upnnisads. The view of these was
confirmed and amplified by the Giti. This led to the origin
and developmeat of the four great philosophical Schools of the
Mahabharata, including the Mahabharata Samkhya School.
These, 1n their turn, were responsible for the establishment of
the Vedanta as a system 1n opposition to other Systems, the
earliest account of which can be said to have come down to
us in the Brahmasitras, which, henceforth, became the philo-
sophical Text Book of all the various Branches of the Veda.
If my nterpretations of these texts, taken in their entirety, are
not wrong, that will prove not only the importance of the
aksara—purusa doctrine m Indian Metaphysigs, but 1t will
also explain the as yet unsolved question of the ongin of the
Classical Samkhya, which should be ultimately traced to the
Gita theory of two Natures. Moreover, 1t has been here
discovered that the idea of a {ranscendent God, as we have it
in the Classical Yoga School, onigmated in the rejection of the
Upanisadic identity of Jiva and Paramitman. Regarding the
texts here dealt with, it 1s hoped, that the new interpretation
given to many verses of the Gita and the reconstruction of the
Schools of the later Mahdbhdrata made mn this work will show
that this “Great Epic of India” 1s a much more consistent and
much more useful account of the philosophical movements of
those days than 1t has been hitherto beheved to be. Lastly,
1t is left to the reader how far the pioneer effort made here to
present an independent explanation of parts of the Brahma-
stfras 1s successful 1n its aim of discovering the original mean-
mng of that aphoristic work.

.In conclusion, it remains to be stated thatI have asa
Edilons and rule used the Bombay edition of the
Translations used. Mahabhdrata; wherever the Kumbha-
konam edition was used, it has been so
stated. Similarly in case of numbering the Satras I have
followed Sankara’s pafha; otherwise, I have made a note. A
list of translations and interpretations of the various texts used
by me is given overleaf. I am indebted to most of these for
supplying me with a shmulaling pidivapaksa on a fairly good
number of passages.



10

Works and Avrficles consulted: their Abbreviations.

P. Deussen: Sechzig Upanishad’s des Veda, second ed.
Leipzig 1905.

P. Deussen ] Vier philosophische Texte des Mahabh4rata,
and Leipzig, 1906 (VPTM).
O. Strauss J

F. Edgerton: “ The Meaning of Sankhya and Yoga, ” in
The American Journal of Philology, Vol,

XLV, 1924 (AJP).
E. Frauwallner: * Untersuchungen zum Moksadharma, ”
- viz , “ Die saimkhyistischen Texte ” ( in
W. Z. K. M, Vol. 32 ), and “ Die nicht-

saimkhyistischen Texte ” (in]J. A. O S,
Vol. 45 ).

R. Garbe. Die Bhagavadgita, Leipzig 1905,
R. Garbe: Introductlion to the Bhagavadgita, Bombay,

1918, (IBG),
E. W. Hopkinst The Great Epic of India, New York,
1992 (GEI). ,

F. O. Schrader: Introduction to the Paficaritra and
the Ahirbudhnya Samhita, Adyar 1916,

The Bhagavadgiti (Bh. Gi.).

The Brahmasitras (Br. Sa.).

The Earlier Metrical Upamsads (EMU).

The Later Mahibharata 1.e. the Mahdbhdrata excluding
the Bhagavadgita (L. MBh.). .

The Mahabharata (MBh.).

The Oldest Prose Upanisads (OPU).



CHAPTER L

AKSARA IN THE UPANISADS.

The conception of the impersonal Absolute goes back to
the Rgveda: “ That which i 1s one the wise
The Impersonal speak of m various ways” (ekam sad
and the Personal wipra bahudha vadnfi RV, 1. 164.47)and
in the Vedas. “ That one (n.) bre1thed by its own
power 1 absence of awr” *( anid avatam
svadhaya tad ekam-RV. X. 129. 2. ). The idea of the personal
1s also to be traced to the same source: “ Purusa alone 1s all
tlus ” ( purusa ey edamn sarvam-RV. X, 90. 2 ).
Agamn, the Oldest Prose Upanisads know both these con-
ceptions “ Across what then, pray, s the
In the Oldest Ether woven, warp and woof ?* (Br. Up.
Prose Upanmisads. IIL 8.7 ); He said: ‘That, O Gargi, the
Brahman-phdosophers call the Immu-
table (aksara). 1t 1s not coarse, not fine, not short, not long,
...... (Br. Up. IIL 8. 8). Vernly, O Gargi, at the command of
that Immutable, the sun and the moon stand separatcly sus-
tained (Br. Up. 111, 8. 9)...... Verily, O Girgi, that Immutable
1s the unseen seer, the unheard hearer, the unthought thinker,
the ununderstood understander. Other than it there 1s naught
that sees; other than it there 1s naught that hears; other than
it there 1s naught that thinks; other than it there 1s naught that
understands’ ” (Br. Up. IIL. 3. 11). The personal afman also
is described i the same terms m Br Up. III. 7. 23.  About
purusa we read: “ So much 1s his greatness, yet purusa
is greater than this, all bengs are one-fourth of him;
three—fourths of um, the Immortal (amria) 1sn heaven ”
(Cha. Up. IIL 12. 6, RV. X. 90. 3) The pususa 1n the eye and
in the sun arc mentioned n Cha. Up. 1. 7.5 and 1. 6. 6. The
“ Golden purusa ” 1s found 1 By Up IV. 3.11, Br Up.also
states “ I am Brahman” (I. 4. 10) and “ He who 1s yonder,
yonder pmusa—l myself am he ” (V. 15. 1).
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Neither the Rgveda nor these oldest Upamsads feel it
necessary to consider whether the final

The two Concep- realily 1s personal or mmpersgnal The
tions not yet con- Br. Up. even ascribes personal altributes
nected. like that of ‘commanding’ ( prasasana )
to the impersonal aksara. Both the ideas

of aksara and purusa are mentioned here mdependently of
each other. Aksara 1s neither identified with purusa, nor 1s
it lower than purnsa. Each by itself 1s the highest object
of human Iife. The direct effect of aksara s the first element

- called Ether; and between aksarr and the Ether, there is no
other prmnciple.

But when we come to the Earlier Metrical Upanisads, we
find as if their authors werc engaged in the problem: “ Are
aksara and purusa two or one? In what relation do they stand ?”

The Mundaka Upanisad in one place preserves an earliest

- effort aimed as 1if at solving this problem.

Earliest Solution It thinks it best fo 1dentify the two and

of their Relation. thus to speak of aksara—purusa “the Im-

mutable [or] the Puruga” (Mu. Up.1.2. 13;

Appendix I). The author of tlus passage was confronted only

with the Oldest Prose Upanisads; he did not know the “Spiritual

Dualism” contained 1n the “Pluralistic Dualism™ of the Maha-

bharata Aupanisadas, of which we shall have to speak hereafter.

He tried to answer the problem of his age: “ Is the final

reality personal or impersonal?” He acquiesced in sumply putting

the two conceptions side by side. He may have been encourag-

ed 1n doing so by those who held that “ This shining, immortal

{ purusa who 1s 1n this earth ........ 15 just this alman, thus
! Immortal {amrta), this Brahman, this All” (Br. Up 1I. 5. 1),

But this 1dentification did not satisfy the philosophers of

the Eailier Metrical Upanisads, who
Further Develo- seem to have gone on rcasonmng “ How

pment: The Imper- could the personal and the impersonal be
sonal lower than identified? Were they not both of them
the Personal. mentioned separately in the Oldest Prose

Upamsads ? If they should be kept
separate, what could be their relation ? Can the impersonal be
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the master of the personal? No. The personal must be
higher than the impersonal.” This seem to have been the view
prevalent during the age of the Earlier Metrical Upamsads.
All of them agree 1n placing purum above akwm (’\Iu Up.IL 1.
1-2, I1L 2. 8; Appendix I; Pr. Up. V. 5. 7; App. I Sve. Up. L.
7-12 V. L App.I). The Katha Up. says “Purusa 1s hlgher
than avyakia” (Ka. Up. II1. 11), and in
Avyakla, a syno- Tai Up. IL. 5, we read: “Brahman 1s 1he
nym of aksara. tail ( of the blissful alman of the form
of purusa ).”  Such a tendency 1s already
found in Br. Up. where afman (who 1s 1dentical with aksara
m Br. Up. IIL 8. 8-11) and purusa called “ Aupamisada
Purusa ” are separately described i the same lerms (Br. Up.
IIL. 9. 26) and yet purusa s said tobethe last resort
(parayana) of atnan the All (Br, Up. IIL. 9. 10-17), and where
amrta (a synoym of aksara as m Sve. Up. L. 10) 1s distngui-
shed from purusa because it 1s his devata (Br Up. IIL. 9. 10).

But though the impersonal is thus definitely said to be
lower than the personal, bsth of them
Both eternal: both are the goals (gafi, the swmmum bonum)
goals: both vidyds.  for those who desire to be free from the
world (Mu. Up. ITI1. 2.8,1 1.5, III 1. 1;
App. I). The Mundaka Upanisad (IT and III) ams at teaching
that both aksara and puruga are objects to be independently
pursued by men, lhough those who meditale on purusa
go beyond “the bright one” 1 e. aksara (Mu. Up. IIL. 2. 1,
App. I). The Pr. Up. says that © jivaghana bralmaloka ” 1.e
aksaia 1s the lower brahman and purusa is the higher bralunan
(Pt. Up. V. 2,5-7 App. I). dksara and purusa are sad to
be the goals respectively m Sve. Up. IV. 18,1 11.  Agan, the
teaching of aksara as well as that of purusa 1s vidya “the Lore”
(Mu, Up. L 1.5, I 2. 13, I1. 1. 10, I1L. 2, 10). Moreover, both
aksara and purusa are eternal and unborn (Mu. Up I 1.6, 1L
1.2, Sve. Up. 1. 9). To this conception of the impersonal
.and the personal is to be traced ultimately the earliest germ
lof the Mahdbharata and the Classical Simkhya as we shall see
Hater on. .
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But, of aksaia and purusa - 'u'aboth of them “goals,” both

of them “Lores,” and both of them eternal,
why should the former be lower than the
latter? The reason was more a cosmogo-
nical one than either theological or onto-
logical. Brahiman or aksara or ay wakta which is lower than
the purusa (Mu. Up. II. 1. 2; Sve. Up. L. 1. 8; Ka. Up. IIL 11)
is a living principle ( fivaghana-Pr. Up. V. 5, App. I; prajiiana-
ghana-Br. Up. IV. 5. 13; jiva atman Cha. Up. VI. 3. 2, VL. 11,
1.); and both aksara and purusa are jontly to produce the
world (Mu. Up. II. 1. 5 c—d).

How can these amimate and conscious principles produce

the inammate, the unconscious? Here

dAksara, the Mat- the Earlier Metrical Upamsads contem-
nix (yom). plate on the nature of the relation bet-
ween aksara and purusa. The Sve. Up.

has gone further n solving this problem than either Mundaka

or Prasna Upanmisad. The Mu. Up. said that aksara 1s the

matrix, yoi, in respect to purus: (Mu Up. IIL 1. 3b), and that
“the male pours seed into the female” (Mu Up.IL 1. 5) The

Sve. Up. confirms this idea of the relation (Sve. Up. L. 2; VL.
16a, V. 0), but cxplainsit further: aksara 1s a power of the
Lord (Sve. Up. IIL 3), an unborn female

Aksara,the Power (L. 9); aksara is the maya or prakrfs and
(Saktr). purusa 1s ‘ the maywn’ the possessor of
maya (IV. 10):; and in this respect, not

m sofaras itisa “goal”, aksma 1s “the ruled” and purusa
15 “the ruler” (while the Jiva isa “nol-ruler”, Sve. Up. L. 8).

The Sve. Up. 1s the first to use these

Aksara,adhaima terms for explaming aksara. To put it in
of purusa. the terms of Vedanta ph1losophy, aksara
is dharma, puwiusa 1s dharmin. This

seems {o be the sensc of the higher—ness (paratva)
of the purusa, and it 1s quite consistent with the statement
that both aksara and purusa are eternal, that the knowledge of
both 1s Brahmawidya, and that both are goals. The parafva has
to do with creation, not with absolution.
There 1s a “Spiritual Dualistic Monism”;
together with the ]1va, aksara and purusa
form a Triad, but not three principles (Sve. Up. 1. 9, 12).

Aksara, a Con-
scious Cosmuc_ Prr
nciple also.

The Doctrine of
‘Dualistic Monism.
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With the above relation, aksara and puinsa set out to
create the world. At this stage, a new
Two Natures in conception entets the field of Indian
the Earlier Metrical Philosophy. The authors of the EMU
Upanigads. thought that the unconscious world (jada
jagat) could only be produced out of an
unconscious principle. They could not think that “the Ether”
(a@kasa) was directly lhe effect of aksara, as Yajfiavalkya had
really believed (Br. Up. IIL 8. 11; see P. 12 above). They
said, the unconscious Nature 1s an effect born of aksara when
this falls nto pregnancy through purusa (p. 14 above). Tlus
Nature 1s called bralman m Mu. Up. 1. 1. 8-9, The Sve. Up.
says that pradhina 1s the Mutable (I 10). The’Ka Up. meant
the same when 1t placed maldan alma between buddl and
avyakta (III. 10-11, VL. 7). The Ka. Up. 1s the first to en-
umerate the principles malking the world, 1n the form of an
evolutional series such as becomes common 1n later philosophy.
This Nature from which the world 1s directly produced is
inamimale, while aksara 1s the animate Nature As we shall
see later on, this distinction between the two Natures continues
to be maintamned 1n the Aupamsada School during the period
of the Gita and the Mahabharat.

There are many synonyms of aksara, which rise up during

this period of the EMU. The most

« Terms for the important of these for the history of
Higher Nature. Indian Philosophy atre avvakta (Sve. Up.
I 8; Ka. Up. IIL 11) and vidya (Sve Up.

V. 1, App. 1); “prakris” may also be noted here (Sve.Up.1V, 10).

*'The unconscious Nature was called the biahman which 1s
born (Mu. Up. L 1. 8-9), andya (Sve.

Terms for the Up. V. 1), ksara (Sve. Up. I 8,10),
Lower Nature. and pradhana (Sve.Up. 1. 10). Pradhana
was so called because it was thought to

fbe the first of the produced things. It had not become a
" technical term even 1n the days of the Mahabharata and the
Brahmasiitras where we find the word used by different
schools in different meanings as 1t suited them. (See Ch.IV.)
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The conception of the paths to reach aksara or purusa

has also advanced during this period.

Paths leading to Thus 1s clear when we conirast the simple

aksara and purnsa. mention of “4iiana” and “devayana” in

the Oldest Prose Upanisads with the

statements on the same topic in Mu. Up. III and Sye. Up. VI.

13. Thus shall be considered along with the teaching of the
Gita on the same subject.

If we compare the idea of aksara in the EMU with that
i the OPU, we find that, unlike the
Progress during Br. Up. (Iil. 8.9) which makes aksara, |
the EMU Period.  the impersonal principle, “a ruler” or
““a commander ¥ sustaining by its
command the world, the Svg. Up. definitely separates the
functions of aksara and purusa, and makes only the latter the
ruler and sustainer  Sve. Up. L. 8 says that the Lord, aksara
and the Jiva are the ruler, the ruled and not—ruler respectively.
Sve. Up. L.9a-b and IV. 5 state that all these three are
“unborn”, Sve. Up.I.12 explams the same three as “the nciter”,
prenty, “ the object of enjoyment ”, bhogya, and “the enjoyer”,
bhokty. The lower Nature 1s ksara or pradhana (Sve. Up. L. 10)'
or wyakla (Sve. Up. L 8); it 1s called wyakia because the Sve.
Up. which mentions aksara as the only awyakla, does not yet
know the theory of two awyakfas of the Gita (Bh. Gi. VIIL
19-21, App. I and II ); but this lower Nature is not “ unborn ”
and 1s not to be included m the Triad. The term “brakmant”
seems to have been used here for the Triad specially to
distinguish 1t as a whole from aksara
Idea of Trimty or isa either of which could be called
in the Sve. Up. Brahman (n.). Though the word
“bralynam ” may mean a Brahman-song
elsewhere, such a sense cannot be rcasonably attributed to the
term here. “Brahmam” ( Sve. Up. I. 9,12) 1s equivalent {o
“ parammasp bralma” m Sve. Up. 1. 7. The three are fraya or
three (Svc-. Up. 1. 7,9), but they form a three~fold reality called
“ trimdham biahmam” ( Sve. Up. 1. 12). We shall see later
on how the authors of the Mahabharala ( XIL 217 ) used this
passage of the Sve. Up. to express therr own idea of a Tetrad.



CHAPTER 1L

AKSARA 1IN THE BHAGAVADGITA.

The Gitd accepts the distinction between aksara and
purusa, taught oniginally 1n the Eailier Metrical Upanisads.
Aksara 1s not to be identified with purusa (Bh. Gi. VIII. 3-4,
10-11, 21-22; XIL 1-4; XV. 16-18; App. IL.); purusa is beyond

(para) aksara (VIIL 21-22; XV. 18;
Aksaraand purusa App. II); as an object of meditation and
two “goals” as in asa “goal” aksara1s not dependent on
EMU. purusa (VIIL. 11; XIL. 1). The aksara—
meditalors may even be said to reach
the purusa (Bh. Gi. XIL 4), or else those who have reached
aksara or Brahman, mnke a further progress and reach the
purusa (Bh. Gi, XVIIL 53-55; App. II). In this last pont the
Gita seems to develop the earlier aksara~doctrine. The Gita
prefers the meditalion on purusa to that on aksara, because
the former is easter than the latter (Bh.
Purusa the Pre- Gi XII. 5). Purusa 1s the “presiding
siding Deity. deity”, adludaivata (VIIL 4, 22; App. 1I),
and presides over aksara which is his
“abode” dhaman (Bh. Gi. VIIL 21, 3, 11). This 1dea of dhaman
appears onginally mn the Mu, Up. (IIL. 2.
ARsara, the abode. 1-4; App.I) and the Gitd develops it.
The word “pada’ 1s used for “dhaman”

in Bh. Gi. XV. 4 (as probably in Ka. Up. III. 11.)

One older word for aksara, used 1n the Git 1s Brahman.

It should be here pointed out that the

Brahman, a Sy- Gitd is always careful not to identy
nonym of aksara.  purusa with Brahman, because the latter
stands for aksara which 1s different from

and lower than purusa. Krspa is identified with purusa, and
3 i
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not with Brahman. Even Garbe finds that in reply to Arjuna’s
question: “ What 1s that Brabhman?”

_, Brahman, not (B Gi VIIL 1), Krsna does not say
ig::;t;ﬁgg j)m-m):“th “I'am that Brahman ”, but says that
e o Brahman is gaksara ( Bh. Gi. VIIL 3;
App. II). It would have been better if Garbe had accepted
as genwne this position of the Gita

Brahman in Gitd as regards the relations of Brahman
VIIL or aksara and purusa, as he actually
found 1t in the Gita itself. In Bh. Gi. XIV.

26~27, purusa or Krsna who 1s identified with purusa is stated
to be the foundation, prafistha, of Brahman

In Gita XIV, or aksara. 1f we accepf this statement of
the Gita that Krsna or purusa is different

from aksara or Brahman, we can clearly understand the teach-
ing of the Gita, Bh. Gi. VI. 27-29 explamns the method of
dhyana as apphed to Brahman (the word

In Gita VL “atman’” was also used in those days for
aksara or Brahman, as in Mu. Up. 1I. 2,

3-5, see App. I), and the same 1s said also of Krsna 1.e. purusa
in VL 30-32. Bh. Gi. VI. 27-32 1s no interpolanon, because 1t
does not say that “ Krsna 1s Brahman ”; 1t distinguishes the

two and only teaches the same method as to the attainment of
both. In Bh. Gi. VIIL. 1-4 Brahman 1s explamned as aksara,

and purusa or Krsna as the adludawata; the adhyajiia
(VIII. 4c~d) 1s not “ an answer by Krsna regarding himself ;
it refers to the Yajfia~philosophy of the Gita according to
which every act of 2 man 1s a yaziia and every man 1s the
purusa. Thal the purusa mentioned in VIIL. 4b 1s “the answer
by Krsna regarding himself” can be easily seen by a glance
lat VIII. 5-14 w'nich verses speak of Krsna as if he were
dentified with purusa. Krsna’s being pratistha “ the founda-
tion ” of Brahman ( XIV. 26~27 ) means that purusa is the
adhidaivala of aksara. ( VIII. 3-4 ): Krsna 1s identified with
purusa, not with “ the God ”, or “ a demi-god ”, or “ the
Impersonal”. In XVIIL 50-53, 54-55, Krsna 1s not identified

s with Brahman; but it is said that
In Gita XVIIL after reaching Brahman one can by
further development reach purusa who is higher than aksara.
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Vasudeval; savam ( Bh. Gi. VIII. 19, XI. 40 ) 1s not different

from purusa ev edam sarvam (RV. X,
Meaning of “Vasu-  90. 2). Simlarly, the other verses of the
devali sarvam” m seventh Adhyidya of the Gita will be
Gita VIL explained without any difficulty, if we

accept lhe Gita’s own words that purisa
is hugher than aksara, and f we remember that this puiusa 1s
the Aupamsada purusa, and that according to the Gita

both of them are “ goals” to be reached by the same
methods. In Bh.Gi. X. 12; XI. 18, 17; VII. 19; XI. 40 it

is not that the re—edior has not * shrinked from asserting
out and out the identity of Krspa with Brahman ” (Garbe,
IBG, p. 7) as he had done in Bh. Gi. VIII. 1-4; but Krsna is
here said to be both Brahman or aksara

Brahman n Gita and purusa ( X. 12; X1. 18; XI. 37-38 );
X and XI. sinularly he is also Vayu, Yama, etc. etc.
(XI. 39). When n the famous Rg—verse

the one Being 1s identified with Agny, Varuna, Indra, ctc., or
when in Nirada’s prayer in MBh. XII. 338, Nirayana is said
to be Purusa (8), Pradhana (17), Sacrifice (67), Paficaratrika
(67), Samkhya, Yoga (78) elc., we should suppose that each
of these passages was composed at different periods part by
part as the differenl identifications arose, if we accept Prof.
Garbe’s explanation of Bh. Gi. X 12 etc. A companson of
Bh. Gi. V. 14-17 with V. 18—26 will show that they teach the
attainment of purusa and Brahman

In Gita V. respectively through the same means
viz., the path of Yoga; mn V. 19 Brahman

is said to be frec from faults and impartial, while the same is
said of prablu, the Lord,n V. 14, as distinguished from the
Yogas following the path of purusa, who dedicate their intel-
lect and mind, and devote themselves lo puruse or prabhu
(17), the Yogas following the path of aksara aie here taught
to turn therr mmnd inward and find pleasure and peace
and lght wilhin themselves ( 24 a-b, 211b). One can
dedicate all his actions to Brahman ( IV. 24, V. 10) or to
e purusa (1X. 16 ). Bh. Gi. IV. 35 and

In Gita IV. VI. 30 say that one can see all bemngs
in Krsna or purusa and wice versa; the samc 15 said of
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aksara or afman in V1. 28-29 where the word afman is used

for Brahman. In fact there are two

Ia Gita VI. “ goals ™t aksara or Brahman and purusa

or Krsna; and there are many paths

to attain erther of the two. If the Gita offers any teaching

regarding these two, it 1s that the two are never to be iden-

tified. Both can be reached by the same means, as said in

XIL 1 and therefore the Gitd is agamst their identsfication

All the so—called Vedantic mterpolahons assumed by Prof.

Garbe can be understood as genune

Prof.  Garbe’s parts of the Gitd if we accept the Gitd’s

View untenable, own view regarding the relation ¢f aksara

and purusa. Krsna i1s purusa, not aksara,

This can be easily seen if we contrast the Gitd with the Pafica-

ritra texts of the Mahabharata ( see Ch. III ) or with the
Bhagavata Purina.

Though, as a goal aksara is mdepeundent of purusa,
in the process of creation this is not the case. The Gitd’s
doctrine of aksata as one of the {wo goals 1s the same as that
of the EMU. What the Gitd particularly seems to contribute
to the philosophy of those days 1s its teaching about aksara

as a partner of the purusa in the act

Gita’s Distinction  of creation, and this was done by dis-
between the two tmguishing aksara from the unconscious
Natures. Nature or brakman of Mu. Up.L 1.9.

Let us therefore briefly notice the Gitd's
contrast of the higher Nature with the lower one. Adksara is
here also a conscious hvmg Nature

Aksara,the High-  (VIL 5; cefana 1 X111 6) as in Pr. Up.
er Nature, a V.5 (sec p- 13 ) and the upholding
Luving, Sp1r1tua1 (dhrtz) of the woild 1s here also one of its
Principle. functions ( Bh. Gi, XIIL. 6; VIL 5; Br.

Up. I11. 8. 9; Br. Sa. L 3. 10, 16). For

this reason 1t would not be accepled as the direct cause of the
world. So akscra 1s m the Gitd the

The Lower Na- cauce of brakman “ the lower Nature”,
;‘i;i} aan Effect of o 10 the "Mundaka Upamsad ( Bh.
R Gi. IIL. 15; Mu. Up.1.1.9); and this
lower Nature becomes ( through activity or karman ) the
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cause of the creatton ( III 15; App.II ). This relation
of aksura and this brahman is the same asthat in Mu.
Up. L. 1. 9 1. e. the latter 1s “born” of the loriner. Aksara
may _be called para prakylr, and the bralman apaia prakrii
(VIL 4-5); n contrast with the latter which 1s called bralunan
(IIL. 15) aksara may be called mahad

Synonyms of brahman (XIV. 3). The higher Nature
aksara. may be called the sanatana avyakta or
aksara (VIIL. 20-21); the lower Nature

1s azyakia techmcally so called (VIIL 1&; XIIL 5; App. II).|
The union of the higher Nature and the

Gita’s Theory of purusa leads to the birth of “all beings”
two avyaktasortwo ( VIL. 6, XIV. 3; XIII. 26 ) Aksara 1s
prakrls. called also ksefra (XIII. 6, 20) or simply
prakrli (X1 19) and 1s elernal ( anads

or sandfana, as in VIII. 20 ) ke purusa (XUI 19). The Gita
associates the three gupas only with the lower Nature (III.
27, etc.), and “karman” actwity 1s the

The Higher Na- latter’s special attribute (I1I. 15). Maya
ture, eternal. m  here the lower Nature (Cf. III.
27 with VIL. 14-15). But though the

The Lower Na- Gitd thus makes a munute distinctiun
ture, a Malerial between the lower Nature, the higher
Principle. Nature and the purusa, it should be
noticed that these three are nol enume-

rated in the Gitd as three principles; the lower Nature 1s
twice said to be the effect of aksara (III. 15, IX. 7-10),
but the ligher Nature 1s eternal like

Difference bet- purusa as we saw above, and the

ween the Gila and relation f these last two may not have
the L. MBh. been considered by the Gitd to be really

more than that of dhaimadhainubhiva.
Ths is clear from the statemeni that even the aksara—wor-
shippers, in a sense, reach the purisa,

Unlike the Sve. Up. (L.8) and Ka. Up. (IIL 11) the
Gita knows two auvyakias ( VIIL. 18-20,

Progress durings XIIL 5), and while the Sve. Up. under-
the Gita Period. stood ksara to mean pradliina and ex-

plained ksara as vyakla; the Gitd says
that ksaia consists of “all beings” ( Bh.Gi. VIIL 18-19;
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VIIL 4; III. 14-15; XV.16) and that “all manifestations ”
vyaktis arise from the lower Unmanifest which 1s lower than
the higher or “eternal ” awyakia called aksara (VIIL. 18-21).
Equally important with the mention of these two awvyakias 1s
that of two prakrhis in the Gita, while the Sve. Up. (IV. 10)
knew only one principle called prak:#i which is the higher one
of the Gitd These two ayyakias and two prakriis were the chief
pomts round which, as we shall see in the next Chapter,
the Mahabharata philosophers centred their discussions.

Of greater historical worth than its contribution to the
metaphysics of the day, was the Gitd’s ethical and religious
teaching. This was its doctrine about the three great paths
of absolution: the samkhya, the yoga, and the upasana or the
bhakli paths, The Gitd says thal aksara or purusa can be

reached by any one of the many paths

The Three Great (Bh. Gi. IV. 11, 25-30; IX. 15). Bh. Gi.
Paths of the Gita.  XIII. 24-25 gives the names of these as
dlyanayoga, samkhyayoga, kannayoga,

and the path of pure upasana i.e. upasana not accompamned by
knowledge. The first three are also mentioned under the names
of dhyana, jitana and kannaphalalvaga i Bh. Gi. XIL 12.
The three paths of bliakli, fiiana and karman are also to be
found in Bh. Gi. IX. 13-14, 15 and 16 respectively. The path
of devotion 1s preached throughout the Gita ( XIII. 25; IV.
10; VIL 16; IX. 13-14, 32-33; XII 1-2; XVIIL 55). The
path of complete self~surrender and divine grace may have
been meant 10 XVIIL 62, 64-66 and XI. 47-48, though the
Gita does not seem to distinguish 1l from the path of devotion,
m the way it distinguishes between sainkliya and yoga or
7itana and kannan. Each of these 1s not exclusive of the rest,
but one particular i1dea 1s promunent mn each, Dlydna may
have been helpful to all those who aspired after liberation.

Here we are concerned ch1efly with s@mkhya and yoga.
These terms occur only once n Sve. Up. viz,, VI 13, where
the context shows that they are names of paths to reach the
goal; there is no word to indicate that they stand there for
plulosoplncal schools of those names; on the contrary it seems
that in the Sve. Up. they are less sharply contrasted with each
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other than in the Gitd. That the Gita knows these terrus only
as paths can be proved from the fact

Samkhya  and that Arjuna is asked lo follow either of
yoga n the Gita, the two paths samklya "and yoga (1L 39;
only two Paths, not 1III. 3; V. 1-5; VL. 1-2, XIIL. 24; XVIII.
two Schools. 1,49-55, 56 ). If samkhya and yoga
had been two schools of those names at

that time, the author of the Gitd who belonged to neither”of
these but to the Aupamisada School, would not have asked

Arjuna to follow cither of these. Sainkliya 1sa synonym for
sannyasa (V. 1-5; VI, 2; XVIILL; XVIIL 50-55) or jidna
(1IL.3; IX. 15; XII. 12, XVIIL 50-55); and yoga means the path
of action, the more complete name bewng karmayaga ( III. 3;
V. 1-2, 4-5; XIII 24d; XIII le; XVIIIL. 56). If these terms had
any other signification at that time, who could have profited
by these explanations assigned to them in the Gita?

I should here draw attention to the necessity of rendering
“sampkhya ” 1n the Gitd by “ renunciation” rather than by
“knowledge ”. The orign of the sunkliya path 1s to be traced
to the belief w2 yilana or widya as a means for absolution; and
this word “7iigna” was originally used to imply renunciation

of actions though the latter may have

Samkhya, sannyd- meant only sacrificial actions. “Awdyd”
sarather thangildna. meant sacrificial rites (K1, Up. I1.4-5; Cf.
Mu.Up. I. 2. 8), and 21dya the Aupamsadic

knowledge in contrast to these; when the term para vudya was
used for the latter, apara vdya was used

Jiigna, the re- for the former, as in Mu. Up. L 1. 4.
verse of karman ne. where ndya 1s contrasted with the Vedic
sannyasa n  the rites. But the contrast between these
EMU. two careers for life (1ustha) 1s brought out
most clearly m Mu. Up. 1. 2. Awdya

(mm Mu. Up. 1.2.9a) 1s explamned as karman m “ Yat
karminah......... ” (Mu. Up. I 2. 9c); and so the life of begging,
bhaiksacarya (Mu. Up. 1. 2. 11.), stands for vidya. This passage
of Mu. Up. is a record of the later form of a conflict between the
followers of the Vedic path of actions and those of “renuncia-
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tion of those actions” called jiZana, such as we read of in Cha.
Up. V. 10 which uses the term “pathas” for the two paths
(Cha. Up. V. 10. 8.), characterises them as “light” and “smoke”
(Cha. Up V. 10. 1 and 3) and calls them “devayana” and
“putrpana”’ (Cha. Up. V. 10. 2, 4). The same two paths are des-
cribed m Ka. Up. 1. 3. The words “n the forest” (aramye-
Cha. Up. V. 1. 1) and “the life of begging” (bhatksacarya—Mu.
Up. L. 2. 11) are indicative of “renunciation” sannyasa, a word
not known to these earher Upamsads and therefore not to be
expected therem. This latter term came 1into vogue for the
first ttme 1n the days of the Gitd, which uses bolh the terms
. jitana and sannydsa as synonyms (Bh.

Yoga n the Gitd, Gi. TIL 4, V. 1-2). In the Gils, karman
inclusive of giana or karmayoga or yoga, as it is often
1. e. the Knowledge called, 1s not unaccompamed by know-
of Atman. ledge, as it was the case with the path of
“karman’ 1n the earlier Upanisads. Bh.

Gi. I1. 53 says that the stfulaprajiia described in IL 54-72 15 2
follower of the yoga and a glance at lus picture will show that

he lacks no knowledge. Bh. Gi. TI1. 3—4 will show that samklya
is primarily concerned with sannyasa, and yoga with action,
while neither 1s particularly a path of knowledge. Whenever

Arjuna is asked to perform the actions of lus life, he 1s advised
to do so after having attained knowledge (IV. 15). The illustra -
tion of Janaka as follower of the path of karman proves the
same (III. 20). Karman or yoga by itself attansthe
same fruit as samkliya or sannydasa (V. 4-5). Instead of yitana,
sannyasa is opposed to karma or yogan in V. 1-2 and other
places. It 1s well known thal the predecessor of Sankara, had
explaned jiianakarmasamuccaya to be

Yoga, jitana plus  ihe teachmg of the Giti. If the Gita
kariman. opposed pure action (1e. action without
knowledge) to knowledge or renunciation

and said {hat either of the two leads to the same goal, one fails
to understand how it could teach such a doctrine. When the
Gita sometimes uses the term jiiine in place of the clearer
term sannyasa, it does so because 1t retains the older usage of
the term while 1t admuls or probably ¢mploys for the first time
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the new expression. All these poinls show, that in the Gita
samkhya 1s an equwalent of sannyasa,

Samkhya, jitana 1. e, jHdnasamuccitasannyasa, just as
plus sannvasa.  voga s one of kaiman 1. e. jiAanasamuc-
citakarman, Lastly, if we look to the

L.MBh. we find that the Samkhya is specially associated with
asceticism, and, as I shall show later on, the L.MBh. Yoga has
its own metaphysical theories (Ch. III), which could not have
developed 1if yoga in the Giti had meant actions without know-
ledge. For these reasons, I believe, 1t would be more accurate
to explamn the term sdmkliya i the GitdA as renunciation
than as knowledge (Bh. Gi. IIL. 4; V.1-2). In the Gitd
“knowledge” does not imply renunciation (Prof. Edgerton,
AJP. XLV, 1924), but 1t s renunciation itself. In the Gi
samkhya differs from the yoga only so
far as this renunciation of actions 1s
concerned. There is hardly any other pomt of difference

between the two paths, so far as the Giti

Prof. Edgerton’s 1s concerned. The association of samkhya

View untenable. with renunciation 1s not incidental but

inherent (Edgerton, AJP p. 32). To say

otherwise 1s {o deprive the Gila of its special contribution to
the Indian religion and ethics.

The above discussion as regards the meanings of samkhya
and yogua shows that when the Git4 says:
Mecaning of “Sam-  “Sainkliya and yoga are one” (V, 5c-d),
khya and yoga are 1t means that both are independent paths
one” n the Gita. to either of the two * goals ” of the Gitj,
aksaira and purusa. A confusion has ansen
regarding the meaning of this and similar statements in the Gits,
because such statements are also made with regard to the
Samkhy and Yoga Schools of the L. MBh. and the Classical
ones. It scems that at each of these three periods in Indian
Philosophy, the saying about the umty or identily of the two
had quite ditferent meanmgs and therefore we must interpret
it always with reference to the context.
Identity of Goals, The Gita explans it in the words : “The
not of Paths. same place ( 1.e. aksara or purusa ) asis
reached by the samkhya—fo]lowers 1s also \
reached by the yoga-followers ” (V. 5 a—b), and “One who bas |
4
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properly resorted to either of the two, gans the fruit of both”
(V.4c~d). Theyare two 1ndcpendcnt paths,
not two sleps on the same path as Sankara believes, nor does
it mean that “ the same system is both

Prof. Hopkin’s Samkhya and Yoga, the system being
View untenable. double but the teaching being identical, ”
as Prof. Hopkins holds. As we have seen,

the path of sannyasa accompanied by k:owledge was already
known before the Gitd was written, though under the names of
bhaikscarya etc., and the path of actions

Yoga Path, the not accompamed by knowledge was
Gita’s special ,con- also well known (Mu. Up. I 2.9-11). The
tribution. Gita was the first to put forth systemati-

cally a third path wiz., the path of actions

accompantied by knowledge and 1n doing so said that the first
and the last are the only paths, the middle one being considered
fit to be condemned (Bh. Gi. 1I. 41-45 and Mu. Up. 1. 2. 1-9);
and that out of the remaming two the latter was preferable
(1. 40; I11. 4; V. 2; VL. 1-2).

But the Gitd as we have it before us betrays more than the
knowledge of samikliya as a mere path. Though the expres-
sion “guna-samkhyana” cannot in itself suggest any reference
to samkhya as a school, because “ the discrimmnation of the
three constituents ” seems {o have originated in the Aupanisada
School (of the Gita) and to have been adopted later on by all
the philosophical schools that followed it; yet “samklrye ky tante”

(Bh. Gi. XVIIL 13) 1s the one undoubted

Gita XVIIL. 13, reference in the Giti to a philosophical
a Reference to Sim- school of the name of samkiiva which
khya as a School.  could not be directly described as a

darsana or sastra but only as the “samkhya

“m which the teaching 1s settled” ( krianta-siddhanta ). This
expression, though not implying a complete system of philo-
sophy, as 1s shown by 1ts contents, goes agamst Prof. Edgerton’s
view that nowhere 1n the Gita, the sam-

Prof. Edgerton’s khya has to do with the discussion of
View untenable, philosophical truth ( AJP. Vol. XLV,
1924 ). The followers of the path of

samkliya believed that “ all action ” belonged to pmk: 4, the
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lower Nature, as did also the followers of yoga and blhakti.
But a few of the former who seem to have differed on the
pomnt, held that the individual soul 1s onc of the five
agents ( XVIIL 15). While the Gita asa whole objected
toattributing any agency, karirlva, to
The Individual the individual soul, these samklya-sepa-
Soul, an Agent. ratists, as we may aptly call them, obje-
cted to attributing the whole agency
to the individual soul. Both the followers of samkliya and the
samkhya—separatists must have accepted aksara and purusa as
the “goals”~the then prevailing conceptions of summun bonum.,
The belief that the mndividual soul 1s an agent must have been
origmally the reason why the Samkhya-followers insisted upon
sannyasa. Bh. Gi. XVIII 12-16 only shows that some of
the followers of the samklyya-path of the Gitd had begun to
take interest in philosophical discussions, especially in that on
the origin of karfriva, the most burning question of the time
when the Gitd was wnitten. These samkhya—separatists seem
to have survived n the form of the later Mahibharata Sam-
khyas, who also held that the Atman
Survival of that is an agent ( MBh. XII. 315. 7-9; see
View in L. MBh. Ch. III ). But the samkhya—followers of
the Gita seem to have merged into the
Aupamsada School of the Mahabharata, the question of sannyasa
having probably come to rest by the doclirine of the four
asramas or stages of hfe of which the Gitd knows lttle. Thus,
as regards the Glta, not only 1s the samkiiva to be understood
as bralunavidya ( Dahlmann, Nirvina,
Dr. Dahlmann’s P. 165 ), but even yoga and bhakii or
View, amplified. upasana are also brahmavidya or rather!
we should say, all the three are paths
to brahmandya, because m the Gitd as i the EMU, the!
brahmavidya deals with aksara and purisa, and samkhya, yogai
and blakf: are means to it.

Regarding yoga, the reader may be remunded that the
Two Technical Gitd knows two technical meanings of
Meanmgs of “voga” the term, viz., ‘ karmayoga”’ and “dhyana-
0 th C%‘tzi YO8y y0ga”, both of which had no specual
10 the L. metaphysical doctrines of their own
(except that the “goal” was aksara or purusa). In the days of
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the later Mahdibharata, they reach the status of philosophical
Schools, as also do the samkhya—followers.

The Gita’s path of bhakh, upasand, gracc or complete
self-surrender (Bh. Gi. XI. 47-48; XVIII. 65-66; IX. 26; X. 9)
arose from an earlier movement ( Sve. Up. VI 18, 23; Mu.
Up. IIL 2. 3-4). 1nthe Gitd, bhakfi leads to aksara or to

purusa ( see “ bhaktah” 1n Bh. Gi. XII 1)

The Path of De- because u#pasand 1s not yet completely
votion and Medita- separated from bhakti. But this upasana
tion. or bhakli 1s according to the Gita “one-
minded” (VIIL 22,IX. 22; XL 54;1X.

is easter than that of the impersonal aksara (XIL 3).

The point to be noticed most of all is that the Aupani-

sadas of the Gitd admit the alternative of

O n e Aupani- aksaia and purusa, so that the Gita has

sada School with only one Aupamgida School, and not

three Paths. two. Moreover the samkhya— yoga— and

bhakli-paths of the Gitd do not discuss

what are the final principles, what 1s therr number, and

* how they are mutually related These and other problems are

attempted for the first time 1n the later Mahabharata. Thus,
the Gitd has only one philosophical school with three paths.

Lastly, if 1t be asked, whether there was a re—edition of

the “orniginal” Gita, I would venture to

The Possible Re- suggest that at first the Gitd taught the
edition of the Giti. samkhya and yoga paths to reach aksara
or purusa, and afterwards the path of

bhakti was added to these. We have already seen that the
path of pure karman and that of pure jZana which must have
anisen from the Vedas~and-Brihmanas and Upanisads res
pectively, were supplanted by the Gita’'s teaching about yoga
1.'e. jiianakarmasamuccaya. This latter may have been in
course supplemented by the path of blakfi, whichalso admitted
the possibility of a compromise between pure action or
karman and pure knowledge or sannyisa (see Bh. Gi. V. 29;
IX. 24, 27; cf. also the performance of sacrifices itf the L.MBh.



29

Paficaratra  School). And this was incorporated into the
Gita as a third alternative career (ustha) in addition to the
two it had already, viz,, samkhya and yoga. During all these
stages the philosoplucal theory inherited
No Doctrinal from the time of the EMU continued
Change in the Re- unaltered, and the §d1.nkhya and yoga
edition. continued to be mere palhs, and not
schools.  Thus, when the bliakiryoga
was recogmsed as a path, it was a path to aksara or
purusa (Bh, Gi. XII. 1). Purusottaina was subshituted for
purusa, but then aksara and ksara came to be described as
purusas (Bh. Gi. XV, 16-18: App. II). This shows that the
re~edition must have taken place long before the formation of
the Mahibharata Pificaritra School which identified aksara
and purusa (see Ch. III).



CHAPTER IIL

AKSARA IN THE LATER MAHABHARATA.

When one speaks of the later Mahdbharata philosophy,
he must distinguish not only between four différent Schools
but also between the Chapters describing them. MBh. XIIL.
182-253, 302-317, 308, and 334-352 respectively deal with
the MBh. Aupaiusada, Simkhya, Yoga and Pificaratra Schools.
The words Samkhya and Yoga are almost entirely wanting 1n

182-253 and if they occur they mvariably

Distinction bet- show that the author 1s referring to those
ween the Chapters Schools by way of explaining his own (1.e.
of the Four Schools Aupanisada) School. Thus, 23+. 28--30
in L. MBh. neces- 1s found to be a cursory reference to the
sary. Samkhya and Yoga Schools, if we look to
what precedes and follows these verses.

Sumilarly, 210. 9-10 and 14 refer to the Paficaritra School by
such words as “vidult” and “vadank’’; the doctrine contained
n these verses 1s that which we find in the Narayaniya Section
(MBh. XII. 334-352). On the contrary 302-307 and 309-317
give the principles which are common to both Simkhya and
Yoga, and also those which are peculiar to Simkhya only, and
even Prof. Hopkins says that 308 records the teaching of the
Yoga School only.  Prof. Edgerton’s

Prof. Edgerton.  contention that the principles described
in 308 belong to both the Simkhya and

Yoga (Schools) 1s based upon the grave misunderstanding that
the terms “samkhya” and “yoga”, even in the later Mahabharata,
denote only two paths of these names and in no way two
Schools of philosophy. Prof. Deusse:

Prof. Hopkins and and Prof. Hopkins have not admitted
Prof. Deussen. this four—fold division of the Chapters of
MBh. XII; they have not distinguished

the Aupamsada School (182-253) from the Simkhyk and Yoga
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Schools (301-317); and this mistake has led them to a great
confusion as regards the teaching of these Schools, as 1s evident
from Prof. Hopkins’ constant complaint that the author or
authors of the Mahibhdrata have tried to Vedanticise the
Samkhya coctrine, and also from the wrong interpretations of
the MBh. philosophical texts given by Prof. Deussen in his
Translation, which shall be pointed out 1n the following pages.
Even Dr. Frauwallner who deals with

Dr. Frauwallner some of the Chapters (182-253) as
“non—-Samkhyist texts” seems to under-

stand these as containing a pre-Classical Samkhya doctrine, but
not an Aupamsada one (JAOS. Vol. 45, p. 201, p. 203, p. 204),
though, as he himself points out in most of the cases, the
verses (1n Ch. 194, 219, 201-206) are closely connected with
the Upanisads. Prof. Jacobr’s belief that the basis of the Epic
Samkhya was the Classical Samkhya is

Prof. Jacobi. founded upon what he understands to be
contradictory statements in the Mahabha-

rata, viz., that “the Simkhya teaches only twentyfive princi
ples” (MBh. XII, 307.47; 308.14; 318.35), and, agan, that,
“Brahman 1s the Twentysixth” (e. g. MBh. XIL 308). (See
Prof. Jacobi, Ueber das urspruenghchc Yogasystem, p. 4.) He
thinks that the series of twentyfive principles was the origmnal
one and then Brahman was added as the Twentysixth. His
chief reason 1s that Brahman stands as the Twentysixth. But
if we look to the Earliest Metrical Upanisads and the Gitd, we
learn that the series of

The Seriesof 26 twentysix principles was
Principles older already known though the
than their Enume- principles were then not
ration and Numeri- counted and consequently
cal Designations. the numerical designa-
tions Twentyfourth,

Twentyfifth, and Twentysixth not
given to the highest three princi-

ples. Thus, five (subtle) elements, five (gross elements or)
“objects” (visayas or airthas), ten organs of sense and action,
the Mind, the Self-consciousness, the Intellect, the lower
Nature, the hlgher Nature, and purusa make up a series of
twentysix prmclples, and such a series, at least that including
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the last six of these is alrcady mentioned in Ka. Up.IIIL 10-11,
Bh. Gi. VIL.4-6; an ' the two Natures and purusa are also {o be
found mn the numerous passages from the Gitd and the Earlier
Metrical Upanisads quoted mn Ch. I. This shows th it the series
of evolution was known long before the number and numerical
designations of the principles came mto vogue. Neither the
Ka. Up. nor the Gitd knows any th.ng about these latter. In
this sense the series of the twentysix principles was the original
one and that of the twentyfive was arrived al by rejecting one
( viz., the higher Nature ) of the twentysix, as we shall see.
The Mahabharata Samkhyas were the
first philosophers to count the
principles and at the same time to
reject the higher Nature; but, then,
al the same time the Mahabhdrata
Aupanisadas accepted the fashion
of the day by counting their own
principles including the higher
Nature Itisalways said in the Mahabharata, as Prof.
Jacobr humself notes, that the Simkhyas have twentyfive and
only twentyfive prmwciples; and I must add that when a
twentysixth principle 1s mentioned, 1t is never said to belong
to the Samkhya School ( see below ). Thus, Prof. Jacobr’s
contention that the series of twentyfive was th= original one 1s
only partly nght; it 1s right in so far as the countingis
concerned, but not from the standpomnt of the series itself.
Therefore, I believe, my proposal to divide the Chapters of
MBh. XII in the manner I have done above, will prove
acceptable.

I have already said above that immediately after the
Samkhyas started the mode of counting and numbering the
metaphysical principles, the Aupanisadas adopted the fashion.
It should be mentioned further that this was the case also

with the Yogas and the Paficaratras of

sigl,f;‘;gf,g*cggo@g the days of the MBh. All the four
b .;11 the Four L Schools gave numernical designations to
l\gB‘uh. Schools. * therr more umportant principles. The

Samkhyas had only twentyfive principles
( MBh. XIII. 307. 47; 308. 1+ 318. 35); they held that
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the Nature, which for them is only one, is the Twentyfourth
and that the Lord or Vispu who is

Samkhya, a School identical with the Jiva is the Twentyfifth
of only 25 Princ- ( 302. 38, 39; 305. 37~39; 306. 36; 306.
ples. 39, 40, 42, 43-44; 307. 2, 8,9, 40).
The Yogas called the Nature the

Twentyfourth, the Jiva the Twentyfifth, and Brahman or the
Lord the Twentysixth, This diffe-

Yoga, a School rence betweenthe LMBh, Simkhya
of 26 Principles. and Yoga Schoolshasbeen till now
overlooked. The Yoga Chapter .

in the MBh. ( XII. 308 ) 1s emphatic n asserting that the
Samkhyas have only twentyfive principles ( XII. 308.
14, 25; see also 307.47 ) and the same chapter is equally
emphatic m stating that from the Yoga~standpoint the Jiva is
the Twentyfifth and Brahman the Twentysixth ( 308. 6, 7 ).
MBh. XII. 378. 17 clearly says that “ The budhyamana (1. e.
the Twentyfifth) is ¢ devoid of intellect (buddlu) ' (as compared)
with the prabuddha the Twentysixth; this 1s said to be the
difference ( nanatva ) of the Yoga School from the teaching

of the Samkhya Srut:”. This very 1dea 1s given in verses 6-7
of the same Chapter where we read that “ The Twentyfifth

knows the Unmanifest ( 1. e. the Nature ) but even he does
not know the Twentysixth who eternally knows the Twntyfifth
and the Twentyfourth (1. e. the Nature)’. In my opinion this
should leave no doubt that the Brahman which is described as_
the Twentysixth in this Chapter (308) 1s neither a S&mkhya!
nor an Aupanisada Twentysixth, but only a Yoga Twentysixth.!
The non-admission of this evidently clear statement of the
L. MBh. 1s one of the causes that have led my predecessors in
the field to various curious thcories such as those poimnted out
above. As we shall see later on, there was another Yoga
School 1n the days of L. MBh., which regarded purusa as the
Twentysixth. Another fact which we have to admut is that
the Aupanisadas of the L. MBh. had also

Aupanisada, a a Twentysixth principle; and this was
School of 26 naturally the purusa; they did not distin-
Principles. guish the Jiva from tlus purusa, and
consequently they held the higher

Natmée to be the Twntyfifth but called it the unfallen
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Twentyfifth (acyuta paiicavimsaka—~318. 57ff.) in order lo
distinguish it from the Twentyfifth of other Schools, specially
the Samkhya, According to thcse Aupanisadas, the lower
Nature was the Twentyfourth. This nomenclature of the
L.MBh. Aupanisadas has been preserved for us in MBh. 318.
55-82. The Chapter (318) as a whole states the Aupamsada
doctrine and clearly says that the Twentyfifth (1.¢. the higher
Nature ) of the Aupanisadas was rejected by the Samkhya and
the Yogas. Prof. Hopkins’ explanation of “acyuta paiicavimsa”
as denoting an attempt of the Aupanisadas to foist their own
view that “ the Jiva 1s destructible in Paramitman” on the
Samkhyas who rejected it, is quite unac-

Mistakes of Prof. ceptable ( Prof. Hopkins, GEI p. 137 ).
Hopkins and Prof. This1s so because no Indian School of
Deussen. philosophy has ever said that the Jiva is
destroyed in Paramitman and also beca-

use the context (sasvala avyakia—318. 56) clearly shows that the
“ acyuta paiicavunsa” is the higher Nature of the Aupamsadas.
The same has got to be sud with regard to Prouf. Deussen’s
translation of the verses in question ( VPTM pp. 665 ff. ). His
interpretation of verses 318. 56 eic. seems to suggest that he
himself had a doubt as regards what he was wrting. Lastly
I have to note that even the Pificaratras did not withhold
themselves from following the wusual

FPaficaritra, a custom of the philosophical Schools of
School of 25 Princi- the day. They named their highest
ples. principle (i. e. purusa 1dentified with

the higher Nature, as we shall see later
on ) the Twentyfifth (MBh. XII. 339. 24), and therefore their
Twentyfourth would be the Nature which they regarded as
“born” of the Twentyfifth ( see Ch. III). If we do not lose
sight of this fact of the nomenclature of those days, the number
of the so—called inconsistent statements in the L. MBh. will be
reduced a great deal. '
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It is noteworthy that MBh. XII. 182-253 which gives the
chief Aupanisada docirine exhibits a complete unity of teach-
ing if we examine 1t in the ight of the

Impressive Con- EMU and the Gitd. This becomes evident
sistency of the if we try to understand the “para—ladders”
“para~ladder” Ac- so called by Prof. Hopkins. These are
counts of the Aupa- found in L. MBh. XII. 204. 10-11; 204.
nisada School. 19-20: 210. 14, 23, 26~-28; 210. 35-39;
213.12; 247. 3-4,7. Most of these give

a complete list of all the steps in the ladder., The mam
difficulty that has till now been experienced by the various
mterpretors of these passages seems to

Jiiana, the Lower center in the term jnana ? ( 204. 10c~d,
Nature. 11 a, 19c~d, 213. 12¢c. ).” Prof. Hopkins
seems to confound this technical term

of the Mahabhdrata age with the word ‘“jiidna” in the sense
of knowledge leading to absolution ( GEL p. 136 and p- 131).
Dr. Frauw allner ventures the conjecture that jiianamn in these
passages comes from or 1s an abbreviation of janatina ( see
the footnote to p. 193, Band XXXII. “Wiener Zeischrift fuer
| die Kunde des Morgenlandes”). Prof. Deussen translates
Jiianam as conciousness (VPTM p. 225) and does not explam
why the intetlect 1s here the effect of that consciousness
( jianam, as he understands it ), in contradiction to the usual
description according to which the latter 1s the effect of the
former. Asa matter of fact, all these conjectures are not
necessary, if we do not lose sight of the text of the L.MBh. itself
which describes the L. MBh. Simkhya and says that “ The
Samkhyas called the jiiana (of the Aupamsadas) avyakia
( MBh. XII. 306. 40 and 307. 9) and prakrti ” (MBh. XII. 318.
40 ). These verses leave no doubt that the jiddnam in 204.
10c—d, etc., 1s the lower Nalure of the Aupanisadas, which the
Samkhyas adopted as their own Nature ( avyakia or prakih ).
This meaning of the technical term siianam together with the
fact that the theory of two Natures given in these ladders (e.g. in
247. 3-4,7) was already mentioned in the EMU and the Git3, is
a sufficient help for reconstructing the evolutional series con-



36

tained in them, the last three numbers of which are the same
as those in the earlier Aupanisada Schools viz., the lower
Nature, the higher Nature and the purusa. The para-ladder
passages are too numerous o be abandoned as “a loose exploit-
ing of the Siamkhya in terms of Brahmaism” (Prof. Hopkins,
GEL p. 131).

These Aupanisadas, like those of the Gitd, accepted the
aksara—and—burusa doctrine of the EMU.

The aksara~and— Both aksara and purusa are “goals” for
purusa Doctrine as them. In XIL 211.15 aksara 1s called
in EMUand Bh.Gi. saffva, and purusa kselrasiia. 210. 23
’ mentions  “ parain brakina ” and “dhata

prabhuly”. In 213.2 Visnu and avyakla or aksara, His residence,
are mentioned. 217.6-12 is an adaptation of Ka. Up. III. 11,
According to 237.31-33 saltva or aksara and ksefrajiia are lwo
Atmans. The higher Nature and the Lord are found stated in
240. 16-23,28; 240. 31-32, 34; 241. 22, 36;243. 3,15, 18,19,20;
247. 3-4; 248.20-24; 249.1-2, 10-11; 285. 36-37; 301. 21-23.
Purusa is said to be higher than aksara in these passages and
also 1n 210. 23, 36, 8. We have already

Thelower Nature seen that the lower Nature called jitana
as in EMU and etc, is also mentioned in these texts. In
Bh. Gi. all these respects the EMU, the Gita and |
L. MBh. Aupanisadas can be said to

have the same teaching,

But what 1s of particular interest to us, is the emphasis
that this Aupanisada School of the L. MBh. lays on the non-
dentity of aksara and purusa on the one hand and on that of
aksara and the lower Nature on the other. The latter point

is more vigorously put forth than the
Non-identity of former. This was done in two ways, viz.,
the two Natures by showing that aksara is a conscious
emphasised. principle while the lower Nature 1s not
s0, and by explaining that it 1s eternal as

distingwished from the non—eternal lower Nature.

The following statements emphasise the lving nature of
aksara i—
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(1) “The Subtle (stksma, i.e. the higher Nature) is able
to see the lower Nature, buddhi, elc.”

e Aksarathe Higher (MBh. XII. 204. 20).
Living Nature. ’

(2) “ Sallva (1e. aksara ) and kscirajiia are both of them
Atmans” ( MBh. XII. 237. 31-33). Prof. Deussen does not
explain why saffva which he understands as prakyli is called
Atman (VPTM. p. 353 ). The same statement 1s found also
in MBh. XII. 285. 36; 248, 20-24; 249. 1-2, 10-11.

(3) ¢ Purusa has himself become aksaia and ksara ”
(MBh. XII 240. 31-32).

(4) MBh. XII. 213. 12~13, 242. 18~20 and 252. 10c—d
say that aksara 1s the Life-principle ( Cf siva—bluild in Bh.
Gi. VIL. 5). It acts and ammates the All ( XIL 242. 20b );

its designation 1s jiva, and in company of
Aksaradesignated Time and Action it revolves the world
Jiva and ksefra (XIL. 213. 13); t1sfiva and yet itis
called ksefra ( XII. 249, 11 #f); it is the

seed of all individual souls (XII. 213, 13).

(5) The fact that aksara 1s “living” and is called “kselra”
( XIL 249. 10. 11f; 252. 11 ff,, 307. 14; 318. 111 ) agrees well
with Bh, Gi. XIIL 6 which states that ksefra includes celana
“ consciousness” and dlrfi  the sustenance of the world. ”
( Ct. also jivabhita and dharyate in
Mistakes of Prof. Bh. Gi. VIL.5.) All these passages
Deussen and Prof. metioning ksefra, which stands for aksara
Hopkins. as possessed of “life” jiva were not
considered by Prof. Hopkins; and Prof.
‘Deussen who translated the term “jiva” 1n this connection as
“the seed of the embodied” and “the individual soul” (VPTM
p- 256, 368, 398) did not notice the inconsistency mvolved
in calling that “ndividual soul” saffva or ksefra, and m saying
that the “individual soul” 1s “the seed of the embodied”.

(6) The lower Nature is “not-seeing”, a-pasya, the higher
Nature is “seeing”, pasya, and purusa 1s “always seemng” sada-
pasya (XIL. 318, 72, 73, 82).
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Nore.—As the terms pasya and a-pasya forming the
compound pasyapasya occur 1 318. 82 and also elsewhere 1n
the MBh., I propose to read “ Pasyam tathaiva ¢ apasyam
pasyaly anyaly sadasnagha”—in XII. 318. 72a~b. The mecan-
ing of the proposed reading given by me herc will also testify
to the correctness of my suggestion. For {he same reasons
I read “ pasyam ” in place of * pasyan " in 73 a of the same
Chapter.

(7) To pomt out the consciousness of aksara, it was
called * the awakening Twentyhfth ”

Other Syronyms budhyamana  paficavimsaka  ( MBh.
of aksara nL.MBh. Kumb. ed. 323. 70 ) in contrast to the

abudliyamana “lower Nature”; and also

(8) “the awakeming Unmanifest” budliyamana avyakia
(MBh. XII. 305. 34) as distinct from the “ apratibuddha
avyakia ” the lower Nature.

(9) Forthe same purpose of distinguishing aksara from
the lower Nature, the former was celled sasvafa avyakia “the
eternal Unmanifest” (Cf. Bh. Gi. VIIL. 20: sanatana avyakta),
implying that the lower Nature (or the Nature of the
Simkhyas) was not eternal i so far as it did not eternally
remamn mn the same condition (MBh. XII. 318.56);

(10) “acyuta pailcavimsaka”, “the unfallen Twentyfifth”,

as distinguished from the Twentyfourth which was “fallen”
(XII. 318.57);

(11) “the first deity” adya daivata (XII. 318.83, not “the
origin of gods,” as Prof. Deussen says); and

(12) “the primeval Twentyfifth” adya paficavimsa (XIL.
318.82).

(13) The same aim was desired to be served by giving
numerical designations to these three

The Numerical important principles. Though the higher
Designations. Nature was elernal and differed from
the lower because the latter was not

eternal and as such logically they could not have béen counted



39

as two, yetthey were said to be two. Aksara and purusa
were also numerically two, firstly because “ He (1. e.a
meditator) who sees the Twentysixth does ngt see “the seeing”
(pasyam—see notes above), the Twentyfifth i. e. aksara ” (XIL.
318.73a-b), and secondly because “ The Twentyfifth (1. e.
aksara) can think that ¢ There is none higher thanI,”
( XII 318.73 c—d ). Kgseira which is a term for the lwing
conscious Nature as we have already seen 1s said to be the
Twentyfifth (MBh. XII. 307.14c-d, 15).

Nore.—According to the reading in 72 a~b proposed
above, the verse means, “The other (1. the Sipreme Being)
sees eternally pasya (ie. aksara) as well as a—pasya (1. c.
the Twentyfourth). The Twentysixth sees (both) the Twenty-
fifth and the Twentyfourth”. Thus the latter hall of the verse
expresses 1n numerical terms what the former half does in the
terms of the attribute of consciousness or “seeing”. Verse 73a~b
says that the meditators of aksara (pasya) and those of purusa
(the Twentysixth of 72¢ referred to by “enam” in 73b) realise
only the object of their meditation and not both the objects of
meditation. 73 c—d asserts the self-consciousness of aksara or
the Twentyfifth and the fact that as a goal it 1s independent of
purusa. The interpretations of Prof. Hopkins and Prof.
Deussen, which are not discussed here, are based upon an in-
correct reading and hence fail {o present any consistent
meaning.

The above-mentioned sharp distinction between prakrti
(above which “stands” aksara~X11. 314. 10-11), aksara and
puiusa was necessitated by the opposition of the Simkhya and
Yoga Schools with which the Aupamsadas found themselves
confronted, as can be seen from the passages which mention

that distinction given above, The latter

Progress m the thus made each of these three principles
Aupamisada School an mdividual entity; they accepted
during L. MBh. wyakhblieda between aksara and parusa,
Period. though purusa was above aksara and in
that sense the latter was yet subordinate

to the former. The EMU and the Gitd had also distinguished
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between these three but the mutual difference belween them
had never before been considered sufficient to justify their
bemng enumecrated as three principles, as we have seen
in Chapters I and II. The EMU and the Gitd had maintained
dualistic monism of aksara and purusa.
The Doctrine of The MBh. Aupanisadas admitted a
“Pluralistic Dual- dualism of these, while, on the other
ism”. hand, their doctrine was a non—pluralism
in so far as the lower Nature which was
counted as an enlity was not eternal like the other two, but
was born of the higher Nature. Thus 1t 1s not possible to des-
cribe this system as a pluralism. It 1s very difficult to find
out an accurate expression from Western Philosophy which
would convey the exact sense of the metaphysical position of
these Aupamsadas. Under the circumstances 1t would not be
wrong to speak of it as “Pluralistic Dualism” of the L.MBh.
Aupanisadas.

It should be specially noted that, just as in Sve. Up., so
with the L. MBh. Aupanisadas the dehin, though counted
separately, 1s not actually considered a different principle
from the purusa (but somehow as an aspect of the latter). It
is only the L. MBh. Yogas, as we shall see, who achieved the
separation. The “tetrad” of the Aupamsadas is merely the

“triad” or Sve. Up. with »yakia added to

The “ Tetrad” it (Cf. Retrospect, foot~note) and with a

of the L. MBh. less theistic conception of the highest

Aupanisadas. principle which 1s here not so much the
“ ruler ” asin Sve. Up.

On account of the above-mentioned position of the chiet

L. MBh. Aupamsadas, it is but natural that we find, in the
same text a second Aupanisada School

The Rise of an- which seceded from the former. These
other Aupanisada separatisis were called “samnts” sadhaval
School in L. MBh. (MBh. XII. 318. 56, 78). They held
that the two ( eternal and non-eternal )

forms of the Unmanifest, apyakfa, should be looked upon as
one and the same end of the evolutional series, or that the
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eternal Unmanifest should be looked upon as the one end in

so far as it stands above the ( lower )

Numerical Umty prakrfi, which 1s non-eternal and an

of the Lower and effect of the former (MBh. XII. 318. 56;

the Higher Natures. see also the v. 1. in the Kumb. ed.).

Regarding the relation of aksara and

purusa these “saints” said that “One should look upon them

as only one on account of their

Numerical Unity (mutual) position” (MBh. XI1. 318. 79),\

of aksara  and or that “ One should look upon them as

purusa. one and the same because the Twerty-

sixth resides 1n the Twentyfifth * (accord-

ing to the v. L mn the Kumb. ed.). Thus the second

Aupanisada School also believes that aksara is the residence

“sthana” of the purusa, and thus accepts

The Doctrine of “sthanablieda” but it rejects “vyakhibheda”

“sthanablheda ” in  in aksara and rurusa and also 1n aksara

aksara—and—purusa. and prakrli. Prof. Hopkins is not right in

identifying these “saints” with either the

Samkhyas or the Yogas who only quoled the ** saints”

in support of their own views. (His mnterpretations of verses
56, 78 are also misgmded. )

The position of these Aupanisadas thus supported in a
way the Samkhya and Yoga Schools in
Further Proof of their doctrines, and gave rise to such an
the Existence of Aupamisada School as the author of the
the School of these Brahmasiitras belonged to. In Brahma-
“saints”. sutras I1I. 2.11-21 and 32-38 both of
these L. MBh. Aupanisada Schools are

criticised by the Sutrakiiza (see Ch. IV; App. IV).

2. The Samkhya School

The doctrine of the Samkhyas of the latier Mahabharata
Age has been preserved to us in MBh.

Samkhya Chap- XII 300-307 and 309-3 17. We can
ters in L. MBh. briefly summarise 1t under three headings.
(a) What the Samkhyas are here said to
have rejected, (b) What they are said to have accepted, and
(c) How they differ from the Classical Sdmkhyas.
6
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(a) What these Samkhyas are said to have rejected :—

(1) The Samkhyas and the Yogas rejected “budliyamana
avyakta”, (MBh. XI1. 305. 32-35). This passage mentions
two avyaktas and two budhyamanas and ironically says that
if the enlightened Simkhyas and Yogas understood the

budliyamana avyakia, they will equate

Samkhyas’ Rejec- [ their doctrine to the Aupamsada one ]

tion of “ avyakta (305. 34), and mentions three principles

budhyanana ” i. e. avyakta, budlhyamana awyakia, and

the Higher Nature. budhyamana (305. 32-35). The middle

of these, which the enlightened did not

know (i e.did nol accept as a principle ) 1s aksara or the

higher conscious Nature of the Auvanisadas, who invented this

designation {o distinguish the latter from avyakfa the lower

unconscious Nature and from budhvamana, the Lord, both of

which were accepted by their fellow-

Mistakes of Prof. philosophers. Prof. Hopkins finds the

Hopkins and Prof. plurality of souls in this passage ! ( See

Deussen. GEL p. 124-125.) He and Prof. Deussen

show utter ignorance of the L. MBh,

terminology according to which all these terms are technical
(see MBh. XII. 306—308; and also Ch. II1.)

Note.—Prof. Hopkins, in finding in the passage in
question ( MBh. X1I. 303, 32-35 ) a reference to the doctrine
of plurality of souls, ignores that aprabuddha “the non-
awakened ” 1s 1n the MBh. a name for the Nature (305. 32, see
Deussen, VPTM. p. 623), His interpretation of aprabuddha as
“the conditioned soul” 1s based upon an ignorance of the
L. MBh. terminology. In conwuast to this aprabuddha, the
soul was called budliyamana ( 305. 31; 307-308 ). Again,
Prof. Hopkins is not quite just to the text because he drops
verse 3+ and connects 33 with 35. Asa matter of fact verse
34 1s the most important of the whole group; it mentions
budhyamana avyakla and says that “If the enlightencd
(Samkhyas and Yogas) know the budhyainana avakia, then they
will equate thewr doctrine [to that of Aupamisadas]”. This
budhyamana avyakia was rejected by the Samkhyas and the
Yogas, as will be seen from the fact that the passage rromcally
asserts the ignorance of the “enlightened”. This “budhyamana
avyakta” is different from t{he Gvyakta which 1s aprabuddha
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(verse 32 ) and from the “budhydmana” which is not
awvyakia (verse 31), 1. e. m brief we have here three principles,
avyakia (the lower Nature of the Aupanisadas and) the Nature
of the Samkhyas, budhyamana avyakta or aksara which the
“enlightened” Samkhyas and Yogas did not know, and budhya-
mana, the Supreme Soul not distinguished from the individual
one; all these three are meant by the plural number of the
compound “ budhyamanaprabudahanam” (gen. plu., verse
35¢c). Prof. Deussen takes the verse (34) to mean: *“ When the
enlightened know Prakrti (1. e. the lower Nature), they will
teach Brahman ”. Is not this interpretation a strange one?
Even Prof. Deussen shows complete ignorance of the L. MBh.
terminology when he translates budhyamana as the awakened
ones and aprabuddhas as the unawakened ones, in verse 35
(VPTM. 623,), this was the way he adopted to explain the
plural number of the compound just noticed.

(2) The Samkhyas and the Yogas also rejected what the
Aupanisadas called acyula paiicavimsaka
Simkhyas’ Re- *the unfallen Twentyfifth” (MBh. XIL

jeclion of “acyuta 318. 5€-57,79; see p. 34 above where

paitcaviniia”. Prof. Hopkins’ interpretation has been
criticised). The Twentyfourth of the

Aupanisadas, the Samkhyas and the Yogas wasa “fallen”
(cyuta) Twentyfourth.

(3) The Samkhyas and the Yogas refused to admut

sasvala avyakla which corresponds to

Samkhyas’ Re- sandatana avyakia of the Gita (VIII. 20)

jection of * sasvata and which was a designalion given by the
ayyukia”, L. MBh. Aupanisadas (see p. 38 above).

Note.—It should be noted that Prof. Deussen takes acyuta
and sasvata as dependent designations ot paiicavimsaka
and awyakia and cxplamns the paiicavimsaka (thus scparated
from acyula) as the individual Soul, as if the topic of the dis
cussion (1n XII. 318) were the latter. Nowhere in the Indian
Philosophy is $asvata an independent designation, and never
m the L. MBh. is acyuia used in that sense. Both Prof. Hop-
kins and Prof. Deussen have lost sight of the gieat problem
that busied the philosophersof the Mahdbhdrata, who followed
the Age of the Gita.
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All the passages reffered to above show that the
Samkhyas and the Yogas rejected
the aksara of the Aupanisadas 1n so
far as 1t was a highet Nature different
from their conception of the Nature.

(b). What the Samkhya are said to have accepted:—

(1) The termimology of the I.. MBh. Samkhyas betrays
their descent and at the same time dissent from those who
had the tiaditions of the EMU and the

Connectionofthe Gitd. If we study the Simkhya terms m
Simkhya  Terms MBh. XII 302-3¢7 and 309-317, we find
witb those of the that the Twentyfourth ot the Nature of
Aupanisadas. these Simkhyas bears the names which
belonged originally to the lower Nature

and to aksara (1n its capacity as the higher Nature) of the
Aupanisadas and that therr Twentyfifth has such designations
as had mainly belonged to the Aupanisada purusa and aksara
(in its capacity as a “goal” ). The former shows that the Sam-
khyas have identified the two Natures, and the latter that they
have identified the two “goals” of the Aupamsadas. To the
former class of terms are to be traced such words as a-vidya,
kselra, avyakta, jitana and to the latter wdyd, mirgupa, isvara,
Visnu avyakia (306. 34, 38). These occur too often in the
Samkhya and Yoga Chapters (XII. 302-317) to be specially
pointed out here. A detailed list of them is given in the L. MBh.
itself (XII. 318 37—47 ). As an illustration of my standpomnt
I would draw the atiention of the readers

The Terms a— totwo of the terms just mentioned, vz,
vidya and widya. a—vidya and mdya which the Simkhyas
used for their Nature and purusa respe-

ctively (XII. 307.2-3). Prof. Hopkins has expressed great sur-

prise at this usage of the terms 1n question

Confusionof Prof. ( GEIL p.13¢). The presence of these
Hopkins. terms cannot be explammed by referring
them to the Knowledge and Ignorance

taught 1n Sinlkara’s theory of Illusion; because, as Prof. Hopkins
correctly points out, the May4vada is not

Prof. Deussen. known to the Mahabharata; and though
Prof. Deussen adds no explanatory notes

to lus translation of these terms, I believe he would not have
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differed from Prof. Hopkins on this point. The fact seems
to be that these Samkhyas had got to explain the terms which
the Aupanisadas used. In the terminology of the latter a~wdya
and zidya stood for the lower Nature and the higher Nature
respectively, They were used in that sense n Sve. Up. V. 1
(see App. I). The Samkhyas having used “a-udya” for their
own Nature, had no other course but that of applying “u [ya”
to their purusa the Twentyfifth. In domng so they tried to
ge a new sense to these terms (307. 3-8). This was an effort
similar to their elfort to explan the Twentyfifth as both ksaia
and aksara (see below),

(2) The Samkhyas accepted “ksara” and “aksara” of the
Aupanisadas, but explained ‘these terms in their own way.
They said that the same Nature 1s aksara when it withdraws

the manifestations within itself, and it 1s
The terms ksara ksara when 1t puts forth these mamfesta-
and aksara. tions (307. 10-17); 1n other words, aksara
is Nature as one, ksara 1s Nature as
m a ny (305. 36-39). This explanation of ksara and aksara
was necessitated by the fact that the Samkhyas identified the
two Natures of the Aupanisadas, who held that ksara or pra-
dhana was the lower Nature and aksara was the lugher Nature
(Ct. Sve. Up. 1. 7-11; App. 1). Inexiending the ksara—aksara
standpomnt to the purnga ( MBh. XII. 307. 18-19 ), lhe
Samkhyas sought a justification for their position regarding the
Nature.

Note.—Regarding MBh. XII. 305. 36 1t should be noticed
here that ckafva and nanatva m “ ekatvain aksaramn pralus
nanatvam ksaram ucyate ” (36¢—d) are explained as what the
soul sees and what 1t does not see when il proceeds on the
right patb having placed ifs belief in ( the doctrine of ) the
twentyfive (37); and the same topic 1s continued n the follow-
ing chapter where e¢kafva and bahutva are both said to belong

to the Prakrti only (306. 33) and 1t 1s said that ekalfva comes
into existence during the dissolution and balufva when the
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Nature creates the creation (306.33). Prof. Hopkins who says
that a real plurality of souls 1s mentioned in these passages
(GEL p. 124) and Prof. Edgeiton who would like to find here
an emperical plurahity (AJP) have no justification for their in-
correct conjecture except that the words ekafva and nanatva or
bahutva occur here (though they do not refer at all to the
plurality of souls). How can the “many” souls be called ksara
“perishable” ? These interpretors have not considered the con-
text atall. Prof. Dcussen translates the terms, but suggests no
explanation (VPTM. p. 623, p. 627).

(3) The Samkhyas accepted jZana ‘“‘the lower Nature”
of the Aupamisadas and also the avyakia
The term jiiana. of the latter; but they called these Prakrti,
and this was for them the one and only
Prakrti (XII. 318.40, 39).

(4) The Samkhyas accepted ksefra, the conscious Nature
or the Twentyfifth of the Aupamsadas (see p. 37 above); but
identified 1t with their own Nature. MBh. 307.14c¢c-d, 15 says,

that “They (1. e. the Aupamsadas) call

The term ksefra. (the aksara mentioned in verse 13a—b)
ksefra because it is adhisthana, the resi-

dence (of the purusa); this s that Twentyfilth (of the Aupani-
sadas). But when it withdraws the net of constituents within
its unmanilest self, then along with those constituents the
Twentyfl{th dissolves”. Prof. Deussen does not note that the
ksetra 1s here said to be the Twentyfifth and that the dissolution
of the Twentyfifth withm itself 1s taught here (VPTM. p. 630).

(5) The Samkhyas taught that Praksti is both “moving”
and “unmoving”, “changing” and “unchanging”; it 1s also
“:mperishable”, “unborn” etc. They herewith intended to show

that there 1s no necessity of accepting

Samkhyas’ Na- w6 piakrfis. They combmed the two

ture, 2 Combina- prakriis of the Aupanisadas into one and
tion of the two : ;

praklis  of  the naturally rejected the view ’.chat the(lower)

Aupanisadas. Nature i1s “ born ” as a distinct entity—the

view of the EMU and the Git3 ( MBh.

XII. 318. 37-47).
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(6) Samkhyas took the term prakrfi from the Aupani-
sadas but made it a teachnical term in their School. “ The
Samkhyas hold the view of Evolution
The Saimkhyas first (Lt the Samkhyas evolve ) and speak
to emphasise ( but of the Evolving Malter, Prakrti ”. This
not to ongmate) 1dea isexpressed in a very terse sentence:
the Theory of “ Samkhyali prakwivale prakrhm ca
Evolution. pracaksate (MBh. XII. 306.42). Although
the Aupanisadas of the Giti knew the
Evolution and used the term prakrfi, the first philosophers in
India to be called “Evolutionists” are these L. MBh.
Simkhyas. They are prakrlivadinali ( 306. 27 ). These
Samkhyas henceforth restricted in the above sense the applica-
tion of the tern “ prakrfs ”  318. 39-40 ).

(7) The Samkhyas accepted the purusa of the Aupani-

sadas (318. 39, 42) and sad that purusa
Samkhyas’ Ac- alone is conscious (and not aksara also).

ceptance of the Their acceptance of the term jfiana for

Aupamsada purusa. thewr Nature was only a technical matter;
it did not mean that the Nature was a
conscious principle.

(8) They accepted the isvara of the Aupanisadas but
called him “nirgupa”, a name of aksara in the MBh. Aupani-
sada School.

(9) If any positive proof is needed for the conclusion
that the L. MBh. Simkhyas were not atheists, it will be found
in MBh. XII 318. 79e~f, where 1t 1s said that {he Samkhyas
and the Yogas accepted the Twenlysixth of the Aupanisadas.

It would be unscientific to start with a

Theistic Chara- presupposttion that the Sdmkhya School
cter of the L. 1ntihe L. MBh. was athesstic, and then
MBh. Samkhyas. to argue that MBh. XII. 318 1s an 1nter-
polation or 1s influenced by Classical

Samkhyas. It should be also remembered that though the
L. MBh. Simkhyas admitted the Twentysixth of the Aupam-
sadas they called 1t the Twentyfifth, because they rejected the
Aupanisada Twentyfifth. This is the sense of MBh. XII. 318.
79e~£, which has been noticed above, Prof. Hopkms’ and Prof.
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Jacobi’s views about this verse have been mentioned and
refuted in the beginning of thuis Chapter. So these Samkhyas
werc theists, though not in the Western sense : they believed
(as the Aupamsadas did) in one Supreme Being which some-
how appears as an mdividual soul striving for liberation ( i. e,
self-realisation ).

In MBh XII. 302. 138, 1t 1s clearly said that the Twenty-
fifth of the Sdmkhyas was Vispu. But as said just above, the
Samkhyas did not distinguish it from the Jiva, and this
accounts for the objection n MBh. XII 300. 3 “ How can
‘one without the Lord’ (amisvara) be freed ? ” This refers to

one who does not believe n God asg

Explanation of distinct from the Jiva,
“anisvara” in MBh. This sense of XII 300. 31s clear from
XI1I. 300. the fact that tlus objection (1in MBh.
XII. 300.) comes from the Yoga School;

while the statement that the Samkhyas accept the Twenty-
sixth ( of the Aupamsadas ) 1s from the Aupanisada School.
In order to understand this one has to go a little deeper
into the study of the L. MBh. Schools. In 308 where
the Yoga doctrine 1s mentioned, it 1s explaned that the L. MBh.
Yogas for the first time separated Jiva and Idvara, unlike
the Samkhyas who identified the two (sce MBL. XII. 308
below). This will be fully dealt with in the next Section
about the Yoga School. But it should be only stated here
that MBh. XIL 300. 2-7 where the disputed words “anisvara”
and “moksa” occur, 1s explained nowhere except in MBh. XII.
308. 10-35, particularly 25~26 which undoubtedly refers to
300. 2-7, as the topic 1n both the passages shows. A com-
parison of these two passages will prove that amisvara only
means “ one without a Lord sepzrate from himself ”. The
Jiva who 1s the not-Lord ( Sve. Up. L. 8 ) as compared with
Paramatman who 1s the Lord, has never had the term anisvara

appliedtoitasa designation; there 1s no passage
where grisvaraisusedasa syncnym

Prof. Edgerton’s for Jiva the individual soul; and there 1s
View untcnable. no text in the EMU, the Giti or the L.
MBh. where Jiva is said to be anisvara

in the sense “because there is no Igvara above him” (Prof.
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Edgerton, AJP. 1924), though the L. MBh. Samkhyas regard-
ed the Jiva as ultimately one with the Supreme Soul. Even
when the Gita uses the term isvara with reference to the Jiva it
does so only in an etymological sense, viz., with regard to the
Jiva’s “ ownership ” of his subtle body ( Bh. Gi. XV. 7-8 ).
And as Prof. Schrader points out to me there are other words
used with reference to the Jiva in the same sense as “ isvara’;
thus the Samkhyas used the term “‘svamun”, according to
Garbe (Samkhya-Philosophie, p. 305, 287, etc. ), for the soul
m 1its connection with lhe Upadhus, 1. e. as a Jiva; and n a
similar use the term 1s also met with in MBh, XIIL 311. 20;
“Indryapam tu sarvesain isvarain mana ucyale”, as compared
with Bh. Gi. X. 22:  “ Indriyanam manas ¢ asimi; ” also see
Alirbudhnya—Samhitd XII. 22 where svamun 1s given as a
Samkhya term for #anas (see Prof. Schrader m Z. D.
M. G. for 1914 ). Moreover, MBh., XII. 300. 3 and Gita
XV.7-8 describe the “ bound ” soul, and 1t would be to
no purpose if the authors were using anisvara or isvara
mn the sense that the Jiva 1s identical with the Lord; on
the contrary, such a statement would only lead to confusion.
MBh. XII. 306. 41 refers to ISvara as a term for the
higher Nature of the Aupanisadas, and therefore an equivalent
of ksefre and satfva, and says that the Sdmkhyas regarded
it to be anisvara. Thus, this passage refers to neither theism

nor atheism 1n Simkhya. For these reasons, I cannot accept
the interpretation of anisvara in MBL. XII. 300 as “having
no-lord, supreme”, given by Prof. Edgerton, though, of course,
I do not deny that anmisvara elsewhere can mean anullara
“supreme” (Prof. Edgerton AJP, pp. 8~12).

Thus, the terminology of the L. MBh. Samkhyas clearly
shows that they accepted the lower

Terminology of Nature of the Aupamsadas, but :dentified
;‘3:;;‘8 Ml?’lh' S‘S‘E:?e with it the aksara or the higher Nature
' of the latter and thus admitted only one

Witness of th
Descegt from ti‘; Nature. It also indicates that these

Aupanisadas. Samkhyas approved of the purusa or

ISsvara of the Aupamsadas but lo him
they attributed all such characteristics and designations of the
Aupanisada aksara, as could not be consistently assigned to
their own Nature,

7
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(c) How the later Mahabharata Simkhyas differ from
the Classical Simkhyas :—

The mere difference between these two Schools bearing

the same name cannot in itself show that

Difference bet- one 1s later than the other, though Prof.
ween the L. MBh. Hopkins would say the reverse. It
Simkhya and the should be examined carefully which of
Classical Samkhya the two Schools has a more primitive
Schools. form. If one of them i1s more primitive

than the other an d if the texts con-
cerned have not the appearance of a dishonest report, then
the possibility of the system described in them being the
older form of the two cannot well be denied.

There may be many other points of difference between
the L. MBh. Samkhya and the Classical School of that name
than those giwven below, and these may be found out by a
more detailed enquiry into the Mahabhdrata, than it was
possible for the present writer to undertake; he simply collects
here those points which seemed to him to be very striking
during his enquury for aksara into the chapters concerned.

(1) This Simkhya does not know the terms of the Clas-
sical Samkhya, like wikrti, prakriivikrii,

Ignorance of the etc. It mentions “eight prakriis”; and the
term “ prakrfi— Prakrti 1s then called pari prakrii (MBh.
vikrti, XII. 310. 10) a term which though used
by the Aupamsadas for their aksara (Bh.

Gi. VII. 5) these Samkhyas could apply only to their Nature.

(2) The Mind, not the ahamkara as in the Classical
Samkhya, 1s here the cause of the five

Primitive Con- elements (XII. 306. 27-28).
ception of the Mind.

(3) Instead of the more advanced view of regarding
Prakrhi as the female and Purusa as the

Prakrtidescribed male, the L. MBh. Smakhya has got the
as Male, not as cumbrous classification (based on an
Female. agnostic scheme much in vogue at the
Buddha’s time) of “the male”, “the non—

male”, “the male-and-non-male” and “the neither—male-
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nor-non-male”. “The male” is the Prakrti and “the neither—
male—nor-non-male” is the Purusa ( of these Samkhyas)
(MBh. XII. 305. 25-29).

(4) Thus Samkhya uses the terms abuddha for its prakrti

and budhyamana for its purusa who 1s Jiva

Terms, unknown and becomes buddha, the Lord, in the
to Classical Sam- state of absolution (MBh. XII. 305.31).
khya. These form a part of the L. MBh. termt-
nology; it would be wrong to explain

them as having only the ctymological sense, to the exclusion of

the technical one as will be shown later on.

(5) The Twentyfifth of these Simkhyas 1s “ the Lord ”,
Isvara of the Aupanisadas, and not only

Identity of Jiva of the Jiva as n the Classical Simkhya
andIgvara. Theism. School (MBh. XIL 305.32-33a-b; see
p. 48 above). Thus the L. MBh. Sam-

khya 1s theistic, like the L. MBh. Aupanisadas.

(6) Not only 1s the conception of the grounds on which

the existence of Purusa the Twentyfifth 1s

Primitive Con- supported in this Sdmxhya,quite primitive
ception of the when compared with the one given in
Grounds for Puru- Samkhya Kanki 17; but it is also note-
sa’s Existenee. worthy that L. MBh Simkhya has
f our instead of the five grounds of the

Classical Samkhya (MBh. XII. 315.9¢~d, 10).

(7) One of the grounds for the existence of the Twenty-
fifth 1s that the Twentyfifth 1s “an agent”

Purusa,an Agent. karlr (MBh. XII 315.7-9a-b). L. MBh.
Samkhyas did not say that he is blokfr,

because they did not yet distinguish karfrfva from bhokiylva

as did the Samkhya Kirika (17). Thus these Samkhyas seem

to be the descendants of the “samkliya-separatists” of Bh. Gi.
XVIIIL 13-16 (see Ch. IL. p. 27).

(8) The Classical Samkhya idea of emphasising the

non—identity ofthe Purusa and

Clggi:eﬁc%ir(;fk}t?: the Prakrti is not found i the Mahabha-

Idea of “viveka’. rata, though all the Mahabharata Schools

taught that the Twentyfourth should be

given up (“fieya”). This is so because the Mahsbhsrata does
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not know anything about the identity of these two, which the
Classical Samkhya treats of as the a~viveka “want of discrimi-
nation”, though the former knows that the Prakrh is of the
nature of attachment (sdsariga) and the Purusa is by nature
devoid of attachment (mulisaiiga) as s said in MBh, XIL 315.
13~16.

(9) The most important fact to be noticed m this
connection is that the L. MBh. Samkhya

No Plurality of did not know the doctrine of the plurality
Souls. of individual souls. I have examined
and interpreted all the passages that

Prof. Hopkins, Prof. Edgerton and Prof. Deussen have put
forth mn support of their views m this respect (see Appendix IT7,
where even XII. 350.2 is discussed). They either refer to the
doctrine of two Natures of the L. MBh. Aupamsadas, which
the Samkhyas cniticised or they discuss the umty and diversity
of the Twentyfourth and do not at all

Prof. Hopkins’ refer to a real (as Prof. Hopkins thinks)
and Prof. Edger- oran empirical (as Prof. Edgerton holds)
ton’s Views, unten- plurality of mndividual souls. Even the

able. L. MBh. Yogas who separated the Jiva
and Paramditman did not know of this

plurality (MBh. XII. 308).

These pomts of differcnce between the L. MBh. Simkhya

and the Classical Samkhya seem to me to bear witness to
the historical priority of the former.

Dr. Frauwallner’s Dr. Frauwallner (Journal of the American
View amplified. Oriental Society, Vol. 45, and Wiener
Zeitschrift fuer die Kunde des Morgen-

landes, Band XXXII) has shown the same on the ground of
other sumilar points. But I must say that some of the passages
used by him belong defimtely to the L. MBh. Aupanisada
School (see p. 31 above), while some otheis quoted by him
would lose their strength if the author or authors of the Maha-
bhdrata really attempted “a loose exploiting of Classical
Samkhya 1n terms of Brahmaism” (Prof. Hopkins, the Great
Epic of India, p. 131). Ihave examined all such passages that
have been pointed out by Prof Hopkins, and I must confess
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that to me they appear to be only an honest attempt on the
part of the Mahibhirata authors to preserve for us the then
existing philosophical doctrines.  The difference on most
of the wital pomnts lLike karfifva of the Jiva and the
plurality of individual souls, and the child-like ingenuousness
with which these wiews are placed
The L. MBh. before us in addition to the evidence of
Samkhya  much the terminology and to that of the fact
prior to the Classi- that these Sadmkhyas rejected the higher
cal Samkhya. Nature of the Aupanisdas, should be
regarded as a sufficient proof of the great

antiquity of the L. MBh. Simkhya School.

The special contribution of the Mahabharata Samkhyas to

the history of the Indian Philosophy lies in the fact that they are
the first to separate Matter and Spirit

Progressmadeby as the Unconscious and the Conscious.
the L. MBh. Sim- The contrast between the (lower) Un-
khyas. manifest and purusa 1s put forth in the
Samkhya chapters of the Mahabharata as

emphatically as the distinction between aksara (the higher or
living Nature) and purusa was m the Earlier Metrical Upani-
sads and the Gita (MBh. XIL 318. 37-44). The one was
saguna, the other was mirguna; ithe one was ajfia, the other
was jiia; the one was avedya, the other was vedya; the one
jAiana, the other jizeya; the one awdya, the other mdya (MBh.
XII. 307. 2 ); the one a faffva, the other nistatfva; the one
sasanga, the other mnihsanga; the one abuddha, the other
budhyamana. Such is the distinction between Matter and Spirit
that one finds 1n the Mahabharata Simkhya for the first time 1n
the history of the Indian Philosophy, and at a period much prior
indeed to that of the Classical Samkhya

Complete Sepa- School. The Aupanmisadas of the EMU
ration of Spintand and the Gila and even those of the
Matter. L. MBh. had not realised this most strik-
ing phenomenon in the every-day world,

because they had believed in the higher Nature intervening
between the pure Matter (1. e. the lower Nature) and purusa.
The L. MBh, Aupanisadas could accept the inhemited view
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that Matter is an effect of Spirit and for this reason they
accepted also the spintual aksara which ccnnected the two
viz.,, the lower Nature and the purusa. The great contrast
itself between Spirit and Matter may have been the ground on
which the Samkhyas based their view and parted company
with their fellow—thinkers. That tlus disentanglement of
Spirit and Matter from the causal relation which the Aupa-
nisadas always belicvedmm, was achieved through
the rejection of aksara “the higher
Nature” 1s a fact which the Mahabharata
most ewmphatically teaches. This pomnt
cannot be insisted upon strongly enough. The sasvata ayyakta
or acyuta paiicavimsa was flatly refused by the Samkhyas.
Most of the philosophers of the days of Mahibharata were
engaged in the discussion of this problem. The Mahdbhirata
crecits Asuri and Paficasikha and also

Contents of the Kapila with having expressed their views
Works of Asuriand on this problem. From the context in

Paficasikha:  Re- which their names occur in the Mahabha-
jection of the High- rata, they seem to have been the pioneers
er Nature. in rejecting the distinction between the

two Natures of the Aupanisadas (MBh.
XII 318. 59 ff). The onigin of the Mahabhdrata Simkhya and
Yoga Schools should be traced to what they are expressly
said 1 the Mahabhdrala to have refused to accept (see pp.
42—43 above), Compare the *motto” atthe begmnning of
this Thesis. To the followers of the EMU and the Giti who
accepted a Dualistic Momism of two Spirits, and to the Aupa-
nisadas of the Mahabhdrata who believed 1n a Pluralistic Dualism
of three principles ( apart from the Jiva), one material and
two spiritual, this purely dualistic attitude of the Samkhya
could not have come as a great surprise, because these latter
did any how accept the Twentysixth of the Aupanisadas, the
purusa of the EMU, one of the two “goals”. It 1s for this
reason that the L. MBh. Aupamsadas sympathised with the
Sdmkhyas and often praised them (MBh. XII. 318. 57,79 ).

Finally, we have already seen that some followers
of the samkhya—path of the Gitd had begun taking interest
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in doctrinal questions (see pp. 2627 above ). These samkhya~
separatists believed {he Atman to be an agent (Bh. Gi. XVIIL
13-16), while the samkhya—followers as a whole believed 1n
two Natures the higher of which was not at all “active” while
the lower possessed “all the activities”, as

Rise of L. MBh. did the followers of yoga and bhakli
Samkhya School paths. From the fact that the Sdmkhya
from the samklya philosophers of the L. MBh. hold Atman

Path of the Gita, to be an agent, I have already suggested
that it were the samkhya-separatists of

the Gitd who are responsible for the Simkhya School of the
L. MBh. (p. 27). The latter’s rejection of {he hugher Nature
seems to have been due to their belief i the Atman’s  kaririva,
When the Atman was 1tsvlf an agent, rhere was no necessity of
beliving 1n two Natures, neither of which would be in this case

an agent. Though a verbal statement expressive of this argu-
ment 1s wanting 1n the (later) Mahabharata which starts W1t11

the very 1dea that the Samkhya i1s an independent School, the
period intervening between the Gitd and the L. MBh., must

have scen the samkliya-separatists reasoning as above. These
latter, like other followers of the sd;_nklzya-—m_sﬂzd were ascetics;
the follower of the L. MBh. Simkhya School were also asce-
tics as already emphasised by Prot. Hopkins. For these reasons
the samkhya-mstha of the Gitd 1s the ultinate origin of the
Samkhya School of the L. MBh.

But even then the L. MBh. Simkhya did not entirely
ceasec tobea path ormsthd like the

Resemblancebet- samkliya—path of the Gitd, because both
ween the samkliya of these accept the purusa (and the latter,
and yoga Paths of the aksara also) as their “goal”. The
the Gitd and the same s true also of the L. MBh. Yogas,
L. MBh. Schools of who like the Rudnte Yogas, accepted
those names. the purusa, or hike the Hiranyagarbha
Yogas, the aksara of the Aupamsadas as

the “goal”, as we shall see in the next Section. From this
standpoint one can say what the L. MBh. Simkhya and
Yoga Schools do share the Nature of being “paths” for the
same goal as the L. MBh. Aupamgsadas. The statements 1n the
L, MBh. that “ the Samkhya and the Yogas see the purusa or
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the Twentysixth of the Aupanisadas” (XII. 318, 79) or that all
these Schools are equally good for the attainment of liberation
from this world, are expressive of what was then a real fact.

3, The Yoga School.

It 1s more necessary to point out that the Yoga in the
L. MBh. forms a metaphysical system of its own than 1t was
to do the same with regard to the Samkhya. The problem is
exceedingly important because, while
Yoga an inde- Prof. Edgerton, so far as I know, 1s the
pendent School of only one to hold that in the (later) Mahi-
Thoughtin L.MBh. bharata, “Samkhya” does not stand for a
School but only for a path of salvation, the
view that in Mahabharata at least the Twentysixth 1s a principle
either foisted upon the Simkhya or said any how to belong to
them, and therefore 1n that sense the Samkhyas and the Yogas
of the L. MBh. have the same mctaphysical principles; 1s held
by almost all scholars who have worked in this field and s
generally believed m all over India also. My study has led
me to think that the melaphysical principles m both these
Schools were 1dntical mneither 1n their
number nor 1ntheir nature; on the conirary,
there 1s evidence to believe that unlike the Classical Schools
of these names, the L. MBh. Samkhya and Yoga Schools
agreed mostly as regards the non—philosophical matters.

There are striking statements in the L. MBh. itself on

this point. Just as the Siamkhya is a

Statements re- Sastra, so is Yoga a Dargana (XII. 307.44,
garding the Differ- 48d). Again, “Both the Systems have the
ence of Doctrines same careerof life” (ekacaryau tav ubhan-
and Identity of XII 316 2c). “Purity, accompanied by
Practice between penance and compassion for all beings
L. MBh. Simkhya are equally taught in both The obser-
and Yoga School.  vance of vows also is the same in both;
but the doctrinal teaching

is not the same in the two Schools?
( darsanam ma samam tayoh-XII. 300. 8-9 ). Moreover,
“The Yogas and Siamkhyas who have made the definition
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of the metaphysical principles according to their own indi-
vidual Scriptures see that this (visible world) is the action of
the Unmanifest and the Manifest” (MBh. XII. 310, 100c-d,
101 a-b). Whenever the Samkhya and the Yoga are men-
tioned together 1n the Git3, it was intended to show that they
were concerned with “renunciation” and “action” respectively,
but in the L. MBh. this is not the case at all; it aims at point-
mg out some philosophical differences and sometimes
resemblances also between the two Schools (MBh. XII. 307.
47-18; 308. 1). In the Gitd an aspirant 1s adwvised to accept
either of the two paths, s@inkliya or yoga; the Mahabhdrata, on
the contrary, complains that the Samkhyas and Yogas do not
accept some philosophical principles of the Aupanisadas
(MBh. XII. 318. 56-57,79; 305. 32-35), and therefore no
Aupanisada would be asked to follow either Samkhya or Yoga.
These statement go againsts the view
Prof. Hopkins’ that “This system 1s both Yoga and
and Prof. Edger- Samkhya, the systems being double but
ton’s Views unten- the teaching bemng identical” ( Prof.
able. Hopkins, GEI pp. 133-134 ) and also
against the other view that “Nowhere is
there any suggestion that the Sdmkhya—or Yoga either-means
any particular system of metaphysical truth” (Prof. Edgerton,
AJP. p. 5 and p. 7). They had their own doctrines and these
were recorded in writings not available to us now (XII. 307.
46a-b).

But while I emphasise the importance of the hitherto
neglected statements regarding the

Meaning of doctrnal differences between the Sim-

“ Samkhya and khyas and the Yogas, I should not ignore
Yoga are one ” 1n another type of sentences which say that
L. MBh. “Whatever 1s the Scripture of the Sim-
khyas is also the teaching of the Yogas”

(MBh. XII. 307. 44) or that “The two Schools are one” (MBh.
XII. 305. 19; 316. 4; 305. 31; 310. 8, 26; 318. 71, 100~101).
These passages are notin conflict with thosc noted in the
above paragraph. For ther meaming we have to depend

upon the coutext, aswe have done in the case of stmilar
8
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statements 1n the Gitd (see. pp. 25-26). They generally refer
to the theory of the Nature which was common to both the
Samkhyas and the Yogas (XII 307. 44; 310. 8, 26, 71, 100~
101; and also 311, 312, 313). It was this part of the doctrine
which the Sdmkhyas were the first to make ther own and
which the Yogas accepted exaclly as the Simkhyas taught
(XII. 308. Id.). Otherwise, such statements refer to the same-
ness of the ‘ goal” in the two systems (XII. 300. 8-9). They
never intend to say that the conception of the individual soul
was the same 1n the two Schools; rather, as we shall see later
on, this and as a corollary to it, the nature of absolution were
the very points on which they differed. It 1s where the inter-
pretors of the L. MBh, have extended the application of the
statements concerning the umty or identity of the Samkhya
and the Yoga to such doctrinal matters as are not meant by
the context, that they have actually gone beyond the text of
the Mahabharata.

In this connection 1t would not be wrong once again to
refer to the statements in the L. MBh. which always say that
the Samkhyas have only twentyfive
The Twentysixth principles (XII 302, 38, 306. 43—4+; 305.
never said to bea 38. 307. 2, 47; 308. 14). The other
Principle of the statements which mention the Twenty-
Samkhya School. sixth always reler either to the two
Yoga Schools or to the Aupamsada
School of the later Mahabharata. There is no verse n the
L. MBh. where it 15 said that the Simkhyas had a Twenty-
sixth principle. “ The Samkhyas see the Twentysixth ” ( XII.
318 79 ) means that they believe in the Twentysixth of the
Aupanisadas, which they call the Twentyfiith in their own
System. Even XIIL. 308. 14-17 wluch refers to the Twenty-
sixth of the Yoga 1s wonderfully accurate when 1t says that
the Samkhyas mention “twentyfive principles” (XII. 308 14).
The Samkhyas believed that the budhyamana becomes the
buddha, but they never said that the Twentyfifth becomes the
Twentysixth, because in their School the budhyamana 1s
always numerically identical with buddha,
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Thus we have seen that, so far as the statemenls about {he
number and pature of the principles 1 the two Schools of the
Samkhya and Yoga are concerned, they

Comparison of do admut of doctrinal ditference hetween
the Statements with them, though they also refer to the iden-
theactual Teaclung. tity of some poinls of the teaching. Let
us now see how far these stalements are

corroborated by the actual teaching itself.

The Yogas had rejected the higher Nstuie of the Aupani-

sadas, just as the Samkhyas had done.

Rejection of the Whenever the Samkhyas are described

Higher Nature. as not having accepted the budhyamana

avyakla, sasvata avyakla or acyuta pafica-

vimsa, the Yogas are always mentioned as their companions
(see p. 42-43).

The second pomt of similarity between these two Schools
is that they have the same view about Prakrti or the Nature, and
this follows as a natural consequence of 1iheir joint rejection

of the higher Nature of the Aupanisadas

The Conception just noticed above. The statement, ** The
of Prakrti. same is the doctrinal teaching cf both
these Schools” { MBh. XII. 307.44), is

immediately followed by other statements : “I have narrated
to you the highest principle of the Samkhyas” ( 307. 47 ), and
“ The teaching of the Yogais said to consist of budhyamana
and buddha " ( 307. 48 ). These sentences restrict the sense
of 307. 44 and show that only the doctrine of the Nature, which
has been gwven 1n the verses that precede 307. 44, is the same
in the two Schools; thus we are not allowed to say that “ The
Systems are two but the teaching 1s the same,” as Prof. Hopkins
holds, or that the Samkhya and the Yoga

Prof. Hopkins' have no part in the discussion of philo-
and Prof. Edger- sophical teaching but are only two paths
ton’s Views untena- even m the Mahdabhdrata, as I'rof. Edger-
ble. ton believes. My terpretation of 307.
44 15 proved by 308. 1, where we read:

“The followers of the Yoga] making
the Atman multiple (i e. twofold, as we shall see
below), relate the same (twentyfour) prin-

ciples (almanam bahudha krlva tany eva pravicaksate ).
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This is followed by: “The budhyamana transforming this
( etad i.e. the avyakta ) in this way (1. e., in the way taught by
the Samkhyas 1n the preceding chapter ) does not know ( cea-
ses to be a knower )” ( efad evam wvikurvano budhyamano na
budhyate — 308. 2a-b) These two verses ( 308. 1-2) are to
be taken with 307. 46 and 48, and 308. 1a—b which clearly say
that the author describes the Yoga School 1in 308 with which
we are concerned here. “ Tany eva pravicaksate’ and “ elad
evam vikurvapah” show that only the doctrine of the Nature
1s common to the Samkhya and the Yoga, while “ atmanam
bahudha kriva " establishes beyond any possibility of doubt my
thesis that the Yogas differed from the Samkhyas in so far as
they (1.e. the Yogas ) believed in the Jiva to be different from
the Brahman or purusa (as we shall see below ). Without
giving here other passages ( enumerated above ) or explaining
further the meanings of the above verses, I refer my reader to
the following note which will convince
Prof. Deussen’s him that Prof. Hopkinsand Prof. Deussen
Interpretation also have failed to understand even the funda-
incorrect. mentals of this Yoga School. It 1s suffi-
cient to say here that the Yogas accepted
the twentyfour principles, but unlike the Samkhyas, said that
the Jiva is the modifying agent of the Twentyfourth as distinct
from the Supreme Soul.

NoTeE.—As the whole of Chapter 308 is misunderstood by
my predecessors, I must here say something to justify my
interpretations. (1) “ Almanam bahudha kytva™ is explained
by Prof. Hopkins as : “ The Lord-Spirit divides himsclf into
many ” ( GEL p. 134, 136 ). This 1s quite wrong; krfvd can
refer only to the subject of pravicakgute, which must be n the
plural number: it were the Yogas who “made the Atman multi-
ple (1re. two—fuld ).” It 1s indeed surprising to find that even
Prof, Deussen has commuitted the same mustake ( VPTM, p.
633). (2) It should also be ponted out thal none of these
scholars seems to have pnderstood “fam: eva” m “tany eva
pravicaksale:' the expression undoubtedly refers to the “lwenty-
four principles,” and explams 307. 44. (3) Prof. Hopkins
explams wvikurvaya (308.2) as wkrti and budhyamana as
Brahman | 1Isee no reason for not explaning wikurvanak
as nom. sing. of the present participle of 2 + k. According to
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the Yoga School budhyamana was the individual soul (see
below ) and 1s quite different from thc Supreme Soul whom
they called buddha, and therefore Prof. Hopkins’ mterpreta-
tion 1s due {o a grave misunderstanding regarding the funda*
mental doctines of this Yoga School. Prof. Deussen shares
the same blunder ( VPTM. p. 633 ).

The third pomnt of sumlarity 1o be noticed here is the
conception of the summunz bonum in the
The Conception two Schools, which they had in common
of summaun bonum. with the Aupanmisadas and 1n a certamn
sense with the Paficaritras. To explamn
the situation of those days, aksara and purusa were both of
them regardad as the goals of Iiffe. This 1dea was inherited
from the EMU and the Giti. As a result, all philosophers
who accepted either of these two singly (like the Samkhyas
and the Yogas) and also those who 1dentified the two into one
(like the Paficaralras, see Sec. 4 below) could be, 1n that sense,
said to have recogmsed the same sunnum bonum. While
describing the numerical designations m all the four Schools
of the days of the later Mahabharata (pp. 32-34), and also the
doctrines which the Samkhyas accepted from the Aupanisadas
(pp- 44-47), while showing that the idea of God was the same
in the Samkhya as in the Aupanisada School aud therefore the
former was not atheistic (pp. 47-48), and lastly while pointing
out that the L. MBh. Simkhya 1s iz a way like the samklya—
path of the Gitd (p. 52), I had occasions to refer to the fact
that the purusa ( notto be distingwished from aksara in its
capacity as the “goal” and not yet to be identified withit )
was the “goal” of the Samkhyas. Now, I shall show that the
“goal” of the Yogas was also not different from that of the
Aupanisadas,

But before we can properly understand the “goal” in the
L.MBh. Yoga, 1t 1s here necessary to

Two Yoga pomt cut thatthe LMBh. mentions
Schoolsin LMBh. two Yoga Schools. One
was taught oniginally by Hiranyagarbha

(XII. 308. 45), wlule the head of the other was Rudra (316. 5;
318.52). “O you, controller of your enemies, know the
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Yogas with Rudra at their head {o be other Yogas” ( rudrapra-
dhanan oparan viddlu jogan anndama-316. 5a-b), and,
“They move about n all the ten quarters with the self~sanie
body till the dissolution of the world” (316. 6). “Aparin
yogan" (316.5) refers to the distinction between these Rudrite
Yogas and the Yogas described 1n the Chapter and the verses
that precede 316.5. The ongn of these two Schools of Yoga
1s undoubtedly to be trace o the Bh.

The Germ of Gi. which knows the term yoga to have
both presentinthe two techmcal meanings (Bh. Gi. IL. 48,
Gita. 50 and VI, 23; see Introduction, p.4).
While the Gitad did not enumerate the

Yoga Schools as two because they were then in their infancy,
the dcfinite statement i the later Mahabharata noticed above
is incicative of the progress of thought during the period

intervening between the composition of the two works. It
also shows that the L.MBh., as we have

Their Priority o 1t, 1s prior to the Classical period of
the Classical Yoga. Indian Plulosophy which knows only
one Yoga School viz., the dhyanayoga

which the Gita explans as dulikhasamyogaviyoga (Bh. Gi. VI.
23) and the L.MBh. as rudrapradhanayoga. The Gita uses
the terms yoga and karmayoga for the other Yoga; the later
Mahabhdrata seems to refer to a later development of this
Yoga when 1t mentions the Hiranyagarbha Yoga School (*08.
45). In interpreting the Gitd and the L.MBh. we must not
lose sight of these two meanings of the word (in the former)
and two Schools having the same name (in the latter). When
these texts themselves explain the term yoga to have two
independent technical meanings recogmsed as such in the
days of therr composition, it is not reasonable to identfy
“karmayoga” with “dhyanayoga” (through the word yogakriya
“practices or exercises of Yoga” used for

Prof. Edgerton’s ‘“‘dhyanayoga” in the L. MBh.), and to
and prof. Hopkins’ say that “there was only ‘one method’
Views untenable. called Yoga but the word had two
interpretations”, as Prof. Edgerton has

done (AJP, pp. 40-46). Again Prof. Hopkins, and others
who argue that the Mahabhéarata (the Gitd included) 1san
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effort to render the Classical Simkhya theistic on the analogy
of the Classical Yoga, seem to have been led to such a conclu-
sion, partly atleast, on account of having overlnoked the
dislinction between the two Yoga Schoois of L. MBh. and
therefore the notice I have here taken of this fact will not be
deemed unnecessery.

Now, we shall not be surprised to find that these two

Yoga Schools have two different concep-
The Conception tions of the final goal, both of wiuch

of the summum were recogmsed as equally good, at that
bonum different in  time. Hiranyagarbha (308,45) 1s mention-
the {wo Yoga ed asthe teacher of the Yogas described

Schools. m 308, and verses 31-51 of that Chapter
described aksara to be their goal or

highest principle which (aksara) they called the Twentysixth
(308 7-8) These Yogas rejected aksaia as the lugher Nature
but accepted 1t as the goal; and as the Gitd had already made
this twofold distinction 1n the conception of aksara it 15 quite
natural that the sume discrimination 1s made by these Yogus.
Unlike these Hiranyagarbha Yogas, the Rudrnte Yogas con-
templated on purusa. “Having thus enumerated (their principles
upto Prakrty, as stated in the preceding verse), they meditate
on the absolute eternal, mfinite, pure, the woundless (avrana),
constant purusa, the invulnarale, ageless, deathless, eternal, un-
changing Lord and the unchanging Brahman (316.16, 17,
25)’., Thus, the two Yoga Schools respectively belived 1n
aksara and purusa as the goal.

Besides the two passages (308.31-52, 7-8 and 316.16-17,
25) we have to consider one more passage on this subject, viz,,
318.79e-f. It says that “The Samkhyas and the Yogas accept

the Twentysixth”. I have already explained how 1t describes the
Samkhya doctrine of those days (see p. 47

The Yogas’ Ac- above). As regardsits application to the
ceptance of the two Yoga Systems I do not think we have
Twentysixth. any difficulty 1n understanding it. Chap-

ter 318 mainly deals with the Aupani-
sada doctrine (see p. 3%+ above), and therefore the verse in
question means “The Yogas see the Twentysixth of the Aupa-
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nisadas”, and this applies easily to the Rudnite Yogas whose
Twentysixth was the pwusa. But the verse can also mean
“The Yogas see their own Twentysixth”, and this would be
correct with referenceto both the Schools of the Yoga, because
according to both the Twentyfifth was the individual soul, and
so the Twentysixth was aksara (as the goal) with the Hiranya-
garbha Yogas and purusa with the Rudra Yogas. Thus, accor-
ding to the versc (318.79e-f) the Twentysixth of the
Aupanisadas, viz.. the puriuga, was accepted by the Simkhyas
(but as the Twentytifth in their System) and also by the Rudra
Yogas (with whom the purmsa wis the Tweatysixth). As
Rudra 1s mentioned in the list of the teachers in that Chapter
{318.32) and as Hiranyagarbha 1s wanting in the same, Iam
inclined to believe that the author had in his mind the Rudrite
Yogas {in 79e—f), though the verse apphes also to the Hiranya-
garblia Yogas if we construe the text in 2 way not uncommon
to the Sanskrnit Iiterature. (The views of Professors Hopkms
and Jacobi on “the Twentysixth™ m 318. 79. and elsewhere in
MBh. have been already discussed on p. 30 ff. above),

There is one more point in which the Yogas seem to have
resembled the Samkhyas. It is saxd that

The Conception “The practice or observance (i e. the

of the Career of career of Iife) followed by the Samkhyas
L:fe, and the Yogas is the same™ ({7 ublae
exacarvan—-MBh., XII. 316. 2c, quoted

above on p.So).  In the LMBh. thou_h the Simkhyas are said
to be Yatws (ascetics), the Yogas are not said to be dannavogins
which they are actually and most emphatically declared w be
m the Giti. Moreover, instead of con-

The 1. MBh. trasting Simkhya and Yoga on the basis
Conception of of renunciation and action, the L. MBh.
Thres misil: s, wah- menhons three nis?his “careers of hic”
out Reierence o indepondentiy of any special reference 10
Schools. any  philosophicil Schools though, of
course, they can be traced to have been

pazticularly tavoured by one or otiher of these latter.  They are
cilled Lo ady §FTea {raceable in th: Simkhva Schooly, kerala
£y Lmdst prodhably referning 10 the Paficariiras who were
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Yatis devoting themselves to big sacrifices offered to Narayana),
and yianakarmasamuccaya followed by Janaka. These are
dzscribed 1n MBh. XII. 320. 39-40 and 345. 92. [t is most
striking that, though Janaka himself refers to the Schools under
the names of “samklyajiiana”, “yoga”, and ‘“nahipalavidhi”
(1. €. the Path of Devotion, cf. rijavidya and rajaguhya m
Bh. Gi. IX. 2) in 320. 25 and again to the three nisthds, men-
tioned above, in 320. 39-40, still he does not connect them
with each other; on the contrary, he says that Paficadgikha
taught the jRanakarmasamuccaya mnisthd, though he was
himself a Sdmkhya philosopher. Thus, 1n the days
of the L.MBh. the careers of lifc were
independent of the metaphysical
doctrine This, agam, isn consistency with the progress,
of thought during the priod intervening between the Gitd and
the L.MBh, during which the sammkiiya and the yoga paths
became Schools of these names.

Before we begin to examine the poinis of difference
between the L.MBl. Yogas and Samkhyas, it 1s necessary to
make a few remarks regarding the terminology of the Yogas.
The Yogas seem to have specially favoured the designations
a—pratibuddha or a—prabuddha, budhyamana, and buddha
(rather than the Twentyfourth, the Twentyfifth and the

Twentysixth—-which they also used 1n

Terminolo.y of pursuance of the fashion of the day. It
L. MBh. Yo ga s probable that these expressions refer-
Schools. rng to the presence or absence of
‘“ conscilousness ” in the philosoplical

principles were orignated by the Yogas and accepted by the
Samkhyas and the Aupamsadas with such additions and
alterations as would swt their own Systems. This fact should
be carefully noted because as yet these terms have not been
defimtely recognised as techmical terms by those who have
mterpreted the Mahibhdrata, There 1s ample evidence
that these (terms) are used in the L.MBh. 1in a conveational
and not 1n the etymological sense, though the latter must have
been the basis of the former. In 307. 47 the aulhor brings to

a close lus description of the Samkhya doctrine (samkhyanam
9
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fu param tatkeam vathivad anuvaipitam—307.47¢c~d) and then
thus begins the Yoga teaching: “Buidha and budhyamina,
because he ( lhe latter, i. e. the soul) 1s not 1 reality the prati
buddha, budhyamana and buddha, they
declared to be the Yoga docirine ”
(307. 48). {The Kumbhakonam ed. reads
“buddham apratibuddhain ca budliyaminam ca fattvataly’
place of 307.48a-b of Bombay ed., which is intended to show
that three principles of these three names are twght by the
Yogas.) Now, hear the following gupavidhi (classification of
the principles ? ) [ concermng ] buddha and abuddha. [ The
Yogas] (see above 307.48) making the Atman multiple
(baludha, i.e. twofold; see below) assert the same (fany eva,
i. e, the twentyfour principles of the Simkhyas, described
in 307) (308.1). The budhyamana modifymng this [Unman.fest
or abuddha mentioned in verse 1] in this way does notl know
(1. e. ceases to be a knower of the Twentysixth?). He upholds
the constituents, he creates and withdraws them. He does so
continuously for the sake of mere sport (308.2,3a~b). And
they call the budhyamana [so) because he knows the Unmans-
fest (308.3c~d). But the Unmanifest bemng itself possessed of
the constituents never (na kadacf) knows [ the budhvamana
who is ] the Constituentless, [ therefore] they call it (n.) aprali-
buddhak (308.4). But when tlus Twentyffth (n, sc. fattvam)
knows the Unmanifest, the budliyamana certainly becomes
attached to the world; so says the Sruti (of the Yogas). For
this reasson [the Yogas] call the unfallen Unmanifest (acyuta
avyakta) “apratibuddha” (308.5). And they call the Twentyfifth

“budhyamany’ because he knows the Unmanifest, but even he
does not know the Great Atman (mahatman) (308.6). The
Twentysixth (n.), the buddha, which 1s pure, incomprehensible,
eternal, knows eternally (satafain......... budliyale; the Twenty-
fifth and the Twentyfourth ( 308.7 ). Here, the Unmamifest
(i. e, the Twentysixth ), the absolute Brahman, which 1s by
its very nature permeating the visible and the inwisible, is, O
friend of great lustre, the [ sole] Knower 1n this world. The
Twentyfourth does not sce the Absolute (kevala) and the
Twentyfifth” ( 308. 9a-b ). )

Ewvidence for the
same.
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From this quotation it would appear that verse 307.48
associates budliyamana and buddha and ( according to the
Kumbhakonam ed. ) apratibuddha (also mentioned 1n 308.4)
specially with the Yoga School. Secondly it 1s clear from the
verbal forms zadanti (308.3d, 6b) and akult (4d) that these
are samjiias “techinical names”. If we look to what follows,
we also find that aprafibuddha, budhyamana and buddha are
the names of the principles (308.21c—~d, 22a-b). It 1s also
clear from the above that these Yogas called them respectively
the Twentyfourth, the Twentyfifth and the Twentysixth. Itis
further evident that the three are defined here i such a way
that the possibility of their being reduced to two at any stage
of development 1s precluded. Apiatibuddha is “never a
knower” (4a, ¢), 1. e. one which can never become budhyamana
or buddha. Buddha is “eternally a knower” (7c~d), so the
budhiyamana can never become the buddha. The three must
eternally remain three; and we shall see later on that this po-
sition 1s mantained throughout by the author of this Chapter.
They arc also numbered as t hree. The remarks concern-
ing these termis made alrcady (on pp. 42—+3 and p. 51) and
the following note will convince the reader that Professors
Hopkins, Deussen and Edgerton have commutted grave blun-
ders 1n not interpreting these terms as technical.

Nore.—The fact that the interpretors of the L. MBh.
School have not till now recogmsed these three as three princi-
ples of these names becomes clear if we look to their interpre-
tations. Prof. Edgerton translates 307.48 as follows: “ ‘The
(soul) becoming—enlightened and that~is—cnlightened 1s declar-
ed to be (also) the substance of Yoga teaching ’ (so that there
is, as stated, no difference n the Simkhya and Yoga views of
truth)’. Besides other objections to be rased agamst this
translation later on, I would here point out that Prof. Edgerton
has failed to understand that budliyamana and buddha are
two principles of those names and not two conditions of the
same soul. Tlis 1s evident from the fact that he has done
away with the repeated “ ca ¥ m 308.44c~d. While 307.48
clearly says that the budlhyamana is budhyamana “because in
reahty 1t is not praiibuddha (or, to use the usual form, buddha)
and while 308.3-7 distinguishes budhyamana as a knower
(of the Nature) and buddha as an eternal knower (of the other
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two), Prof. Hopkins sees the identity of the wdividual spirit
and the Lord~Spirit in verse 307.48 In doing so, he neglecis
the context. If the budhyamana became the buddha (or,
other words, if the Twentyfifth became identical w.lh the
Twentysixth), how could the Twentysixth be said to be “etern-
ally knowing the Twentyfifth and the Twentyfourlth” ? This
shows that budhyamana and buddha are here two princr
ples and not conditions. (Prof. Hopkins, GEL p. 134). I have
alreaday mentioned Prof Hopkins’ and Prof. Deussen’s expla-
nations of 308.1 above. Prof. Hopkins explains apraiibuddha
in 308.4, not as a name for the Unmamfest, but as that of the
individual soul (GEL p. 135). Prof Deussen interprets “clad
(n.) evam vikurvanal” (308.2) as “As he changes mself m
this way...... ,” and “budhyamana” (in 308.5¢c) as “knowing”
(1. e. asan ad}.) though in 30748 he wnterprets the same word
as “the Awakening” (1e. as a noun): {his proves
that even Prof. Deussen did not decide
for himself whether these are tech-
nical terms or adjectives (VPTM.633).
308.6a~b means according to Deussen: “Through him, the
Prakrti has not yet becn [fully] known (apralibuddlia— Prof.
Deusscn does not understand that according to the context
apraibuddh elr stands for “apratibuddha — not apratibud~
dha—~-+1h" 1.e. for aprabuddham ifi), so lhey say with reference
to the Unmamfest, Imperturbable”. No more examples will
be necessary for proving that the terminology of the L MBh.
Yogas (and, in a sense, that of other L., MBh. Schools who
also used the same terms with modifications) has been till now
not correctly understood. Henceforth I shall restrict myself
to gving a consistent interpretation of 308 as I believe it to be,
and request the reader to compare it with those of Professors
Deussen and Hopkins wherever these be available. (4buddha
i 308.11s a sho't form of apratibuddha in 4 and 5 and also 1n
21, used metri1 causa)

Now, we shall be able to understand how the L. MBh.

Yogas differed from the L. MBh.
Points of Doctri- S4mkhyas. The most prominent pomnt
nal Difference bet- of difference was the distinction of the

ween L. MBh, Jiva from the Paramaitman, which these
Yogas and Siam- Yogas made for the first time in the

khyas, history of Indian Philosophy, just as the
Samkhyas separated the Nature from the

Purusa for the first time by the rejection of the higher Nature.
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As we .have seen (10 308. 1) the Yogas made the Atman
“multiple” bahudlha. The meaning of
Distinclirn bel:  bahuddld must depend upon the context
ween Jiva and which, as we can learn from the verses
Paramatman. that [ollow 308. 1, shows that unlike the
Samskhyas, the Yogas have two Atmans,
the budhyamana and the buddha, the Twentyfifth and the
Twentysixth. It will have been also noticed that the
budhyamana 1s here the creator and destroyer (308. 2-3)
while the buddha 1s permeating the wisible and the mwisible
world without taking any part in the creation. The buddla
is (atfirst) not known even to the budhyamana ( 308.
6¢c-d ) and has apparenily nothing to do with creation and
destruction on account of its seemng the other two eternally.
Thus, bahudha 1s used for dvidhi partly because of melerical
reasons and partly because, as in those days when only
one Atman was known to the Samkhyas there was no
possibility of its bemng confounded if the Yoga doctrine
was contrasted with thewr view. Thus, there 1s no support
to the interpretation of baludht as implymg plurality
of souls, (Morcover, as already sud, it isnot the “Lord-
Spinit who makes humself many”, as was interpreted by Prof.
Hopkins, see p. 60 above.) The following verses (308. 9c—d,
17) bring out this fundamental difference between the two
Schools quite distinctly:—

“ When the budhyamana thinks of himself that he s of

a different nature [from the Twentysixth ], then he is
‘Unmanifest-eyed’ awvyakialocana because he is possessed of
Prakrti (9c~d, 10a-b). But when he knows the supreme
knowledge pure and ummpure, he attains to ‘the state of the
buddha’ (buddhatva) like the Twentysixth? (10c-d, 11a~b).
Then, he gives up the Unmanifest which

Evidence for the 1s of the nature of creation and dissolu-
same, tion (11c-d). Then, he who is devoid
of the attributes knows the Nature

( prakrli ) as possessed of attributes and as dev.od of con-
sciousness. , Then, he comes to possess the attributes
[ buddhatva etc.] of the Absolute’ ( 1 e. the Twentysixth—
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308. 8 ), because of his having seen the Unmanifest ( i.e.
Brahman, as sud i 308. 8) (12). Having come nfo contact
with the Absolute, the liberated soul will reach the Atman®”
(13a-b). “This non-principle, ageless and deathless, they
(1 e. the Samkhyas) call ‘ principle’
The Samkhyas (faftvam)’ (13c-d). But it s not [to be
criticised by the dealt with ] as a principle (falfvavat na )
Yogas. ‘ because 1t resorts to the principles’
( taltvasamsrayanaé ). Learned people
( 1. e., the Samkhyas ) speik of twentyfive ‘principles’ (fattras)’
(14). But he 1s not ¢ possessed of principles ’ ( faftvavan );
rather this mtelligent one 1s a ‘ non—-principle > ( nislattva ).
He leaves far behind (1. e. 1s entirely different from ) the
(Samkhya) principle of which buddhaotra 1s predicated (by the
Samkhyas)’. The highly conscious one ( prajiia ), the ageless
and deathless, the Twentysixth, when bemg conceived of [ by
the Twentyfitth or the Jiva ] with the notion of ‘I’ (1. e. I am
the prajiia) becomes 1dentical [ with the meditator ] undoub-
tedly only through force ( kevalena balen era ) [ but not i
reality ]° (16). By [ the side of ] the Twentysixth 1 e. the
prabuddha, even the budhyamana ( 1. e. the Twentyfifth ) 1s
ignorant’’.  Tlus 1s said to be the distinction' [ of the Yoga
School ] from the teaching of the Samkhya Scripture (17).

Notes.—1. These two verses (9c—d and 10a-b should
be construed together (Prof. Hopkins, GEI, p. 135, differs).
“ Of a different nature ” stands for anyal;, because, as said
verse 264, the liberalion of the soul from the world Lies in the
Twentyfilth becoming like the Twentysixth., Prof. Hopkins’
translation : ¢ thinks that I am the other ’, 1s based upon a
complete misunderstanding of the Yoga doctrine i this
Chapter. * Awyakta—locana’1s confirmed by Kumbh. ed.;
the reading proposed by Prof. Hopkins, viz., ¢ wyakfa-locana’
1s not necessary; so also his proposed reading aprakriuman m
place of prakrfunan. “ Avykia-locana ” means “ one who
sees through the influence of the Unmanifest, the Nature” and
also “one whose eyes are not annointed with collyrium (and
therefore cannot see clearly)”. 2. Yatha sadvmsal gives the
standard of comparison for buddhatya, the sadharana dhainia
which wculd then belong to both the budhymana and the
buddha. Prof. Edgerton’s mnlerpretation, “the budhyamana,
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as the Twentysixth (sadvimsal yatha) will attain to budhatva”,
is, besides being in itself meaningless, in disharmony with the
context, which shows that the badliyamana never becomes the
buddha (see also Prof. Deussen VPTM. p. 634). 3. ‘Kevala-
dharma and ‘kevalena samagamya’ n verse 13 shows that “sud
vunsgh yalha” s the upamana here, and that the Twentyfifth
does note become the Twentysixth 1n the state of absolutxon
Prof. Deussen’s translation of “kevaladharmi bhavat” as “and
becomes the Absolute” is inaccurate; so, also his translation of
kevalena samagamya as “having become one with the Absolute”.
4. Almanam &jmuy[zt 1s an expression for the state of libera-
tion; 1t cannot mean “reaches hus real self” if such an expres-
sion mmplies any theory of Ilusion (Prof. Deussen, VPTM.
p. 634). “ Ahuli” 1n 13 shows that a School other than that
1 308 1s probably referred o here and verse 14 shows that
this other School 1s the Samkhya School (sec 307. 490, 47; 305.
43 ctc. where the Samkhya 1s sud to have.only twentyfive princi-
ples). Etad mstalvam in 13¢c—d refers to kevala m 13a. dja-
ramaram 13d—the Yogas would never allow that the Supreme
Being becomes sub;ect to old age and death, unlike the Siam-
khyas who held that the Supreme Being 1tself 1s bound and
agamn liberated. This postion of the Yocfas 15 quite consistent
with their view that the budhyamana ('md not the buddha)
1s the creator and destroyer and that the Twentysixth knows
the Twentyfifth and the Twentyfourth eternally (308. 2, 7). The
buddha serves for the bu iliyamnana as an 1deal as it were (308.
11). The budhyamana becomes kevaladharmit, not kevala iiself
(12-13); he can come nto contact with the kevala and hope to
be thereby liberated only if the latler 1s eternally above
bondage and liberation (13). 5. In my opuuon we have
here a protest of the Yogas agamnst the custom of the Sam-
khyas who called the Supreme Bemng (the Twentysixth of the
Yogas) “a falfva” on the ground that it resorts to the Zaffyas.
Accordmg to the Yogas, the Supreme One never resorts to the
tattvas as we have seen in 308. 68, and theiecfore it can never
be called a faflva even in the secondary sense. In other
words, the Yogas do not admut that the budliyamana becomes
the buddha 1n liberation; the buddha never resorts to the princs-
ples at all dunng its eternal existence. The position of the
Samkhyas, “tattvasainsrayanat taltvam”, 1s often met with in
the L. MBh. e. g. in 302. 38:

“ Paiicavimsatitamo Visnur nistattvas tattvsaaingiiialy |

tatl*vasarﬁérayauc‘zd etat taltvam ahwr manisural” ||
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See also 306. 41; 307. 47; 306. 43; 302. 38; 6. “But he is not
possessed of principles” amounts to “he never resorts to the
principles”. 7-8. Here the followers of the Yoga emphntically
assert their view that the Supreme Bemng 1s1n no sense a
talfva, he 1s a wstatlva. 9. 1 e, He1s not a ‘principle with
the characteristic  buddhatoa, but 1s no principle at all,
though he should be called the Twetysixth, as these Yogas do.
The followers of the Yoga object to th: term {faffva being
appl:ed to the Supreme Being and, for this reason, are bound
fo reject the Supreme Being of the Samkhyas whom they
called “buddha” and also “fattva”. Agawm, “buddhatvalaksanom
fattvam 7, “a principle (and again) called buddlia”, 1s to be
found only 1n the Samkhya School, not in the Yoga; the latter
would accept buddhatvalaksanam msiattvam. This seems to be
the sense of verse 15. As regards the position of the
Samkhyas, 306. 44 when considered along with 307. 37 would
mean that the Twentyfifth who, when influencesl by prakrt, 1s
called budhvamana, becomes kevala (306. 44d) and buddha
(“now Iam buddhia” 307. 37c) when he knows himself (106.
44c). The Yogas refused to accept the identity of the two.
10. The repetition of @yaramaia (in 13, 16) shews that it forms
an vnporlant argument of the Yogas; the Jiva 1s subject to
death and old age, the Supreme Being 1s according to Yoga
elernally frec from these; there 1s no possibility of there being
compl.ie 1dentity between the two cven alter the former's
absolution. Aham 1fs griyaimanalk refers to the method of
meditation, n which the object of meditation 1s thought of
as identical with the self of the medilator. “Kevalena balena
cva”1s a simple expression and means “only per force”
i.e. “never n reahly”, the reason 1s, as explamed above,
that the sadviinsa 1s not hike the paficavimmsa; there can be
no real idenlity between the two; the identity achicved
duning the meditation 1s an unreal conjcctural one, as it
1s based upon mere force and on no reasonable grounds.
Prot. Hopk:ns has failed to notice the emphasis underlying
the expression  kevalena balen eva” and then he comes to
the conclusion quite contrary to the one given above (see GEIL
p. 135) Prof. Edgerton interprets it as, “by the mere abstract
power” aund adds, by way of explanation, “the power of this
knowledye”; I do not thmk “balena’ should be here mierpreted
as “the power of knowledge”; the context shows that all
identity of the individual soul with the Supreme One 1s demed
here (Prof. Edgerton, AJP, Vol. XI.V, 1924), Prof. Edgerton,
seems to have followed Prof. Deussen (VPTM p. 635). All the
three interpretors believe that in the present veise the
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identity 1s taught by the Yogas. But the next verse solves the
problem. 11. This seems to mean: The Twentyfifth never
becomes 1dentical with the Twentysixth because though the
former 1s budlhymana, the latter 1s prabuddha. This was already
said 1n verse 6: “Even he (1 e. the budlyamana) does not know
the Great Atinan”. “Prabuddha” shows that the buddha eter-
nally knows the budhyamnina who knows the former only during
Iiberation. 12. “Nanatva” in verse 17 refers to the difference
between the Yogas and the Samkhya Schools. In 13 and 14 the
Samkhya doctrine has been introduced as the view of an oppo-
nent; and the word “fu”” in 13c shows the same. Again, the
remarks, “it is not like faffva” (14b) and “That intelligent one
1s musiafiva, and has no futtva” (15a-b) mndicate that here the
Samkhya view has been rejected; because elsewhere in the
Samkhya text (302-307) itis always said thal though the
Twentyhith (of the Samkhyas, of course) is a non—principle,
it 1s yet a principle because it resorts to principles. More-
over we are given here the facts that the buddha or the
Twentysixth of the Yogasis*no principle characterised as
buddha”, that the identity of the Jiva and the Supreme Soul
1s a forced one; and thal the budhyanana, as compared with the
buddha 1s 1gnorant. All these arguments show that the diffe-
rence between the Yogaand the Simkhya Schools 1s meant here
by the word “nanalva”. In 308 1l.c-d we are told that “the
Yogas having made the Atman multiple (1. e. twofold, as
already shown ahove) describe the same (n. plu.) (principles)”;
aud 1t 1s exactly in agreement with this statement that these
verses (308. 9c—=d—17) explamn the difference between the two
Schools on the problem of the Yoga view of Atman. The Yogas
actually taught two Atmans, the Twentyfifth and the Twenty-
sixth, Versc 14 has clearly said that the Simkhyas accept
only twentyfive falfvas including the Twentyhfth as fatlva
because 1t resorts to the faifvas, there 1s no indication here
that the Samkhyas accepted the Twentysixth. Prof. Deussen
translates verse 17 as [ollows: “ But when he has become
awakened through the awake Twentysixth, he [still] continues
being 1gnorant ( so ist er weiter erkenntmslos, 17a—b which,
however, has nothing like “weiter” ), because this [ opposition
of the subject and the object mn the act of knowimng ] 1s ex-
plained to be still a plurality according to the wiew of the
Samkhyas and the Scripture (17¢c—d)”. And Prof. Hopkins
(10c. cit. p. 135) explaips the same in the following manner,
“That separateness of spirits ( nanatva, M. ) which 1s part of
the exposition of Samkhya 1s really (explained by) the con-
ditioned spint ( budhyamana? M.) when not fully (? M.
10
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enhightened (abuddhiman, M ) by the (fully) ( ? M. ) enlighten=d
Twentysixth ”.*  Prof. Edgerton takes ‘ cfan nanitvam ity

uktamn ” (17c) to mean “This (consciousness) implies plurahity”
(Prof. Edgerton, AJP. Vol. XLV, 1924). It will be secen that
all these interpretors have not realised the importance of the
terms budhyamana and buddha as names of metaphysical

principles. It 1s difficult to understand what meaning Prof.
Deussen makes out of 17a-b. Though the term nanatva can

mean “plurahty”, it can also mean “difference”, as in the
present case. Mareover, I do not think that in 308 we have
anywhere “the opposition of the subject and the object”. As
regards Prof. Hopkins’ translation, I have shown that the
L. MBh. Samkbya knows nothing of the plurality of individual
souls implied 1n his words “ separateness of spirits . { Tnere
1s a separateness of spirits here, viz,, that of the Twentyfifth
and the Twentysixth; but this 1s far from Prof. Hopkins’
meaning. ) Moreover, his translation is too free to be of any

value mm understanding the text. There are other minor
differences between my interpretation and those of others, these

have not been noticed here., It will be seen that the second

point of difference between the two Schools of L. MBh, to be
presently noticed, will also prove the correctness of the mter-

pretation proposed by me above.

The above translation of 308. 9c-d—17 and the notes
added to 1t, which fully refute the incorrect interpretations of
Prof. Hopkins and Prof. Deussen, prove that the L. MBh. Yoga
differed from the L. MBh. Sdmkhya as regards the Atman.
The Yoga believed 1n two Atmans, the Twentyfifth and the
Twentysixth, while the Simkhyas believed m only one wviz,
the Twentififth, The Twentififth of the Yoga 1s the crcator
and destroyer, and their Twentysixth has nothing to do with
the world. The Yogas objected to calling the latter a faffva
and rejected the Samkhya view on that point.

As a natural consequence of the separation of the Jiva
from the Supreme Being, which this Yoga School taught for

* Bracketed additions marhed 3l (Modi) are my cwn.
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the first time in the history of the Indian Philosophy, they

were led to reject the

The Conceplion then existing view about
of the summum bo- the nature of liberation
num: the Jiva be- or release from worldly
comgslike Paramit- existence. DBut as tlhus Yoga School

man, not Paramit- found iself confronted specially by the
man Himself. Samkhyas, the explanation of their teach-

ing on this pomnt, like that on the ques-
tion of the separateness of the Jiva from the Lord, has assumed
the form of a criticism ol the Simkhya view on the same topic.
This has been already suggested in the verses translatecd above.
The “ bondage ” was said o consist 1a the budhyamana be-
comung attached to the world (308. 5). It was said that the
budhyamana does not know the Great Atman [during hus
bondage ] (308. 6), and that when he thinks himself to be other
[than the Twentysixth ] he comes nto possession of Prakrt
(308. 9c—d, 10a-b), and that when he “knows (1. e. acquires)
the pure knowledge” he attains the buddha-state like (that of)
the Twentysixth. The fact that he does not himself become
the Twentysixth was made clear by stating that in absolution
he becomes ( not kevala but ) kevaladharina ( 308. 12¢ ). This
last one is the point emphatically stated 1n verses 18-30 to be
now examined.

“ The 1dentity ( ekalva ) of this Twentyfifth united with
the Conscious One ( cefanena samelasya ). takes place, when
he (i. e. the Tweutyfifth ) does not cognise [any longer] by
means of the intellect? [ and not when he merges himself into
the Supreme i .eing, the Twentysixth, as Prof. Hopkins umplies ]
(18). When the budlyamana attains equality ( samatam yal )
with the prabuddha, he ‘whose nature was attachment’
(samgadharma ) becomcs unattached® (19). Having reached

the unattached, the Twentysixth, the un-

Evidence for the born and ommniprcsent, the ommipresent
same. [Jiva] abandons the Unmanifest, the
Twentyfourth, when he knows it to be

worthless, through the knowledge of the Twentysixth (20-21a-b)".
Here the apralibuddha, the budhyamiana and the buddha have
been to-day described to you in their proper way according



76

fo the teaching ;n the [Yoga] Sruti (21c~d, 22a-b). The
similarity and the dissimilanity ( ekafva and nandtva )° [ of the
budhyamana and the buddha®l should be seen from the
teaching m the [ Yoga ] Scripture as follows ( efavad ) (22¢c-d):
The dissimilarity ( anyalve ) between these two [the budhy-
mana and the buddha ] 1s like that between thefruit of the tree of
Ficus Glomerata and the worm [ residing n 1t J; the distinction
(anyatva) between the two can be perceived also as that between
the fish and the water’ (23). Only thus’ (evamn eva) should
be understood the non-identity and 1dentity and of these two.
T his [knowledge of the identity and the non—identity]
together with the know
The Samkhyas lecdge of the Unmanifest
criticised by the (u. e. the Nature, the apratibuddliaka, the
Yogas. Twentyfourth) 1s called [im the
Yoga School] the liberation
(24). They [ 1. e.the Samkhyas ] say that this one here, viz., the
Twent, fifth who lives in the [ various ] bodies [ by turn] 1s to
be made free from the sphere (or power) of the Un-
manifest (25)°. It 1s the decision [ofthe Yogas]
that "he [ie “the Twentyfifth n the body” " mi1ght
be released only 1n this way and not
otherwise? Having associated® with
the Highest® he comes to possess the
attributes of the Highest (76). Having
come mnto association (“samelya,” occuring four times in
27-30 ) wilh the pure ( suddha ), the Awakened ( buddha ), the
[ ever—] liberated ( mukia ) the one whose nature 1s [ eternal ]
separation [from prakrii], who possesses absolulion, whose
nature 1s pure, who 1s absolute and independent, - the Twenty-
fifth comes to possess as his attribufes purity, awakenming
( buddu ), hiberation, separation ( Kumbh. ed. ), purity.........
and becomes independent ” ( 308. 27-30 )",

Notes.—1. Compare this with “ kevalena samagamya
in 13 above. 2. i e., ceases to be “ Unmanifest-eyed ” (10b).
“Yada buddhya na budlyate” cannot here mean “las no longer
any conscicusness { of self ) ( Prof. Hopkins, GEI. p. 135).
3. The Liberaticn consists i the samgatmaka (5d) becoming
nthsamgatma (19d). 4. Verses 21c~d and 22a-b have been
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already explamed. They mention threce independent princi-
ples and thus indirecily show that the preceding verses (18—
21a-b) are not mtended to mean that the budhyamana becomes
identical with the buddha even m liberation. 5. Nanafva
and ekalfva 22c~d cannot be other than those mentioned in
24Q ( see below ). Nanafva 1s explamed as anyafva n 23,
6. That the simlanty and dissimularity mtended in 22c~d
1s that between the two viz., the budlyaimnana and the buddha,
1s proved not only by my mterpretation of 13-17a-b and
by the fact thal thcre can be no questicn of aprafibudiha
being ~ompared with any ol these two, but also from elayolr in
23b, d and 25b. 7. The Yoga Twentysixth (buddla) 1s here
compared with the [ruit itself and the Jiva (the budhyamana,
the Yoga Twentyfifth) with the worm withmn it. The Ficus
Glomorata is never known to be without a worm or worms
within 1t. The i1dea underlying these similcs as given here
seems to be that just as the fruit and ihe water are greater
than the worm and the fish, so the buddha 1s greater than the
budhyamana and therefore the two are “never identical’.
The repetition of anyatva shows that here the non—identity of
the two 15 emphasised as m 13-17 also. 8. “Only thus”,
evar eva, 1mplics a protest against the
Samkhyas. It means that the buddha is like the budiya-
mana, but 1s also greater than the latter Both are.knowing
principles, but the buddha’s knowing 1s eternal, the budhya-
mana knows the buddha only when he 1s hberated. 9. It
should be noted that verse 24 gives the Yoga view of liberation.
This view mamntams the non-identity (though likeness also) of
the Twenlyfifth and the Twentysixth even during absolution.
10. After having stated thewr own view (24), 1t s just proper
for the Yogas to mention the Sdmkhya standpont, which they
wanted to refute. Prahul (25¢) shows that the hostile view 1s
mentioned here and the statements about the paficamumsalika
leave no doubt that the Samkhya s meant here. 11. This
expression, though used by the Samkhyas, applies well to the
Twenty fifth of the Yogas also and thercfore they welcome it.
12. The emphatic expressions: evaii... . nanyatha (23), ii
viniscayalr (26) and evain eva (2+4) are not meaningless, only if
we suppose that the Samkhya view 1s criticised here from the
Yoga standpomnt. So, the Yogas do not accept the Samkhya
view, that the budhyamana becomes buddha in hiberation or
that the Twentyfilth 1s both the individual and the universal
soul. 13. Note the Yogas’ emphatic use of “sametya” (20).
Cf. sametasya 1n 18 and asadya m 20. 14. I follow the v. 1
in the Kumbh. ed. which runs as follows:=“parepa paradharma
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ca bhavlv esa samelya vai”. The reading in he Bombay ed.,
parasca paradharma ca bhavaly esa samelya vai”, 1s inconsistent
with the word “samictya” in 1t and secms to have been intro-
duced by some one who believed the Yoga to teach the identity
of Jiva and Paramitman. 15. After reading all the verses
(18-30) it would appear clear that Prof. Deussen and Prof.
Hopkins are not right 1n understanding nanaiva (in 22,24) to
refer to the doctrine of the plurality of individual souls (VPTM.
p- 635, GEL p. 133). 1t 1s evident that manafra here (as
mvariably in all other places where Prof. Hopkins takes it
to mean plurality of souls-see App. I1I) 1s explained by the
text itsell as anyatva (308.23) and both nandatva and ekalva of
22 refer toonly two (and nol to many) mn 308.24. We
have here (22-24) not “the two theories of separateness [of
many souls] and unity [of two, the Jiva and the Lord]. but only
one theory of the identity and non—identity (bhedablieda 1n a
sense) of the Jiva and Idvara.

The above mterpretation of 308.18-30 and the notes on
the same will have shown that the Yogas differed for the
Samkhyas on the pomnt of the nature of liberation. Verses
13—17 show that the Twentyfifth and the Twentysixth of the
Yogas (or, in other words the individual soul and the Supreme
Being) arc different in their very nature, thus they mean
indirectly that the two are not identical during bondage

(samsara); and verses 18-30 aim at
No Identity of emphasing their non—identity even after
Jiva and Paramit- the hiberation of the Jiva. According to
man, i L. MBh. the Yogas, the Jiva never realises himself
Yoga. as the Supreme Being which 1s never
mvolved into bondage. So also their
dentity concewed of during medutation 1s a forced one (16).
The liberated soul (the Twentyfitth in liberation) and the
Supreme Being (the Twentysixth) are quantitatively
t wo though, as regards their attributes they may be said
lobe qualitatively one.

That the Simkhya s criticised here 1s proved not only
by lhe Yogas’ persistence on the method of
salvation described here (24, 26) and by the reference
to the Samkhya method of the same ( 25 ) which ( refence )
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finds its parallcl in 14, but also by another passage wviz., XII.
300. 3-4 which unequivocally says that
Fuither ewidence. the Samkhyas and the Yogas ditfered in
their method and idea of absolution.
The Yogas had said : “ Awuisvural katham mucyet” How
could the svul be released 1f he had
no God (apartfrom himself)? The answer of the Sim-
khyas, which did not admut of God as distinct from the Jiva,
1s given 1n 300. 4-5. It was the moksadarsana (30C. S) on
which the two Schools differed. * Prafvaksahelavo Yogal
Sambkhyah sasiravimscayal: ” (300. 7) should therefore refer to
the fact that the Yogas for the first time went against
the Scriptures in separating the Jiva from Idvara.
They argued from direct cogmtion ( pratyaksa ). To them,
the 1dea that God has become bound or that the bound soul
becomes God would have appearedd mosl inconsistant. Yet
both the Schools had a good nummber of followers (300. 8).
To sum up: The L. MBh. Yogas had made the Atman
“ multiple ” bahudha 1. e. twofold . the Jive and the Isvara,
while they accepted the same twentyfour principles as the
Samkhyas (308. 1).

The above explanation of 308. 1-30 contains no indica-

tion that the Yogas knew the theory of the plurality of souls.
The expression bakudha (308. 1) means

No Plurality of dwdha according to the context, as
Souls 1n the Yoga explamned above. Nawnafva mn 308. 17
Schools. or i 308. 22 and 24 has no reference to
that theory, as 1s evident from my trans-

lation and notes. I have also shown that even the L. MBh.
Samkhya did not believe that the souls weie many (except in
350. 2 for which see App. III). For all these reasons, both
Prof. Deussen (VPTM, p. 635} and Prof.

Mistaken Inter- Hopkins (GEI, p. 135) must be said to
pretation of L. have failed m their efforts to explain
MBh. XII. 308 by nanatva (in 308. 17, 22 and 24) as plura-
Prof. Deussen and Lty of souls. The latter’s interpretation,

Prof. Hopkins, according o which nanatva ( 22, 24)
. refers to the plurality or separateness of

individual spirits and ekafva meationed n the same breath
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refers to the unity of the Tweatyfifth and the Twen tysixth
looks absurd, even independently of the context which restricts
both nanatva and ckatva to “the two” in 308. 24 (and not to
“the many” of Prof. Hopkins).

It will have been noticed that throughout this Chapter
(308) the Twentysixth i1s distinguished from the Twentyfifth
(or, that the Jiva aspect of the Twentyfifth of the Simkhyas
has been fundamentally differentisted from the Idvara and
Mukta aspect of the same so as {o make them numerically
two). Again, the Samkhyas aie twice smd to have only
Twentyfive principles (308. 14, 23), thzse statements are
exceedingly important because they occur m the mudst of
other statements mentioning the Twentysixth (308. 7 11, 16,
17, 20, 21). So, the Twentysixth mentioned here 1s that of
the Yoga School, not that of the Sdimkya. Moreover, I have
already shown that the Twentysixth m  XIL 318. 79e~f
1s that of thc Aupamsadas and does not belong to the
Samkhyas as their Twentisixth, though the Twentysixth of

the Aupamsadas is not different from

The Twentififth the Twentifitth of the Simkhyas. Finally,
never becomes the as yet nobody has shown
Twentysixth inthe any passage in the entire
L.MBh. Schools. Mahabharata stating t{hat
the Twentyfifth becomes

the Twentysixth 1n the state of libera-
tron. This was, indeed, imposstble (a) in the Aupamsada
School because their Twentififth and Twentysixth were res-
pectwvely aksara and purusa; (b) in the Yoga Schools because
they denicd that the Twentysixth, aksara ( with the Hiranya-
garbha Yogas ) or purusa (with the Rudra Yogas ) and the
Twentififth weie numerically one; and lastly (c-d) m the
Samlkhya and the Paficaratra Schools because they believed
only n twentyfive puinciples. The eftort of Prof. Hopkins to
find the Twentysixth ( of the Samkhya School!) 1n 307 which
nowhere mentions the name “ Twentysixth ” but on the
contrary says that the Samkhyas hase no principle higher than
the Twentyfifth (307.47) 1snota well gmded one. The
“friend ” ( bandhu ) mentioned m 307. 27, who s neither
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explicitly nor implicitly said to be the Twentysixth, should be
construed like the two “friends” m Sve. Up. IV. 6, which
knows nothing about the separation of the Jiva and Idvara
( see Prof. Hopkins, GEL p. 133 ).

" Just as the origin of the Classical Samkhya is to be traced
to the rejection of the higher Nature, so we find, according to
the above interpretation of the LMBh.,, that the ori-
gin of the Classical Yoga lies 1n the
rejection of the traditional identity of
the Jiva and Isvara inherited from the
days of the Earliest Prosec Upanisads.
The idea of God m the Yoga System was not arrived at by

superimpostng 1t on an atheistic Samkhya
Discovery of the System with twentylive principles, but
Origin of the Clas- by distingmishing the Jiva from God on
sical Yoga Doctrine practical grounds, viz, (1) on the argu-
of Transcendent mentthattheactual experience(pratyaksa)
God: Abandin- shows that theyshould be always numeri-
ment of the Upani- cally two, though not qualitatively, and
sadic Identily “of thererefore the Scripture ($dsfra) may be
Jiva and Brahman. set aside on this pomnt (3C0. 4-5); (2) on
the belief that God 1s eternally beyond
old age and death, while the Jiva undergoes bondage
(samsara) (308. 16¢.); (3) by making the Jiva ( who 1s separate
from God from the begmning ) the creator and destroyer of
the world (308. 2), and finally (4) by keeping him distinct
from God both during bondage and liberation :—in short by
the rejection of the identity of Jiva and God ( 1. e. aksara or
purusa, as the case may be ) taught in the Oldest Prose and
Earlicr Metrical Upamisads and 1n the Gita and mherited by
the L. MBh. Sdmkhyas. Not only 1s this origin of the Yoga
conception of a transcendent and supercosmic God supported
by the text (308), but also there 1s wnothing uureasonable in
the process of its being obtained by the rejection of sivesvarayor
abheda 1nstead of its being attributed, rather superficially, to
a nirisvara SAmkhya. It 1s probable that orignally the word
niridvara may have meant what the word anisvara means n the
L.MBh. (“one not having any God separate from the Jiva—
11
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300, 3). Thus the Chapter (XII. 308) clearly shows that the
idea of a supercosmic God who serves, as it were, only as an
ideal for ihe Jiva, had been reachcd long before the theory of
the plurality of souls was known,”

The importance of Chapter 308 of MBh. XII is as great as
that of lhe passages which show that the Simkhyas and the
Yogas rejected the higher Nature of the Aupamsadas. Ths

Chapter (308) clearly proves that the

Historical Im- Yoga was one definite philosoplical
portance of MBh. School mn the days of the L. MBh.; that it
XII. 308. differed {rom the Samkhya on the nature
of the Jiva and Idvara; that the Yogas had

a Twentysixth principle but the Simkhyas had only twentyfive;
and lastly that the origin of the idea of God in the Classical
Yoga 1s to be traced not to a superficial asctiption of God to an
atheistic Samkhya System, bul to the rejection of the Upani-
sadic oneness of God and the soul. If the importance of this
Chapter (308) and the passages which refer to the rejection of
the higer Nature had been 1ealised, the four Schools of the later

Mahabharata would have been clearly distinguished from each
other.

I have already suggested that the new teminology of aprati-
buddha, budhyamana and buddha, which

Adoption of the probably originated in the L. MBh Yoga
L. MBh. Yoga School (307.48), was also adopted by
termiology by the olher Schools. It would be therefore
other contemporary mleresting here to note the different
Scheols. conceptions of the principle called
bu ihyamana in the three different Schools

with wluch we are here concerned. The Aupamsadas called

* The one soul of this L.MBh. Yoga was ommnipresent
(308. 20), and this must be the reason that when, in the later
history of Simkhya and Yoga Schools, the doctrine of the

plurality of souls arose, the many souls were alsa taught to be
omnipresent. ‘
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their higher Nature budhyamana avyakla “ the knowing
Unmanifest” because thecir aksara 15 a
The Conception living conscious principle ( MBh. XII.
of “ budhyamana ™ 303. 31-35, sce pp. 38, 42 above ). The
in all the Schools. ~ Samkhyas gave the name of budiya-
mana to the bound soul which became
buddha 1n the liberated state ( MBh. XII. 3006. 44, 307. 37).
Tlus was their highest principle, the Twenlyfifth (MBh. XII.
306. 43; 304. 9; 302. 32; 307. 47, 308. 14). The Yogas said hat
the budhyamina obtams the state of the buddha ( buddhatva)
i.e. becomes like the buddha, but the two are eternally two, as
we have seen above. (This was perhaps
Origin of the thecngmn of the term buddha which
term  “ buddha ” later onn the days of Buddhism became
older than Bud- the property of the Buddhistic School
dhism. with a definite sense.)

Thus, the Yoga 1s a System of what may be appropriately
termecda Double Dualism, vz, one dualism of Matter
and Spiril, as that of the Samkhya; and another of two Spurits,

i.e,, the Jiva and the impersonal Brahman

Progress made or the personal purusa. The special con-
by the L. MBh. tribulion of this L. MBh. School of Yoga
Yogas. lies, as already stated, m the fact that it
consciously separated the individual from

the Supreme Soul for the first time m the history of the Indian
Philosophy. This Spiritual Dualism should be distinguished
from the Spiritual Dualistic Momism of the EMU and the Gita
which consisted of the higher Nature and the purusa both of
which are called Atmans. The L. MBh. Aupanisadas had a
Pluralistic Dualism because they enumerated aksara, purusa
and the lower Nature as three prmciples, but the last was not
considered to be eternal while these

The Doctrine of Yogas who regard the Jiva as an independ-
“Double Dualismof ent principle like the Twentyfourth and
Spirit and Matter.”  the Twentysixth have really thrée eternal
prmciples whieh, however, as explamned

above, stand to each other in the relation of a Double Dualism.
The Oldest Prose Upnisads knew nolhing about any dualism
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or Dualistic Momism. They had said: “Brahman is one
only, without a second?” That was not yet
the age of synthesis and antithesis but that of mere thesis. The
Age of the Earlier Metnical Upamsads, the Gita, and the later
Mahabharata, although 1t started with the ntention of prowvi-
ding a synthesis for the Oldest Prose Upanisads (Remember—
Mu. Up. 1. 2 does nothing except placing aksara and purusa
side by side) is really an age of antithesis, when we compare
it with that of the Brahmasitras. But this latter had its
forerunner in the L. MBh. Paficaritra School, which we shall
examine 1n the next Section.

4. The Paficardtra School

The text of the L. MBh. Paficaratras i1s the Narayananiya

Section (MBh. XI1. 334-351). Whenever their views are quoted

elsewhere 1 the Mahdbhdarata, the text

Paficaratra Chap- refers to these as belonging to another

ters in the L. MBh. School 1.c. the School of the Paficaratra.

An example of the latter 1s found in

MBh. XII. 210. 10-11 and 14 (see p. 30 above). The

accuracy with which the views of the Paficaritra School’ are

mentioned in the L. MBh. 1s a sufficient guide to distinguish
its doctrines from those of other Schools.

The most stniking phenomenon that we find in the
Paficaraira School 1s its complete identification of aksara and
durusa. “Tlus (Nardyana )isthe one

Identification of auspicious form of that which 1s the
aksara and purusa. Im mutable (aksara), the Un-
manifest (avyakla), the Lord,

the cause of the world, the Unchanging ( kitastha ), the Agent
( karfy ), devoid of “the pairs” ( dvandvas), whom they knew
as the non-Agent ( akuriy)......... ” ( XII, 342, 125-126). In
another passage Niidyana 1s “the unborn ancient purusa”,
“the Lord ”, and also the source of the world, the abode of
the Immortal, “ the Subte ” ( suksina ) ...... (XII. 346. 21-22).
There are many other passages of the same type, wiuch identify
the impersonal with the personal ( XIL 334. 29-31a-b, 339.
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29; 340. 44; 351, 17-18 ). The terms for aksaia in the EMU
and the Gita are thus included here m
Revival of the those of the purusa; as a result Nérdyana
Oldest Description could be described as he who 1s not to
of aksara. be seen with the eye, not to be touched
* with the sense of touch etc., 1e. exactly
in the fashion of the description of aksara m Br. Up. IV. 5. 15,
Especially noteworthy 1s the term »dya which the Sve. Up.
(V. 1) used for aksara, and the L. MBh.
The term wdya.  Samkhya for purusa or the Twentyfifth
(307. 1-2; sece pp. 44-45 above ) and
which these Paficaratras could only use for an mnnate power
of the purusa, always in his  “ company ” though he 1s “alone”
(MBh. XII. 339. 68, 72; 342. 95; 344. 12 c-d; 347, 19). If
the historical development in the meaning of vidya and awndya
is lost sight of, a great confusion is wevitable ( Prof. Hopkius,
GEIL p. 104 and p. 136). Its position 1n the L. MBh. Pafica-
ratra Scheol shows that the latter identified aksara and purusa.
Even the later development of thc Pafcaratra Sect also
confirms this view ( sce Prof. Schrader, Introduction to
the Paficaratra, pp. 62-64 and p. 78).
Nirdyana,named This combination of aksara and purusa
the Twentyfifth. under the name of Narayana was called
by the Paficaritras “the Twentyfifth ”

( XII. 339. 43).

Note.—The three passages mentioning zdya as conceived
of 1n the three Schools may be quoted here for facilitating
their comparison :—

(1) Duve aksare brahmapare tv anante vidyavidye nilute
yaira gidhe |

ksaram tv avidya hy amutamn tu vidya vidyavidye
isate yas tu sosnyal) |[

(Sve. Up. V. 1)

(2) Avidyam ahur avyaktam sargapralayadharin vai |
sargapralayanismuktim vidyém vas paiicavimsakals ||
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( MBh. 307. 2). Cf. also MBh. 307. 11a-b where we read
about the same two : Ubhav ev aksaraw nktav wubhav elav
anaksarau.”

(3) Ekaki vidyaya sardham vilarigye jagat punah |
tato blutyo jagat sarvam karisyamiha vidyaya [[ (339. 72)
Or

vidyasahayo yalraste bhagavan havyakavyabhuk |

(344. 12¢-d).

If we remember thal in its original conception this vidya
is a living, conscious principle ( see p. 15 above ), we can
also understand the great religious movement of the Sakta
Sect and also Sakti— or Devi—-worship prevalent even now
m some form or other all over India. It could not have
originated from a personification of the dead, manimate,
unconscious Nature or prakrli of the Classical or L. M Bh.
Samkhyas. The first root of 1t 1s in the “ akl ” of Sve.
Up. L. 3 and the fivablnitd para prakrii of the Gita (VIL. 5).

Another pomnt in the doctnnal teaching of this School is

that the Naturc or prakrfi which should be regarded as the
Twentyfourth of this School 1s said to be

The Nature, the “born of Nariyana”. This 1s undoubtedly
Twentyfourth, the natural result of the Paficaratras’
“born” of Nardyana. conception of Niriyana who is purusa
identified completely with aksara (as the

goal) and yet having as his “sahaya” wdya, as said above.
This Nature which is thus the lower Nature of the Aupanisadas
(born of aksara the higher Nature—Bh. Gi. IIL. 15, Mu. Up. L.
1. 9) is often described in the Nirdyaniya Section: ‘From Him
(i. e. purusa in 334. 30) is born the Unmanifest possessed of
three gunas” (334. 31); “The Unmamfest dissolves into the
actionless purusa” (339. 29-31); “He whom the Simkhyas
and the Yogas call Paramitman...,..... From Him 1s born the
Unmanifest which the wise know as pradhana (34-0 28c-d,
29c¢c—d; see also 347. 16a-c).
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Like Nature, the Jiva or individual soul is also described
as emergmg from and returning unto the purusa. A reference
to App. III. which discusses among others the two chapters of
the Narayaniya Section on the plurality of souls would show
that,the pmwiusa of the Paficaratras is called the yomr (i e.
“source”, or “matrix”) of the souls, and tlus agrees with other
passages, such as 334, 42 and 335. 2 whete an individual soul
is said to have “come forth” (prasrfa) from the Atman (alma-
prabhava). But though n one passage (343. 14) Nariyana 1s

) called the *‘creator of the self” (sarvablui-
S The Individual tamabhavana ), we may justly doubt that

ouls and their Re- )

this means an abandoning of the general
Indian belief that transmugration, 1. e.
the mndividual soul, has no begmining. For, in another
passage ( 350.23) even the God Brahmnn is said 1o have
created and go on creating “many souls”. And there can be
but hittle doubt that here, as throughout in the later Pafica-
ritra, the liberated are thought of as persons different from,
though umted with and similar to Narayana. Such seemingly
advaitic phruses like mim pravsya (339. 43) or parumiting
bhavisyat ( 349. 43 ) should not muslead us (Cf. Schrader,
Introduction to the Paficaritra, p. 91 {ll.). For, the mhabitants
of Svetadvipa are all of them “awakened”, 1. e., liberated ( prat-
buddhas ca fe sarve), and God s “pleased 1n their company”
(tash sardham ramale) (343. 53-64). Indeed, Svetadvipa 1s
nothing else than the plice of the liberated (and, according to
Prof. Schrader, identical mutatis mutandes with the umbrella-
shaped “rock of the liberated” of the [amnas). And though a

further progress {rom Svetadvipa to the * "housand-rayed God
1s mdicated ( 339.129-130; cf. 339. 19-20 ), which presum-
ably takes place when pralaya comes (cf. the kramamukis
in Sankara’s Vedanta), we may safely assume that, as in the
later Paficaratra, the difference between the liberated and the
non-liberated continues cven during the cosmic Night, and
thal, when the latter ends, it 1sthe non—liberated who aie
“created”, 1. e, sent oul agun into the world. There would,
indeed, be no sense 1n teaching liberation at all, if in pralaya

lation to Narayana.
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both the liberated and the non-liberated would get rid of
individual existence.”

Thus, what the history of Indian Philosophy owes to
these Paficardtras 15 the 1dentification of aksara
and purusa mto onc goal. This 1dentr

Progress made fication 1s not {o be found in the whole
by the Paficaritra of the Gita, except i Bh. Gi. XIIL
School. 12-17. What Girbe has said about the
conception of the Supreme Being i the

Gita apphes 1o this passage o nly out of the entire Gita and
to the entire WNarayanlya Section of ths Mahabhdrata. In

the Pancardtra Doct-
No Dualism. rine we have no dualism

of any kind +whatsoever;
because aksara and purusa are not
to be distinguished; and prakri
15 “born” of Nardayana.

Though both the Paficaratra and the Simkhya are Systems
recognising only twentyfive principles,
Comparison of the former has only one eternal principle
the Paficaralra with (the individual souls, though eternal, not
other Schools. being counted as different from the
Universal Spirit, but admitted as existing
within that Spint itself), while the Simkhyas te1ch two eternal
entities viz., Spirtt and Matter. The Yoga Schools and the
Aupanisada System differ from the Paficaratra n so far as each
of them accepls twentysix principles wiule the latter has only
twentyfive. The Paficaritra however 1s nearer to the Aupamsada
than to the Yogn because the Paficaratra like the Aupamsada
does not distingwish the Jiva as an independent and numer-
cally one principle, and believes that the Nature 1s not eternal.
Morcover, 11 so far as the Paficardtra identifies the aksara
with the purusa, it may be looked upon as more Upamsadic
than the Yogas who gave up the aksara as the higher Nature
and also as the goal (as did the Rudra Yogas) or gave up the
puiusa (as was the case with the Hiranyagarbha Yagas).

” I am 1ndebted to Professor Schrader for this information
about the conception of the Jiva in the Pancaraira.
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One result of this Paficaritra doctrine of the identity of
aksara and purusa 1s that the Supreme

The Doctrine of Reality is now conceived to be possessed
councidentia oppo- of contradictory attributes. It is both
sitotum. saguna and mrguna, karly and akarty,
etc.; that is to say: it is saguna, karty, etc.

like purusa, and mnirguna, akarty, etc., ike aksara. We may
say that the Supreme Being 1s both salyakama, satyasamkalpa
(Cha, Up. VIIL. 1.5) and anapu, ahrasva, adirgha (Br. Up.
III. 8. 8). As the Gita puis 1it, 1itis

Its Original Mean- possessed of feet etc. (like the visvaripa
ing. purusa in Bh. Gi. XI) and 1t is also
devoud of all senses (Bh. Gi. XII. 13~14),

It is important to notice this nature of the aksara=purusa
doctrine here, because the explanation

Its Meaning ac- of this conception has become one of
cordng to the the clief problems m the later Indian
Aciryas. Philosophy. Sankara, who said that the
posttive attributes of Brahman are unreal

and the negative ones are real, went against the historically
correct view which regarded both of them as real, (and by
“ positive attributes ” Sankara, understands al1 attributes i. e.,
both those given 1n the Srutis which refer to purusa and those
that are demed of aksara). Ramanuja who held that Brahman
has all auspicious (kalydna) and no objectionable (heya) attri-
butes, or, in other words, that Brahman s full of compassion
etc., and devoid of cruclty, etc., did not understand the orignl
sense of passages like Bh.Gi. XIIL 13-16. Vallabha who
explained the texts in question as implying that Brahman is
possessed of all dwvine (alaukika) and devoid of all worldly
(laukika) atiributes seems to have come to that conclusion after
examiming exactly what 1s actually demed and asserted of
the Supreme Being 1n the positive and negative texts of the

Scriptures.
Is the Paficaratra a development of the Gita doctrine

like the later. Mahibhdrata Simkhya and Yoga, or is it
12
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the protest riased by those who possessed the traditions of
the Oldest Prose Upanisads? To me it

Origin of the appears that predominantly neither of
Paficaratra School: these was the case. The Paficaratra
Reconciliation  or was in reality a revival of, or a reconci-
Revival of Vedic lation of Asceticism with, the Ritualism
Religion under the of the Brahmanas. This is clear from
Bhakti~teaching of the importance of rites and ceremonies
the Gita. preached 1n the Nardyaniya Section; but
these were to be performed in the way 1n

which the Gitd had asked man to perfform his worldly duties,
i.e., as a dedication to the Supreme Being. The Gita taught
that acts can be dedicated to the impersonal as well to the
personal (Bh. Gi. IV. 24 and IX. 16), and under the influence
of this allegorical Yajfia philosophy of the Gita the Paficaritras
revived the old Vedic cult. The traces of such a revival of or
probably reconciliation with the Vedic religion are found in
the Gita itseli (see p. 28 above). Also the same devotional
spirit (bhakti) of the Gitad, which pervades throughout the
Niardyaniva Section) led them to the mystic identification of
aksara and purusa.  Their “one-mindedness” ( ananvata of
Bh. Gi. VIIL. 14, 22: IX. 30, 13, 22; XI. 54; XIL 6) was more
intensive than that of the Gild becanse in the latter 1t was
either for aksara or for purngr ( Bh. Gi. XII. 1 ), while the
former could not think that there was the possibility of an op-

tion being gitven to a devotee as regards the choice of the
object of his meditation or devotion, and therefore identified
the two then known objects of reverence.

A similar rejection of the idea of “two goals® resulting in
a similar admission of only one goal was achieved by the
Samkhyas and the Yogas on a quite rationalistic basis, as is
clear from their rejection of the higher Nature. There 15 no
wonder, thercfore, that the text of the L. MBh. represents all
these three and also the Aupanisada School as having heen on
fniendly terms with one another. 1In a sense all of them felt to
be on an cqual level ( MBh. XII 343, 82-83; .249. 1 etc. )
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That they had all of them the same goal is a fact repea-
tedly mentioned m the Nariyaniya
Paficaratra Section (XII 349, 68c-d—70,73). As
School also, a Path  we have seen, the goal in all of them was
to the same Goal.  aksara, or purusa, or both (see p. 55
: above); and coming undoubtedly after
the much reveied Gitd which consistently taught either of
these to be the goal, none of these four Schools was likely to
quarrel with the others for the doctrine concerning the Su-
preme Being. In the light of the teaching of the Gitad they all
felt that each of them and therefore all of them were in a way
~—andonly1n a way because they had their own doc-
trinal diffcrences also—different paths to the same sumum
bonum. Though in the days of the Acaryas and m our own
days this form of tolerance and sympathy may seem in-—
comprehensible, 1t was not so in the Mahdbharata Age because
the catholic spirit and teaching of the Giti were not yet
forgotten.

Under the influence of the Git3, though much later than
the Mahdbharata, a further philosophical
Further Develop- movement also {ook place, which ex-
ment, the DBrahma- plamed and m so doing modified the
sutras. Paficaritra doctrine of the identity of
aksara and purusa. The result of this
movement was recorded in the Brahmasatras., The Paficara-
tras never discussed with their fcllow-phiosophers their
doctrinal differences which we have noticed above. The
Narayaniya Section unlike the other Sections of MBh. XII,
avoids all arguments and reasonings. There 15 a kind of
mysticism about the union of aksara and purusa.  (The “Anr
ruddha-theology” 1s not any reasoned—out doctrine against any
other School,) It 1s the author of the Brahmasiitras who gives
reasons for the equality of aksara and puiuga, and in doing so
he acts like the “saints” mentioned in MBh. XII. 318. 56, 78
(see p. 40 above). Thus further development of the doctrine
which came mnto existence with the Earlier Metrical Upmisads
we shall examine in the next Chapter.



CHAPTER 1V,

AKSARA IN THE BRAHMASUTRAS.

The aphoristic language of the Brahmasatras is a real
obstacle to the right interpretation of the Satras and dees not
assure as much success as one may expect in the case of the
Mahibharata. Yet, if once the key of their proper explana-
tion is found out, this very obstacle becomes a help because
though aphoristic the Sitras are arranged into certain groups
of aphorisms which are connected with each other in a logical
train of ideas. The writer of this Thesis believes to have

discovered this key and though he may

Claim for the nothave——and he does feel that he has

Discovery of the not——been able to understand correctly

Orniginal  Meaning every one and every word of the apho-

of the Sitras. risms he has attempted to interpret, he

thinks, the general sense of

the Satras cannot, originally, have been very different from

what he has suggested it to be. And thus it 1s that he has
ventured to include thewr discussion in this work.

First of all it should be noticed that even Safkara had
not always the onginal readings or divisions (adhikaranas) of
the Satras before him, and 1n most of such cases all the later
Bhisyakaras too will be found to have shared the same fate.
This will be seen from the suggestions made in Appendix IV,

regarding Satras IIL 3. 26, 38-39, 42,

Mutilation of the 43, 45-46, 50-51. One more example
Original Satras. of this loss of the old tradition may be
gwven here. Br. Si. II. 3. 18 1s “ jnosia

eva ” which means “the Atman is possessed of consciousness
(Lit. is conscious), on account of the same reason (i. e. “because
of the Srutis ”, as said in Br. Si. IL 3. 17 ) ”. Now, it is quite
probable that the next two apohrisms formed only one and



93

meant, “ And because out of [ the three possible movements
that he makes during his worldly life, viz.,, ] depariure from
the body, going to the other world, and coming back, the
last iwo are {0 be made by himself alone ” (Br. Sa. IL. 3. 19~
20). 1Itis a well-known fact that at the time of the departure
froni the gross body, the God of death or his messengers are
supposed to come and take away the Jiva from the body,
according to the Scriptures. This leaves no room for the use
of the soul’s consciousness then. But in the other two cases,
the soul excrcises its power of knowmg and itself directs its
way to and from the other world. Thus, the Satrakira
supports his argument for yiiafva ** knowerness ” of the Jiva.
But the fact that Sankara and his successors divide the ongin-
ally one Satrainto two and explainthem as embody-
ing a puivapaksa on the topic of the size of ths mndividual soul
shows how far the meaning of the Siitras had been already
forgotten even at the time of the Bhasyakaras remembered by
Sankar't This 1s confirmed by some interpretations preserved
by Sankara of these predecessors of lus. See particularly Br.
Su. I 4. 1-3 (explained later on in thus Chapter). So we see
that a new terpretation need not be wrong because it differs
widely from that of the commentators.

If we study the Salras, the most conspicuous point that
immediately attracts our attention 1s a

D discrimination which the
W;c;;‘ur:}gz;t;gn 2?13 Sttrakara makes and which a_tmounts to
purusa. a dualism which he is not ready
to call a dualism of metaphysical princi-

ples, but which he would have us understand as samjiiabheda
‘a Non—identity of Names ” §B1 Si. 111 3. §) 1n contrast to
“arthabheda” “Ident1ty of Goal” ( Br. Sii. I1I. 3. 5 ). For the
sake of convenience we may callthisa dua ] method
of meditation on the Highest One
( para). This Duality of Names is the sole teaching of Br,
Sa. III. 3. 1-55 (App. IV). An enumeration c¢f some of the
points on the strength of which this duahty is put forth by the
author of the Sitras will bring home to the reader the first
and foremost problem that the Satrakdra has discussed in

his work ;— °

The Satrakadra’s
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(1) First of all, as said above, the goalin all the
Vedanta texts is one and the same, but a distinction 1n ifs
names is admissible, and on this distinction the Siatraksra will
base his teaching of two types of the method of meditation,

the means to reach the goal (Br. Sa. III.
Therr Designa- 3.8,10,16, 33). These two names are
tions. pradhana (1I1. 3. 11) and aksara (IIL
3.33). (For the termunology of the Satra-
kara sec (9) below.) By pradhana is meant puiusa. In Br,
Sit. II1. 2. 23 the Satrakara says that the Highest One (para—
Br. Sa. III. 2. 11) is the Unmanufest (avyakfa) and in the same
connection he says that “Because it has both the designations
(i.e. pwusa and aksara), the case 1s like that of the words ¢ al”
(the name of a serpent without any reference to its posture)
and “kupdala” (the name of a serpent with special rcference
to 1its posture of col).

(2) Another discrimination between the two s that
pradhidna has a form, aksara is formless;

Their Forms. and because the latter 1s the more impor-
{ant than the former (Br. Sa. III. 3. 44),

the Supreme Being itself is formless (Br. Sa. III. 2, 14). The
fact that pradhana or purusa has a form is used as an argu-
ment for deciding the topic of Mu. Up. II. 1 1n Br, Su. L. 2. 23.

(3) A third point of discrimination 1s that m the case of

the meditation on purusa “the collection

“Collection” of of thoughts” (upasamhara) 1s obligatory,

their Thoughts. while 1n that on aksara 1itis voluntary

and 1s to be observed only n the case of

those attributes of aksara which are mentioned 1n the text of

the particular School (“Branch”) to which the meditator
belongs (Br. Sa. II1. 3. 11, 33, 39, 40, 41).

(4) The Sutrakira differentiates between the functions
(karya) of pradhina and aksara. They
Their Functions. are respectively “mamntenance” or “suste-
nance of the world” sambhrti and

“heaven-pervasion” dyuwyapti (Br. Sa. IIL 3. 18, 23).
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(5) The author of the Siutras distinguishes between
three kinds of thoughts or attributes: (a) those of the purusa
(b) those of the aksara and (c) some of both of these which are

interchangeable, 1.e., which primarly
Iaterchange of belong tol purusa but which are mentioned
their Thoughts. by the Srutis with referance {o aksara
also. The Sutrakdra illustrates the last
by quoting Tai. Up. 1.1 (saiyam jaanam anantam bralma)
where, he says, safya and those that follow it, though really the
attributes of purugsa, are however mentioned as those belonging
to aksara. The utility of all these attributes is mentioned
above 1n (3). ‘See Br. Sa. III. 3. 37-43; App.IV.) Even in
Br. Su. I, where the author has given his explanations of the
Sruti-texts, he has kept in nund this “Scriptural Interchange”.
It appears that in Br. Si. I. 1-2 the Satrakdra has dealt with
those texts which according to him refer to purusa and in Br.
Sa. 1. 3-4 those which primarily deal with aksara but ascribe
to 1t such attributes as properly belong to purusa. This
original scheme of the Sufras 1s suggested by the word
“ayalana® 1n Br. Sa. IIL 3. 39, which undoubtedly refers to
dyubhvadyayatanam in Br. Sa. L. 3.1 (sce App. IV).

(6) The dual method of meditation or, as the Satrakara
himself puts it, the option of aksara and

Option of Choice purusa for the purpose of meditation is
between aksara and wvigorously upheld by him. Liberation
purusa 1s achieved 1n either way. If this option
of choice 1s not admutted, then the

Scriptures would be violated (Br. Sa. III. 3. 28-30). Both
aksara— and purusa—meditations are Vidyas *‘Lores leading to
Salvation”, as in the Mundaka Upamisad which 1s referred to
by the Satrakira on this pont (Br. Su. III. 3.47). The
attainment of purusa which results 1n the eternal enjoyment
of all objects of desire by the liberated i the company of
turusa 1s not to be understood as the attainment of a world
(loka, ke the. world of the moon etc.), though thereisa
common feature between the two (Br. Si. III, 3, 51; App. IV).
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(7) The sitrakara finds it necessary to give his opinion

regarding the question: which of the two,

Comparative Im- aksara and purusa, is more important ?

portance of aksara He says that the former is “the stronger”

and purusa. (baltyal:) because 1t 1s mentioned 1n more

texts than purusa is. But at the same time

the option cf choice from either of the two, given to the med:-

tator, is strongly mamtained by him, as already said above
(Br. Su. IIL 3. 44—15).

(8) I may here draw attention to Br. Su. IIL 2. 35

( sthanavisesat prakasadivat ) which

Discriminationof answers a piirvapaksa argument basing

“ Place ” in the the distinction of aksara and purusa (with

Supreme Being. their individual attributes) as iwo prin-

ciples on the fact that aksara is connected

on the one hand with mahat and on the other with purusa ( as

in Ka. Up. IIL. 11). The Sitra (II1. 2. 35) replies this by saymng

that this “connection” (of the two) refers to the “distinction of

place” in the Supreme Being The hght 1s called the Sun, the

Moon, and the Stars in connection with its prescnce in various

places; the same is the case wilh the Supreme Being which 1s

also hike the Light as said in Br., Si. III 2. 26 (Br, Sa. III 2.
32, 35; App. IV).

(9) The distinction that we have seen above 1s also
visible in the Satrakara’s terminology. In

The Sitrakira’s this connection I wish to point out parli-
Terminology. cularly three terms para, pradhiana and
aksara, which are used by him respec-

twvely in the sense of the Supreme Being (irrespective of the
personal or the impersonal aspect), the personal, and the imper-
sonal. In using “ para ” for the Highest

The term “para”. One, the Sutrakira’s intention seems to
be to avoid a term which would suggest

solely akasra or solely purusa. Tlus word occurs n Br. Si.
I1. 3. 41 (“The Jiva derives his power of action from para ‘the
Highest One’ ”,, IL. 3. 46 (“Tiie Jiva’s being ‘a parl’, amsa,
[ of the Supreme One ] 1s Like the case of the Light etc. ‘The
Highest One’ pasa 1s not such ™), IIL 2, 11 (*The twofold
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statements [ containing the coincidentia oppositorum ] cannot be-
long to ‘ the Highest One’, para, even from the standpoint of
place...... woo )y IIL 2. 5 (“[ The real nature of the Jiva ] 1s con-
cealed on account of the desire of the * nghest One ( para)

these passages show that thrpught the Satras “ para ” 15 used
consistently for the * Highest One ”, as said above. It s so
used 1n Br. Sa IIL 3. 54 (Appendix IV). The term pradhana
occurs in Br. Si IIL. 3. 11 and (as I have suggested in Appen-
dix IV) in IIL. 3. 43. In both these places

The term “ pra- where the teim 1s used as a metaphysical
dhana ”, principle, the context shows that it 1s
contrasted ( i ITIL. 3. 11, IIL 3. 33) or

compared (IIl. 3 43) with aksara ( see App. IV for the inter-
pretation of the Sutras ). This fact shows that the word
pradhana 1s consistently used for purusa. In using this term
in this sense, the Sutrakira seems to have adopted the termi-
nology of his own days, as he does in the case of many terms
Like sriksma and others (Br. Sii. L 4. 3; see below). “Pradhana”
was used n the days of the Mah&bharata exactly tor the perso-
nal aspect of the Supreme Being as understood by the
Satrakira. “He, who is always thus ready and whose mind is
pleased, reaches, without delay, that Brahman by
seeing which one comes to know pra-
d han a. Heis not to be seen with the eye, nor even with all the
senses. The Great Atman is seen only by the lamp of the mind.
HHe has the ends of his hands and feet on
allsides, the eyes and faces 1n all direclions; he possesses
ears 1n all places in the world, and [thus] he stands pervading
all” (MBh. XIV 19, 47-49 also see. 18.32). There can be no
doubt as to the meaning of the term pradlina in this passage.
It is so used probably also in MBh. XII 340. 39. The
Satrakara does not avoid using the older term for the personal
aspect of the Supreme Buing, I mean, the word purusa (Br.
Sa. 111 3.24; 1. 2. 26, see below). This, by the way, is an
mstruclive example for the totally diffcrent meanings which
the same word as a techmical term may have in different
Schools (pradhana =prakrti esp. as avyakia, in the Classical Sam-
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khya; =the lower Nature in Sve. Up. L 10). As regards “aksara”,

Satra III. 3. 33 clearly shows that the

The term ‘aksara’. Sutrakdra restricts its usage only to the

mmpersonal aspect. So, there can be no

doubt that even the terminology of the aphorisms reveals the
differentiation between aksara and purusa.

(10) The last noteworthy pomnt in the Satras n this
respect 1s that in the first Adhydya of the work certain Srutis
are explained as not referring not only to (the Samkhya)

Prakrti and the Jiva but also to aksara.

“ Aksara” as a Sankara and other commentators could

piivapaksa 1n Br. not understand that aksara could have

Sa. I been the pirvapaksu 1n the nterpretation

of certain Vedanta texts. In some cases,

if we cast a glance at the original wsayavakya 1t would

at once appear that the parvapaksa wiews stated by the

commentators had never had the least possimlity of having

represented any hostile School. Such pirvapaksas look ridi-

culous; and the wonder 1s that they have not yet been question-

ed by any scholar and that they had

Dr. Thibaut and escaped the critical eyes even of Dr.

Prof. Deussen. Thibaut and Prof. Deussen who were, so

far as I know, the only persons to

make a thorough study of the Brahmasitras and comment-
aries on them.

Thus, Br. Sa. I 2. 24 discusses the topic of the vaisvanara
Secticn of the Chandogya Upanisad (Cha. Up. V. lIff.) The
Section begins with the words: “Ko nu atmi kim brahma’
(Cha. Up. V. 1L 1) and the text 15 meant to teach the meditation
on the vaisvanara Atman. Sankara’s puivapaksas are expre-

ssed m “ Kim vasvanarasabdena (1)

Vaisvanara i jatharogiur upadisyaia uta (2) bhitagmr
Cha. Up.V,, purusa, atha (3) ladablumimni devatd athavd
not aksara. (4) sarita ahoswit (5) paranesvarall’ (Sa
Bha. Br. Sa. I. 2. 24). It would at once

appear that out of these the second and the third are the
pirvapaksas discussed in Br. Sa. I. 2. 27, but not m L. 2. 24
The fourth seems to have been refuted in 26, net in 24-25.



99

There was not the least possibility of the “abdominal fire”
having been onc of the antagonistic views. The only pirva-
paksa refuted in 24~25 secms to have been one about aksara
being the topic of Cha. Up. V. lIff. This 1s clear from the
f'tct that the Satrakara refers to a text which mentions
“Yarsvanara even as purusa” (Br. Si. L. 2. 26). Sankara has hit
upon the exact Stut: referred to n this Sitra; but he did not
understand why a text mentioning puiusa was specially
referred to by the Sutrakira. The Jiva is called prusa, but,
as the Satra (26) shows, the Jiva 1s to be refuted; so the Srutt
with the word putusa 1s used to refute aksara. (“Tathadistyupa-
desat” and “asambhavat” refute the Jiva view.) In the Gitd
(Bh. Gi. XV, 14) vasvanara 1s identified with Krsna who
stands for purusa and not for aksara, so the Sutrakira 1s also
right in referring to the Bhagavadgita.

Let us take another example. Br. Sa. 1. 2. 18-20 dis-
cusses the topic of the famons anlarvamubralunana (Br. Up. 111
7. 3ff). Sankara presents the various posssible views m
the words: “Sa (ne. antaryani ) (1) kin adludawadyabhi-
mamdevalatma  kascit  (2) kupva  praptaiwmadyaisvaryal
kasad yogi (3) kunvi jmmnutma (4) kumvar thantaram

kuncite.eianiananie, ” (Sa Bha. Br. Si. L
Antaryamm  m 2, 18.). The last supposition shows that
Br.Up. 111, purusa, even Sankara felt doubtful i (1) and (2)
not aksara. could have been the pirvapaksas though
he himself proposed them as such. A
glance at the Sruti which repeats “esa fa atmasntaryamy
amrhllr with every setence will show that the possibility of
Sankara’s priroapaksas stands precluded even by the original
Vedanta text. As 1s clear from the Satrasand Sankara’s
commentary on them, it 1s Sankara who himself rases these
objeclions and hunself gives their refutations.  As the “sarira”
1s refuted mn 20, he could not be the pirvapaksa in 18 and 19.
Moreover, the Nature [ of the Samkhyas ] 1s refuted 1n 19 and
not 1n 18; and “ca” n na ca smartam......... “(19) shows that
one view has been already refuted in 18. So, aksara only
(which 1s not the Nature of the Sdmkhyas and not the sarira
also) 1s the piivapaksa in 18. Tlus 1salso suggested by the
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word “smarfam” (19). The Satrakdra has i his mind $rauia
avyakla and smarla avyakla: the Gitd mentions these two
avyaktas and the word smiria may as well suggest the lower
Nature of the Gitd which 1s called a Smrti. The Satrakéira
does not believe 1n {lus lower Nature. So, “ca” and “smartam”
(in 19) distinctly show that the “Sraufa avyakla” i. e. aksara 1s
refuted in 18. The attribute (dharimia) referred to in 18 seems
to be the one imphed m “yamayali” i.e., the act of controlling;
according to the Suatrakara the governing over the creation
(prasasana—Br. St. L. 3. 10~11; sambhri-Br, Sa. IIL. 3. 23) 1s
a function of purusa, not of aksara.

Br. Si. IIL 3. 18-24 discusses whether Tai. Up. 1II. 8
mentions aksara or purusa (see App. IV).

The above examples will be, I believe, sufficient to prove
that even in Br. Sii. I the Satrakara distinguishes between
aksara and purusa. It 1s quite probable that even the Aupa-
misadas differed as to whether the topic of certam Srutis was

aksara or purusa, because in those days both of these were
accepted as the objects of meditation.

The foregong pomts will show that the discrimi=
nation between aksara and purusa,
which the Satrakara exlubits throughout his work is so
explicit and 1s so unambiguously expressed that one cannot
fail to observe it after the first three Chapters of this Dis-
sertation have been written or read. This differentiation 1s
always present mn the mind of the author of the aphorisms

and serves him as the guiding principle

Thorough Dis- whether he discusses (1) the names
tinction  between of the “goal ”, (2) ils form or form-
aksara and purusa lessness, (3) collection of its attributes,
in the Sitras. (4) its functions, (5) the “ thoughts ”
about it (or attributes belonging to it),

(6) the option of choice regarding the object of meditation,
(7) the comparative importance of the two “names”, (8) the
doctrines of other Aupamisada Schools, (9) the question of the
terminology or (10) the textual interpretation. This differentia-
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tion of aksara and purusa appears to me to be the most ar-
resting poimnt 1n the Satras and therefore it has been mentioned
first and that too with some details.

We have seen above that the distinction between aksara
and® purusa 1s known {o the Sairakira. Before trymng to
ascertain the exact nature of this diflerentiation, I wish to
point out what secmis to me to be an indication to the

Sutrakara’s knowledge of the distinction

Identification of Petween the two Natures of the EMU
the two Natures: and the Gila-., though the Satrakara
aksara or purusa limself does not accept il. This
is also the (only) problem s discussed n Br. Si. L 4.
Nature (prakrh). 23-28. Having described ayyakia or
aksara (in 1. 4. 1-23), the Satrakira

says that “ It 1s also prakrfe [ the word used for the
lower Nature by the Aupamsadas of lus time, and for the
Nature by the Simkhyas ] because the Proposition and the
Ilustrations [given in Cha. Up. VL. 1. 3, VL. 1. 4-6] are not tobe
obstructed [in their sense]” (23). “Ca” (also) 1n the Satra shows
that the author identifies aksara understood in the previous
Satras with prrkrfi, so that according to him thereisonly one
Nature viz., the higher Nature or, to speak more accurately, the
Supreme Being, which may be called aksara or purusa, 1s also
the Nature of the creation. The Sruti referred to by him does
not mention the lower Nature of the EMU and the Giti, but
describes the creation as direclly taking place from “that by.
(hearing) which the unheard becomes heard......... ¥ (Cha. Up.
VI. 1. 3). “ And [ aksara is also prakiii ] because ‘thought’
( abludhya ) 1s predicated [ of the Essential Cause of the Uni-
verse m the Scriptures) ” (24). Here the author refers to a
text hike “ soskamayaia bahu syam ...... ? ( Ta. Up. 1L 6. 1),
which shows that the Nature of the world 1sa thinking one
and therefore goes agamst prakri or the

Aksara, the Con- lower Naturc which 1s devoid of conscr
scious prakrii. ousness according to the EMU and the
Gita. “And [ aksara is also prakri ] be-

cause both [ the evolution and the dissolution of the world ]
are, in the Sénptures, stated as directly taking place [from
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and mnto it }” (25). “Directly” ( saksdt )is a clear proof that
the Siitrakdra rejects the lower Nature. For that purpose he
refeis to texts hike “ Sarvani ha va timam bhiitany akasad eva
samuipadyante | akasam praly astam yant; *—Cha. Up. L. 9. 1.
The fact that “ubhaya” in the Sittra (25) refers to the evolution
and the dissolution of the world and that “ saksat ” refers to
“epa” m the Sruti, goes against Sankara who holds that this
Adhikarana is intended to describe aksara as the “ mmuila >
and at the same time the “ wpddana” cause of the world.
“I Aksara is also prakrfz | because [ the world 1s] a modification,
paunama, of atmakrtr 1.e. of Brahman or aksara itself creating
itself as the creation” (26). The wisayavakya is “Tad atinanam
svavam akuruta”—TaLUp. 1L 7. This Srut: says that the crea-
tion or what the creator has made 1s itself the self of the creator
( aksara ). This 1s 1n agreement with Br. Sa. II. 1. 14 and 20
The modification ( paruama ) cannot be the Atman of aksara
if 1t were to take place from the lower Nature. “ And [ aksara
1s also prakrli ] because 1t 15 said to be the source, yoni, of the
world 10 the metrical compositions, ” (27). In this Adhikaraga

this 1s the only Satra where the author re-
Evidence of the fers{o the EMU and the Gitd, and in

yoni passages. doing so he has hit upon a very import-

ant statement in these works which always
describe aksara as the yoni wheren the purusa lays the seed
and from which “ all bemngs ” are born. Such passages are
Kau. Br. Up. L 6: Sve. Up. 1. 2, VL. 16, V. 6; Mu. Up. L 3;
Bh. Gi. XIV. 34, VIL 6. In these, akasa (meaning Atman),
atman, Braluman, mahad brahman, or jivabhita para prakrh
15 “ the source” yom:. So, the lower Nature cannot be the
yoni described m these words. And because aksara is the yons,
1t 1s also prakris (the lower Nature of the Aupanisadas or the
Nature of the Samkhyas). In Br. Si. II. 1. 23, the author

says that in the Sruti® anena jivena

Evidence of almananupravisya ndmaridpe vyakara-
“wena atmand’ m  vam " ( Cha. Up. VL 3. 2), “iva atman”
Cha. Up. VL. referstotheliving self of Brah-

man because the cause of the world is
not devoid of consciousness and cannot be explained to be
like inammate objects e.g. a stone etc, All these Sutras prove
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that the Sutrakira knows the theory of the two Natures and
rejects the lower Nature in so far as he identifies it with the
higher one, which 1s for him the Supreme Being.”

The Satrakira’s rejection of the lower Nature was not a
novel feature in the history of Indian philosophy. The
“saints” (sadhaval) in MBh. XIIL 318. 56 are said to have held
that “ One should look upon the two forms of the eternal Un—
manifest as one and the same end [of the series of evolution]. ”

The doctrine of these saints on this
Various forms of particular point seems to have been the
the Identification of same as that of the Satrakara. More-
the two Natures. over, mn 1dentifying ths lower Nature
with the higher one, the author has gone
exactly in the opposite direction of what the L. MBh. Samkhyas
are found to have done (see above pp. 42-44). Both of them
are the results of a movement of the same chaiacter, but
their conclusions are quite different from each other. The
Siitrakira says that the created world 1s a living, conscious
modification ( paripama ) of the Atman; the Samkhyas said
that the world 1s devcid of consciousness.

In this connection we may examine the exact meaning of
aksara as the Nature, as taught in the Satras. Awvyakfa in the
evolutional series of Ka. Up. IIL. 10-11 1s discussed in Br.

Sa. L. 4. 1ff. The Sutrakira says that it

The Sitrakara’s is not “the principle established by infer-
Theory of aksara ence by the Samkhyas” ( arumantka )
as the Nature: Br. because “its comprehension ( graliti,
St L 4. 1-7. interpretation ) 1s presented in the allegory
of the body [and the chariot] ” and that

“the Sruti shows it.” The “allegory” says that the end of the
journey 1s the Highest Abode of Visnu ( Ka. Up. I11. 9 ); so
according to the Satrakara “ayyakla” is “Vispoly paramam pad-

* Though the Satrakdra's doctrine of the identity of the
lower Nature with the higher one 1s not entlrely different from
Sankara’s doctrine of “ abhinnanimitiopadana ” according to
which he explains Br. Sa. 1. 4 23-28, the standpoint from
which each of,these two discusses the problem, reveals a con-
trast rather than a resemblance between the two views.
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am”’ mentioned as the terminus of the journey in the allegory.
“ Darsayati ca ” in the Satra refers to Ka. Up. III, 15 which
describes what is said to be “ beyond mahat” and avyakta 1s
also “beyond mahat ” in Ka. Up, III lla which 1s the wisaya-
wikya. In the second Satra (I. 4 2.), the same avyakia 1s sald
{o be the sitksina because 1t can be properly so called. In the
days of the Satrakara “ sithyina ” was a synonym for aksara
(“The siksma sees all these, the lower Nature ‘jiana”, the
Intellect, etc. etc.—MBh. XII. 204. 20 ). So, he uses a current
word to explain the Srauta term. * Among his other argu-
ments, he says that in the same passage “ mahat ” 1s stated to
be lower than ayyakia and higher than buddlu; and as accord-
ing to the Samkhyas buddlii 1s the direct effect of their ayyakia,
this snahat (in Ka Up. III. 11) cannot be a Samkhya principle;
so also avyakla (Br. Si. L. 4. 7).

Now, the facl to be noticed here is the Sutrakara’s view
of avyakia or aksara as the Nature, and this is given in the
Adhikarana discussed above, He says, avyakiais lower
than purusa because the former is dependent on the
latter, just as the objects of sense (arihali in Ka. Up. III. 10, )
are said fo be lower than the mind because they are dependent
on the lalter tor being perceived. The Satrakara seems to

reject a pivapaksa view which regarded

Meaning of avyakia n the capacity of the higher
“Purusa 1s higher Nature (in Ka. Up. IIL. 10-11) to be
than ayyakia” (Ka. lower than purusa from “the standpoint of
Up. IIL. 11). the place” (sthana-Br. Su. 111 2. 11) of
the two.§ Thus, according to the Satra-

kira, avyakia as the subtle principle ( siksina ) i. e. as the

* Sankara’s explanation of siksma and avyakic as the
subtle body as distinguished from the gross one 1s a proof that
he had not an uninterrupted tradition. He depends upon his
predecessor who, taking avyakla to refer to the gross body
also, was 1n no better position than Sinkara hunselt.

§Those who believed that ayyakia is spatially lower than
puruga, also believed that the mrgupa texts refer to avyakla
and sagupa to pwiusi. Tne Siatrakira rejects therr view
( Br. Si. Il 2. 11-21; see App. IV. 2). .
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(higher and only) Nature depends upon purusa. In other
words, in the Highest Being, the persznal aspect governs the
impersonal one as far as the act of creation 1s concerned (Br.
Si. 1. 4. 3). This would be the Siatrakidra’s explanation of
avyakla or aksara in such texts as Ka. Up. III. 10-11.

As regards the evolution from aksara, we have seen already
(pp. 101-102 above ) that the Sitrakira does not distinguish
the lower Nature from the aksara. This
Rejection of the meansthat he does not accept the lower
lower Nature, the Nature. In the same way he rejects the
Intellect and the creation of buddhi and manas (Br. Sa.
Mind, as links in -
the Series of Eyo- M- 3. 15) and begms the evolut}on from
lution. aksara with {he direct creation of the
Ether ( wwyal—Br, Sa. II. 3. 1) from 1it.
He says that the world 1s 1dentical with its cause (1. e. Atman)
and gives as a proof of it the example of the vital breath (Br.
Sa. I1. 1. 14, 20). In dropping the three links, the lower
Nature, the Intellect, and the Mind (—the problem of
ahainkara does not anse for him, as also for the authors of the
Mah4bhirata in many places—), the Satrakira has directly
set aside the teaching of the EMU, the Gita and the L. MBh.
Aupanisadas.

Before we summanse the Sitrakira’s view about the
nature of the Highest Being (para), it would be both interesting
and mstructive to note the doctrines of some Aupanisada
(Vedanta ?) Schools, which the Satrakira has refuted. The
adversaries of the Sutrakira were those who held that the

Vedanta texts mention more “goals” than

Two Aupamsada one (i e. two) (Br. Si. IIL 3. 1-4) and
Schools criticised that the (two) goals are not 1dentical (Br.
by the Sutrakdra. S IIL 3. 5-9). The former he con-
fronted with such texts as Bh. Gi. VIIL.

11 and Ka. Up. II. 15 which the Satrakdra could wmterpret as
teachung unity of the goal of the Vedantas (III. 3.4). With
the latter he argued that non—identity of the goals was incon-
sistant with the ommipresence of each of them taught in the
Sruti (IIL. 3..9). He held that there was only one goal but

it had two rmames, pradhana and aksara. The former of these
14
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two hostile Schools seems to have 1egarded purusa and aksara
as two independent goals; the latter who said that the two were
not identical may have thereby meant that aksara is the Abode
and purusa lives 1n 1t and thercfore they are in that sense one,
but they are not :dentical. The exact views of these opponents
are not given 1n Br. Si. 1II. 3. 1-9, yet they could be inferred
to have held some such doctrines as we have described above.
There are, however, two other groups of aphorisms, which
come to our aid here. The first group is Br. Sa. III. 2. 11-21

(App. IV. 2. a). It records a hostile view which admuitted a
difference of place nthe Highest Bemng, and

went further by saying that the negalive lexts belong to one
“place” and the positive ones to another

The *“sthana- “place” i the Supreme Bemg. This
bheda” (?) View. seems to mean that aksara and puruga
are two places i the Supreme One and

the negative and the positive texis respectively describe these
two places (sthana—DBr. Su. IIL. 2. 11). The other School 1s
implied in “ap:” 1n Br. S III. 2. 11 and 1s refuted 1n Br. Si.

IIL 2. 32-37 (App. IV. 2 b). It believed that there wasa
goalbeyond (or other than)
The “ syaripa- the Unmanifest or aksara (Br. Sa III. 2.

bheda” (?) View. 23 and 32), because the Unmanifest was

described as connected with the Supreme
One (or purusa) beyond it and because the Srutis asserted the
difference ( bheda) between the two ( Br.Sa. IIL 2, 32).
According to this School aksara and purusa ars numerically
two.

Although neither the commentators nor the modern
interpietors like Dr. Thibaut and Prof. Deussen have even
exhibited any curiosity as to who> these opponents of the
Siatrakdra could have been, it i1s not difficult to identify them

with some predecessors of the author of

Identification of the Satras. The view which believes 1n
these two Aupani- a duference of place (sthana) in the
sada Schools with Supreme Being whichisnumericallyone
those of the L.MBh. seems to be that of the L. MBh. “saints”
(tatsthanac ¢ anupasyants  eka cv eli

sadhavah—MBh. XII. 318. 78; see Ch. III p..41 above),
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who held that aksara 1s the “ place” of the Best One
and therefore in that sense the two are one. The other
doctrine according to whiclh aksara and purusa are different
from cach other (and therefore two in number ) was the
viewol the L. MBh. Aupanisadas who enumerated aksara as
the Twentyfifth and purusa as the Twentysixth ( MBh. XII.
318.47-8" ). According to the Sitrakira both these Schools
are dualistic. The lalter asserted the
The Satrakara’s differcnce between aksara and purusa
Criticism of these and was thetefore undoubtedly dualistic.
Views. The unity of goal propounded by the
former was superficial, because though
they stated that the Supreme Being was o ne, yet not only
did they say that n that onc Being aksara was spatially
lower than purusa, but they also said that the negative sentences
described only the lower place (aksara) and the positive only
the upper one ( purusa ) in the Supreme Being; so that all the
attributes of the Highest Being did nol belong to it wherever
it was present (Br. Sa. IIL 2. 11—note the word * sarvatra "
in this Satra; App. IV. 2.a):; The Satrakara regarded such a
distinction between the twofold attributes as an admuission of
duality, and therefore he opposed it, as will be clear from lus
view of the nature of the Supreme Being.

The most striking feature 1 the Satrakdia’s view of the
Highest Being ( para ), 1s the systematic
Problem of comm- and rational intei pretation which he gives
cadentia opposifo-  for the first time 1n the lustory of Indian
runi. Philosophy, to the twofold contradictury
statements regarding the attributes of the

Supreme One, the coincidentia oppositorum.

The historical position of the problem beforc the Sitra-
kara may be summed up 1 the following

History of its Be- words: the Oldest Prose Upanisads which
ginning. had thought of the impersonal ( aksara )
and the personal (piusa) independently

of each other, hiad regarded each of them as the Highest Being in
itsell. Therefore, the attributes of aksara contained not only
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the negative ones, but also some positive.ones, such as the act of
ruling ( prasasana-Br. Up. IIL. 8. 9). Sinularly there was the
custom of describing the personal principle negatively as was
done in the case of the impersonal. The personal 1s described
negatvely in Br. Up. III. 9. 26 and III. 7. 23 (cf. the imperso-
nal in Br Up. IIL 8. 11), Br Up. IV. 4. 25 and Cha. Up. VIIIL
7. 1 (cf. Pra. Up. V. 7); and the Gitd remembers this fact 1n
I1. 24. But a second stase was reached when the impersonal
was placed below the personal (as the latter’s Nature). Then
the aksara was no longer associated with such attributes as
properly belong to the purusa. Ths is the case in Ka. Up.
IIL 15; Mu. Up. L. 1. 6; Pra. Up. V. 7; and Bh. Gi. XIL 3.
In the third stage which 1s evident in the later Mahabharata
(and m Br. Sa. III. 2. 32-37), the distinction between aksara
and purusa and between the attributes of the two became
very sharp, and, as we have seen, they have developed into nu-
merically two metaphysical principles. In the fourth case, we
find that the distinction between the attributes of these two
is allowed to remain as it was, but the two were to be regarded
as numericdlly one (MBh. XII. 318. 78; Br. Sa. III. 2. 11-21).
On the fifth occasion, the tendency already visible mn Sve. Up.
I11. 19-20, Ka. Up. IL 10, I$a. Up. 5, Ka. Up. II. 20 and Bh.
Gi. XII. 13-14 assumes a definite shape and the Paficaratra
conception of o n e mystic principle springs up by the fu-
sion of aksara and puiusa. This (principle) had both the nega-
tive and the positive ailtributes without any reference to the
lower or the higher “place” init. But at {his stage no expla-
nation for this mystic combination of the two liutherto distinct
principles with distinct qualities 1s offered, nor it 1s realised

that this conception 1s inconsistent with those already 11 vogue
(see p. 91 above).

The author of the Sutras who comes after all these
stages definitely rejects the earlier views (2—4 ) except the
first one, which he emphasises as an argument for his own
view, and the last one which he adopils and systematises.
According to him aks.ara isnot spatially lower than purusa;
and again they are not two, but one. Whatever attributes,
negafive or positive, the one is said to have, also'belong to the
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other, because the Srufi itself inakes such an interchange;
their distinction 1s useful only for meditation (see p. 94 above). |
The Highest Being 1n its entirity 1s called aksara or purusa
and the negative and the posiive statements are applicable to
eveny part of it, to every place i it ( sarzafra). The Sruts
says that aksara 1s the goal. It also says that purusa 1s the
goal. Each of the the two are also individually said to be
omnipresent. It 1s irrational to hold
The Siatrakira’s that there are two goals and that each of
Rational Explana- them 1s ommpresent. The Satrakdra
tion of the Problem. makes use of this argument twice ( Br.
Sa. IIL. 2. 38; III. 3. 9) Wherever aksara
1s mentioned, it is said that there 1s none else than it; wher-
ever afiman or putnsa 1s mentoned, 1t s also said that there
exists nonc else but him (Br. Si. III. 2. 37). The Sitras
refer fo Br. Up.IV. 5, 13, “It i1s—as 1s a mass of salt,
without inside, without ouiside, entirely a mass of
taste ( krisno rasaghana eva ), even so, verily, 1s this Atinan,
without inside, without outside, entirely a mass of knowledge
( krisnal pragiianaghana eva ) ¥, and especully to Bh. Gi.
XIIL 12-16. “Thishas everywhere its hands and
feet, everywhere its eyes, heads, and mouths,
everywhere itis possessed of ears in the world, and
remains having enveloped every [ existing ] thing ” ( Bh. Gi.
XL 13 ). “ Saivatal™ m the Gita corresponds to “sarvatra”
in Br, Su. III. 2-11. and therefore the Satrakara refers to it.
According to the Siirakiia, when any lexit says that the
Supreme Being (aksara or purusa) 1s devord of hand and feet,
it denies them of 1t in its entinty. This will be the sense of
Sve. Up. IIL. 19 and Mu. Up. L 1. 6. This 1s how he solves
the problemn of the coincidentia opposiforum. The same 1s
perhaps meant also 1n Br, St II. 1. 30 and 37 ( sarvopela ca
taddaisanat and sarvadharmopapaitesca respectively ). The
Supreme Bemng as a whole ( “ sarvalra ” ) 1s possessed of
all, and therefore contradictory, attributes. The great teachers
of Vedanta, that followed the Suirakira busied themselves
with mterpreting this verdict of the author of the aphorisms
( see p. 89above ).
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The standpoint which the Satrakira has taken up is
guided by a hustorical insight into the development of the
aksara—piiusa doctrine n those days. The Chindogya and
Brhadaranyaka Upanisads never taught that the aksara was
spatially lower than the purusa, nor did they think that the per-
sonal aspect ivas in confuict with the impersonal. The Earlier
Metiical Upanisads did not mean that aksara was a principle

with so much share of individuality as to

The Satrakira, be counted as a second principle by
the Restorer of the side of the purusa. What they
Advaitism 1n the unplied by putting the aksara below
Aupanmsada School. the purusa mm the discusston of the
evelution of the world ( asin Ka. Up.

III. 10-11 ) was perhaps that in the entire Brahman the
personal aspect governs the mmpersonal during the act of
creating the world, and we find that the Satrakara does accept
this meaning of the paratva of the purusa ( Br. Su. L 4. 3;
see p. 104 above ). When the EMU and the Giti said that

the meditator on purusa when liberated “ went bey-nd
aksara (Mu. Up. 1II. 2.1: Pra Up. V, 5,7; Bh. Gi. VIIL

21-22, XV, 16-18, XVIII. 53-55), they did not mean that the
meditators on aksara reached the Twentyfifth and those on
purusa the Twentysixth (see Bh. Gi. XII. 4). The Sitrakédra
feels humself bound to understand those statements as refer-
ring to different places m the entire Brahman which 1s like
an omnipresent mass of hight wherein one may differentiate
between 1ts parts as occupying different places, though each
part has the same attributes. In brief, let not the historian of
the Indian Philosophy forget that {he Aupanisada or rather the
Vedanta School owes its “monistic monotheism?”
( how else shall we name the union of the personal and the
impersonal with the control of the former over the latter as
regards the latter’s creative actiity!) and therewith all the
later momstic or monotheistic phases of the various Vedanta
Schools, to the author of the Brahmasatras. Henceforth the
dualism and the pluralism to which the EMU, the Gita and,
more than either of these, the later Mahibhirata Aupamsadas
had fallen a victim, 15 driven out of the Vedanta School once
for all.
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Most of the other notable features of the “ aksara or purusa”
doctrine "of the Satrakdra have been
Distinction bet— noticed in the beginning of this Chapter;
ween the Satrakdra but one powmnt in which the author has
and the L. MBh. checked and corrected the {urn of
Paficaratras. thought, into which the Pafiearatras had
already let themselves enter, requires
to be mentioned here, so that the Satrakira may not
be mustaken for bemng more of the Paficardtras than he
really 1s. Thelatter ( as we find them in the L. MBh.) did
not at all distinguish between aksara and purusa and could
think that the personal 1s at the same time the impersonal (see
p. 84 above ). But, for the Sutrakira these two aretw o for
the practical purpose of meditation. They are two distinct
names of the one object of meditation and indicate two distinct
methods of meditation, though leading to one and the same
goal, This difference between the Pancaritras and the
Satrakdra, and the way i which the latter succeeded in
purging the Aupamsada speculation of its dualistic character,
and thereby establishing an option of choice as
regards the object of meditation, lead usto consider what we
maycallthe compromising nature of the
aphorisms.

Although the Gitd never aimed at reconciling the
various Schools of Indian Philosophy, the Brahmasitras
bear clear marks of the great sacrifices

Compromising that the various Sakhds of the Sruti have
Character of the made in the cause of maintaining the
Sutras. original momsm or monotheism of their
ancestors. First of all, each of the Vedic

Schools agreed to honour the Revealed Texts of all others
(Br. Sa, III 3. 44, 49). Secondly, if any one of the four requ-
irements, codana, akhya, etc. was the same m these texts, the
*same Brahman was {o be understood as the topic 1 all of
them (Br. S III 3. 1, ¢). But this did not mean that every
School was henceforth to study all the texts, the rule of
svadhyaya was taught 1n all the Sakhis and was not to be
disturbed in the least by this union of the Schools. Thurdly,
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since all the texts did not mention both aksara and purusa,
henceforth aksara or purusa was the goal. We have already
nohced the nature of this new teaching. The followers of
the Chindogya and the Brhadaranyaka could join the union
only on this condition; while those whose

The Oldest Upan- texts taught both as the gnals (1. e. the
isadic Schools. EMU and the Giti ) were in practice
pursuing only one of the two because

they were both of them not meant for one and the same man.
Moreover, great appeal for unily was effected by such other
arguments as the fact that every Revealed Text whether teach-
ing the personal or the impersonal principle had taught it
as omnipresent and there can be no {two ommpresent princi-
ples. The followers of the EMU and the Gita found that the
idea of aksara as the Nature of the purisa was 1inconsistent
with their conception of it as an eternal goal; so, aksara was
allowed to remain as Prakrti ( Br. S@i. I. 4. 23 ) but not as a
prakrhi belonging to purusa, The fact that the Chindogya
and the Brhadaranyaka Schools had already at various times

taught the personal and the mpersonal principles without
reference to their mutual relations led them to accept the new

standpoint. Henceforth thosec who believed in aksara were
to note that purusa was also a name of the same principle; and
those who meditated on purusa were to accept that the purusa
could also be designated aksara (Br. Sa. IIL. 3. 8). “Aksara”
was only “a different thought ” ( prihag dhi-Br. Su III 3 42;
prajiiantura-Br. Su I1I 3. 50; upadesantara-Br. Si IIL. 3. 37).
Aksara 1s “more powerful” ( baliyas ) than purusa because a
majority of the combimning parties believed 1n it; but, then,
purusa 1s also sanctioned by the Sruti ( Br. Sa. III. 3. 44-45 )

and both are equally good as the Vidya ( Br. Sa III. 3- 47 )
The followers of the oldest Schools were not to think that the

attainmert of purusa was that of a world ( loka—-Br. Sa. IIL 3.
51 ). The fourth important condition to which all had to agree
was that about *‘ upasammhaia ” or  the Rule of Collection of*
Thoughts” (Br.Sa. IIL 3. 5). This was the most important and
practical fe ture of this Syncretism. Till now, each School
had meditated on God as He was described in ifs own indivi-
dual text. But now a list of the thoughts on Ged was to be
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prepared from the Revealed Texts of all the Schools. Each
School was to accept what was common to all and to give to
others what was peculiar to itself and consistent with the new
doctrine of “aksara o r purusa.” This syncretic “Rule of Collec-
tion” was obligatory for the meditation on the personal aspect,
but not for that on the impersonal, because in this latter case
the meditator was to deny all attributes of aksara and the
existing lists were found to contan a sufficiently exhaustive
enumeration of these ( Br. Si. III. 3. 33 ). But if they found
some attributes of purusa in the list of those of aksara, they were
not to reject them out of respect for the Srut: which (respect)
was the background of ther union ( IIL. 3. 40 ), and if they

wished to collect the attributes of aksara from the various
texts, there was no objection (IIL. 3. 39). Even in the case of
the meditation on purusa, it was not possible that a
meditator could meditate on Him as possessed of all
the atiributes in all the Revealed Texts; therefore the

number of such attributes to be used in practical con-
templation was not to be fixed ( ITI. 3. 31 ). The younger
Schools were to make a greater sacnfice and we find that they
did 1t without any opposition. They were asked to give up
such attributes of purusa as wonld show that purusa was
different from aksara ( Br Sa. III. 3. 12 ).
The Younger Upa- The Satrakidra says that puyasirastva,
nisadic Schools. brahmapucchalva etc. are not to be
accepted as attributes of purusa, even
though they are mentioned as such i the Srut; and the
wonder 1s that he finds none to oppose him. There 1s no
pirvapaksa on this sigmificant step he takes. The followers of
the EMU and the Giti also agreed to give up the lower Nature,
the Intellect and the Mind as the created principles in the
evolutional series ( 1.4.23-28; I1. 3.15). This was done
perhaps because all of them vigorously opposed the purely
*rational Samkhyas or perhaps because 1t was necessary to
appease the Vajasaneyns and the Bahvrcs who were yet highly
honoured by the philosophical thinkers. ( Even the L. MBh.
contains some,descriptions of creation beginning with the Ether
as tge Ch% and Br. Upanigads. )
1
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Thus, we find that all the Upanisadic Schools agreed in
giving up minor though important diffe-
Formation of the rences for the purpose of forming a union
Vedanta School: Its  of all the followers of the Revealed Texts.
First Text Bookand A new book was to be prepared. The
its First Acarya. general points of agreecment were to be
recorded in a document for the future
guidance of all the Sakhas who were to keep on studying their
own svddhydya but 1n the light of this agreement. The most
important requirement was a list of the thoughts on the highest
Being and a systematic account of the exact nature of the
“sadhana” and “‘phala’ agreeable to all the combining Schools.
"The task seems to have been handed over to Badarayana and
to some other renowned teachers who represented all these
Schools. They composed a book and therein noted their views
on the points where they differed ( Br. Sa. 1. 4. 21-23; IV. 3.
7-16; IV.4.5-7, IV. 4. 10-12; IIL 2. 41-42 ). Henceforth
this new work ( on the teaching of Brahman as distinguished
from Karman ) became the chiet text for this umted body of
the Vedic Sikhds, to be known now as the Vedanta
School

The great sacrifices, described above, which the umiting
parfies have done, sets one to think

Practical purpose whether the purpose that made them
of the Umon: The sk their differences was only a theore-
Desire to oppose tical one or whether this syncretism had
jointly the Samkhya a practical goal. Would anybody have
and other hostile advised the followers of the EMU and
Schools. the Git3, under normal circumstances, to
give up the subordination of aksara to

purusa by abandoning some of the attributes of each of these
about the meaning of which they had not the least doubt?
And would such an advice have been accepted by them if 1t
had been actually given? Do the Oldest Prose Upamsads®
and the Earlier Metrical Upanisads show any signs of this
union ? Is not the theory of the two Natures a formidable
hinderance 1n the way of such a proposal? Itis not at all
difficult to imagine the motive force of this umor: We have
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seen how the Gitd distmguished between the two Natures and
how the L. MBh. Aupamsadas differed from the L. MBh.
Siamkhyas and Yogas, though all of them ( as they are found
in the later Mahabhdrata ) agrced, in a way, as regards the
nature of the final goal. But the seed of theirr disunion
and ennuty is also present in the Mahabharata. The
Samkhyas and the Yogas refused to accept aksara either
as the higher Nature or as a goal by the side of the purusa
(1. e. optionally to be accepted m place of purusa) When
later on these two Schools became more and more rationa-
listic and introduced philosophical changes of grave signifi-
cance, which caused them to be ranked with atheists, the
orthodox Aupanisadas of all Sikhas found it necessary to offer
a combmed opposition to ihese now entirely hostile Schools.
Perhaps some more adversaries had freshly entered the field.
It was under these circumstances that the descendants of the
L. MBh. Aupanisadas who never before found it necessary to
form themselves into a combined School, who speculated in a
variety of ways on all pomts except the aksara-purusa
doctrine, and who understood by the word Vedanta any text
or passage of the Upanisads, formed themselves into a School
of theirr own distinguished {rom the hostile Schools, Samkhya,
Yoga and others. No wonder that from the beginning of the
very first chapter, lhe Brahmasatras criticise the Samkhya
and lose no opportumty of doing the same whenever possible.

But this achievement itself would have been extremely
difficult, if not impossible, and the considerations, by which we
find 1t to have been guided, would have been entirely defferent
from what they really are, if the teaching of the Bhagavadgita

had been already forgotien at the time of

Invaluable Con- the composition of the work which 1s
tribution of the Gita mtended to record it. It 1s impossible
Doctrine in the to think that the third point described
*Formation of the above ( p. 94 ) regarding the admission
First Vedanta of the option of choice of one out of
School. aksara and purusa would have suggested
itself or would have been accepted by

the parties u'rvolved if they had not before them the correct
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interpretation of the EMU, the Gita and the L. MBh. Aupani-
sada doctrines, the last of which are criticised and rejected by
the Satrakiara. On the contrary, the fact, as I have found 1t,
isthat the remembrance of the ‘aksara-
and-purusa doctrine of the Gita (Bh Gi.
XI.L1-5) had exceedingly facilitated
the task of the author of the Satras who
only transformed it into into an aksara—or-purusa
doctrine. The boldness which the Siatrakira shows in reject-
ing those attributes of purusa which conveyed its distinction
from aksara (see p. 113 above) 1s unparalleled mn the works of
any of the Acaryas whose only recourse was an hair-splitting
method of mterpretation” whenever they had to meet a passage
contrary to what they taught. The Satrakira could do what
he has done, because he was sure of the support of those for
whom he did it. (In this respect the Satrakara 1s more reliable
than the Aciryas in the matter of the interpretation of the
texts with which we are concerned.) In brief, the mierpreta-
tion of the Satras oftered in this Thesis will, 1t 1s hoped, show
that the umque success which they achieved 1n their aim of
combining all Aupamisadas against the purely rational Schools
and giving the Vedanta texts a System called Vedanta
Dargana, was greatly due to the teaching of the Bhagavadgita.f
Therefore, the mnclusion of the Brahmasiitras in the present
Dissertation as an evidence for the meaning of the term aksara
will not be considered out of place.

r——— gt £

* Safkara actually said that priyasurastva, brahmapucchalva,
etc. refer to the “@nandal atna” who 1s the anandamaya
kosa ( Sa. Bha, Br. So. 1. 1, 19).

I Does not Bh. Gi. XIIIL. 4 which may be a later interpolation
n the Git, refer to the dwversity ( bakudha ) of the aksara-
purusa doctrine in the EMU, in the Giti and, in the
Brahmasiitras ? This Thesis has also produced ample
evidence to show that ksefra ( Bh. Gi. XIII ) was a term for
aksara and therefore ksetrariia a term for purugd.



RETROSPECT.

Inthe Rgveda, the oldest literary monument of
Aryan culture, we read already in those {ew hymns which
herald the dawn of philosophy, that it 1s10 reality but one
being ( ekam sat ) named differently which 1s addressed
n the hymus to the various deisties (I. 164. 46); and that, before
the world was created, “withoutair that one breathed
by its own power; for there was not beyond it anything
whatever” (X. 129. 2).

Later, the Oldest Prose Upanisads
taught as their highest metaphysical principle either aksara
only, i. e, the ( impersonal ) Immutable or only purusa the
“Person” : it, or he, respectively, was declared to be *‘ one
only without a second ” ( ekamr eva a—dwitiyam-Cha. Up.
VI.2.1)

After that, we find in Chapter I of Mupdaka Upamsad a

first attempt at reconciling the impersonal and the personal
~(yen aksaram pmusam veda satyam 1. 2. 13); but the prevailing
view inthe Ageof these Earlier Metrical Upani—
sads isthe one expressed in Mu. Up II and III, placing
purusa above aksara (Mu. Up. IL 1. 2; Pra. Up. V. 5, 7; Ka.
Up. IIL 11). In the Sveladvatara Upamsad this 1s summarized
as follows : Brahma (not Brahman) 1s the one threefold being
(tnvidham  bralynam), viz., a triad ( not three ! ) consisting of
the individual soul, the Immutable, and the Person, called here
(L. 12), respectuvely, the Enjoyer, the Enjoyabie, and the Inciter
(or Lord in L 8); the Immutable (i e., the “Highest Immutable”;
Sve. Up. 1V, 8) being again twofold (V 1) 1n so far as 1t has the
unconscious Matter (the Mamfest, Mutable, pradhana, avidya)
as its periodical mamfestation and 1s yet persisting as the
Unmanifest; Immortal, Immutable, Light, Self, Knowledge



118

(avyakia, amria, aksara, haras, atman, vidya) (1.8, 10; V. 1).
The Svetidvatara Upamsad, then, taught a triad foreshadowing
a future tetrad.*

The Bhagavad gitd taught the very same doctrine,
only with some new names, speaking of two Unmanifest ones
or Natures (VIIL. 20, VIL. 5), viz.,, a higher one (aksara, mahad
braluman) and a lower one (ksara, bralunan) (XV. 16; X1V, 3;
VIIL. 3—4 IIL 15; V 10} of which the latter periodically
emerges from the former (IX.7; II1. 15); and we may suppose
that its teaching the lower Unmanifest t» produce the manifest
universe (VIII. 18-19) 1s also in agreement with Sve. Up,, as 1s
undoubtedly its regarding the personal (priusa) as higher than
the impersonal (aksara) and yet not a dishinct entity from it :
they are not two, though they are not one either; 1. ., they are
so to speak, an nternal difference only (svagafa bheda) of
one and the same being.

This doctrine we find agan practically unchanged with
the Mahdbhdrata Aupanisadas: theycalled
the lower Nature (1), aksara (2), and purusa (3), the Twenty—
fourth, the Twentyfifth and the Twentyswxth respectively and
sard(MBh. XII 217. 1): “He who does not know the tetrad
does not know the Supreme Brahman” (rna sa vedu paran
braluna yo na veda catustayam; XII.217. 1), where the four
are: (1) vyakla; (2) avyakla or amrta pada XI11. 217.2),
(3) pwusa (XI1. 217, 6), and (4) déhin, the embodied soul
(XII. 217. 12). But we see also another and, ewidently, later
School of the Mahibharata Aupanisadas preparing already the
ground for future developments by finding 1t necessary to
explain—which was not really different, apart from its being
expressly stited, from the view of both Sve. Up. and
Bh. Gi.—that the two Natures are one and aksara and purusa
are one 1n that 1n either case the one 1s the “place” of the other
(tatsthatvat, XII. 318. 56. 78).

* This becomes quute clear, if we restore, as Prof. Schra-
.der suggests, the strange reading supratisthaksaram ca n Sv.
‘Up. L. 7 to supratistham ksaram ca. ‘
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The Simkhyas and the Yogas of the
Mahiabhirata thenactually did away with the theory
of the two Natures, but 1n a different manner.

(1) The Samkhyas abolished the aksara or
the 'higher Nature by simply distributing its altribut.s among
the lower, i. e., their only Nature, and the Twentysixth of the
Aupanisadas whom they accepted as their Twentyfitth. [ This
was the origin of the dualism of Spirit and Matter which we
find as an accomplished fact 1n the Classical Samkhya. ]

(2) The Rudrite Yogas, while accepting
the Simkhya Twentyfourth (and rejecting the higher Nature),
could not admut the Samkhya purusa who was both Jiva and
Idvara, for they (1. e. these Yogas) wanted a highest principle
which was absolutely beyond bondage and hberation, 1. e.,
had not even the semblance of being somehow (temporarily),
viz.. by creation etc., contaminated by the Prakrti. Thus, they
believed mn two principles instead of the one purusa of the
Samkhyas, viz., the Twentyfi1fth, who wasfor them
only akind of world-soul, andthe Twentysixth,
the Parmatman, who was placed above the Twentyfifth and
the Twentyfourth (Prakrti) and who was the absolutely tran-
scendent, yel personal, highest being. [Thus, and not on the
basis of an atheistic Samkhya, has evolved the idea of a
personal highest God in the Yoga System.] This School,
then, may be looked upon as having evolved from the (like-
wise Rudrite) Svetiévahn Upanisad. For, 1ts two Atmans are the
two “friends” 1n Sve. Up. IV. 6-7. But in Sve. Up. the boundary
between the two is still constantly obliterated; it has shil
a conscious prakrti and its “Lord” 1s still, though not
bhokty, yet karfy as regards creation etc.,, (V. 3; VI 3-4),

(3) The Hiranyagarbha Yogas were at
one with the Rudmnte Yogasasregards thewr Twentyfourth
*and Twentyfifth, but went beyond them by positing an
impersonal Twentysixth which they called aksara.
This aksara, then, was like that of the Oldest Prose Upanisads
deprived of beth its personality (cf. Br. Up. III. 8.9) and
materiality, the former being reserved for their Twentyfifth,
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and the latter for their Twentyfourth. This is the acme of
metaphysical abstraction reached in the Mahdbhirata.

In all of these three Schools the Twentyfifth engaged
(either really or apparently) in creation, etc., and transmigration
etc,, had sn far been only o ne, who either had (as in the
case of the Yogas) or had not (as with the Simkhyas) a higher
principle above lim, and the empirical plurahty of individuals
must have been for them but a phenomenon of Nature, if they
cared at all to explainit. We can understand this attitude if
we realise that it was a Herculean task for Indian thinkers to
free themselies from the grip of the ancient Aupanisada
tradition with its one and only Atman. Itisa great pity,
therefore, that the Mahabharata has not preserved for us one or
two documents showing the rise of the theory of
plurality of souls. We are merely confronted, in
one of the latest chapters of the Santiparvan (350. 1 fll.) with
the fact thatboththeSdmkhyasandthe Yogas
had meanwlhile taken to it, i. e, to the doctrine of one
real highest soul and many empirical individual ones. [ For
the Simkhyas now only one more slep remained to be taken,
viz., that of abolishing the purusa, just as formerly they
had abolished the higher Nature, and establishing a real
plurality of souls, but that 1s not heard of yet in the
Mahabharata; 1t came later, when Buddhism spread and
atheism became fashionable.]

Some time after the origin of these three Schools, came
the Mahabhdrata Piaficardtras who rather
developed the religion (dharma) of the Bhagavadgiti, their
most ventrable authority : they emphasised the oneness ot
aksara and purusa and did not allow either Matter or soul to
be a distinct entity from 1it, but looked upon the former as
peniodically created and withdrawn and upon the latter also
as emerging from and returning into their “source” the Puruga.
In spite of this they did not renounce the szvagatabheda stand-
powt of the Gita, but spoke of an innate power of the Purusa
which they called his idya ( and which was later identified
with Visnu’s wife Laksmi ) and also of the souls as somehow
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being parts of God and continuing as such even during the
period of cosmic rest. This, then, 1s the strictest momsm
taught 1n the Mahabharata.

And, finally, Badriyana, the author ( or reviser ? ) of the
Bralimsatras, substituted the Mihabhirata Paficaritra view
of the oneness of aksara and puriusa by his teaching that the
same Supreme Bemng called para “the Highest” 1s to be
meditated upon as aksara o r purusa.

But, while in Bidrayana’s Satras (and also in the systems
of the Vaisnivite Acdryas) the abandoned ancient position
( of purusa bemg higher than aksara ) 1s still to some extent
recognizable, even the traces of the latter will be found to have
disappeared when we turn to the works of his most renowned
SUCCEessor, S'ar'lkarzca',rya.

Thus it has happened that the history of aksara has
become what it has been called by us: a forgotten chapter.
It undoubtedly covers a very long period when agamn and
over again those very questions were asked which are echoed
in the motto of this Thesis. The history of Indian Philosophy
must, mdeed, have essentially been for many cenluries the
history of aksara.

16






APPENDIX L

INTERPRETATION OF THE UPANISADS.

Scholars may want a morc detailed demonstration of the
right claimed by the author of this Thesis to use the U p a-
nisads in the way he has done. He, therefore, submuits to
them the following translation of, and notes on, those passages
of the Upamsads which testify most unambiguously to the
correctness of his view of aksara and at the same time can
be shown to be i full agreement, in this respect, with his
second source on aksara, the Bhagavadgita.

A~—Mundaka Upamsad.

1. Mu. Up.IL 1. 1-2.

(1) The following 1s the truth: Just as from a well-kindled
fire sparks rise in thousands all alike, so, O gentle one, are the
various things born of the Immutable and return into the same.

(2) That divine, formless purusa 1s both outside and nside,
unborn, without breath, without 2 mind, shining, higher than
the highest Immutable (aksarat paratah parah).

NoOTES :—

1. These verses make it quite clear that the Mundaka
Upanisad distinguishes between aksara and purusa and places
the lat)ter above the former, as does the Gitd (e. g. in XV,
16-18).

> 2 It should, however, be noticed that this passage of the
Upamsad (IL L 1)describes all things as origmnating from the
Immutable. We know that in the Gitd also, the higher
Nature 1s said to be either the origin of all beings (e. g. Bh. Gi.
VII. 6, XIV. 4), or the origin of the lower Nature which is the
direct origin of all begins (Bh. Gi. VIII 20-21, III. 14-15).
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2. Mu. Up. IIL 2. 8.

Just as the flowing rivers disappear into the ocean,
having abandoned name and form, so the knower totally freed
from name and form reaches the divine purusa higher than
the Highest ( parat param purusam ). ’

NOTES - -

1. Purusa n this verse can be no other than purusa above
the highest Immutable in Mu. Up. IL. . 2.

3. Mu. Up. L 1, 7-9.

(7) TJust as the spider creates aund takes [ back], just as
herbs rise up on the earth, just as the hairs on the head and
the hairs on the body (appear) from the living man, so does
every thing here rise from ‘the Immutable’ (aksara).

(8) The [lower] biahman develops on account of fapas,
from that 1s the food born; from food, breath, mind, truth
(satya), words, and, n the rites, ‘the Immortal’ (amitam.)

(9) From that [afman] who 1s omniscient, who knows all,
whose flapas consists of knowledge, 1s born this [ lower ]
braliman, name, form, and food.

NOTES :—

1. The use of the masculme forms 1n I. 1. 9 should not
lead us to suppose that the last verse 1s a later interpolation,
because aksara atma ( Pr. Up. IV. 9) or aksarah purusah
(Mu. Up. 1. 2. 13), or rather simply atma (see abma in Mu.
Up. 11 2. 5, and notes on Sve. Up. L 7-12) could have been
understood by the author of the Upamgad as the subject
possessed of omniscience and other attributes mentioned 1n
this Sruti.  The occurrence of these masculine expresstons 1n
the sense of the impersonal Immutable shows nothing else than
that though the idea in the mind of these writers was an
umpersonal one, they believed themselves to be entitled to make
use of words that were of the masculine gender. Even in the
oldest Upamsads like the Br. Up atma s the word used for
what 1s described only negatively, e g. Br Up. IIL. 9. 26. In
the present instance, brahman 1s said to be the effect of the
Immutable according to the nterpretation we have proposed,
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and this conclusion is justified by Bh. Gi. III 15 (brahm aksa-
rasamudbhavam). So braliman n Mu. Up. 1. 1. 9 means the
lower Nature. Moreover the expression ‘yal sarvc gitah sairavd’
(in L. 1. 9) 1s the same as in I 2. 7 where undoubtedly it refers
to aksara (sce noles on atman under Sve. Up. 1. 7-12). The
author of the Brahmsitras clearly says that afman, Brahman,
etc. are words used both for aksara and purusa (Br. Sa. IIL
3. 52; see App. 1V).

2. As already saud, braliman in 1. 1. 9 1s the lower Nature,
because it 1s the effect of the Immutable. This follows also
from the fact that 1t 1s said to be ‘growing’ ‘gathering’ or
‘ developing * ( ciyate ) through fapas (L. 1. 8 ).

3. That aksara 1n this passage 1s of the same nature as
that of the Bhagavadgiti 1s proved by the smmilarity of the
attributes mentioned i Mu, Up. I. 1. 6 and those in Gita
XII. 2-3.

4. That the Immutable is said to be the goal in Mu. Up.
II. 2. 3, while elsewhere i the same Upanisad, e. g. 1n II1. 2. 8
purusa 1s said to be the goal, 1s no obstacle to our nterpre-
tation, because i the days of the Mundaka Upanisad both
aksara and puiusa were regarded as goals, as we find in the
case of the Bhagavadgita.

4. Mu. Up. L 2. 13.

To him who had properly approached [him], whose
mind was tranqul and who possessed control ( of the senses ),
that knower (of Brahman ) proclaimed in iruth that Lore of
Brahman so that he could know the real ‘Immutable-purusa’
( aksara purusa ).

NOTE :(—

¢ Aksara purusa’, mentioned here, seems to be a crude
attempt to explamn the relation of aksara and purusa. The
oldest Upanisads use both these terms separalely, e. g. aksaia
in Br. Up. 11 8. 8-11, and pususa n Cha. Up. I11. 12. 6, and
Br. Up. III 9.26 Each word denotes {he highest reality
known 1o the Upanisad., Both these words are placed together
1in the present passage: 1his seems to have been done conscio-
usly 1n order to reconcile the impersonal and the personal con-
ceptions about the highest truth referied to above. The authors
of the Earlier Metrical Upanisadas found that 1n the Oldest
Prose Upahisads, sometimes, aksara was taught, and at other
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times purusa was taught, asis the case in the passages just
mentioned. They were not confronted with an Aupamsada
School teaching aksara and purusa as two philosophical
principles, as was actually the case with the author of the Bra-
hmasiitras who had before him the Mahabharata Aupamisada
School. £o, the EMU try tc reconcile the conception of the
impersonal with that of the personal in Br. Up. and Cha. Up.,
but were not concerned with that spiritual dualism which was
itself the result of the EMU and the Gita. Thus, the first section
of the Mundaka Upan.sad scems to be earlier than the other
two sectinns, because this efiort to reconcile aksara and purusa
(i Mu. Up. I) 1s less successful than the same n II and III
where the impersonal aksara (e.g.in IL. 1.2, IIL 1. 3 and
IIL 2. 1, 8) 1s clearly placed below the personal purusa. The
expression ‘ aksara purusa’ betrays the author’s intention to
convey the idea of the impersonal Immutable only, because
he uses the simple term aksara 1n Mu. Up. 1. 1. and refers to
tapas und $raddha in 1. 2. 11 which 1s evidently based upon
Cha. Up. V. 10. 1-2. Both these Upanisadic passages describe
the paths of gods and Pitrs. Cha. Up. V. 10. 1-2 mentions
the impersonal Brahman as the goul of devayana, so itis
quite probible that the Mu. Up. passage which draws upon
that older text has the same goal in view. The words like
bralunaloka ( Mu. Up. L. 2. 6 ) and amyta purusa m Mu. Up.
I. 2. 11 also point to the same. The expression aksara purusa
1s like the expression aksara atman in Pr. Up. IV. 9, which
though masculine refers to the impersonal reality described in
Pr. Up IV.10. The Immutable is designated as aksara purusa
also 1n Bh. Gi. XV. 16: “ 1 here are these two purusas m the
world, viz., the Mutable and the Immutable ”; but the Gita
does so, because 1t calls the purusa (of Mu. Up.) “purusottama’
( Bh. Gi. XV. 18).

CONCLUSION :—

1. The Immutable in the Mu. Up. 1s the Impersonal
One ( I. 1. 6 ) as in Bh. Gi. XII. 3-4.

2. Itis below purusa, e. g mm IL 1. 2, IIL. 1. 2, III. 2. 8,
as in Bh. Gi. XV. 16-18.

3. It 1s an independent goal just hike the purusa (1. 1.5),
as in Bh. Gi. XII. 1, VIII. 10.

4. It can be called aksara (1. 1.5,7;11. 1. 2, IL. 2. 2)),
atman ( possibly m 1. 1. 9, 1. 2. 5), aksara purusa (L. 2. 13),
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amria puwrusa (1. 2. 11 ), Brahman (IIL 1.3 ), yom: ( with
reference to purusa ) ( IIL 1. 3 ), yoni of all beings ( 1. 1. 6 ),
Sukra ( 111 2. 1), biahmadhama ( 11L 2. 2, 4 ).

5. From it, brahman or the lower Nature is “born”
(L * 8-9).

6. Specially noteworthy is the fact that in Mu, Up. 1. 2,
we have an earlier effort to reconcile the impersonal and
personal principles of Br. Up. and Cha. Up, than ithe one n
Mu. Up. 1L 1. 1-2,

B.—Prasna Upanisad.

Sections IV and V of the Prasna Upanisad mention the
Immutable ( aksara ) and purusa respectively, and, as we shall
see presently, disinguish between the two, placing purusa
above aksara.

1. Pr. Up. IV. 9-11.

(9) For he, who sees, touches, hears, smells, tastes,
fancies, knows, and acts, heis tlie person of the nature of
knowledge ( eifianatina purusal ), [and] he has his stand 1n
the highest Immutable Self ( pare sksare atman ).

(10) He, indeed, who knows the Immutable ( aksara )
which 15 without shadow, without a body, without blood, and
radiant, O gentle one, he, who knows this Immutable, reaches
none else than the highest Immutable. He becomes omni-
scient and all-{ embracing]. For that the tollowing verse
[ 1s the authonty .

(11) He who knows that Immutable 1n which the know-
ledge-self (wvyiianating ), along with all the gods (i. e. senses),
and all the vital airs and elements find rest—such a one having
become ommiscient, O gentle one, has certainly entered every-
thing.

XoOTEs i—

1. The person of the nature of knowledge ( vyianatma
purusakh ) 1s the Jiva ( individual soul ) m whom all senses and
all objects of, sense rest during the dreamless sleep ( Pr.
Up. IV.6~7 )



128

2. The expression paia aksara dtman (in verse IV, 9) for
the highest Immutable, which 1s more complex than the usual
word aksara (e.g. 1n Mu. Up. L 1. 3) miy be compared with
the similar expression atsars purusa, ‘ the Immutable purusa ’,
for the same, used in Mu Up, L. 2. 13. see pp. 125-120).

3. The description of the Immutable in verse 10 makes
it quite clear that para aksira afman 1n the previous verse 1s
to be 1dentified with the aksara of the Bhagavadgita ( see e. g.
XII. 2-5).

4, Verse 11 makes the sense of vijianatini purusah
verse 9 quite clear. He is accompanied by the senses, ihe
vital arrs and the elements. He can be none else but the Jiva.

2. Pr.Up.V.2,35,7.

(2) Indeed, O Satyakdma, that which s the Syllable
‘Om’ is the Higher and the Lower Brahman ( paramm ¢ aparam
ca brahma ). Therefore the knower obtains either of the two
( ekataram ) by this same resort ( viz., the Syllable Om ).

X X X

(5) But he who meditates on the Supreme purusa
( parama purusa) by means of tlus very Syllable, viz., ¢ Om’
consisting of three parts, joins the Light, viz., the Sun. He
being free from sin, just as the serpent 1s freed from slough,
is carried by the Sima-hymns to the world of Brahman (1. e.
to the Immutable ). From this [ world ] replete wilh Lafe (or
from this solid Mass of Life-Jivaghana ), he sees purusa, higher
than the Highest, residing 1n the City ( parat param purisayam
purusam ). Regarding this, the followmng iwo verses are
[ the authority ].

X X X

(7) He obtans this [human] world by means of the
Rg-verses, the world of the atmosphere through the Yajus—
verses, and through Simans he obfains that [ Immutable}
which the Wise proclaim. He, who knows what 1s quiet,
without old age, immortal, without fear, and the Highest
(para ) obtains Him even by the same resort viz., the Syllable
‘Om’ [ meditated upon as an entire Syllable J. -
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NortEs :—

1. The conception of the Higher and Lower Brahman
of this Upanisad 1s very important. Seniences 3 and 4 of this
seclion describe how the meditator on one and two parts
(ekampatra and dvimatra) of the Syllable ‘Om’, obtains the human
world and the world of the moon. (Apparently these worlds are
not to be counted as Brahman.) The world of the moon is the
world from which the soul returns, according to V. 4. The
scntence (V. 5), therefore, describes the world from which there
1s no return.  This world 1s said to be the Brahman-world
(bralimaloka). And the man who meditates on all the three parts
cf the Syllable ( 1. e. who meditates on the Syllable ‘Om’ as
consisting of three parts, but not asa single Syllable, see
note 9 below ), goes to it after having jomed [ the rays of ]
the Light viz., the Sun. The description (wvinirmuktam etc.
in V. 5 ) shows that this man is the liberated soul. Therefore,
this must be the Lower Brahman (aparam brahma) mentioned
mn verse V. 2. This 1s “one of the two (goals)” stated in this
Srut1(V.2). The phrase parat param (V. 5) 1s an epithet of
the puruse “ who 1s higher than this Mass of Life which is the
Highest ( etusingg jivaghanat paral paramn).” This interpreta-
tion 18 supported by the description of the purusa m the
Mundaka Upanisad. There we read: the Brahman-knower
being freed from ¢ name and form’ reaches the divine purusa
higher than the Highest (Mu. Up. IIL 2. 8).

2. Brahmaloka 1n this passage 1s ‘lhe Immutable aksara’,
because (a) as pomnted out 1nthe note to the previous verse,
according to thus Upanisad there 1s no return from this Brah-
man-world, return being possible only if the meditator goes to
the world of the moon as said in sentence 3 of this section; (b)
it is said here that the liberated soul “ sees ” the purusa from
this Brahman—world; no text tells us that one can “ see ” the
purusa from the world of Brahmi otherwise called Prajdpats;
(c) even some of the Upamsads distinguish between the Brah-
man-world, 1. e. the Immutable, and the world of Prajdpati,
e. g. Kau. Up. L. 3, in which bralunaloka can only mean the
Immutable; as the question of return and non-return is here
fm Pra. Up. V) discussed according as the soul reaches the
Moon or the Sun, we can associate this passage with Kau. Up.
I. 3 where the same topic i1s met with; and (d) lastly this
Brahman—world is said to be sivaghana, a sohd Mass of Life;
the soul that is “bound” including even Brahma could not
have been so*called. The 1dea of ‘ jfivasamagfs’ as the inter-

17
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pretation of jivaghana 1s not acceptable because that idea is
not known to the EMU and because “ jivaghana” 1s not diffi-
cult to be explained, if we look to the hiterature of the Age of
ihe EMU. This term “jivaghana” means the same as is
called prajiianaghana “ Mass of Consciousness’ 1 Br. Up. IV,
5. 13 and in Mandukya Up. 5, and “jivabluita prakrti” the
Life~element m Bh. Gi. VII. 5, and “jiva afman” in Cha.
Up. VI. 3.2, ( see Ch.IV.p.102 ). InChi. Up. VIIL 3. 2.
( bralumaloka means aksara the “ Immutable ”’; so also n
Cha. Up. VIIL 4. 1-3, VIIL 5, 3-4 and 1n Br Up. IV, 3, 32.

3. It should also be emphasised that the liberated soul 15
heresaidto see furusa trom the world of the Immutable,
so that it 1s not meant here that the soul reaches the puruga by
meditation on Him through the syllable ‘Om’ conceived
of as consisting of three parts.

4. The world described as ‘ what the Wise ( kavayah ~
cf. Ka. Up. III 14) proclaim,” 1s the Brahman-world of V.5
or “the Lower Brahman ” of V. 2, because both of thesz are
said to be reached through the Siman-hymns. And this
description of the Brahman-world also justifies my mterpreta-
tion of the term bialunaloka n V. 5.  So, the expression ** the
Lower Brahman ” has got quite a different meaning trom what
Sankara would explan 1t tu be,

5. Now, there should be no doubt regarding the expla-
nation of “Him” (V. 7¢), because this word stands for purusa
who 1s mentioned mn V. 5. Verse 7 1s a quotation ntended to
explain sentence 5 ( see note 8 below).

6. As it is said that even by the syllable ‘Om’ the Brah-
man-knower reaches purusa; 1t follows that ‘Om’ in this case
is not concewved of as a syllable consisting of three parts,
but asa self-complete single mystic
symbol This dea seems to be similar {o that in the Bh.
Gi. VIII. 13. ‘Even’ (evain V.7c-d )1s significant n this
connection.

7. ‘The quiet one’ and the other epithets refer undoubt-
edly t> aksara. It 1s not unusual to describe the Immutable ift
these terms (see santatman in Ka Up. III. 13 ). Moreover,
param ‘the Highest' mentioned here 1s to be distinguished
from parat param ‘the hugher than the Highest', the attribute
of purusa 1 one of the sentences here (V. 5).
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8. ‘Him’ (in V. 7c) must refer to purusa as distingmshed
from the impersonal aksara conveyed here by the neuter
pronouns ‘ yat' and ‘ faf’. Ths purusa 1s the one whom the
liberated soul “sees” from the Brahman~world (V. 5).

9. The exact literal sense of this last verse must be
noted. It states that one who knows aksara attamns to purusa
by means of the syllible “Om”. This 1dea follows also from
two verses in Ph Gi. viz., VIII. 12, wheie it 1s said that ‘he,
who, repeating the Brahman consisting of the o n e syllable
viz., ‘Om’ and remembering me, deparls lewving off lis body
reaches the highest goal’, and XI(. 4 which says: “Those who
meditate on aksara bemng attached to the good of all creatures,
reach none but me’. This also agrees with Tai. Up. IL 1,
which says ‘The knower of Brahman obtamns what 1s beyond
[ 1t I’ (see also Bh. Gi. XVIIIL 53-55 and XII. 4-5).

CONCLUSION :—

1. So.according to Pragna Upamsad IV and V, the
Immutable (aksara) 1s impersonal and can be described
negatively (Pr. Up. IV. 10, V. 7d), as 1s also the case i Bh.
Gi. XII. 3—4.

2. It s also called (a) para aksara atman ‘ the Highest
Immutable Atman’ (Pr. Up. IV. 9-11, the terin afman beng
used here without a reference to the self), (b) ‘apara brahman’
the Lower Brahman, in contrast with the purusa who is-
called ‘para brahman’ the Higher Brahman (Pr. Up. V. 2), (c)
‘brahmaloka’ the Brahman—world, (d) ¢ jivaghana’ a sohd Mass
of Life (Pr. Up. V. 5), meaning the same as yiwvabluita para
prakrs in Bh. Gi. VIL 5, and (e) ‘that which the Wise pro-
claim ” (yaf tat kavayo vedayante-Pr. Up.V.7 ).

a

3: The purusa 1s higher than it ( parat param purisayam
purusam iksale-V. 5).

C.—Svetasvalara Upanisad.

From the standpoint of termunology, this Upamsad 1s
later than the two already examined. Two passages nit are
spectally important for our inquiry and will, therefore, be dis-
cussed here in extenso, viz., I. 7-9 and V. 1.
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1. Sve. Up. L 7-12,

(7) This is the Supreme Brahman ( paramam brahmao )
celebrated in song. The three thercin are well established
and 1mperishable ( aksara ). The Brahman-knowers having
known the distinction between these are merged into Brahunan,
being devoted to 1t and freed from [ all ] forms of existence,

(8) The Lord ( 152 ) maintains ( bharafe ) this all, the
combined Mutable ( ksara) and Immutable ( aksara ), the
Manifest and the Unmantfest (wyaklavyakian ). And the
Atman, the not-Lord (anisa), is “bound” because of his being
the enjoyer ( blioklr ), and 1s released from all bonds after
having known the diwvine One.

(?) The knower ( jita ) and the not-knower (ajiia), the
Lord and the not-Lord, are both “unborn”. The one “female
unborn” 1s associated with the enjoyer and the objects of
enjoyment. And the infimite Atman 1s “ of the form of the all ”
(msvaripa) and, indeed, no Agent. Itis [ the attammment of ]
Brahma, when one attains these threc.

(10) The Mutable ( ksara ) is the First Evolver ( pra-
dhana); and the Immortal, the Immutable ( amrtaksaram )
1s the Laght ( haras ). Over the Mutable and the [ Immutable]
diman, the One God rules. Through meditation on him,
through applying oneself to hum and [ thus] becoming com-
pletely of his nature ( fatfvabhavat, bhiiyalh ) at the end [ there
results ] the cessation of all deceit ( visvamaya ).

(11) For him who has known God [ there follows] the
relinquishment of all fetters, the cessation of birth and death
because of the troubles being removed. Through meditation
on him, [ he gains] the third [of the triad ] on the loss of the
body [and thus] all-Lordhness ( wsvaisvarya). He 1s then
absolute ( kevala ) and has achieved all desires.

(12) This [triad] should be known as contained eter
nally in the Atman, since nothing higher remains to be known
for him who has known the Enjoyer ( bhokir), the Enjoyable

( bhogya ) and the Prompter ( prerify ); this is the entire Three-
fold Brahma which has been proclaimed.
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NOTES :-

1. The technical use of ‘aksara’ n the sense of the
Immutable should be distinguished from the ordinaiy sense of
the word, viz., imperishable.

» 2. Verse 8 gives the explanation of the ‘three’ mentioned
in the previous verse. They are (1) the Mutable and the
Immutable combined together ( samyukfa ) and thus forming
one of the three, (2) the Lord (ise ) and (3) the not—Lord
( anisa ) 1.e. the Jiva.

3, If Sve. Up. L. 7b be mterpreted to mean “ The three
are well established and are mmperishable theremn ”, then the
three should be necessarily understood as (1) the Mutable, (2)
the Immutable and (3) the not-Lord, the Supreme Brahman
being the Lord (ise) himself. In that case, verse 7 would
regard also the Mutable ( ksara ) as an imperishable ( aksara )
principle, along with the Immutable and the Jiva An expla-

nation of this 1s found mn Sve. Up. V. I (see note 2 on Sve.
Up. V. 1)

4, It should be noted here that the Mutable 1s called the
Manifest and the Immutable the Unmanifest (awyakia). These
terms are also used n the Gitd e.g. in VIIL 18-21 ( see App.
I ). This use of the tetm awyakla for aksara 1s a later one.
The older Upamisads, e.g. the Mundaka and the Prasna, do
not use it. They use the word ‘aksara’ which i1s met with in
the Brhaddranyaka Upamsad, e.g. in IIL 8.8 (see note 13
below ). The explanation of the Immutable as the Unmanifest
in contrast with that of ksara as the Manifest shows that aksara
cannot be here interpreted as the Jiva. Tlus, also, follows
from the fact that the not-Lord is one of the imperishable
three, along with the Immutable also (see notes 2—3 above).

5. The distinction between the Immutable and the Lord
1s here definitely stated as that between the ruled and the ruler
or the sustamed and the sustaner ( bharale in verse 8 ).

6. The first half of verse 8 finds an exact parallel in Bh.

Gi. XV.16—-18. The Upamsadic words bharate and isa should

. be compared with bibharti and Isvara in the Gita. The author

of the Brahmasiitras makes ‘sustenance’ sambhrfi a distinct
attribute of purusa ( Br. Sa. IIL 3. 23; App. IV ).

7. As 'd1stmct from ‘the ruled’ 1.e. the Immutable and
the Mutable, and ‘the ruler’ the Lord, the Jiva s called ‘the
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not-ruler’. Il should be noticed that he is here not counted
as one of the ruled. The statement that the not—ruler Atman
is “bound” through his characteristic as an enjoyer may be
compared with Bh. Gi. XIII. 20-22 (see also Sve. U. IV. 5-7),

8. The one “unborn female” is the lugher Nature or.the
Immutable because only the Iminutable can be said to be united,
on thc one hand, with ‘the enjoyer’ the Jiva and, on the other,
with ‘the objects of enjoyment’ which would constitute the
Mutable, and because the Mulable 1s here ‘the First Evolver’
pradhana and ‘the Immutable’ ( aksara ) is said to be ‘the
Immortal’ amrla which ultimaiely means the same as aja
‘unborn’ ( see verse 10 ).

9. Thus, the three 1n verse 9 are the three unborn, viz.,
the Jiva, the higher Nature and the infinite Atman or the Lord.
Verse 8 includes the Mutable along with the Immutable, but
the triad 1s essentially the same in both the verses.

10. Verse 9 describing the nfinite Atman or the Lord
as ‘of the form of the all’ (wiSvariipa) means that the Mutable
and the Immutable winch constitute ‘the all’, are contamed
in the Lord (see verse 8).

11. The word amita n verse I. 10 a 1s the one which is
used as a synonym of aksara, the Immutable. It 1s so used in
the oldest Upamsads as well as in those which can be histori-
cally assigned to the same period as the Svetdsvatara Upanisad,
e. g “This 1s the Immutable, this 1s the Immortal, the Fearless
(Cha. Up. L 4. 4); “ It alone s the Bright (Sukram), it 1s
Brahman, 1t alone 1s designated the Immortal” (Katha Up.
V. 8., VL 1); see also Mundaka Up. IL 2. 2, 11 and Katha Up.
VI. 17 (see note 1 on Sve. Up. V. 1).

12. ‘The word luras (as Prof. Schrader points out to me)
has been i1dentified with Greek #icros “heat [of the summer]” and "
traced back, together with ghrina, gharma, etc., to the root ghr.
Besides i the Rgveda 1t also occurs in Yajurveda (Taitt. Samh.
and Brahm.) to which the Sve. Up. 1s said lo belong. It is,
used especially for “energy” as of the eye or of a horse (cf.
harasvin “fiery”, “energetic”), and thus may be looked upon as
a synonym of /ejas and a precursor of the later term sakft. For
fgas 1n the sense of a hugher prakrti compare e. g. Cha, Up. VL.
2. 3, 8. 4-6, 15. 2; Pra. Up. 1IV. 6.
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13. The explanation of the Mutable as pradhana ‘the
First Evolver’ is very importanl. Pradhana is here said to be
ksara (the Mutable) because i1 the days of the Earher Metn-
cal Upanisads (e. g. Mu. Up. L 1. 9) and even laler in Bh. Gi.
(111, 15) and MBh. (sce Ch 1. Section 1) the Aupamsada
School thought the Nature (i. e. their lower Nature) to be an
effect of the higher Nature viz., aksara. The Mutable s not
the Intellect and the other clements produced from the Intel-
lect, but prakrii ‘the lower Nature’ itself including all its
effects (and capable of becommng manfest and therefore)
called the Manifesl (vyakia) ;n contrast with the Unmanifést
(avyakta), the designation of the Immutable (Sve L 8). The
Svetagvatara Upanisad seems to he the earliest {o use the
term" auyakta”. Itisabsent in the Chi., Br., Mu.,, Pr. Upanisads.
It occurs only once m Sve. Up. while thrice m Katha Up.,
though both of these are of equal length. As we shall see later
on, the history of avyakia 1s the history of some centuries of
Indian philosophy. Here it should be noted that, the Sve. Up.
which explamns both pradhiana and vvakia as ksara, has got a
more primitive conception cf awvyakfa than the Gita wlich
speaks of all manifestations (vyaktayall ) as born of avyakta
(which stands there for pradhana) and of the latter as ‘ lower
than’ another avyakia (which is ‘eksara ayyakia’ of the Sve. Up.)
(Bh. Gi. VIIL 18-21). The Sve. Up. understands zyakla to be
pradhana. Thus, the Sve. Up. uses these terms (#yakfa and
avyakfa) i a very prumiive way, and the Katha Up, avouds
vyakia but shows a special fondness for awvakia while the
Gita goes still further and puts forth the doctrine of wvakfis
and two ayakias, the lower and the higher, the first cf which is
pradhana (Sve. Up.) or mahai (Katha Up.) “thle lower Nature”
and the second of which 1s the aksara of Sve. Up. and the
avyakla of Sve. and Katha Upanisads.

14, The term afman n verse 10b evidently stands here
for the Immutable mentioned along with the Mutable in 10a
and 8a-b. In both these verses the Lord s the ruler over the
Mutable and the Immutable, as 1s said also 1n this verse. As
remarked already, the Jiva is here conceived as the not-ruler
but not as one who 1s ruled over. The Sve. Up. uses the term
atman 1n the sense of the Immutable. Thus, in I. 3d agtman 1in
kalatmayuktani stands tor the term “yonr” i 2 b, the
term kala being the first in the List of the causes mentioned n
2 a-b just as purusa, to be here identified with deva m 3b,1s the
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last. A#nan (in 3d) cannot be the Jiva_because he (i e. the

Jiva) 1s positively denied to be a cause in 2 c—d. In Sve. Up. VL.
16, puruse 1s actually saud to be afmayoni, having alinan (the
Immutable) as the womb (at his disposal for fructification).
‘Atmayoni’ is to be compared with bralunayon: m Sve Up.V 6.
He who ‘presides’ {(adhitisthati-1. 3)1s the same as he who
‘rules’ (I. 10). Itis highly probable thit the word a/man m
Sve. Up. I. 6 c—d means the Immutable. “The Jiva having
known afman (the Immutable) and the Prompter as distinct
[from each other and also from him-elf] and then having
become gratified with that { knowledge or with that Immutable,

compare jusamana and justa n Sve. Up. IV. 5 and 7] attains
to immortahity” (Sve. Up. L. 6). Thus, this verse gives us the
same 1dea of the '‘Trad’ asis given also in the verses that
follow it.

The Sve. Up. 1s not the only onc which uses the term
afman for the Immutable. Mund ika Upanisad II. 1 gives us the
description of purus., who is above the Immutable {II. 1. 2). In
contrast with Mu. Up. II 1. Mu. Up. II. 2 aims at teaching the
Lore of the inmuta»le {II. 2. 2-3). The term Brahman n IL
2. 4band the term dfman in 11.2, Sc are used for the Immutable,
aksara, of II. 2. 2-3. ‘That afman in wh.ich the sky, the
earth, the aumosphsre, the mind are sewn crosswse and
lengthwise, along with all the wital airs’ 1s the Immutable
(atsara) according to Br. Up. L. 8. 7-8, 11. The words
amrfu (7} and Brahman (9, 11) make it quite clear that dfmuan
(in 5, 6, ¥) 15 used for aksara.

So also Mu. Up. IIL 1 is intended to explain the Lore of
the Immutable and uses the term afman (e. g. in verses 3, 10)
for the Immutable, while IIL, 2 1s intended to teach the
doctrine of the purusa. The first verse of III. 2 is very
important. ‘He [the knower of afian-IIL 1. 10] knows
this Highest Abode in the form of Brahman (panmmam
bralnmadhama). Those wise men who without a desire [ for the
fruit ] worship paerusa {(described in 111 3) go bevond this bright
one (Sikram olat) (111 2. 1). Here the terms brihmadhima and
sukra make it clear that afman in 11 1 is used for Brahman,
which 1s the womb for puwrusa (1I1. 1. 3). The term sukra
! the bright one * is so used in Katha Up. V. ¥, VL 1, VL 17,
also in Sve. Up. IV. 2. “This’ (sfad) in *this bright one’
( sukram eat) 1 verse 1 refers to brahmadhimea which is an
explanation of afman in 1L 1. 10. But the term afman in
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IIL. 2. 3-4 is used for purusa mentioned in ITI1. 2. 1. In IIL
2. 3-4 it 1s said that purusa or afman can be obtained by no
other means than ‘selection‘ (varana), and the latier half of
verse 4 says that “But this self of that knower who tries to
obiain him by these means (Vedic study etc. mentioned in
IIL. 3) enters the Brahman-abode (brahmadhama) [ but not
purusal’. ‘That III, 2 is intended to teach purusa-vidya is
proved by the mentionof purusa higher than the Highest
in IIL 2. 8.

So, 1n the history of the term afmanr we have to admit a
period when it meant in some texts the Immutable and in
others the purusa, especially, at the time when these two were
actually distinguished from each other as in the Mu,, Pr,, and
Sve Upanisads. This 1s qute natural because even when the
term atman was used with reference to the “self ”, as in the
Cha., and Br. Upanigads, 1t was thought of as possessing those
attributes and functions which are later on divided between
aksara and puirusa.

In Cha. Up. IV. 15. 1. purusa, afman, amria and Brah-
man are all identified, and atman is nol different from the
impersonal Immortal. So also in Br. Up. IV. 4. 25 where
purusa 1s absent.

. In the Katha Up. which seems to be later than the
Svetagvatara in as much as the latter does not know the evolu-
tional series which the former mentions twice, an effort is
made to distinguish the various meanings of afman by
qualfying the term by such words as jzana, mahan, santa
(11. 13) and madlwada, jiva (IV. 5). So also aksara atinan n
Pr. Up. IV. 9.

Thus afman mn Sve. Up. L 10b means the Immutable
(aksara.)

15. The word maya “deceit” 1n verse 10 is explained in:
verse 11 as the fetters. It does not seem to mean the Illusion
of the existence of the world, but it means the cause of the
bondage and the bondage 1itself. In absolution the ‘all’ (visva)
does not cease to exist but the liberated gets the lordship over
the all (I. 10-11).

16. The three mentioned in verse 12 are the same as
those in verse 9. In 12 the names of these three are given
from the standpoint of ‘enjoyment’. So, the Enjoyable 1s the
Immutable from which the Mutable or the First Evolver and
the whole creation proceed.

18
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2. Sve.Up. V. 1.

There are, with Brahman above them ( brahmapare ) two
infimte Imperishables, wheremn Knowledge (vidya) and not-
Knowledge (avidya) are placed concealed. Not—Knowledge
is the Mutable (ksam), Knowledge 1s the Immortal. He who
rules over the Knowledge and the not-Knowledge is other
than these two.

NOTES :—

1. In this verse the Suprem= Brahman s sud to be
above ‘two Impenshab‘.es Qae of these is the hiding place
of ‘Knowledge’, vidyd, which is identified with ‘ the Immortal ’,
As said n Tote 11 on Sve. Up. L. 7-12 the Immortal means
the Immutable. This conclusion will follow also from the
fact that ‘the not-Knowledge’, the opposite of Knowledge, is
identified with the Mutable (ksam) These terms (widya and
andya) with these meanings have played a great part in the
Mahabharata ph11030phlcal Schools.

2. The identification of ‘Knowledge’ with amria 1. e.
the Immutable, seems to be the 1dent1ﬁ\.atmn of the means
and the aim In Kena Up. 12 we are told that ‘one attains
the Immortal throagh Kunowledge’. So als»in Ida Up. 11.
In the Paficaritra system, nidya ‘Knnwledue is a synonym for
the higher Nature (1. e. the Immutable). Sec Prof. Schrader’s
Iniroduction to the Paicirdtra and the Alurbudhnya Sam-
hita, P. 62).

3. The idea of ‘two Impernshables’ ( aksaras) one of
which s ( the place of ) the Immutable and the othe: (that of)
the Mutable 1s Iike that of two Unmamfests ((wyak/m) mn Bh.
Gi. VIII. 20 According to the Git3, all beings ( called the
Mutable i Bh Gi. VIIL 4, XV.16 ) nise from the lower
Unmaunifest, just as the Mutablc n the form of “not-Know-
ledge” 1s to be traced to the Impershable according to this
verse of the Sve. Up.

The higher Unmamfest of the Gitd ( VIIL 20-21 ) is,
according to the terminology of the Gitd, aksara “ the
Immutable” properly so called. Thus, the two Imperxshables
are also the same as the two prakrfis in the Bh. Gi. VIL. 4-6.

#See Additional Note,
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The Mutable in the form of pradhana is the second Imperish-
able (1. 10 ). The kind of vagueness in the sense of ksara
‘ the Mutable ’ (used for pradhana or the second Imperish-
able n I 8, 10 and for “ not-Kuowledge” the effect of that
Impernishable in V. 1, ) is due to the fact that the Sve. Up. 1s
the first Up. {o use the term ksra 1in contrast to aksara. The
Ruler of Knowledge and not—Knowledge or the two Impensh-
ables is the same as the Ruler mentioned in Sve, Up. 1. 8,and
10 and also 1n Bh. Gi. XV. 18,

CONCLUSION :—

This Upanisad 1s unportant from varicus standpoints,
especially from that of the idea of Trimty. -But here we are
concerned only with its terminology the fixation of which
will be facilitated by the following considerations :—

1. The Immutable 1s according to this Upanisad lower
than Brahma (V. 1).

2. The higherness or superionty of purusa io the
Immutable 1s here interpreted as the Immutable’s being ruled
by purusa the Ruler (1. 8, 10; V. 1).

3. Itis impersonal (I. 10.), but again it 1s described as a
femle (I. 9, IV. 5 —afemale unborn). This idea seems to have
arisen out of the conception of aksaia as the “matrix” ( yom ) for
purusa (e.g.m Mu. Up. L 3, Sve Up. V. 6). In this con-
nection 1t may be noted that the Sve. Up. 1s the first Upamsad
to use the terms prakrti, maya (IV. 10), and sakfz (L. 3.) for
the Immutable. When purusa was placed above the Immu-
table, the idea suggested itself naturally that the Immutable
was the power of, or the “matnx” for, puruga, and this idea
further developed intoa number of words of the feminine gender
‘invented for the Immutable (e.g. widya, maya, piakris).
The term maym (Sve. Up. IV. 9-10) also shows that maya
was supposed to be a power belonging to purusa. The term
aja ‘the female unborn ” was suggesied by tlhe term aa

*‘unborn” for purusa and the Jiva and by the fact that the
Immutable called either aksara or Brahman or alman was
considered to be the female generauve organ ( yoni) for purusa
(VL. 16, 1. 2, V. 6). This term aja was also responsible for
the invention of the term prakri.
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4, This Immutable is unborn, just as in the Gita ( VIIL
20, XIIL 10 ).

5. The Immutable and the Mutable are joined togetber,
i. e. as the cause and the effect; so pradhana 1s the effect
of the Immutable.

The terminology of Sve. Up. may, then, be summarised
as follows :—

1. The Reality is threefold or a Triad and it is called
paramam brahima (1.7), brahmam, (1. 9) or #hivdham
biahinam (1. 12).

2. Purusa is called purusa (1. 2), isa~(1. 8,9, 10; V. 1),
deva (1. 8,11), jAa (1.9), atman (L. 9). preitr (1. 12, 16),
Brahman (V. I).

3. The Immutable 1s called aksara (1. 1,10; V. 1),
Brahman (L. 7, V. 6), avyakia (1. 8), aja (1. 9), atman (L. 3, 6,
10; V1. 16), bliogya (1. 12), haras (1. 10), amrta (1. 10; V. 1),
(the abode of ) widya (V. 1), (and also maya and prakrh
inIV.10).

4. The lower Nature is meant by the Imperishable (V. 1),
“(the abode cf ) avidya (V. 1), ksara ( 1. 8, 10), wyakia ‘the
Manifest’ (L. 8).

5. The effects also of the lower Nature are called ksara
(V. 1) or avidya (V. 1).

6. The individual soul is designated as anisa (1. 8,9 ),
bhoktr (1. 8, 9, 12), ajiia (1-9).

Let us, finally, see how the Trinity of the Sve. Up. is
found in the Gita ; —

We should here compare the various forms of the Lord
m Bh. Gi. VIL. 29-30 and VIII 1-4 with the members of the
triad in Sve Up. I. 6~12. In the Giti we are told that on¢
should know the Lord with his Adhibhita, Adhidaiva,
Adhiyajfia and Adhyitma forms, while in Sve. Up. we read:
“It 1s [ the attainment of ] Brahma, when one attains the three”
(L. 9). Purusa or the Adhidaiva of Bh. Gi, VIIL 4 is called
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purusa in Sve. Up. L. 2, i$a and deva m Sve. Up. 1. 8. The
Immutable 1s called aksara in both the texts (Bh. Gi. VIII
3, and Sve. Up. L. 8, 10°. The second Imperishable or
pradhana ( Sve. Up. L 10) which 1s the same as ksara and
vyakla is to be identified with svabhiva or Adhvatma in Bh.
Gi. VIIL 3. Ksara ‘the effect of the Imperishable’ (Sve. Up.
V. !) is the Adhibhata (Bh. Gi. VIII 4a). The bhokiy (Sve. Up.
I. 9) 1s the Adhiyajfia in Bh. Gi. VIIL. 4. Besides these 1denti-
fications, the Bh. Gi. speaks of the Immutable, the Jiva and
purusa as ‘eternal’, sandatana, in IV, 31, VIII. 20, in II. 24,
XV. 7 and m XIL. 18, VIL 10 respectively. The lugher Nature
or the Immutable and purusa are called ‘beginningless’ anadi
m XIII. 19 and X 3; and the altribute aya, ‘ unborn’, is
applied to the Jiva in Bh. Gi. II. 21 and to the Lord in IV. 6,
VII 25, X. 3,12. Thus, the Bhagavadgiti 1s also inclined to

- ! regard the three members of the Trimty of the Sve. Up. as
eternal (see App. II).



APPENDIX IIL

INTERPRETATION OF THE BHAGAVADGITA.

It 1s intended here to explain from my standpoimnt the
aksura—passages of the Gitdi. The meanmngs assigned by
various ancient and modern authorities to the term aksara
mn the verses concerned have been stated in a tabular form
in the Introduction.

1. Bh. Gi. IIL. 14d-15.

Sacrifice 1s born of Activity (karman ). Know Activity
to be born of braliman [the lower Nature] and brahman as
born of ‘the Immutable' ( aksara); therefore [this aksara
which may be called ] the omnipresent [and ] eternal Brahman
is to be found in Sacnifice (i. e., it is the final source to which
Sacrifice can be traced ).

NoTEs :—

1. The term ‘Brahman’ when used for ‘the Immutable’
(aksara) is qualfied by the iwo epithets ‘ omnipresent’ and
‘eternal ' 1n order to dxstmgmsh it from brahman which
1s born of ¢ the Immutable’ and 1s not therefore eternal.

2. The lower Nature 1s here said to be “born” of the
Immutable. This pascage of the Giti is very important on
account of this clear and doubtless statement regarding the
lower Nature. See noles, below, on Gitad X111, 19. ‘Brahman’,
the lower Nature, 1s said to be ‘ born’ alco in Mu. Up: 1. 1. 9.
“ Bralman ” seems to have been iised for the lower Nature in

contrast with the higher Nature which 1s called mahad braluman
in Bh. Gi. XIV. 3-4.

2, Bh. Gi. VII. 29-30, VIIL 1-5, 8.

(VIL 29) Those who, having resorted to me, endeavour
for freedom from old age and death, know that Brahman, the
whole spiritual form ( adhyatma) and the wbole Actwvity
( karman ).
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(30) Those who know me with my material and divine
forms ( adlubhila and adludaiva ), and with my form as the
sacrificial agent (adhiyajfia), will also, with therr mund
disciphned through Yoga, know me at the time of [ their ]
departure [ from this world ],

ARJUNA SAID :—

(VIIL 1-2) What is that Brahman ? What is the spiritual
form? What, Oh Purusottama, 1s Activity ? What is said to
be the material torm? How is the divine form [ to be under-
stood]? And who in this body here is the sacrificial agent,
O slayer of Madhu? And how are you known [even ] at
the time of departure [from this world] by those who are
self—disciplined ?

THE LORD sAID :—

(3) The Immutable ( aksara ) 1s the Supreme Brahman
( prama brahman ); the [lower] Nature (svabliva )is the
spiritual form ( adhyatma ). The act of creating ( visarga )
causing the b.rth and existence of beings is [ technically ]
named Actinity ( karman ).

(+) The material form ( adlubluita ) is the mutable
existence ( ksara bhiva ), and the diwvine form ( adludaiva )
is purusa. O best of the embod.ed beings, I myself am the
sacrificial agent ( adhyajita ) i this body.

(5) And he who, while leaving the physical frame at
the time of death, departs remembering me alone, attains to
my state; there is no doubt as to this.

X X X

(6) He reaches the divine supreme purusa, meditating
[ on hum ] with a concentrated mind disciplined by the path
of constant application ( abliyasa—yoga ).

NoTEs :(—

1. This passage must be considered in connection with
I11. 14 c-d, 16. “The whole Activity” (VIIL. 29) shows that
the topic of *kaiman 15 here further discussed. Brahman,
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karman, yajiia (n adhivajiia) and aksara are dealt with in
both the places. VIIL 5 also reminds one of II. 72.

2. Brahman in VIIL 29 and VIIL 1 is the omnipresent
and eternal Brahman mentioned in III. 15.

3. As the term adhydfma seems to have been used in
the Gita always in the sense of ‘spiritual’ (vide Bh. Gi. XI. 1),
we can distinguish between adlibhilfa and adhydima by traus-
lating them as ‘material’ and ‘spiritual’ forms. 4dhidaiwa may
therefore be fitly translated as the ‘divine form’, so that it may
be distinguished from adhyalma. As verse VII. 30 states that
adlbita, adhidaiva and adhiyajiia are the forms belonging to
Krsna, we should not hesitate i taking adhyatma (VII. 29)
also as one of his forms. These three forms may also be
called Krsna's supernatural ( adludaiva ), super—sensual
(adhyalma), and sensual (adlubuifa) forms, thus implying
the ‘higher-ness’, paratva, of each, which, as we shall see later
on, is distinctly mentioned in the Gita,

4. They may be regarded as the purely transcendent,
the transcendent-and-immanent and the purely immanent
forms. Purusa isonly transcendent; therefore he is called
‘divin€’, adludawa or dwya (VIII. 8, 10), or ‘the highest’, para
(VIIL 10) or parama (VIIIL 8). For the same reason he 1s also
called purusottama (VIIL. 1), because he ‘s bevond the Muta-
ble and higher than the Immutable’ (XV. 18). The purely
immanenti or material form of Krsna is ‘the mutable existence’
(VIIL. 4 ). When the Giti explains the immanence of the
Lord e. g. in VIIL 7-12, X, 20-42, X1, XV. 12-15, 1t 1s always
with reference to this form of the Lerd  Whatever 1s neither
purely immanent nor purely transcendent, may be classtfied as
constituting the transcendent-and-immanent or adhyafma
form. Now, let us see what existences ( bhavalr ) censtitute
‘adliyaling m 1its entirety’, krfsnain adhyalinam (VIL. 29). The
Gitd clearly states that svabliava ‘the lower Nature’, 1s
adhyatma (VIIL 3). The Gitd also siys that karman 1s born
of svabhava (¢ g.n V. 14); and w L 14 karmar 1s sad to
be born of brakinan. So svabliava beng 1dentical with
brahman, the immediate cause of karinan, is born of the Im-
mutable (II1. 15b). )

The fact that the Gita understands the lower Nature
(svabhava, braliman, prakrh, etc) to be adhyatma and explains
the ad/ubluila form as ‘all beings’ 1s noteworthy, The Gutd
distinguishes between the two Natures, but does not make the
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lower Nature adhibhiifa, The Mahsbharata always under-
stands adhyaima with reference only to aksara and purusa,
whale the author of the Brahmasiitras id=ntifizs both the Natures
(Br. Sii. L. 4. 23-28, see Chap. IV. p. 101) and according to
him the Nature will be adhyatma.

‘The Immutable’ by 1its very nature stands above ‘the
Mutable’ or adlubliila. ‘The Immutable’ 1s quite distinct from,
and lower than, purusa who 1s the highest; so aksara seems to
be one of the constituents of the ‘entire adhydfma’ mentioned
in VIL 29. The Activity or karman (VIIL 3) as the effect of
brahman, svabhava or the lower prakri: (111, 15, V. 14, IIL 27)
1s also a constituent of the same, because ‘the material form’
consists only cf *‘the beings”.

So, on the data of III. 14-15 and VII. 29-30 and VIII. {-8
we arrive at the following table :—
parama divya purusa (VIIL 8)
= the supreme divine purusa
adhidaiva
the supernatural or the transcendent form.

Il

aksara “the Immutable” + bralman (111. 15a) or svabhiva
(VIIL 3, V. 14) or the lower prakrt: (e. g. 111. 27), +
karman the “Activity” (111 14, VIII 3 c-d, IIL 27)
adhyatina

the supersensual or the transcendent-and-im-
manent form.

1l

i

ksara = the Mutable ( VIIL. 4 ), = “ all bemngs ”, bhilani,
mentioned 1n 111, 14 and VIIIL 4
= the sensual or purely immanent form.
We find that this sequence of gradation arrived at from

these two passages, 1s confirmed by XV. 16-18, which may

therefore be next taken up for consideration.
19
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3. Bh. Gi, XV. 16-18.

(16) There are these two pususas in the world: ‘the
Mutable ' (ksara) and ‘the Immutable’ (aksara). ‘The Mulable’
consists of all beings; the Unchanging 1s called ‘the Immutable’.

(17) The Highest purusa, however, is (yet) another; he
is called ‘the Highest Spirit’ (paramatman), the imperishable
Lord who sustains the three worlds, having penitrated them.

(18) As I am beyond thc Mutable and as I am higher
even than the Immutable; hence am I well-known 1n the
world and in the Veda as ‘the Highest purusa’ ( purugottamna ).

NoTES :—

1. We have seen in the passages already examined that
purusa, the Immutable and the Mutable are the three forms of
Krsna. The same 1s the idea of this passage. In VIIL 1
Krsna was addressed by Arjuna as purusottama; here he calls
himself “purusollama well-known n the world and in the
Veda”. The reason why the purusa of the other passages in
the Gila (e. g. VIII 4, §, 10,22; XI. 38; X. 12) is called here
purusoftama seems to be that his own other two forms have
been here described as purusas which term is here used 1n a
secondary sense (“principle”), the purpose being that of
pomnting out the inferiority of ksara and aksara to purusa
mentioned also in VIII 3-4. Purusoltama s a special term of
the MBh. Paficaritras.

2. ‘The Mutable’ 1s lower than ‘the Imutable’; this is
the force of api ‘even’ in aksarad api c oftamah-XV. 18. It
consists of all beings (XV. 16 c—d); so it 1s the same Mutable
as is explained in VIIL 4a,

3. ‘The Immutable’ is naturally not different from the
same mentioned 1 VIIL. 1. It 1s above ‘the Mutable’ and 1s
said to be 1n the world (XV. 16) because purusa or purusot-
lama 1s higher even than ‘the [mmutable’. ‘The Immutable’'
is descrit ed to be the Unchanging, kifasiha, both here and 1n
XII 3, where undoubtedly aksara means the impersonal form
of the Lord.

4. Aksara cannot mean the individual soul (as the term
1s often undcrstood) 1n the Gila because m the Gitd the Jiva s
never said to be lower than the Lord but is alwdys regarded
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as identical with tum ( being his own ‘part’ ). Again, there is
no passage in the Gitd, where the Jiva is given the designation
‘ aksara’. Moreover, ‘thc Immutable’ is according to the Gita
an object of meditation ( XII. 3-4 ) and the goal of ascetics
(VITL.11); while the Jiva 1s never such an object nor such a
goal. The term aksara, is here used 1n contrast with the {erm
ksara, as m VIII 3—4, and therefore must have the same

meaning here as m that verse (see notes 6~7 on Sve. Up.
L 7-12).

4, Bh. Gi, X1I. 1-4.
ARJUN SAID:—

(1) Whach of those devotees who thus worship you with
constant devotion and those, on the other hand, who [worship]
‘the Immutable’ (aksara), ‘the Unmanifest’ (ayyakfa), are the
better learned 1n the [science of the various] paths?

THE LORD SsAID :—

(2) Those who having fixed their mind on me, bemng
always devoted [to me], and possessed of the highest belief [ n
me ], worship me, are considered by me to be the best possess-
ed of the [ nght] path.

(3-4) Those, however, who worship ‘the Immutable’
(aksara) the neffable, the unmanifest, the ommipresent, the
unthinkable, the unchanging, the unmoving, and the firm,
having controlled the group of the organs (of sense and action),
having the same feeling towards everything, and rejoicing in
the welfare of all beings, obtain none but me.

NOTES :—

1. The Gitd here, mentions the ‘Immutable’ and purusa
as the goals reached by the released; so there are two kinds
of worship or medilation and two independent paths. ‘Yogd’
In XIII. 1 means a path for salvation.

2. The worshippers of the Immutable are here cortrasted
with those of purusa. This contrast was already a burning
question i the days of the Mundaka, Prasna, and Svetdsvalara
Upamisads {Vide App. I). Though the Immutable 1s not here
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stated to be lower than purusa, it 1s ‘lower’ according to XV.
16-18 (and VIII. 21-22, as we shall just see). The worship-
pers of pususa are said to be better possessed of the night path
than those of the Immutable because these latter choose a path
more troublesome than that of the former (XII. 5).

3. The worshippers of ‘the Immutable’ are not generally
said 1n the Giti to reach purusa. As a rule they ‘‘enter the
Immutable” (VIIL 11). So alson VIiI, 21; IL. 72; V. 6, 24; VL.
28. Similarly the worshippers of purusa usually attain purzisa
(VILL 10; VIIL. 22: VI. 31; VII, 18, 19; VIIL 5,16), In XVIIL
53~55, we are told that one who 1s devoid of the idca of ‘mine’
mama ‘becomes Brahman’ and then, having secured devotion
to Krsna, enters Krspa., So, on the strength of these passages
(XIL 4, VIIL 11, XV. 53-55), we may, without assignmng a
secondary or metaphorical sense, to any word or sentence
these verses, conclude thal generally the meditators on ‘the
Immutable’ reach ‘the Immutable’ and that some of them
reach also Krsna after having obtained devotion to him.

4. The verse under consideration (XII. 4) is important
from the standpoint of the relation of the Immutable to purusa.
As (some at least of) the aksara—meditators arc said to reach
purusa just like the prrusa—worshippers; the Immutable 1s not
to be understood as a second independent entity by the side of
purusa, though undoubtedly according to the Gita the Imimutable
is to be distinguished from purusa and 1s in a way lower than
purusa, as said above in note 2. The next passage which we
have to examine throws further light on the present question.

5. Bh. Gi. VIIL 18-22,

(18) All manifestations arise at the advent of the Day
of Bruhma from the [lower] Unmanifest (avyakia); they are
absorbed at the advent of the Night into that same called
[technically] the Unmanifest.

(19)—This same group of beings having repeatedly become
[manifest] 1s dissolved [into its onginal source] at the advent
of the Night, without a will of their own; O son of Prth3, it
anses [also similarly] at the advent of the Day— N

(20) However, beyond that Unmanifest [technically so
called], there 1s another ‘eternal Unmamfest Existence’ (sand-
fana ayyakla Dbhava) which does not perish when all
beings perish. .
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(21) This [latter] Unmanifest Existence 1s [technically]
called the Immutable (aksara); [the sages] call it the Highest
Goal. That [Existence] [from which the liberated], after
having reached 1it, do not return, 1s my Supreme Abode (parama
dhaman).

(22) Higher (than the Immutable) is that purusa obtain-
able through undivided devotion, 1 the nterior of whom [ali]
beings rest and by whom all this [visible world] 1s permeated.

NoTESs :—

1. Verse 19 1s a parcnthetical one. The lower Unmans-
test in 18 1s the source of all beings mentioned in verse 10.
Verse 20 mentions two Unmanifest Existences. Oneof them 1s
withdrawn when all beings perish. The other, the higher one,
is eternal. This 1s called ‘the Immutable’ ( aksara) in verse 21.
It 1s the hi ghest goal [of the worshippers of the Immutable].

2. 1 have followed the reading according to Safkara’s
commentary. If we had to read wyakfat in place of a-vyakiat in
20 b, we lose the force of the contrast intended 1n the
verse. Moreover, ihere 1s no difficulty in understanding the
doctrine of the tvo Unmamfest Existences, as we have seen
above. The lower Unmamifest 1s again mentioned in Bh.Gi. XIII.
5 where ayyakfa 1s the source of buddlu and thercfore 1s the
same as the lower prakrh (Bh. Gi. VIL 4). This doctrine of two
ayyaklas became most.important in the days'of the LMBh., as
will be seen from Ch. III.

3. That the word dhdman in verse 21 d means ‘abode’
can be shown on the strength of the passagesin the Gitdn
which the same or a simular word like pada or sthana or a
verb showing motion from one place to another (with reference
to the movement of the released) i1s used. In this verse also the
expressions, ‘having reached’ and ‘do not return,” poimnt to the
correctness of the interpretation. So, aksara 1s the ‘abode’
whereimn Krsna (or purusa) dwells, and perhaps we are to
understand the purugsa “being higher” than the Immutable in
this sense also.

4. Verse 22 should be studied along with IX. 4. In the
former that purusa in the interior of whom the bemngs rest and
by whom “all this” 1s penetrated 1s mentioned, 1n the latter the
same 1s %aid of Krsna. So purusa of verse 22 1s the purusotiama
of XV. 18, and parak n the first quarter of verse 22 distinctly
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means that purusa is higher (para) than the Immutable. Purusa
is never 1dentified with aksara in the Giti. In Bh. Gi, VIII. 3-4
both of them are clearly distinguished from each other.

6. Bh, Gi. XI. 18, 37 c~d.

(18) You are the Immutable (akasra) the highest worth
knowing, you are the highest resting place of all this [world].
You are the impernishable eternal protector of Dharma. I believe
you to be the eternal purusa.

(37 c-d) O Infinite One, Lord of the gods, abode of the
world, you are ‘the Immutable’ (aksara), the Being (1. e. the
Manifest), the not-Being (1. e. the Unmanifest}, and whatever 1s
beyond that.

NoOTES :—

1. Furst, it should be noted that these are the words of
Arjuna who out of his homage to Krsna identifies him by turn
with all the various gods and yet places him above all of them.
Secondly, in verse 18, Krsna 1s identified with the Immutable
and also with purusa. The same is also the sense of verse 37,
where Krsna 1s said to be the Immutable and what 1s beyond
it. This last expiession ‘what is beyond the Immutable’,
refers to purusa. So, according to these verses also puruga 1s
above aksara.

CONCLUSION :—

On the strength of the above passages in which aksara is
mentioned expressly the conception of the Immutable in the
Gitd may be summansed as follows:—

(1) The Immutable 1n the Gitd 1s described (e. g. 1n XII. 3)
in the same negative terms in which the Upanisads describe
aksaia (e. g. Br. Up. IIL 8.8; Mu. Up. L 1. 6) or avyakta
(e. g. Katha Up. IIL. 15). The Gita says that it describes the
same aksarq as is described by the knowers of the Vedu
(VIIL 11), .

2. It s distinct from purusa or purusotfama (VIIL. 3-4,
10-11, 21-22; XII 1-4; XV. 16~-18).

3. It s lower than purusa or purusoltama (VIIL 21-22,
XV. 18). -
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4. Itisother than the lower Nature called svabhdva
(VIIL. 3 ), or the lower avyakfa ( VIIL 18-20), or brahman
“ the immedliale cause of Activity ” (1IL 15 ).

5. Tt is above this lower Nature ( VIII. 20-21), or in
other words the lower Nature is “born” of the Immutable
(1L 15).

6. Itis above the Muiable (XV. 18.) or all beings
( VIII. 18-19; VIIL 4; III. 14-15).

7. Inrelation to purusa, the Immutable may be des-
cribed as ‘ the supreme abode ’ of the purusa ( dhiuna parainam
mama-VIIL 21-22; and pada—VIII. 11).

8. It is the ultimate source of all ‘ Activilty’ ( karman )
( I1L. 14-15 ) and all beings ( I1I. 14-15, VIIL. 18-19).

9. Itis like purusa an independent object of meditation
and a goal ( XIL 1-4, VIIL 21). Paticularly itis the goal
of ascetics ( VIIL. 11).

10. Some meditators of the Immutable reach purusa
( X11. 4, XVIIL 53-55).

11. It may be called parama aksara (VIIL 3), paramna
gati_ (VIIL 21), paruma dhaman (VIIL 21 ), apyakta ( VIIL.
2C-21, XII 1, 3), katastha ( XII 3, XV. 17 ).

12. Though both the Immutable and the purusa are
independently objects and goals of meditation, the author of
the Gita thinks the latter to be the better of the two because
it can be understood and reached with less trouble ( XIL 5).

13. The Immutable is one of the three eternal
(sanatana ) principles 1n the Gita ( VIIL 20 ) and 1t docs not
perish even when all beings including the lower Unmamfest
perish. So, aksara 1s unborn, unlike the lower avyakia, its
effect ( VIIL 18, I1L. 15 ). It 1s also kdfastha ' unchanging °.



APPENDIX IIL

NoO PLURALITY OF SOULS IN THE MAHABHARATA,

Most of the passages in the Mahabhdrata which Prof.
Hopkins, Prof. Deussen and Prof. Edgerton have explained
as referring to the doctrine of the plurality of souls have been
already discussed i Chapter Il of the Thesis and it has been
shown that they have not the least knowledge of this doctrine
(see Ch. IIL Sec. 2). Only two passages where Prof. Hopkins
believes that we have the mention of the plurality of souls
remain to be considered here, viz.,, MBh. XII. 315, 10e—f, 11ff,
and MBh. XII 350. 1-3, 7.

1. MBh. XIIL 315. 10e-f, 11ff.

These verses can be easily translated as follows :—

(10e~f) The Unmanifest is elernal; the Manifest, non-
eternal. Tlus we have learnt.

(11) Men, who have compassion for all beings and who
have resorted to kevala jiiana (‘the knowledge of the Absolute’),
say that the Unmanifest 1s one and also many.

(12) Different [ from the Unmanifest ] 1s the Purusa; but
the Unmanifest called the Unchangeable * 1s [ m rcality ] not
unchangeable. Just as stalks [issue] 1n the rush, so s this
[ Unmanifest ] born [ as the Manifest ].

# Cf. Culika Upamsad: “astaripam ajam dhruvam”
and Bh. Gi. “ kafasihosksara ucyale” (Bh. Gi. XV. 16).
This verse of the MBh. ( XIL 315. 12, a-b) also proves,
my pomnt that the L. MBh. Simkhyas have identified the
two Natures of the Aupamsadas., (I am thankful to
Prof. Schrader for the above mterpretation of MBh. XII. 315.
12 and for drawing my attention to the passages from €ir. Up.
and Bh. Gi.). ‘



153

It should be noted that these verses use the terms zyakia
and avyakla for the two metaphysical principles of the Ssmkhya

of those names. This is apparent from the context. Prof,
Hopkins’ translation of 10 a~b must appear queer to any reader:

“Purpsa 1s eternal and non-eternal, manifest and unmanifest”,

(GEL p. 123). Such an interpretation requires no refutation.
Then, 1n the case of verse ll, Prof. Hopkins removes purusah
from its grammatical connection as subject of ahuk in

“ ayyaktatkalvam iy ahur nanatvam purusas tfatha” (11 a-b).

He wantsto show that this sentence teaches the doctrine of the
plurality of souls and therefore makes an independent sentence

of “nanatvam purusas tatha” (GEIL p. 123). In fact ekafva and
nandtva 1 1l refer to the eternal Unmanifest and to the non-
eternal Manifest in 10 e~f. In this sense they have been used
very often in L. MBb, e, g. in XIL 305. 36 (see pp. 45, 74, 76).
Ayyakfa means the Samkhya Nature, and therefore Prof.

Edgerton 1s also wrong when he explains avyakia-ckalva as
‘the esoleric umity of souls’ and ‘manatya’ as ‘the empirical

plurality’ and quotes examples where ‘avyakia’ 1s used of Brah-

man or the Lord, but does not trouble umself about what it
could have meant throughout in these Simkhya chapters of

the L. MBh. (AJP. Vol XLV, 1924, p. 26) Prof. Deussen 1s
quite right here when he explains purngaly in 1 b as human
beings and as the subject to ahufi mn lla (VPTM p. 653).

2. MBh. XII 350. 1-3, 7.

The second and last passage which remains to be

examned in this connection 1s found in chapter 350 of MBh.
XII, which teaches indeed a plurality of souls, but without

reference to the Classical Samkhya and in a different sense.

The first fact to be borne in mind in interpreting the verses 1n
question 1s thal they are, like the whole of the Nardyaniya,*

much laler than the chapters describing the Simkhya and
the Yoga Schools of the Mahsbharata (XII. 302-317), and that -

the two chapters (350-351) dealing with the problem, never
before rased, of purusa—bahutva form the very last section of

* This 1s evident from 1its general character, but also e. g.
from the statement (343, 1l fll.) that “the nectar of the story
about Niriyana” has been won by churmng the ocean of the
“Bharata of dne hundred thousand (verses)”.

20
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the Nirivaniya. Secondly, the verses state that the philoso-
phers of the Sdmkhya and Yoga Schools believed in many souls
“in the world” (b.ahavah pui usa loke*~-MBh. XII. 350. 2). Thus
the passage mentions an empirical plurality of souls, and not
a real one which came to be believed in perhaps only when
the Samkhya became atheistic. Moreover, in verse 350. 7,
the nterpolator of these chapters (350-351) himself admuts
that “Vydsa” did not teach plurality of souls, but only “unity of
purusn” (purus nkatya). This is a frank admission that n the
Mahabhérata we have always “unily of soul”, since *“Vydsa”
can refer only to the “author” of the Mahadbhirata. And
lastly, as regards the explanation of the problem given here, 1t
1s not the desire of the terpolator to musrepiesent the
(Classical Simkhya view, as Prof. Hopkins chaiges him with
haviug done, but the interpolator admitting that the Samkhyas
teach an empirical plurality of souls, tries to explain it from
his own standpomnt (350 7) which 1s that of a Paficaratra, as
Prof. Schrader r1 htly points oul to me. The doctrine of one
Purusa as the “ Source ” (yoni) f many souls (baluinam
purusanam yath aka yomh—~XI1. 350. 3) represents the posi-
tion of the Paficardtras who adnntted a real internal difference

(svagatabheda) n one sole Beng,

Thus, even this last passage goes directly against Prof.
Hopkins’ conclusions, and on the countrary, admits positively
’zhat n ;he Mahabhdrata “Vyadsa” has taught ‘unity of purusa”
350. 7).

I would not repeat here the other passages discussed
already in the text (see Ch. \II. pp. 42, 45, 74, 78) wnhere
I have shown that Professors Hopkins, Deussen and
Edgerton were wrong in referring them to plurality of souls.
Thus, n the Mahabhdrata we have no plurahity of souls and
the only passage where an empirical plurality of souls s
mentioned without expressly excluding a real world-soul and
a Supreme Lord 1s also a witness for the “unity of purusa” in
the Mahabhadrata,

““loke” means “mn the world”, as opposed to  Vede” “in the
Scripture;” compare “loke Vede ca prathitah Purusottamah’
(Bh. Gi. XV. 18), and also "“lokavat” in Br. Sa II. 1. 13, 33,
etc. and “loke” in Br Sa. IL 1. 25, where also “Joke™ 1s con-
trasted with what is stated “in the Srut:”.



APPENDIX 1V,

INTERPRETATION OF THE BRAHMASUTRAS,

This appendix has been prompted by two considerations:
firstly, I felt 1t to be my duly to the reader of Chapter IV to
justify 1n a more extensive way the unusual method apphed
there in the intcrpretation of the Satras; and, secondly, I wish
to mvite criicism of my method with a view o undertaking if
encouraged to doso, an independent nterpretation of the
whole of the Brahmasuiras. The contrast between my inter-
pretation and those of the Acaryas is the necessary result of my
conviction that these, including even Sankara, were not 1n
possession of an unbroken tradition. How the latter got lost,
I am at present unable to explan; but the fact of its having
been broken long before Safikara will, I helieve, become evident
from the consistency of my interpretation in the following
pages as against the {arfetchedness and often palpable impossi-
bibity of those of the Acaryas,

1. Br. Sa. I11.3.1-53.
SECTION® 1,
Oneness of Goal.

(1) [Brahman]is such that the [ very same ] idea there-
of 1s [ to be had ] from all the Vedanta texts, because of the
absence of any difterence in the scriptural mjunction, etc.

(2) ¥ 1t be argued: “ No. [ All the Vedanta texts do not
teach the same Brahman ] because of the difference [1n scrip-
tural injunction, etc J”, we reply: “ No. [If the Vedanta texts
are similarJeven in o ne [out of the scriptural injunction,
name, etc.] [we would say that ali of them teach the same
Brahman)].

‘the division of the Sections ( adhikaranas ) followed here
is my own. *
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(3) [Although the same Brahman is taught in all the
Vedanta texts, one learns only one of these and not all] because
[ the rule of studying ] the text of one’s own Vedic Branch is
indeed such, and one is religiously qualified for [ the study of ]
the customary text (only). And that rule is like that of [{aking]
the water [ from one particular well, although one can take it
from any other watering place as well }'

(4) And [ there 1s a {ext which ] also shows 112,

NoOTES :—

1. The reading “savavacca” m place of salilavacca
will give the following nterpretation. “ And that rule s like
that of the sava-sacrifices [ where complete option is given 1.”

2. e. g Bh. Gi. VIIL 11, as Sankara nightly says. Note
that the problem in this Section 1s whether all the Vedanta
texts teach one and the same Brahman, or two, or many.

SECTION 2.
Collection of Thoughis*

(5) A Collection [ of all the attributes of the object of medi-
tation, mentioned in all the Vedanta texts ] [ should be made ],
because of the non~difference (i.e.identity ) of the goal, as
[is done ] in the case of [the rites] which are subordinate 1o
vidln ( the Vedic precept), and [the collection should be
made only ] in so far as the context is similar’ [ in the Vedantas
concerned ].

(6) If it be saxd : “ The difference [ of goals I? does exist
because [ of the authonty] of the Word,” we reply: “No,
because of non~distinction [ 1n the Word }”.

(7) “Nor [can the view of the difference of goals be
maintained | on the strength of a difference of ‘the context’
( prakarana ) as n he case of parovariyastva” etc.

(8) Ifitbesaid: “[There is a difference of goals ] because
of ‘ the designations’ ( samjiia ) [ hke aksara and purusa ]’ we
reply : “ It has been already explained, and that 1s even admit-
ted here ( by us).”

Ly

* this, as in Br. Sii. I11.3.33 ‘
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(9) And [the difference of goals] 1s nconsistent’ because
of the omnipresence (of both the so-called goals).

NOTES :—

, 1. 1 e, the Satrakira allows the “collection” of ths
attributes of purusa only from the purusa-texts and not from
the aksara—texts also, when onc meditates on purusa.

2. Note that the opponcnt seems to have in his muind the
two goals : aksara and purusa.

3. Sankara reads ‘samailjasam, but I follow the reading
accepted by most of the other Aciryas.

SECTION 3.
Two Names of the Goal.

(10) Because there is no difference in all (other points),
these two (designations) are (to be understood) otherwise'.

Note :—

The Sutrakara agrees to a difference of two sanyiids, not to
that of goals, the goal bemng in all Upamsads (and the Git3) the
same because all other ponts, codana etc. are the same every-
where.

SECTION -,
Aftributes of purusa.

(11) The attributes, begmmmng with * bliss” (@randa)
belong to pradhana® [ and should be collected for the medita-
tion on the same, as said 1n Satra 5 above ).

(12) The attributes, such as‘ having pria for the head’
(priyasirastva) do not come up for consideration because [these
attributes show ] an accumulation and a diminution which are
[possible only] 1n case of there being a difference [in the “goals”
to be achieved .

(13) But the other [attributes] [should be collected]} because
of the sameness of the object [ of meditation ].

(14) [The atiributes such as ‘having priya for the head’ are
not to be collected ] because of therr non-utility in meditation.
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(15) And because of the word atman* [used as predicate
of ananda in the Sruti ].

NOTES:—-

1. This is probably a reference to Br. Sa. I L 12,
because no Sruhi gives a -list beginning with bliss, as is
required by the Satra, not even Tai. Up. II 1 which is
referred to i Br. Sa I. 1. 12 and indirectly mn the
present Sitra.

2. ‘Pradhana’ 1s a word used for purusa even according

to Sankara ( S4. Bha. Br. Sa. IIL 3. 33 ). In the days of the
Sutrakara pradhina was used for the personal purisa e. g. 1n
MBh XIV. 19, 47-148, XIV. 18. 32 (see Chapter IV).

3. Note that the Satrakdra rejecls such attiibutes of
purusa (in Tai, Up. II. 5) as do not agree with his standpownt
that aksara and purusa are only two names for the same
goal (Br. S IIL. 3.8). He would reject also brahma-
pucchatva of purusa in“ bralma pucchain pratisthia” ( Tar
Up. IL. 5).

4, “ Ananda @'ma” ( Ta. Up. II. 5 ) may have meant :
“ Ananda is the Atman of the purusa [just as jiva 1s the Atman
of aksara or Brahman, Cha. Up. VL. 3. 3)”; but the Satra-
kira understands it o mean “ 4nanda s the Atman ” i. e.
“ Ananda 15 the Paramatman or pradhana®.

SECTION 5.
Melhod of purusa-meditation.
(16) Pradhana should be grasped [ in the meditation ] as
[1dentical with ] the Self ( aliman ) [of the meditator], as 1s the

case m [ the meditation of ] the other [i. e. aksara ], because
of what follows.

(17) If 1t be sad; “[Pradhina should be so comprehended]
because of the ‘invariable concomitance’ (anvaya )” we reply:
“[ Still ] 1t may be because of the ¢ affirmation’ avadhaiana)?”

NOTES :~—~

1. Anvaya 1s ‘the invariable co-existence’ (opp. of oya-
fireka) ; here, that of the Jivaand pwusa in the human heart (?)

L4 ?7 Avadharana is “eva” 1 “ alm ely ev opasita” Br. Up.
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SECTION 6,
The Functions of aksara and purusa.

(18) [ The topic ( prakarapa) n Tai. Up. II. 8] 1s not
thewsame as that which has preceded, because of the descrip-
tion of the function [ of aksara 1n this passage ].

(19-20) “(The functions of ‘delighting’ and ‘awing’) are
the same; and this is so because of the non—difference ( of the
topic 1n these sections of the Vedanta ). Even in other places
1tis so becausc of the connection (between the two functions) * 7.

(21) Not, indeed, because of the difference [ between the
two functions of ‘delighting’ and ‘awing’ ].

(22) And [the Srut: ] shows it.

(23) Morcover on this ground [ we distinguish befween ]
‘mantenance’ (or sustenance) (sambhrh ) and ‘heaven-perva-
sion’ dyuyyapir* [as the functions of purusa and aksara
respeclively ].

(24) And [the topic in Tai Up. II. 8. is not the same
as in the preceding scctions i.e. Tai. Up. II. 1-7] because the
other attributes are not herem mentioned as they are m
the sections of purusa~lore®,

(25) “[‘No, aksara is not mentioned in Tai. Up. IL &, or
‘No, the topic of Taw Up. II. 8 1s not different from thal in the
preceding sections’ ] because the objects, viz., penetration and
others [ mentioned here] are different [{rom those usually
mentioned with respect to aksara, e. g. those m Mu. Up. II. 2.
341",

(26) [No], bul 1n case of any one of these objects miss-
ing ( hdm ) one should take it over (upayanam) [from any
other text where 1t is not missing J, because of the subordination
[ of such objects] to the [express] Word, asis done n the
case [of the non-mention of one or more ] of kusa grass, a
piece of cloth (acchandas~a seat? ), a hymn and a by-song;
this has been already explained. ,
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27. ( One must take in the objects not mentioned in his
text from other texts where they are mentioned,) because there
remains nothing to be accomplished hereafter (by the
liberated ), for so say the followers of a certain Branch,

NOTES :— '

1. As ‘va’ in Sutra 21 shows, these two Satras (19-20)
are piirvapaksa Sutras.

2. According to the Satrakiara, “delighting,” anandana
(in Tai Up. 11.7 ) and “awing” (in blisa asmat valah pavate
Tai. Up. 1I. 8) are respectively the functions of purusa and
aksara.

3. Cf. bebharfi m Bh, Gi.XV.17, bharate in Sve. Up. 1. 8.

4. Cf. dw: in tnpad asy amrlam div—Cha, Up. III. 12.6
also Cha. Up. III. 13.7.

5. This shows that pradliana is, according to the Siatra-
kdra, purusa, and that the Satrakdara makes a distinction
between purusa—vidya and aksara-vidya.

6 Note that the Acaryts do not know the Sruti to which
this Siitra must refer.

7. Instcad of upayanasabdasesatval 1 propose to rcad
upivanam sabdagesatval. 1 belicve this was the original reading
as 1s suggested by the context, by the presence of the word
‘hanau’, and by the fact that the Acaryas could not give any
satisfactory meamng to the Sutra as they found it.

SECTION 7.
Option of the Name for Meditation.

(28) [One may meditate on erther of the two, purusa
and aksara ) 1in accordance with his own wish, because both
of them are not in disagreement [ with the Scriptures ].

(29) The goal ( gali ) is fulfilled in either way, because
otherwise [ there would be ] an inconsistency [in the Scriptures].+

(30) [Such a statement that one may meditate on either
of the two according to his own wish ] 1s quite proper because
we find an object of such a nature [in the Scrlp.ture]’ as we
find such a one in the world.
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SECTION 8.

Number of Thoughis fo be collected for
Meditation on purusa.

*(31) There 1s no obligation ( miyama ) that all the
thoughts on pradhana should be collected for meditation on
it; [but] there 1s no opposition [ to such a collection ] because
of the Word' and of Inference.

NoTE :—

The collection of the thoughts was taught for the first
time by the Satrakdra;the Sruts, whenever they described
the meditation on purusa, enumerated a few of these attributes
and said that the meditator on purusa so far described would
thereby reach his goal.

SECTION 9.
No Collection of the Thoughls during adhikiia.

{32) [The thoughts'] which belong to the religious
qualification ( adlikara ) should [ be allowed to] remain [ in
the meditation ] only so long as the qualification lasts.

[ Or, the collection of adhikarika thoughts should be
restricted to as many of them as are in accordance with the
meditator’s qualification ].

NoTE :—

“ Adhikarikanam > in the Sitra suggests that dhiyam is
understood; and this 1s further confirmed by dkiyam n the
next Siitra.

SECTION 10.
Meditation on * aksara’.

(33) But[to collect] the thoughts on aksara for the
purpose of meditation on 1t 1s discounienanced ( avarodhah )
Lecause of [ their ] common [ negative ] character' and because
of [ the meditator’s ] becoming that ( i. e aksara ); the case is
similar to that of the aupasada nite; this has been already said’.

(34) Because of the Scripture statmg (that) “ so many® ”

are the attributes of aksara.
21
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NotEs :—

1. The word “samanya ”, which is variously interpreted
by the commentators sccms to have m fact only the simple
sense of “ common character” and this common character
of the aksarap-assages 1s their negative nature, which rengers
the collection of the thoughts on aksara unnecessary.

2. A reference to Br. Sia. III 3. 8 and 10, or to Br.
Sa, I11. 3. 11.

3. The Sutrakira seems to refer to the fact that the
aksara texts mention the attributes of aksara in such a way

as if they intended to exhaust all the attributes in that single
list. Seee. g. Br. Up. IIL. 8, 3-11.

SEcTION 1l.

Method of Meditation on aksara ( see Sec. 13 ).

(35) The meditator on aksara is to think of aksara as
[ present ] within his own self, as in the case of [ meditation
on ] the group of bhilas'.

(36) 1If it be said: “ [ Aksara is to be thought of as within
the meditator’s self because ] ctherwise the difference [ between
aksara and pradhana] will remain unexplained ”, we reply:
“ No. The case is like that of a second precept?.

NoTES :—
1. The five elements of the body and their deities.

2. According to the Satrakira, purusa and aksara form
the basis of two precepts for the same goal.

SECTION 12.
Inlerchange of Thoughts on purusa and aksara.

(37) [In the texts about aksara and purusa we find] an
interchange [ of (some of) the attributes or thoughts of aksara
and puruga |, because [the Srutis] distingwsh (aksara) as theys
do the other (purusa).

. (38) [ For example, we may point out that ] that same
[Sruti which describes purusa as ananda' etc. distufguishes
aksara with such distinctions as properly belong to* purugal’ .
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(39) The attributes safya® and others' may be, at the
wish of the meditator, taken in the meditation on the other
[than that with reference to which they are mentioned in Tai.
Up. II 1] (i. e. n the meditation on purusa ), and in that [ with
refergnce to which safya and others are mentioned ] { i. e. in
the meditation on aksara ) [ the meditator, may, at his will,
collect attributes ] from * gyatana ” and those that follow®.

(40) [ The altributes of purusa when mentioned by the
Slrut1 with reference to aksara® should, out of respect [for the
Sruti] not be dropped [ in the meditation on aksara ].

(41) [ This rule of non-dropping or “interchange ”
applies to an attribute of purusa } when 1t is present [ in an
aksara-text ]. [ This is done ] out of this [ respect for the
Srut: ] because 1l is the word of the Srutr’.

(42) There 1s no rule for deciding [ which are ] those
[ interchangeable attributes J; the fruit of such a standpomt 1s
that there 1s no objection [ from the side of the Scripture ] to
(aksara and purusa) being thought of separately ( prthag din ),

NortEes :(—

1. Tau Up. IL describes purusa in 11, 7 and aksara or
Brabman in II. 1.

2. The Sutrakdra has in his mind “Safyam jianam
anantam brahma "——Tai. Up. I1. 1, as 1s evident from the
word safyddayal in the next Satra (according to my sugges-
tion ). He thunks that safva, jpiiana, ananla are properly
speaking the attributes of purusa, but by way of “ interchange

of attributes”, the Sruti assigns them to aksara.

3. I have divided the words in Siatras 38-39 in a dffer-
ent way from that in which they are found in all existing paifas;
and in place of ¢ kamaditaratra’ (1n 41 ) [ have substituted
¢ pamad itaratra’ which s the reading according to Madhva;
thus, Satra 38 1s ¢ saiva Ju ’ and Satra 39 reads “ safyadayal;
kamad itaratra latra c ayatanadiblyal.”

4. No commentator has been able to quote as visaya-

vakya a Srut1 which gwves a list of attribntes beginning with
satya, as 1s required by the Sirtra. All the conjectures of

Safikara and clhers seem to me unnecessary; they are a proof
of the loss of tradition. >
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5. Ayalanadibhyah is explained by no interpretor in a
satisfactory way. I believe, the Satrakéra refers to the attr-
butes that he has enumerated 1in Br. Si. I. 3-4 which begins
with dyubhvadyayatanam svasabdat ( Br. Sa. 1.3 1), This
also shows that in Br Su I. 3—4 the Siatrakara has discussed
such texts as primarily refer to aksara. .

6. “ Prasasana” in Br, Up. I11. 8. 9 (Br. Si. 1. 3. 11) is
an example.

7. This sounds rather tautological and tautology was
strictly avoided 1n the Satra hterature. A better explanation
if suggested by any scholar will be welcomed.

8. Sankara reads “ prthag hi ”, but others have the read-
ing which I have followed. Sutra 50 (prajiiantara) confirms
the correctness of the latter.

SEcTiON 13,
Method of Medifation on aksara (contd.).

(43) [ During meditation, aksara is to be conceived of ]
in that very way in which pradhana' is comprehended for
the same purpose; this has been already said.?

Notesi~—~—

1. Here, again, all the available recensions read pradan-
avat the meaning of which none has been able to explain
satisfactorily; I have taken “ pradhanavat ” to have been the
oniginal reading. ( See the notes below. )

2. 'This refers to ¢ itaravad ’ 1n Br. Su. III, 3. 16, and it
also proves the correctness of the change in reading I have
proposed above.

SEcTION 14.
Superiotily of aksara io purusa.

(44) Because of the majonty of the texts [ describing
aksara }, that (1.e. aksara) is more important [as an object of
meditation ] (than pradhana).

(45) Even then', the option already stated [holds good]
because of the context of the texts [ describing it]; so it*may be
as is the case with (optional) rites and with the mind of man.
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(46) And [ the former option holds good also] because
of the transference [ of the attributes of the one to the other in
case of aksara and purusa ].

(47) Baut, [ the medifation on purusa is ] nothing else bt
vidya (the doctrine of liberation), because of the affirmation
[in the Sruti]s

(48) And because we see a text [ to the effect 1.

(49) And there is no objection [to purusa-upasanal
because of the superiority of the evidence of the Sruli text and
other proofs [ to that of pure reason].

(50) And this (‘option’ piirvavikalpah) is seen from [ the
evidence of ] the theme (or ‘introductory remarks’) etc. to have
the difierence ( prthakivavat) of another (way of) understand-
ing ; this has been already said’.

(51) Though there 1s an analogy [ between the purusa—-
attainment and a world* like the worlds of Indra, Adltya. etc.
mentioned e, g. 1 Br, Sa. IV. 3], there arises no “fault of
purusa being regarded as a world ” ( lokapatir ), because [the
idea of purusa as the goal in absolution ip the form in which
we have to understand it ] is found [ in the Scripture, and the
Scripture is the highest authornity ], nor indeed [is there any
possibility of purusa being looked upon as ‘a world’ lokal
just as there is no possibility of Death [ in the Katha Upamsad
being looked upon as the death known m the human world].

(52) And [ the former option holds good because both
aksara and purusa have ] a similanty of words’ with para (the
Highest), but the application [ of a term particularly to either
of the two ] is based upon the frequency ( of usage ).

Nores:—

1. “Tad api” should be transferred to this Satra from
‘the preceding one where it stands according to all the com-
mentators.

2. This is a reference to Mu. Up. I. 2, 13.
3. This is a reference to Br. Su. 111. 3. 42 ( prthag dhi ).
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4, Tai. Up. II. 1 says that the liberated scul enjoys
all objects of desire 1n company of the
intelligent Brahman ; this sounds as if the liberated soul were
o reside i a world ( loka ) like the worlds of Indra, Prajipati,
etc., where also similar enjoyment of desires is described as
takmg place.

5. The Sitrakira seems to mean that words hike dafman,
fyoit]s, Brahman, etc. which are used for the Highest Being
( para) can be used for cither of aksara and purusa ; he means
also that even the words aksara, purusa etc. may have been
used interchangeably, but the frequency of usage helps us 1n
deciding the sense of any particular passage.

SEcTION 15.
Choice of One only out of the Two.

(53) One [of the two options should be accepted for

meditation, because that one which 1s accepted 1s to be
mieditated upon as identical with the self of the meditator, and ]

because the self [ of the meditator] exists [already] in the
body [ and the meditation involves the identity of two only,
not that of three ].

SECTION 16.

No Invariable Co-exisience of the Object of Meditation and
the Meditator.

(54) There is a logical non-co-existence [ of aksara or
purusa and the Jiva ], because [ the first two ] do not [necessarily]
exist where the [last] one exists; but the case 1s different
from what we find' [1n Sruti and Smirti ]2

Notes:—

1. Upalabahi, in the Sitras, means “the finding of a state-
ment 1n the Sruty” e. g in Br. Sa. II. 1. 36. Bh. Gi. XVIII
61 says that I$vara (not “Jiva” who does, of necessity, reside in
{he human body) resides in the heart of all beings. The Satrakara
says that it i1s not so in meditation. He scems to think that
aksara or puiusa does not reside in the heart by nature, but
one of the two may manifest itself therein after the meditation
1s carried out.

2. The Satras (54 ff) refer to angopasana and therefore
are not discussed here. o
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2, Br. Si. IIL 2 (partly).

Two Aupanisada views are here cniticised by the Saitrakara.
(a) Br. Si. I11. 2. 11-21.

"These Satras embody a refutation of the view that in the
Highest there is a “distinction of place” (sthanabheda):

(11) [It can] not [be said that] [ the two sets of chara-
cteristics mentioned in] the two-fold taxts' are those of the
Highest One? even® with regard to [different] places (sthanatal;)
[ within the Highest One ], for, [they belong to 1t] everywhere,

(12) If 1t be saud: “No [i.e. the two-fold attributes do
not belong to para ‘in every part of it’ sarvafra], because
there 1s a difference [in para itself, viz., the difference of
space or place—sthana*]"; we reply: “ Not so, because a state-
ment about that (1. e. about the difference of space) 1s not
found 1n each text’” or “In each text there is a reverse
statement®’.

(13) Moreover, the followers of one Branch of the
Vedas [ really say ] so’.

(14) For, 1t (the Highest ) is certainly, formless, that
[ formlessness ] being its chief [ aspect J°.

(15) Anditis like the Light’, because [its description ]
cannot be futile,

(16) And the Sruti does describe it (1. e. para ) as “only
that > (tanmatia )°.

(17) And the Sruti" shows [that the “ whole” cf para
has all the attributes that belong to 1t], and the Smrt: does
the same.

(18) And for this very reason, [ we have i the Sruti®?
para braliman’s] companson like that of the Sun and water
( kam )" and others,

(19) But, in so far as ( para brakman ) cannot be reflect-
ed as [the Sun] n the water, ( Brahman ) 1s not like that
(1. e. the Suh ) [in becoming “ many "4,
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(20) [ Para brahman’s] participating in increase and de-
crease is explicable on the ground of that characteristic being
included [in the coincidentia opposiloruin]; it is so because
both the [mutually contrary] attributes are reconciliable
[1n para brahman ].

(21) And because the Scriptures show it',

NotEs :—

1. The texts giving separately the coincidentia opposi-
lorusm.

2. Note that para is used by the Satrakidra when he
speaks of the Supreme Being, without any particular reference
to it as prudhdna or atsara. Para was so used mn II1. 3. 52.

3. ‘Even’ api implies the Siutrakira’s rejection of the
view that the two-fold texts can be explained as describing
two forms ( 7idpas ) of the Highest or as describing aksaru and
purusa as two separate entities instead of two places (sthana)
in the Highest.

4. Ths parvapaksa seems to state that aksara and purusa
are numerically one, but aksara is the lower place and purusa
is the higher place in the Highest One which has got {his
spatial distinction within itself; so that the negative sentences
(‘ananpu, ahrasva ctc.) and the positive ones ( safyakdma,
satyasamkalpa) should respectively be applied to these two.
The opponent seems to have referred to such texts as Mu. Up.
IL. 1. 2 which says that purusa 1s above aksara.

5. The Satrakira means two {exts which describe only
purusa or orly aksara.

6. Here the Satrakira may refer to the attributes of
putusa ( prasasana etc.) mentioned with reference to aksara
(e. g. 1n Br. Up. IIL 8. 9) or wce versa.

7. Probably the Sitrakira tefers to Mu. Up. L 2. 13
where “aksara puruga” 1s mentioned so that there 1s no difference
of place in the two as 1s mentioned 1n Mu, Up. IL 1. 3 where
purusa 1s said to be above aksara.

8. According to the Satrakara, purusa and aksara are, as
it were, two aspects for meditation. The former hag a form
(Br. Si.. I. 2. 23); the latter has none. Aksara is thore impor-

tant than purusa (Br. Sa. I11. 3. 44).
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9. The pidrvapaksin seems to have pointed to such texts
as Mu. Up. IL 1. 4. The Sitrakira says that the description
in IL 1. 4 is not fulile because the para 1s itself like the Light.

10. “He is like a solid mass of salt, which is without an
inwaxsd and without an outward, a mass of juice, the whole of
it (krtsna rasaghana eva) ........ Cresenriennne ” Br. Up. IIL 2, 16.

11. The Satrakira refers to such texts as describe para
bralman to be possessed of contrary attributes e. g. Sve. Up.
ITI. 19, 20; Katha Up. II 10, 20; Isa Up. 5; and Bh. Gi,
XIII 12-13.

12. The reference is to the Brahmabindu Upanisad as
quoted by Sankara and other commentators.

13. Kam,s used n the sense of water in the Maitriyaniya

Sambuti, Satapatha Brihmapa and even in the Yajfiavlkya
Smrti. The word ambu in the next Satra also shows that
kam 1n this Siitra stands for ‘water’.

14. i.e, the manner in which para becomes many is not
that 1n which the Sun, the Moon etc. become many. This
restricts the comparison of para with the Sun etc,

(15) See e. g. Sve. Up. III. 20.,, Bh. Gi. XIIL 16.
(b) Br. Si. 1I1. 2. 32-38.

These Satras embody a refulation of the view that there
are two goals i—

(31) “[The Supreme One' 1s] higher than this [avyakia,
as described 1n Br. Sa. III. 2. 23], because of the designations
of a bridge?, measure®, connection', and difference’ [which are
applied to avyakial”.

(32) But [it 1s not so] because [the designation “bridge”
is] due to the common charactenstic’.

(33) [Because the designation of measure 1s] for the
¢ase of understanding, like [the designation of] its [four] feet
[which cannot mean that the para 1s a quadruped].

(34) [The designation of the connection of the Unmanifest
with purz‘t,sa] 15 due to the mention of a particular place n the
Supreme One’; [otherwise everything 13 para and those with
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which avyakia is connected are different places in paral; it is
similar to the case of the Light® etc.

(35) And because [in the case of the difference of aksara
and purusa) there is the possibility of an explanation’.

(36) And, because the Sruts negatives the existence of
any other principle [besides aksara’.]

(37) Hence the ommpresence" [of ayyakla] which is
established 1n the texts which mention the extent (of Brahman)
and 1n others.

NoOTES :(—

1. As fu m the next Satra shows, this is a pidrvapaksa
Satra.

2. Cha. Up. VIIL 4. 1-ayyakta or diman 1s a bridge.

3. Cha, Up. IIL 18. 2-Brahman has four feet; therefore
1t 1s hmuted; the unhimmited must be beyond it.

4, Avyakta s connected with purusa on the one side
and mahad or the lower Nature on the other e. g. in Katha
Up. III. 11.

5. Aksara is different from purusa e. g. in Mu. Up. 1. 2,
Bh, Gi. XV. 18, Sve. Up. 1. 6.

6. The Sitrakdra does not admit that purusa 1s higher or
other than aksara, and that thercfore there are two goals.
Alman 1s called a bridge because like a bridge which helps in
crossing a river, afman helps in crossing the sea of worldly
existence.

7. The Satrakara does not believe that the twofold con-
tradictory attributes belong to different parts or places in the
bara; they belong to every place in the Supreme Being; but
he admuts the distinction of place as such in para without
reference to its attributes. So there 1s no inconsistency in the
Sitrakdra’s position 1n III. 2. 11 and n this Sitra. *

8. The Light is called star, Moon, Sun, fire, flame, with
reference to us presence in different places, so the para 1s
called purusa, aksira etc. with reference to 1ks présence 11
various places, ¢
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9. In Br. Sa. L 4. 3. avyakia (in Katha Up. III. 11 ) is
explamed to be lower than purusa, because as the Nature it 1s
dependent on the latter. This seems lo be the upapatti in
the' Siitra.

10. The Satrakdra, naturally, refers to such texts as deny
the existence of any principle other than aksara e. g. Br. Up.
IIL 8. 11,

11, There cannot be two omnipresent goals like aksara
and purusa both of which are ommpresent according to the
texts; so they are the names of one and the same goal. Cf.
Br. Sa. I1I. 3. 9.






ADDITIONAL NOTES.

Other and perhaps better explanations of Sve. Up. L. 7a-b
and V.1 (than those given in App.I.C)can be given as
follows:—

(1.7a-b) Ths is the Supreme Brahman (paramam vrahma)
celebrated in song. The three and the Mutable are well esta-
blished in it.

(V.1) There are, with Brahma above them (bralunapare)
two infimte Immutable Ones, wherein Knowledge (vidya) and
not-Knowledge (anidyd) are placed concealed. Not-Know-
ledge is the Mutable (ksara), Knowledge 1s the Immortal. He
who rules over the Knowledge and not—Knowledge is other
than these two.

NoTE:—

1. Taccept Prof. Schrader’s suggestion to read supratisth-
aksaram ca as suprahistham ksaram ca mstead of dividing the
compound as supralistham aksaram ca as 1 have done in App.
I. C. The advantages of accepting this suggestion are
obvious. Furstly, {rayam ( the three ) in L. 7b are, 1n this case,
the same as the three in 1. 9 and 12, viz., the Lord, the Immut-
able, and the Jiva, since ksara 1s, according to this suggested
reading, to be counted separately ( see¢ note 3 in App. 1. C. 1)
Secondly, supratistham aksaram ca, the division of the compound,
that I had proposed, required “ aksaram ” to be applied to
ksaram and n a secondary sense, viz., “imperishable” instead
of the usual sense, viz., “the Immutable”, Thirdly, the con-
struction of “ca” (and) at the end of 1. 7b had to be left out of
account in my rendering of the verse, since, the compound
supratisthaksaram could itself be explaned as supratistham
aksaram ca, according to the rules of samasa. As a matter of
fact, the ca at the end of L. 7b requires the splitting up of
suprahisthaksaram nto “ supratistham ksaram ” and this con-
firms Prof. Schrader’s suggestion. And lastly, efaf m Sve. Up.
1. 8a requires ksara and aksara to have been mentioned in I: 7
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and this requirement can be best fulfilled according to the
suggested correction of the text.

2. Paramam brahma ( Sve. Up. 1. 7a ) is, in this case,
the Triad as a whole as distinguished from the fraya or the
three taken singly. Thus, paramam brahma is equivalent to
brahmam in 1. 9 and 12.

3. Brahma in brahmapare ( in Sve. Up. V. 1a ) seems
to be bralumam mentioned 1n Sve. Up. L. 9 and 12 ( see 1. on
p. 140 ). Brakmam is the Triad ( Sve. Up. I 9, 12)
which is certainly hugher than, or above, the two Immutable
Ones, to be explaned 1n the next note.

4, The two Immutable Ones ( dve aksare ) seem to be the
two ajas, viz., I$a and the Immutable ( aksara ) mentioned 1n
Sve. Up. 1. 8a—b, the jiia and the aja in Sve. Up. L. 9a-b, the
deva and the aksara or atman in Sve. Up. I. 10a~b, and the
prendy and bhogya in Sve. Up. 1. 12c~d. Only these two can be
properly said to be aksaras or the Immutable Ones among the
principles mentioned in the Svetdgvatara Upanisad. Moreover,
V. 1b can be consistently explained only with this interpretation
of dve aksare ( see note 5 below ). And agamn if braluna in
bralmapare is bralimam or the Triad, dve aksare must mean the
Lord and the aksara or the Immutable. So, Sve. Up. V., 1.1s
to be noted because 1t calls the Isa ( or purusa ) aksara, besides
designating the usual aksara as such.

5, Sve. Up. V.1b states thal m the two aksaras vidya
and avidya are placed concealed. Thus, the two aksaras
are the hiding places of vidya and amdya and as such cannot be
identical with widya and awidya. Vidya is explained as amyta
or aksara ( see note 11 on Sve. Up. I. 7-12 1n App. 1) 1n Sve.
Up. V. Ic, and vidya 1s said to be placed concealed 1n one of
the two aksaras n V.1 a-b. This can only mean that the
aksara called both amrla and vdya 1s lower than, or to be
traced {o, another aksara, which Iak_sara, again, can be none
else but the purusa or isa as the Sve. Up. likes to call him
(Sve. Up. L. 8-9). This meaning of V. 1 justifies the expla-
nation of dve aksare n V. 1a as the Lord and the Immutable.

6. Avidya is placed in one of the two aksaras (V. Ib); it
is also explained as ksara (V.lc); so the aksara in which
avidya 1s concealed 1s the Immutable or aksara properly so
called. o ‘
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7. Thus, the order of the principles mentioned in V.1

is as follows: (1) brahmam or the Triad, (2) aksarz, the hiding

lace of virlya otherwise called aksara also, 1. e. purusa or isa,

3) aksara the hiding place of awdya, (4) avidya or ksara.

So, this 1s a preparatory stage towards the cvolutional series
of ¢the Katha Upamsgad (Ka. Up. III. 11).

8. Dve n dve aksara (V. 1a) should be noticed. It is the
first definite departure from the * ekam eva advitiyam ” of the
Oldest Prose Upanisads (e. g. Cha. Up VL 2. 1); as 1s also
the expression tnvidham bralumam. Such a statement about
the dualism (in this case, the spiritual dualism) of purusa and
aksara 1s quite consistent with the sharp distinction betwaen
these two principles met with 1n the Gitd, and the yet sharper
one found m the later Mahabhirata.

9. As the Knowledge ( along with the not—Knowledge
is sud to be ruled over by the Ia (Sve. Up. V. 1.c~d ), it
cannot be the Jiva who 1s declared to be the not-ruler (anid1)
in Sve. Up. L. 9.

CONCLUSION :—

It must be admitted that the explanation of Sve; Up. V.1
proposed above 1s more m harmony with that of Sve. Up. L
7-12, than the one given in App. I; because thereby the same
principles as are mentioned i Sve. Up. I, are to be found m
Sve. Up. V. Moreover, to understand the two aksaras 1 V. 1
as referring to purusa or isa and aksara 1s besides being
consistent with the teaching of the verse (V. 1) itself, far better
than taking the term aksara to mean “imperishable’ and refer-
ring one aksara to what is called ksara.

The above interpretation further supports the reconstruc-
tion of the meaning of the term aksara proposed in this Thesis
as a whole.
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