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THE VEDANTA: 

ITS PLACE AS A SYSTEM OF METAPHYSICS. 

INTRODUCTION. 

PART I. 

The '! Chinese, Indian and Egyptian antiquities," 
said Goethe, ·" are never more than curiosities."* 
Such was the enlightened public opinion in the West, 
about the achievements of the East during the closing 
years of the eighteenth century. But this angle of 
vision did not last long. Subsequent events soon clear
ly proved that the so-called enlightened opinion was 
really unenlightened, and based on ignorance and pre
judice. The change was clearly noticeable even in 
Goethe's own life-time; and Goethe himself was soon 
after obliged to think and feel differently. Sir William 
Jones' translation of Sakuntala, camf' out in 1789. And 
" the first appearance of this beautiful specimen of dra-
matic art created ......... a sensation throughout Europe, 
and the most rapturous praise was bestowed upon it by 
men of high authority in matters of taste." t The Eng
lish edition of the work was followed by its translations 
in French, German, Italian, Danish and Swedish (ibid, 
p. 1, note). Foster's German translation of the master
piece of Kalidasa appeared in 1791. And it produced 
such a profound impresRion on Goethe, that, as a mark 

* " The Maxims and Reflections of Goethe," No 325, Bailey 
Saunders' Translation. 

t Max Muller, Ancient Sanskrit Literature, 1859, p. 1. 
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of his great appreciation, he composed his well-known 
epigram* on Sakunta1a the very same year. And the 
impreRsion produced was so deep and lasting, that, in 
imitation of the prelude of Sakuntala, Goethe wrote the 
tlwatre ]lt'Olognn of Fam;t in 1797, and even quite '' aR 
l:tte a.H l81i1, the poet thought of adapting the Indirm 
play for the Wiemer stage.'' t Since of Jato tho chango 
in the angle of viRion has been still morn remarkable. 
And '' no HellcniRt cnn now afford to profcRR complete 
ignorance of the l.hbylonian :md Bgyptian culture which 
forms the bedrock of Buropean institutionR. Even China 
bas been brought into touch with Europe; wl1ile the 
languages, literature, art and plli]osophy of the WeNt 
have been proved to be conneeted by i nnlmwrable hmHlH 
with those of India."t Such iR the frank t(1Rbmony of 
an up-to-date hiRtorian of no me<m repute. Simila.r 
testimonies have eo.mo from several other quarters aR 
well. · '' Even the loftieRt philosophy of the T1"]uropeanH, 

the idealiRm of reason, ns it iR Ret forth by the Greek 
philosophers,'' R~tys Frederick Schlegel, in hiR work on 
Indian hmguago, T_;iterature, and PhiloRophy (p. 471), 
'' appears, in comparison with the abundant hght and 
vigour of Oriental idealism, like a feeble Promethean 
spark in the full flood of heavenly glory of the noon-day 
sun-faltering and feeble, and ever ready to be extin
guished.'' '' When we read with attention the poeti-

* Translation of the Epigram: " Wilt thou the blossoms of 
spring and the fruits that are later in season, Wilt thou have 
charms and delights, Wilt thou have Btrength and support, 
Wilt thou with one .short word encompass the earth and the 
heavens, All is ·said if I name only, 8acontala, thee." Max 
Muller, ibid, p. 1, note. 

t Macdonell, History of Sanskrit Literature, lBOO, p. 416. 
1 V, Smith, Early History of India, Oxford, 1908, p. 2. 
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cal and philosophical monuments ... of India," like- Victo.r 
. b y· t C . ,. d' th Cousm. w1se o serves Ic or )ousm, · we 1scover ere so many 

truths, and truths so profound and which make such a 
contrast with the meanness of the results at which the 
European genius has sometimes stopped, that we are con
strained to bend the knee before that of the East, and to 
see in this cradle of human race, the native land of the 
highest philosophy."* The Vedanta Philosophy is " a Max Muller. 

system," says Professor Max Muller, " in which human 
speculation seems to me to have reached its very acme." t 
" It is surely astounding," he adds, ""that such a sys-
tem as the Vedanta should have been slowly elaborated 
by the indefatigable and intrepid thinkers of India thou-
sands of years ago, a system that even now makes us feel r 
giddy, as in mounting the last steps of the swaying spire 
of an ancient Gothic cathedral. None of our philosophers, 
not excepting Heraclitus, Plato, Kant, or Hegel, has 
ventured to ereet such a spire, never frightened by 
storms or lightnings. Stone follows stone in regular 
succession, after once the first step has been made ...... 
A student of the Vedanta philosophy has to climb like 
a mountaineer, undismayed by avalanches and precipices. 
He must be able to breathe in the thinnest air, never 
dismayed even if snow and ice bar his access to the 
highest point ever reaehed by the boldest explorers. 
Even if he has sometimes to descend again, disappointed; 
...... he has seen views such as are never seen in the 
valleys below." (Ibid, pp. 240-41.) 

The above testimonieR are quite frank and un-
equivocal, and they speak for themselves. And what 

* C01.1RiD, History of Modem Philo:::;ophy, p. 32. 
t Max Mt.iller, Six Sy:::;temR of India11 Philosophy, 18\l\l, 

p. v. 
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a contrast between· the old angle of vision and the now ! 
But the change, though remarkable, is stiJJ eonfined to 
a small group of specialiHts. And beyond its narrow 
limits the old prejudices still prevail, and it is Htill 
widely believed that Indian and Bgyptian antiquities 
are really no better than curiosities. India, in fad, 
'' suffers to-dny in the estinuLtion of the wor.ld,'' aptly 
observes V. Smith, in agreement with Mr. Aiyitr, whom 
he quotes, '' more through that world's ignorance of the 
achievements of the heroes of Indian .:history than 
through the absei1eo or insignifimmce of sueh a.ehieve
ments.' '* Professor Max Muller and NC:wcra1 other emi
nent Orienta.lists have ttlso bitterly compbine<l of tho 
apa,thy and ignorance of the 'vVest a.bout India, and h:we, 
in the intereRts of trnt!t n.nd fairplay, urged her to do 
juHticc to India. We recnJI to mtr mind the most 
earncRt and passionate n.ppeal ProfnNsor Max Mi:iller has 
nw.de in his Rix 8ystmns of Indian Philosophy, for au 
adequate recognition of the philosophicrtl systcmtl of 
ancient India. rJlhc Vedanta. nnd the Sankhya systems, 
'' with some other less importa.nt views of the world, aR 

put forward by the other systems of Indian philosophy, 
constitute,'' says he, '' the real object of what was 
originally meant by philosophy, that is, an explanation 
of the world. This discriminating idea has secured even 
to the guesses oi Thales and Heraclitus, their perma
nent place among the historical representatives of the 
development of philosophical thought by the side of Plato 
and Aristotle, of Descartes and Spinoza. It is in that 
Walhalla of real philosophers that I claim a place of 
honour Jor the representatives of the Vedanta and 
Sankhya. If hitherto no one would have called himself 

·X- V. 8rnith, ibid, p. 3. 
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honourable task of making their own national philosophy 
better known to the world at large,'' and thereby to assist 
all true seekers c1fter truth in their '' attempts to secure 
a place to thinkers such as E:apila and BadarayaJ1a hy the 
Ride of the learling phiiosophers of Greece, Rome, Ger
many, Frrmce, Italy aJHl England.'' (Ibid, p. xx.) We 
shall deem our labours amply rewarded, if we can, by 
our present hmnhle n,ttemph;, hasten even by a single 
day, the glorious conRummation so devoutly longed for 
by that disinterested lover of truth rww silent in death. 

'' There is ncithing rnore anci<mt and primitive, not 
moly in India but in the whole Aryan worlcl," says 
Professor Max Muller, " than the hymns of the Rig
Veda." Tf the Rig-Vedn is the o]deRt known record of 
the Arya11 world, tlw Vedftntn, iR nlRo the oldeRt monn
rnont of the c;peeulntivo genius of the Aryan mce, and the 
ohleHt HyRtem of metaphysieR extant. Tho Vodnntic 
Npeenlation, no <lonbt, took time adwpmtely to unfold it
sci f, and to grow into n elenn-eut and well-shaped sys
tem of itR own. But it;s i1rRt chwn iR evidently at least 
as old as tho lm;t book of the Big-Veda itself. The 
vague sense of cosmie nni ty in he rent in hnman nat nrc 
soon comeR to he rlisturbed and rnrlely shaken with' tho 
growth and free play of the Jogicrtl understanding. 'l'he 
nwakened man is left to gar,e with wonder and surprise, 
bewildered a,nd dismayed, n.t the mysteries and diversities 
of the world of experience, and seeks to have a peep into 
their hidden meaning and significance. " The position 
of the primitive ma,n in the world may he compared,'' 
says Venn, '' to that of a stranger \vho has wandered 
into a gigantic foundry or workshop. He can touch 
nothing without the risk of being burned. He does not 
know where be can Htand vvithout being knocked ~own; 
nt every mom<mt he may he cnmhed by a steam-banuner, 
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blinded by a spark, or swept away by a revolving band." 
It was more or less so with the early ancestors of the 
Hindus, as with all primitive peoples all the world over. 
In the Rig-Veda we accordingly find the imagination of 
the early Vedic poets wholly engrossed with the problem 
of the multiplicity of forces at work in the universe. But 
as the people advanced more and more in reflection, a 
change came upon them; and tEe conception of unity 
behind plurality and differences, of order and harmony 
an1idst opposition and disorder, slowly dawned upon their 
minds. And with such a change in their vision, the 
problem of the origin of the universe as a whole, and of 
the ultimate ground of its unity and harmony presented 
itself, and pressed more and more for solution. The 
last book of the Rig-Veda-and there are stray utteran
ces of the same description here and there in other books 
as well-abounds in reflective and quasi-philosophical 
poems, wherein their respective authors are clearly seen 
boldly to have faced the great problem of the ultimate 
ground of the cosmic order, a!ld to have endeavoured to 
have a _peep into the sectet chamber of Nature to dis
cover the ultimate ground of harmony and unity of the 
plurality of experience. 

But the Upanii;;ads are the original Vedantas; and 
of these the BrhadaraJ;tyaka and the Chhandogya are 
probably the oldest. And yet in these two Upanii;;ads. 
we :find ourselves in a new world of thought altogether. 
The dim, feeble and broken streaks of light, which 
through the misty atmosphere of the hymnal epoch, are 
found struggling hard for an expression, do here burst 
forth, all on a sudden, with the radiance of a bright mid
day summer sun. The germs of speculation, found in a 
slow process of making, here and there in the hymnal 
literature, suddenly present themselves here in the splen-
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did form of a matured and clean-cut magnificent sy:;;tem. 
111Je Vedantic speculation, it is true, received its final 
HyHtematisation in the hands of Badarayal)a, in hiH 
epoch-making work, the Vedanta Sutras, AphoriRmA 
on the Veda.nta. But "the Brihadaral).yaka and the 
Chhiindogya Upa.nif?ads stand only next to the 
Vedn.nta Sutras in importance, and are rightly re
garded as the two of the strongest bulwarks of the 
Vedflnta philosophy. In elegance and richness of dic
tion, as well as in depth and sublimity of speculative in
sight, these two works stn,nd simply unsurpassed in the 
whole rai1go of Indian speculative literature. '' For 
wealth of illustration, fervour of conviction, beauty and 
elevation of thought, this piece,'' rightly observes Pro
fessor Macdonell, in dealing v1ith the dialogue between 
Janalm and Yii.jnavalkya (IV. 3-4), "is unequalled in the 
Upanit;lads or n,ny ·other work of Indian literature."* To 
this remark, we must, however, add that it applies with 
equal force and cogency to several other parts of the 
Brihaditn.tt;yalca. and to por-tions of the Chhan. Upanisafl 
aR well. And theRe two workR do, at the same time, 
form the main gunrrics whieh ha.ve, in a, later age, 
copiously supplied the exponents of the various rival 
Vedantic schools with all necessary materials to forgo 
their slmrpest weapons of offence and defence. In these 
two works we do, indeed, for the first time, come across 
a lucid and elaborate exposition of the central problems 
of the Vedantic philosophy. 

The ancient Vedantic literature is divided into three 
main strata, known as the three Institutes, Prasthfi
natrayam, namely, the Upani1?ads, the Bhagavadg1ta, 
and the Vedanta S11tras. The term Vedanta means the 

* Macdonell, History o£ Sanskrit Literature, 1899, p. 236. 
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end or final part of the Veda, or the ultimate conclusion 
of the teachings of the Veda. And it is in the Upani
~ads that the varied unsystematised utterances and sug
gestions found scattered in the hymnal literature and the 
BrahmaQ.as have been matured and brought to a focus. 
These are, therefore, very aptly designated as the 
Vedantas. Thus the Upanif?ads are the Vedantas in the 
primary sense of the term. But scholars are often apt 
to ignore this fact and to restrict the term Vedanta ex
clusively to the Vedanta Siitras alone. " We cannot 
deny," says Professor Max Muller, " that the germs of 
many of the most recondite thoughts of Veuanta meta
physicians are really there embedded in the Upani~ads.' '* 
Again, referring to the teachings of Parmenides, Garbe 
says '' all these doctrines are congruent with the 
chief contents of the Upanif?ads and the Vedanta Sys
tems.'' (Philosophy of Ancient India, p. 32.) These 
are rather loose statements. The Upanit;!ads are 
as much Vedantas as the Vedanta Siitras. To be more 
accurate, the term Vedanta is primarily applicable to the 
Upanif?ads alone, and it is only secondarily applied to 
the Vedanta Sutras, wherein the philosophical teachings 
of the Upani£?ads have been finally systematised. As a 
matter of fact, some of the Upanif?ads have actually (i) Upanisad. 

claimed· this title as their own proper designation. The 
Svet. Up. VI. 22), for instance clearly tells us that " the 
secret doctrine '' taught in it was also '' taught in an-. 
cient times in the Vedanta." The Mund. Up. simi-
larly describes (III. 2, 6) Brahman, the ultimate Reali-
ty, as " the subject-matter of the science of the 
Vedanta." This very expression, with the whole verse 

* Muller, The Three Lectures on the Vedanta Philosophy, 
p. 136. • 

2 
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containing it, is also found in the Tait. Arat;tyaka, X. 
12. Even Badarayal)a nowwhere claims the title for his 
own work. On the contrary, he always applies it to 
the Upa.nism,ds themselves. He has most emphatically 
told us (Ved. Sut. I. 1, 4) that tho Vedic teachings have 
found their ultimate resolution in the Upani9adic doctrine 
of Brahman. And in III. 3, 1, he has actually applied 
the term Vedanta ,to tho Uprmif?ads themselves. Nim
varka, Sankara, Ramanuja, and other commentators, in 
their commentaries on the Vedanta Siitras, have also 
invariably applied·the term ' Vedanta ' to the Upanif?ads 
themselves.* The U panif?ads then are evidently the 
original Vedantas. 

The term Upani~?ad is derived from the root Sad 
with the prefix ni (to sit near); and it originally meant 
according to Max Muller, the act of sitting down near 
a teacher and of submissively listening to him. Accord
ing to Deussen it means " Secret instruction." There 
are passages in the Upanif?ads which clearly show that 
the word is really used in this sense. Max Muller also 
accepts this moaning. 8anlmra, however, derives the 
word from the root Sad (to destroy), and holds that it iR 
so-called becaw'le it destroys ignorance and imports to the 
reader the right knowledge. 

There are over 150 Upanif?ads in all. All these 
treatises do not, however, come under the category of 
the Vedanta in the strict sense of the term. A very 
large number of the so-cr;tlled Upani$ads can neither be 

*Of. Nimvarka Bha~ya, I. 1, 4; I. 1, 11; I. 4, 28; II. 2, 
10, etc. 

Sailkara's Commentary, I 1, 4; I. 2, 1, 14; I. 4, 23; 
27; II. 3, 29, etc. 'il 

Ramanuja's Commentary, I. 1, 12; I. 4, 27, etc. 
VitglU "Pdrm;ut, VI. 4, 39. 
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regarded as parts of the Vedas, nor as genuine outcome 
of that stream of metaphysical speculation, first origi
nated in the Vedas, which regards the world of plurality 
as expressions or modes of one Ultimate Spiritual prin
ciple, Brahman. Most of the later Upani~;mds are 
distinctly sectarian in their character, and teach nothing 
but narrow, unphilosophical doctrines of their respective 
sects. Each of the various main Hindu sects, the 
~aiva, the ~akta, and the Vai~l).ava, has its Upani~ads. 
With the growing populanty and importance of the 
genuine Upani~ads, many spurious imitations of the 
same subsequently sprang up, for the propagation of 
sectarian doctrines under the false Upanj~adic garb. 
Allah Upani~ad is a spurious production of this latter 
class, written evidently for the furtherance of the Mos
lem faith. Now, of the huge number of works called 
Upani~ads, twelve are the most well-known, and 
universally treated as genuine and authoritative; and 
these are Brhadara1;1yaka, Chhandogya, Kau~ltaki, 
Taittiriya, Aitareya, Isa, Kena, · Katha, Mul).Q.aka, 
MawJukya, Prasna, and Svetasvatara. Saiikara has 
written commentaries on all of these except the Kau~I

taki, and has in his voluminous commentary on the 
Vedanta Sutras, referred to, or cited from them all except 
the Mal).Q.ukya. Of these, Brih., Chhan., Ait., Tait., 
Katha, Isa and Kau~., are found in the existing recen
sions of the Vedas, Brahma1;1as, or Aral).yakas. In the 
course of our present discourse, we shall always use the 
term Upanif?ads to denote these twelve authoritative 
works alone. 

The term Vedanta is, however, as already seen, ap- (ii) The 

plicable in a secondary senBe to the Vedanta Siitras and Gita. 
(iii) 'T'be 

the Bhagavadgi:ta, a work which, both for dignity and v .;danta 

elegance orits diction, and for its highly attractive and Siitras. 
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sublime presentation of the Vedantic doctrine, rightly 
enjoys universal popularity among all classes of people 
in India. This popular work contains the very cream 
of the Upanif}ads. But.the Upani$ads are known as the 
Vedanta Srutis, the Revealed Vedanta, and the GW1 as 
the Vedanta Sm:riti, the Vedanta other than revealed; and 
to this latter class also belongs the great work of 
Badarayarp1. 'J.1lwse three constitute the three institutes 
of the Vedantic literature. " The great Upani$ads are 
the deep, still mountain tarns," to use the words of the 
English translator of Professor Deussen' s System of the 
Vedanta, Mr. Johnston, " fed from the pure water of 
the everlasting snows, lit by clear sunshine, or, by night, 
mirroring the high serenity of the stars. The Bhagavad
gita is, perhaps the lake among the foot-hills, wherein 
are gathered the same waters of wisdom, after flowing 
through the forest of Indian history, with the fierce con
flict of the Children of Bharata. Then, in the Brahma 
Siitras, we have the reservoir, four-square, where the 
sacred waters are assembled in ordered· quiet and graded 
depth, to be distributed by careful measure for the 
sustenance of the sons of men."* Such are the three 
great institutes of the Vedanta. 

There is, however, a difference of opinion, in some 
quarters as to the real teachings of the Bhagavadglta. 
" The doctrine of the Bhagavadgita," says Dr. Thibaut, 
'' represents a fusion of the Brahman theory of the U pa
nif}ads with the belief in a personal highest being, Kri::;n;1a 
or Vi1,5I).U-which in many respects approximates very 
closely to the system of the Bhagavatas; and the attempts 
of a certain sect of Indian commentators to explain it as 
setting forth pure Vedanta may be set aside.'' t '' It is 

.,. Deussen, System of the Vedanta, Preface, pp. v-vi. 
f Thibaut, Vedanta Sutras, p. cxxvi. 
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beyond doubt," says Mr. Gough, on the contrary, " that 
the teaching of the Svet. U pani~ad and of the Bhagavad
gita, notwithstanding their Sankhya phrases and Sankhya 
references, is as purely Vedantic as that of any Vedantic 
work whatever."* 

We, however, regret we are unable to accept Dr. 
Thibaut's view stated above. The Gita bears the title 
of Upanii;lad and its commentators have all unanimously 
upheld its claim to that title in the wider sense of the 
term. Ii is indeed almost universally -regarded in India 
as contfLining the very essence of the teachings of the 
Upanii;lads. " The Upani~ads are the cows," says the 
Vai~1;1aviya Tantrasara, " the cowherd's son, Sr1kri~1J.a, 
is the milkman, Partha is the calf, and the nectar-like 
Glta is the excellent milk.'' The Glta is indeed held by 
a hoary tradition, as one of the great institutes of the 
Vedanta. It is really " the serene forest lake," to use 
Mr. Johnston's words, " wherein are gathered the sacred 
waters of wisdom ''~of the Upani$ads. And, in spite of 
its Pauranic garb, it teaches nothing but the Vedantic 
doctrines in their most genuine and unadulterated form. 
Sadananda also in his definition of the term Vedanta, in 
the Vedanta Sara, clearly tells us, " The Vedanta denotes 
the Upani~ads, and such other auxiliary treatises as the 
Brahma Sutras and the like.'' t The expression ' and 
the like,' ' adi,' means, says the commentator, " the 
Bhagavadgitii and other Adhyatma Sastras, spiritualistic 
Scrip·tures." These three then, the Upani$ads, the Gita 
and the Vedanta Sutras, cow;;titute the three institutes 
of the Vedantic literature. The commentarie;:s written 

* Gough, :Philnsophy o! the Upani~?ads, p. 200. 
t Vedanta Sara, ed. Colont"l G. A. Jacob, p. 3. 
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on these institutes, as well as such later works, as 
Panchadasi by Madhavacharyya, Vedanta Sara by 
Sadananda, Upadesa-Sahasri, and Vivekaciidamal).i as
cribed to Sankara, Vedanta Paribha~?a by Dharmaraja
dhvarindra, Advaitasiddhi by Madhusiidana and the like, 
though often loosely called Vedanta, are really works on 
the Vedanta. The aforesaid three institutes alone cons
titute the genuine Vedantic literature. And in our treat
ment of tho subject we shall confine ourselves chiefly to 
those works alone. 

But, while dealing with the Vedanta, we must al
ways bear in mind that the term Vedanta really connotes 
a particular typo or system of thought. Vedantism, 
like Stoicism, in ancient Greece, stands for a system of 
teachings, which, like tributaries of a river, have united 
into one identical channel, and blended and formed into 
a single system. And as such the term Vedantic litera
ture should, strictly spea,king, always be understood in a 
restricted sense. It may be that true and genuine 
Vedantic teachings ma,y he found occasionally to exiRt 
side by side with non-V cdantic teachings within the 
limits of the same work. Even some of the foremost 
Upani~ads need not necessarily be supposed to eontain 
nothing but pure Vedantic doetrines. As a matter of 
fact, even some of the oldest Upanif;lads contain elements 
other than strictly Vedantic in character. Only those 
parts of these treatises should therefore be called the 
Veda,nta which teach genuine Vedantic doctrines. And 
although the contents of the above-mentioned works are 
mostly Vedantic in their character, the subjects dealt 
with in them are, however, divisible into three heads, 
namely, the old Mythological beliefs and traditions, 
historical references to the teachings of pre-Upanil;ladic 
teachers, and genuine Vedantic teachings. For a clear 
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comprehension of the import of the Vedantic specula
tion, such a division of the subject-matter of the Vedantic 
treatises is of the highest importance. The Vedantic 
teachings contained in these works represent the high
water mark of philosophical speculation in India. And 
it would be absurd to maintain that the popular beliefs 
and myths and the opinions of the pre-Upani~adic teach-

- ers found in them can claim any place whatever amongst 
the genuine Vedantic teachings. The Upani$ads them
selves have made a clear distinction in this respect. They 
have themselves most emphatically deClared the futility 
of all such teachings as do not impart to the learner 
the knowledge of the ultimate Reality. The 9vet. Up. 
IV. 8) most clearly declares, " what shall he do with the 
Rich-hymns, who uo not know the imperishable Being? 
Blessed are those alone who know Him." The Mul)q. 
Up. (I. 1. 4-5) declares still more clearly, that " there 
are two kinds of knowledge, superior knowledge and 
inferior knowledge," '(dve vidye veditavye iti ... para 
apara ca). The Rig-Veda, Yajur-Veda, Sama-Veda, 
Atharva-Veda, etc., etc., constitute the inferior know· 
ledge, and that alone is to be regarded as higher know-

- ledge by which the imperishable Being can be known." 
(Atha sa para yaya tadakf?aramadhigamyate). In these 
utterances a clear distinction was made between the genu
ine Vedantic teachings and the non-V edantic teachings
contained in the aforesaid treatises. ''It is not a plain and 
simple rule," says Dean Farrar, in his work, " The 
Bible : Its Meaning and Supremacy," " that everything 
which is not in accordance with the love, the gentleness, 
the truthfulness, the punty, of Christ's Gospel, is not 
God's Word to us, however clearly it stands on the page of 
the Scriptures?" But the promulgators of the Vedantic 
Rpeculation had made even a much clearer distinction be-

95952 
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tween higher knowledge and inferior learning thousands 
of years before it was examined in the West. 

It was, however, a great mistake on Badara.ya:t;ta's 
part not to have emphasized and acted upon the distinc
tion, so indicated by the Upani9ads themselves, in his 
otherwise monumental work. The historical and my
thological portions of the Upani:;;ads, no matter howso
ever clearly they may stand on tbe pages of the Upani-· 
r;;ads, form absolutely no part of tho Vodi.i.ntic doctrine. It 
is purely a matter of accident that in many of them, and 
more particularly" in the oldest ones, they are found exist
ing side by side with genuine Vedantic teachings. It 
is quite evident that the authors of the later authentic 
Upanif3ads were fuUy conscious of the defect in the older 
works. And this expln,ins why they so strongly em
phasize the distinction referred to above. It is also 
i-nteresting to note that the non-V cdl:mtic elements havn 
entirely disappeared from many of these later twtborita
tive Upn.nif;lads. The distinction between Ka.rma-Kanda 
and Jiiana-Kanda, ceremonial teachings and speculative 
teachings, is indeed as old as the very dawn ofthe Vedan
tic speculation, and has always received universal recog
nition among the Hindus. Even in a later age, Saya:t;ta, 
for instance, in dealing with the Tait. Up., in his com
mentary on the Sanhita Up., plainly says, " The Tait. 
Upani~ad consists of three parts, Sanhita, Yajfliki, and 
Varu:t;ti. And of these, Varu:t;t'i, which teaches the 
knowledge of. the divine Self, is the highest in import
ance.''* But though the distinction between two kinds 
of learning was clearly recognised, yet efforts were made 
to represent the two as complementary teachings. Work 
or Karma, no doubt, through its chastening and discipli-

* See Muller, Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 114. 
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nary influence, helps the attainment of true knowledge. 
But there are ' karmas ' and ' karmas.' The generic 
title of ' karma, ' work, was, however, made use of as a 
mask to hide this simple and great. truth. Interests 
other than philosophical were certainly responsible for 
it. But it is a matter of great regret that even great 
minds, who certainly clearly saw through the_ vei1, did 
tolerate this practice. Bi'idarayal)a has, however, put 
his case as clearly and squarely as possible without giving 
offence to long-established theological interests. ·In the 
Vedanta Siltras, III. 4, 26, for instance, he at :first tells 
us that " the sacrificial rites are but means to the attain
ment of the knowledge of Brahman, the ultimate Reality, 
just as horses are to the attainment of destinations.'' But 
he adds soon after (IV. 4, 33), " Exceptions are also 
known when men have attained true knowledge even 
without having previously gone through ceremonial ob
servances." It is, however, evident that in the treat
ment of the problems discussed in the last two books of 
the Vedanta Sutras, purely philosophical motives have not Tlro. . . 

1 b h. .d B t th l th . provisiOna' a ways een 1s gm e. u never . e ess, ere IS no n~c"cessity. 

reason why modern thinkers and writers should not in 
their presentation of the Vedantic doctrine be guided by 
purely speculative motives, and separate the non-Vedan-
tic elements in the Vedantic literature from the genuine 
Vedantic teachings. And that was exactly what was 
also very likely intended and demanded by the emphatic 
declaration of the distinction between higher knowledge 
and inferior learning, made in the Upanif?ads themselves. 
The description of the transmigration of the soul, which 
is found in the older Upanif?ads has, it is clearly notice-
able, completely disappeared from some of the later 
authoritative Upani~ads. And this also clearly proves that 
the promulgators of these Upani~ads treated this belief 

3 
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as forming no part of the genuine V edantic doctrines. 
It is also clear from the manner of the very treatment of 
the subject in the older Upanil;lads that it was even then 
treated as forming no integral part of the Vedantic teach
ings, properly so-called. Wherever references have been 
made to it, the sole object of the teachers concerned 
was to convince the people of the utter futility of cere
monial observances and JegaJistic rites. So, even 
though the Upani$ads contain references to this belief, 
these references, ~t should be borne in mind, form no 
integral part of the Vedantic literature, properly so
called. But the doctrine of the transmigration of the 
soul is widely regarded as a part of the genuine Vedantic 
teachings. And that is what makes it all the more 
necessary to be on one's guard in this respect in the pre
sentation of the Vedantic doctrine. 

While the Upanif?adic doctrine had busied itBelf 
with the one concrete TJltimate Reality and its manifesta
tions in the world of plurality, other systems of thought 
grew up side by side. The Sankhyas split up the one 
Ultimate Reality of the Vedanta into two independent 
principles, the innumerable puru$aS, individual minds, 
and the Prakrti, the primal matter: The Charvakas 
denied the independent reality of the purm;;as, and held 
the objective world to be the only reality. The Buddhists, 
on the other hand, denied the reality of both self and 
not-self, and resolved all existents into unconnected 
moments. of consciousness. In opposition to this sensa
tionalism of the Buddhists, the Vaisel;likas propounded 
their theory of physical atomism. The Bhaktas, in 
their search after the Reality, represented it as an extra
cosmic Being, above and beyond the world of change and 
generation. And amidst the clamours of these anta-
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· gonistic schools of thought, Badarayal).a appeared on the 
field, and took upon himself the task of a new enuncia
tion and methodical presentation of the Vedantic stand
point. Kasakrtsna, Karsnajini, Badari, Atreya, 
Asmarathya, Audulomi and Jaimini, and probably many 
others had already been, or were still, at work, towards 
the same end, but grave differences of opinion, as we 
gather from Badaraya:r;:ta' s C'Wf;. work, had arisen among 
them. Badaraya:t;ta, 'however, in his epoch-making 
work, has not only supplied us with a most consistent 
and comprehensive presentation of the Vedantic view
point of Reality, but has, at the same time, completely 
silenced, for good, the exponents of the rival systems in 
the land of his birth. He has shattered the very founda
tion of the Saflkhya and the Vaise~ika, crushed Buddhis
tic sensationalism and J ainism, dismissed in a word 
Yoga, and we believe Nyaya also, as beneath his notice, 
and smashed the Pancharatras and the Jaimineyas. And 
this explains the great and abiding popularity of the 
Vedanta Siitras. In the whole range of Sanskrit reflec
tive literature, there is, indeed, hardly any other work, 
except perhaps portions of the Brih_ Up. and the Bhaga
vadgita, wherein the traces of a really master mind are 
so conspicuous as in this great encyclopaedic work. It 
is, therefore, no wonder if it has always enjoyed the 
greatest esteem among all classes of thoughtful men in 
India, and made its author's name immortal. And the 
various appellations, the Brahma Biitras, the Vedanta 
Siitras, the Vyasa Siitras, the Bhik~u Siitras, the 
Badara,yal).a Siitras, the Brahma Mimansa, the 
Bariraka Mimansa, the Aupani~adi Ml:mansa, and the 
Vedanta Darsana, by which this great work is known, 
may be mentioned as an indication of the unbounded 
esteem and popularity it enjoys. 



Commenta· 
ries on 
VedD.nt& 
f.lil.tras. 

THE VEDANTA 

'' The interpreters of the Hegelian Philosophy,' j 
says Wallace, " have contradicted each other almost as 
variously as the several commentators on the Bible. He 
is claimed to be their head by widely different schools of 
thought, all of which appeal to him as the original source 
of their line of a,rgumont." It applies with equal, or 
perhapR greater force and cogency to tho Vedanta Sutras. 
" There are few Hindu sects," to use Dr. Thibnnt's 
words (Vedanta, SlHras, p. xvi), '' not intoresteil in 
showing that their diHtinctive tenets are countenanced by 
BadarrtyaJ}n/s t<'adlings. (}wing to thiR, the commenta
ries on the Sutms ha.ve, in the course of time, become 
very numerous, and it is at present imposRibJc to give a 
full and accurate enumeration even of those actnn,lly 
existing to-day, much less of those rofern~d to and 
quoted." Dr. Fitz-Edwa,ril T:hll hnN, in his Bihliogrn
phical Index, mentioned fourteen commentaries, but his 
list, as has long been pointed out by Dr. Thibaut, is in
accurate. He has, in his list, inclmled some works 
which are not commentaries, ]n the strict senRc of the 
word, and has excluded many more which ought to have 
been included in the list. 

The commentaries on the Vedanta Stttms are divi
sible into four main classes, v\rJwrein the Vedanta philo
sophy has been interpreted from four different sta,nd
points. Upavarf?a, the teacher of the celebrated Gram
marian Pa:t;1ini was, it seems, the oldest representative 

. of one class. He must have lived, as we shall see here
after, about the middle of the fifth century B.C. He 
interpreted the Vedanta from tho standpoint of Unquali
fied Monism, or Ada,itavi'td:t. Grtu<;lapada (a,bout 
seventh century A.D.), the teacher of Govinda, whose 
pupil wns Bm1kant, subsequently took up his work. To
day we know uothing of Upa.var~a's writings except 
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occasional references about him in Sai:tkara' s own com
mentaries. In Gaw~apada's ,;Veil-known Karika, ex
pository stanzas, on the Mai).g. Up., we, however, have 
succinct yet clear and bold expression of unqualified 
Monism, 'vhich has subsequently received its final shape 
in Safikara's voluminous commentary, Sariraka-Miman
sa-Bha~ya. Saftkara, in his interpretation of the 
Vedanta and formulation of the theory of Illusion, Maya, 
was immensely influenced by the teachings of Gauga
pada, and he has actually borrowed almost all the similes 
and metaphors used in his exposition of the Illusion 
theory from Gaugapada. 

Baudhayana was the oldest representative of 
another Vedantic sc.Qool. He wrote, as Ramanuja tells 
us, an elaborate commentary, known as Vrttil;l, on the 
Vedanta Sutras, which was subsequently abridged by 
Drami(iacarya, Tanka, Nathamuni and Yamunacarya. 
Ramanuja (twelfth century A.D.) has, as he himself 
states in his great commentary, Sr'ibha~ya, simply fol
lowed in their footsteps in his interpretation of the 
Vedanta. This position is known as Qualified Monism, 
Visif?tadvaita-Vada. The works of Ramanuja's pre
decessors are all lost, except stray citations from them 
found here and there in Ramanuja's commentary and 
other works. In his Vedartha Sangraha, Ramanuja 
names three more of these old teachers. The works of 
many of these teachers existed, it appears, at Ramanuja's 
time, and must have been superseded by his own monu
mental commentary, a work of great " intrinsic value,''-' 
which " strikes one throughout," as Dr. Thibaut justly 
says, '' as a very solid performance due to a writer of 
extensive learning '' and of great calibre and logical 
acumen, and which '' in its polemic parts, directed 
clliefly against the school of S<Lilkara, not infrequently 
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deserves to he called brilliant even,'' and ::tt tho samf'l 
time, '' shows evident trace ......... of resting on an old 
and weightytr::tKlition." (Vedantn, Siitras, p. xvii.) 

The Sribha$ya iR, the oldest commentary extant next 
to Sankara's. The Vedanta Parijata Saurabha of 
Nimvarka, the oldest representntive of a third school of 
commentators is, however, in Rome reRpects, the host 
living commentary on tho Vedanta Slitras. Nimvflrlm 
is the founder of one of the old Vai$l)ava sects, known 
after him the Nimvarka sect. His commentary has 
been enlarged by ·his pupil, Srinivasncaryya, in his own 
commentary. These two excellent commentaries have 
only recently been puhlisherl, and lmve not yet been 
translated into English. The sooner it is translated 
into English, the better. Nimviirka's standpoint :s 
known as 1Jn.ity-in-difference View, Vodaveda-VFtda. 

Vi$l)URvfimi, the founder of ::tnother Vai$(mva sect, 
also wrote a commentary on the Vednnta Sutras. In his 
interpretation of the Vedanta Philosophy, he took a, posi
tion intermediate between Saiikara and Ramanuja, 
known as Visuddhadvaita-Vada,. His work is hardly 
available now. 

Madvacaryya represents another school of interpre
ters. His standpoint is deistic Valadeva in his com
mentary has taken a position intermediate between 
Ramanuja and Madva,. VijfHtnabhik$u in his commen
tary has taken rather an original view of the Vedantic 
doctrine of causation; but unfortunately he has not been 

·able to stick to it consistently. There are many other 
commentators on the Vedanta Siitras and the commen
taries of many of these are still available. What an 
immensely profound and lasting impression must have 
been created by Badarayana's work to have attracted so 
many generations of thinkers and scholars to do their 
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very best to explain and elucidate its teachings for the 
benefit of humanity in general and their countrymen in 
particular r 

Gauqapada and Saflkara stand to-day as the fore- Different 
Vedanta 

most representatives of Unqualified Monistic Vedanta. Schools: 
· · :1~ their 

There is, accordinq to them, only One Reality, Branman. teachings. 

Brahman is Pure Being, entirely homogeneous, charac-
terless and immutable. The world of change and ~~~~~~eo 
generation is, accordingly, a mere appearance of delusion 
caif,sed by Ignorance, Maya, or Avidya. The world of 
plurality, we are told, is like the objects experienced in 
a dream. The latter last as long as the dream lasts. 
The world of experience, likewise lasts as long as Ignor-
ance lasts. And, as soon as the individual is roused 
fro~ ~ignorance and realises his iuentity with the Ab-
solute, the world of plurality vanishes, as dream-objects 
vanish on the return of consciousness. Both Gauqa-
pada and 8ankara have compared the manifold of ex-
perience sometimes with dream~objects, sometimes with 
fictitious magical appearances, and again sometimes with 
such other kinds of optical illusions as mirage and the 
like. 8a:fikara has, however, often fa.iled to adhere 
consistently to his position. He has sometimes des-
cribed Maya, Illusion, the central plank of his system, 
as an inscrutable and mysterious power associated with 
the very nature of the Absolute, under whose influence, 
Brahman, which alone is real, appears to be broken up 
into fictitious appearances of a world of plurality. The 
consciousness of the difficulty involved in such a posi-
tion, however, soon forces him to shift his position, and 
to ascribe Avidya, Ignorance, to man, and to represent 
it as a veil screening from the unenligMened soul its 
true nature, its infinitude, and thereby giving rise to the 
fictitious appearance of a world of plurality, phantoms of 
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its own unenlightened imagination. Sometimes again, 
though very rarely, he tal{ OS another view of Illusion, 
the only view consistent with the teachings of the 
Vedanta, and represents it as Ignorance, which makes 
the individual regard the world of plurality as existing 
independently of, and apart from Brahman, and identi
fy his self with his body, the physical adjuncts. But 
immediately he runs away from this position, and des
cribes the body itself as a phantom of :fictitious creation 
of Illusion. Under the influence of Ignomnce, the un
enlightened soul, ·says be, thinks himself to be an agent, 
and as subject to pleasure n,nd pa,in, though in reality 
there is " neither pleasure nor pain, neither degeneration 
nor death.'' '' The dawn of true knowledge procures 
freedom from this bonda,go of Ignorance; and the dream 
of the worfd of plurality, of action and change, of genera
tion and dcat}t, fortlnvith vnnishes." This is Sanlmrn,'s 
Unqualified Moni8m. rrhe modern followers of San
kara, conscious of his eonstant shifting of the ground, 
have necessttrily been driven to maintain that Illusion 
possesses the tvw-fold property of veiling and distorting, 
and that it causes the individm.d to set a limit to its in
finitude, and to regard himself as subject to change and 
vicissitudes, and at the same time makes the Reality 
itself appear as other than what it is> and split up into 
a world of ftctitimm finite existents. 8anlmra' s view of 
the world is sometimes described as Image-View, the 
doctrine of Reflection or Pratibimba. The universe is 
to the Reality what Reflections or images of the sun, 
for instance, are to the sun itself. The sun alone is 
real, but the reflections are unreal. " Suppose that the 
sun is shining on the sea," said Xenophanes, " and that 
his light is broken by the waves into a multitude of 
lesser lights, of all colours and of all forms; and suppose 
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that the sun is conscious, conscious of this multitude of 
lights, this diversity of shifting colours, this plurality 
of dancing forms; would this consciousness contain or 
represent the truth, the real? Certainly it would not . 
. .. . .. Take away the sea, and these various reflections 
no longer are." With the disappearance of Ignorance, 
likewise says Sankara, aftAr Gaugapada, the world of 
plurality forthwith vanishes. Sankara's position can 

'~l:Je best_ ~ummarised in these words of Pancadasi, " The 
world, though unreal, appears as real, like elephants, 
etc., seen in a dream. And, as soon as the conscious
ness of duality vanishes and the conviction that nothing 
exists but Brahman, becomes :firm and lasting, the indi
vidual is said to have attained salvation, even in this 
life." (II. 47 and 68.) 

This is how Sankara himself summarises his posi
tion in his commentary on the Vedanta Sutras at the 
end of the :first four Sutras : -'' The Vedanta leads us to 
the comprehension of the identity of Brahman and the 
self, and that, as soon as the knowledge of the non-dual 
Self and the unreality of the not-self supervenes, all oh
jects and knowing agents or subjects vanish.'' 

With Ramanuja also Brahman is, of course, the 
only Ultimate Reality. But, according to him, it is not 
a Pure Being. It, on the contrary, contains within 
itself the very germ of the world of plurality, as it were, 
and accordingly manifests itself in an endless process of 
change and generation. The world of plurality, he 
holds in oppositiOn to Saitkara, are manifestations or 
modes of the Ultimate Reality. And, as modes of the 
Real, their reality and independence is only relatively 
real. Brahman is both the efficient and material cause 
of the manifold of experience, and everything that exists 
is the expression of the Reality. The elements of plura-
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lity were latent in the very nature of Brahman, and in 
creation the unevolved elements became manifest. 
Brahman as the principle of change and generation 
evolves all plurality from 'vithin, as modes of its own 
self-manifestation, and oxisss in them all as their common 
indwelling Spirit, internal Guide and Ruler. Every indi
vidual soul has, according .to Ramiinuja, an individuality 
of its own, and at the same time, it lives, moves, and has 
its being in the all-embracing unity of Brahman. Thus 
Brahman's unity _is not opposed to the plurality of modes 
and their individual differences; these are, on the con
trary, necessary modes of the Absolute's self-manifesta
tion. Salvation does not, according to him, imply denial 
of the world of plurality nor the absorption of the indi
vidua.l self into the universal and the consequent. cessa
tion of individuality, as it is with Saiikam; it, on the 
contrary, consists in the individual's conscious union in 
will with the Infinite Spirit, immanent both in the world 
of self and not-self, and in a living participation in the 
untold wealth of the larger and wider life of the Absolute. 
But such union and living fellowship is not attainable, 
says he, through knowledge alone, but through know
ledge combined with love, obedience and reverence, 
Bhakti. 

Nimvarka's stand-point is, in all essential respects, 
except one, substantially the same as that of Ramanuja. 
Both strongly emphasise the reality of the world of plu
rality as necessary modes of the Absolute's self-manifes
tation, and as materials and means of its conscious life 
as concrete Spirit. But Nimvarka. in opposition to 
Ramanuja, equally strongly emphasises the fact that the 
Reality at the same time transcends all its modes, and, 
as an infinite fountain: of energy, is not exhausted in 
them. Ramanuja has not been able satisfactorily to ex-
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plain those teachings of the Vedanta which deal with 
the transcendent aspect of the Reality. In Nimvarka' s 
system alone, we meet with a clear and comprehensive 
exposition of the Vedantic Panentheism. And this is 
what imparts to his commentary a special value of its 
own. Nimvarka bas, moreover, nothing to do with what 
Professor Max Muller calls ' Mythology ' in Ramanuja's 
system. From " Brahman, according to Ramanuja,'' 
to use Professor Max Muller's words (Six Sys., 246), 
'' springs Sarhkarf?a:J;la, the individual self, from Sam
kar~;Jal)a, Pradyumna, mind, from Pradyumna, Anirud
dha, or the Ego." In Nimvarka, the Vedantic view 
of Unity-in-difference has found its clearest and best ex
pression. The view of Chaitanya, the great founder 
of Bengal Vaif?:t;J.avism, was also the same. He strongly 
condemned Sankara's interpretation of the Vedantic 
teachings, his theory of Illusion, and characterised it as 
distinctly anti-Vedantic. The Vedanta, he held, dis
tinctly teaches the unity-in-difference view of Reality. 

Vif?J;lUsvami took a position intermediate between Vi~uddhi• 
Ramanuja and Nimvarka, on the one hand, and Sankara t':J~~
on the other. Like the former two, he also held the 
world of plurality to be real; but, in opposition to them 
both, he held final liberation to consist in the complete 
absorption of the finite soul into the Infinite Spirit. 

Madhva, also known as Anandatirtha, held the world Deism. 

of plurality, as created in time, and as having an inde
pendent existence, apart and outside of Brahman, and 
conceived the latter as an extra-cosmic Creator and Ruler 
of the universe. He entirely ignored or endeavoured to 
explain away all those Vedantic pasuages- wherein the 
unity between Brahman, the Cause, and the finite exist-
ents, the effects or modes, wae emphasised, as did Sail-
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kara ignore or explain away the passages of the oppositt. 
kind. 

Vi:fijanabhik~u has, in dealing with the Vedantic 
doctrine of Causality, represented Brahman, the Ulti
mate Reality, as the Adhi~thana-E.aral).a, ' Ablative 
Cause,' if we can use such an expression of the world of 
plurality. The world of plurality, as evolved and exist
ing in it, is but a partial expression of the Reality. The 
Reality is only inadequately manifested in all its modes, 
and it, at the same time, forms the ~upport of all its 
modes. He therefore distinguishes his conception of 
causal doctrine from those of both fjafikara and Rama.
nuja. According to fjaflkarq;' s Distortion theory, Vivarta
vada, the world of plurality is a perversion or distortion 
of the Reality, as the mirage is the distortion of tho 
sandy scene in tho desert. According to Ramanuja'H 
modification theory, the world of plurality is tho mani
festation of tho Boality. But VijfHi.nabhikf3u holds tlmt, 
as the world of plurality is evolved out of tl1o ultimate 
Reality, rests in and is supported by it, and as it docs not 
exhaust the infinite of the Absolute, the Vedantic doc
trine of causality should properly be called the ' Ablative 
Causality,' Adhi~thana-E.arana-Vada. As the Reality 
is only partially manifested in its modes, and, as it forms 
their ultimate bond of unity and support, it constitutes 
the Adhi~?thana-E.aral).a, ' Ablative Cause,' of the uni
verse. This doctrine of ' Ablative Causality ' offers a 
clear representation of the unity-in-difference view of 
the Reality, held by NimYarka. Vij:fianabhik~u has 
not, however, been always consistent with this position, 
and has often fallen into a modified type of deism. 

t'heological A difficult system of thought naturally gives rise to 
~rejudices. various interpretations. The unconscious influence of 

~heological interests also often interferes with the Qor~ 
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rect understanding of a system. It is, therefore, no 
wonder if the Vedanta has been so differently interpreted 
by the representatives of different schools of thought and 
theological interests. " Both Ramanuja and Sankara," 
says Professor Max Muller, '' are anxious to show that 
they themselves are in perfect agreement with Bada
raya:Q-a. Both, however, approach to the Siitras as if 
they had some opinions of their own to defend and to 
bring in harmony with the Siitras ...... Dr. Thibaut, 
therefore, seems to be right when he says that both 
Sankara and Ramanuja pay often less regard to the 
literal sense of the words and to tradition than to their 
desire of forcing Badarayal;la to bear testimony to the 
truth of their own philosophical theories.'' (Six Systems, 
p. 250.) We are not prepared to accept Profe.ssor Max 
Muller's indictment without some qualification. Though 
we do not always see eye to eye with the great Vai~?J;lava 
commentator, Professor Max Iviiiller has, we arc obliged 
to say, done a grave injustice to Ramanuja. Dr. 
Thibaut, whom Prof. Max Muller has mentioned in cor
roboration of his view, is quite clear on this point, and 
has, on the whole, most emphatically declared his ver
dict in favour of Ramanuja. "" The system of Badar
ayaJ;la,'' justly says he, '' had greater affinities with that 
of the Bhagavatas and Rama,nuja than with the one of 
which Sankaracaryya is the classical exponent.'' (Vedan
ta Siitras, p.c.) The Vedanta Sutras "do not set forth," 
he adds, '' the distinction of a higher and lower know
ledge of Brahman,'' as Sankara thinks they do; '' they 
do not acknowledge the distinction of Brahman and 
Isvara (the Absolute and God) in Safikara's sense; they 
do not bold the doctrine of the unreality of the world; 
and ...... they do not, with Sailkara, proclaim the ab
solute identity of the individual and the highest self."· 
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And even Prof. Max Muller himself has, elsewhere, prac
tically expressed a similar opinion. " It is quite pos
sible,'' says he (ibid, p. 53), '' that Baudhayana, like 
Ramanuja, represented a more ancient and more faith
ful interpretation of Badarayal).a' s Sutras, and that 
Sankara's philosophy, in its unflinching monism, is his 
own rather than Badarfi,yal).a' s. " The two points," 
observes Prof. Max Muller elsewhere more explicitly 
(ibid, p. 301), " which arr most likely to have caused 
difficulty, or given offence to ordinary consciences, would 
seein to have been the total denial of what is meant by 
the reality of the objective world and the required sur
render of all individuality on the part of the subject, that 
is, ourselves....... They certainly formed the chief 
stumbling block to Ramanuja and those who had come 
before him, such as Baudhayana and other Purva
charyyas (earlier teachers), and led them to propound 
their own more humane interpretation of the Vedanta." 
There cp,n be, in fact, absolutely no doubt that, as from 
Sal'ikara's standpoint, no reality is allowed to the indi
vidual soul and to the world of plurality his interpretation 
of the Vedanta Sutras is tlatly opposed to the teachings 
of Badarayal).a, as well as to those of the Upanif?ads, 
systematised in Badarayal).a's great work. Prof. 
Garbe's statement that " the expositions of Sankara 
agree in essential points with the system which was laid 
down in the Brahma Sutras,'' need not at all be taken· 
seriously; for he himself frankly admits that, since the 
aphorisms are not '' intelligible per se, we are unable to 
prove ......... that Sankara was always right in his exe
gesis.* Under the influence of the views of Mr. Gough, 
as embodied in his Philosophy of the Upani:;;ads, a 

* Garbe, Philosophy o£ Ancient !ndia, p. 18 
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strange view has, however, been expressed in some 
quarters; and it has been suggested that, although the 
Vedanta Sutras lend no support whatever to the theory 
of Illusion, yet it is a natural development from the 
teachings of the Upani~ads, " a development from 
within," but not an " addition to the system from 
without,"-" no graft but only growth.''* And we 
are simply surprised to :find that even Dr. Thibaut has 
at the end of his otherwise excellent Preface to his 
Vedanta Sutras, virtually abandoned h1s own entire posi
tion, and accepted this view. Mr. ·Gough's view is, 
however, entirely based on a misreading of the Upani
f?ads; and this we shall prove quite conclusively in the 
concluding chapter of our work. 

A difficult system is always liable to misapprehen- Confe~sion c.f 
_ .T::t,('.llh1 

sion; and the more complicated it is the greater the ~~d.-it~ 
room for misinterpretation. And theological interests lesson. 

and prepossessions often only aggravate the difficulties of 
right understanding. The confession of Jacobi is a 
well-known instance in point. Jacobi had the courage 
to confess to his friend Lessing, with Stoic frankness, 
his inability to prove, in opposition to Spinoza, the 
personality of God, and to tell his friend that he had ac
cordingly been obliged to take refuge '' in a ·salto 
mortale, from knowledge to faith,'' and thus to remain 
n a Christian with the heart, but a heathen with the 
head.'' This extraordinary confession, we are told, 
evoked from Lessing an equally frank reply. " Your 
salto mortale," said he, " by no means displeases me 
...... Take me with you when it comes." ·" If you 
would only step on to the spring-board,'' forthwith re-

* Gough, Philosophy of the Upani~?ads, 1882, p. 247. 
48. 
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plied Jacobi, " it would come of itself."· !' But a leap 
is also necessary, which," said Lessing, " I dare not 
exact from my old legs and heavy head."* Jacobi's 
confession, inspite of Schleiermacher declaration to 
the contrary, t is both amusing and highly instructive, 
but we only want to add that both ' the stepping on the 
spring-board,' and ' the required leap ' do, as a matter 
of fact, often come unconsciously, without waiting to 
be ' exacted.' It is, therefore, no wonder, if it actually 
so happened in some cases in India in the interpretation 
of the Vedanta Philosophy. 

PART II. 

But, if some of the Eastern commentators of the 
Vedanta have grossly misunderst<'od the true import ot 
its teachings, the Western Vedantic scholars, with rare 
exceptions, have, we are, ;with utmost pain and reluct
ance, constrained to observe, fared no better. They have,6 
almost one and all, lavished unstinted praises on the 
Vedanta; but, strange to say, their presentations of the 
same are hopelessly at variance with one another. Here 
are some of the estimates which will speak for them
selves:-

" The Hindus," says Si!' Monier Williams, "were 
Spinozists more than two thousand years before the 
existence of Spinoza, Darwinians, many centuries be
fore the doctrine of evolution had been accepted by the 
scientists of our time, and before anv word like evolu
tion existed in any language of the world." 

* Hoffding, History of Modern Philosophy, Vol. IT, p. 24. 
t Ibid, p. 213. 



INTRODUCTION 33 

" It is impossible to read the Vedanta," says Sir Sir William 

W ']l' J · h l f t Jones. 1. ram ones. a classwal sc oar o grea repute, 
" without believing that Pythagoras and Plato derived 
their sublime theories from the same fountain with the 
sages of India." (Works, Calcutta Ed., Vol. I, p. 20.) 

'' The discovery of Indian Litemture, and more Max MUller. 

particularly of Indian Religion and Philosophy," says 
Prof. Max Muller, " was like thr. recovery of an old and 
the discovery of a new world; and, even if we can throw 
but a passing glance at the treasures of ancient thought 
which are stored up in Sanskrit Literature, we feel that 
the world to which we belong has grown richer, nay, we 
feel proud of the unexpected inheritance in which all of 
us may share." (Three Lectures on Vedanta, p. 112.) 
'' Brahman,'' adds he, '' as conceived in the Upanif?ads, 
and defined by 8ankara, is closely the eame as Spinoza' s 
' Substantia '.'' ...... '' If we ask what the objects of his 
(Brahman's) eternal thought could have been," he adds 
(·ibid, p. 140), " the Vedantist answers: ' Names and 
forms ' (nama-rupe). You will perceive at once the 
extraordinary similarity between this theory and the 
Platonic theory of ideas, and still more the Stoic theory 
of the, Logos. " Again, " if the Vedanta could elaborate 
an ideal Monism,'' he says elsewhere (Six Systems, p. 
79), '' why not the Eleatics as well?'' '' Here we have,'' 
he says again, referring to the Vedanta, " in fact the 
Holenmerian theory of Plotinus and of Dr. Henry More, 
anticipated in India." (Ibid, p. 227 .) 

'' Bharatakhanda (India) ha,s produced,'' says .Jacob. 

· Colonel Jacob, " men who would have been an ornament 
to any society, and it has been pre-eminently a land of 
thinkers ...... The Vedanta philosophy ... is supposed to 
be t-he finest outcome of Indian thought; yet it abolishes 
God, as an unreality, and substitutes an impersonal 'It' 

5 
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with no consciousness, whilst its llighest notion of bliss 
is the annihilation of personality." (Vedanta Sa,ra, 
Preface, p. xi.) 

" Plato is," says Professor Hopkins in his ' Reli
gions of India,' '' full of Sankhyan thought, worked out 
by him but taken from Pythagoras. Before the sixth 
century B. C., all tho religious-philosophical ideas 
of Pythagoras are current in India. If there were but 
one or two of those cases they might be set aside as ac
cidental coincidences, but such coincidences are too 
numerous to be tlre result of chance." (P. 55H.) 

" Brahman, the power from which, according to the 
Vedanta," says Prof. Demmon, " the worlds proceed, in 
which they snbRist, into which they finally return,-this 
eternal, omnipresent and omnipotent power-is identical 
with our Atma,n, with tlmt in en,ch of us whicl1 we muHt 
con8ider our true self, the unchangeable essence of our 
being, the SouL rrhis idea alone secures to tbe Upa
ni~ads n,n importance reaching far beyond their land an<l 
time, for, whatever means of unveiling the secrets of 
Nature a future time may discover, this idea will bo true 
for ever, from this mankind will never depart,-if the 
mystery of Nature is to be solved, the key of it cap be 
found only there where alone Nature allows us an inter
ior view of the world, that is, in ourselves. This world 
is Maya, is Illusion; it is not the ver; reality, that is 
the deepest thought of the esoteric Vedanta, attained not 
by calculating tarka -(reasonings), but by anubhava 
(direct inner consciousness), by returning from this 
variegated world to the deep recess of our own self ...... , 
a timeless, spaceless, ohangeless reality; ...... and what
ever is outside of this only true reality, is mere appear
ance, is Maya, is a dream ....... The accord here of Pl~to
:nism and Vedantism is wonderful.'' But this truth was 
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reached, says Deussen, both by Plato and the Hindus by 
" intuition," unlike Kant, who, adds Prof. Deussen. 
reached the same truth, not by intuition, but by '' the 
way of abstract reasoning and scientific proof." " The 
world is Maya, is Illusion, says Sankara-it is a world 
of shadows, not of realities, says Plato;-it is ' appear
ance only, not the thing-in-itself,' says Kant....... My 
Atman (self) cannot be illusive, as Sankara shows, anti
cipating the cogito ergo sum of Descartes, for,-he also 
would deny, but, even in denying it, witnesses its reality 
......... The conclusion is that the J!va (the individual 
self), being neither a part, nor a different thing, nor a 
variation of Brahman, must be Paramatman (the 
Supreme Self) fully and totally himself, a conclusion made 
equally by the Vedantic Sankara, by the Platonic Ploti
nus, and by the Kantian Schopenhauer. "* 

According to the Vedanta, says Mr. Gough, 
" Brahman per se, is the principle of reality, the one and 
only being; Self alone is, and all else only seems to be 
......... The image of the sun upon a piece of water ex
pands with the expansion, and contracts with the 
contraction, of the ripples on the surface, and is severed 
by the breaking of the; ripples ...... It is in a similar man-
ner that the real Self (as says Sankara) is reflected upon 
its counterfeits, the bodies, the sentient creatures, and 
thus :fictitiously limited, shares their growth and diminu-
tion, and other sensible modes of beings ......... Apart 
from the various counterfeits, the Self (Bra,hman) is 
changeless and unvaried.'' Plo{inus likewise, adds he, 
'' speaks of One life in all things living, like the one 
light shining in many houses, as if itself many, and yet 

• -K· Deussen, Outlines of Indian Philosophy : the Philosophy 
of the V ediinta, pp. 22-23, 55-59, 

Gough. 
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one and undivided ...... Hke one face seen upon a multi-
tude of mirrors ...... In all tho forms that surround me," 
likewise says Fichte, continues Mr. Gough, '' I behold 
the reflection of my being, broken up into countless 
diversified shapes, as the morning sun, broken in a 
thousand dew-drops, sparkles towards itself." (Phi
lmmphy of tho Upani~?ads, pp. 45-50.) 

Sehoponhauer. '' In the whole world,'' says Schopenhauer, ''there 

G[lrho. 

The afore· 
raid esti
mates 
1>0xamine<l. 

is no study so beneficial and so elevating as that of the 
Upani~ads. It has been the solace of my life, it will be 
the solace of my ·death.'' 

" The most striking resemhlance,-I am aJmoRt 
tempted to say, sarnmwss,-is," says Prof. Garbe, " he
tween the doctrine of the All-One in the Upani~ads, and 
the philosophy of the IDleat.ics ...... Parmenides holds that 
reality is due alone to this Universal Being, neither. 
created nor to be destroyed ...... that everything which 
exists in multiplicity and is subject to multiplicity is not 
real. All these doctrines u,re congruent with the chioJ 
contents of the U pani~ads and the Vedanta system." 
(Philosophy of Ancient India, p. 32.) 

It is needless to multiply instances. 1'here is, 
no doubt, a clear and unmistakable ring of sincerity run
ning through every line of the above estimates. But 
what do they indicate? Vedantism has, in those esti
mates, been held by various thinkers to resemble the 
teachings of the Eleatics, Platonism, Neo-Platonism, 
Spinozism, Kantianism, as well as the systems of Fichte 
and Schopenhauer. Nay r the same scholars have, in 
their estimates, been eager to show its likeness with two 
and even with three of these Western systems. Prof. 
Max Muller, for instance, discovers a close resemblance 
between the Vedantic Brahman and Spinoza' s Substance, 
and at the same time, perceives a striking similarity be-
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tween the Vedantic Brahman and the Eleatic One, and 
again between the Vedantic conception of Brahman with 
' names ' and ' forms,' the unevolved manifold of the 
world of sense, as its eternal object of thought, and the 
Platonic theory of Ideas, and still more, with the Stoic 
theory of Logos. Prof. Deussen, again, finds a re
markable agreement between the supposed Vedantic con
ception of the unreality of Nature and Atman (self), the 
ground of all Illusion, on the one hand, and the Plato
nic, Neo-Platonic and the Kantian conception of Nature, 
and its ground, on the other. Mr. Gough, again, dis
covers a striking similarity between the Vedantic Brah
man or Supreme Self, on the one hand, and Neo-Plato
nic and Fichtean conception of God, on the other. Such 
comparisons do betray, to say the least, a good deal of 
looseness and confusion of thought. These Western sys
tems have, no doubt, swveral points of similarity amongst 
;hem, as well as with the Vedanta. But these points 
'Jf similarity are more superficial than fundamental in 
any sense of the term. They lie on the surface, where
as the differences among these various systems are radical 
and deep-seated. In fact, no two of the aforesaid sys
tems can be tTeated as fundamentally alike. And yet, 
the Vedanta is Tepresented to have a Temarkable agree
ment with so many of more o1· less radically unlike West
ern systems of thought! 

To begin with Spinoza and Plato, for instance. 
With Spinoza, Substance is the cause of the universe, 
" as the apple is the cause of its red colour," as Weber 
puts it, or " as milk is the cause of its whiteness, 
sweetness and liquidity.'' It is the immanent 
cause of the universe with its multiplicity of things and 
beings, which are but modes of Substance, and do, in 
their totality, constitute substance itself. !~ The words 
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God and universe,'' with Spinoza, stand for one and the 
same thing. rrhey are the same Heality, looked at from 
two different standpoints. Conceived as the ground of 
the universe, God is natura natura.ns, and viewed ar-; 
effect, as the totality of all existents, itl natura. naLVil'll1a. 
But with Plato, the Idea is immutable and transcendent. 
far above tho world of change and generation. It rur
nishes us no explanation of real change, real process in 
the world of generation. In addition to tho Idea, rlato 
requires a second principle, ' empty Apace,' though l1f~ 

cal1s it, a subtle principle of '' pure quantity, contain
ing in some mysterious way tho clePwnt of Rense,' ''X' 

as co-eval with it, to represent and materialise tho Ideas. 
This second principle docs not certainly limit the Idea, 
but is inadequate to represent it fully and thereby becomcR 
tho ground of all imperfections jn the world. Plato rr;' 
presents his second principle as ' non-being.' But h 
errs in separating the two, and in representing t] 
genus or typo as a transcendent entity. His mistal 

was not in '' exalting vovS over ata-OYJa-L,'' aH Weber putt. 
it (ibid, p. 101), '' but in making two separate and oven 

incompatible principles of vovs and ata-OYJa-t.'' i" Plato 
has, no doubt, endeavoured to bring into somewhat closer 
connection and harmony the world of Ideas and the world 
of experience, but to use Adamson's words (ibid, p. 132), 
" the effort is a failure." The ideas put out
side of the particulars, serve neither to explain· 
the existence of the particulars., nor our know
ledge of the same. Thus, with Plato, there is 
an inherent antithesis, an unbridgeable gulf, between 
the transcendent world of eternal and immutable ideas, 

* Adamson, Ancient Greek I'hilosophy, p. 127. 
t Weber, Hi,story o£ Philw;ophy, pp. 93, 101. 
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Spinoza, the wo:dd of change and generation, the Subs
tance revealed in its multiplicity of modes, and viewed 
as an eternal process, is all in all, and constitutes the 
only Reality. Again, with Plato, creation is but the 
realisation of an End, the Idea of the G:ood, though an 
external End, somehow superimposed on a material more 
or less foreign to it in character. But Spinoza rejects 
:final causes altogether. With him, creation is but a 
determination from within, the outcome of a mere un
conscious spontaneity. Thus. the two· systems widely 
differ from each other, and can, by no means, be brought 
into harmony with each other without materially altering 
their essential character. 

Plato, however, never regarded the world of change 
· J generation as unreal in the sense of illusive appear

.. dees. With him, the world of generation not only 
exists, but it is eternal. And herein, again, Plato is 
distinctly opposed to the Eleatics. With the latter, 
the world of change and generation is a mere ' illusion,' 
a ' dream '; whereas with Plato, the Ideas are only more 
real than the objects of sense. The Ideas are, with him, 
the ultimate realities, and the oojects of sense possess 
only a borrowed and dependent reality, a reality which 
they receive from the Ideas. The Ideas form the Arche
types, the eternal patterns, and the objects of sense are 
only their copies, their imitations and imperfect repro
ductions. The world of sense requires something 
other than itself for its explanation, namely, the 
Ideas; and it is in this sense alone, besides being 
mere imperfect reproductions of the Ideas, that 
the objects of sense are less real than the Ideas, 
which contain in themselves their own ground 
of existence and are, therefore, more real. But all iudivi-
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which is eternally immutable,-'' One only God,'' where
in there is '' neither generation nor corruption, neither 
change nor origin. (Adamson, ibid, p. 32), and which, 
is by its very nature, above all qualifications, all relation, 
all multiplicity and all change. It alone exiRts, in itR 
eternal purity and self-sufficiency, without movement 
and without action; and '' everything else is merely an 
accident, an appearance, an iJlusion." (Vide Weber, 
ib'id, pp. 27 -2n.) The Pnre Reing of Xenophanes and 
Pnrmcnides, aR t·otally devoid of all poRitive contontR, iR 
evidently an abstraction pure and simple. " It resem
bles the garment of the King," in the fable, as Weber's 
puts it (ibid, p. 32), '' the finer texture of which every
body," admired, " until, at last, a little child exclaimed 
in the simplicity of his heart : 'why, the king is naked.' t 
Instead of being the richest of the categories, P-ure Bei~~:.; 
is, indeed, the lowest and poorest of them all. Divorced 
of all positive contents, it is equivalent to empty nothinu, 
mere vacuum and, as such, incapable of explaining even 
the least and smallest of the existents. Thus Plato 
also essentially differs from the Eleatics. 

In the Vedanta, however, as we shall see hereafter. 
the special features of both Platonism and Spinozism 
stand harmoniously blended together as elements of one 
consistent and indivisib'le organic whole. Spinoza's 
erroneous conception of Substance was the weakest point 
in his system. Substance is not a substratum. It is 
the essence or reality considered as a necessary principle 
of activity, as Weper puts it. It is a living and ener
gising totality of its modes. But though a totality of 
its modes, it is not in any sense, a mere mechanical 
aggregate, as it is in Spinoza's system. It is a living 
totality, united with all its modes by an organic tie. It 
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is the efficient and dynamical cause of its modes and not 
• a cause in S pinoza' s sense, and, as expressions of one 

identical Reality, the modes are but its effects or modi
fications. The Vedantic Brahman is such a Substance, 
and as the dynamical cause of its expressions, it is indis
solubly bound up with, and immanent in, the effects; the 
effects also, as expressions of the self-same cause, are 
inseparable from it. '' Modes are unfolded, rev~aled, 
and expressed substance; the effect is the cause, affected, 
explicated, manifested.'' As organically united with 
the cause, the effect does, at the same time, react, in its 
turn, on the cause. And it is the power of reaction of 
the effect upon the cause which enhances its importance 
and gives the effect an element of freedom, which is 
entirely lacking in the effects in Spinoza's system. The 
effects are not, indeed, " so many slaves," to use 
Weber's words, " following the triumphal chariot of the 
First Cause, which excluaes all other causality, and with 
regard to which the relative cause are nothing; but each 
cause takes part in the Absolute ...... In reciprocal ac-
tion, the two spheres, in which being is divided when it 
becomes essence and phenomenon, are re-united, and thus 
'Jecome typical totality." Such a conception of Subs
tance is however, entirely foreign to the Spinozistic sys
tem; and this is what vitiates his entire system. But 
this very notion of Substance constitutes, as we shall see 
hereafter, the basic principle of Vedantism. Moreover, 
creation, according to the Vedanta, is the realisation 
of an end, an end which is immanent in the creative 
-principle itself, a.g_d in the manifold of creation. 
Creation is thus, a~ording to the Vedanta, a conscious 
process of self-differentiation on the part of the Ultimate 
Reality. Evidently, therefore, V edantism ts the syn
thesis of th•e two oppose, systems of Plc • 

6 
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zism, and is, at the same time, widely different from each 
of them, taken by itself. Such a synthr.sis, Plotinus • 
at Rome, Philo at Alexandria and Proclus in Syria, en
deavoured to accomplish in Nco-Platonism; but they 
failed. Saiikara's Unqualified Monism has certainly 
much in common, as Prof. Garbe rightly thinks, with 
the Eleatic speculation. But one should by no means 
identily the same with Vedantism, which as we shall see 
clearly hereafter, radically differs from Sankara' s Abs
tract Monism. 

In Nco-Platonism, more particularly in the teach
ings of Plotinus, the Greek genius made itR last serious 
attempt, to state clearly the results of the ten centuries 
of reflection and to express its final conclusions concern
iiig God, the world, and the human soul. While both 
Plato and Aristotle placed God far above N aturo, and the 
Stoics completely merged him in the world, and regard
ed the latter as God himself, the Neo-Platonists endea
voured, as the Veda.ntists had done long before in India, 
a synthesis of these two phases of thought. But, in 
order to attain this end, they unfortunately followed a 
wrong track, and the longed-for synthesis was never 
reached. To attain the aforesaid end, a distinction was 
made between the essence and power of God; and, by 
uniting the Pneuma doctrine with Aristotle's conception 
of God, the forces operative in Nature were represented 
as the workings of Pure Spirit. God in his essence 
still remained " as the absolutely One and Unchange
able,'' '' exalted above all finite determinations and oppo
sitions,'' and it is only in relation to fis workings, ~hich 
made up the world of plurality, thatJle came to be con
ceived as the Infinite One. The workings of the Deity 
were conceived not as self-differentiations into which the 

·!;he First divides, not as ' eman!!tions ' in 

• 
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the proper sense of the term, but rather as " overflowing 
• by-products ~· which in no way affect the ultimate nature 

of the Substance itself, even though proceeding from the 
very necessity of its essence. And it was held that 
'' workings of the One and Good as they become more 
and more separate from their source, the individual 
spheres, become more and more imperfect, and at last 
change suddenly into the dark, evil opposite ma~er ''* 
-like a stream of light, gradually decreasing in radiance 
and intensity, as it travels further and further away from 
its original source, and finally losing itself completely in 
darkness. 

Thus, with Neo-Platonism, the universe emanates 
from the Absolute, as light radiates from the sun, or heat 
from the fire. But there is a conscious or unconscious 
desire, we are told, in all things so emanated, to return 
to their original source and to be absorbed into it. Indi
viduality is thus not an ultimate form of existence, but 
merely a transitory stage, " a passage from God, the 
principle of things, to God, their final goal." (Weber, 
ibid; pp. 170-171.) Released from the All-Soul, as one 
of its endless workings, the individual soul is thus cast 
into the sensuous body out of its prior state of purity, 
'-' on account of its guilty inclination towards what is 
void and vain.'' And the ultimate end of its existence 
is to get rid of its sensuous desires to purify itself, so as · 
to be able to return to the Deity from which it came. 

Now, the most important feature in Plotinus is his 
interpretation of Nature in terms of psychical life. 
V:!itlf' him, even co~oreality is an expression of the soul, 
and the material ii but the outer husk or gross embodi
ment of active souls and spirits, working in and through , 

* Win<felband, History of Philosophy 

• 
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it. But the weakness of his system lies in the very 
nature of his conception of the universe as an overflow, • 
a diffusion of the divine life. The stages in the over
flow are spirituality, animality, and corporeality. The 
succeeding emanations are more and more imperfect l~an 
the preceding ones. And the " creation is a fall, a 
progressive degeneration of the Divine." (Weber~ ibid, 
p. 171.) And this is exactly where Neo-Platonism 
differ~ from V edantism. The N eo-Platonic conception 
of creation was, however, a corollary necessarily follow
ing from their fundamental position. ln their venera
tion for an empty abstraction, its promulgators exaggera
ted the transcendency of the Supreme Principle. In 
spite of his idealisation of the corporeal world, the Deity, 
even with Plotinus, remai11ed far beyond '' the intel1ec
tual as well as the sensuous world, and therefore without 
consciousness and without activity.'' And his folJow-

,r 
ers, Proclus and J amblichus, '' set above ' Ev ' of 
Plotinus a still higher, completely ineffable One,'' 
and altogether relieved him of his '' share of the govern
ance of things," now committed to the custody of " the 
secondary unities emanating from it."* It was, there
fore, no wonder if they declared the Absolute as '' for'·"· 
ever unknowable; and if in their systems magic took the 
place of religion and ethics. Reality, according to· the 
.Vedanta, on the other hand, contains in its very nature, 
the principle of change and plurality; and the creation is a 
free and conscious process of self-manifestation, and not 
a ' fall ' of the Absolute. And ~his is what makes the 
two systems, in spite of their apparent similarity, ~ide-
ly opposed in character. •. 

* Windelband, ibid, pp. 237-8. • 
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In his Critique of Pure Reason, Kant tells us that Kantianism 

the forms and principles underlying our experience, vn:aantis:m. 
though empirical in their origin, are only capable of an Kant's great 

empirical use, and that knowledge is entirel.y limited to condtrfi~n1 tion an at ure. 
phenomena and that the thing-in-itself, the transcendent 
object, is unknown and unknowable. But Kant never~ 
theless holds that the existence of the thing-in-itself, 
even though as a mere limiting idea, a someth:ijlg-I
know-not-what, is a necessary assumption involved in our 
very experience. Nay, therf' m·e utterances here and there 
in all his Critiques, which clearly indicate that Kant was, 
at times, inclined to regard 1

' the thing-in-itself not 
merely as the cause of the matter of knowledge, but also 
as the cause of the definite forms under which we ap
prehend and arrange the matter."* And when this 
admission or suggestion of Kant is taken into considera
tion, and the corollaries necessarily following from it are 
drawn, Kant's whole system undergoes a great change, 
and much of the apriorism and phenomenalism, and in
consistencies of his system, as Hoffding points out, 
vanish. But, in spite of such occasional suggestions, 
Kant distinctly tells us that nothing can be definitely 
mown about the transcendental object. '' Even when 
tihe thing-in-itself is regarded as the cause of the form, as 
well as of the matter of our knowledge, there is, we are 
told, very little that we can know about it, absolutely 
nothing definite, a great X, which admits of no scientific 
determination.'' t 

In the Critique of the Practical Reason, however, 
Kant irst comes, in the categorical imperative of the 

• 
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Moral Law, indirect touch with the Supersensuous 
world, and discovers that man is '' a c~tizen of two 
worlds,'' and that as a member of the intelligible world, 
he is self-legislative, and lays down law for the guidance 
of his own self, as a member of the phenomenal world
that '' he is at once law-giver and subject.'' Here he 
discoverR for tho f1rst time, tlmt to find the unconditioned, 
he 11ied not go beyond himself. He is, moreover, now 
forced to assume that, to make morality possible, virtue 
and happiness must, in the long run, coincide, and that 
there must, therefore, be '' a deep underlying harmony 
between the world of nature and that of freedom," and 
that we must, accordingly, '' postulate a power which is 
able to reduce the two worlds to inner harmony, so that 
morality shall not feel itself an alien in this world." 
(Hi:iffding, ibid, p. g5.) In this admission Kant came 
within the very sight: of the pinnacles of the fabric of 
Vedantic specu,lation, and a further advance along the 
right road toould have b,rought him straight into it. But 
he followed a wrong track, and sought for that ground of 
unity and harmony between the two worlds in something 
like a Leibnizian extra-cosmic, supra-mundane dit;inc 
Monad. The Critique of Judgment, however, offeree" 
Kant a fresh opportunity to re-consider his position, anJ!C 
to bridge over the wide gulf created in his earlier Criti
ques, which threatened to separate the world of nature 
and necessity from that of ends and freedom. The 
recognition of the deep-seated inter-connection of all 
things in the universe, and of the universal cosmic order 
and harmony had once led Kant, in his pre-critic~ days, 
to think that the whole univ{lrse, l~ a system of inter
related existents, must have its ultima,te ground in an 
Absolute and all-comprehensive principle- '' One in-
(' :' · ~~ stirs in each particular elel!lent,'' and 

• 
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is, at the same time, the " common background,,; 
• wherein '' bot,h the mechanical order and the purposive~ 

ness of nature find their explanation.''* Even amidst 
the bustles and tumults of the critical period, the convic
iion of his youth returned to him from time to time. 
And now it came once again, and it again appeared to 
Kant that, though mechanism and teleology seemed 
opposed in nature, yet " in the hidden ground of N!!ture, 
the mechanical and teleological forms of combination 
may be united in one single principle.'' (Hoffding, ibid, 
p. 108.) In the universality of the sentiments of the 
Beautiful and the Sublime, and more particularly, in the 
adaptations and designs visible in the organic world, he 
once again found " reasons a priori for regarding Nature 
as a whole," to use Windelband's words, "from the 
point of view of purposiveness, and for seeing in the 
vast mechanism of her causal connections the realising 
of a supreme end of reason," which owing to the primacy 
of the practical reason, could only be regarded as " the 
expression of the Moral Law,''-'' the divine world
·order." But Kant failed to work out the idea, and thus 
remained far away from the conception of Vedantic 
?anentheism. · 

" The Ego which we know in experience is," with 
Fichte, to use Hoffding's words, " always limited, en
closed in a system of limitation." It has objects, out
side of it, which is not of its own production. ·The world 

· of non-ego must, therefore, be attributed to the operation 
of some principle which is " active in our conscious
ness,·~· and is yet '' ,more comprehensive than the :finite 

* Hoffding, ibid, pp. 34, 42, 43, 109. Vide Kant, GenereJ 
Physiogony and Theory of the Universe (1755) and 'Only Possible 
Ground of hoof for the Being of God ' (17f' . • • 
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ents that this unconscious impulse attained sentiency, 
• consciousness, .or self-consciousness, as the case might 

be. But, though the manifestations of the Will thus 
obeyed the laws of time and space, they were not appli
cable to the Will in itself. " The Will is a perpetual 
desire to be, the never-ending source. of the phenomenal 

) :d. The individuals come and go, but the Will, the 
.... esire which produces them, is eternal. Birth .and 
death do not apply to the Will, but only to its manifes
tations." (Weber, ibid, p. 552.) The inner essence of 
things and beings is thus, we are told, eternal and imperi
shable; and bodies, alone as mere expressions of the wills 
inhabiting them or rather as mere pulsations made visi
ble, of one eternal and universal Will-to-be, are subject to 
the laws of generation and death. 

Schopenhauer, it is true, asserted that "the world is 
my idea," but he, like his master, Kant, never denied its 
reality. He only distinguished between the world as it is 
n itself and as it appears to be. He, no doubt, regarded 

the phenomenal world as the product of the very consti
tution of the human mind, but nevertheless he held that 
it is the manifestation of a Reality which exists inde
pendently of all :finite sentient and thinking beings. 
Though the world of phenomena is the product of our 
intellectual organisation, there is still a higher Reality, 
an Absolute, a thing-iri~itself, he tells us, which reveals 
itself to us through our sensibility. The sensations are 
received from without and come from a real cause exist
ing independently of us; and the understanding refers 
them 14> an external cause conceived as existing apart 
from our bodies and icting in time. But the World-Will, 
we are told, being a blind and impetuous impulse, a 
mere '' \Vill-to-live-and-enjoy '' is not only the source 
of all life, tmt of all evils as welL And \\ 1;he 
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says he, '' instead of being the ' best possible world,~ is 
the worst of all." All history, he adds,;' is merely an. 
interminable series of murders, robberies, intrigues and 
Jies," and " the alleged human virtues ...... are nothing 
but refined egoism, splendida vitia." (Weber, p. 552.) 

The real significance and value of Schopenhauer'R 
system lies in the fact that, in his search for the u( 
ma14e Reality, he appealed to inner experience. It is 
here, indeed, that we have an immediate peep into the 
secret chamber of the activities of the Absolute, and are 
directly in touch with " a part of existence," as Hoff
ding puts it, " as it is in itself;" and we, accordingly, 
naturally and rightly infer that the essence of the rest of 
the world, being the manifestation of one identical prin
ciple, must also be more or less similar to that of our own 
selves. Schopenhauer' s great contribution was thus 
to describe the essence of all things and beings by its 
right name : Will. '' No substance,'' Leibniz had saifJ 
long before, " without effort;" and ' effort ' is onl 
an expression of Will. Schopcnhauer, rendered a 
great service in emphasising this great truth and in re
presenting the ultimate world-principle as WilL The 
.Will is, indeed, at the basis of all things. It is, to use 
Weber's words (ibid, p. 600), in the ultimate analysis, 
'' the higher unity of Force and Idea, the common deno
minator, and the only one to which physics and morals 
can be reduced : it is being in its fulness. Everything 
else is mere phenomenon. Matter and thought are 
nothing but accidents." Materialism has failed to ex
plain the ego. Bi-substaritialistic spirit¥alism> which 
regards thought, the essence ot mind, as opposed 
to extension, the supposed essence of matter, is incapable 
of explaining nature and the possibility of knowledge. 
' ' and ' thinking sub!tance ' are 

• 
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but logical abstractions. Concrete Spiritualism alone, 
which treais Will as the ultimate basis of all things, 
is, indeed, the only truly universal metaphysics. 

But Schopenhauer completely misunderstood ~the 

ultimate nature of the Will. He unfortunately failed 
to distinguish the accidents of his own life, his own -im
petuous and tumultuous individual propensities and pas
sions, which caused him so much troubles all ~is life, 
from what may be called normal and healthy expressions 
of the Will, and " made a truly romantic attempt," to 
-use Prof. Hoffding's words, " to make his own experi
ence of life the measure of all existence." (Ibid, p. 237.) 
Will does, no doubt, strive after being, but it does so not 
merely to be and enjoy, but to .realise its summum 
bonum, the highest good of its existence. A life of 
greed and reckless self-indulgence always frustrates its 
own end. And, in the economy of nature, he alone 
lives and thrives, who lives for an ideal, for something 
that is higher and nobler than mere life and enjoyment. 
The World Will does, indeed, strive after being, but it 
does so with a, view to reahse, through all :finite and rela
tive ends, an ultimate end, the absolute good. Had the 
essence of the ultimate ground of things been there Will
to-live at any cost, the voluntary self-sacrifice of a patriot 
or a martyr would have been impossible, and remained a 
riddle and an enigma. The moral law clearly reveals 
to us that there is something much higher than mere 
Will-to-live, ·and that there is above our individual Will a 
higher and nobler Will which strives after an ideal, 
W ilie zum Outen, and inspires us in our daily life, to set 
our own individu~l Will in accord with it, and to work 
out our salvation by regul>1ting our impulses, thoughts 
and activities in response fi,, its demands: · and not 
the Wil~ zum Leben of Sch-Jpenhauer, · 
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of the ultimate World-principle, and, therefore, also of 
all finite existents. • 

Schopenhauer also failed, equally lamentably, to do 
ju~tice to the element of personality in man, which is of 
real value and true worth to us all as living beings. He 
regarded human individuality as entirely transitory and 
ephemeral, as a mere frail water-bubble, accidentally( 
brougl~ into being on the surface of the sea, as it ·were, 
only to disappear and sink, in the twinkling of an eye, 
back into tho dark, bottomless abyss, out of which it 
arose. rrlms, if Leibniz and Herbart sacrificed the 
unity of the universe to the plurality of the individuals, 
Schopenhauer, like Spinoza, fell into the opposite blun
der, and sacrificed the reality of the individuals, which 
is of supreme value to us, to the principle of Unity. 
And it was his metaphysically erroneous and morally un
sound conception of the nature of the creative Will that 
vitiated his entire system, and made it impossible ·for 
him to see that it was quite possible to deduce the differ
ences of the phenomenal world, consistently with the 
fact of the relative independence and reality of a plurality 
of existents, from a single principle, which stirs <tnd 
pulsates in all things, gives them their being, relative 
freedom and individuality, and unites them· all, at the 
same time, in its all-embnwing totality, seeking in and 
through them, as finite and relative ends, the ultimate 
attainment of the highest good. 

Schopenhauer was, it will not perhaps be out of 
place to mention here, also guilty of a grave Psychologi
cal error. ' ' rrhe will always remains," says he, ~ the 
same at all stages, however different ~nowledge may be 
...... Knowledge is called into being to serve the will; 
but,, . . t though it may be, it, in its turn, exer-

on the will." And yet, weeare told, 

• 
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" true remorse and true virtue arise with the dawning 
conviction that individuality is an illusion,'' and that 
perfect peace and tranquil!ity is only attainable by those 
'' who through complete resignation entirely negate their 
own will-to-live.* The two statements are evidently 
contradictory. If knowledge '' exercises no influence 
~0n the will,'' it is certainly absurd to talk of '' the dawn
ing conviction '' of the unreality of the individuality as 
a source of ' ' true remorse and true virtue, ' ' and of 
'' complete resignation,'' and ' negation ' of the will-to
live, or attainment of Nirva~a. In fact on the hypo
thesis of the futility of knowledge, deliverance, even in 
Schopenhauer' s sense of the term, becomes a psycholo-

• 1 . 'b"l"t JICD, Jmpossl 1 1 y. 

various estimates of the Vedanta referred to . 
a hove- must then be regarded, to say the least, as hap-

;md superficial. The different Western systems, 
to whi,_,n the Vedanta has been likened, have thei·r deep-
seated and fundamental differences, in spite of theiT out-
ward resemblances. And this alone most conclusively 
proves that there ·m·ust be something quite unsound in-
herent in the very attempt which seeks to establish the 
similarity of the V ediinta to so many W estem systems 
fundamentally different from one another. Dr. Thibaut Dr: Thibaut·~ 
. cst1mate of 
1s, however, one of the very few, who have done some the Vedanta. 

justice to the claims of the Vedanta.. And we must 
heartily endorse Prof. Max Muller's estimate of his con
tributions to the cause of the Vedanta. His English 
translation of the Vedanta Sutras (with Sankara's com
mentary), with his own valuable Preface to it, is really 
" the most useful book " (.Muller, Six Systems, p. 114), 
on the Vedantic literature hitherto placed in the hands 

* Hti:ffdiug, ibid, pp. 233-235. 
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of the foreign students of the Vedanta. But to our 
great surprise and disappointment, Dr. Thibaut has, at 
the end of the otherwise "valuable Preface, as we 
shall see in the last Chapter, entirely abandoned hif'l 
earlier and really sound position, and has given up 
all that was really valuable in it. But be it what 
it may, no attempt has yet been made by any Vedantil 
scholar to give a systematic exposition of the Vedanta, 
and to indicate its place as a system of metaphysics 
among the World's systems of thought. Prof. Deussen 
has, no doubt, in his " System of the Vedanta," done 
his very best to give a metaphysical presentation, if 
metaphysical wo can call it, of Sailkara's system. But 
in his uncritical adherence to Sankara, he has completely 
misunderstood the true import of V edantic Panentheism. 
It is, therefore, a crying need of the time to determine 
the true nature of the Veda,nta and to indicate its place 
as a system of metaphysics among the kindred systems 
of the world. And this is our only excuse for our 
present difficult and ~trduous undert::tking. 

PART III. 

It will not perhaps be out of place briefly to examine 
here some important questions connected with the his
tory of the philosophical movement in ancient India a.nd 
its literature. " The oldest group " of the Upanit}ads, 
says Prof. Macdonell, " consisting in chronological 
order, the Brih., Chand., Tait., Ait., KauEJ., is written 
in prose which still suffers from the awkwardness of tb~ 
Brahmal).a style. A transition is formed by the E:ena, 
which is partly in verse and partly in prose, to a decided 
l11ter class1 the Katha, Isa, Svet., Mm:H1.., Mahanarayal).a, 
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which are metrical, and in which the Upani$adic Doc
trine is no longer developing but has become fixed ...... 
The third class, comprising the Prasna, Mait., and 
Ma:(ld., reverts to the use of prose, which ...... approaches 
that of Classical Sanskrit writers. The fourth class con
sists of later Atharvan Upani$ads, some of which are 
com posed in prose, others in verse. ,., (History, Sans. 
Lit., p. 226.) 

In the above classification, an attempt has been 
made,-and this has also been done by several other 
scholars,-to determine the relative chronology of the 
U panir;;ads by a reference to their style. But the language 
test, though fairly reliable on the whole, as applied to 
the different groups, is not, and cannot, evidently tie 
convincing, when applied to the members of the same 
group. We shall therefore examine this question a 
little more critically. The Vedas, it is well-known, 
were originally divided into three. The works contain
ing references to the three Vedas alone must, therefore, 
necessarily be regaroed as older than the fourth Veda. 
Now, of all the Upanir;;ads, in the Brih. and Chhand. 
Upanir;;ads alone, we meet with such references.* And 
this alone conclusively proves the priority of these two 
works to the rest of the Upani:;;ads. But in the Brih. 
Up. (IV. 5, 11) we also meet with a reference to all the 
four Vedas. t This again clearly proves that the part 
containing this reference was the composition of a later 
date. And it is well-known that both the Brih. and the 
Chhand. Upanir;;ads are compilations of works of different 
periods. There is another important fact which also 

* Brih. I. 5, 5; V. 6; Ohhand. Boer's Ed., p. 288; Muir, 
Sans. Texts (Vol. II, p. 200, etc.). 

r Muir, ibid, Vol. III, p. 8. Brih., Boer's Ed., p. 455. 
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clearly proves the priority of these two Upanil;lads. The 
members of the Indian ·warrior caste, it i.s well-known, 
played an important part in t.he propagation of the 
Vedantic teachings in India. But it is not equally 
widely known, even among Vedantic scholars, that this 
philosophy originally arose, n.nd remained, for a time, ex
clnsivcly con.fincd among the scholars of the warrior 
elass. Heformation often begins from the bity. In 
ancient India also the first impulse for philosophical 
speculation and desire for rei'ormFJ came from amongHt 
the members of the royal class. And this marked the 
dawn of ~" new movement whieh ultimately developed 
into the philosophy of the Vedanta, on the one hand, and 
the Buddhistic movement of social reform on the other. 
rrhe proll(l Bralnnins, for a bnw, it, Heems, ignorod the 
new movement. Bnt very ;..;oon they came to Ken the 
inferiority o[ thrir lJeroditary le~rning. rrlH~Y now 1w
gan to approaeh tlH~ J\1;1atriyus, ml·mhcrs of the royal 
eln:sH, ver;..;ed in the new wisdom, for instruction. Now, 
the BrilL :.m<l the Gbhftnd. U pan] ~ads are Uw only two 
Upani~ads \Vherein -vve n1cet with the clearest evidcnceR 
on this point. rrhe BrilL Up. (VI 2, 8) narmtes the 
story of a learned priest, Uddalaka, also called Gautama, 
who came to the Pancala king, Pravahana Jaivali 
to learn the new philosophy. ,J aivali received 
him cordially, and promised to tc~1ch him the 
new wisdom. But, while about to do so, the king, it is 
interesting to note, addressed the following significant 
words to Gautama: " The knowledge, you seek (Oh, 
Gautama), has not, as you know it well, as yet been 
tasted by any Brahmin. I shall, however, impart ifto 
you. Who can refuse one who speaks like you (i.e.~ ,, 
who is so eager to learn)?" The same incident has also 
been recorded in Chhand. Up. (V. 3). And there also it 
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is clearly stated that Gautama was distinctly told that 
this knowledge had not gone to any other Brahmin be
fore him, and had, till then, '' belonged, in all the 
worlds to the Kr;mtra (warrior) class alone " (Sarve~u 
lokel?u Kl?atrasyariva prasasanamabhftt). Now, that 
this fact has been recorded in these two Upanil?ads alone 
is an additional proof of their priority to the rest of the 
Upanil?ads. We also learn from the Kaul?. Up. (I. 1) 
that the same Gautama again appeared, with his son, 
Svetaketu, before another king, Citra Gargyayani, with 
fuel in hands, like pupils, for instruction. The fact 
that the same Gautama appears in the Kau:;;. Up., also 
proves that these three Upanil?ads must be, more or less, 
of the same age. There is, however, a peculiar pathos 
in the report contained in the Brih. Up., which lends it 
the appearance of priority, not only to the Kaul?. but 
also to the Chhand. Up. Pravahana Jaivali is also re
presented in the Chhand. Up. 1. 8, as having :first silen
ced the proud Brahmans and then imparted to them the 
true knowledge of Brahman. The Chhand. Up. V. 11, 
also narrates the story of five Brahmans who, with Udda
laka Aruni at their head, came to the Kf;latriya King 
Asvapati I\.aikeya anxious to know " what is our 
self and what is Brahman." The king, we are told, 
imparted to them the knowledge they had come for. This 
story is also recorded in the Satap. Brah. X. 6, 1, 1). 
Again, both the Bril;. Up. (II. 1, 15-20), and the Kauf?. 
Up. (IV), tell us that Ajatasatru, kjng of Kasi, taught 
another learned Brahmin, Gargya Balaki, the new philo
sophy. The expression : '' B,mhma me Vak?atiti vyeva 
't-va jnapayisyamtti '' (you ask ' Tell me on Brahman,' 
and I shall let you know clearly) is quite significant. 
Several other instances of this kind have also been record
ed in these three Upanis:ads, and in the Satap. Brahmal).a. 
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We learn from the latter source that King J anaka was 
honoured as one of the originators of this new speculative 
philosophy. In the same Brnl;maJ)n Yn,jfiavalkya also 
adheres as a pupil of Janaka (XI. 4, 5). Yajfiava]kya, · 
the author of the S~ttap. Drah. is also the central figure 
in the Rrih. Up. rrhis also iR a,n n,dditional proof of the 
great antiquity of the latter work. Professors Max 
Muller and Weber, from n mis-construetion of one of: 
Pat}ini'R ruleR (TV. B, tor)) held thttt, in Pii,I)ini's time, 
the Satap. Bra,h. waR regarded as a compm·n,tively 
modern work. But the mistake has long been pointed 
out by Dr. Goldstlielwr, in hiR learned work, " PfiDini : 
His Plnee in RanRkrit Literature." (p. 138.) It iR qnit(~ 
elear from Kittya.yana'R Vii,rttiika, n,nd eomrnent:c: on the 
Name by liho gmnnnn.rinnN Pn,tnJijali ancl Kaiynta, ns 
pointed. out by lJr. Goldstiiekor, that even i11 Ptil)ini':-; 
time, the Sa,i,np. Hril,h. waR, ou the cont,mry, regarded a,,; 

an aneieni, work. rrhn Brill. Up. mu:-;t, therefore, aiRo 
be of very great antiquii)y. Anrl there are very good 
reasons to hold, aH wo shaJI Ht;o pre::H~ntly, tlmi; it is at leaRt 
as old as the ninth century B.C. 

Prof. R~1pson aKRignR the Vedic collections between 
1,000-800 B.C. anrl the oldest Upanir;;ads to 600 B.C. 
(Ancient India, 1914, p. 181). The oldest of the Upa
ni~?ads, however, according to Prof. Macdone11, '' ean 
hardly be dated later tlmn ahout oOO B.C., since more 
important doctrines first met in them are presupposed by 
Buddhism " (History of Sans. Lit., p. 226). Prof. 
Deussen places what he calls ' New Vedic ' philosophi
cal literature consisting of the Sambitas, Brahmal)as :1nd 
the Upani;;;ads between 1,000-500 B.C. (Outlines ·of 
Indian Philosophy, p. 5). Prof. Max Muller has placed 
the oldest Upanif?ads about 700 B.C. (Six Systems., p . 
.6). Dr. S. N. Dasgupta has, in his History of Indian 
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Philosophy, placed the older Upani~ads between 700-680 
B.C. 

We are, however, unable to accept any of these 
dates. " The Sakyas had," we learn from Prof. Rhys 
Davids, '' already acknowledged, in the seventh century, 
the suzerainty of Kosala,'' and several unsuccessful in
vasions of KM! by the Kosalas, under their kings, Vanka, 
Dabbasena and Kamsa, are referred to a .date before the 
Buddha's time. Kasi was finally conquered and an
nexed to Kosala by Kamsa, as is evident from his epithet, 
' Conqueror of Benares,' " a standing addition to his 
name '' (Buddhistic India, 1903, p. 25). In the 
seventh century, the same authority tells us, the most 
important kingdom in India was the Northern Kosala 
(ibid, p. 44). Kosala must have attained this position 
after her annexation of IGisl. Kasi, or Benares, while 
the capital of an independent kingdom, was '' about 85 
miles " in extent (ibid, p. 35). The invasion of Kasi 
must have begun after she had commenced to decline; and 
even then, she successfully resisted her invaders at least 
for two generations. Tt is, therefore, quite reasonable 
to infer that KM1 must have been at the summit of her 
glory about the second half of the eighth century B.C. 
Now, when King Janaka of Videha was at the zenith of 
his glory, Ajatasatru, king of Kasi, was, we learn from 
the Brih. Up. envying his reputation. Conscious of the 
inferiority of his own position, as a patron of learning, 
he is reported to have once remarked in despair, ''Verily, 
all people run away saying, ' Janaka ' is our patron." 
(Bril{ Up. II. 1, 1.) Evidently then, when Janaka was 

_in the acme of his glory, KfiAi, under King Ajatasatru, 
· must have been only rising in power and eminence . 

. J anaka must, accordingly be placed about the middle of 
the ninth century B.C., and Kasi under Afatasatru, was. 
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then gradually rising in importance. The- Vedanta 
philosophy, even in its fully d~veloped shape, as contained 
in the BrilL Up., is then in all probability, quite as old 
as the ninth eentury B.C. And :mch a date alone is 
consistent with the fact that, even in Pal).ini's time, 
Yajnavalkya, the centrnJ figure in the BrilL Up., and 
author of the Satap. Brah., was rega.rded as an old 
authority. Professor Garbe has, therefore, come very 
near the truth when be sayH that '' the older Upani~ads 
originated approximately in the period from tbe oighth 
to tlH; sixth century, B.C." (Philosophy of Arwient 
Tn<lia, p. 5B). Prof. (Jidcnburg is still more corrcd i11 

placing tho origin of tbe Brahnmi)as, AJ'HI.Jyakas and 
older Upani~ads '' somewhere between tho flth and (!Jo 
7th eonturies before the Christian ora " (Buddha, p. 18). 
Prof. RapRou lms correctly placed the compihttion and 
the fourfold division of the Vedas between 1,000-800 
B.C. But he has failed to see that, as the best portions 
of some of the oldest Upnni~ads lmd eome into existence 
cvw1 before the appearance of tlw fourth Veda, they 
muflt be placed before 800 B.C., and that GOO B.C., the 
date he has assigned to them, is too late. 

A considerable portion of the BrilL and the Chhand. 
Upani~ads were, as already noticed, composed even be
fore the origin of the fourth Veda. Of these two, how
ever, the Jormer clearly appears to be somewhat older 
than the latter. Two reasons, in support of this conclu
sion, have already been mentioned. We shall mention 
here a third, and a very good reason. A careful perusal 
of the two works leaves hardly any doubt in the mind of 
the reader that, in the exposition of the central V edantic 
doctrines, the Chhand. Up. has closely followed 
the method adopted in the Brih. Up., and has, in 

'"so doing, advanced, at several places, almost the very 
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same arguments and analogies as used in the Brih. Up. 
In the latter Upani$ad however, those arguments and 
analogies appear distinctly· improved, both in their dic
tion, and manner of presentation.* Wherever the same 
arguments and illustrations appear in both the treatises, 
they have invariably been stated with much greater force 
and lucidity in the Ohhand. Up. than in the Brih. Up. 
This also clearly shmvs the close- proximity of tEe two 
works in origin, and the priority of the Br1lJ. Up. We 
are glad to see that this last mentioned fact has received 
the consideration it deserves in the hands of Prof. 
Deussen. Of all the Upani$ads, says he, " two oldest 
are the Brih. Up. and Ohhand ....... but it can be clearly 
proved that there are passages in Chh. which are not only 
younger than the parallel texts in the Brih., but even 
depend upon them. This is evident from the fact that 
several passages of Brih. recur more or less literally in 
Chh., but are no longer understood in their original 
meaning '' (Outlines of Indian Philosophy, pp. 23-24). 
The texts, he also tells us, in the Brih. Up., connected 
with the person of Yitjnavalkya contain '' the oldest 
g·erm of the doctrine of the Upani$ads, and consequently 
of Indian Philosophy " (ibid, p. 24). Of all the 
U pani$ads, the Brih., he adds, is the most " distinguished 
by its age, length and intrinsic importance," and, next 
to it comes the Chhand. (p. 21). And we have given ade
quate reasons in support of this fact. Again, Uddalaka, 
the central :figure in the Ohhand. Up., appears in the 
Brih. Up., in several considerations, as a mere learner of 
the new philosophy and even as a rival of Yajnavalkya at 

'1 Cf. Brih. IV. 5, 6-10; Chhand. VI. 1, 3-6; Brih. IV. 5, 
12; Cbhand. VI. 13, 1; Brih. IV. 4, 22; Ch. VIII. 4, 2; Brih. 
IV. 3, 31 a,nd IV. 5, 15; Chh. VII. 24, 1, etc. 
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the court of King Janalm (Brill. Up. III. 7); he plays a 
role much inferior to that of Yajfiavalkya. This also 
proves tho priority of the BrilL Up. to the Chhand. Up. 
And for reasons already stated, the Kau~. prob?Hy comes 
th]rd in the chronological order. 

Prof. Ma.x Muller has, with sevenLl others, placed 
King Ajiita!-latru aH '' later than J anaka '' (Six Systems, 
p. 18). But the BrilL Up., as already noticed, clearly 
<lescribes him as a contemporary of J anaka, whose great 
reputation as a patron of learning, he is reported to have 
envied. King Ajataf4atru of KaAi has, again, been 
wrongly i<lentified by several orientalists with the 
lV1agadha king of tho same name. Even Prof. Ma.x 
Muller was not free from his doubts on the point. 
Ajata.f4atrn, " the son of a Videhi princess," says he, 
(8ix Systems, p. 31), " HemlH two ministers ......... to 
Buddha to consult him ...... lt has been supposed by Rome 
Hcholars that this is the same Ajatasatru of KMI who ..... . 
silenced tho Brahm:1n BaH"tki (I\m1~. IV. 2, 1). But 
according to others, Ajatasatru ...... Rhould be taken ..... . 
as a general title of royalty; not as a proper name 
(S.B.E., XI, p. 1, note) However that may be, the 
eoincidence is certainly striking, and requires further 
explanation.'' Such confusions are, however, quite 
groundless. Well-attested tradition brands king 
Ajatasatru of Magadha as a patricide,-and he himself 
confessed his crime to Buddha,-and he, it is well
known, became king about 500 B.C. (V. Smith, Early 
History of India, p. 13); whereas Ajatasatru of KMI was 
a contemporary of J anaka, himself a great Vedantist and 
a patron of learning, and he flourished about the end of 
the 9th-century B.C., when Kas'i was rising steadily in 
importance under his rule. These two persons were 
thus widely opposed in character and temperament

1 
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ruled over two difierent kingdoms, and lived at !east 
three clean centuries apart. 

There has been a g~od deal of discussion as to the 
age and authorship of the Bhagavadglta. By a hoary 
tradition, it has been attributed to Kr~l)a Dvaipayana, 
the compiler of the Vedas. And all the commentators 

·on the Gita have unanimously accepted this tradition. 
It also bears the title of the Upani~ad. Prof. Max 
Muller thinks that '' it may belong to the end of the 
Upani~ad period " (Six SystemR, p. 81). There is, 
hmn3ver, great difficulty. The term ' Brahma Siitras ' 
occurs in the Glta. " Hear and learn from me," so says 
the Glta, '' of the Supreme Soul that has been declared 
in many ways by the seers in various metres, and by the 
words of the Brahma Siitras, which are definite and well
reasoned " (XIII, 4). It has been inferred from this 
that the Glta here refers to the Vedanta Siitras of 
Badarayal}a, and that the former must, accordingly, be a 
later work. But this inference does not appear to be 
very sound. From the presence of tlie term ' Brahma 
Si:"ttras ' in the Glta there is absolutely no reason to sup
pose that it refers to the work of Badarayal).a. Badara
yal}a has, we know, himself frequently referred 
to older teachers and workers in the same field, 
such as Atreya, Vadari, Asmarathya, Kar~;;i)ajini, 

Kasakrtsna, etc., some of whom were . regarded 
as high authorities on all great philosophical ques
tions at his time. Many, or all of them, as system
builders, must have composed Brahma Siitras -(aphorisms 
on the Vedanta) of their own, and Badarayal}a has ac
tually quoted their views in several places in his own 
work. It is, thus quite clear that Baaarayal).a's 
great work must have been the last of a series of similar 
productions, which, by reason of its great intrinsic merits 

9 
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and superiority, must have naturally driven the rest out 
of the field. rrhis hu,R oecurred more or less in all 
departments of thought, in j\neient India; Yaska for 
instanee, has mentioned many Niruktakaras; the Vi~1:m 
Purni;ta has named Sii.kaplil;ti as a Niruktakrt and Saka
pul;ti has even been qnoted by Ya,slm. Another Niruktakrt, 
Sthalaf}tlvi, has al:;;o been mentioned by Yaska. In the 
clomain of Antra literatme, the same has also been the 
caRe. Saunaka, vve know positively on the a,uthority of 
Sa(lguru 8isya, l1a,d torn into pieces his voluminous 
Kalpa, Sutra in fnvonr of the better vvork composed by 
his pupil, AHvala,yana (Halmsrakhandam Svakrtam 
S u tram Brfthmmptsann i b ham 8 i fjya svala yanaprityai 
8aunakena Vipatitam) (see also Muller, Ancient Sans. 
Lit., p. 238). This has also occurred, we know on the 
authority of PaJ;tini in the domain of grammar as well. 
It, therefore, follows that " The Sutras, or aphorisms 
which we possess," as Prof. Max Mi:iller also frankly ad
mits, " cannot possibly claim to represent the very first 
attempts at a systematic treatment; they must rather be 
the last summing up of what had been growing up 
during generations of isolated thinkers " (Six Systems, 
p. 98). And we have conclusive and definite proof in 
support of this contention. Tlw expression, Vedanta
Vijfiana-Sunischitarthah (Mund. III, 2, 6), is quite 
significant. It clearly proves that many thinkers had al
ready been in the field at the time of the Mund. Up., 
actually engaged in the difficult task of the preparation 
of systematic manual on the Vedanta, philosophy. 
Again in the Brih. Up. (II. 4. 10; IV. 5. 11), we meet 
with references to ' Sutras ' and ' Bha~yas ' (Com
mentaries)' which must have been in existence at its 
time. The presence of the term, ' Brahma-Sutra
padaih, ' ' 'according to the words of the Brahm a Slitras,' ' 
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in the Gita, does, accordingly, as little prove its posteri
ority to Badarayava' s work as that of 'Vedanta-Vijfiana
sunischitarthah' in Mund: Up. does the latter's posterior
ity to it. Evidently, therefore, the expression in the Gita 
must be taken, as Prof. Weber aptly suggests (Indian 
Lit., p. 242, note), " as an appellative rather than as a 
proper name.'' Many attempts at the systematisation 
of the Vedantic teachings must have been made before 
Badarayava' s appearance in the field. And this is 
quite clear from the '' Vedanta Sutras '' itself. The 
Vedanta Sutras of Badarayal)a contain repeated and 
distinct references to other system-builders, as 
already noticed, as well as to the Gita, to which 
Badarayal)a has appealed, in corroboration of his 
own views.* In the Vedanta Sutras we also meet 
with unmistakable references to passages in other 
parts of the Mahabharata as well. t Evidently, 
therefore, the expression, '' Brahma-Su_tra-padaih,'' 
occurring in the Gita must be taken as appellative, and 
not as a proper name, and the Gita must be treated 
as prior to the Vedanta Siitras. 

The problem of the authorship of the Glta is, how
ever, an extremely difficult one. The Grt::t forms an 
integral part of the Mahabharata, attributed to K:r~l)a
dvaipayana Vyasa. But what is the age of the Maha
bharata? The terms '' Bharata '' and '' Bharatadhar
macharjjal)_ " (in same MSS. '' Mahabharatadharma
charjjal)_") occur in Asvalayana's G:rhya Siitras (III. 4). 
Lassen, Max Muller, Goldstiicker and several others have 
accordingly held that the great Epic was known in 
Asvalayana's time. And Prof. Macdonell has concluded 

* Vediinkt Siitras, I, 2. 6; II, 3. 44; IV, 1, 2 and 10; IV, 
2, 20, etc. 

t Ibid, IV, 2. 18; III, 4. 37, etc. 
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that the great Epic probably came into being '' about 
the 5tlJ ce.ntury B.C.," the date generally ascribed to 
Ar:ivalityaua (History of Sans." l1it., p. 285). But thoro 
are reasons to think that the great Epie had existed, 
though not exactly in its present form, much earlier 
still. 

In the Satap. Brah. (XIII. 3, 1, 1), we meet with a 
statement of the various kinds of Racred books required 
to be read in eonneetion with the celebration of tho 
Asvamedlm Baerifice. On the 8th day of celebration which 
laBted for ten (layR in all, " the presiding priest," we 1tre 
told, " :-;ays, ' the Hihft:coa-Ve<la iN tlw Veda, this is the 
Veda,' and then IH~ reeitjus an 1tihft8a.'' r:I'he Ramo ac
cmrnL iN aiNu giv<~Jl in tl1c Nfi,JJkbftyana Rutnts (XVI. 1), 
and Ar!va,ln,yaua RiltraN (X. 7). In tho r:I'aittiriya 
Arai}yaka (II. 7) we ~1lso meet with tho expresRion " the 
Brahmm)as, tho Itiha,sas, and the Purf\:QaN,'' aR ineluded 
among Racred works. The Ramo expression a,lRo occ11rR in 
thn ~atap. Bl'fih. (XI, 7, I) n,n<l also in tlw Brilt. TTp. (II, 
1, LO; IV. l, :2; IV. 5. H). Aga,in in Llw Gldti:ind. 1Jp., at 
the beginJ1ing or the ninth I?rnpu.tlmlm, " a mention ot 
the six Vcdi\,J'lgas might be expeete(l ...... under Nomewlmt 
Ulli!Nllal lli\,lll()N--tlw n,ig-Ve<la, the Ynjur-Vcda, the 
Nfi,rna-V<\da, tlw /\t,lmrvana (wl1ieh is) tho fourth, tJ1e 
TLihil,~i<l n1HI PtlJ'i\lm (whi<~li arc) a lifth and (Clranmmr, or) 
t.IH' V<\<la of the V<~das" (r:f. Miillcr, Aneient Sans. J1it., 
p. JJ:3). Tn all tli<~Nc placeN the term, 'Ttihitsa' evidently 
Ntaml8 fol' the great l;ipic. Aud RfiyHJ)a, in his eommcnt
ary on tlw r:l1aittir1ya Anti)yalm, haN al8o identifie(l the 
term wit.l1 Lhc Mahfillhfi,rata. Awl from Pm;ini's rule TV. 
2, GO, \NU gathur tlmt tbe term, 'Tti.hfi,Bn,' really Htood for 
a written work then in existence, aN was long pointed 011t 
hy vVehnr (nidc Miiller, Ancient SnnR. l1it., p. 11 note). 
And we further know that, by a hoary tradition, the 
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Mahabharata is also known as the " Kar~IJ.a-Veaa," 
after its reputed author Kr~1_1advaipayana Vyasa, and 
not from " Kr::n.1a, a form of Vit_;l_lU," as Prof. Iviacdonell 
vvrongly holds (see History of Sans. Lit., p. 284, and also 
Mahabharata, I, 2300; Muller, Ancient Sans. ]~it., p. 42 
note; Lassen, Indian Antiquity, I, 789). But ' Kr~I_la
dvaipayana,' we know from the Vansa or dynasty list of 
teachers given in the last book of the Satap. Brah., was 
the teacher of Vaisampayana, the teacher of Yaska 
Paingi, the teacher of Tittiri, vvho, it seems, was a 
contemporary of Yajfiavalkya, the author of the Satap. 
Brah. If, therefore for reasons already mentioned, we 
have to place the Sa tap. Brah., in tJ1e 9th century B. C., 
we must place the Mahabharata or the Kanwa-Veda in 
the lOth century B.C. Hut the difficulty still remains, 
and we have yet to ascertain the original character of the 
Epic. The great Epic, as it stands to-day, consists of 
100,000 slokas. Some copper plates have recently been 
discovered and the inscription written on one of theRe 
plates, dated very likely 462 A.D. or at the latest 532 
A.D., runs as follows:-': It has been declared in the 
Mahabharata, the compilation embracing 100,000 
verses, by the highest sage Vyasa, the Vyasa of the 
Vedas, the son of ParMara, etc., etc." (see Macdonell, 
History of Sans. Lit., 287). It is, therefore, quite clear 
that the Mahabharata, as it stands to-day must be at least 
as old as about 500 A.D. But at the same time, we 
know clearly from the announcement made in Book I of 
the great Epic itself that the original Epic was much 
smaller, and that, before the incorporation of tbe stories 
or episorles into the ~pic, it contained ::H,OOO slokas, anrl 
that originaJly it consisted of only 8,800 slokas. We 
must, thAreJore,- conclude that Kr~1_1advaipayana Vyasa 
was evidently the author of this original Epic. But 
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what the exact nature of this work was it is very difficult 
to say. It is, however, clear that the Epic was regarded 
as a sacred work from the very beginning. We are, 
therefore, inclined to think that the original Epic also 
contained the (Eta in some form or other, although the 
Glta we possess to-day appears from its style, to be of 
much later origin. 

Some writers, and Colehrooke was one of them, 
have, however, wrongly identified Badarayal).a with Veda
VyA.sa, the compiler of the Vedas. Sankara, in his 
Commentary on the Vedanta Sutras (II. 3, 47: II, 3, 32) 
has repeatedly referred to Kr~J)a-Dvaipa.yana, the com
r5iler of the Vedas, and reputed author of the Maha
bharata, and has told us that he lived during the period 
of the trmJRition between the Dvftpara and Kali Yuga, hut 
he ha.R nowhere stated, as was first pointed out by Prof. 
Windisclnnann, that the Vyasa of the Epic was the same 
aR the author of the Vedn.nta Sutras. And this fully 
eouvineed tbe said Professor that Sm'ikara himself never 
regarded them as identical. And '' this judgment,'' 
aptly observes Prof. Max Muller, " ought not " to be 
'' lightly disturbed.''* But there are ample posi
tive evidences as well directly opposed to tbe identifica
tion in question. Yajiiavalkya, whose teachings are 
repeatedly referred to in the Vedanta Sutras of Badara
yal).a, was, it appears, a contemporary of Tittiri, a pupil 
of Yaska Paingi, a pupil of Vaisampayana, himself a 
pupil of Vyasa, the compiler of the Vedas. Evidently, 
therefore, Vyasa, the compiler of the Vedas, and teacher 
of Vaisampa,yana, could not possjbly be identical with 
Vyasa Badaraya1;a, who, in his wprk, Vedanta Siltras, 

. . 

* Miiller, Six Systems, p. 148. Of. Weber. Ind. Lit., 
p. 243. 
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has frequently distinctly referred to the teachings of 
Yajfiavalkya. The Sarna-Vidhana Brahmana, * in a 
somewhat myst.erious teac11er's chronological list, also 
shows the two Vyasas separated from each other by three 
intervening names. What this means we shall see 
hereafter. But it is quite evident from their list also 
that the two Vya,sas were separated from each other by a 
long interval of time. 

It is now esta.blished both by literary and inserip
tional evidences that both the kindred heterodox move
ments of J ainism and Buddhism arose in the 6th century 
B.C. But two such extensive and powerful movements 
which brought about so tremendous a revolution, intel
lectual, social and religious, in their train, must have 
long been in their process of ma.king. A considerable 
period of hard spa.de-work must have preceded their ac
tual outbreak. " Centuries seem to be necessary," to 
use Prof. Rapson's words, for " the accomplishment of 
transformations of so far-reaching a character.'' The 
ground had, without doubt, largely been prepared by the 
teachings of the Upanif;>ads, for the acceptance of the 
principles of social equality and of the futility of exter
nalism in religion. It is now widely accepted that these 
movements originated from Samkhya teachings. The 
later authoritative Upanif;>ads, which are distinctly pre
Buddhistic in origin, clearly testify to the existence, side 
by side with the pure Upani:;mdic teachings, of ideas and 
principles, which, though originally grown, it appears, 
within the Vedantic fold, subsequently separated from 
the Veda,ntic movement, and took different shapes 
i}1Af1e Samkhya, and .Yoga systems. The expressions, 

_/ 

* Of. 'l'he closing list in the Sama-Vidhan Brah.; MiUler, 
Ancient Sans. Lit., p. 190; Weber, Indian Lit., p. 24Q, note. 
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' attaiuable by the Si11i1khya and Yoga methods,' '(VI. 
18) ' Pradhana,' the prinHtl matter, (VI. 10), ' 1\:apila:' 
occurring in tho Svctu,. Up., ltre quite well-lmmvn. The 
same Upani~:;md nlso opeDR with the query-'' Should 
rrimo or N~ttnre or NecORBity 01' Clutnce or the Jmements 
he considered as the eansc (of the universe), or He who 
is cft!led Puru~n, tho Supreme Spirit?" (I. 2.) When 
these lineR were eompoRed, Sfimkhya, Vnisoi;\ikn nnfl 
various other schoolR of thonght o1· kindred RyHtoms of 
t('acbings hn(l evidently already been in tho field. Again, 
in thu Knt!Ja Op., ~we nonw ncroRN exproNsionl-l like 
I' ul(~ nrwvolvcd prinml llmttnr iB prior to tlle mind, ann 
Pun1:;;n. i::; prior to tho primal matter " (ITT. ll). NoY\7, 

tlH:se pnRsag(~k ;md similar otiH'I' expressions rnnt here and 
there in pr<'-HnddhiRtic Upani$<Hls dearly provu the exist
<'1Wn of SiiJilkhya and Yoga idonR before the nppertmnces 
of ,Jninism nnd Buddhism. 'The pnRsage, " Some say, 
ti1i8 (the world) <lid not t'XisL before, Nothing alone 
exist<~d; nnd out of Nothing thiR has como into being " 
(Chhii,nd. Up. VI. :3, J), also oonta5n n cJenr reference to 
Uw exiRtcne(' of even a type of thongltt analogous to the 
Bw!dhiHLic doctrine of the origin of the world out of 
Void. H is, however, very interesting to note that n,ll 
the refcrenees to Sn1ilkhyn ttnd Yoga teachings found in 
the .later antl10ritntive Up:tni:;;nds, are distinctly theistic 
in their V cdantic sense. The eaxliest references to the 
Sii,1i1khya conception of evol ntion nnd the Yoga teachings 
of union with the Absolnte Spirit, in their Vedantic sense 
are found even in the oldest Upani~ads, and more fre
quently and distinctly in the K::ttha and Svet. Upa
ni:;;ads, the Gita and the twelfth book of the Maha,
bharata. In all these places, these ideas stand distinctly 
in their strictly Veditntic form indissolubly blended to
gether with the funrlamental teachings of the Vedanta. 

I I 

I I 

I I 
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Even in the Brih. and the Chhand. Upani~ads, we meet 
with the conception of the cosmic. evolution from one 
Spiritual principle, in its developed form.* In fact, 
the entire Vedantic doctrine of creation is in fact, evo· 
lutional in character. " As from an invisible seed this 
huge Nyagrodha tree has come into being, so has this 
universe been evolved from the Self,' '-this is the subs
tance of Uddalaka's instruction to his son, Svetaketu 
(Chhand. Up. VI. 12, 3). In the Tait. Up. (II. 3), we 
are likewise told " From this Self the space has evolved, 
from space the air, from air the heat, from heat, 
water, from water, the earth, and from earth, the 
plants, etc." In the Brih. Up. (IV. 4, 17), we even 
meet with a reference to the twenty-five elements, and 

~~J~e elements, together with space, we are told, are 
· J, sustained in the Self. Similar conceptions are also 

found, in clearer forms, both in the Mahabharata, the 
Glta, and the later authoritative Upani~ads. We have, 
therefore, reasons to think that Samkhya and Yoga 
teachings originally arose within the fold of Vedan
tism itself, and existed as one of its integral parts. In 
the Mahabharata, Yajfiavalkya is, besides, presented as a 
great Yogi, devotee (Mahabha. XII, 11898,566). In the 
Brih. Up. also, he appears as a great devotee. In the 
Yajfiavalkya Smriti (III. 110), which must be the metri
cal version of an original, now lost, Yajfiavalkya, defi
nitely describes himself as the author of the Aral).yaka, 
which the commentator has naturally identified with 
the Brih. Arar)yaka, as well as of the Yoga-Siitra (Weber, 
Ind. Lit., p. 239, note; Muller, Ancient Sans. Lit., 
p. 3HO). In_all the references found in the authorita-

* Brih. I. 4, 10; II. 1; 20; IV. 4, 17, etc. Chh. VI. 2; 
VI. 12, etc. Tait. Up. II. 3 and 6; III. 1, etc. 
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tive Upani~ads, the Mahabharata and the Gtta, the term 
Yoga is invariably used in its Vedantic sense of union of 
the finite with tl~e Divine Spi~it. It is, therefore, evi
dent that both Sathkhya and Yoga ideaR were originally 
theistic ftml aro:.:;e with in the V edantie fold itself, and 
that it was only subsequently that they hifurca.ted along 
a different channel, and developed into the modern 
Sari1khya and Yoga systems. And it is these, in their 
later fornm, which Badarftyal)a lmH crii;iei8ed in the 
Vedrmta Siitras. We are tempted to go even a step fur
ther, and say that even at the time when the Glta 
declared that '' He alone sees truly, who treats Samkhya. 
and Yoga as identical," the two types of thought, 
Sa:rilkhya and Yoga, existed in their Verliintie form, anrl 
that the bifurcation just referred to was then only about 
to take place. On such a supposition alone, we can fnlly .l 

underRtand the significance of tho said pasRage in the 
Glta.. rphis iR however a point on which nothing can 
he said now clefinitely. But it is interesting to note that, 
in the rrattva-Samasa, we moot with a type of Sn.rhkbya. 
philosophy, wherein Purn:;;a. ha.s been identified with 
Brahman, the Supreme Self, and which, as says Prof. 
Max Muller (Six Systems, p. 29G), '' points certainly to 
an earlier and less pronounced Nir18vara, or Lordless 
character of the ancient Sitmkhya." The a.uthorship 
of this curious work is unknown; but very likely it 
tea.ches, a.s observes Prof. Ma.x Miill6r (Six Systems, p. 
2D5), " an earlier form of the Samkhya Philosophy tlum 
that we possess in the Karikas or in the Siitras. . When 
it agrees with the Karikas, sometimes almost verbatim, 
it is the metrical text that seems to pre-suppose the 
prose, not the prose the metrical version." This criti-
cism is quite sound. And in this work, Tattva-Samasa, 
we find a type of Sa.mkhya teachings more akin to the 
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Vedanta than otherwise. " Puru~a is," says this work, 
''without beginning, it is subtle, omnipresent, perceptive 
...... eternal, seer, experiencer, etc." This is certainly 
more Veaantic than anti-Vedantic. And the same may 
be said of the Yoga ideas as found in the authoritative 
Upanil?ads and the Gita, and the Mahabharata. 

The Sutra literature probably opened with the 
Srauta Sutras. Of the aphorisms of the Six Systems of 
Philosophy, the Yoga Sutras of Patafijali, from the 
author's reticence about other systems, have wrongly 
been regarded by many as the oldest philosophical Sutra 
work, now extant, and, exactly for the opposite reason, 
the Vedanta Sutras of Badarayal).a, as the latest. " The 
priority of the text-book,'' says Prof. Macdonell, refer
ring to the Yoga Si:Hras, " is rendered highly probable 

- by the fact, that it is the only philosophical Sutra work 
which contains no polemics against the others '' (His
tory of Sans. Lit., pp. 396, 399). And " in contrast 
to the two older and intimately connected dualistic 
schools of the Sarhkhya and Yoga," he adds, " there 
arose about the beginning of our era the only two, even 
of the six systems of philosophy, which were theistic 
from the outset, namely, the Purva Mimansa and the 
U ttara Mimansa. '' The age of the Mimansas, likewise 
observes Prof. Garbe, " we can place approximately at 
the beginning of the Christian era '' (Philosophy of An-
cient India, p. 16). But these views, we know to-day, 
are entirely wrong. The fact that the Vedanta Sutras 
referred to other systems of thought does not at all prove 
its,posteriority to the existing philosophy-manuals of the 

/systems criticised in it. It seems evident that, while 
criticising the anti-Vedantic positions, Badarayal).a had 
none of the existing anti-Veclantic philosophical manuals 
hefore him. And we arc glafl that Prof. Weber has 

Philosophical 
Manuals of 
Six Systems : 
their 
relative 
priority. 
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frankly admitted the force of this argument (Ind. IJit., 
p. 242). In fact, the nge of Pataiijali, the author of 
Mahabha~ya, has, on most de-finite and conclusive his
torical grounds, been already placed in the second cen
tury B.C.;* and he has been identified with the author 
of the Yoga Sutras. rnw age aHsigned to l)atafijali has 
long been genera1ly accepted, but his identification with 
the author of Yoga SU.tras, though accepted by many, has 
been rejected by Max Muller. " Nor has it been 
positively proved,'' says he, in hi1:1 Six Systenw o.f 
Indian Philosophy (p. 15H), " that Patafijali, the re
puted author of Yoga Siitras, was the same person as 
Patanja1i, the author of the Mahahha:;lya ...... Some scho-
lars have rushed at this conclusion ...... but this would 
force us to ascribe the most heterogeneous works to one 
and tbe same author." But is not the alleged difficulty -
purely imaginary? Be it wha.t it may, Sa(1gurusif3ya, 
in hiK cmnment<liry on KiUyfi.yann.'i:l Sn.rvfi,nuknuna., has 
most clearly told us that tlw great gnunmaria.n, Patai1-
jali, is aiRo the autlwr of the Yoga Siltras. " The 
Maha.vftrttilm (of Kfttynyana.),'' t-m.ys he, '' was like a 
boat on the grent oeen.n of Pri.J! ini 'r< grammnr. rPlw 
rules promulgated by him were explained by the Reverend 
Patafijali, the teacher of the Yoga Philosophy, himself 
the author of the Yoga Sa,Htra and the Nida.na.'' t This 
evidence is evidently most conclusive; and there cannot 
be the slightest doubt that Patafijali, the great gram
marian, was also the author of the Yoga SU.tras, and 
lived in the 2nd century B.C. 

·* Goldstlicker, Pi'tl).ini, pp. 229-30; Bhandarkar, Early His
tory of the Deccan, 2nd Ed. , Vol. I, p. 339 ; V. Smith, Early 
HiRtory of Tndin, p. RR7, note. 

t Of. Sac~gurusii;lyn/s Commentary on Snrviil;mkrama. 
Of. Max Mullet, Ancient Sans. Lit., pp. 235, 239. 
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There are equally strong reasons to prove that both ~f~~~:~~~ 
tbe Vedanta Sl!tras and the Purva Mimansa of J aimini work. 

are much prior to the Yoga Sutras in origin. Pf11;ini 
has inhis grammar (IV. 3, 110), referred to the Bhiksm 
Sutras, and has named Padtsarjya as its author. Now 
both Vacaspati Misra and Taranath Tarkavacaspati have 
definitely identified the Bhikf?u Sutras of Parasarjya with 
the Vedanta Sutras of Badarayal)a. * But Prof. 
Max Muller is reluctant to accept this identifi-
cation. " Parasarjya could have hardly been," say;;: 
he, " chosen as the titular name of Vyasa " (Six Sys-
tems, p. 128). We are, however, unable to accept this 
criticism as valid. It is not at all unusual in Sanskrit 
to use patronymics to denote sons or descendants, parti-
cularly when both are well-known personages. In the 

-Rig-Veda, for instance, King Sudas is often called 
-\ " Paijavanal;t," the son of Pijavana. t Likewise, in Rig-

Veda, VI. 26, 8, we meet with the expression, ' Pratar
dani,' the descendant of Pratardana. But we need not 
go so far back. Ramanuja himself has, in his Preface 
to his Commentary on the Vedanta Sutras, used the very 
word, ' Parasarjya,' as a synonym for Badarayal):L 
There he has characterised the Vedanta Sutras as " the 
nectar fallen from the lips of Parasarjya, '' ' ParMarjya 
vachah-sudham.' In fact, such patronymics are very 
common in Sanskrit Jiterature. t Nor is there anything 
unusual in applying the term, ' Bhiksm-sutras,' to 
Badarayal)a's work. The ]\fund. Up. (L 2, 11) clearly 

* Siddhanta Kaumudi, Vol. I, p. 592. 
Of. Max Muller, Six Systems, p. 154. 

t R. V., VII. 18, Hl. 
: Of. The Dynasty List of the first branch of the Bhrigus 

in Ai:lvalayana's Rrnuta S1-1tras, XII, 10, sMJ. Also the closing 
list of teachers in Sama-vidhana-Brii,hmm;w. See Muller, 
Ancient Sans. Lit., pp. 119, 385. 
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describes the Vedfmtic teadJCrs and devotees as ' Bhaikr:;a
carjya-ratiiJ.l," m; Jeadiug the life of the ~tscetics. Both 
f3vet. (VI. 21) and Mait. (IV. 3) Upani~ads mention 
' A8ramins,' monks, who were evidently V edantists. 
Nay, Ynjfinvalkya himself te11K us in the Brih. Up. (III. 
5, 1) that "UH~ Bralnnins luwing lmovm the Self tran
S<~cnd all dc:>ire:' I'm ROnR :tnd rieltes, and live as ascetics,'' 
Cl'ama,tmi\,naw viditvi\, Brnhmanah putrai~a~111ya8cha 

vi t trLi ~ttl) a,y~18clm. . . V yua,tthayMln hl1 ik };lacharjyam 
eharanti.' ') 'JlhiR is quite conclusive. AH<l \:Ve further 
know that Yrtjflnvall\ya also at last left l1is farnily, and 
livt\d as a monk (BrilL lJp. IV. 5, 15). Ro, it was quite 
llatural for Piii)ini to deRignatc the Vedfmtn SlitrnH of 
Bi\,dara,ym_w as the Bhik~u Si:'ttras. Besides, there is no 
other Slitm work known to liS whose a,uthor wn" "' Piirii
snrjya. Evidently, therefore, Vedftnta Sut.ntH must be 
.held as even prior to Pa,J_lin i. There are other weighty 
evidenees nr; \Vel! in support, of this eonclu::;ion. 8ail'kam 
himself has, in bis commentary on the V cdiinht Sf1tras 
(fTI. 3, 53), quoted UpnvarJ?tt as an olcl eommentato1· on 
Lhc same work, and K.<1thrt-Snrit-Sa.gara,, a, work of Ronm
<lcva Bhattn (early 12th ecntury) of Kashmir, has identi
fied llin1 \Vith the teacber of Piii)ini (Muller, Six SytJtcmH, 
p.l5a). And it ht!Js not been gainsaid by any one. 8a1ilmrn, 
it iH true, does not say even a word by way of Up::war~a' s 
introduction. But he mentions h1m as ' Bhagava,d ' or 
' Saint;' and the very vvay in which he refers to him 
leaves absolutely no doubt as to the identity of the per
son. He evidently deemed any introduction of so well
known a person as entirely superfluous. We further 
learn from Ramanuja' s preface to his commentary that 
' Bhagavad-Baudhrtyana ' was also one of the ancient 
commentators on the Vedant<1 Sutras, and that his ovvn 
stand-point is exactly the same a,s tha,t of Baudhn,yana. 
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Dr. Thibaut is not, however, sure ~<vhcther this Baudhi"t
yana '' is to be identified \Vith the author of Kalpa 
Sutras and other works ''·(Vedanta Si:Hras, p. xxii ) of 
the same name. Prof. Max Muller has, 11mvever, fnu•k
ly ac0epted this identification. In f8et, the identity of 
Upavar::;a with Pru_:tini's teacher and of Baudha.yana, the 
commentator on the Brabma Sutras, with Bandhayana, 
the author of Kalpa Sutras rests on a tradition too weighty 
to be lightly set aside. And, iJ both Sm'lkara 
Ramanuja are silent on the point, it iR simply because 
they considered the facts too \ve1l-known to need any 
special mention. vVe must, accordingly, conclude thaL, 
by the term, ' Bhik;;;u SiHras,' Pimil}i must have 
the Vedanta Sutras, and thi'tt Upavarr;;a, the teacher of 
Pal}ini, was one of its oldest commentators. vVe must, 
accordingly, hold the Vedanta Sutra.s as prior in origin to 

Pal}ini. 

And, from their mutual references, as \veil as for 
reasons to be stated hereafter, the t\vo Mimansl'\s must be 

~~~=+re~llltl~1,t-e~m1f€n~~l¥=""GJ:ks~=·~=~==-=-=·· ======== 

of the 4th century ' ' 
(Ancient Sans. Lit., p. 242). is clearly wrong 
in holding Pa:t;1ini as a contemporary of Katya,yanR .. 
rrhere is absolutely nothing to show J except the datement 
made in Somadeva's vwrk, mentioned by Max Muller, 
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which evidently is not meant to be taken seriously, tb.n!: 
1\i'\,tyayana over saw Pat)ini, even in the latter's old age. 
On the eontrary, it is quite clear that, when he wrote his 
Vitrttika on Pa,J)ini's Grammar, .Pai)ini was not alive. 
Dr. Bhamlarlmr placing Phl)ini in the pre-Buddhistic 
period, must be regarded as mpmlly untenable (Pal)ini 
His Place, pp. 12, 24:3). PnDini must he placed hetwee11 
Ba,d~lraym)a, and Kn,tyitya,na, tlu1t is, ::~,bout the end of the 
5th century B.C. The fact that the word ' Nirva:t::ti, ' 
was 11scd by Pa,~rini (VIII. 2, 50) in the sense of " not 
blmving a::; wind,'' and by Katyrtyana in the sense of 
" blowing out," aR pointed out by Dr. OoldRtuelwr, does 
not neccs8etrily support Goldstuder's contention (Pal).ini: 
His Pla,ee, p. '227), namely, Prtr;ini'R priority to Buddha. 
In all probability, tbe word Nirva,J)a was originally used in 
Buddhir:;tie literature cxrtctly in the sense of ' cessation of 
clesirer:; ' and the tranquillity of the mind Cal.lSeil by per
fect sclf-contro]. And thus understood, NirvaJ)a would 
renJiy mean '' not blowing as wind.'' Nirval).a, in the 
r:;cnse of ' blowing out ' or better ' blown out,' evidently 
nlpre8tmts the Buddhistic ideal in a .later stage of the 
movement. And all that can be rea,sonably inferred 
from such differences between the two grammarians in 
their use of the term is that Pal).ini lived in the earlier part 
of the Buddhistic movement, and Katyayana during its 
second stage, which is also exactly our contention. 
Moreover, Pal).ini, it is clear, did not know' Aral)yakas ' 
as independent treatises; and he has, as has also been 
pointed ont by Dr. Goldstucker, used the word to mean 
" living in the forest;" whereas Katyayana has remarked 
in his Varttika (IV. 2, 129) that the word was also used 
in the sense of " read in the forest." This fact also has 
been a grea,t riddle to many; and Goldstucker and Bhan
darkar have inferred from it the priority of Pal)ini to the 
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origin of the Ara:t;tyakas. We are, however, unable to 
accept this conclusion. ~ll of the Ara:t;tyakas, with the 
exception of the Aitareya Ara:t;tyaka, parts whereof are 
attributed to Saunaka and Asvalayana, and which is, 
therefore, comparatively later in origin (Muller, Ancient 
Sans. Lit., pp. 335-36), were originally included in their 
corresponding Brahma:t;tas as integral parts of the same 
and did not exist as independent works. The abovr.:J 
differences in the meaning of the word accordingly only 
indicate that Ara:t;tyakas did not exist as separate and in
dependent works in Pa:t;tini's time, and that it was only 
later that their independence, as a distinct type of sacred 
literature, received general recognition. '' The Brah
ma:t;tas," Madhusudana tells us, "consist of three parts : 
a£ commandments, additional explanations, and Vedanta 
doctrines, the latter being more particularly represented 
by the Upani~ads " (Muller, Ancient Sans. Lit., p. 344, 
note). This indicates that originally the Brahmal).as 
included their respective Aral).yakas and the Upani~ads as 
their integral parts, and that in Pa:t;tini's time these latter 
were not recognised as independent works. In Katya
yana's time, these, however, evidently received such 
recognition and independent position; and hence must be 
the difference between Pa:t;tini and Katyayana in the use 
of the word, Ara:t;tyaka .. Moreover, the Aryans of the 
north were not familiar, as Bhandarkar pointed out long 
ago (Early History of the Deccan, p. 6), " with the 
Southern countries and tribes in the time of Pa:t;tini, but 
were so in the time of Katyayana." Patafijali, however; 
shows an intimate acquaintance with the South, and 

~ aJso "notices variant readings of Katyayana' s Varttika," 
found in the texts of different schools of Grammarians. 
It also clearly shows that the three Grammarians wer1~ 

separated from one another by long intervals of time. 

11 
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And if Pat:tftjali lived in the 2nd century B.C., we have 
to place J(hliyu,yana about ~H50 ]3.0., and Pa1;tini one cen
tnry earliol' about 450 B.C. Again Prt,I,Jini's rule IV, B, 
105 HhowR, aH waH long pointed out by Dr. Goldstilcker 
(Pitl;tini : lh: Place, p. 1::38), that Yaji'itwalkya was re
garded as an nneiont teaeber even in Plh;tini's days. Thi.s 
rule waH tot~Llly miKconstruecl ftR aJready noticed by 
Max Miillur. But Yil,jfinvalkya Jived, aR we have Reen, 
about tho eml of the Dth century B.C. vVe must, ac
cordingly, place Pfi,J,Jini at least four centuries later. Thi•.; 
conRideration also leads ns to place Pfu;ini about 250 B.C. 
In fact, Dr. Go.ldsti1eker'f', frank rtdmiRRion on this point 
makes it impossible for .him at tho Rtuno time to place 
Pal)ini in tlw prc-Buddhistie age. It seemR, there is 
no escape from the conclusion that PaJ;tini Jived several 
centurioN later than Yfijfiavnlkya and nhout a century 
llefore .Kfi.tyfi,ymu\, vV c l1H1St, aeeordingly' place Pal).ini 
about tilt' middl<' of the 5th century B.C. And there e:ut 
indeed lmrdly be any doubt tlmt Pu,t)ini flouriR.IJed bet,veen 
Hfi,dnrfi,yar.w and Kfi,tyfi,yatm. And as Upavar$a, 
Pfi,I,lini's teacher, was one of tho oldest commentators on 
the Brahma SfltntH, we must place na,dara,ym;a at least 
very early in the 5th eentury B.C. 

rrlH:) Sii.Iilkhva-I\:itrikf\ of Isvarn Krsnn is the oldest 
•I • • • 

aublJOritative text-book on the Sn,mkhya philosophy as we 
find it to-day. Its author himself tells us at the end 
of his work, that tbe Snmkhya philosophy was originally 
promulgated by Kapila, and that Asuri received it from 
him, and Pancmsikha from Asuri-and he, we learn it 
from Tattva Snmi:isa, communicated the same to Patafi
jali, and that, through a succession of generations of 
teachers, it at last reaehed Isvara Kr$J:ta himself.* The 

-» Sankhya-Karika, VV. 70, 7J. 
Cf. Miiller, Six SyRtems, p. 293, 
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Samkhya Sutras is, as has long been pointed out by Dr. 
Hall (Samkhya Sara, Preface, p. 12) a spurious 'produc
tion of the 14th century at the earliest. Vacaspati 
Misra, who lived about 1150 A.D., and has written a 
commentary on the Karika, was not, it appears, aware of 
its existence. Nor was it known even to Madhava, the 
author of the Sarvadarsana-Sangraha, who lived in the 
14th century. Vijfiajnabhik~?u (in the 16th century) 
has written a commentary upon it. The Samkhya- . 
Karika was translated into Chinese between 557 and 587 
A.D., with Gau<;lapada's commentary on the same. The 
Indian tradition regards the Karika as a production of 
the 1st century B.C. 

Gaur;lapada, the commentator on Samkhya-Karika, 
has been confounded by scholars with his namesake, the 
'~,acher of Govinda, preceptor of Sankara, and author of 
the Karikas on the Mund. Up. The former must have 
lived about the 5th century A.:Q., and the latter about 
two hundred years later.* And this clearly explains 
Prof. Max Muller's reluctance to accept the information 
supplied by Mr. Beal about Gauqapada's commentary on 
the Sankhya-Karika as having been trapslated into Chi
nese before 582 A.D. '' How is that possible,'' asks he, 
'' without upsetting the little we know of the date of 
Gauqapada, the teacher of Govinda, the teacher of 
Sankara, whose '' literary career began, as is generally 
supposed about 788 A.D.?" (Six Systems, p. 293.) But 
this apprehension is altogether groundless; for the two 

~' Cf. Macdonell, History of Sans. Lit., p. 393; Muller, Six 
Systems, p. 293; Gough, Philosophy of the Upani~ads, p. 240; 
Weber, Ind. Lit., pp. 236-7; Colebrooke, Mis. Essays, 1837, 

/ Vol. I, pp. 95, 104, 233; Garbe, Sankhya Philosophy, p. 61; 
Deussen, System of the Vedanta, p. 25; Siistri, Doctrine of 
Maya, 1911, p. 84. 

Two 
GauQ.apadas 
confounded. 
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Gau<Japadas are not identienl. Paneasiklm, as the 
Kttrika tellB us, was the chief disr.;eminator of the Samkhya 
philoRophy, whose Sutras must have been superseded by 
the Karika. Prof. Max Mu.ller is, however, inclined to 
ntLI'ibute Tattva 8t1masn, a small work written in prose, 
already referred to, to him. It is .now impossible to r.;ay 
wlmt particmlar work.; on Si:trhkhya and other syr;tmYlB 
Bada,ru,yat_1a had before him while rof11ting tbem in l1is 
Vodrmta Slitras. 'J1hese must have disttppeared long ngo. 

\Vo hrwe alrcmdy referred to Patu,fijali, the founder 
of the modern Yoga phiJmmphy. 'J1l1e Yoga philosophy 
of Patafijali is only a selni-tlwir;tin prcKOlltation or the 
Snrhkhya system. rclw metnpbysieal ll<t:~is of 1Joth the 
8ysterns iN the ~mme. And the union of Yoga pmctices 
and belief in an extra-cosmic perNonal Clo<l with 
81\,thkl1ya doetri11e vva,r; Pataiijali 's work. " 'l'he ult~ 
mate end of both the~e Nyf'tems is," to 118c Prof. Max 
Miiller's words, " the Nnme, nmnely, the n,ttainmcnt of 
Vivelm, or tho power of discrimination between the self 
and the objective world, .Puru~a, :1nd PraJ;:rti '' (Six 
Systems, p. 42Ci). According to both, the ultimate end 
of existence is fr~edorn from desire£ and perfect detn,ch
ment from the world of sense and attn,inment of Stoic 
~elf-control and sclf-centredness. Pataiijali introduced 
into his system '' devotion to God '' merely as a means 
to the attainment of this ultimi1te end. The idea of 
communion and realisation of the ultimate unity of the 
Individui1l Self with the Universal Self, which formed 
the essence of the Vedantic Yoga, is altogether foreign to 
Patafij ali. 

The title of Patafijali's Yoga Sutras, it is, however, 
interesting to note, is "Atha YoganmJitsaniJ,ni," ' Now 
begins the instruction on the Yoga.' Tbe title of his 
MahabhiiA?ya is also ' Atha Sabdanusasanam,' ' Now 
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begins the instruction on Words.· The similarity be
tween the two titles is highly suggestive, and distinctly 
indicates their common origin. Moreover, the term, 
' Anusasanam,' ' Instructions based on older teachings ' 
is quite significant. '' \Vishing to collect together '' the 
essence of the teachings of different forms of Yoga, 
'' Patafijali commenced,'' Ma,dhava tells us, '' his 
Anusasana '' (Sarvadarsana Sangraha, Ed. Cowell, 
1882, p. 231). In fact, the very word ' Anusasana,' 
used by Patafijali himself as an appropriate title of his 
philosophical manual,-and this remark also applies to 
his great work on Pa1;ini's grammar,-is a clear admis
sion from Patafijali himself that he never regarded himself 
as the original founder of the Yoga philosophy, and that 
he, on the contrary, was only a worker following more or 
less in the footsteps of teachers who had gone before him. 
PaJ;lini too, we know, teaches the formation of the word 
Yogin. Badarayar:ta had also refuted the Yoga system in 
the Vedanta Siitras. It is also interesting to note here 
that, in the Vedanta Sutras, having first 1~efuted the 
Saii1khya doctrines, BadarayaJ;la has simply named the 
Yoga system and observed, "Yoga is also refuted thereby" 
(Vedanta Siitras, II. 1, 3). And, although subsequently 
Samkhya and other systems vvere re-examined more 
fully, he has not said anything more about the Yoga 
philosophy. It is, therefore, evident that, even in 
Badaray::u.1a' s time, doctrines analogou.s to those of Patafi
jali's Yoga had existed, and that, even then, Yoga and 
Samkhya systems were metaphysically virtually alike as 
they are found to-day. And that \Vas what led 
Badaraya1;a to think that the rcfubtion of the Rnrhkhya 
system also amounted to that of the Yoga. For reasons 
already stated, \Ve are, bmvever, inclined to think that 
originally both Snrhkhya and Yoga ideas grew within the 
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Vedantic school, and that it was only subsequently that 
they took their anti-Vedantic shapes. Vyasa has left a 
commentary on the Yoga Sutras. ,Bhoja Raja has also 
written a commentary on the same. We have another 
well-known commentary, Yoga-Varttika, from Vij:fiana
bhikf;lu. Vijfianabhik$U is also fully convinced that, how
ever different may be tho roans fo1lowod by the Vedant
ists and the Sarhkhya Yogins, the conception of God in 
both the schools was originally much the same (cf. 
Muller, Six Systems, p. 439). 

Of the two remaining systems, Vaiser;Jika (Atomism 
of Kal).ada) and Nyaya (Logic), the former iH evidently 
older in origin. In the very opening lines of the Bvet. 
Up., as already noticed, there is a distinct reference to a 
system analogous to it. \Ve must therefore regard it as 
pre-Buddhistic in origin. The Vaise~ilm doctrines criti
cised by Badarayal}a in the Ved5.nta Siitras evidently do 
no more form parts of the existing Sutras of the school 
than do the doctrines of other schools criticised in it form 
part of theirs. These must have been the teachings of 
the school as known in Badarayal).a's time, or necessary 
corollaries following from those then in existence. It is 
difficult to determine the age of tho Kal).ada Sutms and 
the Gautama Sutras (Gautama's Philosophical Manual on 
Logic). Mahadeo Ra,jaram Boda has placed them both 
" in the 5th or 4th century B.C." (Muller, Six Systems, 
p. 476). "KaJ!.ada was clearly acquainted," says Prof. 
Max Muller, '' with Gautama, while Gautama attacks ... 
certain doctrines of Kapila and B-adarayal).a.'' But con
clusions drawn from such considerations, be adds, "have 
no weight in the literary history of India '' ·(Six Systems, 
p. 287). The very fact, however, that the doctrines of 
the Vaisef?ika system (Atomism) have been refuted in the 
Vedanta Sutras, whereas Nyaya doctrines have nowhere 
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been noticed in the encycloprndic work of Badarayal).a, 
clearly indicates, as it was long pointed out by Colebrooke, 
(Mis. Essays, Vol. I, p. 352), the priority of the former. 
But the question is, can it be said positively that 
Badarayal).a bas nowhere referred to the Yoga system, 
though it is generally believed to be so?* It is diffi
cult to answer this question in the affirmative. Badara
yal).a, having successively dealt with Samkhya and Yoga 
doctrines, has, we know, observed at the end of his criti
cism of the Vaise~ika system, that, as it has been rejected 
by all decent and cultured men, it is unworthy of further 
consideration (Vedanta Sutras, II. 2, 17), Badarayal).a 
had, howev-er, made a similar remark once before 
(Vedanta Sutras, II. 1, 12). And there having general
ly dealt with both Samkhya and Yoga systems, he had told 
us '' and thereby all such systems as are rejeded by men 
of culture are also refuted " UI. 1, 12). Here also the 
Atomic system of Kal).ada was evidently referred to. But 
here Badarayal)a had used the plural form, ' all such sys
tems;' and the very use of the plural form inclines us to 
think that Badarayal)a here, along with the Vaise~ika 
system, probably also referred to its kindred system, the 
Nyaya, as well. And, if this interpretation of the afore
said statement of Badarayal).a is correct, Nyaya (Logic) 
system must have also existed in Badarayal)a's time. 
Gautama or Ak~apada, as Madhava calls him, has been 
identified with Gautama, the author of Pit:rmedha
Sutras, belonging to the Sama-Veda, by Anantayajvan in 
his commentary on the same (Weber, Ind. Lit., p. 
245, note). 

Prasthanapada wrote a commentary on the Sutras 
of Kal).ada. Gautama Sutras were annotated by Pak-

* Macdonell, History of Sans. Lit., p. 403; Weber, Ind. 
Lit., p. 245. 
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::;iJit 8wft.ttt1, nnd srilmcqucntly ddcnded by 1hlyota1mra, 
in tlw Gtl1 C(~ntury A.D., againRt the violent onRlaugbtR 
of' Dignftga. rFbis controversy was revived, from time to 
tiaw, tmtil Vfieaspati Misra, entirely crushed the hetero
dox intcrpretaticm of tlw Nyftya. SutraH, anil rc-eRtablished 
tile Brfi.lnnallical view. Tbe Western scholan; have 
placed VfLcaRpati Misra in the 11th century A.D. But 
this view if; untenable. F'mm what Vficasrmti l'vii8ra 
himHulf sayti in l1is Nyi1.yasTicinibnndlm al)(Hlt his agc.'X' 
vVe must plact~ him Hl the !Hit century A.D. 
A recently discovered copper plate also shows 
him as a eonternporary ol' Dlmrmaprila Lllc ruler of 
GamJ, wlw Aourisbccl in the Oth t(mtmy i\. D. atHl rnadc 
grant of four v ill agel' ncar Pam.HJ ravn.r<ll itl.tm to VftcaR
pati 1VIi8ra. r~otb the HystcnJS were originaLly atheistic in 
character, bnt lwcamo theistie later; and their tlJeology 
was f1t"St <lcvulopn<l ahout tltc 12tlt elmtury in Udayana
cflrjy;:'s 1\t!Stlmftiljali-j- wherein (lod lms hl'Cil coneeive<l as 
an extra-cosmic Hiller of the Hili verse, as a spt:('ifl,l all
controlling Mottl awong otJ1cr <·.o-dcmal i11dividtml souls 
and ntoms (c.f. Cowell's note to Cole brooke' H Mi~'L EsRays, 
Vol. I, p. ~8~). r[1 be two systems lmve been finally 
amalgamated hy Gangosa in his "Well-known 1vork, 
N ya.ya-Cintamai)i. And since then tlJCy llave r)assed 
through one and the same cl mnnel. 

The age of the Vedanta Sutiras of Ba,dara.ym)a has 
already been established. Co]ebrooke held J aimini to be 

'I' Nyayasfichinibandho' asiivalcari sudhiyiim rntlde : Sri Tl ii

chaspati MisrCJ}a Tlasvo·nkabctwubat. Vasu-8; Anlw-9, there

fore Tl a8van7wva81lVa"tsarc menns in the yen:r 898. Number is Lo 

he read f:ron1 tbe right to the left, 898 SmnvRt-842 (878~54) A.D. 

t Macdonell, History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 405. 
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prior to Badarayal).a (Mis. Essays, Vol. I, p. 239). Prof. 
Max Muller, however, holds them to be contemporary. 
" While BadarayaJ;la begins his~ Sutras," says he (Six 
Systems, p. 261), " with' Athato Brahmajij:fiasa,' 'Now, 
therefore, the desire of knowing Brahman,' J aimini 
(also), apparently in imitation of it, begins, with 'Athato 
Dharmajijfiasa,' ' Now, therefore, the desire of knowing 
Dharma or Duty.' " Moreover, both BadarayaJ;la and 
J aimini have quoted each oth"'er in their respective works. 
And from their mutual quotations, ·Prof. Max Muller has 
reasonably concluded them to be contemporary thinkers. 
The question is, however, a difficult one. In the closing 
list of teachers in the Sama-Vidhana Brah., Jaimini is 
shown as prior to BadarayaJ;la. This list represents 
Narada to be the first human promulgator of the teaching 
of the Sarna-Vidhana, and shows BadarayaJ;la as a remote 
descendant of Parasara, and as removed frorri Jaimini, on 
the list of teachers, by two intervening names. (Of. 
Muller, Ancient Sans. Lit., p. 190. Weber, Ind. Lit., 
p. 240, note). Prof. Weber has discovered in this list, 
as he thinks, a very strong argument in support of his 
contention that the two Mimarhsa Sutras of J aimini and 
BadarayaJ;la '' were not really composed by these teachers 
themselves," as their mutual references naturally imply, 
" but only by their respective schools " '(Ind. Lit., p. 
241). But he has, we fear, over-shot his mark. From the 
mention of J aimini as the teacher next in chronological 
order to Vyasa Parasarjya, by which evidently the com
piler of the Vedas is meant here, it may at first appear 
that the two were contemporary workers, and that J aimini 
succeeded Veda-Vyasa immediately after the termination 

/·of the latter's tenure of office. But it is not so. To 
understand this list properly, it must be interpreted in 
the light of other connected facts. The teachers cited in 

1~ 

Jaimini and 
Badarayal)a. 
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the two MimiiriH3i'ts " may be pointed out," as Prof. 
Weber himself admitR, '' in the T'aittiriya. Pratisakhya, 
and the Srn.uta-Sutm of KMyayana,'' or of Asvalaym:ia, 
and therefore, aR belonging to the Sntm pe.riod. In 
addition to mutual references to their respective authors, 
they also contain tho mtmeR of at least three teachers, 
ALecyn., Bri.<lari, 1\rir~J.mjina, common to them both 
CvVdmr, Ind. I1it., pp. 141, 242). Moreover, we know 
that " of the tree of the tajnr-Veda, there are twenty
seven branches, which Vaisampayana, the pupil of 
Vyas~1, compiled, and taught to as many disciples," and 
tlmt Yajfiavalkyn., the promulgator of the White Yajur
Veda, was alRo a disciple of Vaisamp~yana (Vi~l,lu
Pnril.J}a, p. 279). :BJvidently therefore, Veda-Vyfisa 
belonged to a much earlier ago, and was separated from 
Jaimini hy centuries. It is at tho same time clear, from 
tho anthorities <]UOted in their works, that tho authors of 
two MYmnrhsii.R hotl1 lived in the SiHra period, and were 
conkmporn.ry. And yot Jaimini is tra(litionally known 
a8 the promulgator of the SrtnlfJ.,-Veda* (Weber, Ind. Lit., 
p. 58); and Prof. Weber also frankly admits it (ibid, p. 
240). The fact is that, after the division of the hymnal 
literature by Vyri.sa into Rich, Yajus and Siiman, his 
immediate diRciplos, owing to the greater importance of 
tl1e first two Vedas, applied themselves immediately to 
tlte promulgation and teaching of the same, and the Sama.
Veda, it appears, was, for generations together, left in 
the background, until a.t Jast Jaimini took necessttry steps 
for its dissemination. And that is why J aimini is known 
as the promulgator of the Sama-Veda, and is yet shown 
in the above list as the successor of Veda-Vyasa. Prof. . . 

l<- f'aitkhayana Grih. Sutra 1 VII. 6. Vi~J?-. Pur., III, 4, 
8, 9. 
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Max Muller has, in his Ancient Sanskrit Literature, ahw 
referred to this list, and was, .it appears, also conscious 
of the difficulty involved in it. But he has not-nor has, 
so far as we are aware, anyone else-tried to explain it. 
We have, however, seen, why Jaimini is, by tradition, 
known as the promulgator of Sama-Veda, and shown in 
the above list as the successor of Vyasa, though separated 
from ·him by centuries, But the second part of the Jist 
is rather perplexing; for there Jaimini and Badaraya1;ta 
are shown separated from each other by two teachers. 
We shall hazard an explanation of this fact. vVe learn 
from the Pafichatantra that J aimini was killed by an ele
phant, '' a statement which, considering the antiquity of 

.·this work," as Prof. Weber himself is inclined to admit1 

" is always of some value " (Ind. Lit., p. 240, note). 
Now, if we turn to the three successors of Jaimini, men
tioned in the list, we find that his immediate successor 
was Pau~pimji, a man unknown to name and fame, 
and that the second was ParasaryyaJ;J.a, a Yajur-Veda* 
teacher, and that the third was BadarayaJ;J.a, a profound 
Vedantist. It is also interesting to note that none of 
these three, not even BadarayaJ;J.a, has left any work on 
this branch of the Veda, and that real work of the school 
began only with TaJ;J.<;li, who followed BaaarayaJ;J.a, and 
wrote the most important and oldest BrahmaJ;J.a of the 
school, the Pafichavirhsa or TaJ;~.<;l.ya BrahmaJ;J.a. The very 
f~et that three such· persons ·having nothing. cmmnon 
~riloug them successively stepped into the office va(Jated by. 
:.I'.a,iwini,. and that.none of them has left any fruits· of their 
,'~~~k during this period,-although at leasto~e qf thell1,_ 
J?:ij\darayaJ;J.a, :with his great carlibre and acu_men, would 

* 0/. Vamsa list in the Madhu Ka:t;t~a {)f the Satap. 
Brahrna:t;ta; ale;o Muller, 1\ricient. Sans. Lit., p: 4&9. 
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have certainly been the last person to do so, had the work 
been a part of his regular vocation,-lends a strong sup
port to a hypothesis that it was only to meet a sudden and 
unexpected emergency that these three teachers Fmcces
sively stepped into the vacant office, for a short period, 
just to keep the work a-going, until Tal}.<F was found to 
take up the work permanently. Very likely on Jaimini's 
sndden death, Pilrnf;'pimji, probably the only person im
mediately available, took up the work, to be soon succeed
ed by a. Y a.:jur-Vedn teacher. And probably it was soon 
found difficult for a Yajur-Veda teacher also to teach 
Sama-Veda; and so, Badarayal)a had to step into the 
office, until proper men were found to take it up. Some 
sueh .hypotlwsis alone seems to explain how J aimini 
and Badarayal)a, though contemporary workers, are 
shown in the above list as separated by two teachers. 
Be that what it may, from their mutun,l references and 
the citation of common authorities, as well as judged in 
the Jight of tho tradition, the two M1mari:lsi1s must be 
treated as of the same age, though probably Jaimini was 
senior of the two writers; and that is probably why 
Madhava calls his work prior •:• prachi.' '* 

The oldest . commentary extant on the Purva
Mimamsa is that of Savaar Svamin, which again was 
commented on by Kumarila. Maw~ana Misra, Kumari
la's pupil, was a rival of Sankara. MaD(iana's wife, 
Ubhayabharati, it is interesting to note, acted as the 
referee during the great controversy that took place be
tween MavQ.ana and Sankara. This lady, it is stated, 
was well-read in the Vedas, with all the auxiliary 

- branches of learning, and in all the six schools of philo~ 
sophy. And, when she found her husband, himself a"·.", 

. "-· 
I * Sarvadarsana Samgraha, p. 122! 1, L. S. 
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veteran scholar and the greatest authority of the time on 
his subject, giving way, she, with 8,ankara's permission 
took her husband's side, and kept his opponent at bay for 
a while. At the end, both husband and wife acknow
ledged Sankara' s superiority, and became his disciples. 
This controversy, which lasted for several days, was, 

(
1 with its attendant circumstances, a unique and remark

able event. And it would have indeed been an honour to 
any other country in the world in any epoch of history. 
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CHAPTER I 

" vVJJiJe Brahmanical teaching and conduct of life 
wore surrounding tho existence of Indian peoples in ever 
denser toils, we sec," to use Prof. Deussen's words 
(Rystom of tho Vedanta, p. 17), " ripening on tho 
branch of BralmHmism iLseH a world concept, which, 
though outwardly bound up witJ1 it, was inwardly op
posed to it in its very ba::.;is. Already in the Rig-Veda,, 
strong movements of a certain philosophical. tendency 
make themselves manifest. We perceive a special seek
ing and asking after the Unity, which Jlwdly lies at the 
basis of all diversity; we soc many attemptB being made 
to solve tho riddle of creation; to grasp through tho mot
ley changes of tho world of appearances, througl1 the 
more and more richly developed variety of tile Vedic 
pantbeon, tlw one formless principle of all that has 
form,'' one principle which manifests itself in various 
forms, and stirs and pulsates in them all, as finite 
centres of the self-manifestation of the Infinite. 

'' The rest and peace which are required for deep 
thought or for accurate observation of the movements of 
the soul, were," says Prof. Max Muller (Three Lectures 
on the Vedanta, p. 8), " more easily found in the silent 
forests of India than in the noisy streets of our so-called 
centres of civilisation.'' There may or may not be much 
truth in this observation. But the fact remains that 
the Indian speculative genius was very deeply stirred by 
profound philosophical problems very early, and that 
there are distinct traces of sublime movements of the·, 
soul even in their oldest records. In the hymns of the 
last book of the Rig~Veda, we first come across the clear 
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dawn of this speculative movement. Many of these 
hymns present their authors boldly to have faced the 
great problem of the origin of the cosmic order and of 
the ultimate ground of the unity and harmony, under
lying the plurality of experience, of one Ultimate 
Principle or Reality mamfested in all existents. 

The celebrated Nasadi"ya hymn (R.V., X. 129) re
presents one of the earliest instances of such attempts at 
solving the supreme mystery of the universe. The poem 
tells us of the One which, before the origin of the world, 
breathed alone without air, with the ' non-Being,' the 
unevolved manifold of experience, latent in it, and of the 
' being,' the evolved manifold, as having sprung from 
it. In the third stanza of the poem, we are told, '' the 
sages searching in the heart by wisdom discovered the 
root of ' being ' in ' non-being '." The last stanza of 
the poem runs thus:-

" He from whom this creation arose, whether he 
made it or did not make it ; the highest seer in 
the highest heaven, he forsooth knows it; or 
even he does not know ! '' 

'' The poet himself is not quite clear,'' says Prof. 
Max Muller. (Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 65), 
'' in his own mind, and he is constantly oscillating 
between a personal and impersonal or rather Sllper-per
sonal cause from whom the universe emanated. But 
this step from a sexual to a sexless god, from a mytholo-

gical7Tp;;;o<> to a me.taphysical 7Tp~ov had evidently 
been made at that early time, and with it a decisive step 
from mythology to philosophy had been taken." Prof. 
Deussen also regards the poem as '' the most remarkable 
monument of the oldest philosophy " (Outl!nes of In
dian Philosophy, p. 13). The poem is, indeed, the ex· 



'rho signi
fteance of the 
hymn, 
R.V., X.121. 

96 THE VEDANTA 

pression of a deep and profourtd yearning, clothed though 
it is in somewhat obscure J::mguage, as such thoughts 
are bound to be when :first conceived. It is a bold at
tempt on the part of the poet for comprehending the ulti
mate source of the cosmic order-the ground '' from 
which, as an eternal, unfathomable and unspeakable 
unity, rtll gods, worlds, n.nd crea,tures " have evolved. 
But Prof. Garbe has found in it nothing but '' unclear, 
self-contradictory tmins of thought '' (Philosophy of 
Ancient India, p. 1). The indecision expressed in the 
last stanza of the poem is highly significant; and it is 
absurd to take the poet to taFdc for it. IR the ultimate 
gro~md of the world of plurality an unconscious or sub
conscious principle, or is it a spiritunl principle which 
has consciously evolved the world of plurality from 
within as materials of its own life? This is, in fact, 
the question at iskiuo hero ; and tlw very fact that such 
an interrogation could have been so clearly formulated, 
in so remote an age, is itself a great thing, and a clear 
proof of a distinct advance towards speculative philoso
phy. 

In R.V., X. 121, we meet with what may probably 
be regarded as a still more remarkable expression of the 
conception of the cosmic unity .. The poem speaks of an 
all;.pervading Reality, revealing itself in and through 
the cosmic forces, and tells us that the snow-capped 
Himalayas and the seas with the rivers flowing into 
them are but the expressions of his glory, and that 
all quarters are his arms, and that the sun rises and 
shines in him (Yatra sura]J udita]J vivhliti). The poem 
ends with the following exclamation:-

" Than thou, 0 Lord of the universe, there is none 
else, who holds in his embrace the whole universe.'' The 
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conception embodied in this poem is indeed very deep 
and lofty. The sense of the cosmic unity as the expres
sion of an ultimate spiritual principle has, here, found a 
distinct expression. This poem has, however, been great
ly misunderstood. From the expression, '' To which 
god shall we offer our sacrificial offerings?'' which 
is the burden of the poem and has been repeated at the 
end of each stanza, Professors Weber and Max Muller, 
as well as several other scholars, have treated the poem 
as an invocation to the ' Great Unknown,' and have ac
cordingly, regarded the concluding couplet, wherein 
Prajapati, the Lord of creation, has been mentioned, as 
an interpolation (Muller, Six Systems, p. 62). The 
great commentator Sayana, following a confused tradi
tion, has, on the other hand, regarded the poem as an 
invocation to ' Kal,l:,' used as a synonym for Prajapati 
'' the Lord of the creation.'' Thus tlile real implication 
of the poem, and of the query in particular, has, it 
seems, been completely misunderstood. The poem is 
not at all an invocation to the Great Unknown, nor is 
the last couplet an interpolation. The poem is consis
tent from beginning to end. It is the outcome of a liv
ing consciousness on the part of the poet, of the ulti
mate Reality, manifested in the world as Visvarupa. In 
the ecstasy of such realisation, the poet naturally felt the 
absurdity and vanity of the old forms of worship. There 
is an ellipsis to be supplied in each stanza, immediately 
preceding the query. After " In whom the sun rises 
and shines,'' etc., for instance, comes the ellipsis in that 
particular stanza. And the lines, together with the 
ellipsis supplied, will stand thus :-

'' In whom the sun rises and shines, etc.
(He alone is to be known and meditated on) 
To which god shall we offer sacrificial offerings?" 

13 
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l'he answer evidently is-'' There IS none to be so 
worshipped.'' And the term, Pmjapati,-not in its 
deistic sense, but in the sense of the internal Ruler of the .. 
cosmic order-naturally pret>ented itself as the right ap-
pellation for th_e Deity, conceived as the Universal Spirit. 
That this is the real implication of the query, can also 
be easily gathered from the expression, '' Than thou 
there is none else,'' occurring in the last line but one. 
And thus understood, we also fnul a perfect unity and 
continuity of thought running through ilhc poem. The 
poem, in fact, represents tho dawn of a new vision of tho 
Reality, which is distinctly Vodftntic in character. And 
Prof. Max Miillor :llso seems to he, to smno extent, 
aware of it. 'J.1he sentiment embodied in tbe poem iR, 
says he, much deeper than " the Semitic demnJld for a 
god above all gods, or for a father of goos an(l men, aP 
in Greece, ......... 'J?he ground for this lies dcnpor" (llJid, 
p. 56). 

In R.V., X. 81, we meet with another n.nd an C(pwJ
ly sublime exproRsion of the ultimate ground an(l nniily 
of the plurality of experience. In R.V., X. 125, Va.ch, 
the word, is, again, represented as oeclaring horRclf as 
both the constituent element (material cause) and the 
ultimatC! ground (efficient cause) of the cosmic-order. In 
the third stanza of the poem, Vach has been represented 
as declaring-

" Me have the gods i.n many forms displayed, 
Me living everywhere, and entering all things."* 

The conception embodied in these lines is highly signifi
cant. Colebrooke has identified Vach with the creative 

* For English translation of the poem, see Coiebrooke, Mis. 
Essays, I, p. 28; Miiller, Six Sy.stems, p. 86; Griffiths, I, 171; 
etG. 
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power of Brahman proceeding from him. Prof. Weber 
has discovered a remarkable similarity between the 
Vedic Vach and the Neo-Platonic conception of Logos 
(ImL Stud., Vol. IX, p. 473), and is inclined to hold 
that " the growth of the Neo-Platonic idea was in
fluenced by the like views of the philosophical systems 
of India." Prof. Max Mtiller also admits the remark
able resemblance between the Indian Vach, on the one 
hand, and the Logos, and more particularly, the Sophia 
of the Old Testament, but he thinks that here " there is 
nothing, as yet, approaching to the conception of the 
Word, as the Creative power." (Six Systems, p. 87 .) 

The speculative genius of the hymnal period has, 
howeYer, reached its acme, perhaps, in the celebrated 
Puruf:Ja Hymn (H.V., X. 90). It represents the entire 
cosmic-order, with its multiplicity of things and beings, 
as the outcome of a process of self-diiferentiation on the 
part of the Ultimate Reality. Here are some lines of 
the poem which will speak for themselves:-

'!. The embodied Spirit has thousand heads, 
thousand eyes, thousand feet. He pervades the 
whole world and transcends it by a (clear) space 
of ten fingers. All that exists, all that has been, 
and all that shall be, is this Self (Puru~al;l). He 
is the Lord of immortality." 

How significant are the words, '' All this is the Self : 
all that is, has been, and is yet to be is He l" (Purtt$a 
eva idam saTvam, yat bhutam yacca bhavyam). This 
hymn also contains references to the four-fold division 
of the Vedas as well as to the four-fold division of 

__ _.-//'labour. rrhe> latter division was originally based on the 
principle of the division of work according to individual 
aptitude, capacity or fitness, and it was only later that 

Purusa
Siitn1 
and its 
implications. 



Philosophical 
Speculations 
in the 
Brahmal}as. 

100 'I'HB VBDAN'l'A 

it has degenerated into the morbid and unhealthy insti
tution of caste. And it is evident, from these references, 
that this hymn is oJ comparatively late origin. Origi
nally, the Vedas were three in number and the Atha,rva
V eda, ca,mo into existence some centuries btcr. rebo pre
sence of a reference to the fourth Vedn in the Puru~a

Sukta l1rw therefore nat1n·;dly led some scholm·R to regard 
it atJ an intorpola,tion. lt is rn<tily difficult to 11void the 
conclusion that, if not tho wlJOlc of the Puru~m-SCikta, at 
least the portions eont<Lining the above references must 
be regarded as compc)8ition of a much later age. 
But, apart from these references, the poem may be re
garded as really representing the high-water mark of 
the philosophical spceulntion of th.e hymnal nge. We 
shall bore refer to one other Big-Vedic passa,go, which 
has, it seems, escaped the attention of Vedic schohtrs; 
and this shall be our last. In n. V., 1.164, '20, we meet 
with a highly significant, though clumsily expressed, 
representation of tho 1.ntinmte and organic relation 
between the individual soul and the Absolute Spirit, 
manifested in the world of plurality, as its indwelling 
Spirit. They are metaphorically represented as two 
beautiful birds, devoted to each other, and dwelling to
gether on the same branch of a tree, one of them (indi
vidual soul) receiving his nourishment from the other, 
and the other offering the same with utmost delight, and 
requiring nothing for his own nourishment. These and 
similar other reflective and quasi-philosophical poems, 
scattered here and there in the Rig-Veda, formed the 
quarries wherein we discover the earliest rudiments of the 
Vedantic speculation in their slow process of crystallisa
tion. 

Here however we are confronted with a, difficulty. 
Even in the oldest Upanis;ads, the cardinal principles of 
the Vedantic doctrines are found already fully worked 
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out. But is it conceivable that the dim and broken 
rays of thought which had been struggling hard for an 
outlet, through the thick mists of the hymnal atmo
sphere, flashed forth all on a sudden into the glories of a 
bright, mid-day summer sun in the oldest of the Upani
~ads? ·This, though probably possible physically, is 

·f!l certainly impossible psychologically. To get rid of this 
difficulty, we are forced " to admit," to use Prof. 
Max Muller's words (Sii Systems ofindian Philosophy, 
pp. 6-7), " a long familiarity with philosophical prob
lems before the time that gave birth to the Upani!;;ads 
which we possess.'' As India is fertilised by numerous 
systems of rivers, he continues, '' all pointing to the 
snowy mountains in the north, we can see the Indian 
mind was being nourished through ever so many chan
nels, all starting from a vast accumulation of.. .......... 
thought, of which we seem to see the last remnants only 
in our Upani~?ads, while the original springs are lost to 
us for ever.'' The intermediate period between the 
hymns and the Upani~ads was evidently a very fertile 
one. Its main defect was, it seems, a lack of syste
matic and critical examinations of individual doctrines. 
This is very likely the cause why the speculative litera
ture of this period has been virtually superseded by the 
systematic speculation of the Upani!;;ads, and why, ex
cept stray citations, met with here and there in the 
Br~hma:r;tas and Ara1;yakas, we have nothing of the 
activities of this period left to us. The semi-philoso~ 
phical hymns in the Rig-Veda were only the index of a 
new line of speculation, a new order of thought in a 
slow process of making, a new streamlet bound to grow 
and expand more and more, and ultimately to swell into 
a torrent. And historical evidences are not altogether 
lacking to show that it actually so happened, and that the 
t1 ansition from the pale dawn of speculation in the 
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hymnal period to ittJ vtgoroutJ outburst in the Upanismdic 
literature was not an abrupt one. In R.V., X. 81, the 
poet had a,sked-

" What was the Wood, what was the r_rrce, 
From which the earth and the heaven were hewn?'' 

In the Tait. Brah. (II.8, 8-10) the same question has 
been repeated, and an answer has been given to it in the 
following words:-

"Brahman (the Supreme Self) is the Wood, 
Brahman the fJ.1ree, 

From which the earth and the heaven have 
been hewn.'' 

Again, in tlw Batap. nrrt.h., IV .2, 2, we fmd the follow
ing, " AU this (the plurnJity of exit->tentA) is the Self.'' 
(SMvarn hi aymn !Thna). In the same Brahm::n;a 
(XIV. 7, 2, 28) we are again told-

'' Having become tranquil, self-subdued, supreme
ly indiHcrent, patient, full of faith u,nd intent, 
let him (the individual) see the Soul in the 
Soul.* 

Now, it is in these utteru,nces that we first come across 
such terms as 13rahnu,n, in its Venantic sense of the 
Absolute, and Atrnft, the Supreme Soul. These words, 
in their connotation, are evidently distinctly Vedantie. 
They form members of one definite and comprehensive 
system of thought. And it must have been impossible 
for them to have obtained currency in the pre-U pani
:;;adic literature in isolation from the other inter-rela.ted 
members of the group. And their very presence in the .. 

* Of. Cowell, Sarvadarsana Samgraha, p. 255. 

""' ., -
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pre-Upani~adic literature is an unmistakable proof that 
the whole system of thought implied in them must have 
been in existence even before the appearance of the old
est of the Upani~ads. rr1he systematic philosophy of 
the Upani:;;ads must have superseded the kindred litera
ture of this period ; and that is why it is almost com
pletely lost to us. 

The aforesaid and similar other stray philosophical 
utterances, found in the pre-Upani~adic literature, 
gave a rude shock to the hymnal theology, with its 
rituals and ceremonials. But it continued to hold its 
sway upon popular imagination until the advent of the 
Upani:;mds. And it was in the Upanir;;ads themselves 
that the old and semi-animistic theories of the origin 
(and periodical dissolutions) of the universe were, for 
the first time, definitely and finally discarded, and the 
Cosmological problem was re-formulated in a strictly 
metaphysical form. And this came as a death-blow 
which completely shattered the foundations of the 
hymnal theology, and paved the way for the dawn of a 
new era of awakening in the land, which, on its practi
cal side, found its partial yet bold expression in the great 
ethico-social movement as represented m early 
Buddhism. 
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CHAPTER II 

VBDAN'l'ISM : WHA'l' l'l' IS AND WHAT l'l' IS NOT 

'' DemocrituR had regarded the atoms and their 
motion, Plato the Ideas and their fmal causation,'' to 
use Windolband's words (History of Philosophy, 
p. 139), " as the causes of pltenomona-causcs different 
from the phenomena themselves." Aristotle, however, 
determined the true reality-that which is-as the 
essence which unfolds in the phenomena themselves. He 
denounced the attempt to think out as the cause of phe
nomena something different from tbem (a second world), 
and taught that the Being of things, possesses no reality 
apart from '' the phoDomonn, in which it ronJises itself '' 
-that Being is '' the esPence which eomtitutes the one 
and the only grou11d of its individnnl formniiions, but is 
real or actli'al only in theRe tlwmselvcR, ancl all pheno
menal appen,rance or coming into being '' is but '' tho 
realisation of the essence." The opposition between 
the Heraclitic and the Eleatic metaphysics was thus vir
tually solved by Aristotle. Again, '' the Greek theory 
assumed ' the objects ' n,s given independently of 
thought, and regarded the intellectual processes as en
tirely dependent upon the objects; at the most, it was 
the mission of the intellectual processes to reproduce 
these objects by way of copy, or allow themselves to be 
guided by them. Kant discovered that the objects of 
thought are. none other than the products of thought it
self" (Ibid, p. 544). Now, these two currents of 
thought, the Aristotelian and the Kantian movements, 
had been unified in the Vedantic speculation in India. 
at least as early as about 800 B.C. The world of plu-



VEDANTISM : WHAT IT IS AND WHAT IT IS NOT 105 

rality, as perceived by the senses, unconnected and dis
crete, and appearing as existing independently of 
thought, was the foundation of the pre-Vedantic posi
tion in India. But experience, involving both the sub
ject and the object as two factors of an inter-related 
whole, and the consequent rejection of the aforesaid sen
suous view of reality, formed the starting-point of the 
Vedantic speculation. The world of self and the world 
of not-self are but- two manifestations of one Ultimate 
Reality, one eternally self-differentiating spiritual prin
ciple, Brahman, which is realised in the plurality of 
existents, finite centres of the Infinite's self-manifesta
tion, and includes and unites them all in its all-embrac
ing Unity, which is pure " inwardness," and has no
thing external to it, and " wherein the terms external 

_ and internal lose all their meaning and application." 
" This is the central conception of the Vedanta. 

The concept of Brahman, as an eternally self- The term 

differentiating spiritual principle, is, indeed, the pivot, ~;:~:Ctn 
on which the entire Vedantic Panentheism rests. The 
term Brahman, says Prof. Max Muller, is derived from 
brih, to break or burst forth. " If brih meant original-
ly," says he, " to break or burst forth, brahman would 
have meant at first what breaks forth, an utterance, a 
word, and in this sense, in the sense of prayer, brahman 
is of very frequent occurrence in the Veda. It might, 
however, at the same time, have meant, what bursts 
forth, in the sense of ............ creation or creator, par-
ticularly when creation was conceived, not as the mak
ing, but as a coming forth."* Anandagiri, in his gloss 
on Saiikara's commentary on the Tait. Up. derives 
the term t' from brih, to grow,- to expand," and ob-

*Muller, Three Lectures on the Vedanta, p. 149. 
Of. Deussen, Outlines qf Indian Philosoph-y, ll· 20. 

-l4: 
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serves that the term is " an expression of growth and 
greatness." Tho term Brahman, as used in the 
Vedanta, has, indeed, a double significance,- The crea
tion, regarded as an effect, a modification or 
self-differentiation, of the ultimate causal prin-
ciple, is nothing but a, ' bursting forth,' self-
differentiation, or expansion of Brahman, the 
Ultimate Reality. But the term also means 
the all-comprehensive and aJI-trnnsccnding Reality, 
Bhuma, the Infinite, Niratisayabrihat, as Ramanuja 
put~ it. Vijnanabhikl?u, in dealing with the same ques
tion, likewise observes, '' the Self is called Brahman, 
both by reason of its infinitude, :=md of its bursting forth, 
or self-differentiating expansion.''* And it is evident 
from the Vedanta itself that the term connotes both these 
ideas. The Vedanta Sutras, at the very outset (1.1,2) 
defines Brahman as " the principle which evolves from 
within, the cosmic order, sustains it, as its ultimate 
ground and support, and re-absorbs (to be understood 
only in logical sense of posterity and not as an event in 
tin1e) it on its dissolution." t Thus, the cosmic order, 
the Vedanta tells us, is the bursting forth, or self-differ
entiation of the universal Self, which manifests itself 
into a world of plurality, as means of its self-manifesta
tion, includes and unifies them all, and, as the ultimate 

*Of. Ramanuja's Commentary on Vedanta Siitras, 1.1,2; 
also Vijfi.anabhik~?u 's commentary on the same. 

t The Vedantic passages referring to prior-existence of the 
plurality, in a latent state in the Absolute, as well as those re
ferring to the final dissolution of the plurality, should always be 
taken in their logical sense, and never as events in time. The 
Vediintic Brahman is an eternally self-differentiating principle; -
and as such creation is the eternal self-manifestation of the In
pnit~. 



VEDANTISM : WHAT IT IS AND WHAT IT IS NOT 107 

ground and support of all its modes, t,ranscends them. 
The Chh. Up., VII. 24.1, again, defines Brahman in its 
aspect of Bhuma, the all-embracing Reality, the Infinite, 
'' wherein nothing else (separate from and independent 
of it) is to be, seen, nothing else is to be heard, nothing 
else is to be conceived, and nothing else is to be known.''* 

_;_ The first definition represents Brahman as both the effi
cient and material cause of the plurality of existents, 

'f both its source and support, Adhii?tha:t.1a-Karai).a (Abla
tiv~ Cause, if we can say so), as Vijfianabhiki?U aptly de
signates it. t Brahman desired, the Upani~ads accord
ingly tell us, to grow or differentiate itself, into many 
forms, and it modified itself and assumed many forms, 
abiding whole and complete in each of the modes. t ''He, 
who wakes while all are asleep," says Katha (II.2,8 and 

.12), '' That alone is the Light of the world, That is 

* This passage, and similar other passages, have been 
grossly misinterpreted by Sanlmra, Gough, Deussen and others, 
as implying a denial of the plurality. Here, however, plurality 
is not at all denied; it is only represented as necessary materials 
of the life of the Infinite, and as having no independent exist
ence. 

t In opposition to 8ankara's Distortion or Illusion Theory, 
Vivarta-Vada, on the one hand, and Ramanuja's Modification 
Theory, PariJ;tama-Vada, on the other, he offers his doctrine o£ 
' Ablative Causality,' as best describing the true relation between 
Brahman, as cause and ground, and the world of plurality, as 
effect. The theory of Ablative Causality includes evidently 
the Modification Theory of Ramanuja, and nicely fits in with the 
Unity-in-difference view of Reality held by Nimvarka, and really 
taught in the Vedanta. It clearly brings out that particular as" 
pect of Vedantic Panentheism which refers to the transcendence 
of the Reality and its inexhaustibility in the world of plurality. 

t Tait. Up., II. 6; Brih., I.4,5; 7; 10; IV. 4,13; IV. 5,7, 
etc.; Ohh., VI. 2,3; VI. 8,4; VII. 14, 1-2, etc.; MuiJ.(j.., I.l, 7-8; 
II 1, 3-4; Prasna, I.4; IV. 7; Katha; II.2, etc. 
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Brahman, 'f111at verily is called the Eternal Being. In 
Him rest all tho worlds, and nothing transcends Him. 
He is One Ruler, the Soul of all existents, who mani
fests His One Self into many forms. The sages who see 
Him as manifested in their own souls alone have eternal 
pou.ce, and not others.'' '' All these are regulatec .y 
Ronson (Prajfii1netmrn)" ; lilwwiRe dec] arm;. Ait. Up., 
IlLS, " rest in Reason (Prajna.no pratif:lthitam). rn~e 

world is led by Ro11son, Beason is its support (Prajfift 
prati$tha) ; Reason is Bnthmnn.'' '' All these exist
enL;,l' similarly says Uddrtla.lm (ChlL, VI. 8, 4 nnd 7), 
'' live, move, and have their being8 in this Eternal 
Being ...... All existents are but modes of the Self." The 
V cdanta SU.tras also echo and re-echo tho same ideas in a 
hundred diiierm:it wa.ys, and represent the cosmic whole 
as a system of inter-rehtted reals, the finite modes of the 
self-manifestation of tho Supremo Spirit. 

It is " not in a Substance as severed from its finite 
modes-as existing in a way which is not their mode of 
existence-that we can look for the ultimate explanation 
of the universe. A universal, which is simply the nega
tion of the particular elements, can in no way be recon
ciled with these. A substance or ground of existence 
which is but the negation of all finite existence can, to 
use Adamson's words (Development of Modern Philoso
phy, Vol. I, p. 66) " in no way serve as their bond of 
union.''* The Vedantic Brahman is not such a nega
tion of all finite existences: It is, on the contrary, " a 
differentiated Unity," to use Dr. McTaggart's words, t 
" in which the Unity has no meaning but the differentia
tions, and the differentiations have no meaning but the 
Unity. The differentiations are individuals, for each of 

*Adamson, Development of Modern Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 66. 
t McTaggart, Studies in Hegelian Cosmology! p. 19. 
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whom the Unity exists, and whose nature consists in the 
fact that the Unity is for them, as the whole nature of 
the Unity consists in the fact that it is for the indivi
duals.'' BadarayaJ;ta is indeed never tired of bringing 
ou.t this fact of correlaL.iun between Brahman and the 
plurality of existents, its modes of self-manifestation,
of showing their essential non-difference and unity, and 
yet emphasising their equally real difference and opposi
tion, as finite centres of the Infinite's self-manifesta
tion.* 

Brahman is thus not only an eternal principle of 
change and generation, but, as the Self of all, it is also 
their universal internal Guide and Ruler. It is ever 
active, self-conscious, Universal Will, eternally mani
festing itself tl1rough an infinity of :finite centres, the 
world of plurality. 'J1J1e creation is thus an eternal pro
cess of the self-revelation of Brahman, and' names ' and 
' forms,' the plurality of existents, are self-evolved ob
jects of its eternal consciousness. Thus understood, 
Sankara's special pleading on the point becomes quite 
superfluous and meaningless. '' What then is the ob
ject," asks he, " to which the knowledge of the Lord 
can refer previously to the origin of the world? N arne 
and form, we reply, which can be defined neither as 
being identical with Brahman nor as different from it, 
unevolved, but about to be evolved " (Thibaut, Vedanta 
Suutas, p. 50)_ This special pleading is, we say, quite 
unnecessary, from a strictly Vedantic point of view. 
Creation, according to the Vedanta, is eternal; Brahman 
is- an eternally self-differentiating Unity, and 'names ' 

*Of. For Unity in D;fference, 1.3, 23-27; II.l,13;18;22;III.2,11; 
27-28; etc. 

For Non-difference, ILl, 15-19; etc. 
For Difference, 1.1,17-22; 1.2,1-24; etc. 
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and ' forms,' as modes of Brahman's self-manifestation, 
have been the ohjeetR of itR eternal eonReiousness. 

Materialism and Idealism are both one-sided sys
tems. Materialism has eompletely failed to explain the 
unity of the eosmie order, and the origin of the individual 
souls. rro be able to produee intelligence, matter must 
eontain it, at least potentially. Again, to make recipro
cal inter-actions among a plurality of existents possible, 
the eonstituent elements of the world-whole must have 
some common bond of unity and inter-dependence and 
these prove the utter inadequacy of materialism. The 
idealistie thinkers have, on the contrary, been confronted 
with insuperable diffteultl8s in their attempts to pass 
from the ideal to the real. The difficulty of the task 
compelled Plato greatly to compromise his position, and 
to take recourse to the hypothesis of a non-being to ex
plain the world of change and generation. Hegel solved 
the difficulty by declaring the identity of thought and 
being. But " the idea which involves reality, thought 
which implies foree, is," to use Weber's words, "more 
than an idea, more than thought.'' The reconciliation 
of these two opposed positions and a true synthesis of 
Idea and Form must be sought for in a higher prin
ciple, which constitutes the ultimate essence of both 
matter and thought. And such a higher principle is will. 
"No substance," said Leibniz, "without effort." 
Modern science has also resolved matter into force. But, 
to make effort, is to will; and, if ' effort ' or 
' tendency to move ' forms the essence of matter, 
we must seek for the basis of substance in the 
will. Thought also implies effort. In the will, then, 
lies the synthesis of thought and matter. It is being in 
its fulness and matter and thought are nothing but its 
1ccidents, ulterior products and developments. The Will 
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is, m fact, at the basis of everything. It is not only the 
essence of the human soul, but the basis and the subs
tance of all things and beings, the only Absolute prin
ciple. On this principle, says the Vedanta, as did 
Aristotle in a later age, '' depend the heavens and all 
the worlds.'' Thus the philosophy, which regards Will as 
the ultimate ground and essence of all existents, is the 
only true universal metaphysics, and contain, to use the 
words of Leibniz, " Whatever there is of good in the 
hypothesis of Epicurus and of Plato, of the greatest 
materialist and the greatest idealist.'' 

Schopenhauer was the first in modern age to call the 
ultimate basis of all existents by its right name, the Will. 
But, although he tried to work out a speculative meta
physics on a realistic basis, he completely misunderstood 
the nature of the Will. The Will is not a mere will-to
be, but it strives after an ideal. Such a Will alone, 
Wille zum Guten, and not the will-to-be-at-any-cost, 
Wille zum Leben, of Schopenhauer, constitutes the true 
~sence of the ultimate world-principle, the one ultimate 
reality which manifests itself in the world of plurality 
as the principle of change, generation and progress, sup
ports the heavens and the worlds, and reveals itself in 
man as the Self of his self, and as the ultimate ground 
and foundation of his nioral aspirations. And such a 
Will is the Vedantic Brahman, an eternally self-differ
entiating spiritual principle of change and generation, 
evolution and progress. 

Schopenhauer's view of matter is only a modifica
tion of Leibniz's pan-psychism. Prof. Stout, in his Man
ual of Psychology, Intro., Chap. ill, has also puheld pan
psyohism, and says that there is a psychical element in 
matter. Prof. Bosanquet, however, holds pan-psychism 
to be "a gratuitous hypothesis" (Principle of Individual.i
ty and Value, p. 366). As the world-whole is the ma:ni-
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festation of the Will, the Vedanta also maintains that 
there is a psychical element in matter, and that all exis: 
tents are ultima'tely ' feeling things,' ' reals.' There 
are, however, different gradeR of ' reals.' And man 
alone is fully conscious of his ' realness,' of his living 
self-existence, as a finite centre of the Infinite. And this 
is what makes him an end to himself, in the strict sense 
of the term. He alone is distinctly conscious of the in
finitude of his being, as well as of his capacity gradually 
to realise tho divine in him by his individual efforts. 

Now, to elucidate tho Vodantic view-point of Real
ity, tl1e manner or process of its self-differentiation into 
the world of plurality, as well as the nature of the 
relation between tho One, the variously diversified Real
ity, and its various individual modes, tho Vedanta has 
used two kinds of analogical arguments side by side. One 
~set of these is intended to bring out and emphasise the 
element of difference between the :finite modes and the 
Reality, and the other set to indicate and explain their 
ultimate essential unity, and the moment-to-moment de
pendence of the modes on the Reality, whose modes they 
are. But this sort of treatment of tho subject-matter, 
has, evidently, an inherent drawback of its own. If, for 
an apprehension of the V6dantic doctrine, one ignore the 
second set of arguments, and entirely rely on the first set, 
he will discover nothing but pure and unmixed dualism 
in the Vedanta. If one, on the other hand, ignore the 
first set 6f arguments and illustrations, and rely on the 
second set exclusively, he is sure to fall into the opposite 
blunder, and to think that Vedantism is nothing but a 
magnified type of Eleatic metaphysics. But both those 
interpretations of the Vedanta are equally wrong anrl 
ant1-Vedantic. The Vedantic teachers themselves 
were clearly aware of this defect in their treatment of the 
subject. They have, accordingly, left no stone untnrn-
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calls it, in the concrete spiritualism of the Vedanta. We 
shall fully discuss Sankara's position, as well as tliat of 
the Western scholars who have followed him, in the last 
chapter. Here we shall briefly examine Prof. Olden
burg's contention, and point out its absurdity. 

'' The doctrine of the Bra,hmanas regarding the 
Atman," Prof. Oldenburg tells us (Buddha, 1882, 
pp. 33, 39-40), " do not form a f-lystem," and in them 
" the most irreconcilable differences remain in juxta
position, probably ·without their inherent contradictions 
having been even noticed.'' '' The Atman,'' he adds, 
'' pervades things, as the salt, which llfl,s diRsolved in 
water, pervades the water; from the Atma,n things Apring, 
as the sparks fly out from tho fire, aR threails from the spi
der, as the sound comes from the flute or the drnm. As all 
the spokes are united together in the nave and the felly 
of a, wheel, so in the Atman are united ............... all the 
worlds, all gods, all beings, all those egoities ......... ' He 
who dwells in the earth,' it is said of the A.tman, ' being 
in the earth, whom the on.rth kno·v,rs not, whose hody is 
the earth, ...... that iR, tho .A.tman.' " And, n.ccordingly, 
" we may infer," says he, that " the A.tman is to the 
Indian certainly the sole aetna,lity ......... tho only signifi-
cant reality in things; but there iR a remainder left in 
things, which he is not,'' and that, '' the Atman, as the 
sole directing power, is in all that lives and moves, but 
that the world of creatures operated on stands side by 
side with the directing power, pervaded by his energy, 
and yet separate from him ...... Since then there remains 
in things a residue which is not Atman, ......... naturally 
comes the expectation that it was conceived to be matter 
or dark chaos, which, formless in itself, receives its form 
from the Xtman, the Source of form and life."· Again," 
-'' if the Xtman," he continues, " be commended ' who 
is above hungel:' !l:P.d d~!lth/ who is there who does not 
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detect in such words a reflection, though it be not openly 
expressed, on the world of the creature, in which hunger 
and thirst, sorrow and confusion are at home, and in 
which men grow old and die?" (Ibid, p. 42.) In such 
utterances we :find, Prof. Oldenburg concludes, " the 
birthplace of Indian pessimism,'' and one feels natural
ly disposed to infer that '' that the One, the happy 
Atman, has chosen to manifest itself in the world of 
plurality, of becoming and disease, was a misfortune: 
this is not openly stated ...... but they cannot have been 
very far from this thought when they proposed to man 
as the highest aim of his effort, the undoing in his case 
of the manifestation, and the :finding for himself a re
turn from the plurality to the One." (Ibid, 42-43.) 

Now, the above lengthy extract clearly explains 
Prof. Oldenburg's position. But evidently, partly owing 
to his Neo-Platonic prepossessions, and partly to his 
having approached the Vedanta through a wrong track, 
he has entirely misunderstood the real signi:ficance of the 
Vedantic Panentheism. There are two points in his 
contention, namely, the alleged presence of Sankhyan 
dualism in the V edantic teachings, and their pessimistic 
drift and the conception of metem psychosis. We shall 
examine his second point in a subsequent chapter. Here 
we shall briefly examine his first point. It will be evi
dent, from the following passages of the Chh. and the 
Brih. Upani~?ads themselves, from which Prof. Olden
burg has selected the passages mentioned above, that his 
contention is entirely groundless. U ddaJaka asked his 
son, Svetaketu, on the latter's return from his precep
tor's house, on the termination of his studentship, 
'' Have you, my dear son, ever asked for that instruc
tion, by which all that is unheard becomes heard, all that 
is unperceived becomes perceived, all that is unknown 
becomes known?'-' ''What is that instruction, revered 
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father?" asked the son. " As, my dear son," replied 
the father, " from one clod of clay all that is made of 
clay is lmoWlJ, the diHerence being only in the modifica
tions signified by their names, <trising from speech, but 
the truth is that all if-1 elny; and as, my dear son, from 
one nugget ol' gold, all that iR made of gohl is known, the 
difference being only iu tlw modifwations signified by 
their tHmteK, arising from speech, hut the truth is that 
all is gold ........................ Thus, my" dear son, is that 
instruction" (Chh. Up.* VI.l, 3-6). This memorable 
passage has been a veritable bone of contention 
between 8ankara on the one band and most of the other 
conimcntatoni on the other. But, read between the 
linoB, it evidently admits of one interpretation alouo. In 
spite of all individual differences, the various modifica
tionR of elay or gold, ns the case nmy be, have their 
essential identity, inasmuch as they are all modes of one 
and tlw Kame NuhHtnnee, variously nlo<lified in them. 
ThuK, by knowing tho subNtaDce, its modeR are virtually 
known; or better, tl1e Rubstance can nJoue be known in 
and through its modes, and, \Vhen so known, the un
kno·wn modes of the substance rdso becomes kno\vn in 
their essence. rrhis is the great truth which UddaJaka 
has, in this famous passage, tried to impress on the mind 
of his son. The expression, that '' the difference lies in 
the names aJone,'' does not, in any w<ty, at alJ negate 
or deny the reaJity of the modes, as Sankara and his fol
lowers wrongly think it does. Here the term ' names ' 
is evidently to be understood as ' signs ' for ' things sig-

*Of. Max Miiller, Six Systems o£ Indian Philosoy,hy, p. 164, 
S.B.E., I. p. 92. 

The whole dialogue has been translated by Deussen, 
Gough and several others, after Sankara's interpretation of it. 
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nified.' So the expression only means that the differ
ences are due to the various modifications signified by 
their respective names ; but that their substance is the 
same-that the same substance exists in them all, diver
sified in different ways. So, by knowing a clod of clay, 
or a nugget of gold, or Brahman, as the case may be, all 
its modes become known. In this memorable dialogue 
the father's object was evidently to teach the son the 
great truth that all existents, in spite of their individual 
differences, are but different modes or finite centres of 
the self-manifestation of one Ultimate Reality, Brahman, 
that stirs and pulsates in each of them and reveals itself 
in and through them all. " In the beginning," the 
father added, " there was, my dear son, ~hat only, 
which is, One only without a second ......... It thought, 

· ' May I be many, may I grow forth?' And it became 
all these." " All these are modes of the Self," " Eta
datmyam idam sarvam.'' The word, ' atmyam,' the 
mode of the Self, is quite significant, and involves a clear 
admission of the existence and reality of the world of 
plurality, as modes of one Ultimate Reality, the Self. 
(Chh. Up. VI. 2, 1 and 3; VI. 8-7.) BadarayaJ:la has 
also taken this passage exactly in this sense (cf. Vedanta 
Sutras, II.1, 13 and 14). The Brih. Up. (1.4, 10), 
similarly declares, '' That became all these '' (Tat sar
vam abhavat). The same Upanit;4ad in the Madhu-Vidya 
sti11 more clearly tells us, '' This Self shaped itself after 
the shape of everything, that it might unfold its es
sence." The Katha Up. (V.9-12) also tells us, "He 
Who manifests himself in many forms." This is in 
fact the one cry of the U panit;4ads and the Vedanta Sut
ras, and it is writ large in letters of gold on every page 
of the Vedanta. Evidently then, the Vedantic view- l'he 

. t f R l't . U 't . d'ff d th . b Vedantic pom o ea 1 y IS m y-1n- 1 erence; an ere IS a -- .P.anentheism. 

solutely no germ of Sankhyan dualism in the Upani~?ads, 
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nor do the Upanif;lads have anything to do with the im
mutable ' Pure Being ' of the Eleatics. 

It is evident, from above, that the Vedanta teaches 
nothing but Concrete 8pieitnaJism. rl1he two HetH of 
analogical argumen.tH referred to above muHt, under no 
circnmstru.JceR, be divoreed from each other; for they are 
intended only aH two hnJveH of onn organic system o[ 
thought. In the sea of the Veda.nta, the ma.riner hn.s, 
therefore, to be alwayr-; on tl.1e watch-tower, and must 
know how to Bteer clear of the 8cyl1n. and the Charybdis 
referred to above, which have, unfortunatcl,v, been the 
grave of the reputation of many a good Hail or. 



CHAPTER III. 

EPISTEMOLOGY AND THE VEDANTA. 

The word philosophy was originally used in its 
general sense of love of knowledge or wisdom. It is be
lieved to have been first introduced, in Europe, by 
Pythagoras, about 530 B.C. More than a century later, 
the term was brought into common use by Socrates, and 
in opposition to the pretentious claims of his opponents, 
the Sophist,., who called themselves Sophistae, wi~e 
men, Socrates, with his characteristic modesty, called 

- himself a philosopher, a lover of wisdom; but 
the word has long undergone a great change in its con
notation. It has long ceased to be a concern of mere in
tellectual or aesthetic curiosity, and come to be treated 
as one of great practical importance. Philosophy now 
aims at a consistent and satisfactory explanation of the 
world-whole, and a clear conception of men's place, 
function and destiny, as factors of the cosmic order-a 
conception perfectly consistent with facts of experience, 
and adequate for the satisfaction of the needs and de
mands of our moral nature. Philosophy is, thus, " the 
search for a comprehensive view of nature, and an at
tempt at a universal explanation of things " (Weber). It 
is, however, " the science of the universe, not in its par
ticular details, but in respect of the principles which 
condition all its particulars " (Ueberweg). It is, in 
other words, '' such knowledge of those things which 
are, or happen, as will enable us to understand why they 
are, or happen ;, (Wolff), and what they are. Philoso
phy, says Aristotle, il? " the science of principles." 
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There is a slight ambiguity in this definition. If con
strued as the science of the first principles of knowledge, 
the science of the moflt fundamental notions involved in 
our judgments, it becomes identical with Epistemology. 
If, again, it ifl taken as the science of tho ultimate prin
ciples underlying the world of plurality, it becames the 
same as Ontology. Rut ICpistemology is barren without 
Ontology, and Ontology is blind without Rpistemology. 
The two must go hand in hand. Kant's definition of 
philosophy as "the science and criticism of knowledge," 
is, evidently, too narrow. Knowledge cannot be di
vorced either from an enquiry into tho nature of the ob
ject known or of the knowing subj.:~ct. Philosophy, with 
Herbart, is '' the elaboration of concepts,'' a clear and 
consistent presentation of tlw fundamental categories 
involved in judgments as correlated factors of one com
prehensive system of thought. With Hegel, philosophy 
is '' the Science of the Absolute Idea.'' The universe 
is, with him, the realising of an idea or end-the pro
duct of the activities of a single principle seeking the 
realisation of an inherent end. And the end of philoso
phy is to understand the nature, process, and end of the 
evolution, of the cosmic-order, and thus to think over 
again in terms of finite consciousness the Aboshite Idea 
realised in it. 

As mtional beings, we are always confronted with 
problems as to the ultimate nature of the factors and . 
forces at work in and about us, our position and function 
in the world-whole, and the relations in which we stand 
to one another and to the basic principle, or principles, 
working in it. These problems irresistibly thrust them
selves upon us. And, consciously or unconsciously, 
we have to solve them, rightly or wrongly. Thus, every 
man is bound to have a philosophy of his own, good or 
bad1 which, consciously or unconsciously, regulates his 
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thoughts and conduct. In some form or other, these 
problems have always engaged the thought and attention 
of men of every age and in every clime. The problem 
of philosophy is, therefore, virtually as old as humanity 
itself. In some remote past, these very problems also 
engaged the serious attention of the best minds in India; 
and different thinkers endeavoured to solve them to the 
best of their light and ability. And the Six Systems of 
Philosophy of Ancient India to-day preserve the final re
sults of these attempts. Of these various systems of the 
East, the Vedanta stands in the fiJre-front. In the Svet. 
Up. I.l-2, we find the problem thus formulated; "Is 
Brahman (the Universal Self) the cause (of the cosmic
order)? Whence have we come into being? Whereby 
do we live? What is our ultimate (moment to mo
rrient) support·? Tell us, 0 ye, who know Brahman, by 
what power we are led and guided in life, be it in happi
ness or misery. Is Time the Cause or Nature or Neces
sity, or Chance, or the Elements? Or is the Supreme 
(all-pervading) Spirit to be regarded as the cause and the 
support of all existents? The union and co-operation 
of the elements cannot oe the cause (of this orderly cos
mos), for such co-operation implies the guidance of an 
intelligent principle. Nor can the finite self, frail and 
subject to pleasure and pain as he is, be regarded as 
such.'' Philosophy aims at, says Mlind. Up. (III.2, 6; 
II.2, 5), " the knowledge of Brahman (the Ultimate 
Reality), wherein the heavens, the earth and space, with 
all living a,nd thinking beings, lie supported. Know 
that Self alone, leave aside all other words." "That is 
the highest knowledge (Para Vidya)," it adds, I. 1, 5-6, 
'' by which that eternal (invisible, non-sensuous, self
existing all-pervading) Reality (the ultimate source, 
and ground of all existents) can be known.'' The Chhan. 
Up. (VII, 24.1) speaks as already noticed, of one Ulti-

16 
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mate Reality, Bhuma, " wherein nothing else is to be 
seen (as separate from and independent of it), nothing else 
is to be heard, nothing else is to be conceived and no
thing else is to be known." 'J.1he BrilL Up. likewise tolls 
us: " the self is to be seen, heard, remembered and medi
tated on, 0 Maitreyi, where the self is seen, heard, re-
membered or known all these are known ...... A11 these 
forsake him who know all these elHewhcre than in the 
Helf ... All tlwHc arc (tho modeH of) the Helf (IV. 5, G-7)." 
':Chis is how the philosophical problem was originally 
formulated in India as early as about the Dth century 
B.C. ; and the solution it received iH tl1e Panontheism 
of the Vedanta. 

But how is knowledge at all possible? In modern 
philosophy, criticism of knowledge began with Des
cartes. But his criticism only took the shape of provi
sional doubt; and he was too easily satisfied. The for
mulation of Cogito ergo sum was, indeed, an epoch
making aeluevement, but Descartes failed to grasp its 
full significance, and to make its proper use. In the 
rest of his work, he, accordingly, proceeded as dogmati
cally as did Beid and his followers in Scotland. Locke 
next took up the problem, and, from an inadequate 
analysis of knowledge, endeavoured to show that all 
knowledge was derived from experience, and that '' no-· 
thing was in intellect which was not previously in the 
senses.'' He, however, failed to avoid dogmatism, 
and contradicted himself in various ways. Hume, 
by a consistent application of Locke's aforesaid 
dictum, subsequently laid the foundation of sen
sationalism,. and resolved all existents into mere 
clusters of sensations. Sensationalism of Hume; 
ended in universal agnosticism and scepticism in meta
physics. To Locke's empirical dictum, Leibniz had al
ready suggested an important modification, namely, 
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' Except the intellect itself.' But he had gone to the 
other extreme, and endeavoured to explain knowledge as 
the product of reason alone. The task of Kant was to 
mediate between the sensationalism of Hume, and intel
lectualism of Leibniz, and to show that sensations by 
themselves are blind, and that notions without the given 
presentations of sense are empty, and that sensations, 
only when rationalised by the organising activities of 
reason, can give rise to knowledge, and enable us to 
build up a world of experience, and thus to rise from 
discrete and unconnected sensations to the conception 
of an orderly world of inter-related factors, with fixed 
and immutable laws. . Kant's criticism, however, also 
ended in a modified scepticism. The world of expe
rience is, with him, a mere orderly construction of com
plexes of sense-intuitions, due to the activity of self
consciousness ,-merely an empirical world of appear
ances; and the transcendent world of things-in-them
selves, though implied in knowledge, is unknown and 
unknowable. Criticism is thus '' both idealistic and 
realistic, and yet, strictly speaking," as observes Weber 
(History of Philosophy, p. 475), " it is neither the one 
nor the other. ' ' 

But what is the thing-in-itself? Rant tells us in 
reply, " he does not know, and does not need to know, 
since it is never to be found in experience." He does 
not even know whether it is within or without us. \Nith 
him, it is only a limiting concept, but is, in itself, un
known and unknowable. He never questions its exist
ence; he rather assumes it as an absolute reality, and 
even asserts that " objects, as things-in-themselves, give 
the matter of empirical perceptions ; they contain the 
ground for determining the faculty of imagination, ac
cording to its sensibility." (Cf. Critique of Pure Reason, 
1st Ed., p. 571; Prolegomena, p. 104.) At times, he 
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evea attributes ''the whole of the connection and extent'' 
of our perceptions to the thing-in-itself (Critique, 1st 
Ed., p. 474). Nor is, with him, the constructive activity 
of self-consciousness to be treated as, in any way, depend
ent on any individual concrete subject. No, he openly de
clares, this activity belongs to the pure Bgo, conscious
ness in general, and not to any individual conscious sub
ject, and suggests that it may, after all, belong to the 
thing.:in-itself. Thus, in Kant's analysis of knowledge, 
the notion of the thing-in-itself appears. as a mere 
negative concept, and the unity of self-conRciousness as a 
logical unity. In tho second Critique, however, when 
taken in conjunction with the fact of free activity under 
a non-empirical law, " the notion of thing-in-itself ac
quires a certain positive significance ...... But it is hard 
for Kant to define further what is to be understood by 
this positive signilicm1co.'' (Adamson, .Development of 
Modern Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 249.) Here, however, he 
declares man to be "a citi11en of two worlds." As a mem
ber of the intelligible world, s~1ys he, he lays down the 
law for his own guidance, as a member of the empirical 
world; he is thus" at once law-giver a,nd subject." Man, 
therefore, here he tells us, '' need not go beyond him
self-only beyond his sensuous nature-to find out the 
unconditioned.'' He further adds that '' there must be 
a deep underlying harmony between the world of nature 
and the world of fr~edom,'' or else morality would have 
found itself '' an alien in this world '' (Ho:ffding, History 
of Modern Philosophy, II, pp. 81, 95). He has made 
equally significant suggestions in his last Critique as well. 

But Kant has failed to see that it is one identical 
reality in us that operates both in the theo~etical and 
practical spheres, now manifesting itself as the free ot
ganising principle, engaged in unifying and interpreting 
the given da1ja of sense, and now as the active law-giver 

) 
\ 
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and controller of our desires and conduct. In both these 
spheres, we are directly and immediately aware of the 
presence and operation of a non-empirical reality in us, 
self-revealed in and through its organising activities. 
" A succession of perceptions," and " a perception of 
succession,'' are not, as Kant himself points out, identi
cal. But he does not see that, to be able to combine 
isolated and discrete presentations of sense into the unity 
of a single experience, the synthesising principle must 
experience the presentations as revealed through its own 
states, and itself as their common subject and witness, 
and that, in so doing, it must needs be aware of itself, 
as an abiding reality, which, amidst all variations of 
states, always remains identical with itself, variously 
modified at various moments of its continued existence. 
" We, in short, have experience in which there is no 
distinction between my awareness and that of which it 
is aware. There is an immediate feeling in knowing 
and being in one, with which knowledge begins ...... and, 
if you remove this direct sense of my momentary con
tents and being, you bring down the whole of conscious
ness in one common wreck " (Bradley, Truth and 
Reality, p. 159). Moreover, to make knowledge pos
sible, we have to conceive, as Kant himself admits, the 
cause of our sense-presentation as things outside of us, 
and as exercising causality in producing affections in us, 
but we are directly aware of existence as a continued and 
unbroken unity, amidst variations of states only in our
selves. It is only in and through our own inner ex
periences that we are directly and immediately aware of 
ourselves as active principles having a continued exist-

/ence and exercising causality, and thereby bringing about 
changes. And, had it not been for this direct know
ledge of continued self-existence, substantiality, and 
causality in our own selves, it would not have been at all 
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possible for us to apply such terms. in our interpretation 
of sense-presentations, and thereby to understand them 
as revealing a world of inter-related objects lying out
side of us. Thus, the synthesising activity of one iden
tical principle, as the common subject and witness of all 
the succeRsivc presentations of sense, and as, at the 
same time, aware of itself as such, alone renders experi
<mce possible. But Kant misunderstood the nature of 
this active self-consciouf:l principle in man, and hypos
tatised, in its place, a logical abstraction, under the name 
of rrmnscendental I£go. And this was his fundamental 
mistake. In fact, it is the self-srtme reality in man 
that reveals itself now as the active law-giver and orga
niscr of deHircH, and now ns the common ::mbject and in
terpreter of the presentations of sense. So, if the intelli
gible world Rtands revealed through the Moral Law, the 
same Rtn.ncls equally self-revealerl through theoretical 
experie11ee. In faet, " the pure ego of the theory of 
lolowlndgP nnd of the theory of activity a.li1m," to use 
Prof. Sorlcy' s word:-; (Mo,ral Values !OUl aw Idw of 
God, p. 441), " iR a .logical aJ>Rtraetion. It has no be
ing sep~trate or separable from the being of tho Self with 
its character ............ Any adequate theory of the mode 
of mental activity must recognise that the self is never 
without character, that it is a diversity in unity, that 
subject without qualities is empty just as qualities with
out subject is blind." 

But at the same time, the individual subject is not 
shut up within his barren individuality. The 'cosmos of 
our experience ' and the world of things-in-themselves 
can, as Kant has pointed out here and there, by no 
meanR, be two wholly unrelated worlds. Had there 
been no intimate connection and correlation between the 
synthesising principle in us and the transcendent world, 
the ultimate source of the data of knowledge, different 
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men would have constructed different worlds of experi
ence, and there would have been an end of all knowledge, 
and of the universal order and immutable laws in the 
world. But the very fact that it is th~ one and the 
same world that we all alike experience, clearly shows 
that experience is not a cob-web of man's own making, 
which he weaves, and in ignorance and delusion, calls 
it a universe. And this proves that the individual sub
ject is more than an individual and that each of us is 
only a finite self-conscious centre in and through which 
the Infinite seeks to realise itself. The synthesising 
principle operative in man, and the objective world of 
inter-related units without, must have, as Kant himself 
admits, one all-embracing principle, as their common 
ground of unity and support, to make correlations be
tween them, and, therefore, experience itself possible. 
And in such a hypothesis alone, as Kant himself sug
gests, lies the only possible explanation of the objective 
validity of knowledge. And, since not only the given 
data of sense, but also the concepts, applied by the 
thinking subject in the interpretation of sense-presenta
tions, come from the thing-in-itself, knowledge must 
needs be " more than phenomenal." And directly the 
significance of these suggestions of Kant is brought out 
clearly, and all its consequences unfolded, " Kant's 
whole system," as aptly observes Prof. Ho:ffding (ibid, 
p. 62), " undergoes a change." 

What are the ultimate sources or canons of know
ledge or PramaJJas ? This was the form, the epistemo
logical problem took in ancient India. The word 
Pramal).a, however, admits of a double significance. It 
means both an original source of knowledge, as well as 
a proof or demonstration of what is already known. 
This ambiguity in the meaning of the word has largely 
been responsible for a good deal of differences of opinion 
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among Indian thinkerR on the problems connected with 
the canons of knowledge. The great controversy as to 
the nature of the authority of the Vedic word, 
was also largely due to this ambiguity. The 
prami1l)as, in their loosest enumeration, are held 
iio he eight in number. ISvarakrif?l)a, how
ever, reduced them into three only, perception 
(Ronso-pereeption), inference and verbal testimony. 
But, of these throe, perception alone is regard
cit as an indopondont Rource of knowledge. It is both 
an original source of knowledge, ancl alRo posRoRses a 
great clomonRiimiiive value. Inference has demonstrative 
value aJone. And vorba,l testimony, Savdf1, is also really 
inferential in cl1aracter, though it has been regarded as 
an independent Rourco of knowledge by the orthodox 
Rchools. Evidently then, both chronologically and logi
cally perception is prior to the other two; and it is ac
cordingly known aR the foremost and most fundamental 
canon of lmowloclge. The ChitrvfiJmR accepted Rensuous 
perception aR tho only original source of knowledge. 
rp]JO Buddhists and the Vaisef?i}ms accept perception and 
inference as pr:nnfti;tas; the Sankhyas, tho M'imamsakas 
and the Naiyayikas (lJogicians) accept all the three. 
Dogmatism has always assumed ' the objects ' as 
' given ' independently of thought, and ' ideas ' as mere 
eopies of objects. This popular view subsequently re
ceived a methodical presentation in the school of the 
I..~ogicians. Under the influence of Buddhistic criticism, 
the foundation of dogmatism, however, crumbled into 
pieces. In their analysis of knowledge, the Buddhists 
resolved, as did Hume and Mill, in Europe at a later age, 
all existents into mere bundles of sensations. 

The Vedanta, however, in opposition to popular 
dogmatism, had always held self-consciousness, or 
.Atmapratyaya, as the ultimate foundation of all know-
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ledge. Buddhistic sensationalism and nihilism, on its 
advent, accordingly met with the fiercest opposition 
from the Vedanta, and also received its death-blow from 
it. The Vedantists bad given a deeper signifwance to 
the term perception, made a distinction between sense
perception and intuition, and had held the unity of 
self-consciousness as the ultimate basis of all knowledge. 
Mere sensations do not constitute knowledge. To make 
knowledge possible, they must, sayso the Vedanta, be 
interpreted and synthesised. by the rationalising acti
vity of the thinking subject, and, in so doing, the 
thinking subject, the Vedanta tells us, knows itself as 
the common subject or witness of its sensations, and 
the latter, as its own states or affections, caused by 
stimulations from without. It is only through such 
organising activities of the self, as the common subject 
of all its sensations, and as aware of itself as such, and, 
therefore, as always identical with itself, amidst all 
variations of states, that discrete and unconnected sense
presentations can b,e united into the unity of a single ex·· 
perience. " If there is such a thing," declares the 
Vedanta with Green (Prolegomena to Ethics, p. 34), 
'' as a connected experience of related objects, there must 
be operative in consciousness a unifying principle, which 
not only presents the related objects to itself, but at once 
renders them objects and unites them in relation to each 
by this act of presentation, and which is single through
out the experience. The unity of this principle must be 
correlative to the unity of experience." We can doubt 
or deny, says the Vedanta, the reality of all other things, 
but it is impossible to doubt the reality of the ' doubter,' 
or to deny the ' denier, '-the self or thinking s11bject in 
us that doubts or denies, and is, so doing, immediate
ly aware of itself as the common subject of all its doubt
mg and denying activities. The Indian sensationalists 

17 
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also made the fullest use of the Association Theory in 
their efforts to account for experience. But Badara,
yal)a, following in the footsteps of Yajfiavalkya (vide 
BrilL Up., IV. 5, 7), pointed ont that diRcrete and un
connected sensationR can, by no means, relate and com
bine themselves into the unity of knowledge, and that 
'' a sensation can only form an object of experience in 
being detorminc<l by an intelligent subjeet, which dis
tinguishes it from itself, and contemplates it in relation 
to other sensa1,ions mHl, in so <loi ng, combines them all 
into the unity of a single experience. rrhe fact of the 

· poRsibility of memory cause<1 Mill so much trouble, hut 
the V edantiRt lmd seen in it a clear and unmistakable 
proof of the eontinuity and unity of the thinking subject, 
and of its consciousncRs of itself as mwh. * Thus, the 
thinking subject is, according to the Vmlantn., in a sense, 
above time and space. In tho light of self-conscious
ness, adds the Vedanta (Vedii,nta Sfitnts, II. 2, 28-30), 
we are also aware of an orderly Rystcm of inter-related 
objeetR without us. ~rlms Rueh CC'nHeiousncss not only 
reveals the self, as om~ idnntien.l h:nowing s11hjnct, and 
common witness of all mental Rtates, but alRo au orderly 
world of exiRtcnts without US. rrbis is how Sankara, in 
commenting on Badarnyar,1a' s argumentR, states the 
Vedantic position :-

'' (1) The knowledge of self is not contingent in 
the case of any person; for it is self-evident. The self 
is riot established by proofs of the existence of the self. 
Perception and other proofs, which are employed in the 
case of things, not proved, but to be proved, belong to 

*Green, Prolegomena to Ethics, p. 47. 
Of. Vedanta Sutras, II. 2, 19-20; 25; 28-31. 
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it. No one assumes such things as ether and the like 
as self-evident and needing no proof. But the self, being 
itself the condition of employing proofs ..... .is accepted 
as evident even before the employment of proofs ... nor 
is it possible for us to deny such a reality; for it is the 
very essence of him who would deny it. Fire cannot--

- reject its own warmth ...... It is ' I ' who know what is 
present. It is I who knew what is past, and what is 
more remotely past. It is I who shall know the future, 

• and what is more remotely future (and have anticipations 
of them). In these cases, though the objects of know
ledge differ, the knowing subject does not change; for 
it is always present, and is in a sense above time and 
space" (cf. Thibaut, Vedanta Sutras, with Sankara's 
Commentary, Vol. II, II. 3, 7). 

(2) Badaraya!_la has argued against the Associa
tion Theory of the Buddhists, that, " On account of 
their (sensations') momentariness (K?anikatvat)'' the 
sensations cannot unite themselves into a connected 
whole. Sankara in dealing with the same has observed as 
follows :-"What you call the iilayavijnana (Associa
tion), and conceive as the support of mental impressions 
cannot be any more than the pravrittivijnana (discrete 
sensations) because you admit it to be momentary, and, 
therefore, impermanent, for, unless there ex-ists one re
lating principle in the past, present and future, one 
which is unchangeable, and sees all things, the facts of 
Twmembrance, recognition, etc., which depend upon 
mental impressions, 1·equiring space, time, and occa
sional causes, cannot b'e explained. If, on the other 
hand, you admit your iilayavijt~?ina (Association) to be 
something permanent, you abandon your own doctrine 
of the impermanence of everything '' (Thibaut, 
Vedanta Sutras, II. 2, 31, p. 427). 



132 1'HE VEDAN'i'A 

(3) Ba(lara,ym~a urgeR againRt the BuddhiRts that 
'' the non-existence (of external thingH) cannot be main
tained, on account of (our) consciousness (of them.)'' 
Nabhavaupalavdhe]J, (Ved. Sut., II. 2, 28). And 
Bankara thus expounds it-'' The non-exiHtence of 
external things cannot be maintained, because we are 
conscious of oxl;omal things. In every ar;t of percep
tion, we an consc,ious of sorne exte-rnal thiny, ooTres-
pond,ing to the 'idea ......... and that of which we arc 
conscious cannot but ex'ist. If the Bauddha should • 
reply that he does not af-firm tha,t he is conscious of no 
object, but only that he is conscious of an object apart 
from the aet of conseiousness (or idea), we answer that 
he may indeed make any arbitrary statement he likes, 
but that he has no arguments to provo what he srtys. 
That the outwnrd thing exists, npart from (individual's) 
consciousness, has noce8sari1y to ho accepted on the 
ground of tho nature of eon8ciousnoRs itself ....... .. The 
invat·i,able concorn-itancc of idea and thing ha,s to be con
sidered as proving only that the thing const'itutes • the 
rneans (occasion) of t;he idea, not that the two are ident/i
cal ...... The thing and the idea aTe distinct. The same 
view is to be held with regard to the perception and the 
remembranee of a jar (for instance); there also, the 
perception and the remembrance only are distinet, while 
the jar is one and the same ..... . FuTther, the ideas, which 
occupy different rnoments of tirne, and pass away as soon 
as they have become objects of consciousness, cannot 
apprehend or be· apprehended by each other. From 
this, it follows that certain doctrines forming the part of 
the Bauddha System, cannot be upheld; so the doctTine 
that everything is momentary, void, etc.; the doctrine 
that a fm·me1· idea leaves an impression giving rise to a 
later· idea; and the doctrine of the non-existence of 
existents, ike self, and the system of objects without,-
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based on a confusion of the characteristics of existence, 
with those of non-existence " (cf. Thibaut, Vedanta 
Sutras, II. 2, 28, pp. 420-23). 

(4) Badaraya:r1a has urged against the Buddhists 
that '' On account of their difference of nature (the ideas 
of the waking state) are not like those of a dream, ' ' 
"Vaidharmmyacca na Svapnadivat," and Sankara has 
thus expounded the same:-" We now apply ourselves 
to the refutation of the averment made by the Bauddha, 

-that the ideas of posts and so on ... may arise ... just as 
the ideas of a dream, both being ideas alike. The 
two sets of ideas, we maintain, cannot be treated on the 
same footing .... The things of which we are conscious in 
a dream are negated by our waking consciousness. In 
an a11fiogous manner, the things (appearances) of which 

-we are conscious when under the influence of magic, 
illusion, '11nd the like, are negated by our ordinary cons
ciousnesR. Those things, on the other hand, of which 
we are conscious in our waking state ... are never negated 
~ . . ,, 
by any state. . 

" Moreover, the visions of a (l1·eam are acts of re
membrance, while the visions of the waking state are 
acts of immediate consciousness, and the distinction be
tween remembrance and immediate consciousness is 
directly cognised by everyone as being founded on the 
absence or presence of the object " (Thibaut, ibid, 
pp. 424-5). 

(5) And lastly, Badaraya:r:m tells us (Vedanta 
Sutras, II. 2, 30) that the existence of mental impres
sions i.s not at all possible witl~out tlte perception, of 
extm·nal things, " Na bhavo'nupalavdhelJ." And 
the implication is that our very mental life, as knowing 
subjects, accordingly, implies, as its correlate, a syste1n 
of objects without us (cf. Thibaut, ibid, p. 426). 
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We Rhall mention only one other point in thiR con
nection. Prom a misconception of tho V cdantic Episte
mological po::;ition, many of the abstruse utterances of 
Yfij11.nvnlkyn Jmvc lJcen groRRly misunderstood by 
scholarB. '' How Hhould tho . knower,'' Rays he, for 
inRtaneo, in BrilL Up. U. 4, 14, " know the knower?" 
By thiH he moans that the Rolf knows itself only as a \ 
knowing Hubjeet, but nevee aH nn object, as not-self. 
It always lmows itself aR the Rubject of its eognitive acti
vitim;; and. even in rnoments of solJ-conHciousnoss, it· 
lmowg itHeH aH such. 11lutt which ·is the 8ubjeet of all 
lcrw·wledgc, says Yr7.jfULI){tlkya, can never be an object. 
In 8clf-knowlcduc, the self ·is iTnrncdiatcly aware of it-
self, wnd all distinction of subject and obfect, the knower 
and Uw known, van·is}ws j(!'l' Uw 1nontent, and ' being ' 
and ' knowing ' bceo·me identical. 

In his analysis of conduct, Badnrii,ym).a, as we Rhall 
sec fully hereafter, declares man to be a citir,on of two 
wol'ldH, a tinite rcproduetion of the Infinite, nn .,abyss 
concentric with another AbyHH. And concludes, with 
Svct. Up., V. H, that, tltongh finite, " the individual iN 
hound for infinitude,'' Sa ctinantyaya kalpalc. 

'L'hc nn·i/;y of 8clf-consciou:::;ness, L'l thus, urith the 
Veda.nta, the nlt'imate foundation of all knowledue. And 
th·is ·is one of the most nwmentous contribttt·ions of 
Ancient India to the cause of metaphysics. It virtually 
contains the last word of Epistemology. Few Orienta
lists .have, however, adequately grasped the significance 
of this contribution. " If we take philosophy," says 
Prof. Max Muller, for instance (Six Systems, p. 280), 
'' in the sense of an examination of our means of know
ledge, or with Eant, as an enquiry into the limits of 
human knowledge, there would be nothing correspond
ing to it in India." But what is the testimony of facts? 
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Facts are more eloquent than the raciest of tongues, and 
we leave the fore-going facts to speak for themselves. 

To the Vedantist, the next important canon of know
ledge is the Vedic word, Sabda. But the Vedanta appeal 
to the Veda is not a blind or uncritical appeal to an exter
nal authority, though outwardly it appears to be so. No, 
it is nothing of the sort. The Vedanta knows no higher 
tribunal than reason and intuitive self-consciousness. 
But the Vedantic position, in this respect has been 
greatly misunderstood, both in the East and in the West. 
Prof. Max Muller has, however, done some justice to 
the Vedanta in this respect. '' 'l'hough the Vedanta 
appeals to the Veda," says he (Six Systems, p. 186), 
'' it appeals to it, not as having grown out of it, or as 
belonging to it, but rather as an independent witness, 
looking back to it for sanction and confirmation.'' This 
estimate is however, only approximately correct. We 
object to the word ' sanction.' If Badarayal)a has, at 
times, appealed to the Veda, he has done so, more to 
satisfy •the requirements of the objective method of in
vestigation, appealing to it, to use Prof. Max Muller's 
words, " as an independent witness, looking back to it 
for confirmation,'' but not '' for sanction.'' He appeals 
to the united testimony of the gifted and pure-minded 

· V edantic teachers of the U pani:;mds ,-and not to any 
Vedic teachings indiscriminately ,-for additional con
firmation, in support of truths, carefully attested by him 
inc1ependently by the speculative method of investiga
tion, and capable of being similarly .verified by anyone 
dse. Such an appeal for confirmation is, he seems to 
think, only a necessary requirement of the objective 
method of investigation, and is meant as such. 

But, before we proceed to establish our contention, 
it iR interesting to note, in passing, on wl1at gTounds the 
orthodox thinkers of the Mimati1.saka School advocated 
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the doctrine of the eternality of the Word. As there is a 
remarkable similarity between their interpretation of the 
eternality of the Word and tho Platonic doctrine of Idea, 
and the Nco-Platonic doctrine of the I.JogoR, we naturally 
fet~l inelined briefly to refer to it here. Mere letters do 
not eonRtitnte wonls. T_j(~tterfJ or :-:-:ollndR are merely ROn
fHious repre:-mntations oJ wor<lH; their CfJReneo consiRts in 
their meanings, the concepts they connote. Now, a 
concept, or Sphota, eonnotcs a, elass and 11ot an indivi
dual; it is tho verbal embodiment of a generic concep
tion. ln<livi<lnal objects have tlwir individual peculiari
ties, in addition to tho cRstmee of their roRpcctive classes. 
And, when we tbink of objeetR, it is this universal, and 
permanmJt element in them, which must invariably be 
preRont in our eonfo>ciousness, side by side, with their 
variable individual eharactoristics. Those lat' )r are 
variable and ephomernJ, but tho generic concepts are 
constant and eternal. Now, if generic concepts are 
eternal, they can, it is argued, only exist in an Infinite 
Mind; and, as such, all lmowledgo exists in the Divine 
Mind. The V eel a, therefore, as a collection of generic 
words, expressive of such universal and eternal concepts, 
must, it is said, also be eternal. It is, thus the eternal 
Word, or self-revelation of the Eternal Mind; and the 
Vedic sages, it is held, are merely the recipients, or 
seers, of these revelations, and not the makers of the 
Veda. This doctrine was first systematically formulated 
by Jaimini about 500 B.C., and subsequently elaborated 
by the great philologist, Panil).i. (Of. Sarvadarsana 
Sangraha, Cowell's Translation, Chap. XIII.) 

Now, if the orthodox thinkers were so reluctant to 
accept tho authority of the Vedic word, dogmatically, 
without a word of explanation in justification of their 
position, the Vedanti~ts must have been infinitely more 
so. What is then their position? They have first sub-

( 
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jected the Vedic teachings to the severest scrutiny, and 
weighed them in the balance. And those only of the 
teachings, that have stood the acid test, were pronounced 
as really deserving of a Vedantist's concern and esteem. 
And it is to such teachings alone that Badaraya1;1a has 
subsequently appealed for additional confirmation. And 
this alone explains why Badaraya1;1a has, at times, identi
fied the Veda with Pratyak~a, direct knowledge. "There 
are two kinds of knowledge," says the Mund. Up., I. 
5-6, " the superior and the inferior; the Rig-Veda, the 
Yajur-Veda, the Sama-Veda, the Atharva-Veda, etc., 
etc., all constitute the inferior knowledge (Apara Vidya), 
and that alone is superior knowledge by which that Eter
nal Being (the ultimate Source and Support of the world 
of plurality, the all-pervading Reality immanent in all 
-existents), is known." " What shall they do with the 
Rich-hymns," likewise declares the Svet. Up., IV. 8, 
~~ who do not know the all-pervading Eternal Being, 
therein declared, in whom all gods (and other existents) 
lie supported? Blessed are they alone who know him.'' 
These uttemnces are quite significant. They clearly 
reveal the attitude of the Vedantists towards the Veda. 
In his relentless crusade against the non-Vedantic 
schools, such as Sankhyan Dualism, Buddhistic Sensa
tionalism, Atomism of Ka1;1ada, Pluralism of Yoga, and 
Deism of Bhagavatas, Badaraya1;1a has, in fact, taken 
his stand on a solid and masterly array of arguments of 
unimpeachable validity. Nay, even in his constructive 
work of the exposition of the Vedantic position, he has 
invariably chiefly relied, as we shall see hereafter, on 
speculative considerations. It is only in dealing with 
such unimportant questions as the state of the disem
bodied soul in the neJCt world, that he has rather uncriti
cally appealed to the Veda. Where reason cannot help 
us, he seems to think, faith is our only resource. But, 

18 
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as these questions are mere side-issues, and form ah
sc>lutely no part of the fundamental Vedantic teachings, 
sucl1 a.ppcah; do not affect the V cdantic position, and a 
Vedantist can safely dispemm with them. With regard 
to the fundamental Vcdantic teachings, however, 
Bailarrtym)a's method of exposition ha.s throughout been 
strictly critical and Npecnlativc, and a critical study of 
tho Vedrmta. 8utnLs hardly leaves a.ny doubt on the 
matter. Badaraym)nr hns frankly stated in tbe Vedanta 
8utras (I. 4, 14)* that, although contradietions n,re met 
with here ancl there among Vedanta-paRsages, with re
gard to such nnimportant guer:;tions fLR t1w number of 
elementF; and tl1e order of their evolution from one 
Ultimate Reality, there is a.bsolutely no conflict with 
regard to the fundarnenta.l V ecla.ntic problem, namely, 
tho ultimate nature of tho world-evolving principle, and 
itfl relation to tho world of pluraJity. And, having estab
l.ished this nu1in problem by tl1o Hpcculative method, 
Bii<lnrn,ya1_1a has also appeal~d to the Verla by way of 
confirmation. Tho V cclic 1mssageB thus appealed to, 
have, however, been alwayr:; those whose validity has 
also been independently established. So, on its ulti
nwte analysis, the so-called Vedantic appeal to the Veda, 
as far as the fundamental problems arc concerned, only 
anwunts to Vedanta's appeal to its own self, or, at the 
most, to other independent authorities for confirmation, 
but not for sanction. Badarayal}a has also appealed to 
the Sm:rtis here and there in his work. This also clea:,rly 
shows that he simply referred to other independent wit
nesses in corroboration of the validity of the conclusions 
reached by him by· speculative methods of reasoning: 

·' * Cf. Sankara's Commentary on the same. Also Thil;laut's 
•· Vedanta Sutras, pp. ·263-66. 

!' 
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Moreover the very fact that the Upani:;;ads have made a 
distinction between Para-Vidya and Apara-Vidya, and 
described the four Vedas and other connected branches of 
learning as inferior knowledge, Apara-Vidya, most con
clusively proves that the Vedanta, in its efforts to estab
lish its fundamental doctrines does not uncritically 
appeal to any external authority as valid. 
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AND Till~ VEDAN'l'A 

There are certain fundamental notions, or cate
gories, which underlie ali our judgments. In thinking 
of a thing, we have to think of it as something standing 
in certain relations to, and capable of affecting, or pro
ducing effects on, other things, and, in its turn, being 
actc(l on by them. rrhings, in other words, can only he 
conceived in their interrelations to one another, in and 
through the reciprocal actions and rc:tctions, by which 
they nwnifest themRelves, and give evidence of their own 
existence and reality. '' It belongs to the notion and 
nature of existence,'' to use Ijotze' s words (Microcosmus, 
Vol. II, p. 587), " to be related," and to say " that 
existing things, devoid of relation, is conceivable '' is 
not to '' speak metaphysieally of existent things, but 
logicaBy of what is possible, but not actual, and hence 
certainly not existent.'' The consciousness of '· only 
such things," as Ramanuja puts it, " as are qualified by 
attributes,'' or distinguishing characteristics of their 
own, is alone possible; and there can be no knowledge 
of what is '' unqualified '' or unrelated. '' Perception 
does apprehend distinctions; and distinctions so appre
hended establish differences, not onlybetween one quali
fied thing and another, but also between the distinguish
ing attributes themselves."* An unrelated thing is, 
indeed, ai mere abstraction, an empty nothing, " like 

* Cf. Sribha(lya, I. 1, 2; " N a nirviseJ?avastu-siddhil;l." 
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the son of a barren mother,'' as Ramanuja puts it. To 
think of the world-whole, we must, accordingly, think of 
it as a system of existents, existing side by side in space, 
and occasioning changes in one another in time, through 
their inter-actions. In what follows, we shall briefly 
consider the fundamental problems of philosophy. 

By Substance na1ve Realism understands something 
which 'stands under or supports its attributes, the sub
stratum of its qualities. Hume and Mill went to the 
opposite , extreme, and denied the substantiality or 
essence of things altogether, and resolved all existents 
into mere bundles of unrelated attributes, mere 'perma
nent possibilities of sensations.' But the real truth 
lies in the golden mean. Substance or ' :r:eal ' and attri
butes or its manifestations, are but correlative aspects of 
reality; and the one implies the other. The essence of 
a reality, which manifests itself in and through its attri
butes, is the substance; and the attributes are but differ
ent moments or expressions of the life-history of what 
is called substance, its powers of resisting, re-acting on, 
and affecting in various ways, other things, or ' reals,' 
for self-preservation and self-development. IJ.'he so
called attributes are thus the manifestations of the reality 
itself, during its continued existence from moment to 
moment-the self-revelations of one identical self-sus
taining principle, which works in different ways, under 
different circumstances, and yet remains identical with 
itself, amidst all variations of states and activities. In 
our experiences of the inner life alone, we are directly 
" acquainted with a part of the existence, as it is in it
self, " to use Hoff ding's words and here alone, we dis
cover the true meaning of substantjality. Here we :find 
that the reality in us, the self, does not pat:Js away with 
its changing states, and that it is, on the contrary, their 
common subject and witness, their common point of 
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reference, f'ornetbing whi0h experiences thorn all, ~1s 

moments of itN own eontint1cd being, pcrsistR, and en
dures in and through them, fcclR its present states and 
rebtions, remember::; the pa:-;t ones, and, in the light of 
tlw expcrienccR of the past, anticipates the future, and, 
tln·ongh snell reeollections of tho past and anticipations 
of tl1o J'qture, regulates its own adivitios for self-:,Preser
va.tion ancl sol f-perfection. 

E:.tmt, having completely demolished the naive 
rerdiRtin view of suhRtanec, liaR, however," found it 
neccr-;sary to make a diBt.inetion between tho ' f:mbject of 
our inward oxpcrimwes,' :.tnd ' the rmity of the self,' 
considered as a' real,' n thing-in-itRclJ. He admits tbe 
unity of the former, bt1t prohibits u,ny inference from the 
unity of the thinking subject to tlmt of the. thinking 
self. He tl1inks that tho conReiousnoss of our own iden
tity amidst variations of states and ttctivities, is somc
llow posRihle, even vvitlwut tJJo actual continued existence 
of tl1e self, through them nll, as ono identical individmtl 
nnd indivisible unit. Hut this is, as already seen, an 
impossible position. " rrtJo soul is," to URO Lotzc'R 
wonls (Met., Vol. II, p. 431), " wbn,t it showR itRelf to 
be, unity whoRe life iR in dcfi.JJitc ideas, feelings and 
eHortA. 'Jlhis is its real nature ...... Within this sphere, 
the sou 1 shows itself to be, to rL certain extent, an inde
pmident centre oJ actions and reactions; and, in so far 
tts it does so, and so long tts it does so, it has the claim 
to the title of Rubstance,'' in the Rense of an individual 
centre of feelings, ideas anll efforts, but not in the sense 
of any mysterious suhstr.atum of these. Now, in the 
light of our inner experience alone, we can understand 
the true meaning of substantiality or ' ren,lness.' Every 
existent then, iu so far as it is a ' rettl,' mu8t be under
Rtood aR the common point of reference of all itR states, 
variations and efforts, as something which t·esists all 
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other existents, to keep them off from its own limited 
sphere of existence, and, in so doing, manifests all its 
characteiistics, called attributes. We thus always dis
tinguish between the passing states or modifications of 
a reality, and the reality itself, their common subject 
and point of reference, something which persists and 
endure~, and is thus in a sense above time and ,change. 
The reality of a thing then ultimately consists in its 
continued existence, as a self-maintaining and self -deve
Iopi11g pcrwm·, i11 being something for itself, in and 
through all its changing states. 

Naive Realism treats space as an objective reality, 
as an object among objects. Hume holds it as a mere 
appearance and therefore subjective. Leibniz also, 
though from an opposite point of view, held space as un
real and subjective. Kantian doctrine of space represents 
an intermediate position between realism and intellectua
lism of Leibniz. There are two points which stand out 
prominently in Kant's conception of space. First, it is 
perceptive, an intuition, and not a concept; secondly, it 
is subjective, a form of our perception. As an element 
involved in the content of the very apprehension of the 
objective, space is certainly connected with' the percep
tive side of our experience; and, as such, it must be 
regarded as something ultimately due to some objective 
fact in the very constitution of existents, and therefore 
as real. ' 'The space-character, in certain contents of our 
Rense-experience,'' as observes Adamson (Development 
of Modern Phil., Vol. I, p. 292), "seems that which 
gives the first Jine of distinction between subjective and 
objective." The distinction between spatial and non
spatial is, in fact, a condition of consciousneBs and 
intelligence itself. Our very existence pre-supposes a 
distinction between extendedness and non-extendedness, 
with, very likely, an element of feeling, as says Adam-
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son, as its positive and necessary accompaniment. 
Space-clement must, therefore, be regarded as real. 
But '' to be extended, might fairly enough be called the 
' form ' of externality; and, to that extent, there seems 
to be juRtiJic~ttion of Kant's wa,y of defining space as the 
form of the outer sense." But, nevertheless, it is 
'' imposRiblc to repreRent mind ns, in its own nature, 
and from its own possessions, responsible for tho eloth
ing of r-;enHe-nmtcria,l, with tho form of sprtce " (ibid, 
p. 2D5), and therefore to treat space as purely subjective, 
though logical or conceptual space iR, no doubt, so. Thus, 
r-;paco-elemont, though hrgely phenomenal, is real. It 
is, however, sometimes urged that I\ant calls space sub
jective, only in rer-;poct to mind, universal and general, 
but that he does not deny the reality of space-element, 
as involved in our very apprehension of the objective. 
Thoro is, it seems, 80me truth in this statement, al
though eonsciousness in geneml mu~t be treated as a 
meaningless abstraction. Aristotle has shown, once fot 
all, that tho lmivertJ:tl ifl real only in the pa;rticu]ar. 
Lotze thinks that, although there must be something in 
the reality corresponding to what we apprehend as 
spatial, yet that something may not possess the charac
teristics we ascribe to space, and that space, as appre
hended by us, may, after all, be largely the result of 
reaction. We must admit that the reality constituting 
the essenee of the objective, manifests itself in resistance 
and inertia, and thereby gives rise to the space-element 
of things, and determines their reciprocal relations of 
externality and inter-dependence. Space, as represented 
in developed consciousness, with its conceptual additions 
of unity, continuity and homogeneity, is, however, 
purely subjective. 

Change is a fundamental fact of experience. But 
does it form an aspect of reality? The contrast between 
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the changeable and the short-'lived, and the unchanging 
and permanent, ordinarily seems to resemble that be., 
tween the apparent and the real. There is, accordingly, 
a deep-seated tendency in human nature to regard the 
ultimate Reality as changeless. This tendency has 
found a bold expression among the thinkers in ancient 
Greece, and in Herbart in modern philosophy. Herbart's 
'reals' are above all change an relations ; and change is, 
with him, merely the result of variable relations among 
the ' reals.' But the relationless and changeless self
identity he ascribes to his ' reals,' is a mere abstrac~ 
tion. 

With Kant, time is a mere form of sensuous per
ception; and, although, in the content of our sensuously 
deteriT1ined experience, change, and therefore time, is 
real, yet, with respect to the transcendent world, lying 
above sensuous experience, time and change, we are told, 
have no application. But the Kantian position is re
futed by our own inner experience. The element of 
change, which constitutes the essence of tim~-relation, 

belongs to the ultimate nature of reality. The experi
ence of time-perception evidently pre-supposes both 
sequence and duration, permanence and succession. 
And our inner experience reveals to us a reality which 
persists and endures amidst variations of states. Here 
we clearly discover change to be an aspect of the reality: 
And change in the world without must also be regarded 
as constituting a feature of the reality. The unknown 
can only be explained by the known. 

Ordinarily, change and causation are believed to be 
due to transference of energy from one object to another. 
But this explains nothing, for nothing is actually seen 
so to pass. Nor is anything gained by substituting 
motion for energy. To avoid the difficulty, involved in 
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these explanations, Hume and Mill have reduced all 
causality to a mere relation o{ immediate and invariable 
sequence. But they evidently evaded the difficulty 
instead of solving it. The empirical account of causa
tion does, in fact, explain neither the 'how' nor the 'why' 
of it. Causation, we know to-day, consists in the trans
formation of energy. Cause and effect arc but two 
different aspects of the same energy; effect is merely the 
cause in a modified form. 

But there is a mueh deeper problem involved in 
causation. The universe, as a system of inter-related 
units, always appears to us as an ever-changing equili
brium of innumerable inter-connected factors, in a 
never-ending process of adjustment and re-adjustment. 
But how do these changes at all take place? Do the 
constituents of the world-whole really stand isolated from 
one another? If RO, bow can they ho in reciprocal inter
action and inter-dependence, and how ean modifications 
in any one of them be also _occasionR for corresponding 
modifications in otherR? The mechanical theory of 
causation is unable to answer these questions. Lotze, 
accordingly, suggested that " it is only if individual 
things do not float independently or left to themselves in 
a vacuum, across which no connection can reach-only if 
all of them, being finite individuals, are, at the same 
time, only parts of one single Infinite Substance, which 
embraces them all, and cherishes them all within itself, 
that their reciprocal action, or what we call as such, is 
possible. For only then can the change, which any of 
them experiences, be, at the same time, a state of the 
Infinite, so that it is not necessary for its influence to 
extend across a gulf which can never be filled up, in order 
to produce this state; only then can the result which this 
state produces in the Infinite, in accordance with the 
truth of its own nature, appear, at the same time, as a 
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change of other individual things."* The world-whole 
rnuBt then be represented as a system of iriter-related 
modes of the self-manifestation of a single Infinite 
Reality. " Only in this way is the isolation of things 
from one another to be overcome' '-an isolati.on which 

' '' if strictly insisted upon, defeats,'' as also observes 
Adamson, the very ' ' thought of causa I connection. ' ' 
But what must be the ultimate nature of the Infinite, so 
as to make such inter-connections possible? Lotze's 
reply is, that it must be represented " as having the 
nature of a mind.'' For '' only in that kind of connec
tion, which obtains among the parts of such a whole, 
is there possible determination of parts by the whole, 
and, at the same time, real modification of the parts 
themselves. ' ' 

~---··.--

The question, ·now-ever, is not only, How change 
occurs, but Why it occurs at all? Why should not 
things always remain stationary? We know from our 
inner experience that change is real. It must, therefore, 
be due to a cause equally real. Why do things then 
change at all? Here also the experiences of our inner 
life alone supply us with an answer. Every change in 
our conscious life implies a longing for something de
sirable, some better state of existence, an end to be 
realised. Now, if the world-whole has to be regarded, 
as we are bound to regard it, as a complex system of inter
related factors, it must have, like a mau-made machine, 
an end of its own, a purpose which it is intended to 
fulfil; and all its processes must, accordingly, be con
ceived as means towards the attainment of that end. 
A slight change, anywhere in a machine necessitates 
corresponding changes in all other parts, to make it 

* Lot.ze, Microcosmus, Vol. II, p. 598. Cf. Adamson, 
Development of Modern Philosophy, Vol. I, pp. 323-24. 



The 
Vedantic 
Positioll. 

148 THE VEDANTA 

workable. But, in the case of a machine, all such re
adjustments of parts are only possible through human 
interference from without. Similar re-adjustments are, 
however, always found to occur in living organiRms from 
within, under the organising influence of an immanent 
end. The changes amongst the constituent parts of 
the world-whole, and the universal order and harmony 
that prevail in it, amidst constant changes, likewise, 
indicate that,· not only do these factors have a common 
ground of their origin a.nd moment-to-moment existence 
~md. unity ,-some common principle that gives them 
their being, unity and function,-but that the changes 
themRelves must be represented as ultimately due to, and 
connected with some hidden processes of re-adjustments 
of the whole Rystem nnrlcr the guidance of an im1Ilanent 
end. rr110 changes in the cosmic· 6rd-er' with its u-;:JveJC". ~ 
sal reign of law and harmony do, indeed, become intelli
gible only when conceived, as connected with the opera
tio,Hs of an immanent all-embrach1.g and all-organising 
principle, seeking to realise an end, and therefore as 
teleological. 

The inner experiences of life made it quite clear to 
the Vedantist, that the reality in him, the self, is a 
self-maintaining and self-developing spiritual principle, 
which always remains identic-al with itself, differently 
modified from time to time, amidst all variations of 
states. In opposition to the Dogmatic Realism, on the 
one hand, and Buddhistic Sensationalism and Nihilism, 
on the other, the Vedanta, accordingly, declares that 
substance or ' real ' is neither a mysterious substratum 
of its attributes, nor a mere aggregate of its manifesta
tions or modes, as it was with Spinoza. It is, on the 
contrary, a living reality, a self-maintaining unit, which 
persists and endures in and through all its manifesta
tions, whose modes are the mahifestations, which lives 
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in them all, relates and unites them all as inter-related 
moments of its own continued and abiding self. The 
substance thus, is according to the Vedanta, more than 
its modes. The modes are only the manifestations of 
reality in time and space; but they do not exhaust 
the wealth of the being of reality. The reality, we 
are aware of in ourselves, reveals itself as such an in
exhaustible principle, as an inexhaustible fund of energy 
and potentiality. And the inter-connections amot1g the 
factors of the cosmic order and the inner experiences of 
life, necessarily forced upon the Vedantist the conviction 
that the world of plurality is the self-manifestation of 
one Ultimate Spiritual principle, Brahman,-mere self
evolved materials and means of the conscious life of the 
Absolute, and that the Absolute is immanent in them all, 
persists and endures in and through them all, and y~t, 
as the ultimate ground of their unity and connection, 
transcends them all, and is inexhaustible in time and 
space. 

The Doctrine of Causality constitutes, one may 
say, the very corner-stone of the Vedantic metaphysics, 
The ordinary conception of causation represents the effect 
as a new creation, an origin out of nothing. In Vedan
tic terminology, this position is known as Asatkarjya
Vada, the theory of origin out of void, or more precisely, 
the theory of (previous) non-existence of the effect in the 
cause. This popular vie\v of causation, in a later age, 
found a formal and methodical expression in the Nyaya 
Philosophy. The Buddhists, following a quite different 
line of thought, had also propounded a form of the same 
doctrine of origin out of nothing. All existents, they 
held, were momentary. The cause of a previous moment 
must have, therefore, ceased to exist, they argued, be
fore the effect came into being. Every effect was, there
fore, an origin out of nothing. In opposition to the 



150 ·THE VEDAN'l'A 

common-sense view, the Vedanta ha.d, however, held 
that the effect is only a new modification of the cause, a 
new presentation of what previously existed in some 
other form as the cause, or better, in the cause. The 
Vedantic doctrine of causation is, accordingly, known as 
rradatmya-Vada, the doctrine of essential Identity of 
Cause and Effect. '' If the effect is already in the 
cause,'' asks the advocate of the theory of origin out of 
void, " why at all an effort to produce it?" We have 
th.e well-known retort of Sankara agninst this. " If 
the effect,'' says ,qanlcara, '' is not; already in the cause, 
1Dhy an effort to 1m>&uce it, and how can any effort at all 
produce it?'' '' If the effect could be produced without 
its prior existence in the cause," adds he, " why can 
cttrd be produced from milk alone, and not from clay, 
<J,nd a pitcher from clay alone and not from milk'?"* 
" We maintain, therefore," he continues, " that milk 
and other substances are called effects when in the forrn 
of curd and so on, and that it is impossible ever, even in 
a hundred years, to bring forth an effect wh·ich is d1:ffer
ent f'rorn its cause (·i.e., d1:d not pre-cx·ist in some form in 
the canse)." The effect is, thus, according to the 
Vedanta, merely a new presentation of what existed be
fore in some other form. The law of the conservation 
of energy or the corre1ativity of forces, is one of the 
greatest discoveries of the Modern Age. But the sub
lime truth underlying it was metaphysically known in 
India thousands of years ago. This Vedantic doctrine 
of the essential Identity of Cause and Effect, is another 
momentous contribution of ancient India to the cause 
of metaphysics. 

* Sankara's Commentary on Vedanta Sutras, II. 1, 18. 
Of. Thibaut's Vediinta Sutras, Vol. I, .. p .. 341. 
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It necessarily follows from the above, that one and 
the same reality may exist in various modes, and that the 
effects of a cause are but the various modes of its mani
festation. And, looking at the universal adaptation and · 
inter-connections in the world of plurality, the Vedanta 
accordingly declares, that the whole cosmic-order is per
vaded and sustained by an infinite spiritual principle, 
which is immanent in all its parts, stirs and pulsates 
in them all, and guides and regulates their activities as 
the1r common internal Guide and Ruler. '' The sun 
and the moon, 0 Gargi," says Yajfiavalkya (B:rih., III. 
8, 9) " the heavens and the earth all abide in, and move 
under the guidance of, the imperishable Being,'' their 
internal Ruler and common ground and support. '' Who 
is immanent in all existents," he adds (see B:rih., III. 
7, 1-23) "and yet transcends them all, whom the existents 
do not know,. whose rpodes (body) they are (Yasya 
sarval).i bhutani sariram), who guides them all from 
within, he is thy Self, the imperishable internal Ruler ... 
He who is in our reason, and yet transcends it, whom 
the reason does not know, whose mode the reason is, who 
rules it from within, he is thy Self, the imperishable, 
internal Ruler." The Brih. Up., II. 3, 6 furthtr tells 
_us that " Brahman has two modes, the movable and the 
immovable, the conscious and the unconscious, etc., 
etc ... and it adds the Brahman is not this (alone), is 
not this (alone), that this is not that there is nothing 
beyond this (the plurality of modes), but there is an 
existence beyond this as well.'' The Vedantic Brahman 
is thus a Principle qf unity-in-difference, an eternally self
differentiating and self-:revealing Principle, which mani
fests itself in a world of plurality, stirs and pulsates in 

.·them all and supports them all in its all-embracing tota
lity as their ultimate ground and cause with a view to 
realising an ultimate end. 
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Vedanta, moreover, does not believe in the objec
tivity of empty space. The existents making up the 
world of plurality are not, according to it, s0 many self
exclusive things unconnected with one another, hut 
they are, on the contrary, the finite points of self-mani
festation of one Infinite and Eternal Principle, which 
pervade them all and supports and unites them as inter
related clements of single whole; and space-relations are 
ultimately duo to the externality of mutual relations 
among existents. Thus, nearly three thousand years 
ago, Vedanta anticipated lJotze' s conception of 
Reality, and of the space-relations of existents, as 
finite pointR or centres of self-manifestation of the In
finite, yet, like Ijotze, denied the objectivity of space. 

The Vedanta Brahman is an Eternal Principle of 
change and generation, evolution and progress. The 
Vcdantn,, tlwrefore, believes in the reality of Time and 
treats change as a characteristic of Reality, and 
holds cre£1tion to he £1n eternal and never-ending process 
of self-m£1nifestation of one Spiritu£11 Principle, which 
lies un-exhausted in the world of pluraiHy, £1nd all 
cosmic ch£1nges as determined by immanent ends. In 
defining Brahman, the Chha,nd. Up. (VIII. 14, 1) ac
cordingly tells us " That which evolves the ' na,mes ' 
and ' forms ' (the world of plurality) from within, and 
wherein they all lie supp01·ted is Brahman " (" Nama
rupayornirvahita te yadantara tat Brahrna ''). Badarft
yal)a in summarising the Vedantic position similarly tells 
us that the world of plurality is a system of effects due 
to the self-differentiations of the Ultimate Spiritual 
Principle, Brahman, Atmakrtal;t paril)amat (Ved. Sut., 
I:/4, 26). 



CHAPTER V. 

THE THEORIES OF THE WORLD : AND THB 

VEDANTA. 

The true function of Philosophy is to explain ex
perience. Philosophy, accordingly, starts with the 
plurality of existents, which experience reveals to us and 
tries to rise from a world of plurality to a consistent and 
comprehensive conception of the world-whole as a sys
tem of inter-related units. But different hypotheses 
have been started by different thinkers as to the origin 
of the world, the nature of the existents constituting it, 
as well as their reciprocal relations and ultimate end. 
We propose briefly to examine here some of these posi
tions. 

Samkhya is usually regarded as a Dualistic system. 
It assumes, it is said, two ultimate principles, Prakrti, 
primal matter, and Puruf?a, the Soul, and seeks to ex
plain the world of plurality from their union. At the end 
of a period, according to Samkhya, dissolution follows 
and then another evolution; and thus the cycle goes on 
for ever. Discriminative knowledge and detachment 
from the world of sense it brings with it procure deli
verance. 

The Sarbkhyan Puruf?a, the Soul, is, however, really 
a collective designation for innumerable individual 
souls; and, as such, Samkhya system is more pluralistic 
than dualistic. Prakrti, primal matter, according to 
Samkhya, is alone active, and Puruf?a, the Soul (rather 
individual souls), is passive; and the creation is the 
evolution of the primal matter, which contains the 
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germ of plurality latent in it. For her evolution, how
ever, Prakrti, the material principle, needr; the proxi
mity, or unconcerned gaze, as it were, of Puruf?a, the 
paternal principle. Puruf?a, the Soul, cannot accord
ingly be really passive, as he is here represented to be. 
'ro avoid" thiR difficulty, it ha.R been suggested that 
Purw;m, the Soul, though himself passive, can make 
Pmkrti, primal matter, to move along her process of 
evolution, juKt as a lame man, Rented on the shoulder of a 
blind one can gui(lc tho latter, and make him move about, 
himself remaining unmoved. But the analogy is an 
extremely poor <levice a:-; war; long pointed out by Bada
r:'tya~ut himKclf (Vcd. 8tit., II. 2, 7). rphe lame guide, 
even while carried about on the Rllouldcr of the blind in 
question, iR, in his guidance, fully activo with hiR eyes; 
and so the analogy completely fails. Nor does the mus
trittion of a needle moving towardR a magnet, advancefl 
to overeonw tlw difficnl ty, Herve any better. 'rlw 8fLih
kllya, it is evident, fully reeogniRed the imposr;ibility 
of explaining the cosmic order from the spontaneous ae
tivity of a blind and irrational principle, and tho sup
reme need of rational guidance, to explain the same. 
But it made a great mistake in placing the ideal principle 
outside of that needing direction and guidance, the order
or above and outside of the material to be ordered and 
organised. And it was a still graver mistake to repre
sent the rational principle as absolutely passive, even in 
its guidance. Pafsivc guidance, it failed to see, involves 
contradiction in terms. The term, 'Samkhya,' is derived 
from ' Samkhya,," the number, meaning the number of 
the supposed twenty-five successive emanations, or 
stages, through which Prakrti, primal matter, passes, to 
complete her evolution. 

Profs. Lassen, Garbe, and several other Orientalists; 
hav~ treated Sari:lkhya and Nco-Platonism as kindred 
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systems of thought. " In passing to Neo-Platonism, we 
find," says Prof. Garbe (Philosophy of Ancient India~ 
pp. 49-50), " that here Lassen has valued the influence 
of the Samkhya doctrines to its full extent. Though 
there is a good evidence of harmony between the pure 
Sa:ri1khya doctrine and the Neo-Platonism of Plotinus, 
there exists even a closer connection between the latter 
one and that branch of the Samkhya philosophy which 
has assumed a theistical and ascetical character ........ . 
under the name of the Yoga philosophy." But we are 
unable to agree with Prof. Garbe. The similarity 
between Sit:r:hkhya and Neo-Platonism, on the one hand; 
and Yoga and Neo-Platonism, on the other, is more ap~ 
parent than reaJ. In Samkhya, the primal matter is an 
out-and-out non-spiritual and independent principle, 
whereas, with Plotinus, as already seen, corporeality is 
but an expression of the soul or the spirit dwelling in 
it, and the entire universe is a mere overflow or a diffu.;. 
sion of the divine life. Moreover, in Sarhkhya, Puru12as, 
the Souls, whose proximity helps the primal matter· in 
unfolding its latent resources, are innumerable, eternally 
independent principles; whereas, in Neo-Platonism, all 
the different stages of existents (spirituality, animality, 
and corporeality), are mere " workings of the One and 
Good,'' although He is placed far above the world of 
change and generation, and declared unknown and un
knowable. In Neo-Platonism again, the highest end 
of earthly existence for man is to get""rid of all sensuous 
desi1·es and impurities, in order to be able to secure a 
return to God, the Ultimate Source of all existents; 
whereas, in Samkhya, deliverance consists in the attain
ment of the power of discrimination between the self and 
the sensuous world, and thereby to attain " freedom, 
aloofness, or self -centredness, " to use Prof. Max M iiller' s 
words, i.e., complete detachment from the world of 
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sense. In Samkhya, again, there is no room loft for 
God. Though God is not actually denied there, yet it is 
stated that there is no proof of his existence. Sarhkhya 
m1d Neo-Platonism are thus almost radically tmliko. 
And it is also tho same with the Yoga system, which 
stands on the same met::LphyRieal hafjis with 8Mnld1ya. 
Although Yoga believeR in God, yet mntter and indivi
dual sonls are represented in it as co-oternrtl with God. 
rrho YogrL religiou"K pmetiees <lo, no doubt, to KOHW ex
tent, resemble those of l1roelus and his followers; but 
these pnwtiees and the Yoga ' devotion to God ' are 
mere menns to the ultimate end of the rtttainment of 
sclf-eentrc<lneKs and detaclmwnt from the world of sense, 
and not to securing the soul' f.l retmn to God as in Neo
Phtonism. In as mueh tts Noo-Phttoni.sm repreRents God 
as far above the world of change ltnd generation, it may 
however, be treated as a Rerni-dualistic syRtem. But 
both Sil,Iillkhya and Yoga are, properly speaking, plura
listic, and both treat the primal matter tM> an entirely 
independent eternal non-spi:rituaJ principle. 

Prof. Weber, with several other Oricntalists, 
wrongly held, as has alrea,dy been pointed out by R!tjen
dralal Mitra, that the object of the Yoga practices was 
to attain '' absorption into the Supreme Godhead '' 
(Indian Literature, pp. 238-9). I1. Von Schroeder has 
similarly held-and Prof. Garbe has already pointed out 
his mistake (Ibid, p. 16)-that " Yoga bears throughout 
a theistic charactlr, it assumes a primitive soul, from 
which individual souls proceed." But it is not so. In 
the Yoga system, matter and individual souls are co
eternal with God. 

Platonism. There is much less similarity between Samkhya or 
Yoga, on the one hand, and Platonism on the other. In 
as much as the Idea is above the world of change and -.. 
generation, and in as much as Plato is obliged to assume 
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'' a secondary or necessary cause,'' empty space though 
he calls it, to make it possible for the phenomenal world 
to be formed out of it, Platonism may also be regarded 
as a form of semi-dualistic system of thought. But his 
second principle, ' non-being ' as he calls it, differs 
greatly from Samkhya primal matter. Again, Sarhkhyan 
Puru~a is only a collection of innumerable independent 
individual selves. Moreover, with Plato, creation is the 
realising of the Divine End, the Good. The empty 
space, or the ' non-being,' assumes forms '' in order to 
become like the world of Ideas.'' But, in Sarhkhya, crea
tion is a snare, a bondage, and therefore an evil. And 
here alone there exists some resemblance between 
Sarhkhya and Neo-Platonism; for, according to the latter 
also, creation is an " evil, in so far as it has part in 

t matter, or the Evil " (Windelband, History of Philoso
phy, pp. 128, 247). 

The wonderful adaptations and designs displayed in 
. Nature, and the unity of the cosmic order, Badaraya~a 

argues in his violent onslaught against Sarhkhya in the 
Vedanta Siitras, cannot be the outcome of the self-evolu
tion of an irrational principle (II. 2, 1). Nor can it be 
maintained, says he (II. 2, 4), that the primal matter 
evolves the cosmic order under the influence and guidance 
of. Puru~a, the Ideal principle; for the latter is held as 
entirely passive, and therefore incapable of guiding the 
primal matter in its movement towards evolution, not 
even like a lame man seated on the sHbulder of a blind, 
guiding the latter, or a magnet drawing a piece of iron 
(II. 2, 7). Again, all change or causation on its ulti
mate analysis is teleological; unconscious matter is 
therefore, incapable of it and of explaining the cosmic 
order (II. 2, 2-:3). 

All dualistic systems are, in fact, open to the objec
tion that the very assumption of two independent and 
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self-existing eternal principles, involves an inherent self
contradiction. Moreover, on such an assumption, it 
is impossible to explain their co-operation and unity, 
as reflected in the unity of the cosmic order. 

Plato's mistake was to have hypostatised his subjec
tive Universal, and to have represented it as " a One 
alongside of many," as Aristotle characterised it. Some
thing more than the Unchangeable is needed to explain 
the world of change and generation. Aristotle, accord
ingly, substituted for Plato's subjective universal, his 
own objective universal, tho essential form, and gave it 
its proper place in the primal matter, and the p~trticu
lars evolved from it. Matter, without the Idea, said he, 
is as much an abstraction as the Idea without matter. 
Matter is '' the germ of the form, the potential form,'' 
and the form is " matter in actuality." " Matter is 
the beginning of all things, the Idea is the goal, for 
which it strives; matter is the rudimentary or imper
fect state, the form is the perfection or completion;" and 
the transformation of the former into the latter, he called 
evolution. As the final cause of the univense, and the 
highest Good, God is both in the things as their imma
nent essence, as well as transcends them. " Discipline 
exists, both in the army, as well as outside of it, in the 
general. God is, likewise, both the law and the la:;w
giver, the order and the orderer of things ... Everything 
is organised, ordered, and harmonised by him and with 
a view to him. And, since he is One (matter alone is 
manifold), there can be but one single, eternal universe. 
Conversely, the unity which prevails in the world proves 
the unity of God " (Weber, History of Philosophy, 
pp. 112-114, lHi-117). In his metaphysics Aristotle 
thus solves the opposition between the Heracleitian and 
Eleatic metaphysics, and declares, as Yajftavalkya; had 
done long before (Brh. Up., III. 8, 9). " On this prin~ 
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ciple of principles depend the heavens and nature.'' But, 
unfortunately, in his theology, he abandons his position 
altogether and flatly contradicts himself. The Supreme 
Being, here he tells us, as absolute perfection, must be 
immaterial, and above matter, which, though poten
tia1ly perfect, is a mark of actual imperfection; and God, 
as immovable prime niover of all movements, must be 
outside the world of change. Matter, he adds, has an 
inherent hankering for perfection, the eternal Idea, its 
goal; and the goal sets it in motwn, itself remaining un
moved. Srinkhyan Dualism, if such we can call it, re
appears here, but certainly in an optimistic and much 
higher form. 

. The materialistic Atomism of Democritus and Pluralistic 
Theories. 

Gassendi, and of Ka:l).ada in India, and the spiritualistic 
·Atomism of Leibniz and Herbart, belong to this class; 
the Yoga system occupies an intermediate position. 

Materialistic A tomism.-It seeks to explain the 
origin of the universe from fortuitous combinations and 
recombinations of an infinite number of self-existing and 
inter-acting atoms, eternally scattered in space. It has 
found its best expression in the mechanical theory of 
evolution of Darwin, as modified by Lamarck. 

Atomism of Ka}Jada and Badar.ayatta.-The ulti
m,ate elements, ether, air, heat, water, and earth, do, 
according to Ka:l).ada, consist, each, of an infinite .num
ber of formless, colourless, inextended and indivisible 
atoms. These· atoms, we are told, unite with one 
another, within the limits of the same species, accord
ing to a law, called Adr~ta, tendency to union remain~ 
ing dormant, during the continuance of the period of the 
dissolution of the world, but setting the atoms at work 

" on the eve of every new creation, and building up 
the world by their combinations and re-combinations. 

Now, the arguments urged against Sarilkhya, says 
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Badarayal)a (II. 1, 12), apply with equal force and 
cogency to the atomism of Kal)ada. Mere fortuitous 
combinations and re-combinations of atoms cannot, says 
he, explain the endless differentiations and adaptations 
visible in tho world. All change and causation must, 
besides, be ultimately teleological. Again, if the atoms 
are really in-extended, formless ::tnd colourless, how can 
the'), asks he (II. 2, 15), by their combinations and 
re-combinations, nt all originate form and extenRion, 
and such wonderful diversities of colour. The tendency 
to rmion muAt, moreover, either be inherent in the 
n,toms, or not inherent in them. If inherent, creation 
must be eternal, and there ean he no dissolution; and, 
if not inl1orent, there can be no creation at all. Again, 
if the tendency to nnion is supposed to be inherent, and 
yet not RO, from the very start, its sudden appearance on 
the eve of every ne-vv creation, and itR dir:.;appearance 
<luring tl1o diRRolution, remains totally unexpla,ined (II. 
2, 12 & 14). Ba<h1rhyal}.a adds, in conchJRion, tha,t, 
as Atomism haR found no adherents among men of cul
ture, it iB unworthy of further consideration. 

Atomism, in itR attempt to represent the cosmic 
order as the result of mere chance, haR clearly demonstra
ted its utter helplessnesB. Tlw meclumieal theory of 
eausation is, in fact, wholly inconsistent with any proper 
understanding of tho nature and meaning of causality 
and c"hange. We must look for the secret of change in 
the very constitution of things. All change and causa
tion must be regarded as ultimately teleological. In 
that particular domain of nature, where alone we are 
immediately in touch with the workings of reality, 
change is always found to be teleological. And the 
movements and changes in the world without also be
come intelligible, only when so conceived. And the 
very endless connections among parts of the cosmic whole 
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themselves, clearly point to their inner unity and corres
pondence. The theory of evolution becomes intelligible 
only on the supposition that the whole universe is the 
realisation of a rational plan or end immanent in it. 
And thus understood, natural selection becomes ' ration
al selection. ' Moreover, if the mind has been evolved 
from matter, the matter must have the possibilities of 
the mind, already latent in it. The evolutional theory 
rightly understood, therefore, spiritualises matter, rather 
than it materialises the mind. 

Spiritualistic A tomism.-The only reality we are 
directly aware of is the self or ego in ourselves, which is 
an indivisible entity. Leibniz has, accordingly, held that 
all monads are indivisible units, potentially or actually 
similar to the self in us, and has endeavoured to explain 
the wmld of experience by a reference to the inner acti
vities of an infinite number of such ultimate and self
inclusive monads. Herbart's ' reals ' also closely re
semble Leibniz' s monads. His ' reals ' are absolutely 
simple, and exclude all diversity of properties, change 
and movement. Change only modifies their mutual rela
tions. Every sensible object is, therefore, a mere inte
gration of' reals.' But, like all pluralists, both Leibniz 
and Herbart have completely failed to explain the fact of 
inter-connections and harmony in the cosmic order. 
Leibniz tried to get over the difficulty by his hypothesis 
of Pre-established Harmony. But, in separating the 
organising principle from the materials to be organised, 
the orderer from the order and the units to be ordered, 
and, thereby, in denying the units themselves their only 
possible ground of correlation and unity, his solution 
proved too poor a device to serve any purpose. The un
related ' reals ' of Herbart are, again, mere logical abs
tractions. 'I1be theory uf ' Accidental Views ' does not 
solve the difficulty in any way. The ' reals,' though 
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completely self~inelusive and isolated, are, it is said, 
capable of reciprocal inter-actions, without, thereby, in 
any way, affecting their inner independence and isolation. 
But variable relations, reciprocal interaction, among 
things must needs involve modification in the things 
themselves. Besides, inter~connections among a plural
ity of units necessarily implies the immanence and opera
tion of an aJl~embrncing principle, as the ultinmte ground 
of their being, function, and nnity, 11R was pointed out 
by Yajfiavalkya long long ago in his description of the 
nature and function of the Eternal Internal Ruler 
('nidc Brh. Up., III. 7, H-2B). 

Monistic theories, apart from the Acosmism of 
Spinoza, have assumed tl1ree different forms, which we 
shall briefly consider here :-

!Eladics, Gau4az1lida anrl ~~ankara.-T.he Ultimate 
Reality is, with the Eleatics, :Oure Being, which is above 
all change and differentiation And, as it is above all 
change and movement, the world of plurality is, it 
necessarily follows, nothing but appearances and illu
sions. rrho position of Gallc_lapa.cb and ~anlmra, in 
India, greatly resembles that of tho Eneatics. '' The 
whole world, " according to eankara, " is but an erro
neous appearance, as unreal as a :make, mistaken for a 
piece of rope, by a belated traveller, and disappears, just 
as the imagined snake does, as soon as light of true 
knowledge has arisen " (cf. Thibaut, Vedanta Siitras, 
pp. cxix-cxx). In his commentary on Vedanta Siitras 
(II. 1, 14), Sankam describes the world of plurality as 
a.n outcome of Ignorance, or Avidya. In explaining 
Vedanta Sutras (II. 1, 23) he again characterises plura
lity of existents as resembling ''objects seen in a dream.'' 
" Perception apprehends," says he, " only pure and 
unqualified existence, .. Exten1~l objects are invariably 
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apprehended as compounded of existence and appearance, 
and ..... .in all perceptive cognisance, existence alone 
unvaryingly persists,· while ~he differentiating peculia
rities of things are seen to vary from thing to thing." 
Sankara accordingly concludes, '' pure, unqualified 
existence alone is real '' (Rangachariya, and Barada
raja, Bribha~ya, trans., p. x). Parmenides, likewise, 
ascribes reality to the Universal Being alone, anu holds 
everything which exists in multiplicity, and is subject 
to change, as unreal. Before Sankara, GauQ.apada had 
held exactly the same views; and Sankara has only re
duced his teachings into a system. All multiplicity, 
says Gaw;iapada, in his Karikas, on the MaJ;lQ.. Up., II. 
1, is unreal. The world of plurality is no more real 
than a dream-world. " The two worlds are alike; the 

··only difference is, one is external, and the other is inter
nal.'' And Sankarl, in commenting on the same, ob
serves : '' as in a dream, the objects seen are false, so 
too in waking. Their capability of being seen is the 
same. Therefore, in the waking condition too, they 
(the objects seen) are false " (cf. P. D. Bastri, Doctrine 
of Maya, p. 87). Thus, from the fact, that both the 
waking-world and the dream-world are " capable of 
being seen,'' they are treated alike, and the unreality of 
both is inferred. 

But Pure Being is a mere logical abstraction. '' It 
is an abstraction formed in a perfectly legitimate way, 
which aims at embracing the common element that is to 
be found in many cases of Being, and that distinguished 
them from Not-Being." But " it does not admit, as it 
stands, of application to anything real. Just as an 
abstract notion cannot take place, just as it never occurs, 
but in the form of velocity, in a definite direction, so 
Pure .ieing cannot in reality be an antecedent or subs
tance of such a kind as that empirical existence, wjth 
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its manifold determinations, should be in any sort, a 
secondary enumation from it, either as its consequence, 
or as its modiJ:ication " (IJot)';e, Met., Vol. II, p. 81). 
By denying the reality of the world of change and gene
ration, unqualified Monism has indeed evaded the real 
issue, and confesHed its utter helplessness and poverty as 
an explanation of the world of experience. Bven 
Sanknra himself, haH, in dealing with the Vedn,nta 
Sutras, II. :3, 20, flatly contradicted IJimRoH, nnd been 
forced to admit the almunlity of treating ' waking experi
ence ' and ' dre::nn experience ' alike. W c deny, says 
he, " that the ideas of poNtH, and so on ... may ariRe (in 
the wahng Rtatc) in the almnnce of external objeetH, 
just as the ideas of a drea.m, on tho ground of their both 
being alike ideas. rPhe two RotR of ideaK, we mrtintain, 
cannot be treated on tl1c~ rmme footing, on aecount of the 
differcnee of their eku·aeter '' O'lli1Jaut, Jlrid, pp. 424:-
25). rl'hiH iR a elear admission o[ the reality of 
plurality. But 8ankara NPcms to think he is not bound 
to be eonr-;ir-;tcnt,; a11d lm, aeeon1ingly, denieR itR reality 
next moment! Philosophy ainlN nt an cxplarHtLion of 
the world-whole. But Unqualified 1\1oniHrn, by lightly 
denying itR realit,y, ev:tdcK the whole problcn1, instead of 
solving it. 

Cartesi(w Moruism.-rJlhe ordimtry view of <tbsolute 
creation of tho world OLlt of nothing is n modified form 
of Abstract Monism. It holds the Ultimate Reality to 
be one only, and afJirms th~tt, before creation, God 
alone existed, and that, at a certain point of time, the 
world of finite existents \Vas brought into being, out of 
nothing, by a mere divine fiat, and was given nn inde
pendent existence, with powers and laws of its own, to 
keep it ngoing automatically. It is thus held that God 
has voluntarily put it limit upon his own infinitu.;J.e and 
freedom, and made room for all finite existents, and 



THE THEORIES OF THE WORLD & THE VEDANTA 165 

assigned to them an independent existence of their own. 
This is the position of Descartes, Reid and his followers. 

But this view makes the world o£ plurality, l.lJ itE! 
existence outside the Absolute, necessarily .a limit to its 
infinitude and freedom. If, moreover, the plurality is 
once allowed an independent position, it may as well be 
conceived as having been in that position from all eter
nity. And this is actually claimed in the Yoga system 
of Patafijali. Such a view of creation, besides, assigns 
to the world merely a contingent existence, and makes 
the relation between God and the woria entirely arbi
trary, mechanical and unthinkable, and, at the same 
time, fails to give a satisfactory explanation of reciprocal 
inter-connections among existents, as correlated factors 
of a single whole. 

rrhe most fundamental problem of philosophy is to 
explain the relation between the One and the Many, the 
Unconditioned and the Conditioned. Pantheism, by its 
denial of the reality of the vYorld of existents, evades the 
real problem; whereas Abstract Monism by its connec
tion of creation in time, by an arbitrary divine fiat out 
of nothing renders the relation- between the two al
together mechanical, arbitrary and unthinkable. The 
reality of the manifold of experience is indubitable. 
Self-consciousness bears a clear testimony to the reality 
of both self and not-self, as well as of their correlation . 
and unity. Through it, we are directly aware of the 
existence of a self-sustaining and self-developing prin
ciple in us. It, at the same time, forces upon us the 
reality of an objective order of inter-related units 
without. Experience, thus presents to us an orderly 
system without, and a domain of reality in us. In this 
iatter domain, we see that the reality in us has its own 
ways of self-manifestation or modes-modes in and 
through which it maintains and develops itself, and re-

Concrete 
Spiritualism. 
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veals itself as a principle of unity-in-diffcrcnce,-and that 
these inter-related modm.; arc but sol f'-manifestations of 
one identical princfple in us. And the consciousness of 
an intimate correlation and correspondence between the 
two worldN, irresistibly forces upon us a conviction that 
the entire cosmic order must, similarly, be the self-evo
lution of a single Eternal and Infinite Reality, which has 
evolved the plurality of existence from within, as modes 
or finite centres of its self-manifestation, assigned to 
them their respective pbces, functions ani! ends, as inter
related factors of a single system, and sustained them all 
within its all-embracing unity, as their common and 
ultimate bond of union. 

Kant.-J(ant, in hiH brilliant work, General 
Natural History and Theory of I:Toavens (1755), as 
already noticed, :first clearly brought out the true implica-
tion of the world-wide causality and inter-connection , -
among things. " It is this very mechanical order of 
Nature, embracing all phenomena," there he tells us, 
'' aecording to whose laws the particular elements act 
and re-act upon one another, which witnesseR to one 
common ground of the universe, one infinite power, 
which stirs in eneh partienlar element. rrhe individual 
atoms are points of forces, not small extended particles, 
and the fact that they act and re-act upon one another, 
according to laws, proves that there is no original and 
absolute Reparation between them. Had every clement 
in the world its own particular natme, it could only be 
an accident if they fitted together so as to render a con
nected system of things possible. Their reciprocal con
nection would be impossible, if they were not collectively 
dependent on a common ground. In this common 
ground, both the mechanical order and the purposive
ness of nature find their explanation " (Hoffding, His-
tory of Modern Philosophy, Vol. II, pp. 42-43). This 
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was an epoch-making declaration, but, amidst the 
tumult a.nd bustle of the activities of the critical 
period, Kant often lost sight of the old track of his 
thought, and was even led, in his first Critique, to re
gard ' change ' as merely applicable to ' empirical 
reality.' ,. But, even during this period, Kant's old 
vision, HS alrel'tdy noticed, re-appeared from time to 
time. " That which lies at the base of the matter of 
our knowledge,'' he frankly suggested even in his first 
Critique, '' may be identical with that which deter
mines the form, under which we arrange the same-and 
that which underlies material phenomena may be the 
same which underlies the Spiritual phenomena.'' In 
the Critique of Practical Reason, he was similarly led 
to think of '' thr possible identity of the basis of the 
world of natu:· .• ith that of the world of freedom '' 

"'--/ (Hoffding, Ibia, pp. 104-5). In his Critique of Specu
lative Psychology, he was also driven to think that 
'' that which underlies outer phenomena may be the 
same as that which underlies inner phenomena. If 
this were so, there would be an end to dualism, and also 
to all difficulties which have arisen concerning the reci
procal action between soul and body " (Ibid, p. 63). 
In his last Critique, the same vision returned to him 
once again, and he declared, once more, probably, "that 
which underlies the causal relation between things, 
also underlies the purposiveness and the harmony of 
Nature;" and " that the world of nature and the world 
of freedom are not absolutely separate, but must have a 
common foundation " (Ibid, pp. 109, 107). Kant, 
however, failed to "l.·vork out the idea involved in these 
suggestions, but he was quite confident that philosophy, 
to be worthy of its name, must carefully consider the 
fact of the world-wide inter-connection among the 
various parts of the cosmic system, and that between the 
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world of nature and the world of freedom, and the full 
implication and significance of such inter-connections, 
in its attempt to offer a satisfactory explanation of the 
world. He, in fact, regarded tho coneeption indic:tted 
in the afore-said utteranceR " aA a final view, a conclud
ing llypothesi8 of very great value for enquiry~' And 
" thn eontinuity of ]\ant's philosophical development,'' 
rts Hiiffding aptly ohscrv<~R, displays itRelf most clearly 
at thiN }Joint. And hiR speenhtive followerR took np the 
vvork where he had left it. 

H erdcT.-rrlre sanw eonenption also ver_y strongly 
proRcntnd itRelf to Herder, a contemporary of Kant, and 
found a bold cxpresRion in him. He tmmrformPd 
[;cibniz's doetrine of MonrMis into n, doctrine of ' orgn,nic 
forces;' and theRe, he held, in awtlogy with th('l nctivc 
fo1·ceR operative in UR, operate, in different degrees, nnd 
at di1feront RtagoR tlmmghout the whol<~ of Nature. ''The 
force, that thinJm and workR in Inc," Raid he." is, in 
virtne of itR nature, n, force as etemn,l rtF: that which 
holds the Run and tlw stan< together " (Ilrid, p. 114). 

H eucl.-In n(~gcl' this conception fonnd a Rtill 
clearer expreRRion. 11hough Nature and the mere life 
of mind Rcer.:n to Rtand opposed to, and independent of 
each other, yet tl10y exist, said he, a,s necessa,ry fnetors 
and cornplcmontnry clements of the concrete Reality. 
An orderly external world is indispensable, :18 a neces
sary correlate for the existence of n self-conscious mind. 
In order to exist :1s a, self-conscious spirit, the mind 
mLmt needs be conscious of ~m objective, orderly ancl 
inter.-related world of plurality. And, ns the highost 
form of reality, we are aware of. is our mvn self-cons
cious spirit, in the very core of Reality, Hegel conclu
ded, na,ture and mind must exist as complementrtry ele
ments of one concrete whole; and the Ultimate 
Reality must be a principle of unity-in-difference, 
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a spiritual principle, both a plurality and a 
unity. It must be " a differentiated unity," as Dr. 
McTaggart puts it, " in which the unity has no mean
ing but the differentiations, and the differentiations have 
no meaning but the unity. The differentiations are in
dividual4£l, for each of whom the unity exists, and whose 
whole nature consists in the fact that the unity is for 
them as the whole nature of the unity consists in the 
fact that it is for the individuals '' (Studies in H egclian 
Cosmology, p. 7). 

Hegel, however, committed a great mistake in 
, thinking that his Logic was identical with Absolute 

__ ,owledge, and that its categories were '' the explica
tion of the Absolute," the expression of "God's nature in 
thoughts as such.'' In ::;o fat· as human ki1owledge 
g-rabps, and lays hold of Reality, it may be said, to 

''----- coincide with the innermost essence of existents, as real 
constituents of its very being, and not as merely subjec
tive. But it is absurd to think that the philosopher's 
knowledge of Reality, however complete it may be, ac
tually covers its whole content. And yet, Hegel, in the 
intoxication of the consciousness of the significance of 
his great contributions, actually advanced such a preten
tious claim on behalf of his Logic, and presumed that his 
categories really amounted to an explication uf th~ 
Absolute Mind. Even if we are fully satisfied, that the· 
world in its essence, or full reality, is spiritual, and that 
on no other supposition, is the unity and order unrler
lying it explicable, yet we have to confess that a compre
hensive knowledge of it in its ultimate essence-such a 
knowledge of it as would be a knowledge of God----is 
impossible to us. " To know God," as Green puts it, 
" we must be God. The unifying principle of the 
·world is indeed in us; it is our self. But, as in us, it 
1s so conditioned by a particular animal nature that, 
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while it yields the idea of the world as one which regu
](ttes all our knowledge, our actual knowledge is a piece
meal procesR .. We Rpell out the rulationR of things one 
by one, we paRR from condition to condition, from effect 
to effect : but, as one fragrnunt of truth is graBpnfl, 
ano.ther has escaped nB, and we never rea.eh that totality 
oJ apprehonswn, through which alorw we could know 
the world l1B it is, and God in it " (Works, Vol. III, p. 
145). Hegel' R mistake waR to ignore thiB fact. But 
JWvertlwJ(~f>H, the real objPet ol' the dialnd,ieal method iN, 
nndouhtodly, to Hhow that all cxiHt(mi.H Htanfl intimately 
i ntcr-con neetn<l, as the thoughts of the mind-that they 
all form an organic totality. " In fact, for Hegel, as 
for Aristotle, trutlt and knowledge are,'' as AdamRon 
ptli!H it (D(welopnwnL of Modern Philosophy, Vol. I, 
p. 27 4:), " hut different cxpreRsionR for the same; and 
the asRumption, that thoughts form a complete system, 
tho abstract expresRion of reality, is but saying, in other 
words, that truth is n systematic whole, which stands in 
no need of extraneous support.'' 

The terril ' thought,' by which Hegel designated 
the ultimate CRscnco of renJity, was also somewhat un
happy. But, by thought, he certainly meant, as Prof. 
Bosanguet points out (Principle of Individuality 
and Value, p. 65), " much what most people mean ...... 
when they speak of feeling." Thought is in part intui
tive, and in its character of immediate apprehension, it 
indeed, resembles the nature of feeling. 

But Hegel's greatest mistake was to think that he 
could deduce the forms of reality from one ultimate prin
~iple In his system, light, weight, magnetism, elec
tricity, chemical processes, all(l org:'Lnic life, have all 
been represented as necessary phases in the gradual self
evolution of the Absolute. Not only so, bold attempts 
have been made in it to show that all plants and living 
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organisms have been evolved, one after another, in a 
regular succession. But 1it was '' a delusion to sup
pose,'' tu use Lotze's words, '' that the forms of realit}, 
while still inaccessible to observation, could be deduced 
from a single fundamental principle. All that (Could be 
done ...... was to reduce to it the material already given 
by experience, with its attendant residuum of peculiarity, 
which cannot be explained, but must be simply accepted 
as a fact " (Met., Vol. II, pp. 378-79). 

Lotze.-Lotze, in avoiding Hegel's blunder, took 
up the problem wl~ere Kant had left. it. A plurality of 
real elements, in reciprocal action, constitutes the 
foundation of the mechanical conception of nature .. 
" But what is the relation," asks Lotze, " between the 
elements and the inter-connection, in which they exist? 
Could they, apart from the inter-connection, exist ind6-

"-,.J pendently? ...... Reciprocal action and inter-action cannot 
take place in the air, over or between the elements; j:t 
pre-supposes their inner unity," and, as the ground and 
basis of that unity, " an infinite all-embracing Being, 
of which the moments, or points of action, are the parti
cular elements " (Hoffding, Ib1:d, pp. 513-14). Could 
there be a world-order, he asks, without its being based 
on an infinite and all-embracing principle, capable of 
bringing together '' any plurality to the unity of any 
definite relation," or of maintaining such a unity, "if . 
it were not, at the same time, present in each individual 
of the plurality, and sensitive to every state occurring in 
all other individuals, and capable also of bringing the 
reciprocal relations of all into the intended form by an 
alteration of position, determined by reference to their 
remoteness from the point aimed at?'' (Lotze, Micro
cosmus, Vol. II, p. 675.) And, if the conception of a 
co:-;mic order implies the presence of such an infinite and 
all-pervading ordering Being, as the ultimate basis and 
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support of the world of plurality, the conception of a 
moral order, adds Lotze, carries us further still. The 
world is, not only a system of inter-related factors, but 
also contains unmistakable traces of organic, social, and 
moral e..lfolution. And, if the world is a moral order, as 
it undoubtedly is, the all-pervading ordering Being must 
needs be a spiritual principle,-a Being, who can cons
ciously regulate the activities of the elements, assign to 
each its own proper place and function in the system, 
discriminate between good and bad, and is, at the same 
time, capable of realising the good, with his '' own 
living love.'' rrhe world of plurality must, therefore, be 
regarded, as a system of neceRsary and inter-related 
modes of the self-manifestation of one Ultimate Reality, 
which, as the agent, that evolves them, and HR the sub
ject, that thinks, designs, and regulates them, etefJhally 
maintains itself in and through them, materials of its 
own consciout~ life, at~ the Absolute Spirit. 

Romantieism tried to dodnee the forms of ren,lity 
from the highest idea; and thiR proved an irnpossible 
task. Lotze, however, starting from the former, has 
reasoned back to their ultimate pre-supposition. And 
from a plurality of elementR, in reciprocal inter-connec
tion, he infers the presence of one infinite spiritual 
principle, as their ultimate ground and support. It is 
only in our own selves that we have a direct vision of 
the ultimate nature of reality, " a cognitiorei, as dis
tinct from a cognitio circa 1·em.'' And, as all inter-re
lated faetors of the system, and the basic principle 
underlying the same, must needs be homogeneous in 
character, to make their unity and inter-connection 
possible, aJl existents, Lotze argues, must be " feeling 
beings," animated in different degrees, and the Ulti
mate Reality, realised in them all, mnst be a self-cons
cious spiritual principle, seeking to realise an end. As 
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totality of its modes, it transcends them all. 
I.Jotze's Panentheism. 

" Not deduction," says Lotze, " but reduction is 
possible." In the Veda,nta, --we; however, meet with 
both these attempts having been made side by side. 
But the Vedantic attempt at deduction was, as it was 
then bound to be, very modest in its nature, and it never 
assumed the character of a pretentious attempt at the 
explication of the content of the Absolute. Tht Vedan
tists kne\v that the creative thought, like the reproduc
tive thought of man, begins with the most abstract, the 
most mtangible. The concrete forms of reality, they ac
cordillgly thought, must have been gradually evolved at 
different stages of creative evolution. But, at the same 
time, they were fully conscious of the inscrutable ways 
of the self-manifestation of the creative principle. And 
hence, in their attempts at the deduction, if deduction 

. we can call _it, of the plurality of existents from the 
Reality. rrhey always spoke with diffidence and in a 
faltering voice. These attempts have, accordingly, 
taken the shape, of mere general statements. And, even 
in these general statements, thinkers are divided 
amongst themselves nay, even the same thinkers have, 
at times, advanced different analogical arguments in 
support of their positions. And the Upanif?ads them
selves bear witness to these differences of opinions. 

rl'he profound sense of the cosmic unity must have 
engaged the most serious attention of the Vedantists, 
and have been the ~::~ta,rting-point of their philosophical 
speculation. And the inter-actions among th~~ plurality 
of existents, and the unit, order and harmony in the 
world-whole, coupled with the inner experience of life, 
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naturally forced upon them the conception of an ulti
mate source and inner bond of the world of plurality. 
And the pages of the Upa.ni$ads, t,Jw Vedanta Sutras, and 
the Gita, abound in utteranccR containing vivid and elmt:r 
expressions of this senRe of the cosmic unity. "A l1 
these exiRtentR, my dear,'' declares TTdditlaka to hiR son 
(ClHtn. Up., VI. 8, 4'), " h:wc Lhcir being, unity and 
support in tlH~ Reality '' (Sa.nmfi.ldb. sornyent.a~t sa·rvah. 
[Jta:idb' SadliyaJ(~ru1~1 safpmti.~(:Jui~l). " rrhiR Self'" :tdds 
the same U pani~?ad (VIII. 4, l), " iR the s11pport of all 
these worlds-the bond of their unity and existence.'' 
" That all-pervading Hei.tlity," it fmtber ndds (VTII. 
14, 1), '' which Jms evolved from within the world of 
plmality, nn<l wherein they n,ll nxist, is Bra.hman (the 
Supremo Self).,, r[1hc J3rh Up. Biinil:trly declares (II. 
5, 15), " Ho is tbc internal Ruler of tho piun1ltty of 
existents. As the spokeR of a wheel t1re united together 
in the nave rmd the felly, so in this Self n.re united ...... all 
worlds, aJl gods, all hoingR, and all individual souls.'' 
In tho same Upa.ni::md (TTl. 7, 2-2B), Yfijfiavalkya, in 
reply to 1Jdda,ln.k:1 declareR, '' Ho who iR imrpancnt in the 
earth, and yet transcends it whom the earth knows not, 
whose mode (body) the earth is, who regulates and 
guides it from within, H<~ 1 s thy Self; the imperisha,blo 
internal Ruler. He who is in water, and yet trm1scends 
it, whom water does not know, whose modo water is, and 
who regubtes and g-uides it from within, He is thy Self. 
the imperishable internal Huler. He, who is in the fire, 
yet tmnscends it, whom tbe fire knows not, whose mode 
the fire is, and who regulates it ~md guides it from. He 
is thy Self, the imperiRhable internal Ruler ...... He who 
is in alJ oxistents, and yet tmmcends them all, whom 
these existents know not .. whose modes they n.re, a.nd 
who regulates and guides them from within, fh~ is thy 
Self, the imperishable, internal Ruler ...... He who is our 
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reason, and yet transcends it, whom the reason compre
hends (knows) not, whose mode it is, and who regulates 
and guides it from within, He is thy Self, the imperi· 
shable, internal Ruler. ..... He sees unseen, hears un
heard, thinks unthought of, knows unknown. There is 
no other seer beyond Him, no other hearer beyond Him, 
no other thinker beyond Him, no other knower beyond 
Him, He is thy Self, the imperishable, internal Ruler. 
Everything different from Him is transient.'' In the same 
Upani~ad (IV. 4, 13 & 22) we are further told, " He is 
the ' evolver ' of the world of plurality; He is the 
moulder, g·uide and ruler of all. He is the support of 
the world; He is the Soul of all these .... He is the Lord, 
support of all existents, their common guide, and ruler and 
their ultimate ground and bond of union and existence.'' 
The :&iatha, II. 2, 12, likewise declares, " He is the, 
one Ruler, the Soul of all things and beings, who mani
fests His one Self into many forms (Ekam rupafn 
V€!"hudha yal,L kaToti). Those sages, who see Him in 
themselves, alone have peace eternal, and not others." 
The Svet. Up., III. 15, likewise declares, "Being is 
all this, all that has been, and all that is to be.'' The 
same Upani~ad (VI. 12-13) againsays, ".He is the Guide 
and Ruler ...... He evolves many forms from His own,. 
essence. He is the Real of the reals (Nityo nityanam), 
the Consciousness of the conscious (Cetanascetaniiniim),· 
and alone TJTODides the needs of the world of plurality 
(the many). The sages, who see Him. in their own, 
selves, alone have peace eternal, and not others." 
'' That bright One is immanent in all things, and is 
all-pervading,'' it adds (VI. 11), '' He is the inner SouL· 
and Guide of all existents, the Regulator of their acti
vities, the universal in-dwelling Spirit, the universal Wit
ness and Inspirer, and the self-existing Ultimate Reality, 
and Who is, at the same time, beyond and above all 
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His modes." The ;Isa, 517 similarly declares, " He 
is irmnanent in all, imd also tmnscends all. All he, 
who sees all existents in the Self, and the Self in all, 
hates none, and is above all .<;mruws and delusions.'' 

These utterances,-and the Upanit;1ads are full of 
such declarations,-are quite significant. In these de
clarations, we have, no tloubt the final conclusions clear~ 
ly stl1ted mHl rmmrned up, with the intermedinte steps 
and reasonings undeveloped or left o1rt. Instructions, 
in those days, were imparted orally. It is, therefore, 
no wonder if, in the records of the teachings, the inter
mediate step~ were generally omitted, or ]eft undevelop
ed.. But, although the interrrwdiate steps arc not there, 
the iinal conduRions sta11d there conspienously, and their 
import is quite unmistakable. The intermediate steps, 
though left out, arc also clearly indicated in ther con
clusions thcmRelves. But are the intermediate stcpR 
reaiJy ]eft out entirely? No, by no moans. Badara
y:u_la has distinetly told us, in dealing with Sfuilkhyan 
Dualism, the Atomism of 1\al)adn,, !tnd other non-Vedfl.n
tic schools, that tho cosrnie unity is inexplicable except 
on the supposition that all the elements constituting it 
have a common ground of their unity, and that the 
wonderful l1dapta.tions and organisation displayed in the 
universe most conclusively proves that the world-evolv
ing principle is an Infinite Spirit. As integral parts 
d one systematic doctrine, all the arguments employed 
by Badarayal).a in demolishing the non-Vedantic doe
trineR, must be understood aR forming parts of the utter
anees just considered. And, thus understood, in these 
utterances and arguments, we find a constructive expo· 
sition of the entire Vedantic Panentheism. 

No metaphysics has, however, ever been able to 
exp1a.in how the plurality of existents actually came into 
being out of one Ultimate Reality. Nor is it the busi-
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ness of metaphysics, as Lotze points out (Met~, Vol. II, 
p. 416), to answer how " the inorganic elements of the 
earth's crust found themselves united· in the form of 
crystals, capable of inhibition, and in systems endowed 
wjth life and growth; or again, how the atmosphere of 
the primitive world settled upon the earth, in the shape 
of protoplasm, and there struck roots of the most various 
kinds.'' These are questions for the sciences to investi
gate. The function of metaphysics is to start with the 
facts of experience, and to point out the nature of the 
general principles involved and pre-supposed in them, 
the principles in the light of which alone the facts of 
experience become intelligible. The Vedanta has, also, 
frankly confessed its inability to answer questions like 
the above. But it has, nevertheless, endeavoured, in its 
owa way, to explain the most inscrutable problems of 

~/ the transformation of the One into a world of plurality, 
a,nd to make it generally intelligible. And it is interest
ing to consider here some of these attempts. This is how 
the Tait. Up., II. 6, describes the process of creation 
metaphorically,-" He (the universal ·will) desired, 
'I shall be many~-I shall evolve many.' He then re
flected, and evolved all these existents, and entered into 
them all, and thus became all that is visible and all that 
is invisible ...... all that is conscious, and all that is un
conscious." " Alone He delighted not," the B:rh. 
Up., I. 4, 1, tells us, " He wanted duality, and split 
Himself into two.'' BadarayaJ!a, in his attempt to 
show the plurality, as mere modes of the self-manifesta
tion of One causal Reality, describes the plurality as 
ansing from the self-transformation of the Supreme 
¥fill. Brahman, " like curd arising from milk. " 
<Kr;;iravati, II. 1, 23). " Potters can make pots," says 
Nimvarka, in dealill.g wit.h the passage, " only if 
equipped with necessary means and materials. We must 

23 
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not, t1bereforc, ::nrppoNc, that Bralmian (the Supreme Self) 
being devoid of all external resources, is not the cause of 
tlw worJcl. By 'Oirtue of the inscrutable powers inherent 
in itself, Brahntan transforms itself into the world of 
plu.ral'ity, just; ris ntilk tmnsforms itself into c1;,rd." 
Hn.darf\.yat)a again compares (Vedanta Sutras, II. 1, 18), 
i,hc origm of pl n ra!lity to " the unfolding of a folded 
r:anva:c;'' (Pa[wnat ca), a.nd again to ''the Relf-expansion of 
::, (~oilnd snnko" (Ahi-lcu.1J4alavaf;, III. 2, 27). "As the 
carLh tra.nsform8 part of its contents into mineralR of 
varions (lcReriptions, so does tl~e Sci f,'' l1e again Rays, 
in Veda.ntn ~fttras, II. 1, 22, " manifest itself into a 
phtrality of' cx1fiknts.'' AH the w;wes are, 1H:\ fmther 
suggests (If. 1, U3), mcro modes of the Nea, so arc all 
existnnts the modeN of Brahman. In I. 4, 2G, he fur
ther tells us iihat the world of pl nraJity n,re mere, self-
differentiationR of Brallrrmn, caused by self-modification _..-
(iT hn.akrle~r Jmri1J.arrult). We an~ further told in this 
conneetion that Hra.hnwn 'is both /.he Efficient. and the 
MaLeriol Cansc of !Ju: 'Worlrl nf plura.l'i/;y (Prahrh.~ca-I 

4-, 2i3) and that J)ralnnnn is nverywlwrc ck"nrihed in the 
Vedanta aB existing in tvvo forms, as mani r(~stod in tho 
1vorld of plurality and yet n.s tlnn1<tnifeNtud and tran
scending the same (Para.sya Ubhayai'inga1n Sarvatra hi) 
(III. 2, 11). 

It lR evident, from above, that the VecmntieReality 
is a. spiritual principle of unity-in-difference, nn eternally 
self-differentiating principle, manifesting itself in n 
plurality of modes with a view to realising an end. 
Yajfi.avalkya most emphatically tells us, Brh. Up., II. 
3, 1, " The visible and the invisible, the perishable 
and the imperishable, things without motion~ and mov~ 
ing existents, the ·conscious and the unconscious, are 
the two modes of Brahman (Ditlt Brahma1J..o rupe)." 
But Brahman is more than the sumtotal of its modes 
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The modes do not exhaust the Reality .... He, according
ly, adds,-" Not these alone, not these alone; it is not 
that there is nothing beyond these (modes). There is 
also an existence beyond all these. He is therefore 
known as the Real of the real. The vital airs, etc., 
ar.e real; He is the Real of these reals. "* In the Glta, 
we are likewise told, in the mouth of the Absolute, as 
it were (VII. 10 and 12), " Know Me, 0 Plirtha, as the 
germ of the world of plumlity ... Know all ex-istents as 
evolved from Me. I am not in them (not exhausted in 
them); they are in Me." (Vijam Main sarvabhutanaril 
viddhi Partha sanatananL: Matta eveta;{l, -vidclhi na 
tvaha11~ teftu te nwyi.) It again declares, IX. 4-5, " My 
invisible being pervades this world of plma1ity. All 
existents are in Me; I am not (contained) in them, ..... . 
I a'¥R the ultimate ground and support of all existents; 
and that which supports them all is not (exhausted) in 
them.'' 

In Borne places in the Upanif?ads, the origin of plu
rality has been described as an organic growth. " You 
cannot see, my dear, this tiny seed," says Uddalaka, for 
instance, to his son, Svetaketu, in Chan., VI. 12, 2-3, 

* This significant passage, like several other· passages of its 
kind, has been grossly distorted and misinterpreted by Sal'lkara. 
Prof. Deussen, Dr. E. Roer, Mr. Gough, and several othem, 
have simply uncritically followed Sal'lkara. H is one of the clear
est utterances of V edantic Panentheism. The above rendering 
of it is based on the only possible interpretation the passage 
admits of, and accepted unanimously by Nim.varka, Rftmfmuja, 
Vijfianabhikt?u and Balacleva. Bi:tdarayai,la himself has, in Vecl. 
Sut., III. 2, 22, distinctly indicated this to be the only meaning 
of the passage, and has told us that the Vedanta htmo " denies 
only so-muchncss (rdiivah,om) of Brahman; for it declares it to 
be more than :1ll thm;e~' (Na hi o/awrrlacl.iti neLi, anyat paTam 
asti), 
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" out of which this huge Nyagrodha tree has arisen. 
Believe me, my dear, this world of plurality has, like
wise, arisen from oue subtle invisible principle. All 
these are but modes of the same, the Self." The Munq., 
I. 1, 7··8, again declares, " as a spider evolves its cob
web from within, as a bright :fire emits thousands of 
sparks, as plants grow from the earth, and as hairR from 
a Jiving body, so Jms the world been evolved from the 
Bternal Being. J}rahman expanded if;self, .frcnn an 
·innwr i-rnpnlse; and hence arose the prirnal matter, 

/;hence •o ilal cneY[JJI, the •Jnind, and all ex·isf;enf;s.' ' 

Now, those passagoR clearly reveal the mind of their 
authors. In their various attempts to state the Vcdan
tie position, they make no seerct of their ignorance as to 
the manner of the origin of the plurality; nor do they 
like to dogmatise on the point. All they want to Siil·Y is 
tha~ the plurality has evolved from ono universal vVill, 
Brahma.n, whose mo<les of manifeHta,t1on they n.re. 
rnw cosmic order .is thm.;, according to the Vedanta, a 
sy::.;tmn oJ' stwh inter-related 1nodes, evolved from witJiiH 
sustained aud pervaded by One Purpose or RpiritnaJ 
prineiple which, in obedience to a eonseious inner im
pulse, has manifost0d itself in many forms, given them 
their placeR, eonneetionR, and functionR, nnd a1Ro sup
ports them all aR necessary materials of its own sclJ
eonsciouH lire, as Coneretc Spirit. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE UNIVERSAL 

· A mechanical system consists of multiplicity of Mechanism 
or Organism 

parts, skilfully adapted, and co-ordinated in order to contrasted. 

make them all co-operate towards one common end. 
But a machine is a manufactured article, and an arti-
ficial product, and not a product of self-evolution. Its 
parts are foreign and externally related to one another, 
and are shaped, arranged, and co-ordinated together by a 
power equally ef{ternal and foreign, and the energy, 
which it is intended to transmit from part to part, also 
forms no property of its own. An organism, on the 
other hand, grows, and is self-made, evolved by the very 
self-evolving activity of a single in-dwelling force, which, 
automatically differentiates the original form into 
parts, and re-integrates the parts into a complex orga-
nic whole, with its constituent parts subject to the com-
mon control of one immanent end. Here the active 
principle is, from the very beginning, immanent in the 
germ, and retains its unity through all differentiations 
and re-integrations of parts, shaping them differently 
according to requirements, and making them all sllbser-
vient to one ultimate end. This active principle in the 
organism is called life. 

But how to account for the first appearance of life 
in the -vvorld? The theory of special creation, in its 
ordinary or modified form, assigns to the \Vorld of 
plurality a purely me!lhanica1 and arbitrary existence, 
and is therefore metaphysically unintelligible and un-

• 
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tenable. It has, accordingly, been held by a, claRI'l of 
thinkers tlmt the life-power, which nvolvoR plantR and 
animals, is a, mere modification or conccntnttion of the 
universal life, wlJiciJ evolves and suRtainR the univerRe" 
rrlw universal life, it is held, is operative everywhere. 
But wherever it has evolved the neceKRary a,ntoeedent 
CO!Hlitionc:, favourahle for tl1o nuu1i feRtation of organic 
lifo, it tranBfonnR the materi.als KO evolved into an incli
vidual centre of 1ife capable of seH-proservntion and sci f
developmcnt. lt is, accordingly, held tlmt tho pw·poNive 
energy of the univenm! life unitc8 the :-K·.nttered llJ('<·ha·· 

nieal and chemical forceH, eo-ordinateH all(1 mould:-; them 
into an organic whole, to serve as an inRtnmwnt or 
rnedium for Belf-exproBt~iou. 'Pho universe iN lt :-;yHte
mat.ic whole, organised in its rninntest detaik Tho 
!'orm<ttion of gern1-ccllR and their vnriationR must, there
fore, he coneeived aN determined and rcgnlnted by the 
pnrposivc activity of tho very world-evolving· prine~plc, 
and the life and hiBtory of tho world a,:-; the o11k.onw of 
its owu pnrpo8ive activities. 

But what is the :-;oul? 'rlwre are reasons to think 
that the 8ou1 is 11othing hut life in a higher fonn of sclf
rnauife8tation. At a certain stage, when the dilfunm
tiation of organs, and eo-ordination of functionB, he
eomcs so complete as to make it possible for tbo energy 
evolving the organism to become quite self-sustaining, 
life manifests itself as soul, and becomes a self-sustain
ing individual. In this stage of its existence the finite 
and individualised form of the Rercdity rises, to a, great 
extent, superior to the limitations of its finitude, and 
becomes, not merely aware of its own changing stntes 
a,nd eitpable of discrimimtting between them, i1S in the 
]ower forms of life, but it also learns to distinguish it
Rolf, ~ts the common subject of all it:::: affections, from the 
affcdions themselves, ant1 Mn1s heeomes aware of itself 

• 
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as a self-sustaining, self-developing individual, with an 
end or destiny of its own, realisable largely through its 
own free activities. It now becomes a self-conscious in
dividual agent, a self -controlling and self-developing 
' real, ' an ego or self. 

The adaptations of means to ends, of many to one, self and the 
and of the present to the future, so conspicuous in the Personality. 
organic world, and in the instinctive activities of animals, 
evidently affords unmistakable proof of the presence and 
operation of reason in the very core and constitution of 
the universe. The intelJigence and foresight displayed 
in organisms and animal instincts is not, however, the 
property of the plants and animals themselves. They 
are not its masters, in the proper sense of the term, but 
are mere unconscious or semi-conscious medium of its 
expression, instruments of its operations. It must there-

/ fore be inherent in the very energy which works in 
nature, and evolves the world of plurality, as finite 
centres of its activities. But, of all finite centres of the 
Infinite's self-expressions, men alone are conscious in
heritors of divine reason. As self-conscious rational 
beings, they alone are clearly aware of their positions, 
functions and destiny, as factors of the world-whole, as 
well as of their capacity to realise the sum1n1tm bon1t1n 
of their life, by the right and proper exercise of their 
reason and freedom. And, in 8uch consciousness of 
position, funct,ions by destiny, and capacity for self
determination and self-perfection, lies the essence of 
man's self-hood and personality. An individual, in as 
much as he is conscious of possibilities latent in him, 
and consciously and freely regulates his own activities 

lf . , 1" " '. . d for se" -~preservatiOn ano seu-perrectwn, IS n person, an 
an end to himself. 

Personality, howevet, admits of degrees. Men, as 
finite and relative beings, can exist only in inter-action 
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with other inter-related members of the cosmic ·whole. 
i\s mmnhon-1 of an or~',anie whole, their intc~reH1!N an\ in
dissolubly bound up '>Vith those of their fellovv-huings. 
Self-realisation, on the part of an individual, therefore, 
largely depends on that of the rest. Besides, the highest 
good of' an individual lifo must needs, in 1J1n long nm, 
lw hut n. mea.n.s to tho attairnnent of tlw larger destiny 
of tho wbole, the cOfnnie good. Moreover, although 
capable of gradual cxpam;ion, rnan' s knowledgo and 
resources are always limited. I-Iuman per:-:onality is, 
therefore, only finite and restricted. As n. n1an advances 
in lifo, his perRonality widnnf:-1 more ancl morn; but still, 
it always remains limited. 'Fhc Absolute n.lone ean be 
said to exist entirely fm iUwlf, ttnd by itself n.s tlw only 
Rlllf-existing n.n<l self-maintaining Ultin1ntc Reality, and 
aR 'Wholly inrlepcnden/; of anything extmneons, mul nom
Til etely set f -deteT'In'ined. 0 mnplelc rwrsonality, lhwre
.foTc, belongs lo lhe !I!Jsoluf;r a,lontl. 

In opposition iJo thn liuddbisl; ScmRationalisrn, 
Ba,dara.ym}.a ha::; argnod that it iR impossible for mere 
discrete sensations to eornhinc themselves into the unity 
of a series, and mueh less, to he aware of themselves as 
such, and " that the v;wious faets of comparing ideas, 
and referring them to OTIC ~tnot:ber, are themselves, in 
turn, reciproeally related; and this relation brings a 
new activity of comparison to conseiousnesR. And so 
our whole inner world of thoughts is built up; not as a 
mere collection of manifold ideas, existing with, or after 
one another, but as a world, in which these individual 
n1embers are held together, and arranged by the relating 
activity of this single pervading principle, the Self~ 

and that the Self is distinctly aware of itself, as such, as 
well as of the states or exp6riences of its own.* The 

*Lotze, Met., p. 423; cf. Ved. SGt., II. 2, 22; 25; 28-Rl. 
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Self is, adds Badaraya:r;ta, directly aware of itself, as 
an abiding reality, which persists and endures in and 
through all its states, maintaining and perfecting itself 
in inter-action with all objective realities, revealed to it 
through its sensations. Man, he further tells us (Ved. 
Sut., II. 3, 32) in his analysis of conduct, is a free agent; 
and ·all injunctions enjoining on men to seek liberation 
and freedom from the bondage of ignorance and desire 
are, in fact, based on this fundamental fact of immediate 
experience. Different men, adds he, differ in their ex
periences, and seek different ends; and every individual is 
immediately aware that he is free to act as he likes, and 
to seek whatever he desires (ibid, II. 3, 36; 39; 51). 
Every individual's actions morally affect, and elevate or 
degrade the doer alone (ibid, II. 3, 48 and 50). In his 
nice psyuhological disQrimination, he also points out 
(ibid, II. 3, 37), that agency cannot belong to the intel
lect, which is rather instrumental, and that it b'elongs 
to the will alone, wherein lies the very basis of human 
personality. And it is the" positive awareness of an area 
or quality of self-maintenance," to use Prof. Bosanquet's 
words (Principle of Individuality and Value, p. 250), 
"that, after all, the self aspires to;" and "it is this," we 
learn from Badaraya:r;ta also, which constitutes " the real 
foundation of self-hood " and personality. But man is 
a citizen of two worlds. And, although finite and limi
ted, he is, adds Badaraya:r;ta, potentially infinite (ibid, 
II. 3, 28 and 31);-a finite reproduction of the Infinite, 
"A vasa eva," as he puts it (ibid, II. 3, 49), an abyss 
concentric with another Abyss. 

But does personality belong to the Absolute? A 
class of thinkers have maintained that consciousness and 
personality necessarily imply duality and opposition, 
and that, as such, the Absolute must be unconscious and 
impersonal. The consciousness of the existence of the 
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non-ego, contends Dr. McT<tggart, for instance, is a,n 
esRcntial coiHlition of the personality of man. " Snch 
a consciousness,'' Hays he, '' the Absolute cannot pos
sesH. li'or there is nothing outside it, from which it cttn 
aistmguish it:-:;elf ... Wc know of no personality without a 
non-ego. Nor can we imagine what :-:;uch a personality 
would be like. I!\)]~ we certainly ean never say ' I ' 
without raising the idea of the non-ego, and so we can 
never form any idea of the way in which the Absolute 
would say ' I ' " (Studies in Hc!;elia,n Cosmology, 
pp. 68-69). rrhe Absoln.te iB, ltc adds, a " unity of indi
viduals, each of whom is a perfect individual, tbrough hiR 
perfect unity with the rest;'' but it (the Absolute) is not 
so. And, ns perHonn,liliy is an essential chn.ractcristic of 
God, we rnnRt :-my, he concludeR, '' that the AbRolutc iR 
not God, and, in eonReqmmce, there iR no God " ('il>'id, 

0(') p. ""). 
Bnt tlw oh.iection iR not; valid. r:I'be real condition 

of self-consciousness is opposiLion and diversify, and not 
the cxterna,lity of the n.on-ego to Ow ego. The ulti
mate secret of self-consciousness and personality, lies 
in change. Personality '' can never belong to any un
changeably valid truth, but only to something, which 
changes, suffers, r1nd re-acts." But cbanges in finite 
minds, by reason of the very limitation of their charac
ter, as such, need stimulations from without to occasion 
them. And that is why the development of the personal 
consciousness of the finite always depends on and pre
suppoBes external influences, and needs contrast with 
something alien. But the Infinite Being needs no such 
external stimuli, to call forth its life and activities. We 
must regard chnnge as an eternal fact, an aspect of the 
Reality itself; for it can never be extrncted from rest or 
an immutable Ultimate Duality. And, as an eternally 
self-differentiated Reality, the Infinite necessarily posses-
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ses in its very nature, the requisite conditions for self
conscious existence. As an ever-changing and ever~ 
suffering Reality, its self-conscious exiBtence needs 
neither to be initiated nor to be continuously fostered 
and developed-stimulations from something other than 
itself-but " manifests itself," to use Lotze's words, 
'' within itself, with spontaneous action, that is, eter
nal.'' The very conception of the universe as a rnoral 
order, which it is, renders such a conception absolutely 
imperative. It1s impossible for a blind and unconscious 
princip1e, that " cannot consciously," as Lotze points 
out, " indicate the place of each individual, and appoint 
lns work, or distinguish what is good in good action, 
from what is bad in a bad action, or will and realise the 
good with its own living love," to impart to the cosmi~ 
order, with blind and purposeless activities, " those 
ameliorating impulses, by which alone the thorough., 
going dominion of good can be established.'' '' Perfect 
personality is," therefore, " in God only; to all finite 
minds, there is allotted but a pale copy thereof.. .... The 
finiteness of the finite is not a producing condition of 
this personality, but a limit and a hindrance to its de
velopment. It is an ideal, which, like all that is ideal, 
belongs unconditionally only to the Infinite '' (Lotze, 
Microcosrnus, pp. 684-8). Again, " it is in the highest 
of our own experiences," as Prof. Bosanquet very right-' 
ly observes (Individuality and Value, p. 250), "that we 
must seek for the clues to the fullest reality. And that we 
experience our self most completely, just when we are 
least aware of its finite selfness, is a clue which must 
not be forgotten.'' Limitati-ehs are indeed, merely 
necessary incidents of finitude. They '' cannot consti
tute the really significant essence even of a finite being. 
It i8 positive awareness of an area or quality of self
maintenance that, after all, the self aspires to ... anli it 
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is this, the real foundation of self-hood, that is, in some 
way, possessed by the self in the Absolute, and the 
Absolute, so far as analogous to a self.'' Moreover, what 
are the immediate materials even of our finite conscious
ness? They are evidently nothing but our own mental 
states; and we arc conscious of the not-self only indirect
ly, as revealed through them. In all self-consciousness, 
we are, thus, directly aware of our own mental states, 
and of ourselves, as producing or suffering them. And it 
seems to make little essential difference whether these 
states are initiated, as in our case, by stimulations from 
without, or are called forth, as in the case of the Ab
solute, by the free and inner self-evolving activities of 
the Reality. 

As an eternally iii\Clf-differentiating Reality, 
Brahman, the Veda.nta, tells us, possesses plurality of 
existents, as objects of its eternal consciousness. The 
world of plurality are not, h.owever, alien to it, but are 
its own modes of self-manifcsta.tion. rrhel'e is, there
fore, nothing :foreign to and no duality in Brahman.* 
And this is exactly what Ya.jfiavalkya means, when he 
declares, Brh., IV. 5, 15, " Where there is, as it were, 
duality, one sees another (external to itself), one smells 
another, one enjoys another, one speaks to another, one 
hears another, one knows another. But, where all 
existents are merely (modes of) the Self, how can one 
see another (external to itself), how can one smell 
another ...... how can one hear another, how can one 
know another?" As concrete universal Spirit, Brahman 

-* The wor1d of plurality is not different from Brahman, 
the Ultimate Reality (Tadananyatvam, Ved. Si.it., II. 1, 14), 
Brahman transformed itself into the world of plurality (A.tma
kr~a"IJ, pari~J,amat, Ved. Si.it., I. 4, 26). 
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• 
is pure " inwardness as opposed to externality," to use 
Prof. Bosanquet' s words, ana includes '' diversity 
without disassociation," and is, therefore, eternally self
conscious. This great truth was fully realised by 
Yajfiavalkya, at least as early as 800 B.C. " Thi~ In
finite Self," says he (Brh., IV. 5, 13), "embraces all 
existents, and is all inwardness, and to 1-IiTn, the terms, 
external and internal, do not apply. He is pure con
sciousness " (A nan taro' vahyaly, kritsno rasag hanaly, 
prajnanaghana~~). In Him, there is no duality. " Not 
that," adds he (Brh., IV. 3, 23 & 30), "the sight of the 
Seer ceases to exist, for that is imperishable; there is no 
duality, distinct and separate from it, to be seen ..... . 
Not that the knowledge of the Knower ceases to exist, 
fur that is imperishable; there is no duality, distinct and 
sepamte from it, to be known " (Na hi Dra$furdr$fer-

./ viparilopo vidyate avinasitvat, etc.). 
The Vedanta is thus quite ready to J"oin with Prof. Vedanta and __ Bosanquet, 

Bosanquet in calling the Absolute as . '' the Ultimate McTaggart 

Individual," on the ground that, as pure inwardness, it ~~~dley. 
includes all existents '' in the circulation of the total 
life,'' and has '' no other individuals to be distinguished 
from it '' (Principle of Individuality and Value, pp. 69-
70). But it adds that, in as much as "the degree of indi
viduality," as Prof. Bosanquet himself admits, depends 
on the measure of conscious, "explicit and free self-deter
mination" (ibid, pp. 202-3), and on "the quality and 
comprehensiveness of purpose " (ibid, p. 70)> and, inas-
much as " the real foundation of self-hood " rests on 
" the positive awareness of an area or quality of self
maintenance " (ibid, p. 250), it necessarily follows 
that perfect self-hood and pe1·fcct personality belong to 
the Perfect Individual alone. Indeed, the Perfect; Indi--
vidual, who is perfectly corpscious and completely free in 
self-determination, cmd in the realisation of its own 
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absolute end, is, for that ve-ry reason, also the Perfect 
Person. 'rho Vedfmta. [tlso fully endorses Prof. Bosan
quet's statement that " it is in the highest ol our experi
ence tlul!t we must seek for the clues to the i'ullest reality'' 
(p. 250). But " personality always impresses us," as 
aptly observes Dr. Mertl(; (Rchgion mul Science, p. 174), 
" as the most powerful of individual existence;" and the 
more advanced a mn,n is, and the greater is his 8elf
effn,ccment in the cause of truth, righteousness and 
homanity, the more marked his personality. And, if 
it is in the highest of our oxperie:aceR that we must seek 
for the clues of tlHJ highest reality, it follows necessari
ly that highest p~rsonality belongs to the most Perfect 
Being alone. Again, ~ts the ultimate ground and sup
port of all its modes, the Absolute 'must 'fJOssess what 'is 
best and highest 'in the rnodes themselves. The Highest 
must, accordingly, possess, as very aptly observes Prof. 
Webb (God and Personality, pp. 174-78), "that spiritual 
Jife, of whic.h our personality is but a faint and imperfect 
likeness.'' The Vedanta further adds, that ,the Ab
solute, though the Perfect Individual, is, r1t the same 
time, a Unity of individuals, a " Unity of persons." 
rrhe Tait. Up. clearly tells us that the Absolute having 
evolved the wocld of plurality entered into them each (Tat 
sr§tva tadevanuprixvisat, tadanupravisya sat ca tat ca 
abhabat, vide, Tait., II. 6). Dr. McTaggart rightly des
cribes the Absolute as a " Unity of persons;" but he 
adds, that it is not '' a person '' (Studies in Hegelian 
Cosmology, p. 58). The arguments we have urged 
against Prof. Bosanquet, apply with equal force and 
cogency to Dr. McTaggart and Mr. Bradley as well; and 
we fail to see how they can deny personality, what is of 
highest value to us, to the Absolute. In the narrow and 
restricted sense of the term personality, namely in its 
'' character of being a subject of right and · duties 

( 
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amongst other similar subjects '' (Bosanquet, ibid, 
p. 270), the Absolute cannot, certainly, be called a per
son. But there is absolutely no reason why the term 
'personality' should be used in that restricted sense. If 
the term, ' individual,' admits of a wider significance, 
as it does when applied to the Absolute, so does the 
term ' personality.' And it is in this wider sense alone 
and not in the sense of a subject of duties or rights among 
other subjects that the Absolute is the Perfect Individual, 
as well as the Perfect Person, and, at the same time, as 
the ground or support of a plurality of existents, is also 
a " Unity of persons." 

It is interesting to note, incidentally, here, that 
the aforesaid observations of Yajfiavalkya apply, i&eally 
evidentiy, to the truly liberated sage, as welL lJibera
tion, according to the Vedanta, depends on the vision of 

'---"/ the all-comprehensive unity of the Self, and, therefore, 
oi one's own unity, as a mode of the Self, with all exist
ents, as its modes. When this perfect vision is attain
ed, " thw,,, soul in the bosom of the Self," 13ays Yajfiaval
kya (Brh., IV. 3, 21 and 23), " is conscious of nothing 
within or without, even as a man in the embrace of the 
beloved wife, ceases to be conscious of anything within 
or without. Not that the soul loses its sight, for that 
is imperishable; but, because then there remains nothing 
distinct and separate from the Self to be seen." The 
individual, as a mode of the Absolute, is, to use Prof. 
Bosanquet's words (ibid, p. 287), '' a world of experi
ence, whose centre is given in the body, and in the range 
of externality, that comes by means of it, but whose 
limits depend qn his power '' of conscious union and 
reconciliation with all that lies beyond. '' He is a 
world that realises, in a limited manner," and, in a 
healthy state, with ever-widening expansion, '' the logic 
and spirit of the wbplt;,'' The liberated sage, declares 
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the Vedanta (!sa, 6), accordingly " sees all existents in 
the Self, and the Self in all existents; and, from 
such vision, he bears none ill-will." In such 
vision, all duality vanishes, and the sage experiences the 
living " sense and fact of identity with n~en, nature, 
and God."* The individual soul, as a finite centre of the 
self-manifestation of the Infinite, is, as the Ve-danta puts 
it, conditioned; it is fettered, because of its limitations. 
It is these limitations, upadhis, that set a limit to the 
limitless, and cause the Absolute to manifest itself, under 
the limita,tions of finitude and relativity, as the indivi
dual self. But the greatest blunder of ga,nkara was, to 
regard these limitations as unreal, as illusions, caused 
by Ignomnce, ~md thus to deny the plurality of existent::~ 
altogether. In his pantheistic :.r,eal for Pure Being, he 
completely ignored experience, sought to suppress a11 
that is finite, in favour of the Infinite, 11nd regarded in
dividual freedom, self-hood and personality, all that is 
of supreme value to the individual souls as fictitious and 
empty, and extolled the " majeHty of the (tne, upon 
whose formal properties of immensity, unity, eternity, 
and inexhaustible fulness, 1

' he concentrated all his 
reverence, forgetting that such a Pure Being was a mere 
phantom of imagination, '' a bare abstraction of the 
Holy of holies,' 1 

' ' an empty shrine.'' 
But is any room left for man's religious conscious

ness in such a conception of the Absolute as that upheld 
by the Vedanta? We must answer it in the affirmative. 
The Supreme Will for good, which all finite minds 
experience in and through their moral st!uggles and the 

. * The aforesaid utterances of Yajf.iavalkya have been grossly 
misunderstood by Sankara, and by almost all the Orientalists, 
and wrongly interpreted as implying a denial of plurality, 



THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE UNIVERSAL 193 

conflict of the Ideal and the real, is an obvious fact of 
experience. It has been the . foundation and basis of an 
social and moral progress and evolution in individuals, 
as well as in communities and nations. It can be 
doubted, as aptly observes Bradley, if there is any· 
thing more real than the conflict of the Ideal and the real, 
in our moral consciousness. It is the voice of the Infinite 
indwelling in man, " the internal Guide and Ruler," 
which has, from age to age, inspired all true sages, 
seers and reformers to wage crusade against all shams 
and follies, sanctified by usage, and centuries' ignorance 
and superstition. And, in all morally social regeneration, 
it has alwaysbeen the great regulator of ''individuallikes 
and dislikes," and the moulder of " the voice of the 
people.'' And, if all moral and social progress rests on 
this eternal rock, the sanctifying influence of this in
dwelling Supreme Will, it also constitutes the ultimate 
basis and foundation of religion, properly so-called. 
"There is an Infinite," says Victor Hugo, "outsideof us. 
Is ther.ot also an Infininte within us? There two In
finites (Fearful plural !)-Do they not rest super-posed, 
one upon another? Does not the Second Infinite under
lie the First, as it were? Is it not the mirror, the re
flection, the echo of the First-an Abyss concentric with 
another abyss ...... To place, by process of thought, the 
Infinite below with the Infinite above, is Prayer." These 
lines, though somewhat clumsily expressed, contain, in 
a nut-shell, the whole of philosophy and religion. They 
express the clear recognition of the supreme mystery and 
significance of the human soul-a true and philosophic 
vision of man's relation with the Infinite-a true esti
mate of man's worth and dignity, and a true enunciation 
of prayer and worship. " For religion," to use Bradley's 
words, " If this one in-dwelling Spirit is removed, 
there are no spirits left " (Essays on Truth and Reality, 

25 
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p. 435). To try to base religion on any other founda
tion, is, in fact, bound to end in confusion and ruin. 

The immanence of God doeR, indeed, constitute the 
Vtry foundntion of religion. Rut, it, by no meanf:l, ex
cludes the complementary doctrine of "divine transcend
ence. Tbe whole universe, according to the Vedanta, is 
the sanctuary of the Absolute; but the human sou] is the 
holy of the holies, where a direct union and fellowship 
between tbe individual and the Universal, is at aU pos
sible. And, only after the Supreme Spirit has been thus 
expenenced within, its presence can be properly realised 
in the universe as well. The Vedanta, accordingly 
deClares (Mu:r;uJ. Up., II. 2, 5; II. 1, 10),-'' Know that 
One Self, wherein the hoavm1R, the earth, a.nd the Rpaer, 
with all heingR and mindB, lie slJpportcd. Ijcave aside . 
all other words ... He, who know!'\ Him, my dear, as im
mlment in the Boul, breaks aButHlm- tlw bonds of ignur
ance, even here on earth.'' 

But does such a conception of religion ]cave any 
room for personal relationship with God '?ei3radloy 
is not quite sure about it. " Danish all that is meant 
by the in-dwelJing Spirit of God, in its harmony and 
discord with the finite soul," says he, " and what dottth 
and desolation has taken tho place of living religion ! 
But how this Spirit can. be held consistently with thl) 
external individual Person, is a problem which bas de-

_:fied solution " (Truth and Reality, p. 437). The in
dwelling divine Spirit cannot, cert~inly, be represented 
as " the external individual Person," and, as soon as it 
is so represented, there must be an end of living religion, 
as Bradley aptly observed,-but still, the relationship 
with the in-dwelling Spirit can be <Jonceived and experi
enced as a personal one. And, in the ecstasy of a con
scious and living union of the :finite spirit with the In:fi-

. nite, Arjuna, as the Mahabharata tells us, declares :--
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'' I know the sanctions of the law; yet f am not 
inclined to follow them; 

I know the prohibitions of law, but am not dis~ 
inclined against them; 

Thou art my in-dwelling Guide and Inspirer; and 
I move whither thou leadest me!" 

The well-known Chhandogya passage "All this is 
Brahman .. All this is evolved from, and sustained by, 
and is (at the end) re-absorbed in, the same. Being 
calm, mediate on it (Brahman) (Sarvam khalvidam 
Brahma tajjalanit,i, santa upasita). The Vedanta 
clearly holds religious consciousness as perfectly consist
ent with the Vedantic conception of Brahman, its rela
tion with the world of plurality. And the Upani$ads are 
full of such utterances. 

Dr. S. N. Das Gupta, however, holds that there are 
various opposed and mutually irreconcilable currents of 
thoughts found existing side by side in the Upani$ads, 
and is ijdi~ed to think that the Vedantic conception of 
Brahman, nghtly understood, hardly leaves a.ny room for 
religion. '' If we overlook the different shades in the 
development of the conception of Brahman in the Upa
ni$ads and look to the main currents," says he (A His~ 
tory of Indian Philosophy, p. 50), "we find the strongest 
current of thought which has found expression in the 
majority of the texts" is this that the A.tman or the 
Brahman is the only reality and that besides this every
thing else is unreal. The other current of thought 
which is to be found in many of the texts is the pantheis
tic creed that identifies the Universe with the Atman or 
th~ Brahman. The third current is that of theism which 
looks upon Brahman as the Lord controlling the ·world. 
It is because these ideas were still in the melting-pot 
in which none of them were -systematically worked out, 
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that the later exponents of Vedanta, Saiikara, Ram'a
nuja, and others quarrelled over the meaning of the texts 
in order to develop a consistent systematic Philosophy 
out of them." 

Dr. Das Gupta's contention is evidently based on a 
misreading of the Upani$ads. The so-called three op
posed currents of thought mentioned above are not really 
opposed in character. They, on the contrary, form 
three inter-related elementK of one comprehensive em
rent, namely, the pantheism of the Vedanta. We find 
the same to be true both in the system of Hegel as well 
as of lJot7.o. rpo regard the aforesa,id three current8 of 
thought as mutnally opposed in nature only betrays u. 
complete misconception of the nature of pantheism. In 
fact, in the aforesaid Chhandogya passage, as in several 
other places in the Upani:;mds all the three currents of 
tl1ought exiRt sidr, by side as integral parts of one com
prehensive system of thought. The Vedantic conception 
of Brahman is thus found to be perfectly consistent with 
the religious consciousness in man. Badaraya1;1a 
also clearly supports our contention. 



CHAPTER VII 

TH~] IDEAI~ LIFE : LIBERATION IN LIFE-'lTME 

" Nowhere do we find," says Prof. Max Muller, 
(Three Lectures, p. 13), " what we find in India, where 
philosophy is looked upon as the natural outcome of 
religion; nay, as its most precious flower and fragrance. 
Whether religion leads to philosophy, or philosophy to 
religion, in India, the two are inseparable, and they 
would never have been separated with us, if the fear of 
man had not been greater than the fear of Go·d or of 
Truth.'' Although the above remark does not, unfor
tunately, apply to India as a whole, yet it most faith
fully describes the position of the Vedanta. In the 
Vedanta, philosophy and religion, indeed, stand organi
cally united together, a phenomenon really rare, if not 
unique, in the world. To be more accurate, religion and 
philosophy are interconnected in the Vedanta; and they 
are two different aspects of one and the same thing. 
" Verily, a husband is not dear," says Yaj:fiavalkya, in 
the course of his parting dialogue with his wife TB:rh., 
IV. 6, 6-7), "that yol} may love the husband; but that 
you may love the Self, a husbang is dear. Verily, a 
wife is not dear, that you may love the wife; but the 
wife is dear, that you may love the Self. Verily, the 
sons are not dear, that you may love the sons : but the 
sons are dea.r, that you may love the Self. Verily, 
wealth is not dear, that you may love W8a.lth; but wealth 
is dear, that you may love the Selt ... Verily, all 
things are not dear, that you may love them, but they 
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are dear, that you may love the Self. 'rhe Self alone is 
to be seen, heard, rtnd minded, and meditated upon. 
Verily, this Self being seen, heard, minded, and known, 
0 Maitreyi, }111 these things are known." These part~ 
ing words of Yajfiavalkya contain, in a nut-shell, a clear 
representation oJ the Idea,l .lJife, <t Vedantist is intended 
to aspire after. Libern,tion, tho Vedanta, tells us, con
sists in the vision ol' all thingK aud beings, aR t.llc modes 
of the Suprenw Spirit, and in eonReiou:,; and Jiving union 
with all rc:,;ulting from :-;ueh n vi:::;ion. "Be vvho :::;ees 
all existents in the Self,'' accordingly declares the Isa 
Up., 6-7, " and the Self jn all existents, bears none any 
iH-will. When tl1u r;c<'r 1:-\(0N all ('XiHL\~IlLN HN LIH~ t-:\cll', 
the see!· o[ stwl1 unity tra1memHis nll confusionH and nil 
sorrows." Now, it is evident, from the above, that the 
highest end of existence, aeeordiDg to tho Vodant<t, eml
siRts in tho vision ol' the CKKential and orgnnic unity and 
lumnony ol' all things and lx~ings in lihe Abl-lolute-a, 
vision, whieh alone enables .one to transcend the fleHh, 
and the desires and cravings of tho individual life, and to 
realise one's organic unity with the rest of the world, 
and to live in perfect harmony, and be at one. with the 
entire humanity. Liberation then implies freedom from 
the fetters of ignorance and desires resulting from it. 
Ignorance, on the contrary, consists in seeing things as 
existing apart from and independently of the Supreme 
Spirit, and in identifying the self with tr!e body, and 
consequently in mean and selfish distinction between the 
self and others, arising from such false identification. In 
fact, the Vedanta recognises no other ignorance than 
this. And that is why it repeatedly asks us to see the 
Self in all existents and all existents in the Self. Such a 
vision alone can effectually eradicate and uproot all vani
ties and selfish desires and cravings, and enable the indi-
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vidual to transcend''his individuality and to identify him
self with humanity at large. ''By knowing the Self, 
as manifested in all things. . . and as one all-pervading 
Reality, " accordingly says Bvet. Up., TIL 7-8, ·" men 
become immortal. . . By knowing Him alone one over
comes death, there is no other road to liberation.'' Thus 
liberation implies seeing things in their true perspective, 
as .members of au inter-related whole, and a complete 
self-identification with one's own fellow-beings, and a 
life of complete self-effacement and self-abnegation in 
the cause of truth, justice, and righteousness. And such 
a liberation, says the Vedanta, is not only possible in 
this life, but should, by all means, be attained while here. 
" Pity to the man," says Yaj:fiavalkya, Brh. Up., IV. 
4, 10, " who passes away from this world, 0 Gargi, 

_.·· without knowing this imperishable Being (and attaining 
a conscious unity with all resulting from such lniow:. 
ledge); and he alone is a Brahmin, who knows this 
imperishable being before passing away from this 
world." Again, Kena Up., II. 5 most emphatically tells 
1m, " If one knows Brahman while here, he attains the 
goal of his existence. If one fails to know Brahman 
while here great misery (destructive) befalls him.'' 
The same cry is repeated in Katha Up., II. 3, 14 and in 
Mm;u~-· Up., II. 1, 10. " He who sees (knows) Brahman 
immanent in the self (as its ultimate ground and sup
port)," says the Katha pRsRage, "overcomeR the fetters 
of ignorance even bere.'' rPhere are utterances too clear 
to need any comment. 

Vedantic liberation then, depends on genuine know
ledge, a vision of things in their right perspectives. As 
inter-related members of one comprehensive system,-as 
modes of one eternally self-differentiating Spiritual 
Principle, manifested in the world of plurality and yet 
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transceiiding the same as its cause and moment-to.: 
moment support. But true knowledge presupposes a prc
viou:-: eourRe of Relf-diseipline and self-restraint. The 
knowledge of the unity of things, must be genuine, deep, 
nn.d w]JO!e-heart<:d, and not n mere intelleetual assent. 
And l1enee, the :-:upreme need of self-restraint and Aelf
discipline. The J\atha Up., I. ii. 22-24, accordingly tells 
us, " One who has not yet abstained from evils, -and is 
restless in mind, without self-restraint, cannot attain 
Brahman, the Self, even by knowledge. One who has, 
on the other hand, attained true culture, is quiet in dis
po:-:ition, self-controlled, a,nd alwayR pure at heart, attains 
J:Tim (and I ihr:ration).'' Rolf-discipline <1lld self-conquest 
are £hen indi:-:pciwahk eonditionR of true knowledge, and 
therefore, of liberation. The means of self-discipiine anu 
self-culture, laid down in the Vedanta, rrre l<nown, in the 
Vedantic terminology, as the four-fold disciplines. And 
none hut enrnost, hmwHt, nml devoted cnquirerH nnd 
f:eekers after trnth, who lH1d passed throngh theHe diHei
plinef'], were admitted to tlJC instructions on higher 
knowledge, Brahma Vidya; for such alone were deemed 
capable of the knowledge of things in their true perspec
tive, and of a life of complete self-effacement in the cause 
of humanity resulting from such knowledge. But, .at 
the same time, the Vedanta enjoins on all alike to pass 
through tlie necessary disciplines, and to seek true know
ledge and liberation. 

A class of writers have, however, held that morality 
has no place whatever in the Vedantic scheme of libera
tion. In the Vedanta, says Rev. J. N. Farquhar, 
" emancipation is not conceived as being dependent on 
morality in any way. It arises altogether from know
ledge " (Crown o.f Hinduism, 1913, p. 230). " Chris
tianity sees the essence of man in will,'' likewise observes 
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Prof. Deus sen, " Brahmanism in knowledge; therefore, 
for the former, salvation consists in a transformation of 
the will, a new birth, whereby the old becomes the new 
man; for the latter, in a transformation of knowledge, in 
the dawning of consciousness, that one is not an indivi
dual, but Brahman, the totality of all Beings. In this 
respect, we think the Christian view the more profound, 
but, for that very reason, the more incomprehensible; 
for a transformation of the will (of that which is funda
mental in us and in all being), is totally beyond our under
st~nding '' (System of the Vedanta, pp. 403-4). But 
what is knowledge according to the Vedanta, and how 
is it attainable? By knowledge, as we have seen, the 
Vedanta means spiritual insight, an awakening of the 
individual soul or consciousness to the fundamental unity 
of all existents, and a profound sense of solidarity with 
the world-whole resulting from such an awakening. 
And such a sense of unity, the Vedanta tells us, ultimate
ly depends on perfect self-discipline, self-control, and 
purity of heart. '' A strict moral discipline is laid on 
everybody," as Prof. Max Muller rightly observes, 
t• before he IS even allmved to approach the study of the 
Vedanta ; and . . . all authorities teach that no one 
could possibly enter into its spirit, who bas not previously 
subdued his passions and abominations of the human 
heart" (Three Lectures on the Vedanta, p. 163). Nothing 
could, indeed, be more preposterous than to say that the 
Vedantic emancipation does not depend on morality. 
The fact is, rather, the reverse. Emancipation, accord
ing to the Vedanta, no doubt, depends on true knowledge, 
an awakening of consciousness rmd profound conviction 
of one's unity with the rest of the world through 
Brahman. But such knowledge, however, always pre
supposes complete self-controi and purification of the 

26 
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heart. And true knowledge in its turn, procures freedom 
from the yoke of alJ selfisl.1 desires, and · perfect sclf
cl'facmnent, in the enuRe of Jnunanity. 'MUI)(J. Up., III 
most emphatically tells llR that knowledge purifieR the 
sonl ftn<l then procureR fl, vision of Brahman. In 
trJC very next paRsage the Mm.H}. further tells us that 
Lhe pme in lwnrt alone can Reo Bralnnan. And· tho sftmo 
ery is nel JOed and re-nd wed from 1 nmdrc(l il ifferent pasR
agcR in the Upani~adcL In Jnd in the Vodiinta, we fmd, to 
ww Prof. Max Muller's words, " Ethjcs -in the berrinniny, 
eth,icB in the m-iddle, aru( ctlrics in the cn<l '' (ilYid, p. 
1\10), and the mysLery nnd innompn~hensibility, Pi·of. 
DensRcn finds in tho Cln·iHtiau dnetri no of' the transfo1·ma
tion Of the will, HR tho C8SC\1WO of lliOt'tllity, in IUOntl 

rogenemtion or ro-birtlt, wi1l Jorthwith vaniHh, if lw trieH 
to un(lcn;tand it, in tilt~ light of the :tbove ann,lyHiH of the 
Ve<lftni,ie selwnw of Halvation. A complete and bsting 
i,ranRfonnation or Lhc vvi 11, and moral re-birth is possible 
throngh tnw knowle<lge, or Rpiritual awakening alone, 
---tlmrugh a living sense of unity with Jnmmnity and 
there is no other road lending to n real moral regenera
tion. 

'-[llms m tho Vo<lantic Sehmne of liberation, 
true knowledge and morality are interdopondent, and 
they go hand in hand. Rev. Farquhar further tells 
ns that in the Vedanta, "Bmhman is declared to be 
reality, consciousness, bliss, hnt he is never said to be 
righteousness or as b<:·ing tbe source or centre of the 
moral order " (ibid, p. 227). Here fantasy has evidently 
been :11lowed to run riot ! In hun(lreds of different con
nections, the Vedanta has described Bmhman, the Self, 
as 'pmc,' 'without blemish,' 'R~1premely holy,' 'the 
good,' 'pure and above an aborninations,' ' spotless,' 
,'stainless,' and the VedrLilta has moreover stated cate-
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gorically that, to deserve union with Brahman, one must 
be pure and stainless as well.* This is not all. In the 
Vedanta, we occasionally even meet with prayers offered 
for divine guidance and inspiration. " Lead us," thus 
runs one of these passages (Brh. Up., I. 3; 28), " from 
untruth to truth, lead' us from darkness to light, and lead 
us from death to life eternal." Again, the Upani~ads, 
the Vedanta Sutras and the Glta abound in hundreds of 
passages, where the Supreme Self is conceived and repre
sented as '' One Guide and Controller of all the in-dwell
ing. Soul of all." and as the " imperishaole internal 
Ruler." The Chhan. Up., VIII. 4, 1, and the Brh. Up., 
IV. 4, 22, declare in one voice, " He is the bridge and 
the bond that preserves these vvorlds from falling into 
confusion and ruin. ' ' And this cry has been echoed and 
re-echoed in a hundred different ways, from the various 

-~ Upani~?ads, the Gita, and the Vedanta Sutras (cf. Mu:Q.g., 
I. 1, 6 and 7, II. 2, 1 and 5; Katha, VI. 2, IV. 5 and 12, 
III. 12; Kena, II. 4, I. 1-8; I8a, 5 and 6. 

Liberation, then, according to the Vedanta, implies 
an awakening of the soul, the dawn of a true sense of 
its unity, as a mode of Brahman, with the cosmic whole, 
and the attainment of perfect freedom and emancipation 
from all selfish a1id mean desires and cravings resulting 
from it. " The fire of knowledge," says the Gita (IV. 
37), ''burns all legalistic works." Lawful and unlaw~ 
ful actions (in their legalistic sense), both proceed, we are 
told, from egoistic motives, from desires for rewards, 
either here or hereafter. The sage, who has attained 
knowledge, and transcended his individuality, and is at 

*Of. Mul).<i., II. 1, 2; II. 2, 7; 1Sa, 8; svet., IV. 14 and 16; 
V. 15; VI. 19 and 21, etc., etc. Vedanta Sutras, I. 1, 20-21; 
III. 2, 24-26, etc. 
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one with all, is, therefore, above them both (cf. Muw}., 
III. 13). He lives and moves in the Self, for the good 
of the world, and moves whither the in-dwelling voice of 
the imperishable, internal Ruler leads him. 

Some thinkers are, however, of opinion-and 
8ankara, as we shall see cle·arJy hereafter, belongs to this 
class-that liberation, according to the Vedanta, brings 
with it a sen8c of the complete identity of the Individual 
with Brahman, as well as of the unreality of the world of 
popular thought. But thifl view is not at all tenable. 
Voclil~ntic liberation conRi8tR in the vision of thing8 and 
being8 ftN inter-rolatecl modes or olemcntR of a cornprehen
Rive RyRtern with Brahnmn as its causo·rmd Rnpport, and 
in a 8en8e of the inclividunl'8 unity with the re8t of tl1e 
world-whole, resulting from such vision. And Ignorance, 
according to Vedanta, consists in assigning to the world 
of plurality an existence independently and outRide of 
Brahman rtR well as in the identification of the ' :-;ell' ' 
with the body. All existents, the Vedanta tells us, arc 
but the mo<Ies of Bralnnan, and live, move an<l Jmvo their 
being in it, and nothing exists independently and ou.tr.;ido 
of Brahman. And liberation consist8 in r-meh a lnlow
lodge or vision of things,-and not in tho r-:;ense of their 
unreality,-and in tho individunJ's sense of unity with 
tho world of plurality through Brahman, and his com
plato soH-effacement in the cause of truth and rightemts
ne8s, resulting from such knowledge. The world of 
plurality is nowhere denied in the Vedanta. Tho exist
ents are only denied positions outside and independently 
of the Ultimate Reality, Brahman. It is, therefore, a mis
take to think that liberation, in the Vedantic sense of the 
term, brings with it a sense of the complete identity of iihe 
individual himself with Brahman, and that of the un
Ieality of the world of plurality. Badarayal)a clearly · 
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tells us that the world of plurality as modes of Brahman, 
possess essential similarity in nature with the ultimate 
cause that realises itself in and through them (Tadana
J}yatvam, Ved. Sut., II. 1, 14) and that yet it differs from 
them and is more than they (Adhikarh tu bheda-nirdesiit, 
II. 1, 21). Evidently, then, there c~n be no question or the 
complete identification between Brahman on the one hand 
and the world of plurality or any member of this world 
on the other, nor of the unreality of the world of plurality 
in the Vedanta: · 

It is clear from above that the hypothesis of the 
complete identity between the individual and Brahman is 
nowhere advanced in the Vedanta, and is also philoso
phically untenable. The liberated sage is no doubt said 
to be united with Brahman. But this union only con
sists in the unity or oneness of will. It is in this sense 
that Jesus claimed his unity with the Father, and de
clared, '' I and my Father in Heaven are one.'' 
Badarayal).a, in his discriminating analysis of conduct, 
has also clearly told us that the hypothesis of the complete 
identity of the individual with the Universal Self is utterly 
untenable. and that had the individual self been really in
finite and all-comprehensive, there would have been 
absolutely no difference between man and man either in 
respect of their desires, " Abhisandhyiidi?vapi caivam" 
(Ved. Sut., II. 3, 51), or in their acquisitions and enjoy
ments, "Asantatescavyatikara]J " (Ved. Sut., II, 3, 48). 
Badarayal).a further tells us that ' to know the right ' and 
'to do the right' are not identical, and that it is a fact that 
men often know the right, but yet fail to act accordingly, 
this also proves, says he, that individuals are but finite 
and progressive heings, subject to various kimls of limita
tions, that they are only potentially infinite, but not iden
tical with Brahman, in any sense of the term, ·'"'Upalab-
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dhivadaniyarna]J," (Vo<l. Sut., II, 3, 36). Wo are further 
told that tho complete-identity hypothesis involves an 
inherent self-contradiction, and compels us to hold tlmt 
inilividua1s arc both liberated and unliberated, omniscient 
and limited in knowledge, perfect rmd imperfect at the 
Earn~ time, wlrieh is utterly impossible (Ved. Sut., II. 3, 
al). Badaraym:m has also most emphatically told UR that 
oven after death, tho liberated Rage is united with 
Bralnnan only '' in tile enjoyrnent of dcRireR '' (Bhnqa
'miJfra-sa·m,ya}inyiU ca). The eomplcto-idontity hypo
theRiA iR therefore, out and out non-Vedantic, and is at 
tho Ramo time philosophically .indd'orlRible. 

It iR tnw tlmt tl1o Vodftnta JmR declared l1ore and 
there that the knower of Brahman realises (bccornm;) 
Bralm1a.n, '' Brahnuwid Bra1vmaiva b'hcwati.'' But 
this is only an ideal. AR tho individual advances in hiR 
am1uisitio1m, he bccomeR more and more perfect. But 
perfection wil,l nJwayR remain an ideal and can never be 
an accomplished fact. 



CHAPTER VIII 

THE FUTURE LIFE AND THE VEDANTA 

A class of thinkers are disposed to treat the problem 
of the life to come rather lightly, and to think the ques
tion to be one of mere theoretical interest, if not, of idle 
curiosity. Hegel has said verY. little explicitly on the 
subject. But, in spite of his reticence and the paucity 
of his explicit utterances on the point, it seems clear; as 
Sterling, than whom, perhaps, there is no greater 
authority oh Hegel observes, that '' the whole tendency 
of the writings of Hegel supports belief in the immor:.. 

.--/ tality of the soul " (Schwegler's History of Philosophy, 
p. 440). Dr. McTaggart is also of the same opinion. 
rrhe finite spirit, with Hegel, is not anything apart from, 

·,or independent of, the Infinite. It is only an essential 
and necessary aspeet or moment of the Infinite Spirit. 
And, as such, it has necessarily the mark of immortality 
stamped upon it. Very likely, therefore, Hegel was not, 
as Dr. McTaggart suggests, personally much inter
ested in the problem. In his belief that, in the Abso
lute, man is eternal, he probably did not think it worth 
his while to devote much of his attention to the question 

"' of personal immortality. But both his Logic and his 
Philosophy of Religion contains utterances, which do 
hardly leave much doubt about Hegel's position. Here is 
one of his positive utteranees on the pqint. Speaking of 
genuine freedom, he says, '' Freedom itsdf. and reconci
liation in worship or devotion, are, in the first instance, 
formal reconciliation and freedom : if the subject is to 
be adequate to its conception or notion, it is necessary 

Hegel and 
Green on 
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that its notion, that Absolute Spirit, be for it Object as 
Spirit, for only by bringing itself into relation with its 
Essence in tlw,t absolute content can the subjective spirit 
be free in itself. Tho truth ir-> that jt remains absolute 
for itself, and as infinite subjectivity has the conscious
ness tlmt it has infinite worth for itself, or on its own 
account, and is the object of the infinite Jove of Go1l " 
(Philosophy of Religion, Vol. I, p. 230). Now, what 
Hegel hinu;elf hi1lioved to be '' the object of tho infinite 
love of God," and of " infinite worth," could evidently 
be hardly conceived by hirn as perishable. 

rr. H. Green is, lJowever, much more cxplieit in 
his utterances on the subjeet, although he too doeR not 
say anything positively. " Tho spiritual progresR of 
mrmkind is,'' says he (Proleao1ncna to Ethics, p. 195), 
"an unmeaning phrase, unless it means a progre;.;s of 
personal clmmctcr and to personal character-a progresR 
of which feeling, thinking and wilJjng sr1bjectR, are the 
agents and HUHbiner;.;, and of which each Rtep iR a fuller 
realisation of the cnpnnities of ;.;neh subjoets. Tt is 
simply unthinl<ablo, rmloRs nnderNtood to he in the direc
tion of more perfect form of personal life." "We may, 
in consequence, justify the suppoRition," he adds, " that 
the penwnn,l Jife, which hiRtorically or on earth is Jived 
under conditions which thwart its development, is con
tinned in a society, with which we luwe no means of 
communictttion throngh the senses, but which Rhares in, 
and carries further, every measure of perfection attained 
by men under the conditions of life that we know. Or 
we may content ourselves with saying that the personal 
self-conscious bei:o-g, which comes from God, is for ever 
continued in God. Or we may pronounce the problem 
suggested by the constant spectacle of unfulfilled human 
promise to be simply insoluble. But, meanwhile, the 
negative assurance at any rate muRt rema,in, that a capa,. 

I 
I 
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city' which is nothing except as personal, cannot be 
realised in any impersonal modes of being.'' He further 

.states, " Sint;e it is only through its existence as our self
consciousness that we know anything of spirit at all, to 
hold that a spirit can exist except as a self-conscious sub
ject, is self-contradictory " (ibid, p. 194). These utter
ances are quite unmistakable in their significance. 

Dr. McTaggart is quite right in treating Hegel's 
reticence on a problem of so vital interest to huJl;l.anity, 
as a defect in his work. "This is a question," as Dr. 
McTaggart rightly observes (Studies in Hegelian Cos
mology, p. 6), "which no philosophy can be justified in 
treating as insignificant." " A philosopher may answer 
it affirmatively or negatively, or may deny his power of 
answering it at all. But, however he may deal with it, 
he is clearly wrong," adds he, " if he treats the problem 
as unimportant. For it does not only make all the 
difference for the future, but it makes a profound differ-
ence for the present ...... We can scarcely exaggerate the 
difference which will be made in our estimate of our 
place in the universe, and, consequently, in our ideals, 
our aspirations, our hopes, the whole of the emotional 
colouring of our lives." Prof. Bosanquet, however, is 
not, it seems, inclined to treat the question of personal 
immortality as of primary importance. '' It is the mould
ing and the greatness of souls," says he (Prin
ciple of Individuality and ~alue, pp. 26-27), " that 
we really care for ...... The aestiny or conservation 
...... of particular centres is not what primarily 
has value ......... What has value, is the cor; 
tion w.hich the particular centre ...... brings ,,, 
whole ...... Its particularity ..... .is connected w · · • 
special contributimi. But the value of the parti 
is indirect, and depends on what it helps to realir 
we are ulfable to accept the above criticisw. 'l 
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• of the individual centre ma,y, in a sense, no doubt be 
said to depend on, and to enlw,nce with, hiR contribution 
to the whole. Rut hiR contribution to tho• whole itself,. 
as Bosanquot himself admits, is always relative to his 
own greatness or perfection. In fact, tho two are in
separable and yet the latter is logically prior ; and. the 
individual's contrihution to tho whole depends entirely 
on the measure of his own greatness. But the realiNa
tion oi th.e latest greatness of the particular largely de
pends on a consciousness of its own 11ltimato nature 
and destiny, and tho more acute the consciousness of per
sonal existence after death, tho greater the moa,r.;urc of 
solf-roaJisation. Tho problem of tlw destiny of the in
dividual can, therefore, under no circumstances he 
treated as insignificant. Nay, " our ultimate stanc1ard 
of worth is," to use Green's words (Proleuomena f;o 
Eth,ir:s, p. 193), " an ideal of personal worth. All otlwr 
valriOR are relative to value for, of, er in, a person. To 
speak of any progresR or improvement or developmnnt of 
a nation or society or mankind, except as relative to 
some greater worth of persons, is to use words without 
meaning.' ' 

" The human minJ is a germ," RayR Prof. Hob
house (Development and Puirrwsc, p. 371), " for whose 
maturity provision is already made.'' But tho Vedanta 
declares, as did Kant, in a later age, that its maturity 
itself pre-supposes infinita time and personal immortality . 
" Every created thing will continue," says Lotze '(Met., 
Vol. II, p. 432), " if, and so long as its continuance be-

)or.gs to the meaning of the world." The VeJanta re
. :ls the abrupt extinction of tl1e bright promioie, with 

0 " •• 

; ,finite possibilities contained in the germ, as unthink-
;Jc :mJ utterly inconsistent with m~y rational view of 

niverse. Our ultimate ground of belief in the exist
~:·'' ·'-' c·f things, of which there is no direct e~idence 1 is 
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D:t. Thibaut however thinks that there are passages 
in the Upanif?ads, " in which the final, absolute identifi
cation of the \ndividual soul with the Universal Self, is .. 
indicated in terms of unmistakable plainness. ' He who 
knows Brahman, becomes Brahman;' ...... ' As the flow~ 
ing rivers disappear in the sea, losing their name and 
form, thus, a wise man goes to the divine person.' And, 
if we look to the whole, to the prevailing spirit of the 
Upani~ads, we may call the doctrine embodied i~ pas
sages of the latter nature (i.e., those mentioned here), the 
doctrine of the Upani~ads. It is, moreover, supported 
by the frequently and clearly stated theory of the indi
vjdual souls being merged in Brahman, in the state of 
deep, dreamless sleep " (Vedanta Sutras, pp. cxxi
cxxii). 

We shall briefly examine Dr. Thibaut's views here. 
--___/-There are, no doubt, isolated passages in the UpaniJ?ads, 

of the above description. But nothing can be inferred 
from such isolated expressions. Besides, analogies and 
illustrations used in the Vedanta must not, we are dis
tinctly told, be taken literally. The few passages quoted 
by Dr. Thibaut, do not, therefore, prove anything. His 
references to the passages dealing with the state of the 
soul in deep sleep do not at all support his contention. 
Here is a typical illustration in point : '' As a man, 
locked in the embrace of his beloved wife, knows·nothing, 
external or internal, so does the individual, locked in the 
embrace of the Supreme Self," says the Brih. Up., IV .3, 
21 and 22, " know nothing, external or internal (Here 
the st~e of a man in deep sleep and that of the liberated 
sage, ar~ both described) : verily, he then 8ees notb _ , 
even, though seeing, he does not see The sight o 
seer does not cease eb exist, for that is imperishable ; 
because there is no duality to be seen, separate fror; 
Self." A~ applied to the state of profound sleep, tl: 

• 
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pression evidently implies, and refers to a state•of mo
mentary self-forgetfulness and ecstasy, on the part of the 
individual. " Even though s~eing h~ sees not,:; 
" Even though smelling, he smells not," " Even though 
knowing, he knows not.'' These expressions can have 
only one meaniny. They do not at all imply the extinc
tion of the individuality, but simply, a state of comrJlete 
self-enjoyment and self-abs<n·ption, and of consequent 
non-p~rception of dual·ity [Visc.~ajftlinabluivav(Ltvan1, as 
Srinivasiicharjy:i,, the disciple of Nimvarlm (vide his com
mentary on the Vedanta Sutras, IV. 4, 16) puts it]. And 
in this particular aphorism, Badarfi,yar.m has also taken 
it and similar other passages exactly in this sense. It, 
therefore, does not at all support Dr. 'Jlhib:mt's conten
tion. Again, in the Svet. Up., I. 7, the lmmvBr of Brah
man, even when alive, has been described as " merged 
in Brahman" (" Lina Bmhrna1Ji "). And it is quite evi
dent, from this, and similar other expressions, found in 
various Upani~ads, that the liberated sages even while 
alive, have boon represented in tho Vedanta as ''merged 
in Brahman.'' And such passn,ges do not evidently lend 
any support to the hypothesis of complete absorption. It 
is, therefore, clear that Dr. Thibaut's contention is not 
at all tenable. The passages we have quoted before clearly 
indicate the general drift of the Vedantic position on this 
question·; and they clearly support the doctrine of per
sonal immortality. Badarayal).a has also in several other 
connections, most emplmtically supported our conten-

. tion (Vide Vecl. Sut., IV, 4, 17 and 19-22). 
Is Metempsychosis an integral element of the~ edan~ 

metaphysics? We think, it is not so. On~ critical 
:sal of the Vedanta, it becomes quite clear that the 

in metempsychosis bas been <!ountenanced in the 
• a, simply because of its general prevalence in the 

aL the time. But, although this popula1•belief has 

• 
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crept into the Vedantic literature, yet it has only been 
tolerated in the Vedanta, in order to show the utter futi
lity of lcgalis-eic works and piety for the attainment of 
liberation, arid to impress on the minds of the people the 
supreme need of knowledge, for the aforesaid purpose. 
The Mul).g. Up., I. ii, 7-8, distinctly tells us,-'' Those 
who value and esteem legalistic works and duties highly, 

" move repeatedly between disease, decrepitude and 
deatk" ·Again, we are told (Katha, IV. 2 a:g.d 4), 
" Shallow-minded fools seek temporal and perishable 
pleasures (through legalistic observance), and fall !nto 
the fetters of Death (referring to transmigration), spread 
all around. But the wise, knowing the Imperishable 
Being, do not long for anything ephemeral here ....... By 
knowing that great and all-pervading Self, the wise man 
transcends all sorrows.'' The Vedanta abounds in simi-

~-.-/" lar other significant utterances, and it is impossible to 
misunderstand their import. The Vedantic acceptance 
of the belief in transmigration, therefore, means hardly 
anything more than countenancing a popular be
lief in order to convince people of its utter 
vanity and futility, and of the supreme necessity 
of true knowledge, as a means to the attain
ment of self-realisation and freedom from fetters of selfish 
desires. There was, it appears, one other reason, that 
led to its entrance into the Vedantic literature. The 
universe, according to the Vedanta, is the self-manifes
tation of the True, the Good, and the Beautiful. But 
then, how to account for the presence of evils and suffer
ings irr·the world? The Vedantists treated all ev i·.·. t!f! 

moral evijs, and as due to human follies. They nat · 
thought that they found a clear and ready solut ·. 
the problem of Evil•in the popular belief in Metr·;n 
cJ1osis. As a· man sowR, RO does he reRJJ. '· AR t rnnri 
acts," say~ the Brih., IV .4, 5, " as he conducts b 
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• so does he become." Likewise says Bada,raya,l).a, II. 1, 
33, " All differences and inequalities, evils and sufferings 
in the world arc simply the effects of hunhn works arl6l 
follies, and are accordingly no reflection on Bralnnan, 
who is all good and all holy, and therefore above all 
evils.'' But how to account for their first appearance in 
the world? Here evidently the argument fails complete-
ly; and Badaraym}a sim.ply seeks an escape from the dif
ficulty, and haR only to say (Il.l, 34), "But lnunan ac
tio:t;~.s are eternal.'' The solution is, evidently, too easy 
to be of any use; and a Vedantist can safely dispense with 
it. Moral progress needs the presence of difficulties to 
be overcome, and of sufferings to be borne. rrhcir pre
sence is absolutely neceRRary in a world, whore progreRR 
is the ultimate goal, and not pleasure. And, as neces-
sary means to the up-building of character and attnin
ment of rn.oral perfection, whicl1 is tho u.ltimate e11d of: ~-· 

the cosmic order, they nrc perfectly in accord with the 
moral order of the universe. But yet, it RenmR clear 
that, had it not been for tho apparent solution of the dif
ficult problem, discovered in the populnr belief in trans
migration, and for the other reasons stated before, there 
would have been absolutely no room for it in the Vedan~ 
tic literature. The very fact, that many of the later 
authoritative Upani$ads have made a clean sweep of it, 
is quite significant. The authors of those Upani$ads cer
tainly saw that it formed no part of the genuine Vedantic 
metaphysics. 

The docj;rine of Karma is generally believed to con
h.in a satisfactory solution of the existence of evils in 
i 'te world, as well as of all perceptibl~ difference• between 
, an and man. But does it really do so? Badarayal).a 
, 'Is us that the said evils and the differences have been 

existence from all eternity because '' human works 
arA eternal " (II. 1, 34). But are human ~orks really 

• 
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eternal~ No, not at all. Men appeared in the world 
in time, and before the appearance of man in the world, 
~ain, su:fferin~s, struggles, death and differences, we 
know from science, had existed in the animal ai1d vege
table world. These evidently could not be due to man's 
work in any sense of the term. Hence the doctrine of 
Karma fails to account for the origin of evils in the 
world. In the well-known Glta passage, '' that those 
who have fallen from their yoga (in a previous birtJl) are 
born here in the house of the rich and the virtuous," con
tains in a nut-shell the supposed explanation of all d.lffer- ·. 
ences and evils in the world. But is this position philo
sopbically tenable? A moment's examination will show 
that it is not. Men who lived virtuous lives .and prac
tised, though unsuccessfully, yoga, we are told in the 
above passage, are reborn in wealthy families and that 
those who led sinful lives are reborn here amidst suffer
ings and poverty. But does not our experience give a 
direct lie to this supposition? Habits, good or bad, once 
formed die hard. The habits formed in the previous 
life; if there be any such, are, therefore, sure to accom
pany the individuals concerned in their present lives as 
well, in the form of Samskaras, predilections with their 
momentum more or less unaffected. But are any traces 
of good. and bealthy habits, supposed to have been 
formed in the previous life, visible in the majority of the 
youths born in aristocratic families'? Is it not, on the con
trary, a fact that they, as a rule, are more addicted to fri
volous enjoyments and dissipation than those born under 
different circumstances? Statistics clearly show thiJ.t, 
percentaie of the good and noble-minded men 
from the middle mld the., poorer classes is much 
than that.found am•ong the aristocrats. If 
aristoqratic families lived better and nobler 
previous 1!-fe, there should have been a contin 
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same in the present life of the persons as well, and those 
who led sinful lives before should have, as a rule, con
tinued to do the same here also. But the f'cts are found,. 
to be quite contrary, and render it utterly impossible for 
us to believe that those born in wealthy families led a 
much better life in their previous existence than those 

• now born in poorer families. Again, the object of 
punishment is correction; and correction presupposes 
a me~ry of the misdeeds done before. But where is the 
memory of misdeeds or good deeds done in the previous 
life? Does a man born blind, for instance, remember why 
he has been punished with blindness from his very birth? 
Certainly not. And the hypothesis completely breaks 
down here. In the absence of a recollection of the cvih; 
committed before, no correction is possible. And as no 
such recollection exists in the sufferer. it is absurd to hold 
that his sufferings are meant as punishment for his mis- ,_ 
deeds in his previous birth. Thus the doctrine of 
metempsychosis as based on work is philosophically en
tirely untenable. And it is equally clear from wh~t has 
been stated before that this doctrine was tolerated in the 
older Upani$ads, because of its general prevalence in the 
land in those days, and also partly because it seemed to 
offer an easy solution of the problem of evils. But 
rightly understood it should be regarded as forming no 
integral part of Vedanta metaphysics. And Badarayal}.a. 
made a great mi$take in not treating it as such . 
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• • CHAPTER IX 

THE VEDANTIC MAYA AND AvmYA versus SANKARA's 
THEORY OF ILLUSION. 

The word, 'Maya,' has frequently been used in 
the pre-Vedantic Literature. But it has, as we shall see 
presently, nowhere been used in Sankara's sense of 
''illusion." In the Rig-Veda alone, the word, Maya, 
oecurs in scores of places in different forms (see Sastri, 
The Doctrine of Maya, 1911, pp. 6-9). But, in the 
majority of these instances, Saya!).a has, after Ya~ka, 

taken the word to mean ' wonderful mental power.' In 
some cases, as in III. 53, 8, it has been used to mean 
' wonderful power of the will. ' In a few cases, as in 
V. 30, 6, it simply means ' power.' In some cases, 
again, it has been used in the sense of ' deception,' or 
• stratagem.' The word Maya also occurs in the Atharva
Veda in several places. But here, in keeping with the 
context, it has invariably been used to mean magic, or 
mysterious power. In the Braluna1;as also, the word 
occurs here and there (Satap. Brah., III. 2, 4, 1; XIII. 
5, 4, 12; XIV. 5, 5, 19; Tait., III. 10, 8, 2, etc.), and 
has generally been used in the sense of divine or super
natural powers. Thus, nowhere, in the pre-Upani~adic 
literature, the word Maya has been used in Sankara 's 
sense. In the authoritative Upanil?ads, the wor ~;; 

occurs QPly once in the BrilL Up. (II. 5, 19), , ·" 
the Prasna (I. In): and :five times in the Bvet., 
passages (I. 10; tv. 9-10). " That bright "' 
Brahman belongs to those," says the Prasna Up 
'' who ar~ free from insincerity, fah;ehood and . 
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(maya)." In the BrilL passage, it simply means 
'creative power.' The Bvet. passages have, however, 

. . 
been much misunderstood. Referring to Bvet. Up., IV • 
10, says Prof. Max-Muller (Ancient Sans. Lit., pp. 
321-22), '' Mayi1 or Delusion is called the principle '' of 

• creation, " and the Great I1ord Himself, tho deluded." 
But this is a distinctly wrong interpretation of the 
passage. In ail tho Upani1;1adic Jmssages, exeept tho 
one irl' Prnsna, ,iust mentioned, the word ' m.ftyii ' has 
always been rumd to mean inscrutable divine creative 
power; and, in this passage also, it is used exactly in 
the same sense. The pn,ssage runs thus : Mayii1h
tuprakrl'im Didyat-Mayinain tu M ahdvaranL Here 
PrHkrti or cosmoB considered aB an effect of the creati vo 
power of Brahman, is identified with ' Maya,' tts its caHNc 
and Mahesvara with the possessor of the cre·ative power, 
Mayin. In Bvet. Up. (I. 3), as Mii,dhava JmR alBo pointed 
out, Bmlnnnn's own power of evolving, 11ot sustaining 
the manifold of existents has elearly bee11 deseri bl'd as 
the ultimate creative principle inNet·utahle of the ~orl<l. 
l£vidontly, therefore, nowhere in the Upanit;~ads, the word 
'maya ' has been used in Banlmra's sense of Illusion. 
Again, in Bvet. Up., IV. 9-10, as well as in several other 
passages, the reality of the manifold haR been distinctly 
admitted, and described aR the modes of Brahman's self
manifestation. Maya also occurs in Bvet., I. 10, in the 
compound word, 'visvamaya-nivrtti~~; ' and it means 
simply the ' cessation of all bonds or selfish attachments,' 
r:arvapaslipahanib., qccurring in the very next passage. 

· One Lord regulates both the world of matte~ and the 
"ld of mind," says the passage, and " by meditation 
1 concentration of mind on Hint, ·and through the 

nment of a sense of unity with Him, tLll bonds (of 
·,::·nee by self1sh tLttachments) completely •vanish m 

• • 
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the end." Here, the reality of the plurality, with 
Brahman- as their ultimate ground and support, is 
~vidently mo~t unequivoca11y admitted. It is, therefore, 
clearly wrong to take the term in the sense of '' cessation 
of cosmic delusion,'' as understood by Sastr1 (Doctrine 
of Maya, p. 17., note'). Such an interpretation will, on the 
very face of it, render the passage utterly self-contra-
dictory and meani11gless. Thus. nowhere in the 
Upanif?ads also, the word, ' maya,' has been u.,ed m 
Sankara's sense. 

The word, A vidyii, also occurs in several plact>s m 
the Upanif?ads. " The indwelling Soul, 
... always dwells,''. says the Katha, VI. :J 
heart of all individuals. He is to be calmly 
ed from the body, like the soft core of the 
lying hidden in its hard cover, and thus that 

-/~ immortal Being is to be known (as the self o, 
In II. 13, of the same Upani:;;ad, we are again told tlmt the 
mortal, to attain immortality, must distinguish the self 
from <the body, ·and know the indwelling Self (as the self 
of the seHJ. The Svet. Up., I. 8, likewise, tells us that 
man is fettered by desires for pleasure (arising from his 
identificatjon of the self with the body), and that the 
knowledge of Brahman, and the attainment of a sense 
of the individual's essential unity with it, frees him from 
all entanglements. It is evident, from these and similar 
other passages, that the term 'Avidya' has primarily 
been used to mean false identification of the self with the 
body, and the bondage of desires resulting from such 
identifi~ation. This ' Avidya ' also gives rise to longings 
for pleasureR in tl1e life to come, supposed to l , , 
abk by legalistic J'iety and observances; and tb 
ings have also been severely condemned in the ' 
as due to Avidya, (cj. Mnnd., I. 2, 7 -9) . 
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• 
analysis shows, as we sha,ll see ·hereafter, that the word 
' avidya ' has generally been uscd-'in the Vedanta, to • mean the non-rccor.rnition of the inner and oruanic unitw 
of all exi~;tcnts h~ the Self. But thi8 i8 only ultimately 
due to the false identification of the self with the body, 
which is the root of all ignorance, or ' Avidyii..' rrhr 
Vedantic position in this respect is so elear and unmis
takable, that even some of the later Vedantic works have, 
in spi~ of self-contradictions, been compelled to reeognisP 
it. "The God-rnade duality," says Pancada.Si, IV. 31 
and 47, " is not an cntanglem,cnt, but is, on the con
tmry' helpful to the nttainmcnt of knowledge and z,ibera-
tion : liberation in one's life-tinw is best attained 
through the rewnndation of 1nan-rnade differences 
(differences between man and man) caused by· the false 
identification of tho self with the body, ji1Jadvaita DiDar-· "'\,_ 
janiit. And we shall see still more clearly hereafter that 
11owhere in the Vedanta the world of plurality has been 
denied, and the term, Av-id'!Ja, has been liKed in the sense 
of ' admission or non-denial of the world of plurality,' 
as it means in Sankara's system. 

But what do the terms Maya on Avidya mean in 
Sankara's system? Here also Sankara is self-contradic
tory. To take a few of his characteristic utterances. In 
dealing with Ved. Sut., I. 4, 3, '' Tadadhi"natv,fidartha
vat," Sankara tells us. "some previous state of the world, 
such as the one assumed by us, must necessarily be ad
mitted, since it is according to sense and reason. :For, 
without it, the highest Lord could not be conceived as 
e''<ator, as He could not become active, if He w~e desti-

of the potentiality of action . .,' '' That causal 
t '. tiality is," adds he, '' of the !Tature of Nescience 

11 Hh a) ; it is rightly denoted by the term ' undeveloped ' ; 
:,. ;he highest Lord for its substratum; it is of the 

• 
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nature of an illusion (ixtaya) (Thibaut, Ved. Sut., Pt. I, 
p. 243). Here Sankara has at first clearly attributed 
qfeative powe~ to Brahman and admitted the reality of 
the world of plurality. But later on he has tried to 
explain them awayand has described the plurality as un
real appearances caused by Brahman. In dealing with 
Ved. Sut., II. 1, 32 he again tells us, "We rather declare" 
(Ved. Sutra, II. 1, 22), "that omniscient, omnipotent 
Brahman, whose essence is pure cognition and froodom, 
and which is . . . different from the embodied self, is 
the creative principle of the world. . . For the scriptural 
passages . . . show Brahman to be different 
individual soul, and, if it be objected that ther•:' 
passages declaratory of non-difference. . . 
difference and non-difference cannot co-ex1 
contradictory, we reply that the possibility of 
of the two is shown by the parallel instance of 
sal ether and the ether limited by a jar. Moveover, as 
soon as. . . the consciousness of non-difference arises 
in us, the transmigratory state of the individual soul and 
the creative quality of Brahman vanis·h at once ... for 
the entire apparent world. . . is a mere illusion and 
does not exist at all. Here also the reality of the world 
of plurality is at first admitted. But subsequently it is 
l'cpresented as an illusion caused by ignorance due to the 
absence of t.he consciousness of non-difference between 
Brahman and the individual on the part of the latter" 
(Thibaut, 'ibid, Pt. I, p. ~44) _ Sankara, again, tells us 
in connection with Vecl. Sutra, I. ii1, 2, '' The coneeption 
that the .body and other things contained in H•A sr' 
of the not-self are o'tlr self, i.e., false identifieation 
self with the body,•constitutes Nesdence; from it 
spring desires with regard to whatever promotes the , 
being of t+t.e body and so on1 and aversions. . , fea:. v--..+-1 
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tions or association with the upadh!is, limiting adjuncts; 
butthat, o~ final relelse, it is ~erged into the Universal 
~oul, and ce:ses to exist altogether. Kasakritsna, ~o~: 
ever', finally upholds, and Badarayal)a also endorses his 
view, that the soul, as a finite mode of The Infinite, is 
"absolutely non-different from: Brahman (the Supr~me 
Self)," which, in some way or other, presents itself • 
(ul1G1er the limitations of finitude and relativity) as tl1~ 
individual soul'. . Again:, on the problem of the chaeacter-: 
istics of the soul, after final liberation in tlie life to come, 
Audulomi, we are told (IV. iv. 5-7), holds that the libera
ted soul exists in the Supreme Self as pure consciousness 
or thought. Jaimini, on the contrary, thinks that the 
released soul continues to possess holiness· and freedom 
from sins, and similar other exalted virtues. Badara~ 

yal)a, however, combines tlie two views into a higher 
synthesis, as the true solution of the Vedanta.* Now, 
it is evident, from these references, that the ancient 
teachers 'often ·differed from one another, even on points 
ofvital· importance, and that they did not uncritically 
follow· any external authority. The first of the above, 
two cases, however, has a special bearing on the point at; 
issue here. It clearly shows, as Dr. Thibaut aptly 
points out (Vedlinta Sutras, 'Pt. I, pp. xix-xx), that 
none of the recognised authorities,. deemed worthy 
of being quoted in the Vedanta Siitras, held 9ankara's 
.- : ... •• .. .. • • ... ,., ,, - p Jl • ..J• •...:J 1 ... h 

VIeW of the · · abSOlUte wenuny u1 ~ft6 lilu:iv-iuuO,L Wluu 

the Universal, on which his whole system rests. And 
this conclusively proves that 9ankara's interpretation of .. 

• 
*In these and connected passages, personal immo1 

most disti_nctly and ~mphatically upheld. . 'l'o set aJ 

wh(ttever to the development of the finite mode of the 
must· be. rftg11rded as entirely arbitrary. 
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the Vedanta,, based on his doctrine of Illusion or ·Maya,: 
. . . 

was entirely unrecognised by (if not positively unknown 
to) the ancient teachers. In dealing with tt1e Ved. Silt .• 
I. 4, 20, Bhiimati refers to the ' absolute identity' view, 
but ai'smisses it as absurd, with the remark that, if in
divfaual souls were identical with Brahman, and there-
fore omniscient, they would be indistinguishable from 
Brahman and from one another, and there would, further, 
remaia no necessity for instruction (cf. Thibaut, ibid, 
pp. 277-278, note). This is quite a frank and plain 
presentation of the difficulties involved in the absolute 
identity view, and hardly needs any further comment. 
Badaraym,1a ha(l also argued in a similar manner against 
the' absolute identity hypothesis (vide Ved. Sut., II. 3, 
31, 48 and 51)., Tho scholars have, however, been long 
divided as to whether the Illusion theory, in Sahkara's 
sense, forms a part of the original Vedanta or not. Cole
brooke was evidently guilty of a palpable blunder, as has 
long been pointed out by Cowell and Gough, in main
taining, in his .Es~my on the Vedanta, that he saw nothing 
countenancing it (the Theory of Illusion) even " in the 
gloss of Sarikara ,; on the Vedanta Sutras. A hasty 
perusal of portions of Sankara's commentary, particular
ly those that deal with the important problem of the non
difference of the cause and the effect, as well as those 
dealing with anti-Vedantic schools, is, no doubt, apt to 
leave such an impression in the mind of the reader, but 
the Illusion theory looms too large in Sahkara' s Com
mentary to E:Scape one's' notice. And, although Mr. 
Gough's statement, that one is sure to :find " tbe tenet 

, ()f Illusion tlieory stated or supposed on every page," in 
,,,:~ankara's Commentary, is not corre<!t, yet " it is hard 
to understand how Colebrooke could have made such a 
mistake " (Philosoph1J of the Upani*ads, p. 23!). Such 

• 



• 
a mistake inColebroqke''s time may, however, be excus-
able. But Jtr. Gough, in his aefenc·e ~of Sankara, has: 
~one to the other extreme, and been, as we ·shall, see' 
presently, guilty of an opposite blunder, in holding t.hat 
'' the sole reality of the impersonal Self,, is the very 
cosmic conception of the Upani~ads," and that ""the • 
doctrine denoted by the term Maya (Illusion), if not the 
terin itself, is to be ·found in the Sutras n ('ibid;, 'ppf 
238:.:39). ''The tenet of M:aya,''c. adds he, after~ slip..' 
shod examination of smrie isolated ,passages severed· ftmi{ 
their context, '' is thus rio modern invention. The 
thought, if not the word, is everywhere· present in· the 
Upanil?ads, as an inseparable element of thephilosopliy~ 
and the word itself is of no infrequent occurrence; 'The
doctrine is more than implicit'in the' Upanii;~adB", ahd 
explicit· in the systematised·· Ved:anta:, No· earlier· 
Vedanta, such as Colebrooke supposes·, could ·have been 
complete and consistent without this element, and' it ·is 
no graft of a later growth: Iri fact, the distinction be-' 
tween an earlier and a later 'Vedaiita is nugatory. There 
has been no addition to the system.· from without, but: 
only a development from within; ·no graft, but only 
growth'' (ibid, p. 248). , · , · 

M. Paul Rignaud has, in his Materiaux, taken a 
position intermediate between: these extreme views. 
" The d0r.tririe of Maya," says he, " although implied in· 
the teachings of the Upanif?aJs, ">';'0'!.11il·hardly become clear 
and explicit before the system liad reached a stage cf 
development necessitating a; ~hoice · between ailTJ1jtting 
two co-e.¥.istent eternal principles (which became· 
of the Samkhya l!hilosophy), and accepting u, 
mi1iance of the int~Jlectual principle, which, in 
necessarily led to the negation of the opposite p , , 
(Thib1mt~ Vedanta Sutras, Pt. I, pp~ cxvi~cxvii). · 

• 
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Dr. Thibaut has, however, in his valuable Iriti"oduc~ .. 

tion to his 'Translabion of thd Vedanta Sidra:, very right
ly maintained that neither the older Upanit;lads nor th8> 
Vedanta Sutras, do "hold the doctrine of the unreality 
of the world,'' and '' the absolute identity of the indivi-

• duaf with the highest Self ; '' nor do they '' set forth. 
the distinction of a higher and a lower knowledge of 
Brahman,'' as necessarily implied in Sankara' s Illusion 
theory~ and based on a corresponding " distinction of 
Brahman and ISvara (God) in Sailkara's sense." 
"iBrahman is indeed sometimes described," adds he, 
·"as sagu1Ja (differentiated), and sometimes as nirgu1Ja 
(above all differentiations), to use later terms; hut it is 
nowhere said that thereon rests a distinction of two 
different kinds of knowledge, leading to altogether differ
ent results. The knowledge of Brahman is one,· under 
whatever aspects it is viewed; hence, the circumstance 
that in the same Vidyi1s (Instructions or Disciplines) it 
is spoken of as sagu1Ja (differentiated) as well as nirgtt1Ja 

·,___ .... 
(above all differentiations) " (ibid, pp. cxv-cxvi). \ 
Dr. Thibaut's critical examination of this problem, in 
the :first part of the Introdu:ction of his work, has been 
a really valuable contribution to the Vedantic literature. 
In this part ofthe Introduction, he has thrown a consi-
derable light on the Vedantic view of Reality. Frain a 

• careful perusal of this part of his work, it, seems im
possible. as observes Colonel Jacob ( V edanta.:Sara by 
Sadananda, Jacob's Ed:, p. iv), ~·to resist the conclu
sion at. which he arrives, namely, ·that the old Upani1~mds 
and the Sutras do riot propound it (the Illusion..theot:y},;_~~----;,--cc 

,that is to say, they do ~:Lfu:Iiili-;t-h-e:c:"aistincilon: of 
~Ehac-lower IITiowledge of B!ahinan (as impli~d 
~---· l~swn theory), they do not acknowledge the d1s-: 

tinction of Brahman and ISvara (God), in tlankil.ra's 
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• 
sense ; they GO Iiot hold the doctrine of the. unrealit,y of 
the world; t:~ey- do not, with · Barikara, proclaim the 
-oosolute identity of the individual and the highest Self.'' .. 

- r .·. These are undoubtedly clear and most emphatic ad- Coutradic-

mlSSIOns. In these utterances, it is most clearly ass~rt~ !~!e:~r
ed'ihat the Illu-sion theory is distinctly non~Vedantic. T~ibaut and 

_ _ . Jacob, and 
-But Dr. Thibaut has, suddenly, at the end almost wliolly Max Muller. 

abandoned his entire position and has flatly contradic-
ted- himself: " We may admit," says Dr. TMbaut, 
in dealing with Mr. Gough's views. in the latter part of 
his Introduction, " that some passages (of the Upani:-
$ads), notably of the B:rh., contain, at any rate; :the 
germ of the ·late:r d.eveloped Maya doctrine, and thus 
tender it quite intelligible that a system like Bankara's 
should evolve 1tself, amongst others, out of the Upani-
f?ads ; but that affords no valid reason for interpreting 
Maya into the other texts which give a very satisfactory 
sense without that doctrine ....•.... or are even repugnant 
to it; ... : .But what I object to is that conclusions dmwn 
from a few passages of, after all, doubtful import, ·should 
be employed for introducing the Miiyii doctrine into other 
·passages Which do not even hint at it, and are fully inL 
telliyible without it " (ibid, pp. cxvii, cxxi). · This is 
'to be sure) a very emphatic denial of Bankata's position. 
But unfortunately Dr. ~hibaut, does not stop here. The 
ab6ve . emphatic denial is,. to our infinite. 'surprise~ 
followed by a most startling statemen:t! '' It has been 
said before,'? he -here tellsus, "that the task ofrednr.iruJ 
th~ tea'Chingof the whole of the Upani§ads to a system 
cons2stent - and free from contradictions ·is Mb · 

sicaZly ithpossfble one. But, the task once beinn 
we are quite ready J;o a.dmit that SankMa' s sy.<: ' 
·rnost probably the best which can b'e devised 
'unable to.allow that the Upani~ads recognise ......... tL 
distinction )of a lower and higher Brahman, we yet ac~ 

• 
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knowledge that the adoption of that distinction furnishes 
the interpreter with an instrument of .extraordinary 
power for reducing to an orderly whole the heterogeneolts 
material presented by the old theosophic treatises. This 

' be~omes very manifest, as soon as we compare Sankara,'s 
• system with that of Ramanuja. The latter recognises 

only one Brahman ......... a personal God, and he there-
fore lays stress on all those passages in the Upanif?ads ' 
whicl! ascribe .to Brahman the attributes of a personal 
God, such as omniscience and omnipotence. Those 
passages, on the other hand, whose decided tendency it 
is to represent Brahman as transcending a11 qualities, as 
one undifferentiated mass of i~personal intelligence, 
Ramanuja is unable to accept frankly and fairly, and has 
to misinterpret them more or less, to make them fall in 
with his system. The same remark holds good with 
regard to those texts which represent the individual soul ' · 
as ·finally identifying i tt5elf with Brahman ... Sankara, on 
the other hand, by skilfully ringing the changes on a 
higher and a lower doctrine, somehow manages to find 
room for whatever the Upani~ads have to say. Where 
the· text speaks of Brahman, as transcending all attri
butes, the highest·doctrine is set forth. Where Brahman 
is c.alled the all-knowing ruler of the world, the author 
1neans to propound the lower knowledge of the Lord 
alone ... Sankara' s method thus enables him, in a certain 
·way, to do justice to different stages of historical deve
·lopment.: ... :It "is not only more pliable, more capable of 
camalgamating heterogeneous material than the other 
.system, but its fundamental doctrines are manifestly in 
gredter harmony with the essential teachi1tg of the 

;,;22''}:-Upani$ads, than those of the ot1ie~ Vediintic system. 
Above w.e were unable to allow that the distinction made 
by S~nlmra between Brahman and ISvara (God) is known 
to: the Up,ani~ads; but we must now admit ttat, if, for 
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the pu~pose of determining the nature of the highest 
being, a choice has to be made between those texts which 
~present Bra~nnan as nirgtt1Ja (above all differentia
tions), and those which ascribe to it personal attributes~ 
Sankara is right in giving preference to the texts of the 
former kin ... The older Upani§ads, at any rate, lay very 
little stress upon personal attributes of their highest 
being,;and Sankara is right in sojar as he assigns to his 
hypostati.'wd pe'fsonal llvara a loweT plaqe than ~ his 
Absolute ·Brahman .. . And, although the Maya doctrine 
cannot, in my opinion, be said to form part of the 
Upani~ads, it cannot yet be asserted to contradict it 
openly ... And I fully agree with Mr. Gough when he says 
regarding it that there have been no additions to the sys
tem from without, but only a development from within: 
no graft, but only growth. Deepening speculation on 
Brahman tended to the notion of Advaita (unity) being 
taken in a more and more strict sense, as implying not 
only the exclusion of any second principle external to 
Brahman, but also the absence of any elements of duality 
or plurality in the nature of the one universal being it
self; a tendency agreeing with the spirit of a set of texts 
from the Upani~ads. And, as the fact of tqe appearance 
of a manifold world cannot be denied, the only way open 
to thoroughly consisten~ speculation was to deny, at any 
rate, its_ reality, and to call it a .mere illusion, due to an 
unreal principle with which Brahman is indeed associa: 
ted, but which is unable to break the unity of Brahman's 
nature, just .on account~.of its own. unreality '' (ibid; 
pp. c'Xxii-cxxv). This ~is a mosy astounding
And · mor~ so; as cq,ming from one who had 
quite an opposite co:J:fclusion at an earlier· part . 
same Introduction. • Colonel. Jacob has also been 
of .a similar inconsistency. '' There are, . _ 
likewise:ob\erves he, '' a few passages (in the U:pani~l:Pds) 
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• of which the ,Maya-Vada '(Illusion theory) may he a 
development; and it may. also be admitted that,. if the 
impossible task of reconciling .. the contradfctions of th& 
Upani$ruls, and red1tcing them to .a harmonious and con~ 
sistent whole, is to be attempted at all, Sanlca,ra' s sys
tem is about the only one that could do it. But more 
than this it would seem impossible to concede '' (ibid, 
p. iv). Colonel ,T acob js, no doubt, guarded .in his ex
pressi~ns; and. the concession he here make$ in.favour of 
Sankara appears to have been made rather with reluc
tance. But that . makes little difference.' Prof. 
Max Muller has also, in his S·ix Systems of indian 
Philosophy, after a good deal of vacillation, at last 
ended with an ·echo of :the same cry. '' If these conflict:.. 
ing utterances of the U pani:;;ads had to be reduced to a 
system, we can," observes he (p. 251), while referring 
to Dr. Thibaut's work, " hardly blame Sankara for his 
taking · refug(~ in . the theory of a higher and a lower 
Brahman (based oil the theory of Illusion).' ' 

But what are•those contradictions in the Upani:;;ads, 
which are alleged as capable.of being solved by Sankara'·s 
Illusion ·theory·. 'alone? . These passages have been 
pointed out ·by: Dr> Thihau-t himself .in his Introduction, 
and had beautifully been' reconciled by him, ·without the 
l:t.elp.of,anY·such artifiCial and spurious; prop as the 
theory of Ilhisi.on affords. · There are passages fn th~ 
Upani~?ads, he" tells UE! in this. connection, " which as~ 
cribe to Brahmil,:n the attributes :of a personal God,;~ 
existing· fjide ·bynside with passages . '' whose decided 

.. ~v.LJoUO.L.LVl · .. ·:is·~,to!'.reptese:ttt. Brahman Yas transcenuil:lg .~u 
as on~ undifferentiated In¥S of impersonal in· 

.~~u!''oV~'"V " But do these: p3;ssages at 'all involve any 
.. . contradictions?· ls it at all ne~essary to invoke the 

· · of lllusion to solve their· seeming 'contradiction'? 
N6~.notat all'..: Brahman, ~s.an eternally self~dU:IerentUi! 

• 

r 

/ > 
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ting spiritual principle, has been represented throughout 
in the Vedanta. both as manifested in the world of plura
lity, and yet as their ultil}late ground and support as 
exhausted in its modes and, as transcending them all. 
Thus, Brahman, the absolute is both differentiated, and 
yet, as the ultimate ground and support of all its differ
entiations, transcends them all, and is thus above all 
differentiations. And this was also clearly seen by Dr. 
Thibaut himself in an earlier part of his work. Although 
Brahman has been described, both as having qualities, 
and as transcending all qualities, it is, he tells us here 
(pp. cxv -cxvi.), nothing but " one and the same entity," 
viewed " from two (different) aspects .. . When the mind 
of the writer dwells on the fact that Brahman is that 
from which all tlte world originated, and in which it 
rests, he actually applies to it distinctive attributes, 
pointing at its relation to the world; Brahman is then 
called the Self and life of all, the inward Ruler, the 
omniscient Lord, and so on. When, on the other hand, 
the author follows out the idea that Brahman may be 
viewed in itself as the mysterious Reality of which the 
whole expanse of the world is only an outward mani
festation, then it strikes him that no idea.or term derived 
from sensible experience can rightly be applied to it, 
and that nothing more can be predicated o£ it than that 
it is neither this nor that." 

But it is necessary to point out, at the very outset, 
that " Neither this nor that," is a gross mis-inter
pretation of the expression " neti neti," referred to in 
the concluding lines~ the extract and occurring in Brh. 
Up., II. 3, 6, and in many similar passages. The cx-
1'ression means " Not these (alone) not these (alone)." 
" It is not that there is nothing beyond these 
(na hi etasmaditi neti) as Yajfiavalkya himself 
tells us, '' there is an existence beyond these as 

30 
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well (anyat param asti) ; and that is why it 
(Brahman) is known as the Real of the 1·cals (atha 
namadheyam satyasya saty.am iti).'' The passage in 
question is one of the best and clearest expressing an 
exaet nxpof'ition of the Vedfintic Panentheism. It opens 
with a statement that '' rrhe visible and tho invisible, 
the movable and the hnmovable ... the conscious and the 
nnconKeions ... are tuJo modes of Brahman (dve bhava 
Bmhrnano n'lpc);" and then we are told, ·"Brahman is 
not these alone, not these alone; it is not that there is 
nothing beyond these. There is an existence beyond 
these also.'' But, in spite of tho misinterpretation of 
the passage in question, Dr. rrhibaut is quite correct 
when he says that the two above representations of 
Brahman are '' only two aspccf;s of the cognition of one 
and the same reality." (Tho italics are ours.) Whore 
then are tho supposed·'' irreconcilable contradictions,'' 
in the Vedantn. to reconcile which :=;ankara's Illusion 
theory muRt he invoked? Their only reconciliation lios 
in tlre solution suggested by Dr. Thibaut himself in the 
above lines, namely, in the Vcdantie doctrine of Panen
thei~nn, and not in the spurious theory of Illusion. 
BiJ,(Iarti.yar;a has also distinctly told us that everywhere in 
the Ved~mta Brahman lmfl been represented both as mani
fested in the \vorld of plurality and yet as transcending 
the same (paTasya ubhayalingain saTvatra hi). And 
tlms tmdcrRtood, the supported contradiction in the 
V cd:tntie passages in question vanishes completely. 
,qankara. · s so-called Teconciliation consists in the cmn-

ltiy;, 
plrt.c and wholesale Tejection of one set of passages, 
na1nely, those that describe the Reality as manifested in 
the u:orld of plurality, and in the consequent transfor
mation of V cdantic Panentheisn~, into Eleatic Unquali
fied Monism. And yet we are told that the seeming oppo
sition between tbc two sets of passages referred to above 
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can only be reconciled by Sankara's theory of Illusion, and 
the consequent denial of the 1vorld of plurality. This is 
not reconciliation at all, it is nothing but the rejection 
of the Vedanta. · 

Now, to turn to Sankara_ himself. Sankara has $ankara's 
own admis

frankly admitted in scores of places that the Vedanta has, sions. 

in hundreds of passages, represented Brahman, the 
Supreme Self, as a principle of Unity-in-difference. 
" Brahman (the Self) is surely represented (in the 
Vedanta) in two forms,'' says Sankara himself in his 
Commentary on the Vedanta Sutras, I. 1, 11, -"namely, 
as manifested in the :finite modes of ' names and forms,' 
and also as lying beyond them, and (thus free) above 
all speci:fications ... Thus, in a thousand ways (Vedanta) 
passages represent the double aspects of Brahman's be-
ing." " The1·e are many Smtis (Ved,anta passages),'~ 

;'jankam again tells us, in connection with Ved. Sut., 
III. 2, 11, " indicative of Brahman's two-fold aspects 
(santi ubhayalingii/:L srutaya~~)." " BmhmaVi?aya/:L." 
In scores of other places, Sankara has repeated the same 
admission. He is, however, unable to see how to recon~ 
cile such passages, and frankly proposes to explain 
away, or, if necessary, even to reject one set of passages 
altogether. And this is what he has actually done in his 
so-called reconciliation. 

We shall briefly examine here two typical instances 
of Sankara's so-called reconciliation of the seeming con
tradictions in Vedanta passages referred to above. The 
Ved .. Siit., ITI. 2, 11, is one of the most characteristic 
Siitras of Badarayan:~: It runs thus:-" No (wrong), 
even if (Brahman is described as) related to (limited) 
space, (as indwelling in all its modes), for, verily, 
Br.ahnuw's unity in spite of_ differentiations (ubhaya
lingmn) is (stated) everywhe?·e.'' Now, " there are 
Srutis (Vedanta passage-s};'' says ~ankara, m dealing 

~'""''c 
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with this aphorism, at:~ already noticed ·' indicative of 
the two-fold aRpects of Brahman's nature, ' All-active, 
All-desiring, etc.' describing Brahman as having 
qualities; again, ' neither ·large nor small, etc.' "':" 
describing it as without qualities. From such 
8rutis, are we to infer Brahman, as a principle of )' 
Unity-in-difference (as having both the aspects), or 
merely fts having one aspect? And, if merely as having 1 

one aspect, should we infer it as qualified or unqua1ifiod? 
lf iL is a'rg,ued that, since both the aspects a-re assiuned, 
Brahman should be unde-rstood as having them b'oth; 
we say, in reply, ' Not so,-Brahrnan cannot haDe both 
the aspects.' One thing cannot be differentiated and· 
yet otherwise (i.e., e:tist as tmnscendiny all 
differentiations) on account of self-contradict'ion (in-
volved 'tn such an admission) ...... Even by reason of the 
limitations pertazning to the modes, one thing cannot be 
smnctlu:nu and its opposite .. :H cnec, if Brahman is to l>e 
urulerslood as having only one aspect, it must be nnrler
stooil rt.s UYil:hout speciji,cations and unqualified and not 
otherwise; for everywhere, in passages deal<inq ttYith 
11'rahnwn' s ultimate natuTc, Brahman is descr·ibcd as 
btyond all specifications.'' (Thibaut' s translation, 
Vedanta Siitras, Pt. II, pp. 152-'53}. But is this recon
ciliation? Is it not, on the contrary, a frank and clear 
rejection of one set of passages altogether? Again in 
dealing with V. 1,1, having first repeated his admission 
that there arc innumerable passages in the Vedanta de
scribing Brahman as a principle of unity-in-duality 
Sankara most frankly confesses his inability to under .. 
stand how one and the same Reality could be both 
differentiated and yet exist as transcending all differ
entiations,-how Brahman could be conceived as mani
festeu in. the world of plurality, and yet as above all differ
entiations. ~! But is it not a. fact, it may be urged 
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against us,'' says Sankara here, '' that there are many 
analogical arguments (in the Vedanta), such as the sea 
and its waves, and the like, (introduced) to illustrate the 
two-fold aspects of Brahman. And, if so, what makes 
you say, that it is self-contradictory for one and the 
same thing to have unity-in-difference? But we 
answer, this c(m be true of other things. We do hold 
unity-in-d'ifference to be self-contradictory when applied 
to an etC1'nally formless object, but not so, when applied 
to material objects. And he;;ce, (by reason) of contradic
tion between /Jruti (the revealed Scripture), smrti (the 
law-book) and logic, :such a hypothesis is inconceivable. 
Rather far better to discard the Upani§ads than to accept 
such a hypothesis (asyalJ, kalpanayalJ, varamupa-
ni§ad-parityaga eva).'' This is, indeed, a most frank 

~-confession! But unfortunately, Sankara has · not 
stopped here. If he did so, there would have been an end 
of nil confusions on the subject. But, instead of adher
ing to his confession of inability to understand the signi
ficance of passages describing the two-fold aspects of the 
Reality, and leaving them to take care of themselves, he 
has made most frantic efforts, in vain, to explain away 
the passages describing the Reality as differentiated, and 
to make his triangular hypothesis of Illusion f1t into the 
round hole of Vedantic Panentheism, regardless of 
fhtgrant self-contradictions and inconsistencies, resulting 
from such attempts. In the concluding part of the abo·oe 
ext?·act, he frankly declares his readiness rather to 
discard the Vedanta than to accept the statement that 
the Reality, the absolute, can be both differentiated and 
yet be above all differentiations, both as manifested in 
its modes, and yet as unexhausted in them, and tiwre
fore transcending them. It is therefore nn 1nnrulPr if 
Sankara has made frantic efforts and tried all possible 
dodges to get rid of one set of passages, and has at last 
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been forced to C1JOlvc his theory of illusion to accom
plish this impossible task. And this is Sankara'R so
called reconciliation of the seeming contradictions in 
the Vedanta ! · 

We would have understood Sankara, in spite of all 
differences of views, if he consistently adhered to one 
particular position. But has he done so? He must 
he a very bold man who can say, ' Yes.' We shall conRi
der three typical instanees here. " It may be argued," 
says ·sankara, in dealing wHh Veil. Sut., II. 1, 24, 
K~;i-ravaddh,i '' that the statement that intelligent 
Brahman, who is One without a second is the cause of 
the world, cannot be accepted, on account of the absence 
of necessary means and materials .. . But there is nothing 
wrong in that. It so happens, like mill£ (transforming 
into cu-rd), b'y reason of its inherent characteristics. In 
the world, milk or water is, by nature, modified into 
cu-rd o-r ice, independently of all cxtemal means. One 
Brahnwn does Wcewise modify itself (into the world of 
]Jlurality),. l!?J reason of its inscrutable pow en.'' Again in 
dealing with Ved. Hftt., lV. ·1:, 1\) ( VUainl·owrt·i nha ta
llu!.h·i slh·iLi111iiha), (Bralmmn is also above all it:-; mode:-;), 
Sankara i:-; still more explicit in his Relf-contradietion, 
and has frankly accepted the Vedftntic view of Hcality. 
• • '1 11 f z· · ' , 1 h ' ' · z rw eve·r- ree uwtne essence, says w ere, ts a so 
above all its transformat·ions, and not merely 1·cvealed in 
its manifestat-ions in the solar orb and the lilcc. 'Phe 
Vedanta accordingly rcfeTs to his (God's) two-fold exist
ence (tatha hi asya dtJi-ruparn sthitimaha amnaya]J,), 'all 
existents arc the manifestations of this Being,' ... ' all 
existents are (only) its part (partial manifestation) ... and 
the like.' " (Cf. 'J'l1ibaut, -ibid, Pt. II, p. 417 .) The 
utter helplcsRncss and ineonsistency of Sankara's posi
tion is quite evident here! We shall consider one more 
instance of this kind, and this will be our last. "'! In 
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some passages (of the Veda.nta)," Sankara again tells 
us, in connection with Ved. Sut., II. 2, 27 Ubhayavya
padesat tn ahikuty,rjalavat. '' the distinction between 
the individual self and Brahman is referred to; 
' then (the individual) absorbed in meditation sees 
the Holy Being : :_ here the distinction is one of 
the Sustainer and the sustained, as well as of the seer 
and the seen; ... ' He who, immanent in them all, regula
tes all existents :' here the distinction is one of the regu
lator and the regulated. In some passages, again, their 
non-separation is indicated; ' That thou art,' ' This thy 
soul is immanent in all ' ... Thus, both distinction and 
non-separation having been ind·icated (in the Vedanta), 
if nun-separation alone be taken as ultimate, the relation 
of distinction will be off its support. Hence, to indicate 
both the aspects of the Reality, the relation b'etween the 
highest Self and the individual soul has been described 

J!S analogous to that of the snake and its coils. Viewed 
:fis a whole, the snake is 'one, non-different; while an ele
rnent of difference appears, if we view it with regard to 
its coils, hood, erect posture, and so on " (Evam 
Ubhayavyapadese sati yadi abheda eva ekantalJ, pari
qrhyeta, bhedo vyapadeso niravalamvana · e·va syii"t. 
A ta ttbhayavyapadesa dar sa nat ahikuty,rjalavat atra 
tattvam bhavitum arhati). (Of. Thibaut, ibid, Pt. II, 
pp. 173-4). This admission is also quite significant. 
These are only three of innumerable instances of flagrant 
self-contradiction, scattered all over Sankara:' s com
.rnentaries. In every one of those extracts Brahman has 
been described as a principle of 'Cfnity-in-difference-a 
view which Sankara has flatly rejected in several other 
connections. And yet, we are told that Sankara's is the· 
only position in keeping with '' consistent speculation,'' 
and .adequate to satisfy the demands of '' deepening 
speculation.' L 

·~~--.. ~~n~~a.~~~~~----~~}'; 
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But are there passages in the Upani~ads which 
really contradict Vedantic Panontheism, and deny the 
reality of plurality, as finite modes of the Infinite? 
Sankara thinks there are such passages. We shall exa- "'' 
mine here briefly three of the most important passages 
mentioned hy him under this head, namely~ Katha. IV. 
10, Ohhrm., VI. 1, 4; and VT. 12, 3, 8nnkara has, as we 
shall S<'(~ presently, completely mi:;mndorstood the signi-
ficance of tltesc ptti:lflages; and they lend absolutely no 
:;;upport to 8anktra's position. They, on the contrary, 
teach nothing but pure and unadulterated Pn,nentheiRm. 

To take the Katha pa::;sagc first. 'Jlhat '' fr m which 
the sun rises," says Katha, IV. U-12, " and in which it 
sets, therein lie supported all the gods, and none trans
cends it : this is that Self. That, which is hero (in this 
body), is n,lso there (in the universe without), that, 
which is there, is also hero. From death to death goes " 
he, who sees plu,rality hm·e (e;cistina independently of, 
and dist,inct jtom B'rahnwn). This is to be lJOrne t!n 
mind, f;hat: there arc no plural,ity here. Ji'rmn death to 
death goes he, who sees pluml'ity here. Puru.5a (the 
Supreme Self) ...... clwclls in this body. He is the Lord 
and Gnide of the past arul thn jtdure. By knowing him, 
one bears none ill-will. This 'is that Self.'' Roon after 
it adds (Knthn., V.2), " Tbat Self is the sun in tho firma
ment ; it is tho air in the middle space; it is tho fire on 
the earth as its nJta,r; it is the guest in the house ; it 
dwells in man; it dwells in th.e gods ...... it is born in the 
waters, as aquatic animals; it is born on the earth as 
barley, rice, and every other plant ............ it is born on 
mountains in the form of rivers. It is the Real, the In
finite.'' In these lines, we have evidently a most glow
ing picture of the Vedantic conception of the Reality, as 
an eternally self-differentiating spiritual principle. The 
reality of the plurality of existents is most miequivocal-
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ly admitted here, and described as finite modes of the self
manifestation of the Infinite, living, moving, and having 
their being in it, and, as h~ving no existence apart from 
and independently of it, whose modes they are, and who, 
as the Self of their selves, is immanent in them all, and 
yet sustains them all in its all-embracing unity as 
their ultimate ground and support. In fact, What ·is 
denied here, is not the existence of the plurality as finite 
tnodes of the Infinite, but their existence independently 
of and apart fmm Brahman. But such a denial of plu
rality does not help 8ankara even in the least. It, on the 
contrarJ:, most emphatically establishes the conclusion 
8ankara seeks to evade. That this is the real meaning 
of the Vedantic denial of the plurality, has also been 
frankly admitted by 8ankara himself in scores of places. 
In dealing with Sut. II.l, 14, Tadananyatvam iiram
bhatz,a-sabdiidibhya"IJ,, for instance, he tells us, ''The effect 
is this manifold world ...... and the cause is the highest 
·urahman. Of the effect, it is understood that, in reality, 
it is non-different from the cause. How so? ' On account 
f th . t 1 d " . . " d " th ' ' o e scnp ura wor ongm an o ers ........ . 

This parallel instance (' By one clod of clay all that is 
made of clay is known etc.' Chhan. VI.l, 4) is given 
with reference to Brahman; applying the phrase, ' hav
ing its origin in speech to the case illustrated in the in
stance quoted, we understand that the entire body of 
effects has no existence apart from Brahman."· Now, it 
is most amusing to note here that this very passage is one 
of 8ankara' s so-called most invulnerable points in sup
port of the supposed Vedantic denial of plurality. Here 
evidently Sankara forgot to interpret it in that sense. 
But, after this clear admission. Sankara seeks to run 
away from it. He is, however, obliged to repeat the ad
mission immediatelv after. " So this manifold world," 
adds he now, '' with its objects of enjoyment and enjoy~ 
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ers, and so on, has no existence apart from Brahman ...... 
If the doctrine of the independent existence of the indivi
dual soul has to be set aside, then the opinion of the en-
tire phenomenal world ...... having an independent exis·-
tence, is likewise to be set aside ..... . Scriptural passages 
also (such as ' When the Self only is all this, how should 
he see another?' Brh. Up., II. 4, 13) declare that, for 
him who sees that everything has its self in Brahman, 
the whole phenomenal world with its actions, ayents, and 
fruits of actions, is non-cxi8tent " (Thibaut, ilYid, Pt. I, 
pp. 320-23). Here, in the last sentence, Sanlmra evi
dently quibbles on tho word ' non-existent,' and seeln; 
to run away from his previous admission. '' rrhe effect 
must be viewed," he again tel1s us, under Ved. Sut., II. 
1, 7, '' as ' existent,' and through the self of the cause, 
before its origination, as well as after it ; for, at the pre
sent moment also, this effect does not exist independent
ly, apart from the cause,· accordiny to such scriptural pas
sagas as, ' Whoever looks for everything elsewhere than 
in the Self, is abandoned by everything (Br"J:!,. Up., II. 
4, 6)' 'Bht1Ulni tarh paTflrluJ:t yo' anyatra atmano bhuNi
ni veda, sarvamtarh paTiid,adyo' anyatr£t iibnanah, saTvam 
veda ... idam Brahma idarh k$f;arath inte lok,a ,ime deva 
imani bhiltiini idam sarvarit yadayamatma) .. . The effect, 
with all its qualities does not exist without the self of the 
cause, either now or before the actual beginning (of the 
effect)" (Thibaut, ibid, Pt. I, p. 309). All those are 
most unequivocal admissions of Vedantic Panentheism, 
and involve a complete abandonment of the Illusion 
theory. 

Now, to pass on to the next two passages in the 
dialogue between Uddalaka anrl his son, Bvetaketu, al
ready briefly noticed by us before. Both in elegance of 
diction and depth of penetration, this dialogue is one of 
the best pieces in the ~ntirt~ Vedantic literature; and it 



teaches nothing but pure and unadulterated Panentheism; 
as we shall see presently. Here is an extract from this 
long and interesting dialogue. Uddalaka said to his son 
on the latter's return from his preceptor's house at the 
termination of his pupilage, '' Svetaketu, as you are· SCI 

conceited, considering yourself well-read, and so stub
born, have you, my dear son, ever asked for that instruc-
tion by which we hear all what is not heard ...... we per-
ceive all what is not perceived ...... we know all what is 
not known?' 'What is that instruction, Sir?' asked he. 
The father replied: ' My dear son, as by one clod of clay, 
all that is made of clay is known, the modifications signi
fied by the names, having only come into being with the 
words (signifying them), and the truth being that all is 
clay; and, as, my dear son, by one nugget of gold, all 
that is made of gold is kiwwn, the modifications, signi
fied by the names, having only come into being with the 
words (signifying them) and the truth being that all is 
gold ...... Thus, my dear son, is that instruction ' ...... ' In 
the beginning, my dear son, there was that only which 
is, one only without a second. Some say, in the begin
ning, there was that only which is not (void only), one 
(Void) only without a second; and from that which is 
not, (Void), that which is, was born.' ' But how could 
it be so, my de'ar son?' the father continued. ' How 
could that which is, be born of that which is not? No; 
my dear son, only that which is, was in the beginning, 
one only \vithout a second ...... Yes, all these existents, 
my dear son, have their root in the Reality (Sanmula]:l-); 
they are pervaded by the Reality (SadiiyataniilJ), they 
exist in the Reality· (Satprati#hii]:l,) ......... All these are 
modes of the Self (ii tmyamidain sarvam). That is real. 
He is the Self.. That thou art, 0 Svetaketu.' " On 
being~reques-ted to it still mot~ c!~~rty, ~Me fat.~e; 
continued. '·' ';~1ff £~ -lh!3.';'Nyw. _ 
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grodha .tree.' ' Here is one, Sir,' ' Break it.; ' it 1s 
broken, Sir.' '·\Vhat do you see there?' ' 1'hese seeds, 
almost in:finittjsirnal.' ' Break one of them.' ' It is 
broken, Sir.' ' What do you see there?' ' Not any
thing, Sir.' The father said, ' My dear son, that subtile 
essence (in the tiny seed), which you cannot see, of that 
very essence, my dear son, this great Nyagrodha tree 
exists. Believe it, rny dear son. that which 'iS the subtile 
Essence, in it all that exists has its self. That is real. 
He is the Self. That thou art, 0 ,(Jvctakettt.' "* Sankara 
and his followers, both in tl.e East a,nd in the West, think 
that thi:.:; dialogue contains expressions, which imply a 
InOHt emphatic denial of the world of plurality. '' rphe 
ludi;m school-men," says Mr. Gough, referring to the 
opening analogical arguments (Philosophy of the Upani
·~ads, p. 245), " are never tired of quoting thistext, and 
proclaiming that tho visible and nameable aRpects of the 
world, as they Hctitiously present tlwm:.:;clves, in place of, 
and veil, tho one and only Relf, are nothing more than ' a 
modif1cation of speech, n chango, a name.' '' relw pas
sage, referred to by Mr. Gough, llaB been groRsly misin
terpreted by many other Orientalists as well. Prof. Max 
MHller has taken it to mean, '' the difference being only 
the name, arising from speech.'' It means, according 
to Mr. Gough, " being nothing more than a modifica
tion of speech, a change, a name." Prof. Deussen ha.s 
taken it to mean, ''the changes dependent only on words, 
a mere name " (The System of Vedanta, p. 262); and all 
of them have tals:en it as implying a clear denial of the 
reality of all modifications. But the passage ha:'! ah~o
lutely n:o such implication. A modification, as an event 
in time, is known, when it is distinguished from others, 

* Chhan., VF.l, 3-6; 2, 1-3; 8, 4 and 7; 12, 1-3. Of. Muller, 
Sire Sys., p. 163, et seq. 
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'Y a distinguishing name of its own. All modifications, 
1f a reality, therefore, virtually come to exist in time, i.e., 
Nhen they are so distinguished from others by their res
.Jective names. 'J.lhe moment of their knowledge is ac
cordingly also the moment of the origin or first applica
tion, of the designative names. Every modification is, 
accordingly, stated here, as arising from the moment of 
a name being assigned to it. The modification itself, as 
an event in time, was unreal before its origin. The ori.
ginal, of which it is a modification, has, on the contrary, 
been always in existence, and, as such, the latter posHesses 
a higher reality than the former. The modificntion:'l are, 
moreover, mutually exclusive; but the original embraces 
and includes them all alike. In this sense also, it P•)S· 

sesses a higher reality. As the modifications arise from 
the original, and the reality of the modification rests ou 
that of the original, so does the reality of the world of 
plurality depend on that of the Snpreme Self, Brahman, 
of which modes they are. This is the real implication of 
the expression in question, and not the denial of the 
existence of the nwdifications in any sense of the term. 
'I' he existence of the modifications is, on the contrary, 
most clearly implied in the 'Very expressions, " All things 
made of clay," " All things made ·of gold," and the 
like. Had the obfect of the speaker been to deny the 
reality of the modifications, such expressions would have 
been altogether meaningless. Moreover, it has been most 
emphatically declared in the same connection that all 
existents live, move, and have their being in the Reality, 
and that " all these are modes of the Self " atmyamidam 
sarvam. The expression " That thou art, 0 Svetaketu," 
following it immediately, evidently means, ' Thou 
art also such a mode.' 'J1o take it in any other sense, 
would simply mean a complete mis-reading of the entire 
dialogue. And Sankara himself has, in the extract quoted 



i~rt,iLP .. ra's 
bl·,, .~dea 
,,f ~k;\lity. 

··t;_, 

ih connection with the point discnsserl in the precedi1 1 

para,graph, also taken it exactly in thiR sense. Tl1cre '' 
has most clearly told us that, '' We understand (by tt'. 
passage) that the entire body of effects has no existenc 
apart from Brahman.'' This is a clear admission of tht' 
reality of plurality as modes of the Infinite. Badaraya1_1a 
haR aho ta,ken this senBe. ln this conneetion he elen.rly 
tell~ us that Brahman constitutes both the effieient and 
the material cause of the world of plurality : Pral/ijr1a 
Dr$tantanuparodhat, 1.4, 23. The world of plural
ity is therefore most emphatically admitted here. So 
this dialogue also does not help Sankara, even in the 
least. It, on the contrary, teaches pure and unadul
terated Panenthcisrn and represents the world of 
plurality a:-; :-;o many finite modes or centre8 of the Infi
nite's self-manipulation. 

Sanlmra l111.R a falf->o idea of Unity. Unity, he thinks, 
must ncerls not only be opposed to independent existence 
of ttnything other than iLRelf, but also to difference and 
relativity, to relations and differentiations. He there
fore asks, though the Vedanta has, in a hund,red different 
connections, describe(l Brahman as a principle of Unity
in-diffetence, yet how are we to conceive such a Iieality? 
He fails to see how 1t may he possible for the Reality to 
exist as a self-differentiating unit, as existing in all its 
individual modes, embracing them all in its all-pervad
ing unity, and giving them all their respective being, 
connection, end, and function, as inter-related factors of 
one orgamc whole ~md yet transcending them all as 
their ultimate ground of support. And he has often 
most frankly admitted that every individual soul is but a 
finite mode of the Infinite. " Brahman alone," he, 
for instance, emphatically tells us in connection with 
Ved. Sut., II.3, 45, is " immanent in all existents, and 
exists in the shape of individuals.'' '' There is no viola-
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of the promissory 
. cwly, in connection with , II.3, 17, 

1 
.1se of Brahman assuming the individual form, 

1
td und~vided. The disti"!c~ion_ in the, characterist'ics o~ 

, 1e two M only due to the lumtattons of name and form 
.~sumed (by the Infinite)." These are clear admissions 
n favour of Vedantic Panentheism. He has repeated the 
!arne admissions in scores of places. But Sankara's 

.:doubt soon reappears; and, unable to see clearly how the 
·Reality can be both differentiated and yet remain un
Jxhausted in its differentiations, and retain its unity in 
and through them, he forthwith runs straight away from 
his admission, and tries to explain away the passages 
describing the Self as an eternally differentiating Reality. 
And in such a moment of confusion and bewilderment, 
Sankara was once driven to declare, as we have seen, 
f it is better to reject U pani:?ads than to accept such a 
~elf-contradictory position '' (asya1}. kalpanay(iJ:~,-varam-
1~pani$ad-parityaga eva). (Vide Sankara's commentary 
(on Brih. Up., V.1, 1). And his inability to grasp the sig
bificance of V edantic Panentheism has driven him to 
take recourse to his theory of Illusion, which is out and 
out anti-Vedantic. The Vedanta teaches nothing but 
pure and unadulterated Panentheism from be,ginning to 
end .. 

Sankara in his search after 'the Reality placed him
self at the verv outset on a wron,g track, and started with 
a denial of cl~ange. This was his initial blunder; and 

· his whole system; as based on the theory of illusion, fol
lowed from it as a necessary corollary. It is in ourselves 
that we are directly and immediately in touch with a do
main of the Reality. And if Sankajra looked within him
self, and tried to understand the nature of the reality in 
him, he would have seen that the reality which consti
tutes the ego or self of an individual is a spiritual prin-



,~~,iDANTA 
·... .. ·. . li~es, aot~t~nd \seeks to develop and perfect 

itself as a concrete individual-self through a diversity of 
states or modes~ and in the nature of his own individual~ 
self he would have found a clue to the knowledge of the 
true nature of the Ultimate Reality. He would have 
then clearly seen that the two-fold existence of one and 
the self-same Reality, as existing in a diversity of modes 
and yet transcending the srtme and remaining identical 
with itself amidst a]] its varia,tions, is more real, in the~ 
case of an invisible spiritual principle than in visible n,nd 
extended organic objects. And with such a, vision, hi& 
confusions would have forthwith vanished. rrhe Vedanta 
has also clearly told us how to regula,te our activities in 
our search after the Ultimate Reality. '' We should seek 
to know Brahman," says 8vet. Up. (II.l5), "in the lial>f 
of the knowledge of our own selt,es as with a lan 
if tm~a-tattDe,na, ltt Rrrah_-n,atattrl'a11l dipopam~ena prapa~~ ~t 

If .'Janlw/ra followed this guidance all his confustu ) 
would have been at: an end ; and he ·would have seen thu.; 
change constituted an as1wct of the Reality a.nd that th~ 
Abstract Universal Spirit through its never-encUng pro~ 
cess of change, generation and evolution always sough~ 
to realise itself as the concrete Universal spirit, and tha~ 
the individual self. was only a finite mode of the In~ 
finite's self-manifestation. Self-introspection would have/ 
mor~over, revealed to him that the individual self whic1 

constitutes a man's ego, limited though it is in its actuB 
acquisitions, is potentially infinite, and is organically an( 
indis::>olubly united with an Infinite Spiritual Principl 
Brahman, as the Self of its self and its Internal Rul 
and moment-to-moment ground and support. Such 
vision would have revealed to him that through his finite 
self, the Infinite always sought more and more 
to maniftst itself. In such a vision he would 
have also clearly understood the significance of 
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f,he Vedantic description of the Individual and 
the Universal, as " two beautiful birds mutual
'y attached as friends, dwelling on the one and the 
mme tree, with one (the individual) eating delicious 
ruits from (the hands of) the other (the Universal), and 
ae latter itself remaining without fruit and yet delighted 

:o see the former so receiving its nourishment '' (Svet. 
up., IV. 6). But Sankara followed a wrong track, and 
thus failed to understand the supreme mystery of the 
self and the nature of Brahman, as a Principle of Unity-

1-di:fference; and individual self appeared from time to 
me repressed, and his doubts and confusions strang'led 
~~ that was healthy life-giving and noble in his 
tterances. 
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