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h that the highest Self or Brahman is the first (;ause,
so the Sat in Chd. VL. ii. 1 also refers to this highest

as the first Cause.
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12. And because it is directly stated in the Scriptures.
In the Chandogya Upanisad itself later on it is stated,
)m the Self sprang forth the Prana, from the Self sprang
h ether...All this springs from the Self’ (VIL. XxVi
where it is clearly stated that the Self is the cause of
rything, thereby showing that the Sat referred to in Chan-
rya VI il 1 1s this highest Self or Brahman, and not the

dhana.

Topic 6 : Concerning ‘The Self Consisting of Bliss’
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13. The self consisting of bliss (is Bralman and not
e individual soul) om account of the repetition (of bliss).

In the last topic it has been shown that Brahman which
to be inquired into is different from the inert Pradh?.na
nsisting of the three Gunas, which is the object of enjoy-
ent for the individual soul (Jiva). In the present topic it
shown that this Brahman is also different from the indi-

dual soul (Jiva), whether in its bound or its freed stat@;,

d is.full of bliss. N
In the beginning of the Ananda Valli of the Taittirrya

panisad we find, ‘From that Self sprang ether’ etc. '(.II.
), and later the text says, Different from this self which
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consists of understanding (Vijiidnamaya) is the inner Self

that consists of bliss’ (IL. 5). A doubt arises as to whether

“the Self consisting of bliss’ refers to- the individual soul
(Jiva) or the supreme Self (Brahman).

Objection : “The Self consisting of bliss’ is the individual
soul because the text later says, “The, self embodied in that
one i.c. the self consisting of understanding, is this Selt con-
sisting of bliss’ etc. (IL. 6), which declares its relation to
a body, and this can indicate the individual soul and not

Brahman, and as the individual soul is an intelligent being,
creation preceded by thought is possible for it. So ‘the Self

consisting of bliss’ is the individual soul (Jiva).
- Answer : “The Self consisting of Dbliss’ here, refers to

Brahman on account of the repetition of the word ‘bliss’.

The text begins with, ‘Now this is an examination of bliss’,

“and finally says, From where speech (the senses) together

with the mind turns away unable to reach It. Knowing the
bliss of that Brahman he fears nothing” (Tai. IL ), and
this indicates supreme Bliss, which cannot be surpassed by
any othef bliss like the earlier ones described in the section.
Such infinite bliss can be Arue only of the supreme Self,
which is opposed to all evil and is of an unmixed blissful
nature and not of the individual self, which enjoys a particle
of that bliss mixed with endless pain and grief. Therefore,
‘the Self consisting of bliss’ is the supreme Self.
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14. If it be said (Brahman is not referred to in the

passage) on account of (the suffix ‘mayat’) denoting modi- .

fication, (we reply) mot so, because it (the suffix ‘mayat’)
denofes abunudance (of bliss). ‘ :
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Objection : The suffix ‘mayat’ is indicative of a modi-
iction, and SO Anandamaya cannot refer to Brahman,
vhich is not an effect. Earlier in the section this suffix
mayat’ has been used to indicate an effect, an in ‘the self
onsisting of food’, ‘the self consisting of Prana’ etc. and
o here, in the expression ‘the Self consisting of bliss’, it
Jso denotes a modification and so refers to the individual
.oul and not Brahman ; for the soul, which is of the nature
of bliss, can, in the condition of bondage in Sarnsdra, be.
said to be a modification of bliss. . "

Answer : Though the suffix ‘mayat’ has been used earlier
to indicate modification yet in the expression ‘the Self con-
sisting of bliss’ it cannot cefer to the individual soul, for
even with regard to that all changes are -denied in many
texts like, ‘It is neither born nor does it die’ etc. (Ka. L.
ii. 18). So the ‘maYat,",_indicates abundance of bliss, in which

sense also this suffix is often used. This abundance of bliss ‘

is possible in Brahman alone and not in the individual soul.
Therefore ‘the Self consisting of bliss’ is Brahman and not
the individual soul. '

Again it is also not possible for the individual soul to ‘

become a modification in the sense a lump of clay becomes
“a pot, for it is against all scriptural teaching and logic. In
the state of Sarmnsra its knowledge and bliss are only in
contracted condition due to Karma. - ’
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-15. And because It is declared to be the cause of Ehe

bliss of the individual soul (even).
The supreme Self is said to be the cause of the bliss of

others in the text, ‘Who could move, who could live, if that
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bliss did not exist in ether (Brahman)? For It alone causes
bliss’ (Tai. II. 7). That which causes bliss to others cannot
but have bliss in abundance, and so ‘the Self consisting of
bliss’ can refer only to Brahman and not to the individual
soul. Further, that which imparts bliss to others, the indi-
vidual souls, is-different from them, and so can only be the
supreme Self. That ‘the Self consisting of bliss’ is referred
to by ‘bliss’ in the passage, will be stated in Sttra 20.
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| 16. Moreover, that very (Brahman) ‘'which has been
referred to in the Mantra portion is sung (in this passage as
‘the Self consisting of bliss’). :

The second chapter of the Taittiriya Upanisad begins,
‘He who knows Brahman attains the Highest. . .Brahman is
Truth, Knowledge, and Infinity’. This very Brahman is
finally declared in Taittiriya Upanisad (IL. 5) as ‘the Self
consisting of bliss’. This Brahman, however, is different
from the individual soul, inasmuch as It is declared to be
the object to be attained by the soul—The . knower of
Brahman attains the -Highest—and is therefore necessarily
different from it. The same is made clear in all the subse- .
quent passages, From that Self sprang ether’ etc. Therefore
‘the Self consisting of bliss’ is different from the individual
soul and refers to Brahman. | '
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N 17. (Brahman and) not the other (the individual soul),
(is meant here) on account of the impossibility (of that
assumption). | :

7
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~ Objection : No doubt That which is to be attained 13
ifferent from the Jiva that attains It, yet it must l?e sal |
1at the Brahman declared here is not alfogether dlﬁere]?t
om the soul (Jiva), for It is the esse'nt1a¥ ngture Qf tlﬁe
jorshipper (the soul), which is noq—dlﬁerentlatf:d intelli-
ence devoid of all attributes, and free frf)m all 1gnoranc;la.
L“his non differentiated nature of t.he soul is dyec_:laredﬁay t e;
ext, ‘Truth, Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman’, .and the ’;.e:xd
From where speech (the organs), together with the_ mm1
eturns, unable to reach It (IL. 9) 'also refers to'thlt; 'Sollo
s devoid of attributes in its essential nature. It is ¢ is o
vhich the Mantra refers, therefore ‘the Self- con.s1st.m%1 1
Jliss’ is identical with this essential nature of the individua
’oul;Inswer . What is referred to in the Mantra cannot fbe.
the indi?idua,l» soul €ither in its_-bound or its freed state, 015
this is impossible, inasmuch as the s§)u1 cannot ppsslcials{s uf;t
conditioned omniscience as is mentioned m.t-exts e, |
thought, “may I grow forth” > etc. Un’condltloned Tcgpms};
cience means the power to realize all one’s purposcs. oug
a realized soul may be omniscient, yet it c.:alznot. bf’ u.nc.oné
ditioned omniscience, for in the state of Sarhsara 1t is ll'mltet
in power. Sitra IV. iv. 17 denies'thf: power of creation to
the freed souls. Again, if the soul in its freed .s’;ate be ]Fure,
non-differentiated intelligence, it cannot see .dﬁerent things,
and so cannot POSSESS unconditionf:d omniscience. Hﬁnce
the impossibility referred to in the S.utra. It has already.b eten
proved that there can be no non-differentiated or attribute-
less thing. If the text, ‘From where speech (the orga;s)'
together with the mind turns away, unablg to reach It (fr ai.
11. 8), means that mind and speech (the organs). returndiﬁom
Brahman, it cannot thereby prove that Brahman is non-difier-
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entiated or attributeless. Rather it would mean that speech
and mind are no means to prove Brahman, and that would
make It a mere nothing. But in the Scriptures beginning
with, ‘He who knows Brahman attains the Highest’, it is
~mentioned that Brahman is omniscient, the creator of the
world, the abode of bliss and knowledge, infinite bliss, etc.
and so after having said all this, it is idle to say that there
are no means of knowing Brahman because speech and
mind are no means to it. In the text, ‘From where speech
together with the mind turns away’ etc. the words ‘From
where’ refer to the bliss of Brahman referred to in the text,
“He who knows the bliss of Brahman’ (Tai. II. 9). Again
the words ‘Bliss of Brahman’ show clearly that the bliss
belongs to Brahman. After having thus qualified Brahman
as possessing bliss etc. if it is sought to prove that Brahman
is attributeless, being beyond speech and mind, it would be
‘meaningless prattle. So we have to understand that the bliss
of Brahman. being infinite and measureless, it cannot be
fathomed by speech and mind. That is what the text ‘From
where’ etc. tries to teach. A person who knows this infinite
measureless bliss of Brahman becomes fearless. Moreover,
that the omniscient Being declared in this Mantra is different
from the individual soul is made clear by texts declaring
that It created the world through Its mere volition, that it is
the inner Self of everything, and so on.
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18. And on account of the declaration of difference

. (between ‘the Self consisting of bliss’ and the individual

soul), (the latter canmot be the ome referrpd to in the
passage). | '
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v e W ee

(Iits) desire (being the sole cause

9.  And on account of cing fh sse
of clreation), there is 1o need of that which 18 snferred \(1

the Pradhana).

from that of the Jiva in

. « , ma V 1 be born”’ ,
The text, ‘It desired, “02% I be many, MY (Tai. L. 6)

qt sent forth all this—whatever th?na‘sls ]j’ (S
él;c;ws that everything was carried by this “bell. ,

3 i —sentient ma

.o without the aid of non-sentl » . 1 g sub-
bhss. b inferred) . But the individual soul, which 1is sU .
(which is 1 ng without the aid ©

i ' te anythi
j Nescience cannot crea ing L o
{:(ﬁlgc)erial thing. ,H.cnce ‘the Self consisting of bliss’ 18 oth

than the individual squl.

Waa@‘f et W e W

declare the union of this (the

20. And the Scriptures gonsisting of

individual soul) with that (bliss) in that (Self

bhsb:;; (the Self consisting of bliss? is indee,(t1 ot:se t;zsixgc‘:lei'
, . : onl by attaining this es:sence |
4(oi exlst{c);{czf)ul’ (gai, L. 7), where it is clealfly sta‘ted ,tha;;
become % " blissful after attaiming the Se

+e individual soul becomes : ini elf
th:n;?s%;; of bliss’ Therefore this ‘gelf consisting of bliss
c liss’. 4 |
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which is attained by the soul is different from it and is the
supreme Self or Brahman.

Hence it is established that the supreme Self or Brahman,
which is different from the Pradhana as declared in the last

topic, is also different from the individual soul.

Topic 7 : The Person in the sun and the eye is Brahman

In the last topic it was objected that ‘the Self consisting
of bliss’ was the individual soul, for the text declared its
relation to a body. This argument was refuted, and it was
established that ‘the Self consisting of bliss’ was the supreme
Self, on account of its unmixed blissful nature, which can
be true only of the supreme Self and not of the individual
self. A further objection is raised against this conclusion as
follows : We have in Chandogya Upanisad, ‘He who is in
this body and he who is in the sun, are the same.” Now the
person in the sun is its presiding deity and since the individ-
ual soul animates that, ‘the Self consisting of bliss’ cannot
be the supreme Self. This argument is refuted by saying that

even the person in the sun is the supreme Self and not the
individual soul.
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21. (The one) within (the sun and the eye is Brahman),
because the characteristics of That are mentioned (therein).
_Now that golden (radiant) person who is seen within
the sun, with a golden beard and golden hair. . .is named
Ut, for he has risen (Udita) above all evils...Rk and
Siman are his joints. . . He is the lord of all worlds beyond
the sun and of all objects desired by the gods’ (Cha. L. vi..
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6-8). ‘Now the person who is in the eye is Rk; he'is
Saman, Uktha, Yajus, Brahman. The form of that person
in the eye is the same as that of the other (the person in
the sun), the joints of the one are the joints of the other,
the name of the one is also the name of the other... He

is the lord of the world beneath the body and of all objects

desired by men’ (Chd. L. vii. 5-8). The question is whether
the person in the sun is the individual soul, the presiding
diety in the sun, or the supreme Self other than this soul.
Prima facie view : The person in the sun and the eye
is the individual soul, the presiding deity in the sun, on
" account of his relation to a body, which relation exists only
for souls to enable them to enjoy the merits and demerits of
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their previous actions. Such a connection with a body is-not-

possible in the case of Brahman, who is not subject to any
Karma. That is why the state of Liberation (moksa), in which
one is not affected by good and evil, is said to be a state
of disembodiedness. Moreover, though for ordinary souls
whose merit is very little, it may not be possible to create
the world, yet for a soul that has gained extraordinary merit
and therefore has very great knowledge and power, it may
‘be possible to create this world. Hence the texts which refer
to, the cause of the world and to the inner ruler refer to
such a soul, as for example, the person in the sun, who has

become all-knowing and all-powerful owing to acquired great -

merit. Therefore, there is no supreme Self other than such
 an individual soul, and texts like, ‘It is neither gross nor
- subtle’, etc. describe the real nature of the individual soul,
while those texts that declare Liberation are meant to teach
the true natute of the soul and the way to realize that nature.

Answer : The person in the sun and the eye is other
~ than the individual soul, viz. the supreme Self, for the text

1.1.21.] - SrigBhd.gya 103

declares the qualities of that supreme Self as follows : ‘He
has risen above all evil’, i.e. is free from all evil. This can be
true only of the supreme Self and not the soul. Such other
qualities as the mastery over all worlds. and all objects of
desire, the power to realize all one’s desires, being the inner
ruler of all, etc. which presuppose freedom from all evil,
can belong to the supreme Self alone. ‘It is the Self, free
from all evil, free from old age, death and grief, from
hunger and thirst, whose desires and whose resolves come
true’ etc. (Cha. VIIL i. 5). Again, qualities like being the
creator of the universe and possessing infinite bliss, which
are unattainable by Karma (action) cannot be the natural
gu;lities of the soul, but can apply only to the supreme .
elf. '

Moreover, the connection with a special body of the
person in the sun as described is not due to any great merit
acquired by that individual soul ; for the text, ‘He has risen
above all evil’, quoted above, reminds us of another scrip-
tural text, ‘It has neither merit nor demerit, is free from
all evil; this Brahman is beyond all evil’” So this
person is beyond all good and evil actions, and
as such this body of his cannot be the result of any great
merit acquired by him. Nor is it a fact that connection with
a body necessarily makes one subject to Karma. "The
supreme Self, whose desires come true, can take a body at
pleasure. The form of the Person in the sun is one which
the supreme Self takes of Its own accord, without being
subject to Karma. It is immaterial (aprakrta) and not a
product of the Prakrti and its three Gunas. The Scripture
also describes Its form as ‘resplendent like the sun, beyond
all darkness’. Just as the supreme Self possesses an infinite 3

number of excellent qualities, so also It has a beautiful
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divine form befitting Its gatui'e, and to gratify Its devotees
It takes various forms according to their desires. Therefore,
the person in the sun and the eye is the supreme Self, which
is different from the soul that animates the sun etc.
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22. Also on account of a distinction being made, (the
supreme Self) is different (from the individual soul animat-
ing the sum). . o

The passage, ‘He who dwells in the sun and is' within
the sun, whom the sun does not know, whose body the sun
is and who rules the sun from within, is thy Self, the ruler
within, the immortal’ etc. (BT. 1L vii. 9), shows that the
supreme Self is within the sun and yet different from :che
individual soul animating the suin. This confirms the view
expressed in the last Sutrd. This and the following texts in
that section of the Brhaddranyaka Upanisad declare It as
" having all souls for Its body and being the inner rule.r ..Of
all. Therefore the supreme Self is different from all individ-
" yal souls, such as the Hiranyagarbha etc. -

Topic 8 : The word Akasa ( ether) refers to Brahman

The text, ‘That from which these beings are born. ..
That is Brahman’ etc. (Tai. 1L 1), teaches that Brah-
man'is the cause of the world. What is the nature pf this
first Cause, the ‘Brahman ? ‘Existence (Sat) alo;ie, my
dear, was this at the beginning.. . .It thought. . .It brought
forth fire'’ (Cha. VL. ii. 1, 3); “Verily in the beginning all
this was the Self. ... He thought’, etc. (Ai. Bra. 1L iv. 1,
1-2); ‘From that Self was created ether’, etc. (Tai. 1. 1)

A3
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—texts like these, after describing Its nature by words that
have a general import and not any special meaning have
shown through words which connote such . $pecial charac-
teristics as ‘thinking’, ‘infinite bliss’ and ‘special form’,’ that
Brahman is different from the Pradhana and the individual
soul. In the rest of this Section (Pada) it is established that
even words that have a special meaning—such as Akasa—
when they occur in texts relating to creation, refer to Brah-

man and not the thing they usually denote.
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23. (The word) Akasa (ether) (is Brahman), on
account of Its characteristic marks (being mentioned).

< «yhat is the goal of this world ?” “Akasa”, he replied.
“For all beings take their rise from Akaga only and dissolve
in it Akagda is greater than these. It is their ultimaté resort”’
etc. (Cha. L. ix. 1-2). Here a doubt arises as to whether the
word ‘Akada’ (ether) refers to the well-known elemental
ether or to Brahman.
 Prima facie view : Here the word ‘Akaga’ (ether) refers
to the elemental ether, for everywhere we have to find out
the connotation of words from their etymology. Therefore,
the word Akasa (ether) here denotes the elemental ether,
and the Brahman referred to in the Scriptures is nothing but
that. For after knowing Brahman as ‘That from which these
beings are born’ etc. (Tagi. 11 1), one is curious to know
what is that from which these beings are born, and this is
conveyed by the text, ‘For all these beings take their rise
from Akasa only’ (Cha. 1. ix. 1), which tells us that
Akada (ether) is the first Cause. Therefore, the words ‘Sat’
(existence) in Chdndogya VL. ii. 1 and ‘Self’ in Aitareya
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Brahmana 1. i. 1. 1-2 also refer to this Akasa (ether). It

may be objected that in the text, ‘From that Self was created -

Akaga (ether)’ (Tai. IL 1), Akaga itself is shown to be
something created. But the objection does not hold, for the
word ‘Self’ denotes that subtle state of Akasa (ether) from
which the gross element Akasa is manifested. Therefore the
elemetal ether alone is referred to in this Chandogya text,

and it is declared to be the origin of the entire world. Hence:

texts that attribute ‘thinking’ etc. to the first Cause, have
to be interpreted in a secondary sense.

Answer : The word Akasa (ether) denotes Brahman

and not the elemental ether, because the text mentions

-qualities, such as being the origin of all these beings, being

~ greater than everything else, and being the ultimate resort

of all beings including sentient souls. Now the elemental .
' ether cannot be the cause of sentient souls or the final goal

or resort to be attained by all souls, nor can an insentient
thing possess all excellent qualities so as to-make it greater
_than everything else. But with respect to the supreme Self,
and these qualities are befitting. o

Again, the Chdndogya text quoted at the beginning
mentions Akada (ether) as something well-known ; and
this knowledge is obtained from texts like, ‘Existence alone,
my dear, was there at-the beginning, one only without a

second etc. (Cha. VI ii. 1), which establish Brahman as '

the first Cause. Therefore in Chandogya 1. ix. 1-2 the word
~ Akaga (ether) denotes Brahman, something already well-
known. Though the word Akaa in common parlance de-
notes the well-known element Akasa (ether), yet as that
cannot be the origin or cause of sentient beings, we cannot
rely on this single argument and interpret all texts that
declare an independent entity possessing excellent qualities
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like omniscience etc. by this etymological meaning of the
word Akaga. Therefore, the word ‘Akasa’ (ether) in this
text denotes Brahman and not the individual soul.

Topic 9 : The word Prdna'refers to Brahman

In the previous topic, the causality of Akasa was refuted.
In this, the causality of Prana (the vital force) is being
denied.

AT T AqWC AL =3 i

24. For the same reason (the word) ‘Prana’ also refers
to Brahman.

< «“Which is that deity 7’ “Prana”, he said. For all these
beings merge in Prana alone, and from Prana they rise”’
(Cha. 1. ii. 4-5). The question is whether Prana refers to
the vital force or Brahman. The prima facie view is that it -
refers to the vital force, for the existence, activity, ctc. of
the entire sentient world depend on this vital force, and so
it can be called the cause of the world. This view is refuted
by this Stira, which holds that the word ‘Prana’ refers to

" Brahman, and not to the vital force, for the text declares

that the whole world merges in Prana alone also rises from
it. This is a characteristic of Brahman, and is referred to as
something well known, as in the case of Akas$a in the last
topic. Moreover, one does not find the activity of the vital
force in insentient things like stocks and stones, nor even
in intelligence, and so it is not proper to say that ‘all these
beings merge in Prana’. Thereforc Brahman, as the best-
ower of life to all beings, is referred to in this text as Prana.
So the word ‘Prana’ refers to some entity other than the
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ivital' force, which is the cause-of this world, which is free
from evil, whose resolves come true, which is all-knowing,

\ .
and so on, i.e. Brahman.

Topic 10 : The word ‘light’ is to be und,erstood as
Brahman
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25. (The word) light (means Brahman), on account \of
the mention of feet or quarters (in a complementary passage).

“Now the light which shines above this heaven, beyond
all—higher than everything—in the highest ‘world, beyond
which there are no other worlds, that is the same light which
is within man’ (Chd. TH. xiii. 7). Here the question is
whether the word ‘light’ refers to the well known light of the
sun, which is here described as the cause of the'wq;ld, or to
the supreme Self different from the sentient and insentient
world, of infinite splendour, etc. The prima facie view is
that it refers to the light of the sum, for though the word
“light’ is referred to as something well known, yet there are
po characteristics, as in the two previous topics, that can
denote only the supreme Self ; and so there is nothing in
the text to show that the supreme Self is referred to here.
Moreover, this light is identified with the light in the
person, or intestinal heat. So the world ‘light’ refers
to the light of the sun. As against this view, the present
Siitra establishes that the word ‘light’ refers to Brahman.

In a previous text it has been said : ‘This much, is Its
glory ; greater than this is the Purusa. One foot (quarter)
of It is all beings, while Its (remaining) three feet are im-
mortal in heaven’ (Chd. IIL. xii. 6), where all beings are

I
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said to constitute a foot of this Person, and this is none
other than Brahman, for That alone is well known as having
four feet. See the description of the supreme Person given
in the Purusa Stukta (R. V. X. 90). The ‘light’ in Chandogya
ITL. xiii. 7, quoted at the beginning, is identified with this
Person, since like the latter, the ‘light’ is also’ connected
with heaven, and the pronoun ‘that’ signifies something
already stated. Therefore the word ‘light’ refers to Brahman.
Its identification: with intestinal heat is for meditation alone
to attain certain results. The Lord also says in the Gifg,
‘I abide in the body of living beings as the fire (Vaivanara)’,
etc. (XV. 14) ; where He identifies Himself with intestinal
heat.
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26. If it be said (that Brahman is) not (referred to), on
account of a metre (the Gayatri) being mentioned, (we reply)

- no, because in that way (i.e. by means of the metre), the

application of the mind (on Brahman) has ‘been taught;
for so it is seen (in other texts).

An objection may be raised that in Chdndogya III. xii.
6, Brahman is not referred to, but the metre Gayatri, for an
earlier text says, ‘The Gayatri is everything whatever exists.
in the universe’ (ibid. III. xii. 1). So the feet referred to
in ibid. II1. xii. 6, cited in the last S#ifra, mean this metre
and not Brahman. In reply it is said : Not so ; for the word
Gayatri here ‘does_ not merely refer to the metre but also’
inculcates meditation on Brahman as the Gayatri for the
attainment of certain results. Otherwise,: a mere metre
cannot be the cause of everything. Moreover, there
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is a similarity between the two ; for in ibid. IIL xii. 6
Brahman is said to have four feet, arid the metre Gayatri
too sometimes has four feet (though usually it has only
three). Elsewhere also we find that words denoting metres.
are used in other senses through some similarity. Vide ibid.
IV. iii. 8 where the metre Virdj having ten syllables denotes

ten deities.
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27. This also makes possible the representatlon of
beings etc. as the feet (of the Gayatri).

Beings, earth, body and heart can be the feet of Brahman

only and not of the metre Gayatri, a mere collection of
syllables So the ‘Gayatr?’ Brahman alone is referred to.
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28. It it be said (that Brahman referred to in the
‘Gayatrl passage cannot be recognized in the passage dealing
with ‘light’), on account of difference in specification, (we
reply) no, for there is no contradictien in either (descrip-
tion to such recognition).

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified as the abode
‘of Brahman, while in Chandogya IIL. xiii. 7 the ‘light’ is
said to shine above heaven. How, then, can it be said that
the same Brahman is referred to in both the passages ? The
‘Siitra says that there is no contradiction here, just as there
is none when we say, with reference to a bird perching on
the top of a tree, that it is perching on the tree, or that it is
above the tree. Therefore the word ‘light’ refers to Brah-
man, It is appropriately called ‘light’ for Brahman is also
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described as having extraordinary splendeur. ‘I know that
Person of sun-like splendour’, etc. (Sve. 1II. 8).

Topic- 11 : Indra’s Instruction to Pratardana

SO (T Re

29, Prapa is Brahman, it bemg so understood (from
the purport of the texts). ' \

In the last topic the casuality attributed to the sun and
other luminary objects indicated by the word ‘light’ has been
refuted. This topic decides that Indra, the leader of the
gods, is also not the first Cause.

“In the Kausitaki Upanisad we find the following con-
versation between Indra and Pratardana. The latter says to
Indra, ‘ “You choose for me the boon that you deem most
beneficial to man.” Indra said, “Know me only ; that is what -
I consider most beneficial to man...: I am Prana, the
intelligent self (Prajfiatman), meditate on me as life, as
immortality. .. And that Prana is indeed the intelligent
self, blessed, undecaying, immortal”’ (Kau. III.. 1-8). The
question is whether the individual self is referred to here, or
the supreme Self. The prima facie view is that the individual
self is referred to, for Indra is the well knoWn god, an
individual self, and Prana, which is equated with him, must
represent’ that. Therefore Indra, the individual soul,.ds: held

- out-here as the object of meditation for man to -attain the

supreme good or immortality, and man’s 'supreme .good
is attained by meditation on the first Cause, according to
the texts, “The first Cause is to be meditated upon’ (Atharva

“Swras), and ‘For him- there is delay only so-long as he is

not freed from the body ; then he becomes perfect.” (Cha.
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I. xiv. 3). This the Sitra refutes by saying that it is the
ipreme Self that is referred to in these passages as the
ject of meditation, inasmuch. as Its special qualities such
. being ‘blessed’, ‘undecaying’, and ‘immortal’ are men-

oned.
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30. If it be said that (Brahman is) not (referred to in
hese passages), on account of the speaker’s instruction’
bout himself ; (we reply, not so), because there is abun-
ance of reference to the imner or supreme Self in this

chapter).
An objectio
ofer to Brahman,

n is raised that the word ‘Prana’ cannot
as stated in the last Siitra, for the speaker

ndra clearly refers to himself by this word, saying, ‘I am
rana’ etc. The beginning of this chapter also clearly refers
> an individual being, the god Indra, the slayer of the son
f Tvastr and so words like ‘blessed’, ‘andecaying’, etc.
ound in the concluding portion of the chapter must be s0O
nterpreted as to harmonise with the beginning. So the word
Prana’ here refers to the individual soul that is Indra, the
vell known god. This the Sitra refutes by saying that in
hese passages there are profuse references to attributes that
ire special to the inner Self. First, Indra, who is Prana, is
prescribed  as the object of meditation for attaining the
highest good of man, i.e. Liberation, and this object can only
be the supreme Self. Again, the text says, ‘He makes him
whom He wishes to raise from these worlds do good deeds ;
and. He again makes him whom He wishes to .degra_de from
these worlds do bad deeds’ (Kau. 1L 8), and this being
the prompter of good and bad actions in man is a quality of
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the supreme Self alone. The same holds true of the quality
of being the abode of everything, sentient and insentient,
a.nd the epithets ‘blessed’, ‘undecaying’ and ‘immortal’ men-
tioned in the text : ‘For as in a car the rim of a wheel is
placed on the spokes, and the spokes on the nave, so are
the_se objects placed in the subjects, and the subjects in the
Prana and the Prana is indeed the self that is Prajfia (intel-

-+ ligence), blessed, undecaying, immortal’, etc. (Kau. II1.

8). The words, ‘He is the guardian of the world, the king
of the world and the Lord of the universe’, can be true only
of the supreme Self. Therefore, the supreme Self is referred

“to in these texts by the word Indra that is Prana.

AETESEN qaaa! arwdaaa_ | 3¢ |l
31, But (Indra’s) instruction (to Pratardana is justified)

by’ his realization of the Truth inculcated by the scriptures™

(viz ‘I am Brahman’), as was, the case with (the sage)

Va'm;adeva. X

)

‘hopgh ‘Indra is an individual being yét his instruction
about himself as the object of meditation is based on reali-

zation of the scriptural Truth that he is Brahman. Witness

."che texts : ‘In it all that exists has its self. It is the true. It
is the Self, and thou art That.’ (Cha. VI viii. 7); ‘He v;/ho
dxvelli.ng in the self is different from the sel“f’wetc., (Br. III
vii. 22). From texts like these Indra had realized thé.t the:
supreme Self has the individual souls for its body, and
hence words like ‘T’ and ‘thow’, which connote the individual
self, 'ultimately refer to the supreme Self only; for terms
applicable to the body extend also to the principle embodied.

- So in the passage under discussion, where Indra refers to

himself, he actually refers to the supreme Self, which is his
8/ . . .

~
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own Self and which has his soul for Ifs body. The sage
Vamadeva, realizing himself as the body of the supreme
Self, referred to It as T where he said, ‘I was Manu, and

the sun’, etc.

a’_lag@quagﬁfa wA_ A IqrErafasan,
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32. If it be said that (Brahman) is not referred to, on
account of the characteristics of the individual soul and
chief vital force (being mentioned), (we say) no—because
of the threefoldness of meditation, and - because (such
threefold meditation is found in other places), and is appro-
priate here (also). ' ' : -

It may be said that in Kausitaki III. 8, we find at the
beginning that the characteristics of the individual soul, the
god Indra and the chief vital force are mentioned. The
sentences, ‘T slew the three-headed son of Tvastr’, and
‘I delivered the Arunmukhas, the devotees, to the wolves,’
-etc. refer to Indra. Again the sentences, ‘As long as Prana
lives in the body, so long there is life, and Prana alone is
“the conscious self, and taking hold of this body, it raises it up’,
refer to the vital force. The second half of the Sitra refutes
this objection and says that the supreme Self is designated
by these terms in order fo inculcate a threefold meditation,
viz meditation of It per se as the cause of the universe ; on
" Brahman having for Tts body the totality of individual souls,

and on Brahman having for its body the aggregate of objects

and means of enjoyment. This threefold meditation we find
_ in other texts. For example, the passage, “Truth, Knowledge,
Infinity is Brahman’, and ‘Bliss is Brahman’, inculcate
Brahman in Its true nature. In the passage, ‘After creating
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-it, He entered into it. Having entered into it, He created the
'§at and Tyat, (defined and undefined)’ (Zai. II. 6) ; Brahman
is dei.ined as having for Its body sentient individual souls
and "1n§entient nature, In this chapter also this threefold
meditation is prescribed. Wherever qualities of the supreme
Self are atiributed to or equated with any individual being
or thing, the purpose is to refer to the supreme Self as the -
inner Self of all ‘persons and things. Hence the being Indra

- who is Prana refers to the supreme Self that is other than

the individual souls.
A Brief Summary of the First Pada

It has been shown in Section (Pada) I, that a person
iyh.o has studied the Piirva Mimamsa and has thus scru-
tinized and examined the true nature of work and has come
to know that the results of work are ephemeral and there-

“fore cannot help him to, attain the highest aim of man viz

Liberation (moksa), while he finds in another part of the
Vedas, viz the Vedanta part of them, that the knowledge of
Brahman leads to this Liberation, and who being convinced
thi-lt words are capable of conveying knowledge about things
existing and need not necessarily have any relation to things
:co !3e, done, and so thinks the Vedantic texts are author-
itative so far as they convey knowledge of Brahman, which
is the highest aim of man, should inquire into Brahr’na'n by
a study of the Uttara Mimamsa or Sdriraka Mimamsa.
Scriptural texts declare a threefold classification ; matter,

_individual souls and Brahman—matter being the object of en-

joyment, souls, the enjoyers and Brahman, the ruling principle.
Matter and souls which other texts declare to be connected
with Brahman as Its body are controlled by It. It is therefore
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the Self of everything—the inner Ruler. ‘He who inhabits the
earth but is within it’ etc. (BT IIL vii. 3-23). Other texts
again teach that Brahman which has matter and souls, for
Its body exists as this world both in the causal and effected
states, and hence speak of this world in both these: a§pects
as that which is the real (Sat). ‘Sat alone was this in the
beginning, One only without a second’ etc. (Cha. VL. ii. 8);
‘He wished, “May I be many” ’ etc. (Tai. IL. 6), and so on.
These texts also uphold the threefold entities .-fessc?ntla]ly
distinct in natute from one another—a Vview w]:.uc.:h is sup-
ported by texts like, ‘Let me enter these thfee divine 'belng,s
with this living self and then evolve names and forms’,
where, the three divine beings or primordial -elements stand
" for the whole material world and the living self refers to ﬂx.e
: individuél soul. Brahman is in Its causal or effected CO.Ildl-
tion, according as It has for Its body matter and souls either
in their subtle or gross state. The effect being thus non-
 different from the cause, it is known through the knowledge
of the cause, and the initial promissory statement qf th.e
- scriptures that by the knowledge of one thing everything 1s
known holds good. As Brahman which has for Its })ody
matter and souls in their gross and subtle states co-n‘s’f1tutes
‘the effect and the cause, we can’ well say that It is the
material (upddana) cause of this world. 3
Texts which teach that Brahman is without qualities
téach that It is free from all evil qualities. Similarly texts
A like, ‘True, infinite, knowledge is Brahmar’, which declare
that knowledge as Its essential nature declare that the essen-
tial nature of Brahman which is all-knowing can be. dca,ﬁngd
as knowledge, while texts like, ‘He who ?ll-knqwag etc.
~ show that It is essentially a knowing subject. Again texts

" like ‘He desired, “May I be many”’ (Tai. 1L 6), teach that

Qer
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Brahman exists as this manifold world, thereby denying the

reality of all things different from It, which is the true import//

of texts like, ‘From death to death he goes who sees any
‘plurality here’ (Br. IV. iv. 19). Thus we find that texts
which declare matter, souls and Brahman to be essentially
different in nature, which declare Brahman to be the cause
and the world the effect, and finally the cause and effect to
be non-different, do not in the least contradict the texts
which declare matter and soul in causal condition existing
in a subtle state, not having assumed as yet names and

forms, while in the gross or effected state they are designated -

by.such names and forms. Thus some texts declare that
matter, souls and Brahman are three different entities, while

« others teach that matter and souls in all their.states form

the body -of God who is their Self, while still other texts
“teach that It in Its causal and effected states comprises
~svithin It these three entities. ‘All this is Brahman’.
Bondage is real and is the result of ignorance which is-
of the nature of Karma without a beginning. This bondage
can be destroyed only through knowledge, i.e. through the
knowledge that Brahman is the inner Ruler different from
souls and matter. Such knowledge alone leads to final release
or moksa. This knowledge is attained through the Grace
of the Lord pleased by the due performance of the daily
duties prescribed for different castes and stages of life, duties
performed not with the idea of attaining any results but
with the .idea of propitiating the Lord. Works done with a
desire of results lead to. impermanent results while those
performed with the idea of pleasing the Lord result in the
knowledge of the nature of devout meditation which in turn
Jeads to the intuition of Brahman as the inner Self different
from souls and matter. This leads to moksa. ‘
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It has also been shown that the Taittiriya text “That

from which these beings are born’, etc. (ITL 1) deﬁnes_

Brahman and that this Brahman can be known only through
the Scriptures and not through any other means: of know-
ledge. ‘I ask you of that Being=swho is to be known only
from the Upanisads (aupanisdam), (BT. . ix. 26),
where the word only shows that it can be known only
through the Upanisads which alone are authority with res-
pect to It. As all these texts refer to Brahman: and have
Brahman as their main purport which. is the highest aim of
- man, these texts though not related to actions are author-
itative and purposeful. That this- Brahman, whichyis the first
Cause is an intelligent principle, different from the insentient
Pradhéna inasmuch as thinking is attributed to It, has been
proved. Ithas also been proved that this first Cause is different
from the individual soul be it either in the state of bondage or
release, as It is said to be all-knowing, infinite bliss, the inner
Ruler of all beings, sentient and insentient, etc. That this Brah-
man has a form which is immaterial (aprakrta) and which
form is not a result of Karma. That terms like Akasa (ether)
Prapa (breath) though ordinarily refer to the well known
material things yet in the texts where they occur they refer
to Brahman because Its characteristics are mentioned. Simi-~
larly the word ‘Tlight’ Has been shown as referring to Brah-
~ man on account of its connection with heaven. That due
. to the characteristics of Brahman, viz the attainment of
Liberation through Its knowledge, the word ‘Indra’ refers
to Brahman as it is in keeping with scriptural teaching.
The rtesult therefore arrived at was that the Scriptural
texts have for their purport only Brahman which possesses
an infinite number of good qualities and that It cannot be

known through other sources.

[z

CHAPTER I
SECTION II

In the first Section it has been shown that a person who
has read the Vedic texts and studied the ritualistic portion
,ojf the Vedas (Pirva-Mimanmsa) realize that the fruit of
ritualistic action is ephemeral; while from other Vedanta
?exts he finds that the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman
is eternal and infinite. Therefore a desire for release through
the knowledge of Brahman arises in him. Knowing further
thet words have the power of conveying knowledge about
existing things and need not be connected with things to be
dene, and being convinced that Vedanta texts describing
the nature of Brahman are authoritative means of convey-

~ing the knowledge of Brahman, which is the highest aim

of man, he begins the study of the Sariraka Mimamsa
(Vedanta-Siitras) .

It has also been shown that with respect to the supreme
Brahman, which is the first Cause as defined by the Taitti-
riya text, ‘That from which these beings are born’ etc. (IIL.
1), Scriptures alone are the ‘means of knowledge as It is
pot an object of any other means of knowledge. This point
is further proved by the following facts : That all Vedanta
texts refer to this Brahman alone which, though not related
to actions, is yet the highest goal of man ; That this Brah-
man which is the first Cause is different from the insentient
Pradhdna inasmuch as ‘thinking’ is attributed to the first
Cause (vide Chd. VL. ii. 2-3); That It is also different from
the sentient individual soul, be it in the state to release or
bonc?ege, as It is sa';d to be infinite bliss, all-pervading and
the inner Self of all beings, sentient and insentient ; That
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form which is not material
(aprikrta) and not a result of karma ; That this first Cause
though referred to by such terms as Akasa and Prana (vide
Cha. L ix. 1-2, and L ii. 4-5 ) which are well known material
things, is ‘yet the same supreme Being, Brahman; SO also
is the same Being referred to by the word ‘light’ in Cha. IIL
xiii. 7, on account of its connection with heaven and its
supreme - splendour ; that due to the characterization of
Brahman, viz. the attainment of Liberation through Its
knowledge, the words Indra and Prana (vide Kau. . i
.~ 8) refer to Brahman as it is in keeping with scriptural

. teaching. The result therefore arrived at was that the supreme
Person, Brahman, which, on account of Its infinite number
of excellent qualities, is so very different from all other
things, is beyond all means of knowledge except the Scrip-

tures whose texts have for their purport only Brahman.

" Though the Vedanta texts have Brahman alone for their

purport, yet certain texts seem to establish some particulat
beings comprised within Pradhana or the individual souls.
In this and the next two Sections such texts are taken for
discussion, the doubt is answered, and the qualities men-
tioned in such texts are shown to establish certain excellent
his Section texts which contain

qualities of Brahman. In t

obscure references to ‘the individual soul are discussed. In

the third Section texts which contain clear references to the
individual soul are taken up, while in the last Section the
texts. selected for discussion are those which seem to refer
to the individual soul but in fact refer to Brahman.

Topic 1 : The Being consisting of mind is Brahman
wan sfagiedana Wl

1. (That which consisis of the mind [ Manomaya ] is

this Brahman has a divine
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Brahman) because (the text) states (qualities) well known
(to denote Brahman only) throughout (the Scfiptures).

Ig the Chandogya Upanisad we have : ‘Man is a creature
of thought. Even as is his thought is this world, so will be
hls hereafter. Theréfore he should think (medi’tate thus):
He w.ho.consists of the mind, whose body is Prdna whose".
f01:m is light’ etc. (III. xiv. 1-2). Here the object of 'th,e medi<
Eat‘;on prescribed by the words, ‘He should tl{ink (meditate)!’
18 He vyho consists of the mind,” etc. A doubt arises whether
the. ‘being comsisting of the mind’ etc. prescribed as the
ob]eqt of meditation is the individual soul or Brahman. The
opponent holds that it is the individual soul, for the 'mind

~and Pranpa are instruments of the individual soul, and as

§uc¥1, the qualities of ‘consisting of the mind’, etc. are apt
in _1t and not in -Brahman which is described as ‘without
Prana and without mind’ (Mu. II. i. 2). Nor is it possible
to assume that Brahman which is mentioned in the previous
te).rt, ‘All this is verily Brahman’ (Cha. III. xiv. 1), is pres-
cnbe.d here as the object of meditation ; for we ge;t in this
text itself the object of meditation prescribed, viz ‘He who
consists of the mind’ etc. Hence there is no doubt aﬁout
the 9bject of meditation, and consequently there is no justi-
.{i‘catlon for us to infer it from a previous text. The Wofd
.Brahman’ which occurs in the concluding text, ‘This my
inner Self is Brahman’ (Cha. III. xiv. 4), is used with
f:espect to the individual soul to glorify it. So it is the
individual soul that is referred to in the text under discus-
sion as the objeet of meditation.

The': Sttra refutes this view and says that Brahman is
fhe qb]ect of the meditation prescribed, for qualities ]ﬂce
.cons1sting of the mind’ etc. which denote only the Brahman
in Vedanta texts are foynd in this text. Vide also : ‘He who
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consists of the mind, the ruler of the subtle body (prana-
Sarira)’ etc. (Mu. 1L ii. 7); ‘There is the ether within
the heart and in it there is the Person consisting of the mind,
immortal, golden’ (Tai. L. vi. 1); ‘It is not perceived by the
eyes, nor by the speech. . .but by the pure mind’, etc. (Mu.
L i 8); It is the Prana of the Prina’ (Ke. L 2) .
‘Prana alone is the conscious Self, and having laid hold of
the body it makes it rise up’ (Kau. III. 3); ‘For all these
beings merge into Prana alone, and from Prana they arise’
~ (Cha. 1. xi. 5). ‘Consisting 6f the mind’ means ‘capable of
. being perceived by the pure mind’ and ‘having Prana for
. the body’ means ‘the support or ruler of Prana’. Thus the
word ‘Brahman’ in the concluding portion of the text under
discussion, ‘This my inner Self -is Brahman’ is used in its
primary sense and refers to Brahman. The text, ‘without
Prana and without mind’ means that Brahman does not
‘depend on mind for thought, nor does Its life depend on
Prana. . ‘
Another interpretation of the Sutra followed by many
commentators, including the Vrttikara, is as follows : The
text, ‘All this indeed is Brahman...one ought to meditate
on It calmly’ etc. prescribes that, being calm, one should
meditate on Brahman as the Self of all. The text, “There-
fore he should think’® is an additional statement with respect
to this instruction, stating certain qualities of Brahman for
meditation, such as ‘consisting of the mind’, etc. The mean-
ing, therefore, is that ome should meditate on Brahman
which has attributes like ‘consisting of the mind’, etc. as the
Self of all. A doubt arises whether the individual soul or the
supreme Self is denoted by the word ‘Brahman’. The op-
ponent holds that it is the individual soul, for that alome
admits of being co-ordinated with the word ‘all’. The word
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‘all’ denotes the entire world. from Brahma down to a
E)la(}e of grass. The state of Brahma is an appendage of the
individual soul, due to nescience and the soul's karma ;
and 'FhiS is not possible in the case of Brahman which is -
al_kgme, omnipotent, free from sin, and in which not even
a trace of mnescience can be found. It cannot be this ‘all’
thich is full of evil. The word ‘Brahman’ is also used some-
Funes to denote the individual soul and in the state of release
it is also said to be infinite. ‘It is fit for infinity’ (Sve. V. 9).
As the nescience of the individual soul is due to karma, the
individual soul can very well be said to be the cause etc. of
the world. The text means : “The individual soul, which by
nature is infinite and therefore of the nature of Brahman
attains, due to nescience, the state of a god, or a man, 0;
an animal, or a plant.” '

This view the Sifra refutes because the text, ‘All this is
Bra?man. Let one meditate on this world as originating,
ending, and existing in Brahman’ refers to Brahman as
something well known. All this is Brahman, because the
entire world originates, ends, and exists in It (tajjalan):
and so, that which is well-known in Vedanta texts as the
first Cause is also stated here. This well-known Being is
Brahman alone. vide Tai. III. vi. 1 and Sve. VL 9. As the
world has its Self in Brahman because it originates, ends,
and exists in It, this world can be identified with Brahman.
Brahman is the Self of the world both in Its causal and
effected states, for in the former state It has for Its body -
gll sentient and insentient beings in their subtle state, an;i
in the latter in their gross condition. This kind of identity
yvith the world is not incompatible with Brahman’s posSess-
ing excellent qualities ; for imperfections of the world, which
forms Its body, cannot affect Brahman. What has been
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tated by the opponent, that the ind.ividual soul al'scz c?:; E‘;ee
aid to be identical with the world, 18 not correct ] or e
an be no such identity as individual souls are dxﬂ’:en?n i ,
ifferent bodies. Again, the released poul, though 11; 1sh nc;-
imited, yet has not the power of creation etc. w..de ra m

, this text under discussion the

satras IV. iv. 17- Therefore in ; ,
supreme Self is denoted by the word Brahman .

. e N

s desired to be expressed_are

2. M reover the qualitie
‘ N Brahman and S0 the passage

pefitting (only in the case of
refers to Brahman).

“He who consists
whose form is light,
like that of ether, from whom all

: d
gweet odours and tastes procee b0 B (Cha. .

who never speaks, and is never surprised

xiv. 2). The qualities mentione
only in Brahman.

of the mihd, whose body is Prém},
i true, Whose nature 18

—REUUSLEE

(they) are not appropriate (in

O < d
3, On the other han individual soul

the case of the sndividual soul) and SO the

. d to in the text)-
3s not (veferve in Cha. TIL xiv. 2 cannot

All the qualities mentioned '

velong to the individual soul whel'gler tm tt)l.eec}zi\;nir ;
.. s very insignificant; sub]

released state, for it is very g e ot o

: i rma, and is ignorant.
v e Brahman that is referred

individual soul but the supreme
to in this text.
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4. And on account of the mention of the attainer and
the object attained (the reference is to Brahman and to the
individoal soul). ‘

In the same chapter of the Chandogya there ‘occurs’ the
passage : ‘When. I shall have departed from hence, I shall
attain Him (UL xiv. 4)’, where ‘Him’ refers to ‘who consists
of the mind’, the object of meditation, the thing to be
attained, and the I refers to the individual soul, the attainer.

Therefore the reference in the text is to Brahman, who is

different from the individual soul_,m

el W\

5. Because of the difference (indicated by the case
endings) of the words.: » '

In the text, ‘This my self within the heart’ etc. (Cha.
11I. xiv. 4) the individual soul is denoted by the genitive
case, while the object of meditation, ‘who consists of the
mind’, is in the nominative case. SO. it is clear that the object
of meditation is different from the_ individual soul. vide
Saiapatha Brahmana X. Vi. 3.2, whete they are still more
clearly differentiated : ‘As is a grain of rice, or a grain of
barley. . .80 is that golden Being in the self’, where the
individual soul and ‘the self consisting of the mind’ are.
clearly described as two different entities, for ‘the self con-
sisting of the mind’, which is in the nominative case, is
described as being in the individual self, the word denoting
it being in the locative case. Therefore the reference in the
text is to Brahman, and not to the individual soul.
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6. From the Smrti also (we learn that the individual

- soul is different from the one referred to in this text under

discussion). o , L
The Smrti referred to is : I am centred in the hearts

of all’ etc. (Git@,XV. 15); ‘He who, free from d?luSiOI.l,
thus knows me’ (Gitd,XV. 19); ‘The Lord, O Ar']un,a,. 19,
seated in the hearts of all beings.... Take refuge in Him
etc. (Gua,XVIIL. 61). Here the texts clearly describe the
individual soul as the wa;._shi‘pper; and ‘the supreme Self as
the object of worship. -
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7, If it be said that (the passage does) not (refer to
Brahman) because of the smallness of the .:fnbode‘ (refen'.ed
to, viz the heart) and also on account of .nts being desig-
mated as such (i.e. as minute), (we say) mot so, (because
‘Brahman has been so characterized) for the sakt.a of Ocon-
templation and because (in the same passage) It is said to

be like ether. N : ’ , '
The text, ‘He is my self within the -heart’, declares him

to be small in size, as he dwells within the snfall space of
the heart. The minuteness is declared also 11.1 the te:xt,
‘Smaller than a grain of rice’ etc. (Cha. ?{II. xiv. 3) v‘v1de
also (Mu. 1. i. 6 and Sve. V. 8). So t‘hz}t being cannot bﬁe}he
isupreme Self ; it can be only the inc}mdual sou.l. The Sytrlcz
refutes this and says that Brahman is charaf:terlzed as such
jfor the sake of contemplation, and that minuteness is not
Its true nature. For further on the same text says that It
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is infinite like ether, ‘greater than the earth, greater than.

the sky’ etc. (Cha. IIL xiv. 3). Its omnipresence is not

marred by regarding It as limited by the space in the heart,

or as minute in size. The case js analogous to that of the
ether in the eye of the needle, which is spoken of as limited
and small, whereas in fact it js all-pervading. Therefore the
limitation of the abode and minuteness in size are meant
only for the sake of meditation,

Tl S, 7, FATT_ 1 5

8. If it is said that (if Brahman dwells within all
bodies, It would also, like the individual soul) experience
(pleasure and pain), (we say) not so, because of the differ-
ence in the nature (of the two).

The mere fact that Brahman dwells within bodies, like
the individual souls, does not subject It to pleasure and pain,
for what results in pleasure and pain is not mere connection
with a body but being subject to the influence on good and
evil deeds. That does not exist in the case of Brahman which
is free from all sin. The scriptures also say, ‘One of them
eats the sweet fruit, while the other looks on without eating’
(Mu. 111 1. 1),

Topic 2 : The Eater is Brahman

If the supreme Self is not an enjoyer, then wherever
there is reference to enjoyment we have to take that the
individual soul is meant. This topic explains that it need
not necessarily refer to the individual soul, and that in
every case we have to decide from the context as to who

is referred to,
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because both the movable

9. The eater (is Brahman); A .
¢ universe) is taken (as lns

and the jmmovable (i.e. the entir

food). «
‘Who thus knows
and Ksatriyas are (as it were)
condiment 7’ (Ka. 1. ii. 25). T ‘ 5
‘He’ the eater, that is suggested by the words ‘food’ and

‘condiment’ ? Is it the individual soul or the supreme Self ?

The opponent says it is the individual soul ; for enjoy-

ment, which is-the result of karma, is possible only in the
case of the individual soul, and not in the cascf of .the suprgm.e
Self which is not subject to karma. The Sitra refutes t!ns
view-and- says that it is the supreme Self. For here 'eatfn%
means reabsorbing of the whole universe, and n?t enjoying
as a result of karma ; and this is pqssible f?r Brahman alone.
Here Brahmanas and Ksatriyas are mentioned as mere; ex-
" ampleé, meaning- the entire universe, as theyA are the oi;"'
most of created beings. As death itself is taken as a con hl;
" ment, it shows that all things cons’ur.ned by deat.h, ,;1:e.d t ;
entire universe, is referred to as His foqd. Th}S‘ kin od
eating is only the reabsorption of the entire universe, ;n )
therefore the eater is only Brahman and not the individua

soul.

where He is, to whom the Brahmanas
but food and Death itself a
he question is : Who is ‘this

grmAE W o N
10. And because (Brahman) is the subject of the_

discussion. . o
The subject of discussion

1. ii. 25 occurs is Brahmgm.

in the section in- which Katha
“The wise one who knows the
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Self...as great ana all-pervading does -not grieve’ (Ka.

I. ii. 22); “That Self cannot be gained by the Veda, nor by
.the intellect, nor by deep scriptural leafning. He whom the
Self -chooses, by him the Self can be dttained. To him the
Self reveals Itself (Ka. I. ii. 23). This Self is recognized

in the subsequent text, ‘Who thus knows where He is’ (Ka. -

I. ii. 25),—of which it has been said that it is hard to know
It without Its grace. - A '

An objection is raised here that the Person to whom the
Brahmanas and Ksatriyas are (as it were) food is not the
supreme Self, free from all imperfections. For, later we have
in ‘Katha Upanisad the text, ‘Having entered the cavity of
the heart, the two enjoy .in the body the rewards of their
good works’ etc. (I. iii. 1). Now this text Clearly refers

to the individual soul enjoying the fruits of its action

in association with another, which can be either the Prana
or Buddhi (the intellect). This kind of enjoyment of the
fruits of action is not possible for Brahman: But the Prana
and Buddhi are instruments of the soul and so can some-
how be associated with it in this ‘enjoymént, but not Brah-
‘man. So it is only the individual soul that is referred to in

these texts; and as the ‘eater’ also occurs in the same-

section, it is the individual soul, and not Brahman.
To- this the next Stutra says as follows :

TRt sfaemEeamt g ; aegmg 0o
11. The two that have entered into the cavity (of the
heart) are indeed the two Selves (the individual and the Su-
preme), because it is so seen. :
The two that are referred to in Katha I. iii. 1 are not
the individual soul and Prana or Buddhi, but the. individual
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